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RECOMMENDATIONS.

OF the value of Wmer s Grammar of the N. T. Idioms there can be no doubt.
There is 'notfnng liké'it. It is, beyond all question, a nonpareil of its kind.
MOSES STUART,
= Prof. Suc. Lit. Theolog. Sem., Andover, Mass.

Tam acquainted with gome of the works of Winer, and consider him to be at the
head of the severe and eritical school,of saered philologists. 1 believe his book on
the. Idioms of the N. T. to be an admirable one, not to be estimated in dollars and
cents, and shall warmly recommend iP to my students, as there is absolutely nothing

of the kind in the English language.
N ALEX. M'CLELLAND, D.D.

P1:of. Sac. Lit. Theolog. Sem. Dutch Ref. Church.

’

‘WiNER stands at the head of the philologians who have directed their attention to
the N, Test. His Grammar, when firs} published, was a mere pamphlet; in which
forin it was translated by Profs. Stuart and Robinson. The work now offered to the
public by Profs. Agnew and Ebbeke, is not properly a Grammar, but a grammatical
treatise on the language of the N. T., designed to exhibit the usage of the sacred
writers with regard to the artiele, the prepositions and other particles, the moods,
tenses, partieiples, ete. ete. It is therefore, in effect, to a eonsiderable extent, a
grammatical commentary on the N. T, It is a work of the highest authority, and of
the greatest practical usefulness, and should be regarded as the necessary companion
of a Lexicon on a student’s table, The subscriber, therefore, can freely recommend
it to all who are engaged in the eritieal study of the New Test. The translators, as
far as can be inferred from the examination of a single sheet, have executed their
task with ability and success, and deserve the patronage of all the friends of sound
biblical mtcr[‘retatlon. CHARLES HODGE, D.D.

Prof. Bib. Lit. Theolog. Sem., Princeton, N. J.

Heving heard three courses of lectures from Prof. Winer, of Leipsie, and being
familiar with his views of N. T\ philology, I take pleasure in stating the cstimation
in which I hold his Gram. of the N. T. Greek. The critics of his own country as-
sign him the first place among those who. have made the language of the N. T\ their
study. Sufficient proof of this is furnished by the references to liis work on almost
every page of recent German commentaries on the N. Test. The genetic or philo-
sophic method applicd to the German language by Grimm, to the Sanserit by Bopp,
and to the Hebrew by Ewald, has been successfully employed by Winer in investi-
gating the N. T. Greek. But his Grammar, especially the last two editions, has
high merits altogether indePendent of his method. To say nothing of his earlier
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labors in Hebrew, Chaldee and Rabbinie literature, his researches into the later com-
mon Greek, to which he has devoted his powerful mind during the very best period
of his life, prepare him to do more than any other man living, not only in the gram-
mar, but equally in the lexicography of the Greek of the N, Test. It is not sur-
prising, therefore, that his associates and rivals should asmgn him the highest rank

in favorite studies.
B. SEARS,

Prof. SaceLit. Bajtist Theolog. Sem., Newton, Mass.

It gives me pleasure to know that a translation of Winer’s gelebrated work on the
Idioms of the N. T. is to be published. The character of the author, and the estab-
lished reputation of his work, male it desirable that it should be rendered thus ac-
cessible in its proper completeness, to American students. The translation seems to -
me, judging from the speeimen, to be executed in good style.

J. W. NEVIN;
Prof. Suc. It. Theolog. Sem., Alleghenytown, Pa.

The work of Winer which you have transfated is not so much a new edition of
that translated by Profs. Stuart and Robinson in 1825, as a new work, the whole be-
ing recomposed, and the plan enlarged, with very ecopious illustrations and references.
The smaller work has been a very useful help in the investigation of the sacred text.
I thercfore antieipate, with mueh confidence, the great value and utility of the pre.
sent larger worl, and am persuaded that, in translating it, you are rendering a very
important serviee to the biblical student. I shall cheerfully recommend it as I'have
opportunity, and have no doubt that every lover of saered learning will gladly lend

you his aid in the same way.
LEWIS MAYER, D.D.

Prof. Sac. Theol. in the Sem. of .Ger, Ref, Church.

The undersigned have long regarded Winer's Grammar of the New Testament, as-
an important lielp to the critical student of the sacred volume; and have used it as a
text boak in the Theological Seminary under their care, Nor is its utility confined
to the mere student of sacred philology. The frequency with which it is referred to
by even the most distinguished commentators of Germany, such as Tholuck, Ols-
hausen, and others, affords abundant evidenee of the high estimation in which it is
held by those best competent to judge of its merits. An important service was ren-
dered to the American student by the translation of the earlier edition of this work
by Professors Stuart and Robinson; and the numerous additions since made by the
learned author, have doubtless in a great measure supplicd the acknowledged de-
ficiencies of the former work, and greatly enhanced its value. Amid the increasing
attention to the langnage and idiom of the New Testament, by students of theology
in our country, the subseribers cherish the hope, that your version of this valuable
work will be rewarded by a rcady and extensive sale.

S. 8. SCHMUCKER, D.D. .
Prof. Christian Theology in the Theolog, Sem., Gettysburg, Pa.
C. P. KRAUTH, D.D.
President of Pennsylyania College.
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PREFACE. '

‘ ¥ ‘

Tur translators of the present work have undertaken a task of no
small labor and difficulty, which only those can f:ully appreciate who
have experimented in the same field: To accomplish a good translation
of any foréign work is not easy; and perhaﬁs'no European language ’
.presénts greater obstacles ion the way of translation into smooth and cor-
rect English, than the German. There’is so little attention to rhetorical
rules, owing in same measure to the nature of the language itself, so
much is sometimes expressed by a sthgle compound word, and sentences

‘are frequently so involved, that disruptions, circumlocutions, and para.
phrases, all become occasionally necessary. Aqd, a%'ter all, the delicate
taste of a refined English scholar will -probably be offended. Indepen-
. dently _of' these considerations, which aré, in some measure, applicable
to German writings in general, the difficulty of the present translation
is greatly enhanced by the almost numberless references and quotations.

It will be manifest to every one that the work is the result of the most
laborious investigation, and the most extensive research. Every acces-
sible source of information, bearing on the subject, has been consuited,
and the whole critically and rationally compared.

Dr. Winer, it is probably known, commenced his labors in this depart-
ment some twenty-five years ago, and soon after published a small
Grammar, translated in 1825, by Professors Stuart and Robinson. At
the time of the original publication, he was Professor extraordinary at
Leipsic, his native city. In 1823, he became ordinary Professor of

‘ Theology in the University of Erlangen, Bavaria, and on the death of
Tittmann, in 1832, he was recalled to Leipsic to supply his place, where
he remains at present, attracting crowds to his lectures. He is the
giant in the Theological faculty at Leipsic, as Hermann is in the clas-

sical.
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The volume now offered to the American scholar, is the fourth and
last edition (1886) of Winer’s Qra‘mmar of the New Testament Idioms,
and may be regarded as almost perfect in its line. Theologians of his
own country assign him the first place in this department of philology,
and evince their estimation of his labors by references to his work on
almost every page of their commentaries. He bears the palm, by com-
mon consent, among those. who have devoted themselves to the study of
the language of the N. T.

The preceding remarks will probably be sufficient to justify the trans-

lation. 'We have indeed the embryo work translated by Professors Stu- = -

art and Robinson, whose labors in this department are worthy of all
praise, but that is confessedly a very insufficient aid, and was offered to
the public because there was then nothing better. In 1834, Professor
Stuart himself published a N. T. Grammar. That, however, although
abundantly useful to the student of the N. T, differs materially from the
present work, and is really, more properly than this, @ Grammar. It is
a volume of 250 pages, one half of which is occupied by what he de-
nominates the formal part, efﬂibiting the common forms of declension,
paradigms of verbs etc.—all that is ordinarily ranged under orthogra-
phy and etymology. This of Winer’s, on the other hand, excludes the
formal, and may be regarded, in the language of Prof. C. Hodge, as a
“ Grammatical Commentary on the IN. T.,” and, we may add, @ critical
treasury. Prof. Stewart remarks, ¢ There is nothing like it. It is
beyond all question a nonpareil of its kind.”” Prof. Robinson’s estima-
tion of it may be inferred from his constant reference to the preceding
edition in his Lexicon of the Greek Testament.

An examination of its pages will prove that it surpasses any thing
published in the English language, in the department of N. T. philo-
logy, and that it will be an invaluable auxiliary to the Theological
student.

The general classical scholar also will find it full of interest, both in
its numerous references to ancient authors, and in its copious illustration
of grammatical principles, in their application to the Greek language of
classical writers. There is a constant comparison, on all points, of
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the wows dudnexvos with the language of the N.'T. in its syntactic

rules. :
The entire text has been translated, and the notes with few excep-

tions. Some, deemed not very important, have been omitted, in order
to diminish the size of the book as much as possible;: without detracting
from its value. Some have been introdueed into the text, and others
contracted. The register of passages illustrated has-been prepared
anew from the translation itself, and will be found to be more copious
than that in_ the German work. The letters sq., f. etc., after quota-
tions, have been omitted; and some small words when the sense was suf-
ficiently preserved without them.

The references to Stuart’s Grammars, Robinson’s Lex. etc., and to the
English idioms, are by the translators, although not distinguished by
brackets.

Some apology is probably due for the Greek type, especially the ac-
cents. It is not such as it ought to be, but will present no difficulty to
the student familiar with Greek. The principal defect would be found in
the lenis and asper beneath the circumflex. The impression is often so
faint as to amount to no impression at all. That errors will occur in
accentuation, quotation, reference etc. in a work which abounds with
them so much as the present, was to be anticipated; for, with all possi-
ble care, letters will become displaced in being distributed and of course
be the occasion of mistakes even after a third or fourth proof.

The labor of translation has been about equally shared. For the
English dress the translator A. is alone responsiMe. His apology for
some errors must be necessary absence, part of the time, while the
work was in press.

With these observations, we submit the work to the theological and
classical public, believing that they will sustain this first effort to fur-
nish them with a work so erudite and critical—one which every student
of the Bible, and especially every Minister of the Gospel, when aware
of its value, will desire to have always at hand as the constant com-
panion of his Greelt N. Test.
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That God may bless this humble effort, and render it instrumental of

a clearer and more correct agp_re}ienston,of the meaning of his revealed
will, is the prayer of the translators. .
' J. 1. AGNEW,

' 0. G. EBBEKE.

Philadelphia, Sept. 2d, 1839,

i
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ERRATA.

Man& of the errata are attributable to the abscnee of one of the translators, and

some oceurred even in the final correction by the printer.

There is a frequent

omission of the lenis belonging to the initial vowel of a word, which will be readily
supplied by the scholar, and will therefore not be noted here.

1t is desirable that the following corrections be actually made, or at least noted on the
margin of the page, before the book is used.

Page 42, line 13 from bottom, insert a

eomma, after termination.

P. 86, insert 4. at beginning of 1. 2,

P. 83, 1. 6, for relative, read kindred.

« 1, 20, after seem to, read, inake the
designation indefinite. .

¢« 1,23, read, this passage, and dele, in
which and occurs.

¢ 1, 25, for to, read of,

. 94, 1. 10, for definite, read indefinite.

« 1. 11, for seen, read regarded.

¢ TIn the note, after where, insert, it is
alleged.

95. 1, 4, dele, the following.

« 1, 5, for consistent, the same.

¢ 1, 20, after kind, one.

« 1. 23, insert only, at the beginuing

of the paragraph.

1. 25, dele, that it has no force, and
substitate, them.
« 1. 36, read might, instead of may.

. 96, snbstitute opposition, for respect.

97, 1. 4 from bott. for one, read a.

. 111, L. 15 fr. bot. comma after first even,

130, 1. 2 ft., bot. insert Eph. afler e. g.

132, 1. 24, for ought to, read might.

141, 1. 15, insert so, after be.

160 1. 16 fr. bot. dele the following are,
and insert before incorrectly, Heb.
xiii, 10, etc, to comedere,

162, 1. 22, before thinking, the.

163, 1. uit. read night for right.

. 167, 1. 16, for 2 Pet. iv. 10. rcad 1 Pet.

iv. 9. :
¢ L 17 fr. bot. parenthesis after 37.

P. 187, 1. 22, dele Rev. xiv. 10,

P. 188, 1. 12, read 1 Pet. i. 18.

P. 198, 1. 6, read 22 for 23.

P. 216, 1. 10 fr. bot. for Mr. read Mit.

@

R

o

P, 227, 1. 20, dcle such.

P.231,1 10 fr. bot. insert with, at be-
ginning of line.

P. 235, 1. 22, for may, read might,

P. 236, 1. 5 fr. bot. for be, read is.

P. 250, 1. 15, for be, is.

P. 2586, 1. 5, read iii. 10, for x. 4.
P. 272, 1. 1. dcle in,
P. 281, 1. 16, insert fig. 2. at the beginning.
‘P, 288, 1. 17, for conjunctions, read con-
neectives.
- 1. 23, for much, read far.
« 1 10, 11, fr. bottom, read Erérter.
d. gr. Bintheil. u. gr. Verhiltn.,
290, 1. ult. Abh. for Ausg.
294, 1. 1, for and, under.
. 300, 1. 1, the asterisk belongs to Jas.
i. 13.
301, 1. 21, for executed, read exerted.
306, 1. 11, {r. bot. for effuta, read effecta.
1, ult. after Pet. insert i. 3.
307, 1. 8 fr. bot. instead of from,read for.
8,
4
(i
7

. 301,
. 306
7

&
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0
0
0

4 fr, bot. insert @ after arch.

22, parenthesis after temporally.

5, comma after for.

7, insert an, before adverbial.

1. 12, the, before plaee.

24, parenthesis after ete,

12, for are, read or.

1.17, for expressing, read denoting.

2 fr. bot. for, done to this time,
read hitherto assumed.

350, 1. 1, for generally, read in all cases.

351, 1. 16, for eonnection, read correc-

3
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0
1 9
324,
33
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342
34
349
349
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b
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1
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1.
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. 351, 1. 4 fr. bot, for 3 read 13.

. 359, 1. 17, for entensive, read extensive.
60, 1, 15, for that, read what.

. 10, {r. bot. for when, where.

. 8 fr. bot. for as, read or.

. 3 fr. bot. read, kave the purpose

or

[=r X =23
—
—

o
e

L 11, dele to.
68, 1. 16, dele he.
« 1, 18, for when, where,

gists.

64, 1. 16, inscrt is, before perhaps.
86, 1, 22, eomma after the first not.
87, 1. 23, for therefore, read however.
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INTRODUCTION.;

On the Scope, Mode of Treating, and Iistory of the Grammuar of the .
’ New Testament.

§ 1. TuE idiom of the language of the New Testament, like every
other, presents two aspects for scientific investigation; as words connected
in discourse may be considered either severally, as to their origin and
signification, or as to their legitimate arrangement in sentences and pe-
riods. The former is the business of Lexicography; the latter belongs
properly to Grammar, which ought to be distinguished from the N. T.
Rhetoric. '

The N. T. Lexicography, of which Synonymy is an essential part, but
only recently so acknowledged, has hitherto been conducted only in a
practical way: yet a Theory may be formed, which might be denomina-
- ted Lexicology, a term lately introduced. We need not be surprised
that this theory has not yet been fully developed and cultivated, as even
the classical languages are without a Lexicology. Our exegetical theo-
Jogy also wants a theory of the higher and lower criticism. This has
operated very unfavorably on the Lexicography of the N.T., as will be
manifest on a close examination of even the most recent labors in this
department.

The N. 7. Rketoric, (a term which Glass and Bauer, author of
¢ Rhetorica Paulina,” have used,) should unfold the peculiarities of each
author in his natural style, where he is untrammeled by rules, and dis-
plays his.spirit and scope. In respect to this, much remains to be done,
especially as to the theory of Rhetorical Figures, which have been the
occasion of so much mischief in the interpretation of the New Testament.
The preparatory labors of Bauer* and Schulze{ in this department, are

* Car. Lud. Bauer Rhetorice Paullina. Hal. 1782.3 prts. 2 vols. 8vo. His Philo-
logia Thucidideo-Paullina. Hal. 1773, 8vo. H. G. Taschirner Observat, Pauli. Ap.
Epistolar. Scriptoris Ingenium Concernentes. Viteb, 1800, 3 prts. 4to.

t J. Dan.Schulze der Schriftstellerische Werth und Charakter des Johannes. Weis-
senfels, 1803, 8vo. Schriftsteller. Werth und Char. des Petrus, Judas und Jacobus.
Weissenfels, 1802, 8vo. Ueber den Schrifist, Char. und Werth des Evang. Markus
in Keils und Tzschirners Analekt, Vol ii. prt. 2. p. 104-151. Prt. 3. p. 69-132.
Vol. iii. prt. 1. p. 88-127.

2



14 INTRODUCTION.

not without their value. As to the discourses of Jesus and the Apostolic
Epistles, the argumentation in Biblical Rhetoric would be most advan-
tageously treated, aftér.the manner of the ancient rhetoricians, by not
dividing the New Testament Exegesis into too many distinct sciences,
which, when united, mutually illuminate each other. Comp. Gersdoif’s
Beitriige zur Sprachcharakterist. d. N. T. 1. Bd. p. 7. Keil's Lehrd.
d. Hermeneutik, p. 28. C.J. Kellman’s Diss. de usu Rhetorices Her-
meneutico. Gryph. 1766. 4to. It may be remarked, by the way, that
our Theological Encyclopedias are very imperfect in the representation
of exegetical theology.

§ 2. A grammatical exhibition of the N. T. idiom, as far as it belongs
to the Greek language, would be rendered accurate by comparing it with
the grammatical structure of the later Greek, to which, both in time and
method, it is intimately related. As, however, this later language of the
Greek itself is not yet entirely fixed in its peculiarities, nor apprehended
as a whole; and as the New Testament idiom also shows the influence of
a foreign language (the Hebrew-Arameean) on the Greek, the N. T.
Grammar must be correspondently enlarged, and should scientifically
develope the laws according to which the native Jewish authors of the
New Testament wrote the Greek of their time.

Were it the objecl, for instance, to write a Grammar of the Egyptian
or Alexandrian dialect of the Greek language, as it existed among the
inhabitants of different countries who spoke Greek, it would be sufficient
toarrange all the peculiarities which render it a distinct dialect, yet in such
a way that, not only the several parts be connected like separate fragments,
but that the chief peculiarities be pointed out. It should be shown also,
under each section of the grammar, how this adjustment of the dialect
affected the general laws of the Greek language, by dispensing with
niceties, abusing analogies, etc. 'The New Testament idiom, as a cor-
ruption of the later Greek, if it required a special Grammar, could only
be represented as an idiom of an idiom; and the New Testament gram-
mar must presuppose a grammar of the later Greek. But the idea of a
N. Testament grammar so minute, cannot even be readily apprehended,
much less can it be well executed. For, in the first place, the grammar
of the later Greek language, especially as spoken by the people, is not
yet scientifically determined;* therefore the fundamental principles of a
New Testament grammar exist only ideally, not really. Besides, the
N. T. idiom exhibits the influence of the Hebrew-Aramsean, a language
not radically related. The New Testament grammar, therefore, must
be enlarged in two ways. As the reader of the New Testament brings
with him the general grammar of the Greek language, it must develope
the influence of the peculiarities of the later Greek on the New Testa-

# Useful matter, especially on Lexicography, wﬂi be found in Lobeck’s Anamerk.
zu Phrynicli Eclog. Lips. 1820, 8vo. Irmisch zum Hersdian, and Fischer de Vitiis
Lezxicor. N. T.
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ment, conformably with the above mentioned principles, and at the same
time also point out the modifications which the Hebrew-Aramzan has
‘introduced.  These, however, must not be separated too nicely, as per-
haps Wahl has done in his Lexicon; since the N. T. writers, by mingling
the later Greek with the national (Jewish), have formed a syntax which
can be recognised and represented only in this union. This method of
treating the grammar of the N. T., after the grammar of the later Greek
shall have been formed as an independent thing, would undergo a change
only in this respect, that it would be then unnecessary to prove the pecu-
liarities of this later language by examples, with which the N. T. gram-
marian could not previously dispense. On the other hand, one part of the
subject which the grammar yet retains, viz. the Polemic, which is op-
posed to antiquated and deeply rooted prejudices, may perhaps soon be-
come obsolete; yet it is still necessary now, by means of this negative
'view of. the subject, to render the true character of the New Testament
‘idiom apparent. It is manifest that the old empirical gramimar, to which
the ultra Fischerum sapere is an abomination, has taken strong hold of
even celebrated interpreters of very recent date. A special grammar of
some particular N. T\ writers, as of John and Paul, seems to be inad-
missible. The individuality of the diction, especially of those writers,
exhibits itself almost exclusively in favorite expressions; or belongs ap-
propriately to the department of rhetoric, as the observations of Black-
wall in his Crit. Sac. N. T. IL. 2. 8. p. 822. sqq. ed. Lips. abundantly
show. To this department also are to be assigned most of the peculi-
arities in the position of words. These individualities are seldom found
in the grammari’ On the whole then, Shulze and Shulz* have better
understood the nature of such characteristics of the language, than Gers-
dorf, whose well-known work contributes'no great amount of certain re-
sults to verbal criticism.

§ 8. Although the investigation of the N. T. diction is the indispen-
sable basis of all true exegesis, yet Biblical Philologists, until lately, have
almost entirely excluded the grammar of the N. T. from the circle of
their scientific inquiries. They have repeatedly investigated the lexico-
graphy of the N. T.; but, at most, have touched upon the grammar when
it was connected with the doctrine of the N. T. Hebraisms.t Casp.
Wyss (1650) and G. Pasor (1655) more clearly conceived the idea of a

* His remarks on the charaeteristies of the N. T\ language may be seen in the
Essay on thie Parable of the Steward, (Breslau, 1821, 8vo.) and in that on the Supper,
(Lips. 1824, 2 verb. Aufl. 1831,-8vo.) and also in his numerous Reeensiones in the
Theolog. Annals of Wachler. In both those essays, which are of an ecxegetical na-
ture, the cxcellent remarks are out of place.

+ Among the older interpreters of the Bible, G. F. Heupel is a remarkable cxeep-
tion. In his exeellent and philosophieal Comment. on Mark, (Strasburg, 1716, 8vo.)
there are many valuable grammatieal observations. The knowledge of Greek dis-
played by J. F. Homberglk in his Parerga Sacra, Amstel, 1719, 4to. relates particu-
larly to lexicography.
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N.T. gl‘émmar;- yet‘ without being able to have it acknowledged as an
important part of exegetical discipline. After them, for a period of 160
years, Haab was the first who treated of the grammar of the N. T. dic-

.« tion, in a work devoted to that subject: but, apart from the fact that he

confined himself to the Hebraisms only, his uncritical work tended rather -
to retard than promote the’science.

"The first writer who, to any great extent, collected and unfolded the
peculiarities of the N. T. diction, was the celebrated Sal Glass (ob. 1656)
in his Philologia Sacra, the third book of which is inscribed Gramma-
tica Sucra, and the fourth, Gram. Sacrz Appendiz.* But as he sets
out with the Hebraisms, and touckes on the N. T. idiom only as far as
connected with these, his essay, even leaving its defects out of view, can
be considered only a feeble effort in the history of the N. T. grammar.
Yet it reminds us of two men of celebrated name, while their works on
this subject are almost forgotten: so much so that they are scarcely quoted

-in works of theological literature, and not even found in extensive libra-
-ries. The one is Caspar Wyss, Prof. Gr. Ling. in Gymnas. at Zurich,
(ob. 1659) who wrote Dialectologia Sacra, in qua quicquid per univer-
sum N. T. contextum in Apostolica et voce et phrasi a communi Gracor.
lingua eoque grammatica .analogia discrepat, methodo congrua disponi-
tur, accurata definitur et omnium sacri contextus exemplorum inductione
illustratur. The peculiarities of the N. T. diction, considered in a
grammatical point of view, are arranged in this book under the following
heads: Dialectus Attica, Ionica, Dorica, olica, Beotica, Poetica, et
Hebraica. This is certainly inconvenient, as in this way similar things
are often separated, and treated of in four different places. Moreover,
the author’s acquaintance with the Greek language was not above the
ordinary knowledge of his day, as the mention of a peculiar poetic dia-
lect evinces; and the inspection of what he calls Attic will render this
still more manifest. As a volume of examples, whieh in many parts is
very complete, the book is valuable; and his moderation in respect to the
grammatical Hebraisms of the N.T. was well worthy of imitation by
his contemporaries.

G. Pasor, Prof. of the Gr. Lang. at Franecker (ob. 1637) known by
his small lexicon of the N. T., which has been republished several times,
last by J. F. Fischer, left among his papers a grammar of the N. T.
His son, Matthias Pasor, Prof. Theol. at Griéningen (ob. 1658) published
it with his own additions and improvements, under the following title:
G. Pasoris Grammatica Greca Sacra N. T. in tres libros distributa.
Groning. 1655, p. 787, 8vo. This work is a literary rarity,t although
better adapted to secure the author’s fame with posterity than his N. T.
Lexicon. Georgi is the only one of the moderns known to me, who
made use of it. The whole is embraced in three books, as the title an-
nounces. The first is on the Doctrine of Forms; the second on Syntax,

* This Grammatica Sacra, in the edition of Dathe, is the first book.

t Even Foppen does not quote it among the works of Pasor, in his Biblioth. Bel-
gica, tom. I. p. 342, Its rarity is proved by Salthen, Cat. Biblioth. lib. rar. p. 470,
and Dr. Gerdesius, Florileg. Hist. Crit, lib, rar. p. 272.



INTRODUCTION. B 17

and the third contains seven Appendices: De J\.fovmz'nibvus N.T.; De Ver- -
. bis N. T.; De Verbis Anomalis; De Dialectis N. T.; De Accentibus;
* De Prazi: Grammatica; De Numeris seu, Arithmetica Greca.  'The most -

‘valuable: are the second book, and the:appendix on Gr. dialects of the ‘.

N. T.; for in the first book, and in most of the appendices which fill up

" the third, the author has treated of familiar subjects and those belonging
"to general grammar. It was entirely superfluous to write out complete
paradigms of nouns and verbs. The syntax has been accurately elabo-
rated, and so copiously treated as to exhaust the subject. The author
points out the Hebraisms, but very seldom introduces parallels out of the
native Greek writers. His syntax, however, excels all that have been
compiled since his day, and has left the work of Haab far behind it.
A complete index is wanting to this useful book.

During the period from Pasor to Haab, the gramamar of the N. T\ was
only cursorily treated of in writings on the style of the N.T\.; as by
Leusden De Dialectis N. T., and Olearius De Stylo N. T p. 257, 271.
These authors, however, confined themselves to Hebraisms, and included
-among these much genuine Greek, which altogether perplexed the inves-
tigation of ‘the grammatical style of the N. T. Georgi was the first
who proved many constructions to be genuine Greaecisms which had usu-
ally been considered Hebraisms; although he was not entirely free from
partizanship. His writings had-very little reputation. Fischer prefer-
red to circulate anew -the works of Leusden and Vorst; and the well-

- known work of Storr* extended its baleful influence, for many years,
over the N. T. exegesis. - ‘

Ph.. H. Haab, of the school of Storr, now published his Heb. Gram-
mar, prefaced by F. G. Von Siiskind, Tiibingen, 1715, 8vo. Overlook-
ing the 'purely Gr. elements of the N. T diction, he directed his atten-
tion solely to grammatical Hebraisms; and in the arrangement, followed
the works of Storr and Weckherlin, (Heb. Gram. 2-vol.) If we adopt
the opinions of the reviewer in the Archives of Bengel (Val. I. p. 406),

¢ the author has executed his task with an industry, judgment, accuracy,
and discriminating and comprehensive knowledge of language, which
must secure for his work the approbation of all friends of a sound exe-
gesis of the N. T.” Two critiques of learned men, who should be re-
garded as entirely competent and impartial judges in this department,
give a materially different and almost opposite view, in the New Z"keolog.
Annals, 1816, vol. ii. pp. 859-879, and in (of De Wette?) the All. Literat.
Zeitung, 1816, Nos. 39-41, pp. 305-326. Afier a frequent and pro-
tracted use of the book, I must acknowledge my agreement with them.
Its chief defect consists in this, that the author has not accurately dis-
tinguished between the pure Greek and the Hebrew elements of the N. T\
diction. Consequently he has represented as Hebraisms much that is’
either the common property of all cultivated languages, or at least fre-
quently occurs in the Greek. From his predilection for Storr’s Obser-
vations, he has also falsely interpreted many passages of the N. T. (see
proof below,) by representing them as Hebraisms. Besides, the whole

¥ Observat. ad Analog. ef Syntazin Hebr. Stuttg. 1779, 8vo. More precise gram.
matical obscrvations, especially in relation to enallage temporum, particularum, efc.
are found in J. G. Straube, Diss. de Emplasi Gr. Ling. N. T. by Van den Honert, p. 70.
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is confused, the arrangement is in the highest degree arbitrary, and the
work begms with-a section on Tropes/ which has no relation at all to.
grammar. It is not therefore too severe, when the second of the above
«:; mentioned reviewers concludes his criticism in these words: ¢ Seldom

- has a work come before the reviewer so entirely a failure, and against

the use of which every one should be seriously warned.”

7§ 4. The scattered remarks in commentaries on the N. T., in books
of' observations, and in excluswely exegetical monographs (elucidations
of particular passages) which evince a commendable knowledge of books,
when brought together, exhibit no complete discussion of the department
of grammar. Besides, this uneritical empiricism, which, up to the be-
ginning of the present century, controlled the Greek philology, and which
even yet, for t'hé‘ most part, governs the Hebrew, renders them uscless,
since it has given an uncertain and arbitrary character to the N. T. exe-
gesis. 'The rational method of treatment, which seeks out the ground
of all idiomatic expressions (even of the irregularities) in the thoughts
of the people and of the authors, has effected an entire charige in the
study of the Greek language. This method must be applied to the N. T.
language, and confer: on its grammar a scientific character, while it
elevates it to a certain organon, or system, of exegesis.

The empiricism of the Greek philology, in respect to grammar, shows
itself especially in the following things. (a) It apprehended the gram-
matical structure of the language only in its rudest features, and there-
fore left almost entirely undetermined the relation of kindred forms, in
which the peculiarities of the Greek are most apparent, e. g. of
the Aor. and Perf., of the Subjunc. and Optat. (b) In reference to all
the forms of speech of which it had acquired the general sense, it estah-
lished an unlimited analogy, according to which, one tense, one case, one
particle was used for another; yea, even those directly opposite, could be
mutually interchanged, e. g. preet. and fut., 6~é and =pés, ete.  (¢) 1t in-
vented a host of ellipses, and found something to be supplied in the
simplest sentences. The N. T\ interpreters adopted this method of pro-
ceeding, which is to be found even now in the numerous Fischeri- Ani-
madver. ad Welleri Grammat. Gr. (Lips. 1798, etc. 3. Spec. 8.) They
even thought themselves justified in going farther than the Gr. philolo-
gists, because the Hebrew, which, in their estimation, the N. T. language
resembled and imitated, was characterised by no exact forms or regular
syntax. Of course they thought it unnecessary to treat of these particu-
larly.* What would naturally result from such principles, we now find
abundantly in the popular commentaries on the N. T. Storr has ac-
quired the merit of reducing to a kind of system this medley of rude
empirical canons of philology. Apart from every other consideration,
such principles would open an unlimited field to the fancy of the inter-
preter, and hence it became easy to find in the words of the sacred wri-

* See Prof. Franz Woken’s Enallage e N. T. Graci Textus Precipuis et Plurimis .
Locis Exterminate. Viteh. 1730, 8vo.
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ters a sense directly the opposite of that intended to be conveyed.* - The
Greek philologists first deparied from _this empiricism. Hermann, the
pupil of Reitz, by his work De Emendenda Ratione Grammatice Gr.,
gave a powerful impulse to a rational investigation of the beautiful Gr.

language;t and for the last thirty years it has become so deeply rooted, -~

has produced so beneficial results, and recently has been so.successfully
united with historical investigation,} that the Gr. grammar of the pre-
sent day is materially different from that of former times. It has been
treated rationally; first, as the radical meaning of each grammatical
form (case, tense, mood), or, in other words, the idea which gave rise to
each such form in the spirit of the Gr. nation, has been accurately ap-
prehended, and its various uses reduced to the primary signification.
Thus a host of ellipses was destroyed, and the enallage was restored to
its natural, i. e. narrow limits: secondly, as it was attempted to show how
deviations from the established laws of language, which were either com-
monly in use, or employed by only a few writers, resulted from the spirit
of the speaker or writer, or his mode of thought; as Anacoluthon, At-
traction, Constructio ad Sensum, Brachyologic. 'The language thus be-
comes a directly reflected image of the Greek thought, as a living idiom.
There is no stopping at the mere externals, but a reference of each form
and inflection of the language to the thinking soul, and an effort to ap-
prehend it in its existence in the mind itself. By this means every phrase
that cannot be conceived by the mind falls of itself, as when a writer,
wishing to speak of past time, uses fufure; when designing to say out,
says fo; instead of learned, says more learned; intending to express a
cause, expresses a consequence; and for “I saw a man,” says “ I saw the
man.”. For a long time the Biblical philologists took no notice of all
these elucidations of the Gr. grammar and lexicography. They followed
Viger and Storr, and separated themselves entirely {rom the profane phi-
lologists, under the impression (by modern writers indeed nowhere dis-
tinetly expressed) that the N. T. Greek, being Hebraistic, could not he
an object of such philological investigations. No one would believe that
the Hebrew, like every other language, admitted and required a rational
mode of treatment. The rational view is now gaining ground.| Itis
believed that the ultimate reasons of the phenomena of the Hebrew must
be sought out in the nation’s modes of thought; and, above all, that a
plain, simple people could not contravene the laws of all human language.

* Sunt, says Tittman, (De Scriptor. N. T. Diligentia Gramm. Lips. 1813, 4to. in
Synonym. N. T. L p. 206.) qui grammaticarum legum observationem in N. T. inter.
pretatione parum curent et, si scriptoris eujusdam verba grammatice, i. e. ex legibus
lingue explicata sententiam . .. ab ipsorum opinione alienam prodant, nullam illarum
legum rationem habeant, sed propria verborum vi neglecta seriptorem dixisse conten-
dant, que talibus verbis nemo sana mente praditus dicere unquam potuit.

T I prefer rational to philosoplical, because the latter may be easily misunderstood.
Every merely empirical investigation is irrational, since it regards the language as
something external, and not as an image of theught. Comp. Titmann, p. 205, sq.

} G. Bernhardy Wissenschafil. Syntax der Griech. Sprache, Berl. 1829, 8vo.

I The rational invcstigation must rest on the historical, as we must first take a
survey of the whole extent of the lunguage, beforc we can apprehend the reasons of
the several phenomena.

%
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Tt'is- no longer theref‘ore considered proper to give a preposition diverse ’
meanings, according to one ’s own pleasure, in a context superficially ex-
amined. The transitions from the radical to the various derived signifi- -
cations of edch particle are carefully traced out; and the reception of sig-
nifications without such derivation is considered an unscientific postulate.
- It must not be supposed that a Hebrew, instead of * this is my brother,”
could say, pleonastzcally, ¢¢ this is of my brother,” or ¢ this is in the wise
man,” instead of  this is a wise man:” but the origin of changes so con-
trary to rule must be sought for inthe speaker’s mode of thought, as with
every rational being éach deviation has its reason. Much less can we be

satisfied with this common-place remark that, with a Hebrew, non omnis ..

(whxch can only mean not every one) signifies the same as omnis non, i. e.
nullus. . ,We should rather dlrect attentmn to something more correct
and phﬂosophlcal. .

This rational mode of treatmo' the Hebrew was commenced by some
observations of Fritzsche, Nlednex and others, but first carried out com-
pletely by Ewald. “And although every thing in his work cannot be
received as true, yet the principle of the learned anthor is undoubtedly
correct. ' [ndependently of Ewald, I have endeavored, especially in rela-
tion to thé particles, to exhibit the subject rationally, in the new edition
of Simon’s Manual Lexicon. It is to be hoped that the Syriac also, a
language of much interest, may soon be viewed with other than empi-
rical eyes.

The Grammar of the N. T. must also, by all means, aim at a rational
developement of the N. T\ language, and thus acquire for itself a scientific
basis, while it furnishes, at the same time, a similar one for Exegesis.
‘What the philologists have previously effected for the Greek must be read
with attention, although all their nice distinctions are not to be considered
correct. Especially must we be cautious about permitting them to regu-
late the text. Besides, this investigation is constantly progressing. Many
things require essential modifications (e. g. the doctrine of &/, with sub-
junctive), and others are yet in dispute among the best philologists, e. g.
some modes of using d». Since 1824, Fritzsche has made some valuable
contributions to the N. T. Grammar, in his Diss. in 2 ep. ad Cor. (Lips.
1824), in his Comment. on Matt. and Mark, and in his Conject. on N. T
Lips. 1825, 2 Spec. 8. To these must be added the Treatise of Gieseler,
Bornemann in Rosenmilller’s Exeget. Repert. Vol. II. and the Scholia
of the latier in Luce Evang. Lips. 1830. 8vo. There are also many
grammatical questions discussed in the controversial writings between
Fritzsche and Tholuck.* On the other hand, but few of the numerouns
critical, evangelical, and philological commentaries on the N. T. which
have recently appeared, treat exclusively of philology, and some have
omitted it entirely. H. G. Hilemann, in his Comment. de interpretat.
sacra cum profana feliciter conjungenda, Lips., 1832, 8vo. has properly
estimated the best philological principles in their application to the N. T

* Fritasche Ueber die Verdienste Dr. Tholucks um die Schrifterklirung. Halle,
1831, 8vo. Tholuck Beitrige zur Spracherklirung des N, T. Halle, 1832, 8vo.
Fritzsche Priliminarien zur Abbitte und Ehrenklirung, die ich gern dem Dr.
Tholuck gewdikren michte. Halle, 1832, 8vo. Tholuck, Nock cin erastes Wort an
Dr. Fritzsche. Halle, 1832, 8vo.



ON THE GRAMMATICAL CHARACTER OF THE N. T-*DICTION.

\

§ 1. Various Opinions about the Character qf the: N, T chtwn

Tue character of the N T. diction, although pretty dlstmctly marked
has, for & long time, been misunderstood by Bib. philologists, or at least
incompletely and partially appreliended; as polemic considerations, to-
gether with an ignorance of the later Gr. dialectology, rendered even
the best intellects incapable of perceiving the truth. About the be-
ginning of the 17th century, some learned men (Purists) made repeated
attempts to prove that the style of the N. T\ accorded, in every respect,
with ancient Greek purity and elegance: whilst others (Hebraists) not only
recognised its Heb. complexion, but represented it as having a pervading
influence. Towards the close of this century, the latter opinion prevailed,
but not to the entire exclusion of the former, which found many able
advocates. About the middle of the 18th century, the party of the
Purists became entirely extinct, and the principles of the Hebraists,
modified in some particulars, were generally adopted. More recently, the
incorrectness of these views began to be discovered, and led to the true
middle course, which Beza and H. Stephens had already portrayed in its
general features.

The history of the various views about the Gr. style of the N. T, pro-
mulgated at different intervals, Morus briefly relates, in Acroas. academ.
sup. hermeneut. N. T ed. Eichstidt. Vol. 1. p. 216. sq. and Planck, with
some essential errors, in his Introduc. to Science of Theolog. Vol. 2. p.
45. Comp. Stange Theolog. Symmikte II. p. 295. In respect to its
literature, see Walch Biblic. Theolog. IV. 276.% In conformity with
my own design, I offer the followmrr remarks, and shall occasionally
correct the observations of those writers.

* Sce also Baumgarten Polemik. IIL, 176, J. Lami, in his De erudit. Apostolor. p.
138, sq. gives the views of the Fathers about the N. T. style.
3
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.~ After Th. Beza, in his treatise De dono lingue et apostol. sermone,
{Acts x., 46) had represented, in a very advantageous light, the He-
braisrms of the N, T. style, which it is well known he maintained, as
gjusmodi, ut nullo alio idiomate tam feliciter exprimi possint, tmo inter-
dum ne exprimi quidem, yes, even as gewme, quibus Apostoli scripta sua
exornarint; Hy Stephens, in his Pref. to the ed. of N. T. 1576, first
controverted those qui in his scriptis inculta omnia et horrida esse putant.
He endeavored to prove by examples that the most elegant turns of ex-
pression occur in the N. T. style, and contended that these Hebraisms
give to it inimitable power and emphasis. Although those specified
niceties of the style belong more to the rhetorical than the grammatical
department, and the Hebraisms are too highly valued; yet the judgment
of those two. masters in Greek is not-so incorrect as is generally sup-
posed, and comes, on the whole,earer the truth than that of many later
Exegesists,” .This' partial view was “first opposed by Seb. Pfochen in
Diatribe de linguz. Grece N. T. puritate (Amstel.f 1629, edit. 2, 1633,
.- 12mo.) in which, by numerous examples, he attempted to prove, Gracos
" auctores profanos phrasibus et verbis loquutos esse, quibus scriptores N. 1.
(d 29. §'81—129.)  Yet this juvenile Diatribe (the principles of which
Erasmus Schmid adopted in part, as appeared in 1658) seems to have
excited, by its strong Purism, but little attention. A real, but indirect
occasion for a controversy about N. T. diction, was first given by Joach
Junge, rector at Hamburgh (1687, 1639); Jac. Grosse, minister of Ham-
burgh (1640), his opponent, although in the main not agreeing with
him, yet regarded his opinion about the Hellenism (not barbarism) of the
N. T. style as harmless. Danl. Wulfer, however, (1640) came out
against him with an Innocentia Hellenist. vindicata, (see. 1. a.) showing
the abscurity of his argument;* and Grosse now opposed Wulfer, to whom
he pointed out many misapprehensions, and also Joh. Muszus, Theolog.
Jener. 1641-42, who had represented Grosse as vacillating and incon-
sistent, but had dwelt principally on his dogmatism about verbal inspira-
tion. So that Grosse published, in all, five pamphlets in relation to the
purity and dignity (not elegance) of the N. T. Greek (1641-42).
Without regard to these controversies, so full of improper personalities
_and so almost useless to science, Danl. Heinsius (1643) declared himself
in favor of the Hellenism of the N. T. language; and Th. Gataker
(1648) wrote decidedly against the Purism of Pfochen, learnedly indeed,
but with some exaggeration. Joh. Vorst (1658, 1665) next published a
clear and well digested collection of the N. T. Hebraisms, in which,
however, Hor. Vitringa soon after pointed out many imperfections.] J.
H. Bieler (1641) and J. Olearius (1668)f pursued a middle course, dis-
tinguishing more carefully the Greek and Hebrew elements of the N.
T. style. Leusden agreed with them in most things, but was inferior
to Olearius in circumspection. It was now acknowledged by most phi-

# Grosse's Trias, p. 40. )
+ Vorst in the preface expresses his opinion: Sacros Codd. N.T. talibus et vocabulis

et phrasibus, qum hebreeam linguam sapiant scatere plane. Comp. his Cogitata de
stylo N, T., in the preface of Fischer de Hebraismis.
1 J. Cocecji Stricture in Pfochen diatrib. appeared first in Rhenford’s collection.
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lologists that Hebraisms are a striking characteristic of the N. T language,
. which, while they impart to it no tinge of barbarism, yet depart con:’

_siderably from Gr. purity.* See Werenfel’s Opusc. I.'p. 811, sq. This

“ yiew Mos. Solanus published, in a recent and very judicious controversy
with Pfochen. Even J. Heinr. Michaelis ‘(17-07)_,'and Ant.-Blackwall <
(1727) did not venture to deny the existence of Hebraisms, but en-
deavored to prove that the diction of the N. T. writers, although not free
from Hebraisms, possessed all the qualities of -an elegant style, and thus
equalled the classical purity. 'The latter celebrated scholar, in his worls;
which abounds in useful observations, begins, fanfum abest, ut hebrais-
mos in N. T\ reperiri infitiemur, ut eorum potius insignem, qua.hic
divinus abundat liber, copiam ad commodifatem ejus et eleganiiam
majorem afferre accessionem arbitremyr. 'They had Jittle - influgnce,
however, on the now prevalent views, as,the learned Ch. Siegm. Georgi,
1732, in his Vindiciis Nov. Test. ab Ebraismis, returiied to the more
strict Purism, and defended his arguments (1733)-1'a new work, (Hiero-

criticus Sacer). J. Conr. Schwarz’s Commentarii Crit. et Philol. lingue . .

Gr. N. 7. Lips. 1736, 4to., tended principally to- preve the. existence
of Greek purity, even in the expressions considered Hehraisms;and Elias
Palairet in his Observat. Philol. Crit.in N. T. 1752, was thé last to side
with him in combating the N. T. Hebraisms.t By means of the school
of Ernesti, a higher estimation*of the N. T. language became generally
prevalent in Germany.} Comp. Ernesti’s Institut. Interpret. I. 2. Cap. 3.
Most of the old controversies on this subject (those mentioned above
and others) are collected in J. Rhenford’s Diss. Philol. Theolog. de
stylo N. 1. syntagma, Leov. 1702, 4to., and Zaco Hajo Van den
Honert syntagma Dissert. de stylo N. 7. Graco, Amst, 1703, 4to.||
Let us endeavor briefly to characterize the performances of those who
attribute classic purity to the N. T. diction. They generally aimed at
adducing passages from the native Greek authors, in which are found the
same words and phrases that occur in the N. T\, which had been inter-

# B. Stolberg De solecismis et barbarismis N, T. Vitel. 1681, 4to, 1685, 4to. intended
only toacquit the N.T. diction of the impurities attributed to it, yet also denied many
true Hebraisms.

t This work may be seen in the Bibloth. Bremen. nova CL 3 and 4.

} The judgment of Ernesti on the N. T. diction (diss. de difficult. interpret. grammat.
N.T.§12,) may be mentioned here: Genus orationis in libris N. T. esse e pure
grazeis et ebraicam maxime consuetudinem referentibus verbis formulisque dicendi
mixtum et temperatuni, id quidem adeo evidens est iis, qui satis greece sciunt, ut plane
miserieordia digni sint, qui omnia bene greea esse contendant.

il The essays of Wulfer, Grosse, and Museus, although comparatively of little
importance, ought not to be overlooked in this eollection, and the senientie doct. viror.
de stilo N. T. by Junge, alone received. Comp. Blessig, Prasidia interpret. N. T ex
auctorib. grec. Argent. 1778, 4to. and Mittenzwey locorum quorundam e Hutchinsoni
ad Xenoph. Cyrop. notis, quib. purum et clegans N. T. dicendi genus defenditur,
refutatio. Coburg. 1763, 4to. An essay by G. C. Draudius De stylo N. T, in the
Pramitt. Alsfeld. (Nuremb. 1736, 8vo.) I have not seen. See Neubauer Nachr. von
jetzt lebenden Theol. 1. 253,
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preted as Hebraisms. - In so doing, they entirely overlooked the fact,
1.. That many expressions and. phrases, especially figurative, on account
of ‘their simplicity’and naturalness, are the property of all, or at least of
many languages, and ought-not therefore to be called Greacisms or He-
. braisms.* = 2. That'a -distinction is to be made between prosaic and
poetical diction,,.as between those fropes employed by a single writer
once or twice toélevate his style (as lumina orationis), and those which
have become the common: property of the language; and that if, in so
plain prose as that of the N. T, expressions of Pindar, Kschylus, Euripi-
des. etc. occur even repeatedly,} this by no means proves the classical
purity of the N. T. style. 8. Thatif a phrase exist both in the Hebrew
and Greek, the education of the Apostles and N. 1. writers renders it
probable that it was derived from the Hebrew rather than from the re-
fined language of the Greek classic writers.- 4. That those uncritical
compilers collected many passages from the Gr. authors, in which, indeed,
the same word occurs, but not in the same sense (Michaelis Einleit. Ins.
N. T. 1. p. 151, translated by Dr. H. Marsh); or where only similar, but
not altogether the same phrases, are found. 5. That there was a free
reference to the Byzantine writers, into whose language, by means of the
church, some peculiarities of the N. T\ diction may have been introduced.
This might be rendered probable by several instances: Comp. Niehbuhr
Index ad Agath. under {nuwicdac. 6. That many phrases, undeniably
Hebraisms, were passed over in silence. Their proof, therefore, was
incomplete and irrelevant. Most of them confined themselves to lexi-
cography. Georgi alone has treated the grammatical department with
a copiousness founded on extensive scholarship.

In confirmation of what has been said, I shall here adduce some strik-
ing examples. Comp. Mori Acros. I. c. p. 222, sq.

As to the first (1.), Matt. v. 6. newdvres xoi Seddrres iy Suxacosvyngy.
Parallels are quoted from Xen. Asch. Lucian, Artemidor. to show that
Sui, in this tropical sense, is pure Greek. But it is so used in all lan-
guages, especially the Latin; and therefore can be as little considered a
Greecism as a Hebraism. The same may be said of 268isww (xaresisw)
figuratively to consume. This can no more be proved a Grzcism from
Iliad xxiii. 182, than a Hebraism from Dent. xxxii. 22, sq. It is com-
mon to all langnages. Parallels with ye:o in the sense of generation,
i. e. men of a certain generation (Georgi Vind. p. 39), xeie power, and
8 xvpuog 7as olxiag, are of no avail for the same reason. It is ridiculous
to compare Matt. x. 27, xnpifare 2ni oGy Swpdrey, with this passage of
HEsop, Yewpos ini 7wog Sdpazos fovdg. Many such superfluous and even
absurd observations occur in the essay of Pfochen.

As to the second consideration (2.), it is proved from Iliad xi. 241

_* The Hebrew, as well as the Hebraie Greelk, participates with the language of
Homer, in its simplicity and perspicuity, exeept that the several forms are not here
called Hebraisms and there Grecisms, There is a similarity between these lan-
guages, especially in popular intercourse, where there is most simplicity and elear-
ness, whilst the seientific dietion, originating with learned men, is not so nearly
assimilated.

t Krebs Observat. Preef. p. 3.
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(Comp. Georgi Vind. p. 122), and from Soph. Electr. 510, that xowudopat
has the meaning of mortuum esse; that gré¢po for proles occurs among
the Greeks, in Burip. Ipheg. Aul. 524. Ipheg: Taur. 987, 659. Hec. 254.
and Soph. Electr. 1508. (See Georgi Vindic. p. 87. sq.); that rowaivew

means regere, is proved by Anpacr. Ixii. 7; that i§eir ddvaror 1s good

Greek, by Soph. Electr. 205. (Schwarz Com. p. 410.):. For mowypior
nivsw, in a tropical sense, Matt. xx. 22, Schwarz adduces ZEschyl. Agam.
1897, Tiimeew trritum esse, which in Hebrew, is the usual meaning, is
compared with the figurative phrase of Plat. Phileb. p.77. B. Soxsi 780w Gov
nenToxivas xabamegsl manysion SO TGy viv 87 Abywr. Comp. § 26, 2,

As to the third consideration (3.), we shall certainly not err; if we tz;ke
the phrase ywdoxsw dvdea, although not foreign to the Greek (Comp.
Jacob’s ad Philestr. Inmagg. p. 583), to be derived from the oft used
1 '8, German commentators consider it a Hebraism. Such also
are gradyxvo cOmpassion, Empa the land, in distinction ﬁfp_m the water
(Fischer ad Leusden Dialecit. 81), ysiros in the signification of shore,
széua, of a sword edge (Comp. Boissonade. ad Nic. p. 282), naydvew
to e stupid, silly, xbews xvelwr, sicigxsobar els zov xdouov. It is better
to derive them from the Hebrew than to attempt to prove them good
Greek by parallels from Heradot., Alian, Xenophon, Diodor. Siculus,
Philostratus, and others. )

As to the fourth (4.), that 2 in Greek writers denotes the instrumental
cause, which with some restriction is true, Pfochen has attempted to

rove by examples, as, méoy & rais vave! (Xenoph.), qa6s....év vy peraivy
(Hesiod!) That p7ua is used by good Gr. writers for res, they would
prove by Plat. Leg. 7. zoies jduazos xai v 8dynazos dx svac Snuiay peilo,
where fquazos can be translated by dictum. Xogzdgew, in relation to
men, is proved to mean fo satiatc, out of Plat. Rep. 2, where it relates
to swine. That {yzéw vy zwos is good Greek is proved by Eurip.
Ton. 1112, Thue. vi. 27, and others, where 2yziw alone ocecurs in the
meaning of insidiari, to lie in wait for in order to kill. That épeirqua
in good Greek writers means peccatum (a sin) Schwarz would prove by
Plat. Cratyl. p. 164, where é¢. as elsewhere means debita (debts.) So
also are most of the quotations entirely irrelevant, by which Georgi
(Hierocrit. p. 36, sq. 186, sq.) would prove that the best Greek writers
interchanged the prepos. sis and év, just as the N. T writers do. Comp.
also Krebs. Obs. p. 14, sq. That sigioxew ydew nagd zwe is no Hebra-
ism, Georgi Vindzc. p. 116 attempts to prove from Demosthenes, where
dvecoxaw Ay sienuyy 7w Swgsdw oceurs, as if the Hebraism related to the
word only, and not to the entire phraseology. To find (i. e. the single
word by itself) instead of fo acquire, is clearly no Hebraism. For
rtozqesoy sors, Palairet adduces Aristoph. Archarn. xzeazse duuazos, and
similar phrases: for nizzew irritum esse, Schwarz cites Plat. Euthyphr.
c. 17. év yopai meoiirat 6, 7o Gv eimoes. 'The well-known Merismus dnd
puxgod éwg peydnov is claimed to belong to correct Greek language (Georgi
Vind. p. 310 sq., Schwarz Comment. p. 917. Comp. Schiifer ad Julian.
p- 21.) by quotations in which oecurs oszs wéya obzz suuxedv. But such
a Merismus in itself is not Hebraistic, but only the above mentioned es-
tablished formula, d= . sos uey. That 8do 8bo, f2vo and two, is a Grae-
cism, is not proved by Aristoph. Nub. naéo» zafor, more and more: pas-
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sages must rather be adduced in which the cardinal repeated is used for
dve, 80, dwd zeelsyetess So also the phrase ze0évos eis 2o Sza is not proved

. to be pure Greek by the beautiful 000 8'dxovons eises6uny, as the latter is
an entirely differeént kind of phrase. Yet these instances might be infin-
itely multiplied.” - What Georgi (Vindic. p. 25,) adduces from Adrian
Epictet. to prove. s adeapds to mean alter (the other), appears especially
ridiculous. .- .

As to the fifth (5.), the formula szypidewy 26 npéownov, and the word
2varieobon were proved by Schwarz p. 1245, out of Nicetas, to be pure
Greek. 7 &npa, f0r continent, by Palairet, from Jo. Cinnam Hisz. 4.p.183.
Yet more singular is it, when Pfochen deduces the signification xowds, im-
mundus, from Lucian De Mort. Peregrin. c. 18, where Lucian uses a
Judzeo-Christian expression satirically.” ’

As to the sixth (6.),"of the many words and phrases which those in-
terpreters pass over in siletice, comp. for example mpéownor rupBdvew,
oagf xal otpa, %ugnds TR 66Pvos, Duds sieqvys, Efpxecfoun E§ Bopos zuwds,
nousiy Ereos (xdew) perd wwos, Gtoxelvecae Where no exact question pre-

--cedes, 2ouonroyiiofus Bs L0 praise God. See § 3.

 After Salmasius, whose work De Lingua Hellen. the moderns had
almost forgotten, Sturtz’s essay De Dialecto Alexandrina (Lips. 1784.
4to. and Ger. 1788-93. 4to.) edit. 2. 1809. 8vo., led the way to a cor-
rect estimation of the Grecian basis of the N. T. diction. Copious re-
marks on this work are found in the Heidelberg Annals, 1810, vol. 18.
p. 266. On this subject Keil (Hermeneut. p. 11), Bertholdt (Introduc.
to Bib. 1, p. 155), Eicbhorn (Introduc. N. 7. vol. IV. p. 26), and
Schott (Isagoge in N T. p. 497), have written more satisfactorily than
many who preceded them, without however exhausting the subject, or
treating it with scientific accuracy. In both respects Planck Jr. has
surpassed his predecessors, and is the first who, avoiding the fundamen-
tal error of Sturz, has clearly developed the character of the N. T\ style:
De vere natura et indole orationis Grazee N. T. Commeniat. Gott.
1810. 4to. (published in Comment. Theoll. v. Rosenmiiller I. 1. p. 112,
and translated in Bib. Repos. And. vol. I. p. 688.) Comp. also Pr.
Observatt. quad. ad hist. verdi Gr. N. T. ibid. 1821. 4to. (and in
Commentatt. Theoll. v. Rosenmiiller 1, p. 198.) See Al Lit. Zeit.
1816. No. 29. p. 806. (De IVette.)

§ 2. Basis of the Diction of the New Testament.

In the time of Alexander the Great and his successcrs, the Gr. lan-
guage underwent an internal change of a twofold nature: partly inasmuch
as a prosaic book language was formed (xowsy Svirexzos), which, while it
took the Attic for its basis, was distinguished from it by the intermixture
of many provincialisms; and partly because there arose a language of



§ 2. BasIs oF THE N. T. DICTION. e 27

popular intercourse, in which were combined. the formerly distinct dla-
lects of several Gr. tribes, but with a prominency of the Macedonian.*
The latter (differing again in some measure in the dlﬂ'elent provinces of
Asia and Africa) constituted the primary basis of the ‘style of the Sep-
tuagint and the Apocrypha, as well as of the New Testament. Its pe-
culiarities can be conveniently ranged under two heads, those of Lexi-
cography and Grammar. : :

The older writers on the Gr. dialects, especially on the xows Sudnrsxzos,
are almost useless. The subject is briefly and well treated by Matthiz
(Copious Gram. § 1-8—iranslated by E. V. Blomfield,) and still more
fully by Buttmann, (ed. Robinson. And. §"L. pp=13-20;) but especially
see Planck, I. c. p. 13-23; Tittman Synon..1.p. 202 and Bernhardy,
p- 28. The Jews in Egypt and Palestinet" lehmed the Greek first by in-
tercourse with the Greeks, not from books.}: : No-wonder then if, when
writing, they retained the peculiarities of the popular spoken lanﬂuage.‘
So the LXX, the N. T. writers, and the authors of many.(Palestiné)*:
Apocrypha. A few of the learned Jews, who valued- and studied Greek
literatare, approached nearer to the written language, as Philo and
Josephus.|] This popular Gr. language, it is true, cannot be perfectly
known, yet it must be supposed, from a comparison of the Hellenistic (in
as far as it is not Hebraized) with the later book language, that deviating
greatly from the ancient elegance, it had received numerous provineial
words and forms. It would also entirely neglect nice distinctions in
phrases and inflections, abuse grammatical constructions (forgetting
their origin and basis), and extend farther many corruptions which had
already appeared in the book language. But its chief peculiarity was, a
mixture of dialects formerly distinct, in which the dialect peculiar to each
province became the basis, (in the Alexand. Atticismsand Dorisms.) We
shall now endeavor more especially to point out the later elements in the

¥ Sturz De Dial. Maced. et Alex. p. 26. sq.

t A niee discrimination cannot be made between what belongs to the Alexandrine
language, and what had become proper to the Gr. dialect of thie inhabitants of Syria
and Palestine. Eichhorn, in his Einleit. Ins. N. T. 1V. 124, is rather uneritical, where
he assigns tvyegoriy, which is found in Demosth., Polyb. and many writers since, to
the Alexandrian dialect, and also fevidew hospitio ezcipere, which both Xenoph. and
Homer employ.

¥ That the Jews, in the time of Christ, cultivated their Greek style by reading the
Septuagint, makes no essential difference. It is now generally acknowledged that a
superior education in the Greck languege, cannot be attributed to the Apostle Paul.
He certainly hiad more aptness in the Greek than the other apostles, but this can be
secounted for by his travels in Asia Minor, and his intercourse with native Greeks,
some of whom were learned and of elevated rank.

|l That the style of the latter cannot be accounted the same with that of the Sep-
tuagint, or of the N. T., will be readily perceived by a comparison of the sections in
the earlier books of the Antiquities with the parallel ones of the Septuag. Here will be
seen the difference between the Jewish and Greek narrative style.
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.Héllemsii’djé;‘eék,.as-'.t();:‘its’lexical and grammatical peculiarities, the

former of which mostabound. In order to this, the observations of Sturz,
Planck and Lobéck, must;be. consulted.* The quotations referred to
by them (principally out of Polyb., Plut., Artemidor, Appian, Helio-
dor, Lycophron, Sext. Empir., Arrian, Strab., etc.) will be here
omitted, but may be found in their works.} What seems to be exclu-
sively an elenient of the popular language, and is not found in any profane
Greek writer, I shall mark thus: (*)

1. Lezical Peculiarities.. The later dialect embraced, (¢) Words
and forms:of words of all Greek dialects without distinction, namely,
Attic : for instance, ganos (Lob. p. 809), & exdvos, dezds (Herm. Praf. -
ad Soph. Ai. p:19), guirng, érgdew (Lob. p. 1561), reduva (Lob. p. 331),

. iedsy Dorics e. g, nadw, (;mnégdo), xBavos (Lob. p- 179), % aeuds, molo

(herb instead of roiy oF mdu), also BsuBedvos, which Zonaras quotes
from 2 Tim, iv. 18, where, however;-our Codd. have ueuBe. see Sturz
Zonare- glossz sacre Grimme,- 1820, 4to. P, II. p. 165 Jonic:
yoyyvde (Lob. p.'858), fnocw, neqis, (in Aristot. see Lob. p. 431), Baduds

% (Liob. p. 824), gxoeni2ew. Jlonic and Doric is giw in an intransitive
“meaning (Heb. xii. 15.). As Macedonic, the following are pointed out

by the grammarians, ragsuBory @ camp (Lob. p. 877), fuuy street ; as
originally, Cyrenaic Bovwés hill (Liob. p. 355) 5 as Syracusan, the imperf.
simoy (Fritzsche ad Mr, p. 515.). (0) It gave new meanings to words
found in the old language. Comp. wagaxanrsiv to Deseech, nawdevew cas-
tigare, eoyaguozsiv gratias agere (Lob. p. 18), durree (*)descending from
an obscure mother (Philo de temul, p. 248), dvaxaivew, dvoninzsw, dvor
xeiogos Lo recline at the table, droxgidivaw to answer (Lob. p. 108),
dnordossodar renunciare, valere jubere (Liob. p. 23), cvyxeivew fo com-
pare (Lob. p. 278), Saipwr, Suwpsviov evil spirit,| &nov living tree,
Svaroveeodan indignari,(*) dvasreopn vitd, xeponis volumen, roll of books,
Eazr. vi. 2, Heb. x. 7; edoxquay one of celebrity (Lob. p. 883), dauilew

# Olearius De stylo, p. 279, sq.

¥ 'The Fathers and the Roman law books have been scarcely referred to in the in-
vestigation of the later Greek. The latter will be often consulted in the succceding
scetions of this bools.

1 The Greek grammarians, cspecially Thom, Mag., quote much as popular Greck,
which was not forcign even to the Attic book language, (e. g. fewéniog, Thom. M. p.
437, and Zgevviuas, p. 363.) Indeed they are not free from great nistakes: Comp.
Oudendorp ad Thom. M. p. 903. Much that was adopted into the written language
after Alexander’s time, may have cxisted much carlier in the popular language,
as perhaps crennéy, which oceurs first in the pocts of the new comedy. Moreover,
the N. T. writers usc words and forms whieh the Atticists preferred, instead of those
denominated popular Greels, . g. xenordrng, Thom. M. p. 921, & (not 4,) Aaraa+, Thom.
M. 864.

|| Namely, as its proper, inhecrent signification. It is found in Iliad VIIL. 166, in
the sense of bad demon, and also in Dinarch adv. Demosth. § 30, p. 155. Bekk.,
quoted by modern interpreters. The Byzantines usc xaxds with Saipar, Agath. 114, 4,
when they wish to be more speceific. ’



§ 2. BASIS OF THE N. T. DICTION.

and gogzadew to feed, t0 nourish (*), * oibwor pay of soldiers, (Sturz, p.
187), oddguor fish), égsbyzodus eloqui’ (Liob.: -68); wonoodae negotiis
distrahi (Lob. p. 415), nzdua corpse (Lo 75), sxoin school (Lob.
401), sugsds @ large shield (Lob. p. 366),fouy streét (Lob. p. 404),
rapjmaia confidence, etc.  Especially was a transitive meaning given to
neuter verbs: e. g. padgzever (Mtt. xxviii: 19),.8¢(ajiBevew’(2: Cor. xxi. 14),
in the Septuagint even {7y, Boomedew and others: comp. Deut. xxXii,

10, Ps. cxviii. 50;_ see Lydius De re mil. 8; 8. In péduoos the use’at’
least was changed, inasmuch as that word, formerly orily uséd f :
was applied to both genders, Lob. p. 151. Schiifer ind. ad. B % 80p. .14
(¢) Words and forms of words, which in the old Greek wevte Used rarely,
or only by poets, and in the higher- style, Becameé the- mate ysi .
preferred forms, or were transferred alsoto‘the prosaic style: for Instance,
widerziw to govern (Lob. p. 120); pesovpnzion "(T})pm. -M.. p; 609, Lob.
p- 53), dadaqros, ¥sdnoec (Thom. M. “p. 370), &xéx»toagl\}Lob. P, 229),
Beéxew trrigare (Lob. p. 291), Eichhorn (Einlei. i#isi N, T. T V.127),

reckons here also the phrase 34030 20 2 v3 xaedig, which poeéts, especially ..

tragedians, used in solemn style, as it occurs in'the N..T. in the dryest... -
prose. But the Homeric v gesoi Séodac is only a similar; hot the same: |
_ formula. That which is quoted as a solemn formula, suvzneiw iv 23 x0gdla
is used also with emphasis in the N. T. On the other hand, xogdswop is
to be considered as an instance of a word which, by obliterating its acces-
sory meaning, passed over from the language of comimon life into the
language of the books, (Lob. p. 74.) (d) Many words received another
form, mostly lergthened: for instance, pevourzoin, ixsoin, Gradepa (Grisnua),
Schiifer ad Plutarch, V. p. 11, yevésw (yevédnia, Liob. p. 104), yresssxomor
(yrwosoxouicor, Lob. p. 98), txmanac (ndnae, Liob. p. 45), ¥ydés (23¢9),
gEdnwa (Banivys), Giequo (al’tﬂdns), Yevouo (Yebdos, Sallier ad Thom. Mug.
p- 927), dndveqows (Grdvequa), xabxnoss (xdvyqua), awxvia (Mwzvios, Lob. p.
314), énracin (54es), ovywvein (ovyxdenss), peressios (pericssog), drasrasia
(éndorases, Lob. p. 528), Busiroon (ﬁao’a’hsm), dxxivery (xxéew, Liob. p-
726), grixe (like fozgza, to stund), ineeuwds (énewds, Lob. p. 187), deyds,
7, 6v (Geysds, ov, adjective of two terminations, see Lob. p. 105), sosola
(vzosoud, Thom. Mag. p. 626, Lob. p. 207), nsrdopac (rtévouas, Lob. p.
981), éuxodout; (0ix08Gunars, duxoddunua, Thom. Mag. p. 645, Lob. p. 490),
vrnilew (dpunvilew, Lob. p.224), Sexavdvy (Sexarebew), deoreudy - {deduy,
Lob. p. 254), g.3roeidior (*) (8uBri8eov, Befrudigior), dragon, Lritzsche ad
M. p. 688,) deyior (ViE), vovoesia (vovdéryacs, Liob. p. 512), xaranoyrilew
gxafam‘,ow't;vv, Lob. p. 361), wovyanrcs (for mouxds Liob. P 452), Vidvgroris
for Jidvgos, Thom. Mag. p. 927). The verbal forms in o pure, instead
of those 1n uc: for instance, sumic instead of durvu, see Thom. M. p. 648,
Also compare fvgdw for fveéiw, Thom. M. p. 642, Lob. 205, Phot. Lex.

*The extended signification may be regarded as a Hebraism: Jopilew was com-
monly used correspondently with Y5 like xoerdlew, which, by the Greeks, is not
applicd to men. (See Solanus in Rhenford, p. 297.) It is undetermined whetlier
dexadio for Sddena belonged to the later popular Greck language, or was derived from
the Septuagint. The latter scems to me the more probable, as 88 corresponds
better with {1y 0N than dexaduo

4
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p- 313, Buetw for. Bagiviy Thom. M. p. 142, sagovy for saceeww Lob. p.

83, yordw (xorduedar), £y Ywas for éswae (Fértsch De locis Lysiz, p. 60).

Active forms, also, appeared for the middle and deponent, which were

eommon in the older book language; for instance, evdooew, (Act. iv. 25,

from Ps. ii.) perhaps dyaanidy (Luc. 1, 47). Finally, for the members

of the human body, forms originally diminutive became usual in the

language of conversation, as dziov; comp. Fischer Proluss. p. 10, Lob.

‘pi 21L.%  (e) Entirély mew words and formulas were constructed,t

“mostly by composition: €. g. danozguosnisxonos (*), dvdewndesoxos (Liob. p.
621), novépanuos (EzeedpSunuos Liob. p. 186), diuazexyvoia(*), duxatoxeidion

suzopézeion, xaronoiw (Liob. p. 199), aiyparezilsw (Thom. Mag. p. 23,

Lob. p. 442), mzirvreon(*), expvrrneclew(*), drsxrogoparia (Lob. p. 229),
antoxspuribew (Lob. p. 341), dvearoxgiveodor (Alsop. 272, del Fur.g,
#£sdevew (Lob. p. 182, Schiifer Ind. ad sop. p- 1385), dyadseyivw, dya-
Swobvy, Stagroenilew (LOb. p- 228), eyxeazevonar (*), (Lob. p. 442), gexo-
Scondene, duxodeanozey (Lob. p. 378), ndoporiuy, neospdyror (Sturz p. 191),
aoyla, xedpBaros (Liob. p. 63, Sturz p. 175), neroidnoe (Lob. p. 295),
papis (Lob. p. 190), oninos (Lob. p. 28), udupn (2qdy), xopuiew (xara-
woeew, Sturz p. 128), deoreidy, (see above,) aroxedens(*), dyvéeys(*), sxvé-
vevo (Liob. p. 311), menexcleew (Liob. p. 341), dnogdBoros (Lob. p. 313).
Espeeially rich was the later language in substantives in po: e.g.
xOTEAVUE, ovTadSopua, xardeduna, finiopas yévequa, ixreapa (Lob. p.209),
Basreopa,(¥) (see Pasor Gramm. N. T. p. 571-74); and substantives
compounded with cvy: e.g. cvuuabyeds, ovuworizys (Lob. p. 471); in
adjectives in tpog: €. g. sebewvos (Sturz. p. 186), Gdivog, medivos, xadque=
euwbs, doTgdxwos (Ssgudrivog); Inverbsin ow, fa: e g draxowde, dpvavdw,
Sontdw, ifedevdn(*), afevbw, sedeibo(*), Seyuarilol*), fsareile, puraxilol(*);
comp. adverbs, as wdvzors (Swumorros, éxdorors), waudicber (ex waedis, Lob.
p- 98), xafas (Sturz p. 74), cavouxi (mavouxi, wavouxnsim, Liob. p. 515);
(see Sturz p. 187.f). A later form is ioydves ¥xew (for xaxds, @ovqews
¥xew), (Lob. p. 389), as on the contrary for xarowousiv (vide supra), the
older Greeks used the formula xards wowsiv. That the above register
contains many words whieh were formed either by the Jews, who spole
the Greek, or by the N. T. authors themselves, (especially Paul, Luke,
and the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews,) according to an analogy
which then prevailed, cannot be denied: Comp. especially og8¢cew (D'0T),

# Abbreviated forms of proper names, which had existed before in the language
of the people, were introduced into the written language, as “Are£ds, Smavie for lomavia,
cte. The derivatives of Sysofas, were only slightly changed, as waydoyeds, Eevodoyeve,
for aravdoneds, cte. Lob, 307.

+ Suicer Sacra observat. p. 311, sq. has collceted many such words from the Fatherse

1 It is natural that the popular Greek language should adopt some foreign words,
with slight variations (appcllatives) out of the other languages used in the different
provinces; but in an inquiry so general us the above, this is of no importance. In
respeet to Egyptian in the Septnag. and clsewhiere, sec Sturz De Dialecto Alex. p. 84,
So also Latin and Persian have been pointed out in the N. T. Comp. Olear. De Stylo
N. T, p. 366, 368. Georgi Hierocr. T. L. p. 247, und T. IL De Latinismis N. T
Michael. Einleit. N. T prt. I p. 170



§ 2. BASIS OF THE N. T. DICTION. 81

MOOBONEW, GLuarexyVsin, dyafosgysiv, befomorsivy _kbﬁoyefv, HEYAADTDYY,
TaREWOPLooVYYs UaxCoOVUIe, TuLaBdTys, a‘m’u’ddd_b‘upy,, xevoodaxivatos; however,
we must not presume it decided, that there s no trace of these words
remaining in the Greek authors. All of them‘}_mvg ‘not been compared.

(2.) Grammatical Peculiarities. These are limited in a great mea-
sure to the inflexions of nouns and verbs, which had beg¢ ither entirely
unknown, in some words unusual, or at least foreign to the Attic Greek
language; for in this respect the union of the dialects formerly separated-.
became manifest. Besides, the use of the Dual form became rare. In:
respect to Syntax, the later language has few peculiarities; e. g. some
verbs are construed with a different case from that which followed them in
the earlier Greek: conjunctions which formerly took only the subjunctive
or optat. were construed with indicative; the use of the optat. in ora-
tione obliqua is not so frequent. But all that relates to this subject will
be more appropriately treated of in § 4. : S

It is not to be questioned that even this later popular.dialect had, in
some provinces, several peculiarities, as the old grammarians, who have
written especially on the Alexandrian dialect, assert; e. g. Irenwus, De-
metrius Ixion, (see Sturz de dial. Maced. et Alex. p. 24, note 4. Comp.
p- 19.)  Accordingly some would find Cilicisms in Paul’s writings (Ii-
eron ad Algas. quast. 10. tom, [V. ed. Martianay, p. 204); however the
four examples cited by this Father as such, are not degisive (Michaelis
Einleit. Ins. N. T. 2. prt. p.. 161). This question must'be dismissed, as
we have no other sources of Cilician Provincialisms, than those which
rest upon.mere hypotheses. Comp. B. Stolberg De Cilicismis a Paulo
usurpaiis, in his Ewercitat. de solecismis et barbarismis Grece N. T.
dictioni falso tributis. Viteb. (1681) 1685, 4to.

§ 8. Hebrew-Aramean Complexion of the N. T. Diction.

The popular Greek dialect was not spoken or written by the Jews
without foreign intermixtures. Their Gr. style took not only the gene-
ral complexion of their mother tongue, which showed itself in monotony
and circumlocution, but more especially its inflexions. Both these were
more apparent when they translated directly from the Hebrew than when
they freely used Gr. idioms. Hebraisms and Arameisms are more nu-
merous in Lexicography than Grammar. Lexical Hebraisms soon be-
came established; consisting in extension of meaning, imitation of whole
phrases, and analogous formation of new words to express similar signi-
fications, phrases, and words. Hence originated a Jewish Greek, which
native Greeks generally did not understand, and therefore despised.*®

All the nations which, after Alexander’s death, were subjected to Ma-

* See Hug’s Einleit. Ins, N. T. 2 ed. prt. I. p. 137, translated by D. Fosdiek, Jr.
Andover.



32 PART FIRST.

cedo-Grecian rulers; and by degrees adopted the language of their con-
querors in the -intercourse of life, especially the Syrians and Hebrews,
spoke a more corrupt Greek than the native Grecians, and impressed on
it more or less of the stamp of their vernacular language. (Salmas. de
Ling. Hellen. p. 121.)* " As it was usual to call the Jews who spake
Greek Hellengsts, this oriental Gr. dialect, which originated with them,
acquired the name of Hellenistic idiom. (See Buttmann, ed. Rob. § 1.
p- 18, note 12.) For this reason the diction of the Septuagint and of
the N. T. is called Hellenistic, It was not Drusius (ad Acts vi. 6) but
Scalil{ger (Animadvers. in Euseb. p. 134) who first adopted this appella-
tion.

" The Hebraisms of the N. T. have often been copiously collected, espe-
cially by Vorst, Leusden, in his Philol. Hebra. (of which J. F. Fischer
has published the Dissert. de Dialectis N, T. Sing. de ejus Hebraismis.
Lips. 1754, 1792, 8vo.) Olearius, De Stylo N. T. p. 232, and Hartmann
Linguist, Einleit. in das Stud. d. A. T. p. 382, note. They were not
sufficiently guided by the principles of criticism.f Almost all the pre-

".ceding writers on the subject are guilty of the following defects:—
{a) They did not sufficiently attend to the Aramzan elements of the
N. T. diction.§ It is well known that, in the time of Christ, the Syro-

# That the later Greck became Latinized when the Romans began to write Greelk,
is known: yet the Latin coloring of the style is nowhere very evident (except per-
haps in Law-books), not even in Gr. translations of Lat. suthors, as of Eutrop. by
Pxanius, of Cic. Cat. Maj. and Somn. Scip. by Theodorus, ed. Gotz. Nurmb. 1801,
8vo. This arose from the faet that these two languages are more nearly allied in
signification than the Heb. and Gr., and also that thosc authors had studied Greek.

+ It should be adopted as a technical term, sinee it is so snitable for the purpose:
‘Exrenosng in the N, T\ denotes a Jew who spoke Greek (Acts vi, 1), See Wetsten
IL p. 490, Lob. p. 379, on Eanmi&ew, ixnmmorie. The conclusion of Salmasius from
Acts vi. 5, that the Hellenists of the N. T. were Jewish proselytes, is hasty, and
Eichstadt ad Mori Acroas. Herm. L. p.227, scems to have followed him. The diseus-
sion between D. Heinsius (Ezercit. de Lingua Hellenist. L. B. 648, 8vo.) and Salma.
sius (Hellenistica L. B, 648, 8vo., IPunus Lingue Hellen. ibid. 643, 8vo., Ossilegium
Lingue Hellen. ibid. 643, 8vo.) about the name Dialcctus Hellenistica does not relate
only to the word Hellenistic, but more particularly to the meaning of dialectus, for
which Salmasius will substitute character or stilus idioticus (De Hellenist. p. 250.)
Comp. Tittman Synonym. I. p. 259. Other writers about the meaning dialeetus Hel-
lenist. sce Walch Biblioth. Theol. IV .p. 278, Fabric. Biblioth. Grec. ed Harles, 1V,
p. 893.

t A new work on the Hebraisms of the N. T. more critical and rational, is much
necded.

§ Much quoted by the Hebraists, might be considered both as Hebraism and Syri-
asm, €. g. &i¢ as an indefinite article, the frequent use of Purtic. with elas for a finite
verb: but it is preferable to regard these and similar modes of expression as Ara-
maan, because in this language they are more frequent and better established, and
occar almest exclusively in such later Heb. writings, whose style inclines to the Ara.
mzan. These remarls relate only to the N. T\ diction; for in the Septuagint we find
but few Aramaisms, Comp, Olear. p. 308, Gesen. Commnentar. on Isa. 1. 63.
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 chaldaic, and not the old Hebrew, was the popular language of the Jews
"of Palestine. For this reason, many current expressions in this dialect
must have found their way into the Greek spoken by the Jews. Among
the earlier writers, however, Olearius has a-section . especially De Chal-
dzo-Syriasmis N. T. p. 345. Comp. Georgi: Hierocrit. 1. p. 187, ete.
In later times much pertaining to this subject has been collected by Boy-
sen (Krit. Erlaiiterungen des Grund Textes des N. T aus der Syr.
Uebersetz. Quedlinb, 1761, 8vo. 8 Stiicke.),” Agrell (Orat. de Dictione
N. T. Wexion, 1798, and Otiola Syriaca, Lund. 1816, 4to. p. 53-53),
and Hartmann ut supre, 882, Earlier writers have now and then ad-
verted to these Syriasms. (See Michaelis Einl. ins N. 7. 1. p. 138)

and Bertholdt’s Einleit. I. p. 158. Henneberg, in whose Exegetical = .7

writings Syriac abounds, has not much advanced this comparative view,
and could not, because he was wanting in fixed principles. .Here belong: .
also the few Rabbinisms. See Olear. 1. c. p. 360, Georgi L. e. p. 221,
In explanation of them much can be gathered from Schattgen, Hor. Hebre.
() They paid no attention to the dissimilarity in the style of several of
the N. T. writers; so that, according to their collections, it would seem
as if the whole N, T were alike full of Hebraisms, although there is no
small difference in this respect. . Matthew, Luke, John, Paul, and James;
cannot possibly be considered as equally abounding in Hebraisms. Those
learned men also neglected to point out the connection between the N. T
style and that of the.Septuagint, although, with all their similarity, many
discrepancies occur; and generally the style of the Septuagint is more
Hebraistic than that of the N. T. (¢) They embraced much within the
circle of Hebraisms that was not foreign to the Greck prose, and was
common to wmany languages; and generally they seem to have had no
clear apprehension of what constitutes a Hebraism. See Tittmann de
causis conlortar. interpretat. N. 7. p. 18, sq. (Synon. 1. p. 269, sq.)
De Wette in der All. Lit. Zeit. 1816, No. 89, p. 306. They used the
word in a threefold sense: (1) For such words, phrases and constructions
as are peculiar to the Heb. (Aramssan) language, and not found in the
Greek prose, e. g. onroyxlsofou, opeirmpara dprévat, Hpbowmor rapuBavew,
olxodousiy (in a fig. sense), mrariverw vy xupdiuv, mopsbeghar dmicw, od — —
nas (for éudeis), éfoponoysiofor 7w and ¥ gun, etc. (2) Such words,
phrases and constructions as are occasionally found among the Greeks,
but are imitations, by the N. T\, writers, of the manner of their verna-
cular language, e. g. onépua for proles (Schwarz Com. p. 1235.) Hebr.
¥, dvdyxy distress, oppression (Comp. Diod. Sic. 4, 48. Schwarz, p.
81.) Heb. pixn, npisn, W%, ¢is drdvegow (Diod. Sic. 18,59, Polyb.
5. 26.) Comp. NP, migara s yis (Thuc. 1, 69. Xen. Ages. 9, 4.
Dio. Chrys. 62, p. 587.) Comp. YW 09N, geinos for littus (Herod. 1,
191. Strab. etc.) Comp. . So also the formula evdisacfar Xeworon
(Tagxbrior 28w, by Dion. Halic.) after Py ¥aY. (3) Such as are equally
frequent in the Greek and Hebrew, and in regard to which it is doubtful
whether they are to be considered as parts of the Gr. language adopted
by the Jews, or as vernacular idioms: e. g. gundosew véuov, aipa, czdes,
avge with appellatives (duse poveds), maws @ slave, ueyondveww L0 praise,
Subxew to pursue virfue. This latter remark is applicable to many
grammatical phenomena, which Haab has brought to view in his Icb.-
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Greek Grammar. Finally, it is not to be doubted that the interpreters
introduced Hebraisms (Arameisms) in many passages: e. g. Eph. v. 26.
& pruaze (va 137-9 WN (See Koppe), Matt. xxv. 28, yagd convivium,
after the Arab. m N (See Fischer ad Leusden diall. p. 54), Matt. vi. 1.
Suxatogivy alms, after the Chald. Npy, Matt, xxi. 13. agoal frader (Fischer
ad Leusden digll, p. 48.)- -Thus much abuse by the LXX. crept in.

It may be seen‘from these observations, that in the N. T'. there is a two-
fold Hebraism; the one ‘perfect, the other imperfect. Under the former
we include such words, phrases and constructions as belong exclusively
to the Heb.-Aramean language, and therefore were transferred from the
latter directly into the Hellenistic idiom, which is the diction of the

. N. T.* TImperfect Hebraisms we denominate all words, phrases and

constructions which, although found in the Gr. prose, have probably been
transferred from the Hebrew-Aramwman vernacular language. This
would se€m to be the case, partly because the latter was more fami-
liar to the writers of the N. T., and they cannot be supposed to have
had a perfect knowledge of the written Gr. language; and partly because
the words, phrases, and constructions were more common in Hebrew than
Greek. "De Weite felt this difference, and has thus expressed it: “ The
difference is certainly essential, whether the form of speech be altogether
foreign to the Greek, or havée some point of similarity, by which 1t can
be connected with it.”

This whole investigation must be carried farther back, to the origin
of the so called Hebraisms. "In this, however, the LXX are not to be
taken as authority, since as franslafors, they afford no certain specimens
of the pure Greek of the Jews; nor are the epistles of the N. T., because
the religious dialect of the Jews, even in the Greek, naturally approach-
ed the Hebrew, and had its type in the Septuagint. But we must con-
sider especially the narrative style of the Apocrypha, the Gospels, and
the Acts of the Apostles, in order to apprehend as clearly as possible the
influence of the vernacular language of the Jews on the Greek. It is
evident, in the first place, that the general character of the Heb.-Arameean
expressions was imperceptibly impressed on the Gr. style, no less by the
original author, than by the translator. Then no one could free himself
from it without difficulty, and only by reflection and practice. It is as
if innate. This general character consists, partly in elucidation (there-
fore the use of the preposition instead of the forms of cases, which are
the result of more abstraction), and so in the circumstantiality of the ex-
pression (ipm')'yew A7o ne0sdns Zwos, dyeddn dud xeL€ds 7.y mAVTES GO [LUXEOD
Ewg peydnrov, xal fovar —— xal xxed, etc., the accumulation of the pron. pers.
and demonstr. especially after a relat., the narrative formula xds 2yévero,
etc.); partly in the simplicity, yea monotony, with which the Hebrew
(properly speaking rather a co-ordinate than a subordinate) constructs
sentences and connects them. Hence in the Jewish Greek so rare use
of conjunctions (whilst in this the native writers display great copious-
ness), the uniformity in the use of the tenses, the want of connection in

* Blessig defines thus: Hebraismus est soline Hebrai Sernonis propriu loquendi
ralio, cujusmodi in Grecam vel aliwm linguam sine barbarismi suspicione transferre
non licet.
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the periods, or in clauses subordinate to the. leading one, and thg unfre-
quent occurrence of the participial construction-so:‘common with the
Greeks. In historical style, this manifest peculiarity prevails, that the
very words of others are quoted, whilst the indirect introduction of the
speaker gives to the narrative of the Greeks so distinct a complexion,
and leads to the use of the Optat. in so many ways,.a:mood scarcely
known to the Jewish Greeks. This general Jewish complexion must
give to the Greek of the Jews a very remarkable character: but what
are usually denominated Hebraisms, are particular words, phrases and
constructions.* The readiest deviations are: (a) To transfer to the fo-
reign language a vernacular word, which corresponds in its radical sense.
It is not then to be wondered at if the Jews used dixaiosing for alms, as
np18. More unquestionable examples are, épsiaqua debitum, answering -
to peccatum, after the Aramee. 21, vippy bride, also daughter-in-law
Matt. x, 85, as N2 signifies both in Septu. Gen. xxxviii. 11, £ for primus
(in certain cases) as W, #ouonoyiueai zue also Zo praise one (thanking)
as 7 in Gen. xxix. 34, 2 Sam. xxii. 50, Septu., Zunoysiv fo bless, i. e. to
make happy, as 713, 2cwzay fo ask, also to enéreat, as both are éxpressed
by WU, xeious for the created, comp. the Chald. 113, 8éta brighiness,
as 133. The transfer of figurative significations is most frequent; as
norfgwoy, 5078, portio Matt. xx. 22, (D12), cxdvdanos, & stumbling-block
in a moral sense (7wIM), yacosa for nation (PB9), geinos for language
(M2®), &vdreoy zov Oz0p (M "30Y), according to the judgment of God,
xagdia sdfsia (M), negunaciw lo wander from the way of life s8és,
(1), comp. Schiifer Ind. ad Hsop. p. 148, dvdseuo not only that de-
dicated o God, but according to the Hebrew 0, that devoted to de-
struction, Rom. ix. 3, Deut. vii. 26, Jos. vi. 17, adew Matt. xvi. 19. to
declare to be permitted, after the Rabb. vmi1.  (b) The imitation in the
foreign language of certain very fluent phrases of the vernacular idioms,
by means of verbal transfer, as reésomor rapuBdvew for N3 02D, Snzsiv
dugqe for wo) WPJ, nowiey Ehsos (xdew) werd zwos DY TOR LY, dvolyswy
7ovg 0podpovs, 76 6TuN 7 wds (TIPB), yevégor Gavdzov NNV Dpu, Talm.,
dezoy payiw (caenare) onY 9oN, atuo exxéeww (D1 380®) fo kill, guiormue
onéepo 2ol for 9 pr 0P, diog Buvdzov for NIN™13, xagnds dapios for O'¥9M
M3, wagnds woralng for WA M3, peianua dpedvac for NI pAL (Talm.),
orngidew ngdowmoy durop for YD W, mdow odef for wan.9a. (¢) The
formation of derivatives in the foreign language for the expression of
similar vernacular words of the same root supposes more reflection and
design; e. g. onhoypviCeafor from snadygwe, like DM from DI, sxopdo-
Adew, oxowdanrileafa like L)WDJ, l?‘WJTT, syxawilsw from syxaivea as P is
related to NN, avadeporifew like DN, defeifew like Do, perhaps
évoridesbos like prNn.  Comp. Fischer ad Leusden diall. p. 27. eo-
swrodyrzey departs still farther, as the Hebrew itself has no single word
cquivalent to it.

Hence we may see how the style of the N. T\, as its authors were not
so well acquainted with Greek Lit. as Philo and Josephus, and did not

* A Greeism in Latin similar to this, is a teneris unguiculis (Fam. 1. 6, 3.) which,
although a Greek formula, the Romans would at once understand, as the Greeks also
would the phrase xagmwds woiding, although it sounded strangely.
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aim at a correct Greek diction, acquired a Heb.-Arameean coloring.
Consequently the whole tone of the discourse, especially the narrative
style, must have been displeasing to a cultivated Grecian ear, and indeed
a native Greek would either not understand many particulars at all, or
misunderstand them, e. g. dpvévar dpeiruaza,* wedswnov rauBdvew, royileo-
Ous 2o Sizavostvny, etc.  In. this way we account for the fact that such
Hebrew inflexions occur less frequently in the writers of the N. T. than
in the translators of the O. T\, and less also in the cultivated Hellenistic
writers of the N. 'I'. (Paul, Luke, John) than in those properly belong-
ing to Palestine (Matt. and Peter). It is thus also evident that all He-
braisms have not been unconsciously introduced into the language of the
Apostles, (Van der Honert Syntax, p. 103.) They were obliged to re-
tain religious expressions (which constitute the greatest part of the He-

brew of the N. T.) because they: were closely connected with the reli-
gious ideas themselves, and Christianity was to beé appended to. Judaism.}
Besides, the Greek in itsclf offered no symbols of the-deep -religious
phenomena which the christianity of the Apostles unfolded. But.Eichhorn
and Bretschneider (Prefut. dd-Lexic. N. T. ed. 2. I1.'p. 12.) exagge-
rate when they state that the N. T. authors thought -all they wrote in
Heb. or Aramean. Only. beginners do thus. We ourselves when writ-
ing Latin, gradually give up h a great measure, although not entirely,
thinking in German, (English) when we have reached a certain point of
acquaintance with the language. Men who had not stutlied the philo-
sophy of the Greek language, but constantly heard it spoken,-and spoke
it themselves, must soon have acquired such a copia vocabulorum et
phrasium, and such tact in expressing themselves, that in writing, these
would naturally occur first, and not after having thought in Heb. and
Syro-Chaldaic words and phrases. The parallel between the N. T.
writers and beginners in writing Latin, is certainly undignified and in-
correct. It is also forgotten that the Apostles found a Jewish-Greek
idiom-already existing, and therefore constructed most phrases without
first thinking them out in the Hebrew.

Many Greek words are used by the N. T. writers with a very direct
reference to the Christian system, as éechnical religious expressions: so
that, from this arises the third element of the N. 'T. diction, viz. the pe-
culiarly Christian. See Olear. de Stylo N. 7. p. 380. ed. Schwarz.
Comp. especially the words ieyay @GTLS, WOTEVEW £0¢ Xevozov, duxaovsbot,
gxneyéobau, of xnsxrol, of dyvow (for Christians), dwészonros, the construction
edoryyenileofoe 2o (Without an acc. of the thing), the appropriation of the
term Bdwzuwopa to baptism. However, most of these expressions and for-

* Something analogous to this in the later writers is the phruse degsévas v Thv ddniay,
Plut. Pomp. 34. Sce Coraes and Selifer on this passage.

t Comp. Beza, Aets x., Rambach (Institut. Hermen. 1. 2,2), Pfaff. nott ad Mait. p.
34, Olear. 341, Tittman de dilig. Gramm. p. 6. (Synon. I p. 201), J. W, Schroder
de causis quare dictio pure Grace in N. T\ plerumque pretermissa sit. Marb.
1768, 4to. .

t The latter has recalled this opinion, at least in respect to Paul, (Grundluge des
Evang, Pietism. p, 179.)
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mulas are still found in the O. T. and writings of the Rabbins.* It will
therefore be difficult to prove that any thing was introduced by the Apos-
tles altogether peculiar to themselves. This Apostolic idiom is confined
rather to the sense of words and phrases, and lies on the surface of philo-
logy. The grammatical Hebraisms will be treated of in the next section.

L

§4 Grammatical Character of the N. T'. Diction.

S

In respect to the grammatical character of the N. T. diction, the two
elements of: the N. T. language above mentioned, must be carefully dis-
tinguishedl. - The peculiarities of the later popular language of the
Greeks, which consist more in modes of ‘inflexion than in syntactical con-
structions; ‘constitute its basis. In thé_ ‘use-of all the parts of speech,
Heb. inflexions and constructions are occasiofally: combined: especially
is a predilection for the preposition discexnible,‘f_{yhé';i the Greeks use only
the cases. The grammatical character ofthéN T. idioms throughout,
is in accordance with the laws of the Gr. language. Its authors have
adopted even many constructions peculiar i_dr_hé-iGl'eek (Attrdetoof Rela.
tive and Preposit.), and observed many distinctions entirely unknown to
the Hebrew (e. g. of the negatives os and pq.) ‘ '

What the history of language in general teaches, that in:'course of
-time, there is less change in form than signification, in grammar than
lexicography, is true of the Greek. The later popular language of the
Greeks, therefore, is distinguished by very few grammatical peculiarities,
and these occur principally in the forms. We find, for instance, numerous
flexions of nouns and verbs, which were either not used at all in the earlier
Greek, and in later times wero formed by abbreviation and extension of the
original forms, or belonged to the peculiarities of particular dialects.
Of the latter, are the following inflexions: (a) JAitic, zi0éace, HBovrionv,
querne, Povaze (Bovay), 8bev; () Dorie, 5 apuds as fem., gzo (¥ozw), dpéwr-
vou (dgiwzar); (¢) olic, Optat. in e in the Aor. I.: this inflexion how-
ever was soon adopted in the Attic; (d) Jonic, yreet, onsiens, sina, Aor. 1.
As forms foreign to the earlier language may be mentioned: Dat. like
voi, Imperat. zdgov, Perf. like ¥yvoxav for iyvdxaci, Aor. 2. and Imperf.
like zazerinosar, sdoriodoar, Aor. 2. like slSauev, Zpvyav, the subjunct. fut.
§ 13. 1. e. the imperfect fuz0a.

Here belong especially many tenses, which in other respects were
inflected regularly, but instead of which the older language used others:
€. g. fudgrnaa fOr fuaerov, drfw for dvidve, Hfe for Hxw, pdyopas instead
of #jouas, etc. The multiplication of the forms of tenses and modes of

* Tt is in the highest degree absurd to undertake to illustrate such expressions of
the Apostolical terminolegy by Greek authors. Comp, Krebs Observ, Praf. p. 4.

5
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verbs, of which, for euphony’s sake, only few had been earlier in use, is
a characteristic of the later language. Further, it must not be overlooked
that many nouns received a new gender (5 for § Baroc), and so had a
twofold declension (e. g. waobros, #acos.) See § 9, note.

There are very few syntactical peculiarities in the later language.
They display themselves mostly in a negligent use of the moods with
particles. In the N.T., the following may benoticed as examples: sraw
with ind. preet., iv with the subjunctive, iy with indic. prees., constructions
of verbs like yesvofuu with the ace., mgooxmiw with the dat. (see Lob. p.
463), the dispensing with iva in forms like $é.3 tva, d&oos iva, etc., the use
of the gen. infinit. (25 noiEw) beyond the original and natural limit, and of
the subjunctive for optat. in the historical style after preterites, and above
all, the rare use of the optat., which has become entirely obsolete in the
late Greek. -Ménew, Yérew, ete., are followed more frequently by the
aor. infin. (Lob. p. 747.). A neglect of the declensions begins to be ex-
hibited: comp. £ic xad:is (after &y xadév), and even xadeis, then also v, s,
e¥s o e¥s (Lieo. Tactic. 7, 88), (the ¢is remaining in the nom. without any
respect to the preposition, Trs.); so also uezc zov v, and similar instances,
which will occur to any one on reflection: § 10, note.  Still later, a mis-
apprehension of the meaning of cases and tenses showed itself in several
instances. Thus we find siv with the genitive in Niceph. Zct. (Hase ad
Leon. Diac. p. 38); similar to which, in the later Greek, is dxd with the
acc., as also the interchange of the participles aor. and pres. by Leo.
Diac. and others. The nom. dual by degrees yielded entirely to the

lural.
p The N. T. idiom, grammatically considered, has but little of a Hebrew
complexion, The grammatical construction of the Hebrew-Aramaean
varies indeed essentially from that of the Greek; and this, of course, to
the Greek speaking Jews, would be an obstacle in the way of identifying
the syntactic constructions of their vernacular tongue with the Greek. Be-
sides, every one more easily appropriates to himself the grammatical
laws of a foreign language than the copiousness of words and phrases, or
the national complexion of the foreign idiom, because the rules of syntax
in relation to words and phrases are few, and by means of conversation
much oftener before the mind, especially the fundamental ones, which are
the basis of a correct, though not elegant style. The Jews would soon
apprehend the grammatical rules of the Greek of their time (which did
not partake of all the niceties of the Attic) sufficiently for their simple
mode of expression. Even the LXX. could express the Heb. construc-
tions most correctly in the Greek.* Some very common idioms, however,
when they did not interfere with the laws of the Gr. language, they have
retained; as the designation of the optative by means of an interrogative
expression of a wish, 2 Sam. xv. 4, 2i pe xoraorqoe xevrqy; XXiil.. 15;
Numb. xi. 29; Deut. xxviii. 67; Cant. viii. 1; or, where it could be done,

* Some Greek constructions had become habitual with them, as the article with
adjectives and adjective phrases after subst. (¢ xdgios 3 &v obgavis), the attraction of the
relative, &c. The negatives are accurately distinguished throughvut. The more
extended use of the Greck cases may be observed also in the better translations: e. g.
Gen, xxvi. 10, psrgob Erouyah 0, it wanted but little that, etc.
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they have translated in a manner correspondent with Gr analogy, as,
Savdze drodarieode Gen. iii. 4, pron mn (xliii. 3, Deut. xx. 17,1 Sam.
xiv. 89, Isa. xxx. 19), or by an idiom already common in the Greek,
Jude xv. 2, pusew duionsas for NN My, Gen. xliii. 2, Ex. xxii. 17, xxiii.
26, 1 Sam. ii. 25, etc. Comp. also the infinit. with 707 The LXX.
have not generally adopted Heb. constructions diametrically opposed to
the genius of the Greek; the fem. e. g. for the neut.'is found only in a
few passages, where they have superficially scanned the text, or designedly
-given a literal translation, as Ps. exix. 50, cxviii. 22.¥  We should not
presume that they used it intentionally for the neuter. l_n other places
they have maniféstly joined the Heb. feminine gender with a feminine
subject, as Judg. xix. 30. On the other hand, in Neh. xiii. 14, & zabry
.is perhaps equivalent to zaizy in this respect, hoc in genere (Xen. Cyrop. -
8,8, 5), or _for this reason, (Comp. zaiey 6z« propterea quod, Xen. Anab.
2, 6,7. "See also 1 Sam. xi. 2. The constructions of Heb. verbs with
prepositions are most frequently imitated: as gzidzodan xl zewe Deut. vii.
16, or il zwa Ezeck. vii. 4, oixoSousiv ¥ 7w Neh. iv. 10, (2 m:), irte-
ewray &y xvgrp (M3 %) 1 Sam. x. 22. In the Greel, these imitations
certainly sound harshly, yet in this mutable idiom might find some point
_of union, (as in German, bauen an etwas, fragen bei, etc.).

But even if yet more servile imitations of the Hebrew constructions
were to be found in the Septuag., it would be of no great importance in
considering the N.T. idiom. For, as already observed, the style of those
translators, who confined themselves to the very words with the most
rigid exactness, and sometimes did not understand them, does not furnish
the type for the Gr. style of the Jews, which they employed in their
ordinary writing and speaking. In a grammatical point of view, in
respect to the several rules of speech, the N. T. is wholly written in
Greek, and a few genuine Hebraisms are so lost as scarcely to be per-
ceptible. Here also belong, with more or less certainty, the use of the
preposition where the Greek employs only the termination of the cases:{
brtoxevnzew 20 G Twos, BoBisw G d TGV Yryioy, s GO Tov aluaros, -
xowwpds ¥v 2w, although many such things are remains of the ancient
simplicity, and occur even in the Greek, especially in the poets. They
are not totally opposed to the genius of the Greek, e. g. nadeww dnd zuwvos.
More particularly and distinctly may be specified on this head, (¢) The
verbal imitations of Hebrew constructions, which are opposed to the Greek

* The translator of the Psalms is usually the most careless: of Nehemiah not much
better. Aquila, who translated syllable for syllable, and senselessly rendered the nota
acc. i\ by by, cannot be taken into the account at all in determining the grammatical
character of the Hellenistic Greek. For the sake of rendering verbatim, he did not
hesitate to commit errors in grammar: e. g. Gen. i.5, #dazsey § fed¢ 7o posl hudea.
Notwithstanding, he uniformly uscs the article propér]y, and even the attrac. of rel.
which shows how familiar they had become in the Greek.

t The pretended plural. exccll,, the 3 essenti®, such conneclions as caamiyf 7ot faol
incorreetly supposed to be circumlocutions for the supcrlative, the use of fem. for
neut., and perhaps also the presumed Hypallage +a ‘ghpara +iis Lois wadmng for Taira
73 ‘g, 7. odis, are fictitious Hebraisms.
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sense of propriety, as Suoroyeiy ¥ Pun—pnréncw dnd sibi, cavere a, as
neogéfero mépdos, the form of oath e Sofyserar in a negative sense.
(b) 'The repetition of a word to express distribution, as 8o 8vo bini, for
dva dvo. (¢) The imitation of the infin. absolute, (see above). (d) The
indication of the quality by the genitive of an abstract noun, and the
frequent use of the infinitive with prepositions in historical style.

Those quoted under () and (b) might be regarded as perfect Hebraisms.
But if we consider that most constructions in the N.T. are genuine Greek,
and that the N.'T. writers have appropriated to themselves such syntactic
peculiarities of the Greek* as totally depart from the genius of the ver-
nacular language, (as the distinction of the different preterite tenses, the
construction of verbs with gy, attraction of the relative, as oixovousoy ne-
stiorevpar, the singular connected with neuters, etc.) we shall not be
inclined to join in the ery about innumerable grammatical Hebraisms in
the N. T.  But that the N. T\ diction, in a grammatical respect, is much
less Hebraistic than the Septuagint (which is very natural) will be fully
established, when it is recollected that we find many vernacular expres-
sions (as the designation of optat. by means of quest.) in the Septuagint,
which do not occur at all in the N. T\ Very few genuine grammatical
peculiarities belonging to the several N. T. writers can be adduced.
The Apocalpyse however demands (but not altogether as a distinction)
special attention in a Grammar of the N. T. As to the rest, it is apparent
that, in the whole investigation of the grammatical character of the N. T.
diction, the various readings must be taken into view, and on the other
hand it is equally clear that verbal criticism of the several N. T writers
can be well conducted only by those who possess a thorough knowledge
of their peculiarities in grammar and lexicography.

* The more minute niceties of the Attie style are not found in the N. T., both
because they were foreign to the popular language, to which the N. T. authors were
aceustomed, and because the simple representation of thesc writers was not adapted
to them.

t+ Oceasionally also we find, in the better translators of the O. T. and of the Pales-
tine Apocrypha, Greek constructions, instcad of which the N. T. authors used
the Hebrew. Thus in 3 Ksra vi. 10, Tob. iii. 8, the genitive occurs according to
the proper Gr. syntax.



PART I

DOCTRINE OF FORMS.

§ 5. Orthography and Orthographic Principles. .

1. Ix relation to orthography, especially of single words and forms, the
better manuscripts of the N. T. vary exceedingly (like those of Greek
authors, see Poppo ad Thucid. 1. p. 214); and frequently it cannot be
clearly determined which is correct. The editors of the text should adopt
a fixed rule and earry it out consistently. We notice the following :
(2) In many passages of the Text and in still more of the Codd., the
apostrophe is omitted: e. g. Acts xxvi. 25, dang dagfeios in two MSS. of
Vienna, and Cod. Diez;* 2 Cor. xii. 14 é2aa Spas, Cod. Diez; Gal.iv. 7,
dand dudg, ibid.  On the other hand, this omission is corrected by many
copyists: e. g. 2 John. v. 422’5 in Cod. Diez. for which' all other manu-
scripts éano v, Jud. 6, éan’ dwon. Cod. Diez. Rom. vii. 18, éan’ #, ibid.
That the same omission exists in the Ionic writers is well known, and for
this reason the older biblical philologists have called this phenomenon in
the N. T. an Ionism: however it must not be concealed that the Attic
prose writers also neglected apostrophe, although all the examples which
Georgi quotes out of Plato (Hierocrit. N. T. 1. p. 143) cannot be relied
on. See Buttmann ed. Rob. § 30, p. 62, 63. Heupel «d Marcum. p. 33.
Benseler Exc. to his edit. of Isocr. Areop. p. 385sq. Jacob’s Prafat. .
ad Hlian. anim. p. 29, sq. Many words in the Codd. of the N. T. are
perhaps never apostrophized, as dea, iva, ciza, ¥z¢; and in general the later
language could less easily have avoided the hiatus than the Attic. There-
fore we might be inclined in some passages, as James ii. 18, dana, éget 7is,

* Comp. Codic. MSS. Graze. Apost. Acta et Epistolas continentem in Biblioth. H.
F. de Diez asservatum descripsit. G. G. Pappelbaum. Berol. 1815, 8vo. Codd. Manuser.
N. T. Greec. Evangg. partem contin. deserips. contulit, ete. G. G. Pappelbaum, Berol.
1824, 8vo.
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v mugr. ete., to favor the omission of the apostrophe according to the in-
terpretation rightly preferred by the late commentators; whilst én’zeet
zvs would mean at dicat aliquis. Yet the Elision did not originally regard
the sense, and Herm. ad Eurip. Bacch. Praf.p. 19, says: Certa ef minime
suspecta exempla docent, non impediri crasin interpunctione. In the
poetical passage quoted from Menander, 1 Cor. xv. 83 yeyo0’ (for zenava),
Spunion xoxat i8 written with Elision. Comp. Georgi Hierocr. 1. p. 186,
although the best. Codd. of N. T. have xeyord. The Fathers of the
Church can hardly be taken into the account here. (8) As to the ¢ in
Sbzas, uwéxeusy and the v peaxvorcxdr, the editors have mostly followed
the established rule, which however is limited by modern grammarians.
(Buttm. ed. Rob. § 26, p. 52, 53— 115, p. 311,6.) The authority of
the best Codd. is by all means to be preferred (since on this account they
are more minutely -examinedt), if a fixed principle cannot be at once
established in the ‘use of ¢ and », which philologists have not yet succeeded
in doing for the Greek prose. According to Bornemann, De gemina
Cyrop. recens. p. 89, with whom Poppo agrees in Index to Cyrop., ofzwg
should be wriften before a consonant, in the middle of a sentence. Ac-
cording to Frotscher ad Xen. Hier. p. 9, it is to be chosen as a stronger
form only at the end of a sentence, or when a peculiar stress is laid on
it. Bremi, ad Eschin. Ctesiph. 4to. (Gotha), judges otherwise: equidem
opinor, Codd. MSS. sequendos, si ofizes ante conson. offerant, quando
significat koc modo, sic; oBzw vero aute conson. scribendwmn esse, si gra-

~ dum denotans cum adject. vel adverb., in quo ipsa qualitatis notio inest, in
unam quasi notionem confluat. Comp. also on this subject, Osann
Inscriptt. 1I1. p. 116. Schiifer ad Demosik. 1. p. 207.

Others will only acknowledge ofzas, like 2xsivog, drnwg, ofrws. See
Schiifer ad Plutarch V. p. 219: o, however, seems to be the older ad-
verbial termination, (Buttm. ed Rob. § 26, p. 53, notes 1, 2), and it
cannot be comprehended why it should not be retained in ofza together
with ofras, as well as in dpre.  Ofza before a vowel is scarcely admissi-
ble, except in onic prose. About péxes and uéxyes, see especially Jacobs
ad. Achill. Tat. p. 479. According to grammarians, uéxec and dyes
before a vowel, is Attic orthography (Thom. M. p. 135, Phryn. ed. Lo-
beck, p. 14), and so the moderns print them, Comp. Stallbaum ad Plat.
Pheed. p. 183, ad Sympos. p. 128, Schiifer ad Plut. V. p. 268. How-
ever, good Codd. among the Attic writers, have frequently the form

* In reference to Cod. Diez. Pappelbaum, p. 13, says: olrws, sic semper fere, licet
sequatur consonans. Comp. Acts xii. 8, xiii. 47, xxiv. 14; Rom.v. 18, 19, xi. 26; 1 Cor,
viii, 12, ix. 14, 26, It may perhaps be the case, that the better Codd. of the N. T.
adopt the older form ofrw; most comnionly befvre a consonant. See Wetsten 1. 246,
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with ¢, and in the N. T. it should not be removed as belonging to the
Jater language, especially when the best MSS. agree. = As to the s 2pens.
before consonants (Poppo ad. Thuc. 1. p. 445, Benseler ad Isocr. Ar-
eop. p- 185), Bremi’s remark (ad schin. in Ciesiphi 8. according to
Herm. de emend. Gr. 1. 23): Videntur prosaici Scriptores accuratiores
ante majorem interpunctionem vel si aliquo modo voc. a;sequentibus sepa-
rare vellent, v paragog. addidisse, seems not improbable (Comp. Bense-
ler 185, Jacobs Praf. ad JElian. Anim. L. p: 23. Buttm. ed. Rob. § 26,
2. p. 52), although ancient grammarians affirm (Bekkeri Anecd. III. p.
1400), that the Attics placed it generally before consonants'as-well as be-
fore vowels (Comp. Jacobs Pref. ad Elian. Anim. p. 23). The manu-
scripts of the N. T. do not favor this difference. So Cod. Seidel. at
Breslau reads Act. i. 16, v ngosiney 76 nvevpa 20 dywoy, iil. 16. Eoreeéwow
20 Brouw adzod, 1V. 8. siey meds adrovs, ete. Comp. Cod. Diez. on Act.
ix. 4. xxiv.'7, Rom. v. 12, 1 Cor. iii. 19, vii. 28, x. 16, Gal. ii. 2, 1 Thes.
v."7. Modern editors of Greek texts have returned to the old rule, as
Ellendt in his edition of *Arrian. o

(¢) In compounds, whose former part ends in 5, Knapp (preceded by
Wolf) has substituted the fig. ¢ for ¢, and Schulz follows him in this, e. g.
Gewee, sispéesw; however the observations of Buttmann L. p. 11, and of
Matthiae I. p. 26, limiting their rule, merit consideration. No great
value is to be put on this orthographical correction, as it has no historical
reason. Schneider in Plato, and Lachmann in N. T\ have adopted bomee,
etc. That it cannot have place in such words as mgeoBvzecos, Braodruiw,
Yuweoofev, 7eheopogiw, is apparent.

(2) For #vexa in manuscripts, or in the received text, in some places,
the properly lonic sivexa Or sivexey (see Wolf ad Dem. Lept. p. 388,
Georgi Hierocr. I. 182), in others, #vexes is found; e. g. the latter, Matt.
xix. 5, 29, Rom. viii. 36; the former, Luc. iv. 18, 2 Cor. vii. 12. The
authority of good Codd. must here decide. Comp. Poppo Cyrop. p. 39,
and Ind. Cyrop., Buttmann ed. Rob. § 27. 3. note 1, p. 54). () Zwvevy-
xovraewvéa Matt. xviii. 12, 13. Luc. xv. 4, 7, is to be written Zvevgxove.
according to good manuscripts (e. g. Cod. Cantabr.) and the Etymol.
Magn. See Buttm. ed. Rob. § 70. 90. p. 114, Bornemann Ad Xen.
Anab. p. 47. Scholz has retained the usual orthography. So also #aros
according to Codd. Matt. xx. 5. Act. x. 30 (elsewhere nothing is observ-
ed, yet it stands in the Cod. Cypr. Mr. xv. 33, 34, and in other Codd.
Matt. xxvii. 45), a form which is very common in the Greek prose wri-
ters. See Schifer Melet. p. 32, Scholiast ad Apoll. Argon. 11. 788.
(¢) The well known discussion about the right mode of writing the ad-
verbs in ¢ or & (Herm. ad Soph. Ai. p. 183) affects the N. T. only in
reference to wavowxi, Act. xvi. 84, So this word appears Hsch. Dial. I1.
1, Joseph. Antt. IV. 4, 4, on the contrary in Philo de Josepho, p. 562. B.
movorxéc.  Blomfield Glossar. in JEsch. Prom. p. 131, is perhaps right
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when he wishes adverbs derived from the nominative in os, to be written
only with ¢ (savosxs, properly wavorxoi.) Almost all the Codd. are for .
See Poppo Thuc. II. 1. 154. (d) Whether Aqis or AaBis cught to be
written, see Gersdorf Sprachchar 1. 44, who is undecided, but approves
of the mode of writing with 8. In Codd. it is usually abbreviated aad.;
the older and better, however, where they wrote the name in full, have
now and then Adaitd (Aowe(s) as Knapp, Schulz, and Fritzsche. Mont-
faucon Paleeogmplz Graec. 5. 1, preferred the latter. (¢) The name
Moses is (as in Septuag. and in Joseph ) written in the oldest Codd. of the
N. T Moiors, which Knapp has taken into the text. It is yet a ques-
tion whethey, this' properly Copuc form (comp. Scholz on Matt. viii. 4)
- should not yleld to the form Mawoys, which is more usual in the N. T\ and
also passed over to the Greeks (Strabo 16, 760) and Romans, and is
adopted by Scholz. But if we adopt Mowisss this mode of writing ought
to be carried through consistently. See Wetsten I. 347. () About
Konosoad and Koadgdady see the interpretation of Col. i. 1. Not only the
coin of this city.(Eckhel Doctrin. Numor. Vett. 1. IIL. 147), but also the
better Codd. of the classics (Comp. Xen. Anab. L. 2, 6) have the former;
therefore Valckenaer ad Herod. VII. 30, decided in its favor. (&) In-
stead of zuweds, Act. ix. 7, is better wrilten iveds (comp. dyews) as some
good Codd. have. Comp. Scholz de Cod. Cypr.p.61. (See Xen. Anabd. 4,
33. and Alberti ad Gloss. Gr. N. T. p. 69.) (k) 26voy, 1 Cor. v. 7,
in text. rec. for which the better Codd. have zzu65 (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 48,
{ 18, note 2), is uncommon, but is founded on an exception to the well
lkinown analogy of the aspirate. (i) Instead of yeswpeirézys, the good
Codd. have, Luc. xvi. 5, the form xgzopenizys (Scholz at least has made
no remarks on Luc. vii. 41), which Zonaras rejects, and which occurs
but once in the manuscrlpts of Greek writers. See Lob. ad Phryn. p.
691.

2. Whether such words as 8 2, ivo 27, dudys, drrd ye, 4w'deze, should
be written thus, or connected, is a matter of dispute, and is hardly to be
decided on any acknowledged principles. The decision of this question
is of less importance, as the best MSS. themselves do not at all agree.
Khnapp has printed most of such words united, and certainly in oft-occur-
ing formulas, two small words readily flow together in pronunciation, as
the Crasis in 8ud, xafd, Sove, ugxéze, vdea, ete. show. Shulz, on the con-
trary, defends the mode of writing them separately. Would he also
write & yz, zos viw, &% 71, etc.? Lachmann has done so, and printed even
2 weg, and near it xaimee. How far the Codd. on the whole, favor the
junction, see Poppo Zhuc. L. p. 455. Even Shulz has also printed 5.0~
soweds, Mr. v. 5, Lu. xxiv. 53, and Schneider in Plat. follows the united
mode almost entirely. However, either method carried out systemati-
cally would produce many inconveniences, and as the oldest and best
Codd. of N. T\ are written continua serie, and thus afford no aid, it would
be best in the N. T. to adopt the united mode in the following cases:—
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(@) Where the language exhlbxts a clear analogy, e. g, odxéz.as uyxév,
rouydg a8 Toivwy, Sovis, comp. 6zs.  (b) When the word: oceurs in the con-
nected form in other cases (in prose), elneg, xaineg. (¢) When an enclitic
follows a monosyllable or dissyllable without changing ifs meaning, cize,
elys, dgoye; but Luke xi. 8. Sudye vqy Gvaieian, is an exception to the lat-
ter part of the observation. (d) Where the united ‘oF, disunited method
indicates different meanings, as ésveody, qmcunque"on the contrary, é
2es ovw, Matt, xviii. 4. quisquis igitur (Buttmann ed. Rob. § 80. 1. p- 127.
§ 77. 8. p. 124), although even ofy in the Codd. appears genera]ly dis-
united, and by the writers themselves is sometimes separated by the in-
terposition of a conjunction. See Jacobs Pref. ad lian. Anim. p. 25.
Besides, as to particulars, much must be left to the judgment of the
editor: but for writing Swnavezds, etc. he puhaps would :not have satis-
factory reason. ,

The pronoun §,z¢, in our edition of the N. T\, is written' throughout
with the hypodiastole: Beklker, on the other hand, writés gz¢ (as §o 7,
7 #u5), while some (as Schneider ad Plat. Pref. p. 48) wish éz¢ conjunc.
to be written as the pron.; see Jen. Lit. Zeit. 1809, IV. p. 174. The
latter mode has much in its favor: among other things, that the reader
is not obliged to submit to an mterpretatxon put upon the text by the ed-
itor. Comp. John viii. 25. Still the advantage of this method is more

than counterbalanced by its inconveniences. It is therefore best for us
to adopt the hypodiastole, after the example of the ancients.

3. The Crasis occurs rarely, only in some oft returning formulas; the
most usual are, XOYDy KOVy XAXELy XOXECOEY, XOKELVOS, also in XOUOL, Luc. ie
3. Act. viii. 19. 1 Cor. xv. 8; xaué, John vii. 28. 1 Cor. xvi. 4; zoivoua,
Matt. xxvii. 57; zowaveiov, 2 Cor. ii. 7. Gal, ii. 7. 1 Pet. iii. 9; roird
in 1 Thes. ii. 14 (see Griesbach), probably also in Luc. vi. 23. xvii. 80.
according to Knapp, is to be restored. On the contrary, cases like zovr-
éo7uy xadd, xaddneg, are only improperly called crasis. The contraction
in the usual cases is not often omitted. Comp. about 3orea, ysiréoy, voi,
§ 8 and 9; 23eézo, also in Luec. viii. 38. according to the best Codd., as
often in Xenophon. See Buttm. ed. Rob. § 29, pp. 60-62; Lob. p. 220.
The verb xapuvéw (Matt. xiii. 15. Act. xxviii. 27), for zarapew presents
a contraction of a peculiar kind. Comp. Lob. p. 340.

4. No trace of an Iota subscriptum is to be found in the Cod. Alex.,
in Cod. Cypr. nor ih many others, (see Michaelis Einl. ins. N. T. I.
867). Knapp first mentioned its abuse in our editions of the N. T. It
must be unhesitatingly omitted: («) In the crasis with xal, if the first
syllables of the word which is contracted with it had no Iota (as xara

6
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from zal eva), therefore in xayd, xapol, xoxeivos, xow, xoxel, xoxei-
fev, ete.; see' Herm. ad Vig. p. 526. Buttmann ed. Rob. § 29. 2.
notes 2. 7. p. 60. Thiersch Gr. § 38. note 1, defends the Iota subscrip-
tum, and Poppo has retained it in ‘Thucyd. according to the best manu-
scripts (Thue. II. 1. p. 149). () In the perf. 2, and aor. 1, act. of the
verb ai¢w and its compounds, also, e. g. 7exév, Col. ii. 14; aeuc, Matt. xxive
17; agor, Matt. ix: 6; neav, Matt. xiv. 12, See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 172.
§ 101. n. 2, and marg. n. Poppo Thue. I1. 1,150. (c) In the Doric
infinitives, which are also used by the Attics (Matth. I. 148), 27y, 8ud7y,
newiy, yeqodow. According to some this takes place also in the infini-
tives of the contracted verbs in de, €. g. é¢av, reudr, inasmuch as these
-formulas originated from the Doric ziuder (as ucofody from wisbéer. See
" 'Reiz ad Lucian. IV. 393. ed. Bip.; Wolf in the Lit. Analect. 11. p
419; Elmsley ad Eurip. Med. V. 69, and Praf. ad Soph. (Edip. R.
p- 9; Ellendt ad Arrian. Alex. 1. p. 14. Yet all the philologists have
not agreed in this matter, and Buttm. ed. Rob. § 105. 3. note 15. and
Schoeider (Prafat. ad Plat. p. 58) have offered good reasons against it.
See Elmsley ad Med. p. 79. Lips. Schulz has preferred this mode of
writing. (d) regos has not much authority. See Buttm. ed. Rob. § 64.
2. p. 107. T¢wi also should not have a Jota subscriptum. See about
the mode of writing this word, Buttmann ad Plat. Criton. p. 43. and
Leailog. 17, 2. (€) As to rdvey (not rdvey) Act. xxiv. 8, see Buttmann
ed. Rob. § 116. 9, note 8. p. 316, whom Schneider follows in Plato.
Accordingly, after the analogy of 7, 6y, the adverb zevps; (Doric xevga)
Ephes. v.12 (comp. Xen. Conviv. V. 8) is not to be written xeupy, as
Lachmann does.  All the better editions have not the Iota subseriptum.
Comp. Poppo Thue. II. 1. 150.%
According to Sturz (de Dialect. .ﬂlem‘ p- 116), the Alexandrians had
a peculiar Gr. orthography, which not only interchanged letters (e. g. as
and ¢, ¢.and y, ¢ and e, y and %), but added snpelﬂuous ones to strengthen
the forms of words, (e. g. dxx0¢s, Bacuréav, vxraw, Pdvvew, Esomeige, COMP.
Poppo Thucid. 1. 210), omitted them where they are regularly found
double (e. . yevquare, comp. Var. 2 Cor. 9, 10, SvoeBys, o‘mﬁaoo, dvrd-
Aaypua, pUra, igvsaro), and disregarded the method by which in Greek a
harsh concurrence of many dissimilar consonants is avoided, e. g. dra-
Audfels, GREXTAVXOOLs 8VYWELOY, svrxdMpua (Buttm. ed Rob. § 19—-§ 25.
p. 48.). These peculiarities ars found in old Egyptian MSS. of the Scp-
tuagint and N. T., e, g. Cod. Alex., Cod. Vatic., Cod. Ephrem. rescr.,
Cod. D. (Beza or  Cantabr .). Cod. Beerner, Cod. L. (see Hugs Einleit.
ins IN. 1. 2 Augs. 1 Thl p. 256, sq.T Scholz Cure critt. in histor. teat.

* We shall not be inclined to adopt in the IV, 'C. the writing "oy, &&'ov, which Jacobs
in Alian. Animal. has accepled after a good Codd.,; nor any more ow'&ew.
t Translated by D. Fosdick, Jr. Andover, Mass,
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evangg. p. 40), and in Coptic and Greco-Coptic monuments (Hug I.
256), with more or less uniformity. They cannot, t'hero‘af'?re, E)e at.once
rejected as resulting from the caprice of the transcribers, as Planck has
done in his de Orat. N. T. Indole. p. 25, note. Yet perhaps the most
of this orthography is not particularly Alexandrian, as similar things oc-
cur in many Codd. of Gr. authors, whose Egyptian origin cannot be
proved. » .

- § 6. Accentuation.

1. The accentuation of the text of the N. T\ is not entirely conformed
1o legitimate principles, but, in many points, adapted to grammatical fan-
cies, which no one now regards. But few things here require notice.
The following may be selected: g R

(a) ide, according to the old grammarians, is written only by the Attic
writers i8¢, by the others (later) is: (Mceris, p. 55, Fisch. Gregor. Cor.
p. 121, 286). It is so printed also in Griesbach’s N. T. (except Gal. v.
2), and Lachmann has uniformly so written it. According to Borne-
mann’s conjecture (Ewxeg. Repertor. I1. 267), it should be written is:,
where it is an imperative followed by an accus., but (8¢, where it is only
an exclamation. It is better, however, in such matters, to follow the
old grammarians.

(b) Numerals compounded of #zos, according to the old grammarians
(Thom. Mag. 859, Moschopul. in Sched.), should have the accent on the
penult syllable, when they relate to time; in all other cases on the last.
By this rule, Acts vii. 23. must be accenfuated, zessagaxovrairys xebvos,
and Acts xiii. 18. zzgoogaxovzoéry xeévor (on the £); on the contrary,
Rom."iv. 19, éxarorvaszys (on the 4), (comp. Jacob’s Antholog. III. p.
251, 253). But in the manuscripts this is not observed, and the rule is
regarded as altogether doubtful. See Lob. p. 406, Ammonius, p. 136,
even gives the accent reversed. See Bremi. ad schin. Ctesiph. p.
369, ed. Goth.

(¢) Krqevé and poivi§, some accentuate, xfevé, poiné (see Schifer ad
Gnom. p. 235, and ad Sophk. Philoct. 562), because, according to the
old grammarians, the ; and v, in nom. sing. were pronounced short (Bek-
ker Anecd. IIL. p. 1429); but opposed to this, see Herm. ad Soph. Edip.
R. p. 145, and Schiifer himself, ad Demost. IV. 84, Jacobs ad Achill.
Tat. p. 531, Poppo Thue. II. 1. 151. Still it is a question whether we
ought not, with these grammarians, to prefer the accentuation xyevé and
poivek, in the later Greek. See Buttmann ed. Rob. § 11. 4. p. 89, and
Lachmann has the former printed in his N. T.
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(d) Instead of moig as the old editions have it, Knapp writes rods, as
the genitive nodd¢ has o short. See Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 765, Passow
II. 697"

(e) Gnesbach and others have written aaiaay incorrectly; it should be

. written’ aacdoy; asa is short. -Schulz, although not uniformly, writes
RIPARYS mstead of' §Mn}4; (as in ajdes) because the first ¢ is long, not by
"~ pogition:but by Tiatare. Teides from zeiBo, which mode Buttmann, ed.
“Rob. §;11. 1. 4. p. 89. approves, is similarly accentuated. Xeloua,
o5, must be chanofed into zeiopa, Yixos, see Reisig. de Construct. An-
 tistr. p. 20;°and .gevnog perhaps into szinos. See Passow under this word.
On this. subject the decision must rest upon the authority of carefully
- wﬂ’t'teh‘CGd:d’.;f.}ﬁjs,' inpronunciation and accent, the xows had many pecu-

Iiaﬁti’eé,'and especially as the dialect had acquired a controlling influence.

Comp. Fritzsche Mr. p. 572.

(f) Asthe termmauon e is considered short in accentuation (Butt-
mann ed__Rob § 11. 4. 7. p. 39), we ought to write pidae, Snidae, 2pevta,
Svuegoae, comp, Poppo Thuc. IT. 1. 151. But Griesbach and Knapp, in
Acts xii. 14, have ésqvae incorrectly, as the o is short.®

(8) 'Egibsia, in many editions, particularly in Knapp, is written sgi6eca
(Var. See. Matthiii. small edit. Philemon, 2, 8), but as the word is de-
rived from Zgufevewr, the former mode of writing is more correct. See
Buttmann ed. Rob. § 11. 2. 6. p. 39.

(k). Schulz, Wahl, and others, in Matt. xxiv. 21, have written incor-
rectly winwy for puads, as they could bhave discovered in Passow. Seg
Buttmann ed. Rob. § 11. 5. p. 39.

(%) As to peodwids, see Schifer ad Dem. I1. p. 88.

(%) In Acts xxviii. 26, smoy 1. aor. imper. should be so accented, not
¢inow, see Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 348, and Buttmann Exc. I. ad Plat.
DMenon. Comp. the valuable opposite arguments of Wex in the Annals
of Philol. VI. 169; this circumflex accent, however, exists only among
the Attics. For 2no» (the grave accent on o) in the Greek Bible, see
the express testimony of Charax by Buttmann, who calls the accentua-
tion Syracusan.

() Proper names of persons, which are properly adjective or appel-
lative oxytones, for the sake of distinction, draw back the accent; there-
fore Twyixos not Tvywxds, Piryzos Not Buayeds, Eedaros not Eeaswds, Which
has not been observed in Wahl’s larger Lexicon. See Sylburg ad Pau-
san. 8. 3. Reiz de Inclin. Accent. p. 116, Heyne ad Hom. I1. VIII. p..
139-141; Schiifer ad Dion. Hal. p. 265; Junkhinel ad Demosth. Androt.
p- 108, sq. For the same reason also, the accent is changed in Tiuw»
for Tipwy, Tevpwr for Tevpiy, ‘Opyeipogos for "Ouyaipseos.
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(m) Indeclinable oriental names have the accent regularly on the last
syllable; yet comp. "Iosda, @duag, ZogoBdBer, 'Toddup, "Ereddog and the
form "Eniéeg Luc. ili. 29, Magsodra Luc. iii. 87; yet we have."Ye2aBin
in good Codd. Rev. ii. 20. The acute accent mostly occurs, even on
long vowels, as "Ioudzx, "Togaqn, 'LoxiB, Tevyyode, Byboaidd, B@gg&ﬁ‘, TEp-
pass. On the contrary, manuscripts have Kavd, T'edoquavy _(qlthough:there

is more authority for the form Ieonuavei. See Fritzsche iiiZ’Marc_._v p: 626). .

Brogoys is found in Matt., although good manuscripts. have B’??‘?’“’% in:
Marc. xi. 1, which however is strange, as words ending in'y generally
have the circumflex, as Nuwevj. It seems advisable (which ‘however has
not hitherto been done by editors) to carry out a unif'o_rm'fm,"" & of writing.
Josephus, with whom the declension is of primary importance, gives'the
grave accent to indeclinable words and oxytones, e. g. ’Aia (in N. T
"Agw). In relation to Xadros see Fritzsche ad Marc. p. 671.

The accentuation suotos, sefpos, ézoipos, Which the grammarians (Gregor.
Cor. p. 12, 20, sq.) attribute to the lonians and Attics, and which Bekker
follows, ought not to be admitted in the Attic prose writers, (Poppo.
Thue. 1. 218., 11. 1, 150. Buttmann ed. Rob. § 11, 4, p. 39,) much less
in the N.'T.  On the other hand, I think, ¢so¢ is uniformly to be written.
Comp. Bornemann ad Luc. p. 4. So also in Apoc. x. 8, adBe is correct,
not asgé, (Buttmann ed. Rob. § 108, I. 4,c. p. 197.) The N.T. manu-
seripts uniformly give ¥ow, for sse, although as uniformly e, not &.
Thucidides, however, who usually prefers i5, yet, 1, 184, has ¥uow, (see
Poppo. L. p. 212). Modern editors reject ¥sw in Attic prose. See Schueider
Plat. 1, praf. p. 53. y

In relation to the diminutive rzsxviov, as paroxytone, (as z:ywioy by
Athen. 2. p. 55,) and degvrs, as oxytone. See Buttmann ed. Rob. § 10.
2. 8. p. 38. S

~

2. As is well known, many forms, which in other respects are alike,
but differ in signification, are distinguished by means of the accents, e. g.
elul sum, and el €0. The Codd. and also the editors of the N. T\,
vacillate occasionally betwcen these two modes of uccentuation. In
1 Cor. iii. 14. instead of pévsr, Chrysost. Theod. Vulg. etc. read pevet, ©
(fut.) which Knapp has received into the text. Comp. Heb. i. 12; 1 Cor.
v. 13. In Heb. iii. 16. several authorities have ziyes instead of zuis,
the former of which modern critics have almost without exception pre-
ferred. In 1 Cor. xv. 8. instead of &gneesl 26 xzedpare, some Codd.
have &omegel 2 is @4 2o éxzedpary, which Knapp without reason has
admitted into the text, as in 1 Thess. iv. 6. & 2 nedyuaZi. This is cer-
tainly only a correction of those who disapprove of the use of the article,
and has, besides, very few authorities. Critics are not agreed about the
accentuation in Joh. vii. 34. 36. whether to adopt, érov sii iy, dueis
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& SvvacBs #ecw, OT Grov Eupue éyd, elc., as many of the Fathers and many
versions read. Acts xix. 38, some read dyogacor, others dydeacos. In the
former passage, the i should be preferred, because of John’s style
(xii. 26. xiv. 3. xvii. 4.) See Liicke on this passage, agreeing with
Knapp Com. isagog. p. 32; in the latter, the difference of accentuation
might be regarded as merely imaginary. At least the old grammarians
exhibit contradictory views, so that, even if it had some foundation in
truth, it would not be possible to decide satisfactorily between the two
modes of writing. See Kuindl on this place.

So also as to Rom. i. 80. where some, who take the word in an active
sense, accentuate Seosriyess; whilst accentuated thus, 3sosruysis, it must
mean Deo éxosi, a passive sense: but the analogy of the adjectives uy-
redxrovos and uyreoxzivos proves nothing in reference to adjectives in .
(See Buttmann, ed. Rob. § 11. 3. p. 39. and § 28. 4. N. 9. p. §9.) Suidas
says ex'pressly that Ssogrvysrs means both of dro &b produevo, and of S:ov
puoivrss, although he accentuates Ssoptons or Ssopions, according to the
signification. @cogrvyeis, which is conformable to analogy,isunquestionably
correct. As to the active sense of the word, Suidas seems not to have
quoted it as genuine Greek, but only to have so interpreted it in the
above passage of Paul: this signification cannot, at least, be proved by
any Greek author. See Fritzsche on the Merits of Tholuck p. 19. and
Prelim. p. 44. 'The word indeed occurs but a few times. On the other
band, the different accentuation of wigwoe fen thousand, and pweio tn-
numerable (1 Cor. iv. 15. xiv. 19.) has somewhat in its favor. Buttmann
ed. Rob. § 70, p. 114. Boissonade ad Nicet. p. 157. Annals of Philol.
I1. 18. The distinction between zgoxos (@ wheel) as the text of Jas. iii.
6, and the accentuated Codd. have it, and zedyos (@ race), as according
to Grotius, Hottinger, Schulthess and others it ought.to be read, is well
founded. See Schiifer ad Soph. 1L p. 307. The figure 2eoxd¢ yevéoees
(connected with gaoy/2ssa) is neither incorrect, nor in James especially
striking, and therefore any correction of the accentuation is unnecessary.
As to the other passage, where there is a disposition to change the accent,
as 1 Cor. xiv. 7. éuds instead of suawg, Col. 1. 15, rewrorixos for newrdro-
xos, (see, on the other side, Baumgarten on this verse), it arises partly
from dogmatical opinions, partly from an ignorance of the subject, and is
therefore worthy of no attention.

3. It is still undecided whether, when the pronoun requires no em-
phasis, its enclitic form should be used with the preposition, so that ragd
dov, v pou, sis ue, must be written, not rags oo, v 2ual, ete.  In editions
of the N. T. (as also in other Greek printing) ngés o= occurs in Matt.
xiv. 28; Tit. iii. 12. 2/ g in Luc. i. 35, neds us in Matt. xi. 28; Luc. xi,
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6. and in many other places; on the other hand, & Zuoi in Matt: xi. 6.
xxvi. 81. oo ipoi in Gal. ii. 8. el gué in Matt. xviii. 6. etc. Fritzsche -
(ad Mit. p. 771.) in all such places prefers the enclitic me'thod. Conp.
Reisig. Conject. in Aristoph. p. 56. Herm. ad Soph. (Edip. R. p. 101.
Bornemann ad Xen. Conviv. p. 163. Valuable reasons for orthotony
may be seen in Buttmann ed. Rob. § 8,sq. T

Comp. Matth. ad Eurip. Orest. 384, his Gram. L:110; Ellendt ad
Arrian, 1. 199. It is manifest that, where there is an;emphasis on the
pronoun, the enclitic form can have no place: so that Knapp and Schulz

have rightly accentuated John xxi. 22. 2/ ngds oé.

In editions of the N. T. text, there is an inclination to be governed
by the common rules of grammarians, therefore, contrary to.Her.mann’s
will (De emend. rat. 1. 73.) modern editors, except Lachmann, in such
instances as & nmacs pov, 2& duwv Twes, Joh. vi. 64. have written the‘fn so,
and not nois pov, & Spiv zwés. Comp. Mtt. il. 2. =8 267w, Mr.ii. 19,
pez’ low édle, Gal. i 28, Comp. Buttmann ed. Rob. § 11. 8. p. 39.

§ 7. Interpunction.®

1. Upto the time of Griesbach (and even including himself), punctua-
tion in editions of the N.T. was not only deficient in internal consistency,
but also labored under this defect, that editors punctuated too much,
especially by commas, in order to facilitate the understanding of the text,
by which meaus they transferred to it their own preconceived views. The
first who directed attention more particularly to punctuation, and en-
deavored to reduce it to fixed principles, was Koapp, whom Schulz and
Lachmann have recently followed, with still ‘more restriction, yet not
with entire consistency.t 'This, however, will be reached with difficulty,
if ever; and therefore there ought to be an agreement on some funda-
mental principles, the more or less consistent application of which must
depend on the tact of the editors of the N.T. Since punctuation was
originally invented as an aid in reading, especially aloud,} by pointing

* Comp. especially Poppo in the Allg. Lit. Zeit. 1826. 1. p. 506. and Matth. I. 172.

t Among the editors of Greek authors, I, Bekker, with greater moderation and
eonsistency, and W. Dindorf with still more rigidness, have recently begun to punc-
tuate; yet both seem to carry the exclusion of the comma loo far.

} Schifer is probably to be so understood, when he says, (ed Demost. 11. p. 205,)
interpunctionem hunc unwm habere usum, ut regat pronuntiationem. Comp. Poppo.
Thue. I1. 1. 146. Buttman Ausfiskrl. Sprachl 1. p. 68. If the only use of punctuation.
in the Greek of the N. T. were to aid in reading aloud, it might easily be dispensed
with.
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out the resting places for the voice, its principal aim can be no other
than to place the reader in a situation to apprehend the proper connection
of the words, and to understand them rightly, as far as the understanding =
of them depends on it. Punctuation, therefore, must be based on a con'"
sideration of the logical, or rather (as the thought is clothed in language)
of the grammatical and rhetorical relation of the words to one another.
It is, then, demanding too much, to require that the exegetical view of the
editor shall not appear in his punctuation; for in so doing, we demand
either what is impossible, or a punctuation so incomplete as to be only
applicable to a plain construction, but inapplicable to doubtful passages,
where the reader most needs assistance. ,
The colon and period can occasion no difficulty in the text of the N.
T.; the difficulty lies principally in properly locating the comma. How-
ever thus much is clear, that only a sentence grammatically complete,*
which is closely connected with another, should be separated from it by a
comma, and that for this purpose especially was the comma invented.
But to a grammatically complete sentence belong, not only the subject,
predicate and copula (which elementary constituents may be either ex-
pressed or implied), but also the particles which in the construction
describe more particularly those constituents, and without which the sense
would be incomplete. It was incorrect then in Griesbach always to
separate the subject from the verb by a comma, when it hasa participle
joined with it, or when it consists of a participle with its adjuncts (Mr.
vii. 8. x. 49; 1 Joh. ii. 4. iii. 15.). In the following passages the comma
is incorrectly introduced: 1 Thess. iv. 9. neel 8¢ 775 puraderpias, ob xesiar
¥yeve yedpew duiv, Mit. Vi 16, uy yiveobe, Gonse of droxewral (for py yiv.
makes no sense of itself), Mr. v. 82. 3; d» dnordoy vy ywvaiza abrod, nu-
gexvdg Adyov mogvelas (the latter words contain the key to the sentence,and
are inseparable from the former), Mtt. xxii. 8. xal dnéoveine vis Sovnss
adi, xoréoas vhs xextquévovs, ete. 1 Thess. iii. 9. ziva yae edyagiorior Suvd
pefo 76 05 dvramodovas mégd Sudv, it ndoy v xegd, etc. 1 Cor. vii. 1.
xoAdy Grdedrig, yovauxds uy drvsodar. In this last sentence, even the voice
requires no pause. But the idea of a complete sentence is yet niore
comprehensive. The relative clause itself must be regarded as part of

# The grammatical clause or sentence will generally correspond with the logical,
bat not uniformly. Thus, in Lu. xii. 1. 7. Joh. vi. 29. (see above), there are logically
two clauscs, but by the relative, the second is included in the first, so that together
they make but one grammatical clause. The same is true of every Breviloquence,
where two clauses are combined in one. 1 Tim. vi. 3. el 7i¢ iregodiduonarsi war ud
weorbgxeTas Uyaivovrs Myag, logically consists of two clauses: but grammatically, the
two in this construction, become one. (See above.)
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the preceding sentence, when the relative (pronominal or adverbial) in-
cludes the demonstrative, Joh. vi. 29, {va nusrebonre eis 6y dnéoveiney dxei-
" pos, Mitt. xxiv. 44. 7 &eq ob doxecze & vids 28 dwbg. fegevow, Luk. xii, 17.
821 dx Yyo 7B cwdke 7ds xognds us, or when there is an attraction of the
“relative, Luk. ii. 20, énte naow ofs fxscar, (Comp. Schifer ad Demosth.
I1. 657), or where the relative requires a preceding word to be supplied,
so that both are necessary to complete the sense, Luc. xii. 8. nas 65 é»
Suoroypom, Mtt. xiii. 44, ndvra 8o Exets (thus Shulz has it), or where be-
fore the relative the preposition is not repeated, Aets xiii. 89. 4z6 ndsTev
v dx Siwwioyze, ete. Lulk. i 25. (Schulz here differs.)* Where the sub-
ject, predicate, or copula of a sentence consists of several words connected
by xai, o982, &c. all these words must be considered as a whole, in a
grammatical respect, although logically they are several clauses. So
Mr. xiv. 22. 20Boy 6 'L. devov ebroyqoas Exrace xal Edwxey adToCs, John vi.
24. 1. odx 67w Exer 00O 6v pabyral avrov, Mt. xiii. 6. grov dyareiravros
dxawporiofs xal dus vd wy ¥xew fidor Emedvdy. 1 Tim. vi. 3. Mtt. vi. 26.
(Differently Mr. xiv, 27. rovdge 26y noyuévo xald SungxoeneodoeTas T nes
Baza, Mat. vil. 7. dureire, xal Sodqoerac Suiv where two complete clauses
are joined by xal, wherefore the comma must not be wanting. So always
before 4, if two clauses be separated by it.)

Finally, the comma must be omitted between such clauses as Luk. xxiv.
18. ob pbvos mogowxeis Tegovs. xal dx ¥yvws, etc. as they are intimately re-
lated and must be read together, because in this connection only do they
give the right meaning. In Mr. xv. 25. I should write, 7y Gea ceizy xal
2dlavewsay o7y, without interpunction.

2. On the other hand, we must not include too much in a complete
grammatical clause, and thus omit commas where they ought to be placed.
The following remarks may therefore be made:

(a) The vocative is not an essential element of the sentence with which
it is connected, but is to be regarded as a sort of index, especially where
what is expressed after it is in the first or third person. - Hence we punc-
tuate Joh. ix. 2. joBBt, zis fuogrey, Mr. xiv. 36. 4384 6 norqe, ndvea Sp-
vard dor, 2 Pet. iii. 1. Luk. xv. 18, xviii. 11. etc.

(b) The comma should be placed after a word, which is the subject,
at the same time of the leading clause, and of that immediately succeed-
ing, which begins with a conjunction, Joh. vii. 81. § Xewvds, svav By
TLOLNGELe

(¢) If to a clause grammatically complete another he added, which

* To omit the comma before cvery relative clause, as Bekker does in his cdition
of Plat., is scarcely admissible.

7
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would make sense of itself, they must be separated by a comma, Rom.
Xii. 1. nogoxadd duds maguorisol 26 chuata Suiy Svsiaw ocaw — — 76
ey P Noyuxay Eaveeiow (i. €. 775 Eoviv 4 Aoy. m..) 1 Tim. ii. 6. & Sobs row-
2oy dprihrgoy Drdg mdvray, 20 pagrieioy xagors idcors. So also with par-
ticiples, Col.ii. 2. iva nogox. du xagdiae oadvdy ovuBiBuoévees év dydmy,
John ix. 13. dyovow durdy neos zobs pagusaiovs, 2én mors Tuphoy, Jas. v. 14.

(d) Every appositional clause in a sentence must be included in com-
mas, as it is a kind of parenthesis, Eph. iv. 1. rogoxord oi duds éyd,
6 Sésutog év xugie, dEiwg neeunazfiom, ete.  That such an apposition stands
in a totally difforent relation to the sentence from an epithet, every one
feels, and in reading, marks the distinction by his voice. Ciceronem, ele-
gantem scriptorem, pre celeris commendandum esse, all would read dif-
ferently from, summum Ciceronem pre cet. etc. Lachmann, however,
has placed no comma there.

(¢) When in a sentence there is a twofold construction (e. g. the
Anacoluthon.) it should not be either read or written without a comma.
Joh. xv. 2. nav xrdjua v iuol wy égov xapréy, alpey adzs. By the intro-
duction of the aied, the mow xa. — — xapr. becomes a casus pendens,
which is only as it were an index to the sentence, and therefore no
one reads these words without a paunse, Rev. iii. 12. § vuxdv, noujoe atrdy
gTdror, etc. '

(f) When in a sentence there are several words in the same con-
struction, dovwdézws (without xal) they must be separated from one another
by a comma. 1 Pet. v. 10. adrds xavugvisee duds, ovqeifsts ofevidoee, Oepi-
sniwaes, Luk. xiil. 14. droxgifeis 88 & degeovvdynyos, dyavaxzin 876 — —=
& "Inoods, éneye.

If in all these cases the comma could be justified, we should need a
half-comma, in order that the eye might see at once, those words in a
grammatical sentence which could be eonstrued together, yet without
making (so to speak) a grammatical group. Thus in Lu. xvi. 10. § seos-
vbs &y 2hogioTe %ol v oA muords orey (as Schulz, Scholz and Lachmaun
have written,) every one will err in reading, because the xoi leads him
to expect a second word of the same construction with suseds &y an. The
difficulty presents itself in the following passages: Rom. iv. 14, & yop &
ex vomou xrgpovepos, Jas. v. 12, gzo 8 dudy 20 voi vai xa 20 of ob. Heb.
iv. 16, {va AdBwpey oy xal xdpw fvpoper slsy etc. V. 12. dpécroyres elvae
Suddoxanoe Suo 2oy ypdvor sk xpeiov ¥xere 7ov Siddoxely buag. By the aid
of a halfcomma the difficulty would be at once removed. But as we
have no such punctuating point, the usual comma may be used without
hesitation, as in writing and printing 6, . is thus distinguished from éz..

3. Although in many respects desirable that the exegetical view of the
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editor should not be transferred to the text by means of the punctuation,

(which in Rom. i. 17. vii. 21. Matt. xi. 11. can be easily avoided,) yet
there are passages where interpunction is necessary, and yet cannot be

~ made without indicating a particular mode of interpretation. For in-
stance, in Joh. vii. 21. every editor must decide, whether he will punc-
tuate, &v ¥oyoy 2roinew xas ndvees Gavuadeze. Sio wovro Maooys didwxey Dpiy
neperouny, with Chrysost., Cyrill., Euthym., Zigab., etc., or & oy, = —
favudlers 8ol ?Ezo. Maoss, etc., with Theophyl. and nearly all modern
editors and interpreters. The old punctuation, with a period after gow-
udlzze, might be advocated, not indeed on the ground that John always
begins, and never ends a sentence with 8ud zoizo (as Schulz has proved,)
but because every one would apprehend the connection thus: I have
done one work, and ye all marvel. Moses therefore (know ye) gave
unto you, ete. i. e. I shall remove your marvel. You yourselves per-
form circumcision, according to the Mosaic law, on the Sabbath day: if
then this is not a breach of the sabbath, certainly the making a man
every whit whole on the sabbath is allowable, whereas circumcision
affects only a single member. However, I know very well that the com-
mon punctuation admits of an easier interpretation. Griesbach and
Knapp adopt the following punctuation of Heb. xi. 1. ¥sz0 82 niowes, én-
ntedouévoy dréoraces, etc., which is probably correct, for the following
verses, to which the first is an introduction, do not point out the evidence
of the niozu, but ifs existence (together with its blissful consequences)
in the holiest men of the O. T. history. Besides yie in v. 2 would be
wholly superfluous, if we translated, with most interpreters, ¢ Faith is the
substance, or evidence.” Punctuated as above, the whole is consistent
and the parts well connected, thus, ¢ There is a faith, a confidence, etc.:
for by it the elders obtained a good report.” It should not be overlooked
that #s7. stands in the beginning of the verse, although this in itself is
by no means decisive. Interpreters have also vacillated between the
following punctuations of Joh. xiv. 30. 8q. v Zuot Sx ¥xee Aﬁae’v, aan’ iva
— —— nou. &ysigeofs : and 884 dAM fva — — moud, dyelgeofe; and this
difference of punctuation, when it occurs in the N.'T. text, is considered

" a matter of no great moment. Comp. Luc. ix. 27. Rom. iii. 9. v. 16.
vi. 21. viii. 83. ix. 5. 1 Cor. vi. 4. xvi. 3. Mtt. xxvi. 4. Acts v. 35. (see
Kiinil,) Jas. ii. 4. 18. v. 3. Eph. iv. 17.
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§ 8. Rare Inflections of the First and Second Declensions.

1. Proper names (mostly oriental, but formed according to the known
analogy of the Greek) of the first declension in g5, make the genitive
uniformly in &; e. g. Boppa Luk. xiii. 29. Rev. xxi. 18. Kawnd Joh. xix.
25. Sreava, 1 Cor. i. 16. xvi. 15, Sxeva Acts xix. 14. Kypa 1 Cor. i. 12.
Sarova Rev. iii. 9. 2 Thess. ii. 9. "Exaped Col. i. 7.%  So those termi-
nating in as unaccented, malke it in a; €. g. Kaidpeo Joh. xviii. 13, (Euseb.
H. E. I.10),’A¢éra 2 Cor. xi. 82, (Joseph. Antig. XV1L. 3, 2, XVIIIL
5,1, Euseb. H. E. 1.11), Bogviga Gal.ii. 1. Col. iv. 10. Ayeinna Act.
xxv. 23, (3o Joseph. vit. 17). The same form occurs often among the
Attics in proper nouns; e.g. Mooxs Xen. Anad. I. 5, 4, Topeie Xen.
Cyrop. V. 2, 14, Tfayéea Xenoph. ep. ad Hsechin. p. 789, Kopdra
Theocr. V. 150. Comp. Georgi Hieroer. 1. p. 156, Matth. I. 190, 198,
Buttman ed. Rob. § 34. IV. 38, 4, p. 69, Eilendt ad Arrian. Alex. I. p.
83, and especially of Bopsia p. 149, Bekker Anecd. I11. p, 1186. On the
other hand, there are found genit. in ov, as usual in the Attic language,
of nouns, whose ending in as is preceded by a vowel, Avdgéas Mr. i. 29,
Joh. i. 45. (Joseph. Antig. XII. 2, 3), Halos Luc. i. 17. iv. 25. Hosias
Matt. iii. 8. 18, 14. Act. xxviii. 25: Zayeelac Mt. xxiii. 35, Luc. i. 40.
Avgovias Line, iii. 1. Bo always in Joseph. "Oiag, 'Osiév, in other places
TwBiov, Geo. Syncell. Chronogr. p. 164, but usually Togla. In the in-
scription of the Acta Andreze, this name is inflected in the genit. *Asd¢zd.
Sce Thilo Act. Thom. p. 68. '

‘Words in aegxost are usually conformed in the N. T. and in the later
writers to the first dedenqon, and end in ag;mg:j: as nwz’gmg;m; Heb. vii.
4. novguigyas Act. vii. 8. 9. coll. 1. Paralip. xxvii. 22. zezpdpyrs Mt. xiv.
1. Lue. iil. 19. ix. 7. coll. Joseph. Antiq. XVIIL 7. 1. »tefpapxm Euseb.

* So @wué Act. Thom. p. 75—Awxé Euseb. H. E. IIL 24,

t The manuscripts of the old Gr. writers vacillate between agyes and agyns; yet
they rather prefer the form egyos. Comp. Poppo ad Xenoph. Cyrop. II. 1, 22. p. 109.
This is most conformable to the etymology of dgxds. As wémagyos Aschyl. Choéph.
662.

t That this was the prevailing termination in the later Greek seems clear from
this fact, that the Romans in transferring these words into their language, gave them
cither this or a similar form, although they might as easily have terminated them in
archus, e. g. Tetrarches Hirt. bell. Alexandr. ¢. 67, Liv. Epitom, 94, Horat. Serm. I.
3,12, Lucan. VII. 227, Abelarches Cic. ad Attic. II. 17, Juven. Satir. 1. 130, Topar-
cha Spartian. in Hadrian. XIII, Ariarcha Cod. Theodos. XV. 9, 2, Patriarcha by
Tertull. de Anim. ¢. VIL 55. Comp. Schifer ad Demosth, I1. p. 151, Bockh Politi-
cal Economy, 11, 133.
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H. E. (ed. Vales. Mogunt. MDCLXX.) L.7. 'p. 23. A., é3wdpgns 2 Cor.
xi. 32. coll. 1 Mace. xiv. 47. &3vipyy 1 Macc. xv. 1. 2.‘ iSvapyas Euseb.
de vit. Constant. I. 8. p. 409. D. iSvdpgyy Joseph. Antig. XVIL. 11. 4.
dodpane, Gowapyiv Act. Xix. 31. and édaudpyyy Euseb. H. E. IV. 15. p.
131. D. éxazorzdpxys Act. x. 1. 22. coll. Joseph. B. J. II'I.. 6. 2. Euse.z.l?.
H. E. IV. 15. p. 185. A. ixorovzipyy Act. xxiv. 28, xxvii. 31. Mt. viii.
18. where however, éxazosrdpye is found, as in Joseph. B. J. II. 4. 8.
besides ixarovzapyyy also éxarovrapyoy is found.

On the other hand éxazévzapyos occurs in the following passages: Matt,
viii. 5. 8. Lu. vii. 6 (the gen. sing. in Lu. vii. 2. and gen. plur. in Acts
xxiii. 28. the former with the same accent, and the latter with the ultima
circumflexed, can also be inflected from ixazoredpyns), Acts xxii. 26.
xxviii. 16. szpuronsddpyy Acts xxviil. 16. where a few manuscripts also
have szpuzonedupya.

The following examples may be adduced in favor of the form—apyys:
xvrpuapgys 2 Mace. xil. 2. zordpyne Gen. xli. 34. Dan. iii. 2. iii. 6.7.
Euseb. H. E. 1. 18. p. 32. B. &repavrdpyns 2 Mace. xiv. 12. 3 Mace. v.
45. énafdpyys Joseph. Antiq. XIX. 5. 1. yevdpyns Joseph. Antiq. 1. 18. 4.
vekudpyns Arvian, Alex, 1I. 16. 11. Euseb. de Vit. Constant, IV. 63.
idem. IV. 51 and 68, also ze&lapyas (see Heinichen Index, p. 585), inpxys
Arrian. Alex. 1. 12, XI. 2. VIL &. zayuoardpyys Ducas cap. 16. dpve-
dpxys in Malalas (also ambzapyos).

By others the form agygos is exclusively used; e. g. xiniugyos, in all the
passages quoted by Schleussner, except Apoc. xix. 18, where the gen.
plur. with the accent changed, might be derived from gunidegns. But we
find gumdegns in Arrian, Alex. 1. 22. 9. VIL. 25.11. Sce Ellendt ad
Arrian. 1L p. 267, Also Septaag, Exod. xviii. 21. 25. Deut. i, 15. Num.
i. 16. where is Sexddugyos, and Leo. Diac. VI. 2. wwxrénaeyos

A dialectic inflexion of the first dec. is found in Acts x. 1. xxi. 31.
xxvil. 1. snsigng, Ionic, from onretea. As to the first passage, there is
some uncertainty among the Codd. Comp. Arrian. Tact. p. 73, ed.
Scheffer,

2. In the second declension the subsequent forms occur.

(@) *Anoans in the accusative sing. instead of *Arxonndy, from Aronnds,
Acts xix. 1. 1 Cor. iv. 6. Comp. Acts xviii. 24. (The gen. is regu-
larly *Anoaé 1 Cor. iil. 4. xvi. 12.) See Buttman ed. Rob. p. 72. § 37.
note 2. Matt. i. 196. According to several manuscripts z9y K& in Acts
xxi. 1. belongs here; although others have the usual form 25y K, as Cod.
Diez. See Matth. on the passage. Both these terminations occur in
Greek. (See Schol. ad Iliad. XIV. 255); K&, for instance, in Xen.
Ephes. 1. 11. Arrian. Alex. II. 5, IIL, 8. Strabo X. 748, Joseph. Antiq.
XIv.7, 2. :

(D) Noi, in the dative (as of 3 dec.) from wois, 1 Cor. i. 10. xiv. 15.
Rom. vii. 25. for usual Gr. form »6¢ or »3, and »od¢ in the genit. instead
of v5 1 Cor. xiv. 19, Euseb. H. E. X, 4, Lob. p- 453. Besides in the
N. T. the form »oi is found only in the Fathers, in Simplicius ad Aristot.
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Phys. XXX1. 25, Phil. Leg. Allegor. p. 58 (Bekker Anecd. IIL. p. 1196),
and the Byzantine historians (e. g. Malala. see index of ed. Bonn.),
Fischer ad Weller. I1. p. 181. Lob. p. 453. So naeds Acts xxvii. 9. in
genil. instead of ~aod. Comp. Arrian., Peripl. Erythr. p. 176, Malala,
V. p. 94, Lob. p. 453. sq.

(¢) @¢, in the vocative, Matt. xxvii. 46. Jud. xxi. 8 (Act. Thom. xxv.
45, 57).  Of this scarcely an example is to be found in the Gr. writers.
Comp. Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 71. § 35. note 2. Even the LXX. have
usually 6sd¢.

() *Oorén in Lu. xxiv. 8. and goréwr Matt. xxiii. 27. Heb. xi. 22,
plurals from 3g7éov are found in the uncontracted form. The latter form,
however, often occurs in Gr. prose authors. Lucian. Nekyom. 15. Plat.
Phed. p.73. D. Comp. also Eurip. Orest. 404. Troad. 1177. ’Ogréa
is more uncommon. Comp. Aristot. Anim. IIL. 7. Menand. ed. Mei-
neke. p. 196.

As metaplasms we may notice, (1) § Ssopds, plur. za Seond Lu. viii. 29.
Acts xvi. 26. xx. 23; only once & dsopol Phil. i. 13. without any varia-
tion. In the common Greek Seouoi is also more unusual than dsopd.
Thom. M. p. 204. Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 92. § 56. 6. Kiintl ad Acts. p.
558. (2) From gdBBazoy occurs only the gen. sing. and plur. and dative
sing.* ¢d3Bagt, dat. plur. (which is found also in Meleag. LXXXIII. 4.)
according to Passow comes from a sing. sdBfor;-azos. (3) oizog, m. plur.
(6tzoe and) scvo Acts vii. 12. A sing. oizov hus never occurred. See
Schiifer ad Soph. Elect. 1366. (4) According to the manuscripts acuds
is sometimes feminine, Lu. iv. 25. xv. 14. Acts xi. 28. as according to
the Doric dialect (Lob. p. 188) the popular language used the word.
Valckener Schol. 1. p. 100. 483. Comp. Malala. III. p. 60. In the
two latter passages, the authorities for 7 auuds are so good, that it proba-
bly ought to be adopted in the text. (5) Bdros as masc. in Mr. xii. 26.
(not however without variations), as fem. Lu. xx. 87. Acts vii. 35.
(Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 532).

§ 9. Unusual Inflections in the Third Declension.

1. The following peculiarities occur in the singular:

(a) The gen. juisovs Mr. vi. 23. from the substantively used 7ucov.
Comp. Dio. Chrysost. VII. p. 99. Schwarz Comment. p. 652. Buttmann
ed. Rob. § 51. p. 87. N. 5. The common form is suiszos, see Fischer
Prolus. p. 667.

* In the Septuagint we also find from this form the dat. plur. sa884+0ic 1 Chron.
xxiii. 31. 2 Chr. ii. 4. viii. 13, Ezek, xlvi. 4. as in Joseph. together with c4BBas:.
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(b) The dat. y7eee (Lonic) for yreei Luke i. 36. (as oides from obdos in
Homer) instead of which the received text has ypeq. Comp. Ps. xci.
14. Eccles. viii. 50. 1 Kings xi. 4. and the Fathers, e. g. Theodoret on
Ps. cxix. ed. Hal. I. p. 1393. Fabric. Pseudepigr. I1. 630. 747.

(¢) The ace. #yvj Joh. v. 11. 15. Tit. ii. 18. Lev. xiii. 15. Among
the Attics is found another contraction, dy.a; yet the former occurs in
Plat. Pheed. p. 189. D. Legg. III. p. 684. C. etc. See Eustath. ad
Odyss. IV. p. 196. Heindorf ad Plat. Charmid. p. 64. Matth. I. 288.

2. In the plural, (a) The acc in &5 instead of cas, from nom. svg; e. g-
yoveis Mtt. x. 21. Lue. ii. 27. yeapparsls Mtt. xxiii. 34. So also among
the Attics; e. g. Xenophon. (See Poppo ad Cyrop. p. 82), although the
Attic grammarians reject this form. See Matth. I. 235,

() The dat. of the numeral dvo(, in Matt. xxii. 40, Lu. xvi. 13, Acts
xii. 6, is inflected according to the analogy of the third declension. It
is also found in Thucid. 8, 101. (8veiv #uéass,) Plutarch, Aristotle, Hip-
pocrates, and others, instead of the usual form dvoiy. See Thom M. p.
253, Lob. p. 210, Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 113. § 70. 2. In the gen., &0
occurs as indeclinable, Mtt. xx. 24, xxi. 31. Joh. i. 40. 1 Tim. v. 19. as
sometimes among the Greeks, e. g. Alian. V. H. 4. 31. o éza», Lucian.
dial. mort, 4, 1.

(¢) The uncontracted forms, égéwy and yznéwy contrary to the common
form, occur in Rev. vi. 15. Heb. xiii. 15, whilst the other cases are
regularly inflected. Such genitives however are not unfrequent in Greek
prose. Aristot. Problem. 26, 55, Comp. Georgi Hierocr. 1. 145. Poppo
ad Xen. Cyrop. p. 213. Jacobs ad Achill. Tat. 2, 1.

(d) Of the contraction of the neut. 7uioy, Lu. xix. 8. used substan-
tively, the same may be said, as of fuicovs above, in 1. (¢). The usual
form is the uncontracted 7uisza. Comp. Fischer Prol. p. 667. Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 87. § 51. N. 5. Dindorf has adduced some instances of the latter
form, from a manuscript.

(¢) The contracted gen. nyxav, Joh. xxi. 8. Rev. xxi. 17. for nyyéwr.
The former is a later mode of inflection. See Lob. p. 246, yet it is found
in Xen. Anab. 4, 7. 16. and more frequently in Plutarch.

Besides the usual form x:i8a from xaeis, in Rev, iii. 7. comp. LXX.
Judg. iii. 25. Is, xxii. 22. there occurs also xr:fv, in Rev. xx. 1. although
several manuscripts here read xn:da: also in the plural 7ds xaeis, Mit.
xvi. 19, (also xaeidas) Rev. i. 18. (Act. Thom. p. 14). See Th. Mag. p.
536, Butt. ed. Rob. p. 98, 658, Lob. p. 460, Greg. Cor. ed. Schafer, p.
157, areiv is found in Lysias, p. 7. So ¥erdes, 1 Cor, i, 11. and Zesig
(nom and acc.) 2 Cor. xii. 20. Gal. v. 20. Tit. iii. 9. occur together.
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Keéa, contracted regularly from wxeéas (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 89. § 54. 1.)
in Rom. xiv. 21. 1 Cor. viii. 13. (Exod. xvi. 8. 12); as in Xen. Cyrop. 1.
3, 6,2.2,2. On the other hand xégas has xégaza, in Rev. v. 6. xiii.
11. xvii. 12. (Amos iii, 14, Ps. Ixix. 52), xsgozor, Rev. ix. 13. xiii. 1.
(1 Kings i. 50. ii. 29), never in the contracted form xéea, xseov. Buttm,
as above; Bekker Anecd. 1IL. p. 1001. Finally, zéeas has always the
full form zéeara, Acts it. 43. v. 12; Mr. xiii. 22; John iv. 48, and véeara,
Rom. xv. 19; (Joel ii. 80; Ex. xi. 10), for zé¢a and zeedv. The latter
flexions are considered Attic. Mer. p. 369, Buttmann and others.

Norte 1. ’Qdiv for 8is, nom. sing. of &dives, occurs once, in 1 Thess.
v. 8. (Is. xxxvii. 3). So Jeapiv is not unusual in later writers. Butt.
ed. Rob. p. 75. § 41, 4. '

Nore 2. An unusual gender is given to naoizos in many passages in
good manuscripts. For instance, it occurs as a neuter in Ephes. ii. 7.
iii. 8. 16; Phil. iv, 19; Col. ii. 2. This was derived from the popular
language; as the modern Greeks also use 2o nrofizos and & mnovz. pro-
miscuously. See Coray Plutarch Vit. p. 58. Isoc. IL. 103. 106. Both
6 ¥acogy and ©o ¥asog occur, the latter more frequently; asin the LXX and
in Ducas. p. 122, Bdsavoy for Bdoavos. On the contrary & 8semvog in modern
authors.” See Hase ad Leon. Diac. p. 289. Schiiter, Ind. ad Esop.
p. 128. 163. and § zzcx0¢ in Ducas, p. 266. Bonn. The Heteroclite ¢xs-
zos (Poppo Thuc. I. p. 225) occurs only once in Heb. xii. 18. (sxére) as
a masc.: in all other places as a neuter (ox6zovs, sxdres).

§ 10. Declension of Foreign and Indeclinable Words.

1. For some oriental names adopted in the Greek, the LXX, and the
N. T. writers have introduced a simple mode of inflection, in which the
gen. dat. and voc. have usually one form, and the acc. terminates in ».
To these belong, "Insode, gen. "Iygod, Mtt. xxvi. 69. dat. "Iycov, Mtt. xxvi.
17.* voc. "Incov, Mr. i. 24. acc. ’Iycodw, Mtt. xxvi. 4. Acts xx. 21.—Asui
or Aevig, Luu. v. 29, ace. Aeviy, Mr. ii. 14.—"Togsg, gen. "Tooy, Mtt. xxvii.
56; Mr. xv. 40; Lu. iii. 29. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 90. §56. 1. N. 1. A
parallel flexion with ’Iyeovs is the Egyptian name @uuovs (Plat. Phed. p.
274.) Matth. I. 198. We find in the N. T\ a twofold flexion of the word
Moaoysi (¢) Gen. Maoéeg, John ix. 29, Acts xv. 1; Heb. ix. 19; (Diod.
Sic. ecl. 34), dat. Mwger, Mr. ix. 4; Lu. ix. 83; (both occur also in Eu-
sebius); acc. Mwséa, Lu. xvi. 29: (Euseb. H. E. 1, 2, and often in Georg.
Syncell). (b) Dat. Mooy, Mtt. xvii. 4; John v. 46, ix. 29; Acts vii. 44;
ace. Maofy, Acts vi. 11; 1 Cor. x. 2. Diod. Sic. 1, 94. The latter forms

* Besides these forms, the Codd. Scptuag. often liave ngst for the dat. and cven
for gen. Ex. xvii. 14,
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(Comp. gen. Mawgov, Euseb. 7,21) are regularly derived from nom.l\./mm;;
(Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 84, § 49) and for the former, a nom. Meseis is not
required: neither does it occur. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 90. § 1. N. 1.*
‘Movacos; makes, in Mtt. i. 10, acc. Mavaooy : according to others Ma-

VAIONYs

The name of Solomon-in the common text is inflected onoy‘&?m,AMtt.
i. 6. Sonopiwros, Mtt. xli. 42; Lu. xi. 81; John x. 23; Acts iii. 11. 5.
12. (as Hevopiw, Hevopirros); but the better manuscripts have Sonoudwos,
Sonoudva. See Wetsten. 1, 228. This form ought to be in the text, as
&w, Gvzog indicate a participial derivation, Buttm. egd. Rob. § 1%1. 5.8. N.
6. pp. 75. 77. Then we ought, properly speaking, to write Sonopdw
according to the best authorities (Comp. Pappelb. Cod. Diez. p. 9), like
Bofurdw, etc., since Iogetddw (IIoau&Iwog) as contra.cted, for Hocsoaoﬁu_w is
not a parallel case. In the Septuagint, Soaouds isindeclinable. 1 Kings
iv. 7. 29. v. 12. xv. 16. vi. 18,

2. Many Hebrew proper names which might be inflected after the
third declension, occur as indeclinable in the Septuagint and N. T\ e.g.
‘Aagdy genitive, in Heb. vii. 11, ix. 4; dat. in Exod. vii. 9. Acts vii. 4;
acc. Ex. vii. 8. Comp. Mtt. i. and Luk. iii. 23. See also Svuedv Luk. iii.
80, Soapdw Luk. iil. 83. ‘Isgiza, genit. Deut. xxxii. 49; Mtt. xx. 29;
Heb. xi. 30; acc. Luk. x. 30, xviii. 35.F ‘I:¢ovoargu, for which in Mtt.,
Mr. and John the form ‘Iegosérvua might be preferred, on the authority
of manuscripts, which is regularly inflected as neuter in Mtt. xx. 17;
John xi. 556.—z} ndoye Lu. ii. 41, as in the Septuagint;} also zb sixega
Luk. i. 15, and almost uniformly in the Septuag. Comp. Lev. x. 9 sixzean,
Euseb. preap. ev. 6, 10, gen. sixteos]| The Hebraic plural termination
occurs only in Heb. ix. 5, zégov3iu; where, as in the Septuagint (Gen. iii.
24), it is construed as a neuter, like Rvebpara.

In Rev. 1 4, a whole phrase, viz. &b & v xai § 7y, xal & dexduevos,
used as equivalent to Nim’, the name of the immutable, is, with propriety,
treated as indeclinable, like i, 764, etc. in the Gr. philosophers, e. g

* In the printed text of Josephus we find only gen. Mwbebews, dat. MwicH, ace. Mwy.
@i In Theodoret. occur also gen. Mwsii and Mwgob. See Bauer Glossar. Theod. p.
269.

T In other places a double inflection oceurs: (z) Gen. ‘1sgixoi 3 Esr. v. 44; dat. ‘Iepiyd
Procop. de edif. 5,9. Theod. V. p. 81, Hal. or ‘Isgsxot Joseph. bell. jud. 1, 21, 4. Suid.
at "Qayeric, and (6) from ‘Isgiyeds, gen. “Tegiyouvrag Strab. 16, 763. acc. ‘Isguyevira
Strab. 16, 760. and usually in Josephus. )

1 8o also in the Fathers, See Suicer thes. II. 607, Epiphan. Haer. IL p. 19. even
uses 74 wdoye, in the plural.

It Most of these names are declined ifi Josephus, as he gives terminations to almost
all proper names and therefore inflects them. e. &+ "Adapmos, "Topaline, ete.

8
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Aristot. Polit. 5, 3. Procl. Theol. plat. 2, ed. Hoeschel, uezd 2ob i,
zwgis vob #v (Stollberg de Solee. N. T. p. 14.) while, in Creutzer’s
edition of the writings of Proclus, #x zop &b, év 26 &ui, are uniformly
printed. Comp. also zov § deiva Schifer ad Demosth. 111. 282.

§ 11. Inflection and Comparison of Adjectives.

1. Adjectives of three terminations, especially those in cos, ueos, zc0s
acos, are often used with only two, particularly by the Attics. (Elmsley
ad Eurip. Heracl. p. 77. Lips. Monk ad Eurip. Hippol. p. 55. ad
Eurip. Alcest. 126, 548, 1048. * Jacobs ad Anthol. I11. p. 141. 216.
ad Philostr, 345. Poppo ad Thuc. I. 101. Jacobs ad Lucian. Tox.
p- 84.) Luk. ii. 13, gzgaria odgduios and Acts xxvi. 19, out of the N. T\
fall under this head: perhaps also Rev. iv. 8, teis (fem.) xvxnddev zov
8eovod Gpovos (the correct reading) spogaydive, etc.  See more in Winer’s
Ezxeget. Stud. I, 152. In 1 Tim. ii. 8, éscovs xsieas, instead of oias, as
some Codd. have it; although the §olovs might be construed with ¢ralgorzas.

On the other hand, the later Greek uses adjectives of two termina-
tions, as of three, as deyés, Liob. p. 105. Comp. Ellendt. ad Arrien.
Alex. I. p. 242. This occurs also in Tit. i. 12, in a quotation from
Epimenides, if the reading be correct.

*Audveog in the N. T. has only two terminations, although in 2 Thess.
il. 16, Heb. ix. 12 aiwvior occurs, and in the latter verse invariably:
Comp. Numb. xxv. 13. Plat. T%n. p. 87. Bekk.—pg:Gaca, Rom. iv. 16.
which the scrupulous Thom. Mag. p. 149, denounces, is found in lsocr.,
Demosth., Xen. and others. Comp. Duker ad Thuc. 2, 43; ¥enuoq, in
reference to which the Attics vacillate, (see Ellendt. ad Arrian. Alex. 1.
p. 262,) is uniformly of two terminations in the N. T\

2. On the comparison of adjectives the following remarks are sub-
mitted :

(@) Toxvs in the comp. neut. makes zdyeor, (thn xx. 4. Heb. xiii. 19._
28. 1 Tim. iii. 14.) for which 3dssov, and among the Attics Sdzzor was
usual. The former occurs regularly in Diod. Sic. 20, 92. 2, 5. Dion.
Hal. Plut. Lob. p. 77. Meinecke ad Menand. p. 144. See also 1 Maccab.
ii. 40; Sap. xiii. 9. )

(b) In 3 John iv.is a double comp. ueufdzecos, and in Eph. iii. 8, a
comparative formed from the superlative eraxiszdreeos, COmp. erazioré-
zarog, Sext. Emp. 9, 406.  Such formations appertain especially to poetic
diction (Apoll. Rhod. 8. 187. peaéregos), or to the later language, as
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xesvrréreeos, Ducas 27, 29, 87, pefovéregos, tbid. ¢. 27. 1 Malal. 18. p.
490; yet several examples are found in the earlier, (see Wetsten. I1. 247.)
These, however, as Aristot. Metaph. 10, 4. are not primary forms, but
arbitrary. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 113, § 69, 3, N. 3. Lob. ad Phryn. p.
136. Comp. in Ger, mehrere from mehr, (in Eng. lesser from less. 7'rs.)

(¢) The comparatives xardzsgos Eph. iv. 9, dvdzsgos Luk. xiv. 10, 2o~
zseos Acts xvi. 24, from the adverbs xdvw, dve, ¥se, are questioned by
Buttmaon ed. Rob. p. 112, § 69. 2. marg. note. They are found, however,
uniformly in the N.T.and in the Septuagint, frequently in the later
Greek, as Leo. Diac. 10, 1. and also in the best style of some of the
Fathers.

(d) On the comparative form of the adverb, as rsgisoorégws in 2 Cor.
1. 12, Gal. i. 14, which is not unknown to the Greeks, see Buttm. ed.

Rob. p. 311, § 115. 5. Elmsley ad Eurip. Heracl. p. 100. Lips.

§ 12. Augment of Regular Verbs.

1. The temporal augment instead of the syllabic occurs:

(@) In the imperfect gusane Joh. iv. 47. vi. 71. xii. 88. xviii. 32. Heb.
xi. 8. in the last verse without any variation of the MSS. or Codd. and
in the others with none of any importance. On the contrary, in Acts
xvi. 27. 33. Rev. x. 4. ¥uenns is found invariably. In Luk. x. 1. accord-
ing to the best Codd. ought to be written jueane. See Bickh ad Plat.
Mem. p. 148.

(0) The imperfect 5diraro has a preponderating authority in Matt.
xxvi. 9. Mr. iv. 88. v. 8. vi. 5. 19, xiv. 5. Joh. xi. 87. and in Lu. i. 22.
viii. 19. xix. 3. Joh. ix. 83. xii. 39. has all the MSS. and Codd. in its
favor: on the other hand, in Acts xxvi. 82. they all agree in 3¢vazo. In
Mitt. xvii. 16. 19. Lu. ix. 40. the aor. 48usi0yy uniformly occurs. In're-
spect to these current Attic forms, see Georgi Hieroc. 1. p. 32. Buttm.
ed. Rob. p. 132. § 83. N. 5. Jacobs ad Achil. Tat. p. 554. Ellendt ad
Arrian. Alex. I1. p. 208.

2. The syllabic augment occurs in a verb beginning with a vowel,
Joli. xix. 32. xarvéofor aor. 1. from xozdywue (see Thom. M. p. 498.)
and it is even found in other moods than the indic. xazsayase Joh. xix. 81,
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 134. § 84. N. 5, Passow I. 1196. Comp. Thuc. III.
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89. Aristot. Anim. I1X. 43. Plat. Cratyl. p. 268. D. a.¥ In Acts vii. 16.
as sometimes among the Greeks, Lob. p. 189. Guyeduny instead of zwwvy-
odunv, which latter form is the most common with the Greeks: and in
Acts vii. 27. 39. 45. is ¥aoa for dsa. Sce similar examples in Poppo ad
Thuc. 111. 1I. p. 407.

8. Of verbs beginning with ¢ there is preponderating evidence
for e3doxyoa (only y9déxnea in Lu. iii. 2. without variation, and in Col.
i. 19. on the authority of good Codd.), ssaéynoa (in Mr. x. 16. however,
nindyer imperf) and decisive for edgiomoy (only Mr. xiv. 55. var.
niiguoxor), comp. Lob. p. 140. Herm. ad Eurip. Bacch. p. 11. (The
augmented Jorm as existing among the Atlics is contended for by Elmsley
ad Eurip. Med. 191. 2. in the Apocrypha (Evang. Nicod. c. 20), and
in the Fathers it occurs more frequently). The authority for yixovzo
Acts xxvii. 29. yoxouey Rom. ix. 8. with augment, is very considerable.
In Xen. Anab. 1V. 8. 24. it occurs without the augment. In Acts xxvii.
35. all agree in siyagioryos from sdyaguorsiv, while in Rom. i. 21. the
majority have giyaeiornoav. Without variation we find edpdenoer Luk.
Xii. 16. but gunogsizo Acts xi. 28. FHigedrdy in Acts ii. 26. from the
Septuagint, is perhaps to be preferred. Comp. Buttm. ed. Rob. § 84.
5. and N. 2. Matth. I. 381. Poppo ad Thuc. I. 227. Lehmann ad
Luctan. IL. p. 456. Eioyysnd. has the augment after ¢v, without varia-
tion, Acts viii. 85. 40. xvii. 18. 1 Cor. xv. 1. Gal. i. 8. iv. 13. Rev. x.
7. See Lob. p. 269. even rgoeupyyericazo Gal. iii. 8. so also has idagio-
zev Heb. xi. 5. Yet Cod. A. and many others without any augment.
The tenses of neosevyss6oe take the augment almost without variation, as
negoonvtaro Mit. xXvi. 44. neoonbysvo Mr. i. 85. except that in Acts xxi.
5. some Codd. have neosevEdusba.

4. Tgopyredew, according to rule (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 136. § 86. 1.)
takes the augment after the preposition in Jude 14. without any variation:
yet pretty good Codd. in most passages, give the forms ixgopyzsvoar Mtt.
xi. 18. 2rgoprzevoe Mtt. xv. 7. vii. 22. Mr. vii. 6. Lul. j. 67. Joh. xi. 51.
Acts xix. 6. Schulz ad Matt. vii. 22. who adopts this form, is certainly
not to be followed. By later writers the augment is frequently placed
before the preposition, as Zngéebyxey, ZovuBovhevor, see index to Ducas, ed.
Bonner. p. 639.

5. The augment of the form siango (for aéanga Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 182.
§ 83. N. 3.) is transferred to the aor. 1. xazzafpoy instead of xavenjpoy

# Even in the fut. we find the form savedfs (Mtt. xii. 20.) for xarém, among the
Attics; the better to distinguish it from the fut. of xavdyew.
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Joh. viii. 4. is invariably found. See Maittaire Dialectt. ed. Sturz. p.
58, Traces of this are found in the Ionisms, Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 54.
§ 27. 2. Note 1.

6. ‘A double augment occurs,

(@) In dnexaresrddy Mtt. xii. 18. Mr. iii. 5. Lu. vi. 10. according to
good Codd. and therefore ought to be received into the text.- Comp. Lu-
cian Philoputr. c. 27. drexoréoryes, Ducas. 29. drexarisryoor, and Din-
dorf ad Diod. Sic. p. 589, and Schifer ad Plut. V. p. 198,

® In éwvégEer Joh. ix. 14. 30. dvegz0y Luk. i. 64. dvegyoncor Mit. ix.
30. Joh. ix. 10. Acts xvi. 26. (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 293. dlya.); even once
in the inf. aor. dvepxd7rac Luk. iii. 21. Yet the Codd. present many dif-
ferent formations, e. g. Jroer Joh. ix. 14. 30. Rev. xii. 16. sroix6ycow
Rev. xx. 12. svolypr Rev. xi. 19. xv. 5. as in the Septuag. and later
Greek writers (Buttm. Lob. p. 153). With a triple augment we find in
Rev. xx. 12. svedaty, Rev. xix. 11. speqyuévor, John ix. 14. sjuégker,
(Gen. vii. 11. viii. 6. Dan. vii. 10. 3 Macc. vi. 18. Comp. Philo.
Apocr. 1. p. 669.). .

(¢) In gveizeote 2 Cor. xi. 1. 4. (comp. Thucid. V. 45. Xen. Cyrop.
V. 6. 34. Herodian. VIIL 5. 9.) and #vecydunwy for aveoy. Acts xviii. 14.
(comp. Thuc. 1IL. 28. Herod. VII. 159.) corresponding with Greek
usage, which, in these forms, scarcely recognises a single augment,
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 187. N. 6. p. 283. aveze. Yet good Codd. in 1 Cor.
write dvelxsofe, Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 183. § 84. 2.

7. On the authority of Codd. jeydsazo occurs several times for sgydo.
Mtt. xxv. 16. xxvi. 10. Mr. xiv. 6. as also in a good manuscript of Demos.
(Schifer Appar. V. p. 553.) Comp. Sturz p. 125.

8. In the pluperfect the augment is usually wanting, as Mr. xv. 7.
renovxesoar, Xvi. 9. exBeBagxer, Luk. vi. 48. zsfeperioro, Mr. xiv. 44.
dedésxee (Mr. xv. 10, Joh. xi. 57.), Acts xiv. 8. regurentarsues, 1 Joh. ii.
19. pepevimesoow, without any material variation; and consistency would
require that these forms be admitted into the text. Tonic (Herod. I. 122.
IIL. 42. TX. 22.) and Attic prose writers (e. g. Plato) often omit the aug-
ment in the pluperf. when euphony requires it (Buttm. ed. Rob. p- 132,
§ 83. N. 6.), especially in compounds. See Georgi Hierocr. 1. 179. Poppo
Thuc. 1. 228. Bornemann ad Xen. Anab. p. 272. Jacob. ad Lucian.
Tox. p. 68. Ellendt ad Arrian. Alez. 1. 265. 284, Comp. Thuc. VIIL.
92. Xen. Cyr. I1I. 2. 24.
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§18. Unusual Forms in the Tenses and Persons of Regular Verbs.

1. (a) Tenses, which are usually formed after the analogy of the aor.
2. have, in the Septuagint, the termination o (the aor. 1. ending). (See
Sturz Dial. Alex. p. 61. Valckenaer ad Herodot. p. 649. 91. Dorville
ad Charit. p. 402. Wolf ad Demosth. in Sept. p. 216.) e. g. ¥dopsy
1 Sam. x. 14. ¥pvyar 2 Sam. x. 14. efgar xvii. 20. 2pdyauey Xix. 42. ingd-
7o Esth. v. 4. Comp. Prov. ix. 5. Amos vi. 2. 2 Chron. xxix. 17.
Transcribers have omitted this form in some places in the N. T.; and on
the authority of good Codd. it should be restored in the following pas-
sages:* Mtt. xxv. 86. f3ars, Luc. vii. 24. #8/a3ars, Mt. xxvi. 89 nagen-
Sdre, Act. vil. 10. xii. 11. gsiraro, vii. 21. dreinazo, Gal. v. 4. 2Esnécars,
Rev. vii. 11. ¥nsoar, Hebr. ix. 12. ededuevog, (Epiph. Opp. 1. 619. The-
odoret. Opp. 11. 837. Hal.) and others. In some other passages, where
this form is found in only a few Codd. it may be attributed to the trans-
cribers;t especially when similar flexions in « preceded or followed.
See Elmsley ad Eurip. Med. p. 232. Lips. Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 638.
These mostly occur in the 1 pers. sing. and plur., 2 pers. plur., or 3
pers. plur., while the 2 pers. sing., infin. and particip. are scarcely found.
For examples of such aorists in the Greek (e.g. Orpheus), see Buttm.
ed. Rob. p. 158. § 96. N. 1. marg. note. The nrgosénsso which occurs
in Eurip. Troad. 298. Seidler has changed into ngosénsoov, and instead of
réorus in Alcest. 477. we certainly ought to read xégor. See Hermann
on this place. In Achill. Tat. ITI. 17. on the other hand, we find xare-
récapey, and in c. 19. regventicopsy: and éxnéssie in Bustath. Amor. Ism.
I. p. 4. ought to be corrected, on the authority of good Codd. See Ja-
cobs p. 664. Lob. 183. Matth. I. p. 424. Among the Byzantine writers
such forms undoubtedly occur, e. g. 7a3av Malala XVIIL. p. 465. X1].
p- 805, virgav XV. p. 889. gigauey XVIIL. p. 449. dnéagare Ducas.
XXIV. Comp. the Index to Ducas p. 639. Bonn.

(b) Of verbs, which begin with ¢, sume, according to very good Codd.

* See Hug. Einl. 1. p. 257, Seholz Cure. Crit. p. 40. about the manuseripts which
have this form.

t *Avéweras, which a few Codd. have in Luk. xiv. 10. xvii. 7. (see a traee of it in
Polyb. VI. 37. 4. tumesemévag Var.), must be the imperat. of a similar aor. Midd.
(dvamesédum). But as the lutter does not exist, this form is probably a nistake of a
. transeriber for avdmwese, which the best Codd. really have: ¢ and « are often inter-
changed. Besides, only the 2 aor. of this verb oceurs, Mtt, xv. 35. Mr. vi. 40. Luk.
xi. 37. Joh. vi. 10. The fut. (like wieras) for which Fritzsche ad M. p. 641. takes
these forms, will not suit well, as in hoth passages imperatives immediately follow,
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have a single ¢ in the preeter. as 2 Cor. xi. 25. 2¢a3dicdyw, Heb. ix. 19.
gedvruge; Xo 22, igavzusuévou, Mt. xxvi. 67. 2gdnison.®  Such forms are po-
etic, Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 50. § 21. N. 2., but also occur often in the
Codd. of prose writers. Hast Comment. Crit. p. 788. Cod. Alex. has in
perf. (Hebr. x. 22.) the reduplicated form jegavziouévor, of which only
one example is found in Homer. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 132. § 83. note 4.

(¢) The futures of verbs in e, with very little variation of the Codd.
are found in the contracted form: pszouxes Act. vii. 43. dpogeovar Mt. xiii.
49. yreogioves Col. iv. 9. dpogrei Mt. xxXv. 32. xodagwsr Hebr. ix. 14. Suuxa-
Sagees Mt. iil, 12. 2aneodoe Mt. xii. 21. poxagiover Luec. i. 48. This is
Attic: See Fischer ad Weller. 1. p. 208. Georgi Hierocr. I. p. 29.
Maitt. de Dial. p. 46. Such forms, however, are not foreign to the Toni-
ans. Of Barzidw, the common fut. form Bonzisse occurs only in Mt. iii.
11. In the Septuag. the futures of verbs in adw are also inflected ac-
cording to the above analogy, e. g. 2gyazac Lev. xxv. 40. derg Lev. xix.
13. Some would find such Attic futures of contracted verbs in Mt. ii. 4.
yevvizas (here see Fritzsche), Joh. xvi. 17, Sswesizs (because of the fut,
8¥ec6e following) and Mt. xxvi. 18. nows: but these are probably not to
be regarded as such.

(d) Of verbs in awe, revaaize in the aor. has the Attic form (Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 172, § 101. N, 2) asvxzaroe in Mr. ix. 8. and Baozaive in Gal.
iii. 1. has é8doxywe in some variations. From oyuaive the aor. 207 pawos
occurs in Acts xi. 28. Rev. i. 1., see below™§ 15., pwgaive 1 Cor. i. 20.
and £pgaive Jam. i. 11. are regular.

(e) Here and there, in some passages from more or less Codd. the
futures subjunctive are marked with the signs of variation in the Codd.
as 1 Cor. xiii. 8, xaqswuac (thus in Griesbach and Knapp) 1 Pet. iii. 1.
xegdyboavzas, 1 Tim. vi. 8. dexcofqobpen, otc. In the better authors
these forms may have been introduced by transcribers. See Abresch in
Observatt. Misc. IIL. p. 13, Lob. p. 721; in the later, they are perhaps
allowable. (See Niehbuhr ind. ad Agath. p. 418.) There are two so
important Codd. for the subjunctive in 1 Cor. that the change may be
justified. Here also belong suerons Rev. xviii. 14, and fvenowsw Rev.
ix.. 6; (yet an aor. fgroac is also found. See Lob. p. 721): perhaps also
yréowrzar Acts xxi. 4. Comp. Lob. p. 735. For this, however there
is not much authority.

2. The following peculiarities in the inflection of the persons occur :
(a) The second person prees. and fut. pas. and med. in ¢ ¢ for 7ie. g
Bodase Luc. xxii. 42, nagégee Luc. vii. 4, (variation), &ee Mt. xxvii. 4,

* Comp. Joh. xix, 23. deages, according to good manuscripts, for dggados.
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(var.) John xi. 40. In the two verbs §rzeod0s and BovazsSas this form is
usual among the Attics, Plat. Phil. p. 376. A. Isoer. Phil. p. 218. C.
Arrian. Epict. 1, 29. 2, 5; in others it occurs but seldom, and almost
exclusively in poets. (Comp. Vallienaer ad Phoen. p. 216. Fischer
ad Weller. 1. p. 119, IL. p. 399. Georgi Hierocr. 1. p. 34. Schwarz ad
Olear. p. 225.) Good manuscripts however have it also in Attic prose
writers. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 200. § 103. III. 8. Comp. Schneider
Praf. ad Plat. L. p. 49.

(b) In the same person, the original uncontracted form is found; not
only in &dvacar Mtt. v. 36, viii. 2; Mr. i. 40. ix. 22, where it is usual,
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 217, § 106. N. 2, (see, however, dvy Rev. ii. 2,*
which was confined originally to the poets, but occurs also in the later
prose writers ; e. g. Polyb. 7, 11; lian V. H. 138, 32; Lob. p. 859),
but also in contracted verbs ssvrdoas Luc. xvi. 25 (KEschyl. Choeph. 354)
xawycoo, Rom. ii. 17; 1 Cor. iv. 7, and xazaxovysse. Rom. xi. 18, Comp.
Georgi Hierocr. 1. p. 184. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 199. § 103. IIL 1.
marg. n.

(¢) The perfect in the 3 pers. plur. has a» instead of ase, from the old
termination avze: e. g Eyvexay John xvii. 7, deyxar Rev. xix. 3. Col. 21.
ideaxav in A, and D., John xvii. 6, zezqenxov in B. D. L. Rev. xxi. 6.
So also in the Septuag. e. g. Deut. xi. 7; Judith vii. 10. This form belongs
to the Alexandrian dialect: Comp. Sext. Emp. ade. Math. 1, 10, p. 261,
but it isalso found in Liycophron 252, in inscriptions, and in the Byzantine
writers. (Index to Ducas, p. 639.) See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 201. § 103.
N. 3. There is no weighty authority for it in the N. T. except in the
first two passages.

(d) The aor. 1. opt. instead of the termination acue, has the original
Eolic ea, sag, st as dnpagroscow Acts xvil. 27, mowjoscor L. vi. 11,
This form occurs frequently among the Attics, in the 2. and 3. pers. sing.
and 3. plur. Thue. 8, 6; Aristoph. Plut. 95. Plut. Cratyl. p. 265. C,
Gorg. p. 312, A. and others. Georgi Hierocr. I. p. 150, Buttm. ed. Rob.
p- 199. § 103, IL. 4: still more frequently in the later writers, Ellandt.
ad Arrian. Alex. 1. p. 358,

(e) The 3. pers. plur. imperfect zwoar occurs several times in the N.
T. e. g. 1 Cor. vii. 9. younodzocoy, vii. 36, yousirosor, 1 Tim. v. 4, o=
Sovézwsoy 'Tit. ii. 14. Comp. Acts xxiv. 20, xxv. 5. The assertion of
Elwsley ad Eurip. Ipheg. Taur. p. 282, ed. Lips. that this form first

* As to this form, which they would exchange for 8w, cowp. Porson ad Eurip.
Hec. 257. Schifer ad Soph. Philoct. 198, Oudend. ed Thom. M. p. 252. Lob. p. 359.
For the subjunc, we find 3év» in the Septuag. Esth. vi. 13, Job. xxxiii. 5. and by the
grammarians it is accounted Attic.
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came into use in the time of Aristotle, has been sufficiently refuted by
Matth. I. 442. and Bornemann ad Xenoph. Anab. p. 38.

(f) For the 3. pers. plur. of the historical tenses (Beklker Anecd.
91, 14), among the variations, there often occurs the termination ogov, as
John xv. 22. elyocar for eixov, 2 Thess. iii. 6. nagerdBosar, and Rom. iii.
13. in a quotation from the O. T\, idorwotoas, a form which is very fre-
quent in the Septuagint and Byzantive authors: e. g. Ps. Ixx. 2. 723000,
Jos. v. 11. epdyosar, Exod. xvi. 24. zazerinosar, xviii. 26. 2xelvosar, Niceph.
Greg. 6,5. p. 118. dosar, Nicet. Chon. 21. 7. p. 402, perprdosar, Brunck
Analectt. I1. p. 47. Comp. 1 Mace. vi. 31; Cant. iii. 8. v. 7. vi. 8; Jos.
ii. 1. 22, iii. 14. v. 11. vi. 14. viii. 19; Jud. xix, 11.i. 6 ; Ruth i. 4;
Thren. ii. 14; Ezek, xxii. 11; Exod. xxxiii. 8. Fischer ad Weller 11.
p. 336. Georgi Hierocr. I. p. 165. Lobeck p. 349. Maittaire p. 226.
Sturz p. 60. There is not much authority for it in the N. T\, and proba-
bly it may have originated with the Alexandrine copyists.

3. In respect to contracted verbs the following remarks may be made :
(@) The fut. 2. 2xzea Acts ii. 17. 18, is formed like verbs in a, g, #, &
comp. Septuag. Ezek. vii. 8. xxi. 81; Exod. xxx. 18. xxix. 12. Buttm.
ed. Rob. p. 157. § 95. Note 16. If however it be accented thus ixyée,
it will be, according to Elmsley, the Attic fut. 2. éxyéw, as the pres. and
fut. are alike. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 156. § 95. N. 12,

(b) Of the verbs 8tde and newdw, the forms 8uyiy, newny inf., and
Sudis, Suds, ete. ind. were the usual forms in Attic style. Buttm. ed. Rob.
p- 213. § 105. N. 5. For these, in the N. T. we find Sudav, Subg Rom,
xii. 20. John vii. 87., @ewiy Phil. iv. 12., newg Rom. xii. 20. 1 Cor. xi.
21; which form belongs almost exclusively to the later writers (Athen.
8, 474. Comp. Sallier ad Thom. M. p. 699. Lob. p. 61.). According
to the same analogy occurs the fut. rewdse (instead of newioo) Rev.
vii. 16, (Jes. v. 27, Ps. xlix. 12.) and aor. 1, érsivace Mr. ii. 5. xi. 12.
Mt. xii. 1. 3, xxv. 85. Luk. iv. 2. John vi. 35. Both formsare peculiar
to the later Greek. See Lob. p. 204. -

(¢) Of the verbs in ¢, which retain ¢ in the fut. etc. there oceur in
the N. T., xaréso (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 154. § 95. N. 3.)s ogégn 1 Cor,
xv. 49. and 2pégesa, (Sir. 11, 5, Palaeph. 52, 4.); but in Luk. xii. 16.
ebpdgnoey.  Among the Greeks pogiow is the common form. Comp. Etym.
Magn. ed. Sylburg p. 130. and Buttm. ed. Rob. p- 153. § 95. 4. See
below 2rawégo. _

9
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§ 14. Unusual Inflections of Verbs in .‘u.p and Irregular Verbs.

1. Of the verbs in ue occur: (@) Pluperfect act. égrquesow Rev. vii.
11, for fusznxsicor Mt. xii. 46 (without var.) yet comp. Thuc. 1, 15.
Ewéorquscar, Xen. Anab. 1, 4. 4. ipeorqrsoar, Heliod. 4, 16, igxsoar, Ja-
cobs ad Achill, Tat. p. 400. 622. Ellendt. ad Arrian Alex. 11, p. 77.
Lehmann ad Lucian. I1. p. 107,

(8) 'Third pers. plur. pras. zigéace for 2Qelo Mt. v. 15. neevzidiace
Mr. xv. 17. inweidéace Mt. xxiii. 4. This form is better and more usual:
Comp. Thue. 2, 34, Aristoph. Vesp. 564. Aristot. Metaph. 11, 1.
Theophrast. plant. 2, 6. See Georgt Hierocr. I. p. 145, who quotes
many examples, and Matth. I. 483. Schneider ad Plat. civ. II. p. 250.
Similar is 8.86ase Rev. xvii. 13. according to the best Codd. Comp.
Herod. 1, 93. Thue. 1, 42. The contracted forms z:8¢i61, but especially
8udovas, belong to the later language. Lob. p. 244.

(¢) In the imperf. the 3 plur. has é8(8owy (according to the contracted
form) for 28¢8osar Acts iv. 33. xxvii. 1.  Comp. Hesiod. sgy. 123. The
singular #5(8ovy is more frequent. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 222. § 107.
Note I, 6.

(d) About the contracted, but very common inf. perf. act. iszdyas for
fozaxévor 1 Cor, x. 12, See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 226, § 107. N. II. 3.
Georgi Hierocr. 1. p. 182,

(¢) Imper. prees. pass. dgicaro 1 Tim. vi. 5. neeiioraro. 2 Tim. ii. 16.
Tit. iii. 9. instcad of which agloze is more usual: See Thom. Mag. p.
75. Matth. I. 495.

(f) Forms like guyiorawres 2 Cor. vi. 4. x. 18. (comp. xagwordv Agath.
316, 2.), dnoxadiszg Mr. ix. 12, (Dan. ii, 21. 2 Reg. xviii, 12, Fabric.
Pseudep. II. 610.) from {svde (Herod. 4, 103.) See Grammatici Greeci
ed. Dindorf I. p. 251. Dorvill. ad Charit. p. 542. Matth. I. 482. Similar
dumemac from usinade Acts xiv. 17, comp. dununeiv Leo Diac. 2, 1.

(g) Optat. praes. 8¢ for soiy Rom. xv. 2. 2 Tim. i. 16. 18. ii. 7. Ephes.
i. 17. iii. 16. John. xv. 16. énodgy 2 Tim. iv. 14. This is a later form
(Plat. Gorg. p. 481: Lys. c. Andoc. p. 215. T. IV.) Recent editors
have &3 and Xen. Cyrop. 3, 1, 85. dqys is changed by Schneider into
doupe. Sce LXX. Gen. xxvii. 28, xxviii. 4. Numb. v. 21. xi. 29. Ruth
iv. 9. Themist. or. 8. p. 174. D. Philostr. Apol. 1, 34. Dio. Chrys. 20.
p- 497., which is rejected by the old grammarians. Phrynich. p. 845.
Moer. p. 117. Comp. Lob. p. 346. Sturz p. 52. Buttm. in Mus. Antiq.
stud. I. 238.*

* This form occurs also strangely in the N. T, as it stands where, according to
N. T. idiom, the subjune. would be proper,
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(%) From Baive aor. 2. ¥3yw; the imperative form is é»d8a, Rev.iv. 1.
xazdBe Mr. xv. 80. On the contrary xzordBy3c John iv. 49. werdByde vii.
8. Comp. Thom. Mag. p. 495, and Oudendorp on this passage. Similar
Eurip. Electr. 113. Aristoph. Acharn. 262, and Vesp. 979. See Georgi
Hierocr. 1. p. 158. Thilo Acta Thom. p. 19. Matth. I. 544. Entirely
analogical dvdsza Acts xii. 7. Ephes. v, 14. Comp. Theocrit. 24, 36.
Menand. p. 48. Meinecke Zsop. 62. de Fur. (on the other hand dvdoryd
Actsix. 6. 84., ¢xioryde 2 Tim. iv. 2., also Fabric. Apocr. L. p. 71. érdsza.

(¢) The N. T. Codd. differ in the mode of writing the perf. part. neut.
of iszyuy yet the better ones, in two passages Mtt. xxiv. 15. Mr. xiii.
14, have fgzos, like the oldest and best of the Greek Codd. (Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 226. § 107. IL. 3. and marg. n.), and Bekker prefers it in Plato
throughout. Comp. Passow. I. 1128. The uncontracted forms of this
participle also occur sometimes in the manuseripts of the N. T., as Mit.
xxvil. 47. forgxéror Mr. ix. 1. xi. 5. fowguds John iil. 29. vi. 22. rages-
wyxosey Mr. xiv. 69., and here and there are adopted in the text.

The apparently well established form 846y John xvii. 2. Rev. viii. 8.
xiii. 16. which occurs in Theocr. 26, 2. and is according to some Doric
for 83, Fischer (ad Weller, p. 174.) and Matth. 1. 888, take to be an
error of the transcribers: Comp. Ast. ad Theophr. Char. p. 180. Schiifer
ad Bucol. p. 226, and Index ad Hom. Od. p. 154. It is found however
frequently in the later writers (Lob. p. 72L. comp. Thilo Apocr. I. p. 871),
and yet it may be considered as one of the corrupt forms, which the
popular language had introduced.

2. Of i we find; (@) 47e imper. for ¥srw 1 Cor. xvi. 22. Jas. v. 12.
(Ps. civ. 81. comp. Acta Thom. III. 7.) Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 283. § 108.
IV. 1. and marg. note, only once in Plat. Rep. II. p. 861. D. Sec
Schneider on this passage, tom. i. p. 117. According to Heraclides
(Lustath. p. 1411. 22.) this flexion is Doric. The other imper. form Zeds,
see Mt. ii. 18. v. 25. Mr. v. 84. Luc. xix. 17. 1 Tim. iv. 15. (Buttm. ed.
Rob. ibid.)

(D) "Hyuny, 1. sing. imp. mid., which wasrejected by the Atticists, and
first came into frequent use among the later writers (especially with &y,
as once in N. T. Gal. i. 10.) occurs in Acts x. 30. xi. 5. 17. xxii. 19,
20. Joh. xi. 15. xvi. 4. xvii. 12. 1 Cor. xiii. 11. Mtt. xxv. 85. etc.
Comp. Thilo Acta Thom. p. 3. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 233. § 108. IV. 2.
Lob. p. 152. Schiifer ad Long. p. 423. Valckenaer Schol. in N. 7 1.
478. In good Codd. jucoa for Fuev is found twice in Mit. xxiii. 30, and
is received into the text by Griesbach. There is little authority for it
in Eph. ii. 8.; nor does it occur in any good writer. Yet sce Epiphan.
Opp. 11. 833. Malala XVI. p. 404. Nieb.
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(c) For #s6a in Mr. xiv. 67. only a few Codd. have 7, which seldom,
if ever, occurs among the Attics. (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 283. § 108. IV,
1. and marg. note. As to its use by the later writers see Lob. p. 149,

Nore. In Gal. iii. 28, Col. iii. 11. Jas. i. 17. & is generally taken to
be the contracted form of ¥veszc by the ancient grammarians, see Schol.
ad Aristoph. Nub. 482. which, however, could present but one view of
etymological principles, and Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 642, maintains this
view. It is better perhaps, with Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 319. § 117. B. 3.,
to consider it the apostrophic preposition e (v, 21:) which, like ¥n:,
ndga, etc. is used without eivas, as the above contraction is very difficult
and without example. Buttman’s opinion is strengthened by the analogy
of ¥ and wdea, although the latter can scarcely be taken for a contrac-
tion of ndesori. Besides this, ¥ is very frequent in Attic poets and
prose writers, Georgi Hierocr. 1. 152, Schwarz Comment. p. 486. The
poets also use it for #vseor, as ino for e [1. 20, 248, Odyss. IX. 126.;
ndga is even connected with the first person. pron.* '

3. The following forms occur in uaion with the radical verb {yuas:t
(@) Agéwrrar Mtt.ix. 2. 5. Mr. ii. 5. Lu. v. 20. 28. vii. 47. 1 Joh. ii. 12.
The ancient grammarians are not agreed about this form. Some, as
Eustathius ad Ill. V1. 590, regard it as equivalent to dpdyrac, as in Ho-
mer dpéy for dpp: others more correctly call it the preet. for dpeivea, as
Herodian, the Etymol. Magn. and Suidas. 'This last assigns it to the
Doric, and the author of Etym. Mag. to the Attic dialect. Suidas is
undoubtedly correct. This form as perf. pass. is derived from the perf.
act. dpéwxa. See Fischer Prol. de Vitiis Lex. p. 646. Buttm. ed. Rob.
p. 231, § 108. marg. n. Matth. I. 487. _

(8) In Mr. i. 34. xi. 16. (Phil. Leg. ad Caium. p. 1021.) 5pee is the
imp. of aglw, with the angment on the preposition, instead of dpvee or
noies (Buttm. ed. Rob.) See Fischer ad Well. 11, 480. Similar to this
is &dmoy for upiecar 1liad L. 273, Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 231. § 108. 1. 3. 5.

On the authority of good Codd. éeeis from dpéw is received into the
text in Rev. ii. 20. (comp. Exod. xxxii. 82.), like »(6ets for 26 Buttm.
ed. Rob. p. 218. § 106. N. 5., p. 221. § 107. N. L. 2.

From suwiyus occurs, in Mtt. xiii. 13. ovweodor (8 pers, plur.), in 2 Cor.
x. 12. (either 3 plur. or dat. particip.), and in Mtt. xiii. 23. gurudy partic.
(Rom. iii. 11. from the Septu. svsiav) instead of gwwisle. The former is
derived from ovyeéw, which is still found in the infin. gueciv, in Theogn.

#* The Etymol. M. p. 357. considers ¥, not as contracted for #eor, but as an ellip-
sis, so that the proper person must be supplied from the verb el

+ Comp. Harles as to some forms of the present tense of +ifnu: and ius in See-
bode’s Archiv, f. Philol. 1. Heft.
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565. 'The participial form, which prevails in the Septuag. 1 Chron. xxv.
7. 2 Chron. xxxiv. 12. Ps. xli. I. Jer. xx. 12, (comp. Fabric. Pseudep.
I. 711.), is most correctly written suioy, from ovwie (Buttm. ed. Rob. p.
234. § 108. V. 1.), as it cannot be derived from ovvesp.

4. In Mtt. xxii. 44. Mr. xii. 86. Lu. xx. 42. Actsii. 34. Jam. ii. 3.
(1 Sam. i. 28, xxii. 5. 2 K. ii. 2. 6.) occurs xdgov for zddyoo, imper. from
xfnuon. 'This is not found among the ancient Greeks, and has there-
fore been placed among spurious forms by Meeris. p. 234. and Thom.
Mag. p. 485. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 232, §108.1L. 8. So xdsy for
xG0yoas Acts xxiii. 3. Lob. p. 395, Gregor. Cor. ed. Schifer p. 411. and
Buttm. ibid. -

§ 15. Of Defective Verbs.

Of many verbs there are found in the N. T. regularly built forms,
which occur innone of the Greek writers, except perbaps the later, and
therefore are rejected by the ancient grammarians as spurious. Among
these are to be reclkoned a number of fut. act. for which better writers
use the fut. mid. (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N. 7. Monk. ad
Eurip. Alcest. v. 159, 645.) The investigation of this subject is still
very incomplete. Below will be found a list of spurious forms; and those
will be included in parentheses, in respect to which the grammarians,
especially Thom, Mag. and Meris are too scrupulous.

"Aywue. In reference to the fut. xarvedger Mtt. xii. 20. and the aug-
mented form of the aor. xaréata. See § 12. 1. b.

("Aye. About the aor. 1. 7£a, which occurs 2 Pet. ii. 5. in the com-
pound érdfos, see Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 264. Lob. p. 287. 785.
This form is not unfrequent in compounds (2 Mace. ii. 67. 2 Sam. xxii.
35. Index to Malala ed. Niebuhr, under dyw Schiifer ind. ad Asop. p.
185. Fabric. Pseudep. 1I. 593. 594.) even in good prose writers, Herod.
1. 190. V. 34. Xen, Hell. II. 2. 20. Thuc. II. 97. VIII. 25.

(Acgéa. Fut. g, in comp. 4pers Rev. xxii. 19, (Codd. also dpueqon).
This form is rare (see Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 265.), but occurs
Agath. 269. 5. and in the Septuagint oftener: Exod. v. 8. Num. xi. 17.
Deut. xii. 32. Job xxxv.7. Comp. Agath. p. 269. Menand. Byz. p. 316.
in opposition to Reisig. Com. Crit. in Soph. @d. C. p. 365. who attri-
buted it to Aristoph. and Soph. See Herm. ad &d. Col. 1454. Matth.
I. 524,
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(CAxode. Fut. dxovoe Mtt. xiii. 14. xii. 19. instead of xodgopar (which
is also more frequent in the N. T\ especially in Luke: John v. 28. Act.
_ iii. 22. vii. 37, xvii. 82, xxv. 22.). The former occurs not only in poets
(Anthol. Gr. IIL. 134. Jac. Orac. Sybill. VIII. p. 695. 721.), but also
occasionally in prose writers of the xows, as Dion. Hal. p. 980. Reisk.
Comp. Schifer ad Demosth. 11. 282, Wurm ad Dinarch. p. 153. In
the Septuagint, comp. Isa. vi. 9.)

“Apagrvin. Aor. 1. juderyon for aor. 2. fuceror Rom. v, 14. 16. Mtt.
xviii. 15, (Lue. xvii. 4. var.) Thom. Mag. p. 420. Lob. p. 732, See
Diod. Sic. II. 14. duogzyons, Agath. 167. 18. Septuag. Thren. 3. 42.
The fut. act. duagrgoe Mt. xviii. 21. Rom. vi. 15. is not very usual.
Comp. Monk. ad Eurip. Alcest. 159.

(CAvégopar. Fut. dvéfopae Mt. xvii. 17, Mr. ix, 19. Luc. ix. 41. 2 Tim.
iv. 8. for which Mcer. whimsically demands dvusgroopac. The former is
very frequent. Comp. Soph. Electr. 1017, Xen. Cyrop. 5,1.25.7,7. 47.

Ayotyew. Aor. 1. gvocke John ix. 17. 21. etc. for dve¢éa. Comp. Xen.
Hell. 1. 5. 13.), Aor. 2. grolyy Rev. xv. 5. See § 12. 6.

*Anayviw. Fut. drwveqee (for draveqsopas), Mr, xiv, 18. (Diod. Sic.
XVIII. 15.) See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N. 7. Matth.
ad Eurip. Suppl. 174. :

*Anoxzewe. Aor, 1. drexvdrdy, dnoxrardipoc Rev. il 13. ix. 18, 20.
xi. 13. xiii. 10. xix, 21. Mt. xvi. 21. Lue. ix. 22. Comp. 1 Mace. ii. 9.
2 Macec. iv. 86. This form occurs indeed in Homer, but particularly he-
longs to the later prose writers (Dio Cass. 65. 4. Menander Hist. p. 284,
304. ed. Bonn.) See Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 288. xzcwww. Lob. p. 36.
757.% The unattic perf. anéxzayxa, see 2 Reg. iv. 11. Buttm. ibid.

*Anéawpe. Futs droréoe Mt xxi. 41, Mr. viii. 35. John vi. 39. xii. 25.
comp. Lucian Asin. 33. Long. Past. IIL 17. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 294.
§ 114. Saavpe. Lob. p. 746. 1 Cor. i. 19. ocecurs the usual form érond.

‘Agndla. Aor. gendypy 2 Cor. xii. 2. 4. for gendsdyy (Rev. xil. 5.)
Comp. Thom. Mag. p. 424. Mcer. p. 52. Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 268.
Fut. agrayjoopac 1 Thess. iv. 17.—(dendow for dendoopas John x. 28, is
a rare form; Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 259. § 113, 4. and N. 7.; it occurs
however among the Attics.)

* "Agonviwecbus (alias dmonthvesBus) Rev. vi. 11, and dmoxvéwar (dwonséver. var.)
2 Cor. iii. 6. is considered /Eolic, as the Aolians usually changed & before A, g, », ¢,
@, into ¢, and doubled the following conson. as xvéww for wrehw, owigen for emelpw
Keenig ad Gregor. Cor. p. 587. 597. Schifer, Matth, 1. 74, Comyp. Dindorf Praf. ad
Aristoph. xii. p. 14, We cannot, with Wahl, adopt a present form dmoxréye in Mtt,
x. 28, Luk. xii. 45 dmonrevdyrwy might be taken for a corruption of dwenvewdvray, as a

few good Codd. have it, unless we regard it as part. aor. See Fritasche ad Mit. p.
383. Comp. Borneman Schol. aé Luc. p. 81. .
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Adtdye. The ground form adfe occurs in the imperf. 38 1 Cor. iii.
6. var. instead of the usual zifore. It is in the older language more po-
etic than prosaic, Matth. I. 541. Fut. avgs: (for adfyoe) is found Ephes.
il. 21. Col. ii. 19. Comp. Xen. Cyrop. V. 5. 33. Dio Cass. 46. 4.

Basxaive. Aor. is Gal. iii. 1. in the received text ¢Bdoxave, but in many
Codd. inflected #Bdoxyve. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 172. § 101. N. 2. The
latter Dio Cass. XLIV. 39. Herodian II. 4. 11.

Biéw. Inf. aor. Budsas 1 Pet. iv. 2. for which, except the participle, the
aor. 2. iawae is more in use among the Attics, see Buttm. ed. Rob. §114.
p- 270. also Xen. (Econ. IV. 18.

Bhragzdve. Aor. sBaderyon for ¥8raszov Mt. xiii. 26. (Gen. i. 11. Num.
xvii. 8.) Buttm. edit. Rob. § 114. p. 271.

(Tapéo. Aor. gydumoa Mr. vi. 17. Mt. xxii. 25, 1 Cor. vii. 9. instead
of the older form ¥ynua (from ydue) as occurs Luc. xiv. 20. 1 Cor. vii.
28.  See Georgi Hierocr. L. p. 29. Lob. p. 742. Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114.
p- 271.  2ydunoa. occurs Xen. Cyrop. VIII. 4. 20. Lucian Dial. Deor.
V. 4. For zyaupsny Mr. x. 12. 1 Cor. vii. 87. the older Attics use the
med. dyqudump.

Teadw. Fut. yandoo for yendoopar Luc. vi. 21. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 259.
§ 113. 4. and N. 7. Matth. I. 550.

Tiyvount. Aor. pass. iyevqdy for Zyevéumy Act. iv. 4. Col. iv. 11.
1 Thess. ii. 14. Comp. Thom. Mag. p. 189. an originally Doric form,
which is oftener found in the writers of the xowy. Lob. p. 109. Buttm.
ed. Rob. § 114, p. 272,

AlSope. Aor. 1. ¥wxe is avoided by the Attics in the first and second
person, and aor. 2. is used for it (Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 222. § 107. N.
1.8.). Inthe N. T. we find however i8éxauer 1 Thess. iv. 2. iddxare
Mt. xxv. 35. Gal. iv. 15. also in Demosth. About duoy see above.
§ 14. 1. note.

(Aw’;xw. Fut, 8ubtw for Subfopoe Mt. xxiii. 84. Luk. xxi. 12. See
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 259. § 118. 4. and N. 7. Comp. Xen. Anabd. I. 4.
8. and Bornemann on this passage. Matth. [. 559.)

Eide in the meaning of to know. Praet. oidousy Mr. xi. 33. John iii.
2. 1 Cor. xiii. 1. for iue» (Poppo ad Xen. Anab. 1L 4. 6.), oisore: Mr.
X. 38. xiii. 83. 1 Cor. ix. 18. Phil. iv. 15, for {sre, oidoow Lulk. xi.44.
Joh. x. 5. for lsagi. See Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 277. (Comp. Plat.
Alcib. p. 83. Xen. (e, 20,14.). The second person sing. otdus 1 Cor.
vii. 16. John xxi. 15. is rather Ionic and Doric (for oio3e), yet it is found
in Codd. Xen. Mem. IV. 6. 6. Eurip. Alcest. 790. and more frequently
in later writers. Lob. p. 236. The 3 pers: plur. pluperfect dsioov is
written in Mr. 1. 34. Jobn ii. 9. xxi. 4. for %8e0ay Buttm. ibid.
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Eineiv. (Aor. 2. sinov) aor. 1. siza in the N. T. in the 2 pers. sing.
Mt. xxvi. 25. Mr. xii. 32. The same form occurs sometimes also among
the Attics, Xen. (Econ. 19, 14. Soph. (Ed. C. 1509. but it is originally
Tonic; see Greg. Corinth. ed. Schiifer p. 481. Schifer ad Dion. p. 436.
Imper. erare Mt. x. 27, xxi. 5. Col. iv. 17, eindrasar Act. xxiv. 20.
Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 278. In good Codd. occur besides: partic.
fimag Act. xxii. 24., 3, pers. plur. indic. sixav Mr. xi. 6. xii. 7. 16, Luk,
xix, 88. xx. 2, Act. i. 10. (Diod. Sic. 16, 44. Xen. Hell. I1L. 5. 24.).
See Sturz de Dial. Alex. p. 6.% In compounds, éreenduyy occurs 2 Cor.,
iv. 2. (Herod. 6. 100.) see Matth. 1. 569.~—¢unéy (not etnov, see § 6, 1. £.)
Act. xxviii. 26. is according to good Codd. to be considered as the im-
per. aor. 2. a form which might well be taken into the text, Mr. xiii. 4.
Luk. x. 40. whilst in other places &né prevails. The aor. 1. pass. of
this verb 235y3yv (from féw, see Buttmann ibid.) is written in the N. T,
ippéan according to good manuscripts, as also often in the Codd. of the
later (not Attic) authors, although this form occurs now and then also
among the Attics, Lob. p. 447. (but not in Plato, see Schneider ad
Plat. 1L p. 5.)

"Exyie, later form 2xyive Lob. p. 726. Fut. éxxes Act. ii. 17, 18. for
éxyeioe Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 807. zse. according to the LXX.
Comp. Jer. xiv. 16. Hos. v. 10. Zach. xii. 10.

(Erawée. Fut. inawése 1 Cor. xi. 22. for irawioouas, see Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N. 7. Comp. Xen. Cyrop. 1. 4. 16. Anab.
V. 5. 4, Himer. 20. This form is not very rare, see Brunck ad Gnom. p.
10. 64. Schiifer ad Demosth. I1. 465. Stallbaum ad Plat. Symp. p. 189.)

(CErwogxéia. Fut. intcogxqen for inwexfdoopac Mt.iv. 33, See Buttn. ed.
Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N. 7.).

"Eexouac. The fut. nevsopas occurs very oftenin the simple verbs, and also
in the compounds. It is found especially in the later prose writers (Arrian
Alex. 6. 12, Philostrat. Apoll. 4. 4. Chrysest. Orat. 33. p. 410. Max.
Tyr. Diss. 24. p. 295.); the Attics on the contrary say scpe (Phryn. p.
87. Thom. Mag. p. 88. 836. ’Eaedoopas is however in the older writers
unusual, Herod. 1. 142. V.125. Lys. Dardan. 12. (p. £33. ed. Bremi.)
Lob. p. 87. Scheefer ad Soph. I1. 323. Comp. Elmsley ad Eurip. He-
racl. 210. The Attic writers use commonly the imperf. of sy, Buttm,
ed. Rob. § 114. p. 281, for the imperf. exduny, Mr. i. 45. ii. 18. John
ive 80. vi. 17. see Bornemann ad Luc. p. 106. comp. Plat. Legg. II1.
p. 685. A., for the imper. ¥exov, ¥exeoye John i. 40. 47. the imperat. of

* At the end of the 8th line of the inscription at Rosctia slwas occurs.
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eipuey 180y L2e (Thom. Mag. p. 418. rejects too hastily 73 instead of -
mge Gal. iv. 4. John xix. 839. See Sallier on the passage.).

“Evgloxw. Aor. med. ivedpny for ivgduyy Heb. ix. 12. see § 13.1. (Pau-
san. vii. 11. 1. viii. 30. 4. Lob. p. 189.). In the subjunctive form fueqeys
Rev. xviii. 14. and fvgyowow ix. 6. (as at least many Codd. read), an aor.
1. ivenow seems to prevail, unless we take these forms for subjunct. fut.
(see § 13. 1.) Lob. p. 731. however quotes a participle fvefoavros.

Ziw. Fut. 2760 Rom. vi. 2. 8. 2 Tim. ii. 11. John vi. 58. var. (Job
viii. 17. 2 Kings iv. 7.) 2yoopas Mt. iv. 4. Mr. v. 23, John xi. 25. vi. 51.
Aor. 1. ¥nso Rev. ii. 8. Luk. xv. 24. Rom. vii. 9. (and often in the
Septuag.); all these are later forms, which occur only rarely among the
earlier writers (see Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 283.), the latter made use
of the corresponding tenses of gi«dw instead.

‘Hxo. Aor. 1. F£o (later form Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 470. sxe Lob. p.
744.) conjunct. #fwse Rev. iii. 9. where however better Codd. have the
fut. ffovse. The preeter. fxe (Deut. xxxii. 17. Phot. Biblioth. 222. Ma-
lalas p. 136 and 187. Lob. p. 724.) in Mr. viii. 8. in the form #xage, i3
not well established.

®drrw, a0T. 2. dvsddrere Phil. iv. 10. which form does not occur in
prose, and is generally rare, Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 173. § 101. N. 4.

Koroxaio. Fut. xeraxajoopar 1 Cor. iii. 15. 2 Pet. iii. 10. (from aor.
xzavexdqv, which occurs Herod. iv. 79. i. 51.) for xazoxawdssopas, which
the Attics use, and which occurs in Rev. xviii. 8. See Thom. Mag. p.
511. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 286. § 114. xalw.

Kazoreine. Aor. 1. xarérevdo Acts vi. 2. Lob. p. 714.

Kegdvwope. Perf. pass. xsxéeacuac Rev. xiv. 10. for the more usual
xéxeapovs  See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 286. § 114.

Kegdaivw. Aor. 2xéednoa Mt. xxv. 20. xviii. 15. xeednooe Acts xxvii. 21.
xsgdyons Luk. ix. 25. xegdyse subjunctive 1 Cor. ix. 19. 20. Mt, xvi. 26.
are forms which are peculiar to the Ionic prose, Matth. I. 599. Among
the Attics the verb is inflected regularly. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 286.
§ 114.

Knaio. Fut. xaoige (Doric) for mnaisouse (as always in the Septuag.)
Luk. vi. 25. John xvi. 20. Rev. xviii. 9. Buttm. ed. Rob. p- 287. 9§ 114.

Kaénro. Fut. xaéye for xnégouas Mt. xix. 18. Rom. xiii. 9. Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N.7.; not so in the Septuag., on the contrary
Lucian. Dial. Deor. VII. 4.

) .KC‘-""f‘*" Fut. x¢dto or xedtopas Luk. xix. 40. according to some autho-
rities f‘or xexgdfouas (as always in the Septuag. ), aor. ¥xgafa for Ixeayor
Mt. viii. 29. xx. 30. Comp. sxéxeato Exod. xxii. 23. Num. xi. 2.

(Kgép;ag.m. The form ifexgéuero Luk. xix. 48. in the Cod. B., which
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Gnesbach and Schulz have not mentioned, is probably a mistake in
writing.)

Kenre. Aor. 2. act. ¥xevBor Luk. i. 24. (Phot. Biblioth. I. p. 142.
Bekker.) see Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 147. § 92. 8. p. 159. § 96. marg. note.

Adgxo. Here belongs the aor. éadxyoa Act. i. 18. which is usually re-
duced to the Doric pras. aaxéo. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 289. § 114. on the
contrary takes it for a formation from the aor. 2. aoxses.  This aor. 2. is
generally in use among the Attics.

Nirtzo. John xiii. 16. 14, Mt. xv. 2. The older writers use m_&a for
this present. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 293. § 114.

Owrsiga. Fut. oixraeqoo Rom. ix. 15. (as from suxrsugén) for olxzeed.
Comp. Ps. iv. 2. ci. 15. Jer. xxi. 7. Mich. vii. 19. also in Byzant. see
Lob. p. 741.

"Oprde for opvwpe (Buttm. ed Rob. p. 204. § 114.) Mt. xxiii. 20..xxvi.

74. Heb. vi. 16. Jas. v. 12. In Mr. xiv. 71. on the contrary, in the
best manuscripts dusivae occurs for sumiew, and so Griesbach has re-
ceived it into the text.
- (‘Ogdw. Imperf. med. sgduny Acts ii. 25. (from Ps. xvi.) for which the
Attic is fogdugy Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 294, § 114. From §rvesd0c the sub-
junctive aor. 1. 8ys09¢, which occurs in Liban. and the Byzantines, is
found in Luk. xiii. 28. but not without variations. See Lob. p. 734.)

Toidw. Aor. svémosta Mt. xx. 19, xxvii. 31. (Septuag. Jud. xvi. 26. xix.
25. Prov. xxiii. 85.) instead of which the Attics inflected ¥rossa. See
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 295. § 114. On the contrary Lucian. Dial. Deor.
6. 4. has ¥rata. Comp. Lob. p. 240. The fut. rdiéw Anacr. 24.

Iézouaw. Part. meeduevor Rev. xiv. 6. var. for nezéuevor according to
the form rezdouar, which occurs only in Ionic (Herod. iii. 111.) and the
later writers, see Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 297. § 114. The form of the pre-
sent névaros and mézopm, which already existed in Pindar, is quoted by
Wetst. and Matthiii among the variations Rev. xii. 14.

Iivw. From the fut. nwopee is found Luk. xvii. 8. the complete form
nicooe Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 298. § 114. So also ¢pdysoae ibid. from gdyo-
wav.  Both also Ezek. xii. 18.

inzas Aor, ineon. See§ 13,1

‘Péw. Fut. fsdow John vii. 38. for jedoopar, but among the Attics usu-
ally gvoopae Lob. p. 739. (aor. 1. which also occurs only in the later
writers. See Cant. iv. 16. fevodzwooy Lob. p. 739.)

Soanidw. Fut. gurnico for sarniybw (Xen. Anab. I. 2. 17) 1 Cor. xv.
52. comp. Mechan. Vitt. p. 201. Num. x. 3. aor. 1. isdansca occurs fre-
quently in the Septuagint. See Phryn. p. 191. Thom. Mag. p. 789.
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 300. § 114.
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- Sypaive. Aor. 1. isjuave Acts xi. 28. xxv. 27. (Esth. ii. 22. Jud. vii.
21. Menandri Byz. Hist. p. 808, 309, 858. Plutarch. Aristid. 19.) Act.
Thom. p. 32. which is found also Xen. Hell. 2. 1. 28. for which how-
ever the older Attics more usually inflect. 2ojuyre; see Buttman. ed. Rob.
p- 172. § 101. 4. N. 2. Lob. p. 24. Comp. paive below.

Suénvopos. The pres. (Heb. ii. 6. Jas. i. 27. comp. 1 Sam. xi. 8. xv.
4.) and the imperfect occur but seldom in the Attic writers, Buttm. ed.
Rob.

(Znot8age. Fut. srovddsw for the usual srovddgopas 2 Pet. i. 15, Buttm.
ed. Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N. 7.

Seneide. Imp. aor. is sedewor according to the variation Luc. xxii.
32. Rev..iil. 2. instead of szijgifoy which is preferred by the Greeks
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 148. § 92. N. 1. Comp. Jud. xix. 5. Ezck. xx. 46.
s0 as gzyeron 1 Mace. xiv. 14,

®aysive Fut. pdyopss Jas. v. 8. Rev. xvii. 16. (Gen. xxvii. 25. Exod.
xil. 8.), 2 pers. pdysooe Luk. xvii. 8.; the Greeks use for it the fut. of
¥w:¥douas. Sce Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 282. § 114. s600w.

Daivw, dnparar (dmdivac) Luk. i. 79. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 305. § 114.
Many similar forms occur in later writers Lob. p. 26. Philo. Act. Thom.
49. (Alian. Anim. I1. 11. and epil. p. 396. Jac.)

Sadoxw. Of which-2ripadsse in Ephes. v. 14. comp. Job xli. 10. Jud.
xvi. 2. Gen. xliv. 8. See Buttm. ed. Rob. on the analogical evidence
that this form is not found in Greek writings.

(®égw. Particip. aor. ¥veyxas Acts v. 2. xiv. 13, évéyxavrss Luk. xv. 23.
(for 2veyxdy, tveyxévres Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 805. § 114.—See Xen. Mem.
I. 2. 53. Demosth. ¢. Timoth. § 51. (Isocr. Paneg. 40.). The indicat.
freywo occurs more frequently among the Attics, also the forms of the
imperative, which have a, John xxi. 10.

Siws Aor. 2. pass. dpigy, pvels Luc. viii. 6. vii. 8. (since the times of
Hippocrat. very usual) for which the Aitics use the aor. 2. act. Ipur,
ovs. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 306. § 114. Mt. xxiv. 82, Mr. xiii. 28. good
Codd. have ixguy; for ¥xpvy. The former is the subjunctive aor., which
may be preferred in these passages.

Xoaigw. Fut. yagqoopar for yorggow Luk. i. 14. Phil. i. 18. John xvi.
20. 22. (Hab. i. 15. Zach. x. 7. Ps. xcv. 11.) Mer. p. 120. Thom. Mag.
p- 910. Lob. p. 740. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 307. §114. It is found also
Diod. Exc. Vat. p. 95.

(Xogidouar. Fut. zagisouas Rom. viii. 82. is not an Attic form for xog-
ODp L )

'Qdtw. Aor. drdoaro Acts vii. 27. 39, (for which among Greeks usu-
ally augm. syllab. éégazo Thom. Mag. p. 403. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 308.
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§ 114. Xen. Cyrop. VI. 1. 26. Thuc. II. 89. See Poppo on this pas-
sage, 7, 52, Polyb. ii. 69. 9. xv. 31. 12.) Comp. Mich. iv. 6. Thren. ii. 7.
Here belongs also the aor. act. ¥waev. Acts vii. 45. The above obser-
vation about the augm. syllab. is only to be made in regard to the Attic
writers.  See Poppo ad Thuc. 111. II. 407.

(Qvéopar. Aor. L. dvgoduny Acts vii. 16. as oflen in the writers of the
xouny, (€. g Plut., Pausan.), Lob. p. 139., but even now and then among
the Attics, Poppo ad Thuc. II1. IL. 407. The Attics preferred general-
ly 2ngidumy. Buitm. ed. Rob. p. 308. § 114.

The later verbal forms are not always used in the N. 'T. where we
should expect then: e. g. ziopas fut. 2. from nive, not mwovuar Rev. xiv.
18. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 158. § 95. N. 18. p. 298. § 114, nivw. Aor.
wowvisoas Mr. vii. 15. 18, Mcer. ed. Piers. p. 434. Lacella ad Xen. Ephes.
p- 254. Fut. pevfopos, §wvyaao,.¢an, not pevéw, Sowpdow, Buttm. ed. Rob.
p- 805, § 114. gevye.

§ 16. On the Formation of Words.*

As the N. T\ contains many words (especially in Paul’s writings) not
known to the written language of the Greeks, but introduced from the
popular language, and even some newly formed, it will be necessary. to
compare those formations peculiar to the N.'T'. with the established laws
for the formation of Greek words. We shall thus at the same time
advantageously consider analogies, not entirely unknown to the Greeks,
but much more prominent in this idiom. The basis of this representa-
tion will be the luminous and essentially complete exhibition of Buttmann
ed. Rob. p. 319. § 118.

A. Derivation by Endings.

1. Verss. Derivative verbs in ow and e are most frequent. The
former in some degree took the place of forms in evw or o, . g. Sexazdn
(Sexavevo Xen. Anab. 5, 3, 9.), iovderéw (2§ovderidw Plut. yet see Lob. p.
182), cagéw (for salgw Lob. p. 89), dgurrée (dguavile Lob. p. 224.), dva-

* See Ph. Cattieri Gazophylacium Grecor. (651, 708)) ed. F. L. Abresch. (Utr.
1757.) L. B. 1809, 8vo. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 319. § 118. Lobeck Parerga zu Phry-
nich., and among the interpreters Selecia e scholis Valckenarii. Our N. T. Lexicons
do not always direct attention sufficiently to this subject so intimately connected with
exegesis.
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xowvow (avexawile Isoer. Areop. c. 3.), peordw, Sonow. ? Antodexardw is
formed after the first, but with Ggvrv. comp. xabvnvéa Xen, Mem. 2, 1,
30. Kearatda occurs besides for xearvva, odevin for odevée, drasrazoiy
for gudorazor mowsty; Evdvroude is to be derived from 2»8vvapos, since the
simple Swouée cannot be proved from writings subsequent to the aposties,
Lob. p. 605, note. From' gdpus gapizée is formed. The verbs in «g o are
derived from the most different roots, é¢3i2a from dg3¢os, dizporari?e from
aLudraTos, Sevyparie from Selypa, nenexidew from rensxds, wxrneife from
AVXTLE, SUvErdus PUAAKLEW, fparide, bradeuaridn, snhavyyvils oo, areeridu;
oxognilw (Sunoxogn.) has in the Greek language no distinct root; it was
generally a provincialism, or perhaps a Macedonic formation. (Lob. p.
218.) There occur some rare verbs in' ol if indeed found at all else-
where: e. g. vyrudlw, swiddew (o73w), S0 als0 in evw, €. 8. psoiredw, poyedo,
yopvgTEte, dyxparsiopar, drzpotwreiw. (Lob. p. 442.), nayidevw.

The formation of verbs in $w from those in &w, which occur also
among the Attics (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 254. § 112. 11. Lob. p. 151.), was
probably more common in the later language; 76w, xvqfw, daffw, at least
are not found in the earlier writers, Comp. Lob. p. 254. Verbs in sxa,
except fvgloxw and §iddoxaw, are rare in the N. T. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 254,
§ 112. 10. Dyedoxa occurs as an inchoative, and pedvoxw as a causative,
only in the passive; yauloxw, see v.a. yausy (youilsw), in Mr. xii. 25. is
certainly improperly used for youilw, as 2xyouioxe Luk. xx. 34. for
gxyopido. See Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 530. Finally, yeyyogéw from the perf.
éyevpyoea, is altogether singular in its formation; as also Zyexyogéw. Lob.
p. 119. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 277. § 116. zyci¢w.

TogaBorevésbor Phil. ii. 30, received into the text by Griesbach and
others on the best critical evidence, belongs to the derivative verbs in
sva.  IagaBorsiofae can be most directly formed from ragdgonos; but the
termination svw is adopted to express the meaning ragdBorov sivas, as
énwxonevewy by the later writers for inioxornov sivar (Lob. p. 591.), and
still more resembling it, regnsgsvecfor from négnegos.

2. Nouns. (a) Those derived from verbs. With the termination uog,
from a verb in agw, We notice ayiasuds, not found in the Greek writers,
as megoopds from needdn, vvaduasuds from dvzapuide; from verbs in e
ocCur poxoguouds, oveediapos, (Liob. p. 511.) ragoeyioués, foarziouos from
povride, cuBBariuds from cafBaride, sapeoviouds, ansheypués. LThe most
frequent formations are those in uo and oug, the former almost peculiar to
the N.T. idiom, but always formed according to the analogy of the
language, as Bdnriopa, janiua from Barzile, ete., Yevopn from Yevdzodac,
lsgdvevun, xordrmpa (xarariew), Godévaua, drrAque, drovyacpas FoTAu
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dirnpa, xardedepa, o7seéopafrom contracted verbs (like pedvyua). Thelatter
of these words are mostly taken in an abstract sense, (corresponding to the
infin.) except that gyzanpae signifies an instrument (asnouns in wo¢ frequently
do) and xavdrvpe the place of the xazanvew (Bustath. ad Odys. IV, 146. 33.).
The nouns in g, which are most frequent in the epistle to the Hebrews,
are almost all found in the Greel writers, except 6éayous, xardravos, ngéo-
avdes,® drondzewots, Suxaiwas, Blwdis, menoidyors Liob. p. 295. (2rinodyous).
In respect to nagagxsvy, see Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 825. § 119. N. 5.-¢, and
as to oixodous Lob. p. 490. To the abstract nouns belong some in poyy,
in the N. T\ naaopovy, on the contrary érugopory is directly derived from
énengopoy, but secopopy pre-exists in mecoua, although it can be referred
back to neldsw as nagopovs to maddew.} The concrete nouns present
very few peculiarities: from verbs in 0w, 12w, v2w, occur as rare forms
Bracwns, Ponriors, MegroThs, svoyyshioTs, yoyyvorys, and iagrsrys;E but
xorvfigrss (which however, is not peculiar to the N. T.) has no root
verb xopavfilew.  Tersovy forms rerswovgs (comp. porys and avrewris).
Instead of 8ubxzys the earlier writers rather say Swwxvsp, as 8drye for
8ézns.  The formation xardimnées from xarumerddw, Rom. xi. 8. (from the
Septuagint), which Wahl has received in the Clav. min., is very strange.
But that the noun was formed in connection with xazavigssw, is proved
by Dan. x. 9. Theod., and so xavamfis might signify obstupefaction
("%9n Ps. lix. 8.) and consequently forpor.]| The method of writing
zapciop, instead of zapcsiov, from zauwedw, Lob. p. 493, originated in a
careless pronunciation. Yet in Luk. xii. 24. all the Codd., and in Mtt.
vi. 6, many good ones have it: as they also write, without any variation,
yhwogdxopoy fOT yhwosoxopsior OF yhwosoxduor, from xopéw. Lob. p. 98.
(b) Those derived from adjectives. Here belong partly, some abstracts

* The form yvea seems to have been usual only in words compounded with appella-
tives: aipareyvels in N. T comp. with ¢paroxveia and geveyyvoia.

t Egibel also belongs to nouns derived from verbs in evw. We may either take it
in the sense usual in the Greek book language, or derive it from % gey; in the
latter case, we must suppose the intermediate forms £gi6og, £gidedery, which is not with-
out difficulty.

1 *Eaamifew primarily means to use the language and manner of the Greeks (Diog.
L. I. 8, 4.), most frequently to speak Greek, viz. by those who are not native Greeks;
and then it has no bad sense (De Wette’s Bible, in Hal. Enclye, p. 17, is incorrect),
Strabo 2, 98 Xen. Anab. 7. 3. 25. “Eanenoriig, a noun which is not found among the
Greeks, very naturally therefore, means « foreigner who speaks Greek, c. g. a Jew.

|| Fritzsche the elder in the Hall. Literaturzeit. 1834, Ergzsbl. Nr. 64. contends for
the signification pain (compunctio, dolor). But xazav. would at least be violent pain.
And farther the spirit of pain (Rom. xi. 8)), for a spirit full of evil, is rather far-
fetehed.
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in 2y, 6215, AS dyedens, dyrdrns, Gd¢benss anndens, ixawdens, aperdens (4piren
in earlier writers), s&angdens, zouidens, zereudrns, parobdrys, YUUVOTNSy phEyon
Aewdens, wupuozns, aioxedrns, mworqs see Lob. p. 850. (dxaddgrys Rev. xvil.
4. is not established), partly, those in oy as éhequooivy (from &nequwy, as
swigoatvy from sdpews, the former even in Diog. L), especially ayogeoivy,
ueyonaotvy with @ because the o adj. is short (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 327. § 119.
B. N. 9. b. c. Etym. Mag. p. 275. 44.), both later, and only Hellenistic
Greek words. Also among those in va, which originate from adject. in
0 gog are many later formations (Lob. p. 343.) e. g. Zraggio, as
eddaspovia from sddaipuwy, so occurs in 2 Pet. ii. 16. zagapgovia from ragd-
pewv. Some Codd. have the more usual mogapgosivy.® Finally, the
neuters of adject. in cos have frequently become substantives, as zogs-
L0y, pESOLLOY, Sronriov, cpdryton, etc. Fritzsche Prelimin. p. 42.

(d) Thaose derived from other nouns are, according to Buttm. ed. Rob.
p.328.§119.12, 10.2, Zidwnecv (stdwnov), Eravde (8r0ia), uvrde, (uinos, W)
and the feminine Basirgoa. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 328. § 119. 12. 8. e.
? Apedpdv, which is peculiar to the N. T\ originates from ¢3¢a. The gentil.
fem. from Doive is Tolvussa, so Mr. vii. 26. Swveopoividon, as King becomes
Kinooa. But perhaps the feminine was formed from the name of the coun-
try ®owixy, for many and good Codd. have in Mr. Svgogowwixtooa, (comp.
Fritzsche on the passage,) and this would be derived immediately from
a ground form ®owuxis, as Basiison is related to Paoinis, and instead of
Sxvdls, at least among the Romans, occurs also Scythissa, or as among the
Greeks from punaxcs also pundxisoa. Hewduawos Mt. xxii. 16. and Xeiore-
avds Acts xii. 26, (comp. Kawagravds Arrian. Epict. 1,19. 4,13.) of Gen-
tile and Patronym. belong to the later latinising formation. In the earlier
language the termination uros was used only in the formation of names
of cities and countries not Grecian. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 328. § 119. 12,

"74. A.  Of the diminutives may be noticed giBragldios, from Bifadecov,
which Pollux quotes, instead of the older forms 380 and GuBrcddguoy
(like ipozidagioy from ipaziSeor), Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 830. § 119. B. 6. .
Twvawxdguoy is after the usual analogy, yet it may be a rare form among
the Greeks, as azdgror Mr. xiv. 47. in some Codd. See Fritzsche on this
passage and on xawdgwos. On the diminutives in cov see Fritzsche
Pralimin. p. 43. Of these, J1xiov is unquestionably a later form.

The substantives in gecwor are properly neuters from adjectives, as
{RaoTguov, SvpiaTiglor, duraxTqguor, guhaxtreos immediately from purax-

* Of nouns derived from adj., some have the termination i for sz, Buttm. ed. Rob.
p. 327. § 119. B. a. Others vacillate between e and s, as xaxomede. Comp. Poppo
Thue. IL L 154. Bllendt. pref. ed Arrian. p. 30. As to this word, however, sie has
the most in its favor.
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#9¢, has, like it, an active signification, one who protects, one who guards.
‘Tracrqevor means properly that which reconciles, but can be referred to
the place where the reconciliation is effected (like guraxzrgior o watch-
house), and thence to the covering of the ark of the covenant, the mercy-
seat. ‘That it means operculum in the Septuagint, no one will believe
but Wahl. In Rom. iii. 25. the signification a propifiation is just as
good. A fem. subst. of this kind is devxenela, comp. srvregeia: sorngin
is immediately related to sweye, and swzygior also occurs as a substantive.
“Prseciov, i+ 8. Srepiioy i to be treated as a neuter of Szeggios, which, like
raregos from razye, is formed from the preposition irie, as there is no
intermediate adjective frtccos. S0 dwdyosov, (the Greeks themselves had
xarvdyouoy Lob. p. 297,) is derived from éva, see Fritzsche ad Mr. p.
611, whilst the more usual érdysoy comes from the adverb dva.

8. Apsecrives. (@) To those derived immediately from the primitive
form of a verb, Belong, perhaps, ne8és 1 Cor. ii. 4. comp. 85¢ from e,
Booxds from Béoxw, picdds from (¢sidw) pedouar. I would by all means
allow it in Paul, although it is well conjectured that it ought to be re-
jected.* Verbals in »o; (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 332, § 119. 13. 4. p. 371.
§ 134. 8. 9.) which in signification are sometimes equivalent to the Lat.
partic. in tus, as yrwords nOtUS, curevrds SAGINAUS, draldsvros UnAPIUS,
comp. eénvevoros inspiratus;t sometimes to adjectives in bilis, as égazds,
SvoBdoraxros, dxaranovsrds, and sometimes have an active sense, as dr-
zawgzos one who offends not, i. e. who does not sin, belong to this head.
*Ansipaorog signifies, either not attempted, or whick cannot be attempted,
like dnepuros which is usual among the Greeks. Buttm. ed. Rob. ibid.
Only ro3qvos means Acts xxvi. 23. he who shall suffer, comp. psvzzds,
npaxrés Aristot. de anima 3, 9. p. 64. Silb. Cattier. Gazophyl. p. 34. The
verbal mposfpuzos is most intimately connected with forms like Zryavg,
uéepws, and is an augmented form of which no examples occur in the
Greek language.

(b) Among the adject. which are formed from other adject. (particip.)
there are some worthy of remark, e. g. nsgioboros and Zruodoos from
negLotoa, éntotda, S Exovoiog from éxzww, fxofoa Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 330.
§ 119. 13, a. Lob. p. 4. ’Enwdboog is, that which is appointed for the
following day (bread), comp. Valckenaer Select. I. p. 190. Fritzsche ad
M. p. 267. (also against the derivation from odoia). But nsgsoisios no

# Qur latest commentaries and lexicons have treated this word very unsatisfucto-
rily. Pott copies, in part verbatim from Valckener’s Selecie, and Heydenreich re-
peats the mast unfortunate epinion of Storr.

t That this word in 2 Tim. iii. 6. is to be taken in a pcssive sense, is evident from
¥umvevorog, and cannot be doubted, although many similar derivatives have an active
signification, as vmievoros, dmveverog,
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more means only and merely proprius, as Wahl has it, than zeguovoe-
acuds, in the Septuagint, only property.. Iiwszuwxés (Mr. xiv. 3. John xii.
8.) from nuwzés means according to many old interpreters pure, genuine.
Among the ancient Greeks that word means convincing, also persuading
(Plat. Gorg. p. 455. A. Fext. Emp. advers. Matth. ii. 71. Theophrast.
Metaph. p. 253. Sylb.), although many Codd. have in almost all the pas-
sages nsworwds (See Bekker and Stallbaum on Plat.), in the later wri-
ters it means faithful, credible, Liicke John ii. 421. The transition to
pure would not seem impossible, when we reflect that technical expres-
sions (and such is »dgos mioz.), especially mercantile terms, are often
singular. It would be more appropriate to translate nuwz. drinkable,
from murioxw or the root mww, like ruwzds drinkable in Alschyl. Prom.
470. rwoege, niszea, nisreor, ete. which old lexicographers adduce. That
the ancients did drink the oil of spikenard, is asserted by Athen. 15. p.
689. Yet I cannot well understand why both Evangelists should apply
this epithet; since if the liquid ointment of nard, which they used to pour
out (Mr. xazazésw), did not differ materially from the drinkable nard,
the adjective muszuwxds would be as superfluous as to say liquid or fluid
nard. But the wdgsos aenvyy of Dioscor. is_fluid, which distinguishes it
from a solid, adhesive nard; and besides the drinkable nard of John
would not be adapted to the manipulation, which is denominated éas{pecv.
Finally, Fritzsche’s interpretation of nioz. (ad M. p. 601.) as qui_facile
bibi potest, lubenter bibitur, appears to me not well founded; nor is nugee-
#d¢ certainly to be found any where with the meaning drinkable. ITisvos
itself was not much in use (in Aschyl. it occurs in a quibble), and gave
place to the unequivocal 7ozos

(¢) Among others adgxivos and sagxuxss belong to the adjectives derived
from substantives. The former can only mean, of or belonging to flesh
{as &inwos of wood, xelbuwos of barley. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 331.
§ 119. 13. a.) the latter fleshly, carnal: and it is surprising that Gries.
bach did not at once substitute gogxuxds for sdgxwos in Rom. vii. 14.
1 Cor. iii. 1. Heb. vii. 16. Yet even Lachmann has retained the latter.*
Among the adjectives of fime in wo; (Buttm. ed. Rob. ibid.) are xa6y-
peguvis, dgfewds, ngwivds, which are later forms instead of xadyuiewos, etc.
the earlier: comp. rogwés. From guay is derived Swdexdgunos (comp.
zezgdpuros Herod. v. 66.), the neuter of which is used substantively in
Acts xxVi. 7. Kegapwwds (xegdpsios, xegdpeos) belong to the later adjec-
tive formations. '

* We may perhaps suppose that the later language of the people uscd these two
forms interchangably.

11



86 PART SECOND. DOCTRINE OF FORMS.

B. Derivation by Composition.

(a) There are many derivatives (nouns) whose first part is a noun; yet
there is nothing in their compusition contrary to analogy, although but
few similar formations occur in the Greek written language; comp. duxo-
0X£16L0, POTEWOPLOSTYTy SRANCOXGEIt, SXANLOTLAYTN0S, GxeoBrorin, drgoywyLs
aios, GALovgoeiiononos (Comp. danozguonedywy in Plato), dvfewrdessxos
Lob. p. 621. novauopieyros, xoedioyvdorng, onwdBewros, opfanpuodovrele,
sidwnondzens (comp. Yevdordrens, Theodos. Acroas. ii. 78.) Ssopoprau.—
‘Awuarexgvoio is regularly formed from depa.  Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 338,
§ 120. 2.; yecwpenévys is written with an « according to the best Codd.
although the form zgeop. may not be without analogy, Lob. p. 691.
About asfdrys sce Buttm. ed. Rob. ibid.  Asvrepodexdzy Hieron in Ezek.
c. 45. is most similar to the composition devzepdnpuros Luk. vi. 1. The
latter signifies second first, the former second tenth. The first part of
the compound is more rarely a verb, as in e§sno00pnoxeca, voluntary wor-
ship: comp. i8er050unio. The inseparable o priv. as the first part of the
compound presents nothing unusual; the o intensive, appears only in the
familiar verb drevilew. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 335. § 120. N. 11.
Diderlein de onga intensivo sermonis Greci. Erl. 1830. 4to.

(b) Where the lafter part of the compound is a verb, it appears as an
unchanged root only in composition with the old prepositions (Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 336. § 121. 2.); in other cases it is so changed that the verb as-
sumes its ending from a noun derived from the root, as ddwvareiy, uono-
yeiaBau, voubetsly, sbspysTely, Tportogopeiv, etc.*  ‘Ouelpesbos (as the better
Codd. have for {uelpesfac 1 Thes. ii. 8.) is rather opposed to this, if it
be derived from éuot, suds and elpsew Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 792. At least
no verb of the kind occurs with ou. comp. suadée from Guados, spodpopciv,
Sunpevew, Suodvysiv, Suieln, etc. A genitive, which in the above passage
is governed by the verb, would also be strange (comp. Matth. I1. 907.)
Yet perhaps the former ought not to be too strongly urged in a word de-
rived from the popular language. But if peipsofac, as it is found in
Nicand. Ther. 402. for {peipecfos, Were the original form, uelpesbos Spsi-
peafos would stand together as well as dupesgac and 580psafoe. The word
will always be a riddle.

A formation peculiar to the Hellenistic language is rposwrorgmzelv,
(nposwntorgnrys, nposwnompbio Theodor. Acroas. I. 82. arpocwrorsgrros.).

# On apparent exceptions, as xahowaeiy, ayafomoiiv, see Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 336.
§121.3. N, 3.
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A corresponding verb is dxazargrreiy Sext. Emp. hypoth. 1. 310.; comp.
for the concrete derivative Swogonireys and égyongrzys Septuag., duymovoryn-
2n¢ Justin. M. Apol. 2. p. 80. Gétz. The N.T. has many such compo-
sitions unknown to the Greeks, like steogwmonsnzys, in which the second
part is a nominal form derived from a verb, but where the first indicates

- the object (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 838. § 121. 6.) e. g. defwndfas, who takes

the right side of some one, therefore satelles. From them originate
again: (a) Abstract nouns, where belong ocxqronyyis (from oxyvo-
Rypyds), xrwosinyia, ete. (D) Verbs, like aboBonsiy from aboBénos (comp.
avBoBoreiv, Oy¢ofarsiv, ete.), oghomodesy from dehésous.

In verbs compounded of two or more prepositions, the preposition
which forms the double compound is placed first, as dwexdéxzcfacy cvvor-
ziropBivesbas.  Awsagaredy 1 Tim. vi. 5. would not be conformable to
this, if the meaning were, false assiduity, or unprofitable disputation;
since this compound conld only mean continued (endless) hostilities, and
in this- sense wogadiuze3y must be taken. Nevertheless a majority of
the Codd. is for siamag. Therefore a transposition of the prepositions in
this compound is made, Fritzsche Comment. in Mr. p. 796. Such a
transposition, however, might have been made by the transcribers. Dut
on the whole, in this passage Scwmag. would admit the sense continuved
dissensions. The other compounds with Swzegw. which oceur in 1 Kings
vi. 4. dwwagaximzesfar, 2 Sam. iil. 30. Swwagargesiy would, as to the

. meaning, be regular, were there no doubt in relation to the l"ormex;. See
> Schleussner Thes. Philol. on this word. The compound wuguxaradqxy

and aagadyxy have the same signification. Lob. p. 312. The latter form
is the most frequent in the N. T. The two forms vacillate in the Codd.
also in Plutarch Ser. Vind. See Wyttenb. II. p. 530. Heinichen ind.
ad FEuseb. 111. p. 529,

Single as well as double compound verbs frequently occur in the Greek
of the Bible, which are not found in other Greek writers. Especially are
verbs, which earlier writers used in the simple form, augmented by pre-
positions which represent the mode of action sensibly; (as the later lan-
guage was particularly fond of the perspicuous and the expressive.).
Thus xazorgdde, to stone down, ifogxilsw as if, to swear (in the judicial
sense. 1I7s.), to take an oath from one, ifasredmzec to lighten forth,
dxyauiley to marry out ('elocare), Sueyelesw, iavarérnew, ¢Eoporoyecy.

NotE. Proper names, especially those which are compounded, occur
often in the N. T\ in the contractions peculiar to the popular language,
which are often very forcible (Lob. p. 434.), as "Ageeuac for AgrspiSugas
'"I‘.lt. iil. 12.; Nougas for Nopgpddagos Col. iv, 15.; Zyvas for Zqedwe Tit.
lit, 18,5 Tlugusvas for Mogueridys Acts vi. 5.; Aqude probably for Aquéverog
or Aquagzos Col. iv. 14.°2 Tim. iv. 10.; perhaps also "Ezageas for ‘Eag-
eédezog Col, 1.'7. 1v. 12, and ‘Eguds for ‘Eepoyévyg. Rom. xvi. 14. @sdas
for @eidwgos, 1. 8. ®:ddwgos and Aovxa: for Lucanus (among the Greeks,
comp. *Ansgas for "AnéEavdeos, Mywas for Myrédugos).  Many in a¢ without
circumflex are found abbreviated, e. g. *Apanias for Ampliatus Rom. xvi.
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8. ’Avzigas for "Avzizareos Rev. ii. 18, Kaedoas for Kasdsareos Luuk. xxiv.
18. perhaps Sirag from Suovards, see Heumann Pecile 111, p. 314.—
Sdaazpos from Sosimarpos Acts xX. 4. (as some Codd. have), although
niore contracted in the beginning of the word, might be very forcible,
but the former can also be an original form. On the contrary the pro-
per names in aaos, which perhaps are not only contracted by the Dori-
ans in aag (Matth. 1. 149.), are written in the New Testament without
abbreviation Nuxéaaos, *Apyéaamos. (About the contraction in the verb
xopubew for zareuvew see Liob. p. 340.), .



PART III.

SYNTAX.

CHAPTER I.

ON THE USE OF THE ARTICLE.*

§ 17. The Article with Nouns.

It is easy to apprehend the fundamental law, that the article stands
before a noun which designates a definite object, (comp. Epiph. keer. 1,
9, 4.), yet it must be, and always should have been equally important to
the critic and the exegesist, to be acquainted with the various uses of this
part of speech in the N. T. The following instances may be noted.

1. An appellative noun (subst. or adj. and partic. used substantively),
is definite, or takes the def. article: (¢) When it designates an object, of
which there is but one, as ¢ #aos, % v, % Suxatootvy, 70 dyadoy the good
(abstractly), virtue. In such cases the object is characterized as definite,
by this unity of existence. Examples from the N, T. are unnecessary.
(b) When out of a whole class of objects, it distinguishes a single one to
be thought of separately. This must be either an object already known
to the reader, or brought to view in a preceding sentence. Comp. Herm.
ad Soph. Ajac. 1206. ad ed. R. 838. (¢) When a word, which
properly designates an individual of a class, in the singular the genus,
expresses the object merely as existing, without respect to the number
of such objects, Schiifer ad Long. p. 373, (yet see Engelhardt ad Plat.

* A, Kluit Vindicie artic.in N. T. Trai. et Alemar. 768. 771. P. I. Tom. L. IIL P.
IL. Tom. 1. 1L 8vo. J. Middlcton on the Gr. article. Schulthess in den Theol. Annal.
1808. p. 56. E. Valpy on the Gr. artic. in his N, T. Lond. 3.edit. 1834. 3 vols. 8vo.



90 PART THIRD. ON THE USE OF THE ARTICLE.

Euthyphr. p. 100),* as § avpazideys the soldier, § novnpos the base. Comp.
Mt. xii. 85. 6 aryados GrSewsos ix 7ob ayadoed Snoavgob FxBarrer T4 wyodd,
Luk. x.7. Rom. iv. 6. Gal. iii. 20. iv. 1. also 1 Thess. iv. 6. iy ¢&
wedypaze in business.t Ilere belong also 6 woyuny é xands John x. 11.
é owstgwy Luk. viii. 5., where the concrete idea of the good shepherd,
etc. (therefore the genus) is expressed. So always in fables, apologues
and parables. Comp. Exod. xxiii. 1.

Examples under (b) are Mt. xxvi. 27. (Luk. xxii. 17. Mr. xiv. 28. the
article is to be used according to the best Codd.) aaBow #o sozypiov the
cup which stood before the master of the house, to hand it around; Luk.
iv. 20. @zvfas 25 BuPrioy dwodovs 2i venphey closed the book and gave it
again to the (appointed) servant, who handed it to him, v. 17. Luk. ix.
16. naBaw vols wives derovs, namely the loaves mentioned v. 13., Acts ix.
7. eloqaev eis 2o oimedy tnfo the house, which was described to him v.
11.; John iv. 438. pezd 2ds 8o fuépas sEqrdev Exeidev, Namely after the two
days mentioned v. 40.; John xiii. 5. Bdaree §8wp sis 20w virzipa into the basin,
which usually stood in the room; John ii. 14. elpsy &y 26 Lep Tobg mohoTY-
vag Béas xai péBaza the cattle dealers, who kept the market in the temple
(but who properly should have remained out of the iepds), as we are used
to say: the cloth-makers (who are accustomed to visit the fair) I found in
King-street; v. 86. z4jv poprvplow, the testimony, to which I appeal (v. 81.)
and by which I approve myself to you; Jas. ii. 25. “PadB # ndpvy drodeé-
apévy 7 od s wyyérovs namely, those of whom we are at-once reminded in
the familiar history, by the mention of the name Rahab: Mr. 1. 7. ¥exezas
& toxvedreeds wov.with a direct reference to Christ; Rev. xx. 4. 2Basirevoor
ped, Tod xeuorod 2o xiha the thousand years, i. e. the definite period of
a thousand years for the reign of the Messiah, Jas. ii. 14. 2¢ 2o 8penos,
dow nioww Aéyy 7us Exew the advantage, which could be expected (comp.
ii. 16.1 Cor. xv. 82.), 1 Cor. iv. 5. zéze § ¥mawos yevjosror éxdore dmd
vob Seov the deserved praise (as Mt. v. 12. Rom. iv. 4. 1 Cor. ix. 18.)
6 peodos; John vii. 24, iy Suxaiaw xelow xgivars not a righteous judgment,
but the righteous judgment, i. e. that which in the present case is the
right, in opposition to the unjust one, which they had given, comp. v. 23.;
Acts v. 37. dvégrn Tovdas 6 Caniharos év vars guécass 73 anoyeudis of the
(then the last) census known to the reader; xxi. 88. § évacrvardoas xal

* Herm. pref. ad Eurip. Ipheg. Aul. p. 15. Articulus quoniam origine pronomen
demonstrationis est, definit infinita idque duobus modis, aut designando certo de mul-
tis aut quee mnlta sunt cunctis in unum colligendis.

+ In the plural, it is plain that, e. g. Mtt. xxiv. 28. of deréi, when particular cagles
are not meant, must signify the whole specics. On the other hand, in Heb. vi. 16.
&vBgamos xavi Tou paeifoveg Spvdouat, men swear, ete, i, e. whoever of men swears, ete.
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Earyoryiw 215 oy Eoquoy T o b ¢ Tedguxisythiovs GvSens 7iy cuxagiwy the known
Jfour thousand men (the event occurred not long before), see Kiinsl on
this passage; xxvii. 88. ixBarrdusvor 7ow oizoy eis vijy dragoon the grain,
which made up the cargo (it was an Alexandrian ship with a cargo of
grain), Acts xi. 13. #dc 2ov dyyenov the angel, which Luke mentioned
above x. 8. 22. (where the author forgets, that these words are directed
to Peter, who was not yet acquainted with this angel); Acts xvii. 1. é7ov
7y 1 ovvorywyy ¢iv Tovdaiay the Jews’ synagogue, namely of this city, which
in consequence of the small Jewish population had only one synagogue:
as we say of a village: the church stands on a hill, etc.; Heb. xi. 28.
6 dnodeevawr, the destroyer, which is spoken of in the second baok pf Moses.
Comp. also 1 Cor. x.10. 1 Cor. xv. 8. &onegel 26 Exveduars (Where zq
(zwe) is unnecessary), fo me as the after birth, (late born,) namely among
the apostles; Jas. ii. 20. 26. 5 niszis yoels 2Gv ¥eywr vexed ove not: with-
out works, (comp. v. 17), but without the works, produced especially by
faith., 2 Cor. i. 17. pize dea o5 nodpiy éxpnodunr, where 2ragpe. is used
objectively as an inherent property of human nature, as they say in Ger-
man, the avarice has dominion over him, the drunkenness conquers him;
yet # énopp. here might refer to the levity with which he had been charged;
Luk. xviii. 15. =pocéppor dwrg xai v Bpépy, namely, which they had, their
children; John vi. 3. dwse sis 20 8pos on the mountain which was répoy
75 Son. near the shore, where Jesus had landed, comp. Mt. xxv. 29. also
the easy passages Mt. ii. 11. xiii. 2. John xx. 1. xxi. 20. vi, 10. Luk. v.
14. 21. 1 Cor. x. 1. Acts. ix. 2. 1 Cor. v. 9. Mr. vii. 24. John xii. 12.
xiii. 4. xviii, 15. Mt. viii. 4. (Fritzsche Quat. Ev. I, p. 307) Heb. v. 4.;
in Rom. ix. 4. it is not necessary to lay, after P¥akl, an unusual stress
on the article. ‘O épyduevos is the Messiah,* 5 xpiows the judgment of the
world by Messiak, Mt. xii. 41., 5 vopo¥zsin, Rom. ix. 4. the giving of the
law on mount Sinai, % swrnpio the salvation (of the Messiah, christian),
% ypopry the (holy) scripture, § nteypdlwr satan, etc. % Epyuos is according to
the context sometimes the Arabian desert (Arabia Petreea) John. iii. 14.
vi. 31, Acts vii. 30. at other times the xaz’ cZoysw so called, desert of Judah
Mat. iv. 1. xi. 54. Comp. the oft-recurring doxology dweg (xvpig, $eg)
7 86ka (xai v & xpdros.) to him be the glory, viz. that which belongs to him
alone, Rom. xi. 36. xvi. 27. Ephes. iii. 21. Gal. i. 5. Phil. iv. 20. 2 Tim.
iv. 18. 1 Pet. iv. 11. (comp. Rev. iv. 11. G&og, &ty xvpeey Aafecy ¢ 9 v Sk
xal 2 Ty %ol 2ay Svvauw,t V. 13, 5 duroyia xal 7 vopn xol 5 8cka xol 7 O

* Sce Liicke on ¢ wgophng, John i, 21,

+ Comp. Xen. Anab. 5.6, 34. = 4y Siuny 2miribéves, Lucian diall. deor. 15, =i houyiay
dyew, Heliod. ZBith. 1,21, 40, Cor. =iy ey Exew, for which in N. T. we find only xdew
Exew. Lul, xvii, 9. Acts ii. 47. 2 Tim. i. 3.
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%pdzog tis Tovg aidrag, etc. and the well known forms: 2xsc ¥svor § xrovd-
pds xai 6 Bpuypds ziw 886vrey Mt. viii. 12. Luk. xiii. 28. etc. there will
take place the wailing and gnashing of teeth, which they deserve.

Between roano and of nonnoi taken absolutely (in the latier sense rare
in the N. T.) the usual distinction is made. The lattor signifies, the
many (as known), either in definite contrast with a unity. Rom. xii. 5.
of woanod &v oospe éopwey (1 Cor. x. 17.), or with a single one, Rom. v. 15.
19.; or without any such contrast, the multitude, the (great) mass, (with
the exception of a few) Mt. xxiv. 12., and hence in 2 Cor. ii. 17. the
vulgus doctor. Christ., the body of Christian teachers. See Schifer
Melet. p. 3, 65.  Of drnog, of danos, of rdrrss need no elucidation.

It is singular that interpreters, when they use the article in the N. T.
contrary to their custom, have mostly erred in judgment. So Kiinal
after Krause (a wretched guide, where grammatical accuracy is required)
in & 25 2xxmqoig Acts vii. 38., when he maintains that, because of the
article, a certuin assembly of people is meant. The context perhaps
would justify this meaning, but 4 sxxans. only grammatically considered,
may as well signify the assembly (as Grotius and others interpret)

X 51, and the article would then be as legitimately used as in any
case. So Acts viil. 27. 5 Zequos (6805). In 2 Thess. iii. 14. also, the inter-
preters have placed much dependence on the article in 8ua 275 Zrnvsrorss,
and therefore deny the possibility of connecting these words with the
following oyuswovege. The omission of the article in two Codd. may per-
haps be accounted for in this way. Paul could very well say, §id v7¢
2ruor. oquew, if he then expected an answer from the Thessalonians: de-
scribe him to me in the letter, viz. that which I expect from you, or
which you have to write to me.*

2. In the above mentioned passages the German language also pre-
fixes the article, while it is contrary to its genius to use it in the following
places, Acts xxvi. 24. § Efozos peydry v§ povy ipy (comp. xiv. 10. Lucian
Catapi. 11. Diod. Sic. 1, 70. 83. Polyb. 15, 29.) 1 Cor. xi. 5. rpopy-
2 EVOV00 AxOTOXEADT R T XEPAMG, Rev. ii. 18. ¥ywr 704 ¢ pSaruobs adrov b
#rdya nupds, 1'he article is used here, because the particular head and
eyes of the person mentioned are intended, which should be more
minutely described by means of a predicate, asif it were said, *“with his
voice, which is strong, with his head, which is uncovered.” 1In the last
example we can come nearest to the Greek, “he had his eyes as fire,”
i. e. the eyes, which he had, were as fire. Rev. iv. 7. lGov 2xov 20 mpdoc-
oy &g avdpwros (some Codd. leave out the article), Heb. vii. 24. anapd-
Bozoy Exew iy fepwovery Mr. viil. 17. ¥z memwopepévgy Yyeve » v xapdiov
dudy, Mt. iii. 4. Fuge 2 6 Bdupa adrod dnd vpuydy zawirov. Heb. v. 14. The
Greek expression is more particular than the German. Comp. as parallels
Xen. Cyrop. 5, 1. 2. buoiew zais dovrans eiye 293 £0347a, Theophr. Char.

* Bengel on this passage, gives an entirely different interpretation of dia +fi; imisr.
snw., in which, however, the article retains its force.
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12. (19) zods Syvxas peydrovs Exwr, Eurip. Electr. 737. Thue. 1, 23. 6, 86.
[lian. Anim. 13,15. Diod. Sic. 1, 52. 2, 19, 54. 3, 34. 49. Lucian.
Eunuch. 11. and dial deor. 8, 1. Isocr. ep. 7. p. 1012. Polyaen. 8, 10,
1. Galen temper. 2, 6. Plat. Pheedr. p. 242, B. Polyb. 8, 4. 1. See
Kriiger ad Dion. Hal. p. 126, Poppo ad Thue. III. 1. p. 115. and
about a relative use of ihe article, Herm. ad Sopk. Electr. 294.

3. That participles in an absolute sense, as substantives, (comp.
6 revpalov, & Subney duas Gal. 1, 23.) or resolved by he who, have the
article, is well understood (Matth. 1I.717.): 1 Cor. ix. 13, odx ofdare,
671 61 78 Segd dgyadopevor Ex o iegob 0Siousw; of TG SvansTngle mEos-
sdestovres 76 Svoraorreie ovppegilovras, that they, who lubour in fholy
things (of icgoveyor) ete. 2 Cor. ii. 2. xai o5 forw & edppuiver pe, &o s §
awrodpevos ¥ iuov; Mt. x. 20, Phil. ii. 13, On the other hand the po-
sition of the article before the participle in the following passages will be
striking, because it is contrary to the genius of our language, and seems
even to violate a logical rule: John v. 82. danos dowiv § papropdy mep dpov,
Gal. i. 7. zwés duow ol zapdogorres Duds, Col. ii. 8. Brémere ‘u'/} 265 Duas
¥olae & ovhayaydys Acts ii. 47. § xdpos npoceriSer 7 0¥ s cwlopévovs xod’
Auépoy T Exarnoie, 2 Cor. xi. 4. sipiv yap & 2pxdpevos drnoy "Ingody xqpuodst,
etc. In the first three passages the darog and »wis seem to mark the
distinction indefinitely. The passage in Acts ii. 47., Stolz traunslates,
¢« The Lord added daily saved to the church,” (in the German saved is
without the article in Stolz’s translation). In those passages of John
in which & pagrvedy occurs, it refers to the definite witness (God) :
there is another who bears witness to me (Doederlein ad @d. C. p.
475.) comp. John v. 45. In Gal. and Col. the o zagdosovess and the
sunayaysy are directly thought of as such, and the whole mode of expres-
siort is similar to the known Greck éusiv 6u aéyovees (comp. Matth. 1.
- 718.) Lysias pro bon. Aristoph. 57. siou 8 vwes 6u ngoavarioxovrss, ete.
Lucian. Abdic. 3. 5o6v zowes Go pawog dexqy zobz’ sivar vouclovzes, etc. In
Aets §u swlduevor are the particular persons, who accepted the christian
faith and were saved by it: the Lord added daily to the church, (namely)
those who (by their faith) were saved (from eternal destruction). Not dis-
similar in Plat. Menex. p. 236. B. éz¢ aéanover "Adqvoior degsioos zow
#gowza, Polyaen, 5, 1. 1. Diog. L. 2, 8. 6. Demosth. adv. Nicostr. p. 723.
A. Ellendt. ¢d Arrian. Alex. IL. 235. Stallbaum ad Plat. rep. I1. 122.
(1 Sam. xiv. 39. Gen. xI. 8. xli. 8. Zeph. iii. 13.). Finally, in 2 Cor. the
apostle contemplates the case, that a false teacher will appear; in ¢ concrete
sense: if he who appears (he, whom I have definitely before my mind
as appearing among you), preaches, etc. See Matth. II. Berphardy p.
318.  On the infinitive with the article, see below, § 44.

12
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The connection in Luk. xviii. 9. slaé @pds zwos vis wewoiddras p’ fovrois,
is easily explained. Here the zwss are some who cannot be more pre-
cisely designated, yet in of @ewoif. are characterized by a definite pro-
perty: some, and they were such as trusted, etc. Comp. Acts xix. 14,
Herm. «d Soph. R. 107. Diderlein ad (Ed. Col. p. 296.

4. In many of these .passages interpreters explain ¢ as the indefinite
article (comp. Kiihnol on John xix. 82.),* which was to be found formerly
even in the Gr. writings, but whieh in the N. T. they reduced to the
Hebrew. But on the one hand the Hebrew article 1 is never used as a
definite article (see Ewald 568. and Simon. Lex. Heb. Winer’s ed. 239. in
opposition to Gesen. Lekrgeb. 655. who had not seen what appeared in
the New Theol. Annal. 1808. p. 220.); on the other hand it is inconceiv-
able that a language, which once possesses and feels the definite article,
should ever use it as an indefinite. How could a rational man, instead
of “I saw a mountain,” say < I saw the mountain?’ Even children and
uneducated persons in German (in English also), use the article correct-
ly, and it would be a revolution of the laws of thought, to express as de-
Jfinite, that which is conceived indefinitely. Cases, however, where it is
indifferent whether the article be used or not, must not be confounded
with those which are here the subject of remark. The use or the omis-
sion of the article in such instances depends on the manner in which the
mind has conceived the proposition, but has ro influence on the principal
idea. We must therefore distingnish between an objective and subjec-
tive use of the article. (Comp. Sintenis ad Plut. Themist. p. 190.)

Passages in which it is of no material importance whether the article
be prefixed or not, are Jas. ii. 26. 2 oduo xopis mvevparos vexpdy dozw,
the body without spirit is dead: ywpis zov wvev. would be, without the
spirit, viz. that spirit which is usvally connected with the human body.
Heb. v. 11. ®zpl ov morvs 5uiv § aéyos sermo, quem instituere deberemus.
Without the article it would be a protracted discourse. One Cod. wants
the art. in this passage. Comp. Heindorf ad Plat. Protag. p. 511.—
Luke xii. 54. reads, in good Codd. érav i8nzs vepéirgy dvazéarovoay Gmd
Svoudw: the received text has z 4v veg.; either is admissible. With the
art. the words mean, if you see the cloud (which appears in the sky)
rising in the west, if the clouds be moving from that direction. Col. 1, 186.
v e ixzicln 7 & w dv 7 a, signifies the (existing) all, the whole of things;
navea would he, every thing which exists. 'The sense is not affected by
the article, but the two ideas differ in the conception of the mind. In
respect to John i. 31. the judgment of Matthii is correct.  Mit. xx. 26.
aofow § Tnoovs # b v dprov (which was lying there, which was left), but

# Sturz Lewic. Xenoph. I1L. p. 232. adduccs passages from Xenoph. where the ar-
ticle must be taken for =iz
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Mr. xiv. 22. Luke xxii. 19. 1 Cor. xi. 23. dpzov bread, or a loaf (accor-
ding to the best Codd.) Comp. Mt. xii, 1. with Mr. ii. 23. Luke vi. 1.
Mt. xix. 3. with Mr. x. 2. Luke ix. 28. with Mr. ix. 2.

In the following parallel sentences the use of the article is not always
consistent, e.g. Luke xviil. 2. 767 edv uq Pofoduevor xal dvdpwror pg
dvzpentdpevos, Vo 27, 26 advvaza apd Gvdpurors Svvard £67c aed T S6¢, XX.
25. 4reddors 76 Kaloagos Kaisagr xal 76 7o Seob r¢ Seg (some Codd. how-
ever have ¢ Kais.), Luke xvii. 4. ¥sovzas dvo 720 xhlvys weds, 635 rwagas
qPInoeTan, xal & Evspog dpednoerus, 1 John iil. 18. uy dyandusy Adye uyd:
25 ynoooy (according to the best Codd. 2 Tim. i. 10. (Rom. iii. 10. from
the Septuagint) 1 Cor. ii. 14. 15. Rom. ii. 29. vi. 19. Mt. vi, 24. xxiv. 40.
also Heb. xi. 38. See Porson ad Eurip. Phoen. p. 42. ed. Lips. Ellendt
ad Arrian. Alex. 1. p. 58. Firtsch com. de locis Lysiee. p. 49,  Comp.
Plat. rep. 1. p. 332. C. Xen. Anab. 3. 4. 7. Galen temper. 1. 4. Diog. L. 6.
1. 4. Lueian Eunuch. 6. Liban. Oratt. p. 118. 1). Porphyr. Abstin. 1. 14.

On the other hand the use and the omission of the article is clear to every
one, in Luke ix. 13. odx 2uotw Ay whstor §) méEvTE deTou xal (xdVes Svw
v. 16. 2By 2 0d s mevzs rl'gftolus xal 7 ods dvo (xdvas, Rom. v. 7. wdres yap
DREp 81X 00V Tug GOJOVELTAL, DIEP YUP T OV Gy oS 0D TAYH Tus X0l TOALG
drodavecy for ¢ good (honest) man in civil society—for the kind, i. e. the
benefactor, whom he has, ete.  Riickert has certainly misunderstood this
passage. On Mt. xxii. 28. see Fritzsche.

In a few passages, where we would say (in German) e, (in Eng. with-
out any artic. either def. or indef.) the article is used in Greek, and none
but an attentive reader could discern that it has no force: e. g. John ii.
25, ov ypelav elyev ivo Tus papTvpnoy nEpl TOD GrOpWTOY, adTds Yip Eyivesrey
ol év 26 dwfpong. In the Greek here, what we express generally and
abstractly, is, by a lively representation, coneeived as conerete and real:
the man, with whom he had (each time) to do, who came to meet him.
No reasonable objection can be made to the use of the singular in this
case. To demand the plural, because not only one individual, but many
at the same time often came to him, is to act the pedant, and to misap-
prehend the nature of the singular. The preceding plur. of zoanoi v. 28,
is not to be taken into consideration here, because the evangelist would
express a universal proposition, not applicable only to the present case.
That the zou may be taken for zwos is certain; comp. Herm. ad Vig. p.
703., but with the above interpretation, this is unnecessary. John iii.
10. ob &0 § Suddoxanros 78 Iopayh, the latest interpreters translate, ¢ Art
thou @ teacher of Israel?” taking no notice of this striking article.—
Schmieder’s interpretation (Program. in G'al. iii. 19. p. 4.) is not admis-
sible: nor can we believe that the article, which in thousands of places .
in the N. T is used correctly, is in this single passage to be translated a.
The article here is rather to be taken rhetorically: “Art thou the teacher
of Israel, and knowest not these things? TFor the sake of contrast Jesus
calls Nicodemus, not 8Sugx. but ¢ 6 » Siducx. See Fritzsche ad Mr. 613.
Comp. Plat. Crito. p. 51. A. xal ¢b groees TabTa stowsy dlxata npderew, § 75
danOzio w5 dpevqs encusndueros, and Mr. xiv. 18. Valckenzer ad Eurip.

* This supports my interpretation of Gal. iii. 20. where I am charged with taking
sic for sele.
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Phen. p. 552. Stallbaum ad Plat. Euthyphr. p. 12. See Liicke on this
passage, in respect to a recently proposed interpretation.

Norg 1. In some few cases the use or the omission of the article in-
dicates the individual style of the different authors. Gersdorf in Sprack-
characteristiclk 1. Thl. p. 89. 272, has proved that the four Evangelists
write almost uniformly § Xpuowos, the expected Messiah, like § 2pyduevos;
but Paul and Peter Xp:szds, because with them the word had become more
of a proper name. In the epistles of the two latter however, those cases
must be excepted, where the preceding noun, on which Xpisrds depends,
or a pronoun following, which relates to Xpisros (2 Cor. iv. 4. Col. iv. 3.
Rom. vii. 4. 1 Cor. i. 17.) takes the article; e. g. 2 Thess. iii. 5. sis 74w
bropoviy 7§ Xpisrs, and especially the well known and established formu-
la 26 évayyérior zob xprozd.

Norr 2. In respect to the article the manuscripts vary much (espe-
cially in John, se¢ Eichh. Einleit. I1. 275.), particularly in passages
where its use or omission is a matter of indifference: and here the critic
must be guided more by the value of the Codd. than by a supposed man-
ner of the individual authors; e. g. Mtt. iv. 4. some Codd. read odx ex’
dero pdve {igera & dvdgwros, others dvzwmnos. Both are correct according
to the sense. 'The latter means, ¢ by bread alone no man lives.” Comp.
Mitt. xiii. 22. Luke viit. 14. Mt. xil. 1. szdyvag, Mr. iii. 28. Brocpguio
(where ¢ Bracgyu. is to be preferred), vi. 17, ev puraxg (better than ¥y »5
q)-uhmx/ﬁ), X, 88. Twdyys (better than § “Ywds.), X. 2. Saguoaior, X. 46. vig,
Xi. 4. nanov, Xil. 38, Sugiiw, Xiv. 33, “Idxwpor, 60. ei¢ pégov, Luke ii. 12, &
pdzvy, iV 9. §vids, iv. 29, Fog dapevos 7ob Bgovs, iv. 38, nevdego vov Sipwwog,
vi. 35. ddbiorou, Mr. xv. 12. 6y Aéyeve Basiréa vav Tovdalwy, X. 88. zors yeau-
pazsvos, Vi. 8. zis 686y (more correctly z4p 686»), Gal. iv. 24. and others.

The editors of the N. T\, hitherto have not paid suflicient attention to
such passages, only pointing out the variations.

Note 3. The indefinite article, in some passages, is denoted by the
numeral {5, as among the later Greeks.* Mt. viii. 19. reoserdow o
veoupazeds, ete. John vi. 9. foro nawddeior 8v 8 Mt. xxi. 19. Rev. viil. 13.
but Mr. xiv. 47. is fu5 2&v ragsorgzérov as in the Latin: unus adstantivm.
Conip. Lucian. dial. mort. 3. 1. Herodian. 7. 5. 10. Alschin. dial. 2. 2.7
and Jas. iv. 13. in Zurdy &ve the numeral retains its signification, still
more in Rom. ix. 10. and 2 Cor. xi. 2. also John vii. 21. comp. Boisson-
nade ad Eunap. 345. Ast. ad Plut. Legg. 219. Jacobs ad Achill. Tat.
p. 898. Schiifer ad Long. 399.1 Eis =zu unus aliquis are sometimes

* So also the Heb. 7 See Gesen. Lekrgeb. p. 655. This use of &f; depends on
the above mentioned peculiarity of the later language, for the purpose of more em-
phatic expression, ‘

t Tig vav wagerwmn. might be taken as equivalent to the Latin suorum aliquis.
Comp. Luk. vii. 36, xi. 1.

} Bretsehneider refers to this rule, 1 Tim. iii. 2. 12. Tit. i. 6. pud¢ yvvamde dvig: he
shall be a man of a wife, or a husband. But independently of the fact that 1 Tim.
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connected together, Mr. xiv. 51. (partitive Mr. xiv. 47. John xi. 49.)
See Heindorf ad Plat. Soph. 42. Ast. ad Plut. Polit. 532. and ad Plat.
Legg. p. 50. Boisson. ad Marin. p. 125.

5. The noun which is rendered definite by the use of the article, may
be the predicate as well as the subject of a sentence, although more
frequently the latter. In the N. T. however, the predicate is found
oftener with the article, than is usually supposed.* We remark the
following passages: Mr. vi. 3. duy éveds dovw 6 véxewr is this not the
(known) carpenter? vii. 15. ixeivd iozs 24 xowwoivea 7o avdgornor that is it,
that the man, ete. xii. 7. dvrds 2ovw & xAygovopos, Xiil. 11. ob ydg észs
duels 6u ranovwreg, Mt. Xxvi. 26, 28. zoizd dove 70 sdpd wov, ToiTd dure 7o
Gopd pou, John iv. 42. olzés Zorw & gweqe Tov xdopov, 1 Cor. x. 4. 5 &
nbrga 7y & Xevords, Xi. 3. naveds dvdgos 0 xedorg & Xeeords éove, XV. B6.
Stvopss vis auagias & vouos, 2 Cor. iii. 17. § xdguog 2o nyevud éaziv, 1 John
ilis 4. 5 duagria ioviv 4 dvopin, Phil. ii. 13. § deds sovew & dvegyaw, Ephes.
il 14+ abrds ydg éovw & elgquy fuiv.  Comp. Mat. v. 13. vi. 22. xvi. 16.
Phil. iii. 3. 19. Ephes. i. 23. ii. 14, 15. 1 Cor. xi. 3. 2 Cor. iii. 2. Rev.
1. 17. 1i. 28. iii. 17. xviii. 23, xix. 10. xx. 14. Tit. iii. 8. 2 Pet. i. 17.
Acts iv. 11. vii. 32. viii. 10. 37. ix. 21. 22, xxi. 28. 88. 1 John iv. 15.
v.1.6.7. Jud. 19. Johni. 4. 8. 19. 25. 33. 34. 50. iv. 29. v. 35. 39.
vi. 14. 50. 51. 58. 63. 69. vii. 26. 41. viii. 12. 18, ix. 8. 19. 20. x. 7.
14. 24, xi. 25. 27, xiv. 6. 21. xv. 1. 5. xviii. 33. Mr. viii. 29. ix. 7. xv.
2. The Codd. vacillute more or less in the passages Rev. iv. 5. v. 6. 8.
Acts iii. 25. 1 John ii. 22. 1 Cor. xv. 28. John i. 21. Once are nouns
with and without the article connected in the predicate John viii. 44. éve
Yevorys iovi %ol § novne dvrod (Yebdovg) he is a liar and the father of lies.
The article before the predicate is also found frequently in Greek writers,
comp. Xen. Mem.1,3.2.3,1.8.3,10.1. 3, 14. 7. 4, 5. 7.; see Schiifer ad
Demosth. 111. 280. IV. 35. Matth. II. 706. (see subj. and predicate at
the same time without the article, in Mt. xx. 16. xxii. 14. Comp. Alian.
Anim. 3, 24. aizio vovrwr pbows Gyody, Jamblich. protrept. 9. p. 189.)

iii. 4. does not clearly prove the requisition of the Apostle to be that only married
men should lold offices in the Church, no reflecting writer conld use €f; for the indef.
artie. where the meaning would be equivocal; as we write and speak to be understood.
There came @ men implies at the same time numerical unity, and every one under
aliquis homo, canceives also of unus homo; but piay yovaira Exev cannot stand for
ywaire Exew as we may have a plurality of wives (at thic same time or in suceession),
and consequently every one conncets the idea of numerical unity with glav. More-
over no one would say a bishap shall be the husband of one wife, instead of e kusband,
or married man.

- # John iv. 87. & Todrw ¢ Noyog Eoriv ¢ danIuds, S, ete. the adjective is not a predicate,
but an epithet: in eo inest (locum habet) vox illa vera, (that true saying).
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Hence it is perceived that the oft repeated rule,  the subject of a sen.
tence may be known by having the article prefixed, is incorrect, as Glass
and Rambach (Insit. herm. p. 446.) had discovered. Comp. Jen. Lit.
Zeitung, 834. No. 207,

6. The use of the article, where an appellative namec becomes the
predicate, is worthy of special notice. (Matth, II. 714. Schiifer ad
Demosth. IV. 365. Rev. vi. 8. § xadquevos ¢ndve durod, Svopa dvrd & Sdvo-
zog, Viil. 11. xai 70 Svopa zod dovégos Aéyszor § dbuwdos (here, however, the
Codd. vary), xix. 18. zoreizar 70 voua dvzod 6 Aoyos vob Seov. SO even in
the accusative. Comp. Xen. Cyrop. 3, 3. 4. dvaxonovvres ov svegyérny
20w Gvdga Tov Gryudiv, Anab. 6, 6. 7. sriysigotor Bdrrsw oy Asfurmov, dva-
xorobvzes 7 Ov meoddeyy, (see Mt. ii. 23. John i. 43, ete.) In these pas-
sages it is intended to be expressed that § aoyog 7. 6., 6 Sdvavoe, etc. as a
definite predicate, belongs to the individual specified, and to no other. It
must not be rendered, « His name is death,”’ as this would allow the
application of the name death to others also, but ¢ His name (alone) is
the death.” (In the German, the article is expressive, and denotes the
distinction indicated in our language by ¢ alone.” T'rs.)

7. In respect to geographical names, the following remarks may be
made, observing by the way that when several are connected together,
the last dispenses with the artiele. (@) Names of countries and rivers
take the article more frequently than those of cities. The following,
seldom if ever occur without the article: 'Iovdaia, ’Azaia, logddvys,
"Izanrio, Toreoia, Biduria, Musia, Toracio (see 2 Tim. iv. 10.), ’Acla (1
Pet. i. 1. Acts. vi. 9.), Zapdew (Luk. xvii. 11.), Sveia (Acts xxi. 8.)
Only Aiyvnzos always wants the article, and in MaxsSosia the practice
varies. (b) Names of cities very seldom take the article, if dependent
on prepositions, (Locella ad Xen. Ephes. p. 223. 242.) particularly on é,
gy 2z, Comp. Adpasxog, Tsgovsansu, T&gdas, "Epsoos, Avridxsua, Koree-
vaobu in the Concordance.  Only Tégos and ‘Péuy vary very remarkably.
(¢) It may be observed that a geographical name, when it first oceurs, is
without the article, but on being repeated, takes it. Aects. xvii. 15. jwg
’Adqpav the first time, then xvii. 16. xviii. 1. with the article, Acts xvii.
10. &i¢ Bécoav, xvii. 13. é&v 27 Bée. Acts xvi. 4. dvofds els MoxsSoviav,
six times with the article (only Aects xx. 3. without it), Acts xx. 15. -
Souey elg Mirgrov, XX, 17, dnd wq¢ Mirgrov.

8. The use of the article with names of persons (Bernhardy 317.) can
scarcely be reduced to rule. By a comparison of several passages, we
shall be convinced that writers vary at discretion, and that the observa-
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tion (comp. Herm. praf. ad Iphig. Aul. p. 16.) that proper names when
first introduced are without the article, but afterwards take it, is of no
very general application. Comp. Acts viii. 1. with 8. and ix. 8. Acts vi.
8. comp. v. 9. Acts viii. 5. comp. v. 6. 12, 29. 35. John xviii. 2. comp.
vers. 5.15. 16. The same is true of the remark (Thilo Apocr. L. p. 163.)
that proper names in the nominative are usually without the article, but
in the oblique cases have it.* The authority of the best manuscripts
must determine whether the -article is proper or not.t Proper names,
limited by names of kindred. or of office, usually want the article: Gal.
i. 19. "TdrwBor 7dv 48:apdy 7ob xverov, Mt. X. 4. "Tovdag § "Toxagubrys, Mt.
ii. 8. 4. 21. Mr. x. 47. Rom. xvi. 7. Aects. i. 13. xviii. 8. 17. So often
in Pausan. e. g. 3, 9. 1. 2, 1. 1. 7, 18. 6. For the sake of perspicuity,
the article seems to be especially necessary in names of persons which
are indeclinable, where the case is not known by means of a preposition,
or of some appended name of office etc. Mr. xv. 45. Mt. i. 18. xxii.
42. Acts vii. 8. Rom. ix. 13. Luk. ii. 16. (On the contrary John iv. 5.
Mr. xi. 10. Luk. i. 32. Acts ii. 29. vii. 14. xiit. 22. Heb, iv. 7. Inthe
genealogical register Mt. i. Luk. iii., this is observed throughout; but
also in declinable proper names. In respect to proper names the Codd.
also vary.

It may here be remarked that the proper name ’Iovda, when the name
of the country, is never written 5 *Iov3a, 5¢ Tov. etc. but always 4 5 "Toi8a
1 Kings xii. 32. 2 Kings xxiv. 2. or as in 2 Chron. xvii. 19. 3 "TovSala.
Therefore the conjecture of zys Iovda in Mt. ii. 6. is without any
probability.

9. Nouns with ofzos and ixzivos, as they are rendered definite by these
pronouns, always take the article in the N. T.: for instance when the
demonstr. pronoun becomes an adjective to the substantive. Otherwise
Rom. ix. 8. zadzo zéxvo vov Seov these are childien of  G'od, where zavra
is the subject, but ¢éxya the predicate. Comp. Gal. iii. 7. (iv. 24.), 1.
Thess. iv. 8. Luk.i. 36. xxi. 22. John iv. 18. 54. and Lys. caed. Eratosth.
6. dyodusvos wabrqy (hoc, sc. quod nobis genitus sit infans), sxabegra
peyisoqy sivas, Isocr. Jigin. p. 385. Heliod. JEth. 1, 22. Lucian. Asin.
13. Plat. Apol. p. 18. A. Xen. Cyrop. 1, 5. 3. Plat. Men. p. 75. B.
Gorg. 510. D. Arrian. Alex. 5. 6. 9. Fritzsche ad M. p. 663. Schifer
ad Plutarch IV. p. 877. But that, in this construction, the article can-

* Comp. especially the variation in the word mafiee in the Acts.

T We may satisfy ourselves that the superscriptions of cpistles are without the
article, by referring to Diog. Laert. 3, 15. 8, 1. 96. 4, 4,9, 1. 9. Plat. Apophth. Lac,
p. 191. Comp. 2 Johu, i. 1. Pet. i. 1.
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not stand before the predicate (Bremi ad Lys. p. 436.) is too confidently
affirmed, since it depends on the manner in which the mind conceives of
the predicate. Comp. Blume Arimadvss. ad Poppo de locis Thue. ju-
dicia (Stralsund 1825. 4to.) p.-4. not., Engelhardt ad Plut. Lachet, § 1.
Stallbaum ad Plat. Phed. p. 149. :

In one case, where ofizos is a real adjective, some Codd. omit the
article, viz. Luk. vil. 44. gaérecs 2adeny yuvaixza (see Greisbach Symbol.
Crit. 1. p. 118.) Comp. in the text of the Byzantine Malchi hist. p. 246.
ed. Bonn. zodwy nénes, Menandri hist. p. 360. xazd raveqy déiar. But
perhaps Luke wrate zavrqy o4 yvv., as the article might easily have been
dropped. Where the pronoun is used adjectively with proper names, the
latter take the article. Heb. vii. 1. Actsi. 11. xix. 26. Comp. Acts ii.
32. xiii. 17.

The judgment of Gersdorf I. 447. about zadva rdvra, and rdvra zavra
is singularly strange. Which of the two forms shall be adopted the
sense must determine: ravza mdvea means, these all, or altogether, so that
rdvza is more nearly related to the verb; ndvra raiza is all these, giving
more prominency to the totality. On the authority of the manuscripts

"the former is established in most cases; but for rdvza 2avze in Mtt, xx1il.
36. xxiv. 2. Mr. xiii. 4. 1 Cor. x. 11. Luke xxi. 36. are very respecta-
ble Codd.; and in some of these passages it ought to be received, although
there will always be difference of opinion about it.

10. In relation to nag, mdvres with nouns having the article, it may be
remarked: («) In the singular, the substantive to which nas belongs has
the article, when the advective expresses the totality of the particular
object of thought, and is translated by whole, e. g. rasa 4 mdres Mt. viii.
34. Sonoudw v rdon »q ddéy in all (his) glory, Mt. vi. 29. viii. 82. xxi. 10.
Mr. iv. 1. Luke ii. 1. John viii. 2. (See Gersdorf p. 380.) Where,
however, nrds signifies one object out of the whole class, and is translated
by eack or every, the noun does not take the article, as among the Gr.
writers: €. g. nas dvdewnos, ndoa néaes Mt. dii. 10. xiii. 47. Luke iii. 5.
Jobn ii. 10. Aets iii. 23. and others. (See Gersdorf p. 874.)

The following passages cannot be considered exceptions: Mt. ii. 8. xas
naoo ‘Tegosdrvpa per’ dvrod (Iragdxdy); for ‘Ise. as a noun does not want
the article (some authorities have rdsa 5 ‘Iee.); Actsii. 36. ~ds oixos "Legash.
(1 Sam. vii. 2. 8. Neh. iv. 16.) the whole kouse of Israel, where oixo¢
"Togan, according to the style of the N. T'. has taken the nature of a pro-
per name (nas ‘Iog. all Israel), and therefore stands sometimes in the Sep-
tuag. without the article, as Judith viii. 6.; Jas. i. 2. rdsa xaed all joy (as
raoa addeie among the Greeks, comp. 2 Cor. xii. 12. and Wahl I1. 275.
Robinson’s Gr. and Eng. Lex. p. 633.); to this may also be referred Acts
xxiii. 1. 8.5 1 Pet. i. 15. év naoy dvasreopy can be interpreted with Semler:
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in omni vite humange modo.—Much less isthe construction of the participle
with nas 6 to be regarded as an exception, since nds & éeyifouevos Mt. v.
22. is equivalent to mg¢ Gozis deyifezar, and the article indicates that
the participle is to be used substantively: while rds ogyif. would mean,
every one being angry (comp. 1 Cor. xi. 4.). Participles connected with
nag in such a sense, in the N. T\, as well as in the Greek writers, have
the article. Comp. Luke vi. 47. xi. 10. xviii, 14. John iii. 20. vi. 40.
xv. 2. xvi. 2. Rom. ix. 88. 1 Cor. ix. 25. Gal. iii. 13. 1 Thess. i. 7.
2 Tim. ii. 19. 1 John ii. 23.

The received text in Luke xi. 4. has navei 8peihoves, but it certainly
ought to be =, 2§ 6pec. see Gersdorf p. 893.; unless we translate, every
one, if he injure us.

Some, as Wahl in his Clavis, incorrectly teach, that =as with a noun
which has the article, must sometimes be translated by various, different.
(Comp. Schweighaiiser Lexic. Polyb. p. 457.), e. g. Mt. ix. 85. negugyey
6 Iys. wog morets mdoas, ke went through different cities, Acts x. 12. ndvra
78 zergdnoda vhs yis, various quadrupeds of the earth. The article will
not allow this translation: and the Hebrew also in l?P, when it has this
sense, always omits the article.

When =gs qualifies a noun limited by the article, it stands, with few
exceptions, before the article: way & ¥0vos, nas 6 dvogones. Except Gal.
v. 14. § ntas vouos and (which Gersdorf p. 881. has overlooked) Acts xx.
18. 2pv wdvra gedvor. 1 Tim. i. 16. 2w roouw paxgadvuior. Comp. Hero-
dian. 1. 14. 10. Stallbaum ad Phileb. p. 48.

(&) In the plural, nouns qualified by rdvzes, nasou, ete. usually take the
article, in the N. T\ when the noun denotes a class of things, or a num-
ber supposed to be known to the reader, as Rom. i. 5. &v naoe zois ESveos
Mt. xiii. 82. ii. 16. ndveas zobe noidac, all the children (of the city of
Bethlehem), iv. 24. ndvzos vobs xaxdie ¥yoveas, all the siclk (whom they
had), ix. 85. xi. 13. xii. 23. xxi. 12. Mr. v. 12. Rom. i. 5. xv. 11. Col.
i.4. 2 Cor. 1. 1. viii. 18. Ephes. i. 15. iii. 18. Phil. iv. 22. 2 Pet. iii. 16.;
hence where a limiting genit. follows, Mt. ii. 16. xxiv. 30. Luke 1. 75.
xii. 18. xxiii. 49. 1 Cor. xiii. 8. 1 Thess. iii. 18. Col. ii. 3.

On the other hand, the article is wanting where a plurality is expressed,
embracing all the individuals, Rom. v. 12. xdvzes dvdewrnos, all men (all
who belong to the gender of men), comp. V. 18. (Demosth. ¢. Callicl.
p- 734. B.) 1 Cor. vii. 7. 1 Thess. ii. 15. Acts xxii. 15. Gal. vi. 6. &
ndow dyadois in good of any kind (bonis quibuscunque), 1 Tim. ii. 4.
1 Thess. ii. 15. Acts xxii. 15. Tit. iii. 2. or where the noun is a proper
name, Acts xvii. 21. "A3paior ndvzes. In Luke xiii. 4. also rdyras dvhed-
novg Ts xarouxevrras, according to § 18. 4, might be deemed correct, if

13
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the better Codd. had not the article. But it is strange (Gersdorf p. 389.)
to consider the position of the article a peculiarity of a single writer!

In a construction such as Acts viii. 40. Sceexépevos evpyyerilezo, zas
nténerg rtdoag, it is manifest that the last word belongs properly to the pre-
dicate (verb); comp. xvi. 26. 1 Cor. x. 1. xv. 7. xvi. 20. Xen. Hell. 2. 3.
40, Thue. 7. 60. Matth. IL. 726, Where ndvz:s belongs to the subject,
the construction sdyzes év dr6ewno is the usual one: yet in Acts xxvii. 37.
we find quey dv 23 maolgp d ndoos iy, we were, all the souls.

11. ‘O adeds, signifies the same, e. g. Luke vi. 88. 2G a2 pézee Rom. ix.
21. Phil. i. 30. and then the article is never omitted in the N. T.*, Ephes.
iv. 10. durd¢ means ke. On the other hand, where dwezos ipse is placed before
a substantive, the latter (as it is definitely conceived) has always the arti-
cle in the N. T.: John xvi. 27. wico¢ & nacde, Rom. viil. 26. adzd 26
avevua, 1 Cor. xv. 28, adzds § Huds, 2 Cor. xi. 14, aizds 6 sorords 1 Thess.
iv. 16, adwds & xdewos Rev. xxi. 8. adros & 9ed¢ (Luke xx. 42. is not
a real exception, as here a proper name follows, Géller ad Thuc. 1. 287.
Bornemann Luc. p. 158, see Xen. Anab. 2. 1. 5.). About Mr. xvi. 14.
see Fritzsche. Among the Greek writers the article is frequently omit-
ted in this construction. See Kriiger ad Dion. Hal. p. 454. Bornemann
ad Xen. Anab. p. 61. Poppo. ind. ad. Cyrop. comp. Xen. Cyr. 5, 2. 29,
1, 4. 7. Diog. Laert. 9,7. 6.

The article is never found connected with Zxaszos, which is not often
used adjectively in the N. T. (Orelli ad Isocr. Antid. p. 2565.) Luke vi.
44. {xaszov dévdeoy, John xix. 23. éxdere orearidry, Heb. il 18, xas
éxdorqy Huécar (Isocr. Paneg. 22.). 1In the Greek writers it occurs fre-
quently.  Comp. Poppo ad Xen. Cyrop. 1, 2. 5. Bornemann ad Xen.
Anab. p. 69. Stallbaum ad Phileb. p. 93.

Nouns connected with zowovzos take the article, where a certain such
a one (who has been mentioned before) is meant, 2 Cor. xii. 2. 8. olsa
dvdewnoy &y Xewrg — — aenayévza 2oy TolovToy —— xol 0080, 70V F0o0vToY
dvdguwrnor, Mr.ix, 87. 6 2dv & véw rorovrwy noudiwy 8éfnzar verse 36.; on the
other hand Mt. ix. 8. #ovsiow zowoveaw, such a power, Mr. iv. 83. vi. 2.
Acts xvi. 24. 1 Cor. xi. 16. Heb. xiii. 16. Comp. Schiifer ad Demosth.
III. p. 136. Engelhardt ad Plat. Lach. p. 14. Schneider ad Plat. civ.
IL. p. 1. '

* As occasionally in Gr. writers. See Wex ad Soph. Antig. II. 226, especially in
the later (Byzant.) prose writers. See Index. ad Agatk. ed. Bonn, p. 411,
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§ 18. Omission of the Article with Nouns.

1. In some cases, not only in the N. T\ but also in the best Gr. writers,
the article is wanting to appellatives, which, because definitely conceived,
ought to have it. See Schiifer Melet. p. 4. This, however, is the case
only when the omission occasions no obscurity in the subject, nor leaves
the reader in doubt whether the word is to be taken definitely or indefi-
nitely. (&) In words denoting an object of which but one exists, and
which therefore are nearly assimilated to proper names; as #awog, which
occurs almost as often as 6 s, and yy not seldom for ¢ y7 (earth).
Hence the abstract nouns of the virtues and vices,* as dgsrs), swpeosivy,
xaxio (see Schiifer ad Demos. I. p. 329, Bornemann ad Xen. Conviv. p.
52.) and the names of the members of the animal body are very ofien
without the article (Held ad Plut. Zm. Paul. p. 248.). This is the
case also with many other appellatives, where there can be no doubt as
to what object is intended; although it is more frequent with poets than
prose writers (Schifer ad Demos. I. 329.): e. g. néms, dozv (Schifer ad
Plut. p. 416. Poppo ad Thuc. IIL., 1. p. 111.) dyeés (Schifer ad
Soph. Ed. Tyr. 630.), even nuwie, wiwne (Schifer Mel. I. ¢. and
ad Demosth. 1. p. 328. ad Eurip. Hec. p. 121. ad Plutarch 1. c.
Stallbaum ad Plat. Crit. p. 134.). The following passages may be re-
ferred to for instances of abstract nouns:t Suxacosvwy Mt. v. 10. Acts x.
35. Rom. viii. 10. Heb. xi. 33, éydny John v. 42. Gal. v. 6. 2 Cor. ii.
8.5 ntioris Acts vi. 5. Rom. i. 5. iii. 28. 2 Cor. v. 7. 1 Thess. v. 8., xaxio
1 Cor.v. 8. Eph. iv. 31. Jas. i. 22., racoveéia 1 Thess. ii. 5. 2 Pet. ii. 3.,
apogrio Gal. ii. 17. 1 Pet. iv. 1. Rom. iii. 9. vi. 14. comp. 1 Tim. vi. 11.
Col. iii. 8. ete.; also 7M0¢ )y Oeds, mecowmor, vduos, and many others, at least
when, with prepositions, they have become common formulus (Kluit IT.
p- 377. Heindorf ad Plat. Gorg. p. 265.). They are arranged below
according to tlie most approved readings.

"Havog Mt. xiii. 6. Mr. iv. 6. (Xen. Anab. 1, 10, 15. Eschin. Dial. 3.
17. KElian. v. hist. 4. 1. Polyan. 6. 5. comp. Held ad Plut. Timol. p-
467.), especially if, connected as a genitive with another noun, it ex-
press one idea, as dyarory fnov sunrise Rev. vii. 2. xvi. 12. (Herodot. 4.

#* Here are also to be referred the names of sciences and arts, as iwmins (see Jacob
ad Lucian. Tozar. p.98.), of dignities and oflices (see Schafer Appar. ad Demos. II.
p. 112. Held ad Plut. &m. Paul. p. 138.), and of corporations (ibid. p. 238.).

t It is an assertion not capable of proof on any rational grounds (Harless on
Lphes. p. 320.), that the article is omitied before abstract nouns, only when they de-
note virtues, vices, &c. as attributes of a subjeet.
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8.) giss aiov sunlight, Rev. xxii. 5. 8650 fpiop sunshine, 86ta senqups 1 Cor.
xv. 41. or where the sun is named in connection with the moon, Luke
XXi. 25. ¥ovow ogusia & il xal cerqry xal Gozeows in sun, moon and stars,
Acts xxvii. 20,

T4 2 Pet. iii. 5. 10. Acts xvii. 24. 2n y7s Mt. xxviii. 18. Luke ii. 14.
(Ieb. viii. 4. dn’ dxgov yijs Mr. xiii. 27. Comp. Jacobs ad Philoctr.
Imag. p. 226. Ellendt ad Arrian. Alex. 1. p. 91. Stallbaum ad Plat.
Gorg. p. 257. But this word usually takes the article.

’Ovgavos, obgavoi do not take the article () in the Evangelists, in the for-
mula & veard, év odeowois, ¢ dveaviiv, 2§ Sveavov: but comp. Mt. vi. 1. 9.
xvi. 19. Mr. xii. 25. Luke vi. 23. and John, with the exception of i. 32.
writes always é¢x vob évgawod : (D) in Paul the article is more frequently
omitted than used, even 2 Cor. xii. 2. fws reordv odeorod, and Peter has
oleavo, even in nom. 2 Pet. iii. 5. 12,; (c¢) .in Rev. the article occurs
without exception, only in vi. 14. the manuscripts vacillate.

@dragon, €. g. Acts X. 6. 32. rags Sdragoav, Luke xxi. 25. fyofons So-
adaons xal gdnov, comp.Diod.Sic. 1, 32, Xen. Ephes. 5.,10. Arrian. Alex.
2. 1. 6. Held in Act. Philol. Monac. I1. p. 182, Even Acts vii. 36. &
tevdeq dondooy (Heb. xi. 29. has the article.).

MeaquBeia in the formula xars peonuBeiar towards south, Acts viii-26.
negl peoquBelov Xxil. 6. comp. Xen. Anab. 1. 7. 6. reos peonuBeiov. Fo
also an’ &aroris Rev. xxi. 13. nreds vérov, Diod. Sic. 8. 27. 48. neds
gnécor Diod. Sic. 8. 27. neos dexzor Strabo 16. p. 749. 715. 719. simi-
lar to: towards west, ete.

Nog Mt. xxv. 6. wéons wxeés about midnight, on the other hand Acts
xxvii. 27. xazd pégor 7 vvxTis (comp. Arrian. Alex. 1. 20. 10. Supl
pésas vizros Heliod. JFith. 10. 6. 8uo nions voxwds through the whole night).

’Avyogd (comp. Bremi ad Lys. p. 9.) Mr. vii. 4. xol dro dyoeds, 4w us
Banzilwitar, obx dodlovos. As in the Greek writers after Herod. 7, 223.
3, 104. Aschin. Agor. 2. Dion. Hal. tom. iv. 2117, 6. 2230, 2. Luctan.
Lunuch. 1, especially in the formula ranSodors dyogds Xen. Mem. 1, 1.
10. Anab. 1, 8. 1. Herod. 4, 181. Alian. V. 1. 12. 30. Diod. Sic. 18, 48.

*Ayeés Mr. xv. 21. dyyagsbovel 7wo Sipeva sexdpevor b’ dygod (comp.
Luke xxiii. 26.) Luke xv. 25.; here is not meant from a certain field (8o
zov dryeon), but expressed generally, from the country, in distinction from the
city. So e dygdv Mr. xvi. 12, and év dyej Luke xv. 25. (£ dyeod
Lysias cad. Eratosth. 11. &v dyed 20.).

* ®@sdg occurs often (comp. Herm. ad Aristoph. Nub. V. 116. Bornemann
ud Xen. Conviv. p. 141. Jacob. ad Luciun. Toxar. p. 121.) and most
frequently in the epistles without the article, especially where it depends
as a genitive on another noun which has no article. Luk. iii. 2. Rom.
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iii. 5. 18. viii. 9. xv. 7. 8. 82. 1 Cor. iii. 16. xi. 7. 2 Cor. i. 12. viii. 5.
1 Thess. ii. 13. in the formulas :65 razse 1 Cor. i. 8. 2 Cor. i. 2. Gal.
i. 1. Phil. i. 2. ii. 10. 1 Pet. i. 2. vios or zéava Seov Mt. v. 9. Rom. viii.
14. Gal. iii. 26, Phil. ii. 15. 1 John iii. 1. 2. Rom. viii. 16. (where
these nouns occur also without the article), ssod 3énovros Acts xviii. 21.
(comp. 7y Seds Séag Xen. Cyrop. 5, 4. 21., #v deds derqoy 7, 1. 9.), in con-
nection with prepositions s Ssot John iiil. 2. xvi. 30. Rom. xiii. 1. 1 Cor.
i. 80. vi. 19., &v 3:¢ John iii. 21. Rom. ii. 17., 2x 3:05 Acts v. 39. 2 Cor.
v. 1. Phil. iii. 9., xazd Seov Rom. viii. 27., dnd Seov 1 Thess. i. 4., also
with adj. 1 Thess. i. 9. 36 3Gv7e xat dagdwd Rom. ix. 26. (John i. 1. 8eds
7w & aéyos the article could not have been omitted, if John would denote
the adyos as & Sedg, for in this connection 3zos ‘alone was doubtful. But
that John intentionally wrote $:05, the directly antithetic sentence reos
#ov sdv vers. 1. 2. shows, as well as the entire characteristics of the aéyog ).

Tvevuo dyvov, seldom noeduo S:0v Actsviil. 15. Rom. viii. 9. 14. 1 Cor.
xii. 8., if 26 mwsbuo dywor be not taken objectively (the holy spirit,
who is but one), but rrsipa dyov subjectively @ holy spirit, i. e. a partici-
pation of the holy spirit. IIvebuo dyww is however, almost to be con-
sidered as a proper name.

Tazqe John i. 14. wovoysvois nags ntareds and in the formula Sebs navse
(4uiw) 5 wizne only in the formula éx womias uyreds Mt. xix. 12. Acts
xiv. 8. Gal. i. 15. o

’Am’g (husband) 1 Tim. ii. 12. npvvoext Sudacxeww Gvx invreéne, obdi
dwdevrsiv gvSeds; Luk. xvi. 18. does not belong here exactly: nds
banomiwy TRy yuvacl xo ab? oV — —— rtag § drnorervpdvny dnd GrSeds
yopdy, although qu the first time takes the article; for the last words
must be translated: ke who marries one whois dismissed by her husband.
In Ephes. v. 23. approved Codd. omit the article. On passages which
contain an enumeration, as Mt. xix. 29. (Luk. xiv. 26.) comp. Held ad
Plut. Em. Paul. p. 261.

Tigdswnov, € g. Luk. v. 12. reody 2z ngdsernoy Xvil. 16. Acts xxv. 16.
1 Cor. xiv. 25.  Comp. Heliodor. Jth. 7, 8. finves favedw irne neéswnov,
Achill. Tat. 3, 1. Eustath. amor. Ismen. 7. p. 286. (Heliod. Zith. 1, 16.)

"0g3oruds in formulas like iv opSanpois fudy Mt. xxi. 42, xas’ Spdon-
povs Gal. iil. 1. Gzo 6pSureay Luk. xix. 42. (var.) Comp. Herod. 1, 120.
5, 106. Diod. Sic. 18, 16. 14, 51. Polyb. 8, 108.

"Exxwyole 3 John vi. of duagrignody dov ) Gydny dvdriov Fxxaqolug
comp. Heb. ii. 12. (1 Cor. xiv. 4. 19. 35. iy dxadgoin, like &v oixe af the
house, at home).

Asirewoy John xiil. 2. §elmwov yevopévov when the meal was prepared.
Comp. Jacobs ad Achill. Tat. p. 490. Bornemann ad Xen. Conviv. p-
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57. (whose quotations however are not always appropriate.) Schneider
ad Xen. Cyrop. 2, 3. 21.

@dyazos Mt. xxvi. 88. fws fawdrov Phil. ii. 8. 80. uéxev Sovdrov Jas. v.
20. ¢x Sovdrov, Luk. H. 26. ug 28ty Sdvaror, Rom. 1. 82. dfwor Sawdrov, 2
Cor. iv. 11. &5 6dvaror nacadidépeda. Comp. Athen I. p. 170, péges Savd~
zov, Himer. 21. ueed Sdvacou, Dion. Hal. IV. 2112, 2242,

@veo in plural i Sbeas ante fores Mt. xxiv. 33. Mr. xiii. 29. Comp.
Plutarch 7hemist. 29. Aristid. Orat. Plat. I. Tom. II. p. 43. (in the
singular éni ¢5 deq Acts v. 9.) See Sintenis ad Plutarch Them. p. 181.

Néuog of the Mosaic law Rom. ii. 12. 23. iii. 31. iv. 13.14. 15. v. 18.
20. vii. 1. x. 4. xiii. 8. 1 Cor. ix. 20. Gal. ii. 21. iii. 11. 18. 21. iv.
5. Phil. iii. 6. etc. always so in the genitive, where the principal noun
has no article (¥¢yo véuov). (In the Evangelists, except Luk. ii. 23. 24.,
where however a qualifying geuitive follows, always § véuos)-

Nexgoi the dead always (with the exception of Ephes.v. 14.) in the
formula dyelesw, éysigsodat, avacrivar éx vexesv Mt. xvii. 9, Mr. vi. 14,
16. ix. 9. 10. xii. 5. Luk. ix. 7. xvi. 81. xxiv. 46. John ii. 22. xii. 1.
9. 17. xx. 9. xxi. 14. Acts iii. 15.iv. 2. x. 41. xiii. 30. xxvi. 23. Rom.
i. 4.iv. 24.; there is bnt one variation in Col. ii. 12. 1 Thess. i. 10.
(On the other hand almost always éysiesoSar, dvasearar dnd ziw vexedw
Mt. xiv. 2. xxvii. 64. xxviii. 7.) The Greek writers omit also regularly
the article before this word. Comp. Thuc. 4, 14. 5, 10. Lucian ver. hist.
1, 34..

Kéouos in the formulas dno xaraBorss xéouov Mt. xiii. 25. Heb..iv. 3.,
neds wazaBoris xéopov John xvii. 24, 1 Pet. i. 20., dn’ dexss xdopov Mt.
xv. 21., in the epistles also & xéoue Rom. v. 13. 1 Cor. viii. 4. Phil. ii.
15. 1 Tim. iii. 16. 1 Pet. v. 9.

“Qea, as 1 John ii. 18. iogxdey Geo éovl especially with numerals: 7
dea veizy Mr. xv. 28., dnd veivys deas Acts xxiil. 23., fog Seas dvdeys
Mr. xv. 33., dno éxvys Seas Mt. xxvii. 45. ete. Comp. Diod. $ic. 3, 14.
Held ad Plut. /Em. Paul. p. 229. This occurs also in other nouns con-
nected with ordinal numbers. See below 2.'b. (In another relation &eo
xeupéeros Alian. V. H. 7, 13., deo novTeoy Polyzen. 6, 7.). So also newry
avaaxg Heliod. 1, 6. Polyen. 2, 85. Comp. Ellendt. ad Arrian. Alex. 1,
152. and ano medeys guéeas Phil. 1, 5.

Kaegds in the formula reé xaigor before the time Mt. viii. 29. 1 Cor.
iv..5. and & zawgs Luk. xx. 10. (Polyb. 2, 45. 9, 12. etc.), also 2 xaLEG
ogdze 1 Pet. i. 5. as v foxdzars puéeals 2 Tim. iii. 1. Jas. v. 8. & &6~
xdrq xedve Jude 18,

’Acxn (Schefer ad Demosth. IT1. 240.) especially in the very usual
form ér’ ogxss Mt. xix. 8. Acts xxvi. 4. 2 Thess. ii. 13. 1 John. i. 1.
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etc. (Herod. 2,113. Xen. Cyrop. 5, 4. 12. Alian. V, H. 2, 4.) and
ev dexp John i 2. Acts xi. 15, '

Kveiog, which, in the Evangelists, usually signifies God (the O. T.
Lord, comp. Thilo. Apocr. 1. p. 169.), but in the Epistles, especially of
Paul, when the style of Christianity more prevailed, most frequently
Christ, the Lord of the Church, wants the article as often as 8s04, par-
ticularly when it depends on a preposition, as in the common formula &
Kveip. It has almost become a proper name. It has been attempted to
determine the signification of the word by the use or omission of the ar-
ticle (Gabler in his last Zheolog. Journ. IV. p. 11-24.); but the Apos-
tles could easily call Christ, xé¢wos (without the article), the Lord, whom
all knew as such, and who was often so denominated, as $:5¢ occurs no
where more frequently without the article than in the Bible. Comp.
Winer’s Program. de sensu vocum xbgws and ¢ aigwos in Actis et Epist.
Apostolor. Erlang. 1828. 4to.

AidBonrog, the Devil, usually has the article, but in 1 Pet. v. 8. occurs
6 dweiSexos Sudv 8o d B onog in apposition, and in Acts xiii. 10. viz SwaBdrov.

That appellatives- (especially in the nom.) do not take the article in
titles and superscriptions is very evident. Comp. Mtt. i. 1. BiBnros yevé-
ozws “Ipcoy Xewrov, Mre v 1. degn zob sdoyysraiov, Rev. i 1.

2. (b) The article is frequently omitted, when a noun denoting an ohject
of which the individual referred to possesses but one, is clearly defined
by reans of a genitive following it (Engelhardt ad Plat. Menex. p. 277.
Herm. ad Lucian. consecr. hist. p. 290.)*, e, g. Mt. xvii. 6. (xxvi. 39.)
¥nsosy 2nl nedowmoy avzob (comp. Jes. xlix. 3. éni nedownov vys yis, O1
the other hand Rev. vii. 11. Mt. xxvi. 67.), Luke i. 51. ¢v Beaglove aizod,
Ephes. i. 20. 2 8:£u§ avzod (Heb. i. 13. Mt, xx. 21.), Luke xix. 42. iz-
evB7 Gmd $pJarudsy cov, XXiil. 46. els yeleds cov nagadncopar 76 Rystud pov,
1 Cor. ii. 16. zi¢ yoe Pyvw vovy xugiov, 1 Pet. iii. 12. 20. 2 Pet. iii. 3. Jas.
i. 26. Luke i. 5. xiii. 19. xix. 13. Heb. xii. 2. Mr. viii. 3. 1 Cor. xii. 27.
x. 21, xvi, 15, Phil. ii. 16. iv. 3. Ephes. i. 4. iv. 80. Rom. i. 20. xi. 84.
Col. iii. 10. 1 Tim. v. 10. 1 Thess. v. 8. 2 Thess. i. 9. Mr. xiii. 27. etc.
So Luke ii. 4. 11. i nénw AaBis, 2 Pet. ii. 6. nénews Soddpwy xai Toudpfos
and Acts viii. 5. sis nonr @55 Sopagsias, Acts vii. 29. v gy Madedp, Vil
36. é&v 4y Avyvrrov, Rom. ii. 5. é&v suéea deyns, 2 Thess. ii. 2. & juéen vod
Xewozor, ete., also in the Septuagint very {requently, Cant. v. 1. viii. 2.
Judith ii. 7. 14. iii. 8. 9. iv. 11. v. 8. vi. 20. 1 Mace. ii. 50. v. 66. 3 Esr.
i. 26. Exod. iii. 11. 19. ix. 22. xvii. 1. Neh. xiii. 26. 1 Sam. i. 8. 7. iv.
6.v.2. (On the other hand 1 Cor. iv. 14. &; véxva pov is as children

* The Heb, language, in this case, places no article before the governing noun.
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of me, Luke xv. 29. oidinoze svrorfy sov magindor, @ law of thee.
Comp. Gal. iii. 24. 1 Cor. iv. 16, xi. 1.)* The article is omitted also
when the noun is limited by a numeral, Phil. i. 5. dnd npdens suécas, Acts
xii. 10. see-above Mr. xv. 25. 2 Cor. xii. 2. (here the article is often
found); comp. above 1. a. under dgo.~—According to this usage, Mt. xii.
24. &y v§ Beerlefoi6, dexorry zhv Sosporwy, as all the manuscripts have it,
may be justified. = Fritzsche writes, instead of this, & Been. 26 dege 2. 8.
which is more in accordance with rule.

For the same reason, the article might be dlspensed with in the case
above mentioned, § 17. 2. Heb. vii. 24. a:tagu.}&wz’ou ¥xer v v leewadvny, and
therefore it is sometimes wanting in the N. T\ in such instances as 1 Tim.
il. 8. 2raigovras osiovs zeieas, 2 Pet. ii. 14. 6pfanuods Iyovzas peorods pocyom
adose  So gdgw Yyew, for which we also find 2 5 » yog. ex. among Greek
writers.

This omission is not without examples among Greek authors, especially
when a preposition stands before the noun, comp. Xen. Cyrop. 6, 1. 13.
negl xovuhoss Tis orgazias, Apol. Socr. 30. i warariose zou Blov,
Mem. 1, 5. 2. imi rzerevrfy vod Puov, Alschin. Agorat. 2. ini xoras
Mioee wob Sfuov wod duseégov, and farther below nazeido opezécar dvrinw
xavanmdvrss, Lucian. Scyth. 4. ploy dvriw, Strabo 15. p. 719. ©xd pxovs
zaw 0diw, Soph. Philoct. 888. Svogéesia vob vosjuaros (see Herm. on this
passage), Xen. Mem. 4, 3. 16. vouw mdérews (according to the law, the
custom of the city), Thuc. 2. 88. 8ua uéy:Sos v7js nérews, 8. T0. did mrjdos
275 dquids, Lucian. Abd. 7. Strabo 17. 808. Heliod. /1h. 1. 1., see Schii-
fer ad Sopk. (Ed. Col. 1468. Engelhardt ad Plat. Menex. 277. We
also often omit the article after a preposition in German. In such
cases however, in Greek, the genitive also is usually without the article,
or if it take it, is usualiy placed before the other noun, as zdv zwgiwy
xodendrys, comp. Kriiger ad Dion. Hal. p. 168. Jacobs «d Athen. p. 18.
Poppo ad Thue. I1L. 1. p. 180. (Xen. Cyrop. 8, 6. 16. Mem. 1, 4. 12.
Thue. 1, 1. 6, 34. 8, 68.)

3. (¢) Several nouns of the same case and number, connected by xai,
take each the article, if they be of different genders,t as Acts xiii. 50. za¢
cefopévas yuruixog —— Kol Tobs nEWTOVS s TOAEwS, Col. iv. 1. 26 8ixaror xad
2y Ladeyra vois Sovrols napixeade, Rom. viii. 2. 6z 70d vduov TS GRALTLUS
xob 7ob Sawdrov, Xvi. 17. Phil. iv. 7. (Ephes. vi. 2. 1 Cor. ii. 4. vii. 8.
Rev. i. 2. xiv. 7. Mt. xxii. 4. Luke xiv. 26.) vii. 5. x. 21. Heb. iii. 6.
comp. Dion. Hal. 1'V. 2245. 4. ixi vov vortov xai v7j¢ aogeias, 2117. 17, zag

# QGersdorf 1. 316. has not decided on these cases.
t On this subject Benseler ad fsocr. Areop. p. 290, has cited many passages out
of Isocr.
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Juxos xad 26 6ram, 2089, 14. Diod. Sie. 1, 50. 51. 86. Philostr. Her. 8,2,
Dion. compos. 10. Diog. L. 3, 14. 5, 2. 14. Herodian. 2, 10. 15. Strabo
3,163. 15, 712. Plutarch aud. poet 9. in., vit. Solon. p. 87. Isocr. Areop.
p- 334. Plat. Ckarm. p. 160. B. Scxt. Emp. adv. Math. 2, 53. Demosth.
Mid. 38. In these connections the repetition of the article seemed gramma-
tically necessary, but at the same time the connected ideas are generally
such, that they must be separately apprehended. See 4. (d) below. Even
in nouns of different genders, where the ideas are not to be separated,
the article is not repeated. Col. ii. 22. zd dvzdrparo xal didasxarias 7oy
dvdednwr, Luuke xiv. 28. ¥erde sis vas 6obs xai peayuovs, Rev. vo 12, Mr.
xii. 88. (var.) Luke i. 6. xxiii. 49. Such passages often occur among
the Greeks, both poets (Herm. ad Eurip. Hee. p. 76.) and prose writers,
without regard to the sense, e. g. Plat. rep. 9. p. 586. 25 inuwrquy xal
A0yq, 8. p. 887, 61 natdss 7& xol yvvarxss, Legg. 6. 784. ¢ CwPEOvLY Xal Guw=
dgovovon, Aristot. Metaph. 14. 3. Analyt. past. 1. 26. Plat. rep. 6. p.
510. C. Craf. p. 405. D. Thuc. 1. 54. Plut. Themist. 8. Herodian 8. 6.
11. Comp. Kriiger ad Dion. p. 140.

‘When the connected nouns are of different numbers, the repetition of
the article is both natural and grammatical, Col. ii. 13. &y 7oi; neganTd-
pace xal 7y dxgoBuarie, Ephes. ii. 8. 24 Serquaza 77s 6agxds xow v Seowors
vy 1 Tim. v 23, Tit. i1 12, Acts xv. 4. 20. Rev. ii. 19. Comp. Dion.
Hal. 1V. 2238. 1. dno 2 nagdévov xad 2w nsel dvrap ywvawmsr.  On the
other hand Agath. 14, 12. za¢ Svvdpes xal ONEROVS

4. (d) But if such nouns are of the same gender, the article is mostly
omitted: (o) When the nouns thus connected are considered only as part
of a totality (Matth. IL p. 714. Engelhardt ad Plat. Menex. p. 253.
Heldad. Plutarch Timol. p. 455.) Mr. xv. 1. supBotacor mousarzes i dg-
quegels pero v ngsoburigey xol yeopupariey (where the Elders, Seribes,
and Pharisees, in distinction from the high priests, are represented as one
class of individuals), Col. ii. 8. 19. 2 Thess. iii. 2. 1 Pet. ii. 5. iii. 4.
Rom. i, 20. Phil. ii. 17. 25. Ephes. ii. 20, Tit. i. 15. 1 Tim. iv. 8. 7.
Hebr. iii. 1. Luke. xiv. 3, 21. (comp. Herod. 1, 65. 4, 71. Plat. rep. 5.
p- 451. D. 7. p. 532. B. Dion. Hal. IV. p. 2235, 5. Dio Chrys. 4. p. 178.
Theophr. Char. 24. extr. Plutarch aud. poét. 1, 12. in.). (8) Especially
where xa: introduces a full explanation, Col. iii. 17. edyagLoTolvres 76 66
zol nozel Deo, qui idem pater est (1 Pet. i. 8. Phil. iv. 20. Ephes. i. 8.
2 Cor. i. 8. 2 Pet. i. 11. ii. 20.). (y) When between the first noun and
its article there is a genitive, or some other qualifying or limiting word,
which relates also to the second noun, 1 Thess. ii. 12. £ls vqv avrod Pact-
Acloy wod d8Eaw, il 7. e mdoy 25 Shider xal dvdyxy Huiw, Phil. 1. 19. s
a5 Duiow Senoews wob Emiyognyias, i. 25. Ephes. iii. 5. comp. Dion. Hal. IV.

14
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p- 2246, 9. vds dvrdy ywraizas xal Svyazéeas, p. 2089, 4. Diod. Sic. 1, 86.
TRy reoseqpévgy incpérciar xal T, 2, 18. 2, 30. Polyb. 33, 16. 2.
Alian. Anim. 7, 29. Aristot. Eth. Nicom. 4, 1. 9.7, 7. 1.*% (8) When
adjectives and participles connected by x«i are predicates of the same
subject, Acts iii. 14. duecs 26y Gyeor zal Sixavor (namely Christ) sevjoasde,
Mr. ix. 25. 26 mvelpo 70 draror xab xwddr, Acts ii. 20. Ty Huieay xveloy
vy peyargy xal Enipavsy, Phil. iil. 8. fuecs doper 60 nvedpare 66 navestorres
xal xovgdpevor dv Xewed Tyoos xal odx & cogxi memoddves, John xxi. 24,
6 padyrds 6 pogTvedy megl coivwy xol yedyas, Luke vi. 49. comp. lian,
Anim. 2, 82. Diod. Sic. 3, 27. So even dand John x. 1. § uy edoeezo-
pevos — — — Gand: drafaivar, comp. 2 Thess. ii. 12. and Deederlein ad
“@Edip. Col. p. 496.

When several proper names intimately related are connected together,
only the first usually receives the article. Acts i. 13, xv. 23.

5. On the other hand, in this case the article is introduced: (a) When
each of the connected nouns is to be regarded as existing by itself (Schit-
fer ad Dem. V. p. 501.), Mr. ii. 16. é yeaupparess xai o pageonios (the two
opposing classes of the antagonists of .Christ joined themselves for one
purpose), John xix. 6. of deyuseecs xai of drygévas, the high priests and
the (subordinate) servants (with their servants), v. 5. vi. 21. xi. 9. xviii.
27. xii. 13. xiii. 17. xiv. 43. Mt. ii. 18. Luke xviii. 24. xi. 39. 42. xv.
6. 9. xx. 20. xxi. 23. xxii. 4. xxiii. 2. 4. xii. 11. i. 58. Acts. iv. 23. vi.
4. 13. xiii. 43. Rom. vi. 19. 1 Thess. iii. 11. Jas. iii. 11. Phil. iii. 10.
Ephes. iii. 10. 12. (where on account of the article no Hendiadys is to
be adopted), 1 John ii. 22. 24. iv. 6. v. 6. 2 John 9. 3 John 5. John
xi. 47. 57. ii. 14. 2 Cor. xiii. 2. 1 Cor. iii. 8. Acts v. 24. xv. 6. 22. 23.
(xvii. 18.) xxiii. 7. 14. xxv. 15. Rev. vi. 15. xiii. 10. 16. xxii. 1. xi. 4.
comp. Dion. Hal. TV. 2132, 10. 2239, 7. Xen. Athen. 1, 4. Eschin.
Agorat. 2. adv. Nicom. 3. Isocr. Areop. p. 852, permut. 736. 746. Diod.
Sic. 1, 30. (8i6 vqv avvdelar xai viv anavw vij¢ Grdoys TodRs), 3, 48. 5, 29,
17, 52. Diog. L. 5, 2. 14,1 Bo also with z¢ — — el or xal — — xai,
where the two nouns as independent are rendered more prominent (Schii-
fer ad Demosth. 111, 255. IV, 68.) Acts xvii. 10. 14. xviii. 5. Heb. ix.
2. comp. Dion. Ial. IV. 2116, 9. 2164, 2. ALlian. Anim. 7, 29. Theophr.
Char. 25. (16.) Thuc. 5,72, Arrian, Ind. 34, 5. Diod. Sic. 1, 69. 4, 46.
Dion. Hul. 1X. p. 1923. Isocr. Perm. p. 738. although even in this case

* In this case; cven where the nouns differ in gender, Lysias in Andoc. 17. has
wepl 7a dANNSTeta leed el foprac hoéfe. .

1 In Arrian. Epictet. 1, 18, 6. 3y §dww 73v Siangsrindy viv Meunidy nal peNdvwy — —~ wiy
ayalidv, xal viv naniv, the correspondent terms have the article in the one case, in the
other, not.
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the article is omitted by Greek writers (according to good Codd.) if there
exist no proper antithesis, sce Poppo Thuc. 1. p. 195. comp. Xen. Memor.
1, 1.19. 74 2 reyousve xai neareiusia (where immediately follows, as an
antithesis of these two participles, xai ¢ suyj Bovadpeva), Thuc. 5, 37.
Dion. Hul. IV. 2242, 2. Diod. Sic. 1, 50. 19, 59. Arrian. Ind. 5, 1.
Plat. Euthyplr. c. 8. rep. 6. p. 510. C. Dion. Hal. IX. p. 1905. Dio. Chr.
7. p- 256. Mr. Anton. 5, 1. comp. Matth. II. 715, When the first word
has a pronoun with it, which also belongs to the second, such omission
is easily explained, Rom. i. 20. 4 7& Gidcos adrod vvauss xai Oeuirrs; COMP.
iv. 3. When a particle of separation occurs, the repetition of the arti-
cle is a matter of course, Luke xi. 51. uszafd zoi Ousasryeiov xoi rod
olzov, Mt. xxiii. 85. Rom. iv. 12. (D) When a genitive, beyond which
the frst article can have no effect, follows the first noun, the article must be
repeated, 1 Cor. i. 28. zd. dyevi) ¢8 xdout xai va. govdevyuéva (Without var.).

Variations occur in the following passages, Mr, viii. 31. xi. 15. x. 33.
Acts xvi. 19. Col. it. 8. 1 Cor. xi. 27. 1 Thess. i. 8. 1 Tim. iv. 6, It
is frequently of no importance whether we so understand the relation of
the connected nouns or not: it depends on the apprehension of the writer,
and therefore there are passages in which the reader would not feel the
want of the article: e. g. 1 Tim. v. 5. Tit. iii. 4. Rom. ii. 20. and others
in which it might perhaps be used, Eph. iii. 18. See Engelhardt ad Plat.
Menez. p. 253. Poppo ad Thue. IIL. L. p. 395. In Tit. ii. 13. Znipdvsea
255 86kns ot peydrov 0500 xal gwrieos Huiw Inooi Xewsrot. 1 do not con-
sider gwzgeos, for reasons which depend on Paul’s system of doctrine, as
a second predicate of 6:0f, as if Christ were first called peyds. 6:. and
then gwzpe. The article is omitted before swzge., because the word is
lirnited by the genitive #ud», and the apposition is before the proper name:
of the great God and our Savior Jesus Christ,  So Jude 4. will admit
of two subjects, as xvewos, because limited by »udy, does not receive the
article: "Iyo. Xe. 65 2076 xvguos Hudv.  In 2 Thess. i. 12., we may easily
suppose xveros instead of § xvewos,  (As to Tit. it. 13. it is entirely in ac-
cordance with the laws of the language to consider sworge. as a second
predicate of 0:ov, and translate xai, even the great God, even our Sav.,
ete. Nor is this at all inconsistent with Paul’s doctrinal views, but ra-
ther conformable to them. In reference to Jude and 1 Thess. similar
observations may be made. T¥s.)

The article is both inserted and omitted in a series of connected
nouns, Acts vi. 9., zuwis zov ix TR CVYUYGYRs THS Meyouivyg AuBeezovor xol
Koveny. xav *ArsEavde., xal 7oy drd Kimxoos xal *Adias, where Kuenr. *Aneé-
arde. and ABegz. constitute one party (with a synagogue in common.).

The omission of the article in Luk. x. 29. is singular: 2(s é62( wov ag-
otor, and XXXVi. 2is zovrwy — — nageioy doxel gou yeyovivas ob durt., where
we should expect & zagoiov, as wagoios is likewise an adverb (see Mark-
land ad Eurip. Suppl. 110.). Diderlein (Synon. I. 59.) has cited a similar
instance : ASsch. Prom. 940. iuol 8" ¥ragsor Znros 4 uydiv wérre, where
undiv seems to be put for zod undiv. In both these cases, however, Mooy
might be taken as an adverh: who (is) stands near to me.
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§19. The Article with Adjectives.

Words qualifying nouns which have the article, are placed either be-
tween the article and noun, as 4 dyeoy nvedua, 5 Grw xA5jois, § nag’ ipod
Suwbpey (Rom. xi. 27. ix. 11.), éo danuwol ngoszvwpzas (John iv. 28.), zais
Husréears yrdooas (Acts ii. 11.), 4 rod 900 poaxgobuuin; or after the nou.
The latter is uniformly* the case, if the qualifying terms be adjectives,
or nouns with prepositions, except that, i the noun be in the genitive, the
article is generally repeated, when these qualifying or limiting words are
designed to be more specific and distinet (1 Cor. i. 18. § adyos § z0v zovgor,
Tit. ii. 10. variat. Phil. iii. 11. var. See Schiifer Melet. p. 8.72. Matth.
II. 727.1) especially in distinguishing relationship, as John xix. 25.
Mogio 5 rob Krwna,T Acts Xiil. 22. AaBis § zob "Leoows, Mit. iv. 21, x. 2.
M. iii. 17., and also when the noun itself has its own (personal) genitive,
Mt. xxvi. 28. 20 aiuo pov 20 95 xawns Swlbixys. Between the article and
noun, there may be more than one qualifying term, § dywos xai duwuog
dvBewnos. The article then is not repeated according to § 18. d. 8. This
however occurs once with a limiting genitive, 1 Pet. iv. 14. 20 24 8d8ns
xal 20 78 Osol mvebpn, i €. the spirit of glory, and (consequently) of God
—the spirit of glory, which is no other than the spirit of God himself.
Similar to this is Pind. Nem. 8, 51, zdv *Ad¢dsrov zow ve Kadueiwy Few

* Tt is plain that this rule can apply only to adjeetives which are construed with
nouns: In Luk. xxiii. 45, tryiz0s 78 xaramiracpa 705 vaow pécoy, € ooy qualifies the
verb, it was rent in the midst, and =8 wéoee would mean a quite different thing. Similar
arc Mt. xvi. 26, 22y vdv néopor § n oy uggdion, Mt. x. 30, ix. 35. John. v. 36. Such adjec-
tives (of quantity) are often placed before nouns which have the article, Mt iv. 23.
wegifiyey § A ny Ty Tahhalay, See Gersdorf I, 371. whose collection is generally uncritical.
Comp. Jacob. ad Lucian. Alez. p. 51, Matth, I1. 724.

1 Stallbaum ad Plat. Gorg. p. 55. Yet this construction by degrees became less
frequent, and many writers placed the article before suclia genitive, almost uniformly,
even where it was not emplatie. So Demosth. Isocr. and Xen, Ephes. Orators might
have had good rcasons for so doing in their spoken discourses. Comp. Sicbelis ad
Pausan. 1. p. 17, ‘

} The mcaning of the above passages is: emong the women whose name is Mary,
that one of Clopas, daughter of Clopas. The article is not employed when the quali--
fying gen. does not indicate any strong emphasis: Lulk. vi. 16. odzy Tand€ov, Mr. xv.
A7, Magle “Tosi, Acts i. 13. "IdrofBov *Ahdaiou, oceur without variation, as in Herod. 1,
59, Auvkolgyrw 'Agiororatdew, and Dion, Comp., 1 Awevdriov *AnefdvSpov (in both Schifer
wishes the article), Thuc. 1, 24. ¢dnriw; "Eeazonreidov (Poppo Thue. I. p. 195.), ;Thilo
ad Act. Thom.Mag. p. 3. Comp. Herm.ad Vig. p. 701, Yet in Luk. xxiv. 10. we must
read, with the best MSS, Magle % 1axdBov. Comp. Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 696. The po-
sition of the words found in Paus. 2, 22, »4; dopdvews NiéBns does not occur in N, T.
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See Dissen. in loc. When the qualifying words are placed after the
noun, there may also be several, but they must all have the article re-
peated with them,™ Heb. xi. 12. 7 duuos 4 nogs 2o xevnos vijs durdooys, 7
&;agéﬂp'/]m;-

To illustrate the subject more minutely (See Schiifer Melet. p. 8.) :
(a) Adjectives and possess. pron. with the article are placed after the
noun, either when alone, as John x. 1. & rowusv § xarde, Acts xii. 10. 2
. 2w mumhy 2y audegd, John Vii. 6. 6 xaugds & duéregos, John i. 9. iv. 11. xv.
1. Luk. ii. 17. iii. 22. viii. 8. Rev. ii. 12. 1 Cor. vii. 14. xii. 2. 1 John
i. 8. James i. 9. iii. 7. (where the adjec. is sometimes placed after for
the clearer elucidation (comp. especially James iii. 7.), som>times in
order to more specific expression, or where the governing noun is itself
limited by a genitive or in some other way, Mt. i. 25. 26v viov adeqg oV
rgwréroxov, John vi. 18, 2dv néves deroy 7dv xgibwer, Mt. ii. 17. vi. 6.
Tit. ii. 11. Heb. xiil, 1. Luk. vii. 47. etc. 'The construction zsu govoy.
duzgs vidv is not much used by the N. T. writers. Comp. John iii. 16. 1
John iv. 9.—In the text. rec. 1 John v. 20. 5 2wy dubreos, the adjective
occurs after the noun, without the artic. The Codd. however, vary much
“here. The vulgate is by no means to be disregarded, as later writers
began, in such cases, to omit the article (Bernhardy p. 823.), even
although the examples Long. Past. 1,16. Heliod. J¢th. 7. 5. Diod. Sic.
5. 40. are not parallel with that of John. Besides 2w aidvios had become
one idea. In Luk. xii. 12. Griesbach and Schott have 25 yie mryedpa
dryeov, but Knapp, Schulz and Sholz 6 yag dytov nvetua, without notice of
any variation—geipo nvsvuorixdy and aidy novpess in 1 Cor. x. 3. Gal. 1.
4. are to be considered as one principal subject, which adzé and ivege.
qualify. Comp. Schiifer ad Plus. V. 80. )

(b) The article is repeated when the principal noun is modified by
a preposition followed by another noun: 1 Thess. i. 8. % zlszis Spiy 5 neds
2ov edv, 2 Cor. vili. 4. 255 Swaxoviug w75 eis 2ods dylovg, Jas. i. 1. zals
gurars Tais & v dcwonogd Acts Xv. 23. zors xavd oqy TAveidysioay —— —
aderpors, vois 2§ 8dviw, XXiV. B, ndow vois YovSalo Tors xars 2oy olxovuivyy,
Acts xi. 22. xii. 0. xxvi. 4. xii. 2. xxvil. 5. iii. 16. iv. 2. viii. I. Mr.
iv. 3L. xiii: 25. 1 Thess. iv. 10. Rom. iv. 11. vii. 5. 10. viii. 89. x. &.
xiv. 19. xv. 26. 31. xvi. 1. 2 Cor. ii. 6. vii. 12. viii. 22, ix. 1. xi. 3. 1
Cor. ii. 11. 12. iv. 17. xvi. 1. 1 Tim. i. 14. 2 Tim. ii. 1. John i. 46.
xii. 21. Ephes. i. 10. 15. Rev. xiv. 17. xvi. 12. xix. 14. xx. 13. Rom.
xiv. 19. Luk. i. 70. xx. 85. (Variations are found in Acts xx. 21. Mr.
xv. 43, Luk. v. 7. Rom. x. 1. John xix. 38.) For instances from Arrian.

* A rare aceumulation of the artiele, under the ahove rule, is found in Rev. xxi. 9.



114 PART THIRD. ON THE USE OF THE ARTICLI.

(every page of the Greek prose writers furnishes some) see Ellendt. ad
Avrrian. Alex. I. p. 62.  This mode of connection (placing the qualifying
term after the noun) as the more simple, occurs in the N. T. more fre-
quently than the introduction of such terms between the art. and noun.
The LXX. also uniformly repeat the article in such cases.

(c) Participles which still retain the idea of time, are not, in this
case, altogether equivalent to adjectives. Hence the article is employed
only when some relation well known or particularly worthy of remark
(is, qui, quippe qui) is indicated, and when, consequently the par-
ticipial meaning is more prominent: e. g. 1 Pet. v. 10, § e05 — — §
xurécus Guds els Ty alwvioy abrod d6Eay — — Grlyor TaJévTas, adTos xarag
visow God—who has called us unto his eternul glory after we have suf-
Sered awlile, ete. Ephes. 1. 12. ¢l 26 eivow duds sls Enawor — — robg
reopixézos iy 73 Xe. we, who first trusted in Christ (as those who have
trusted). Comp. v. 19. Heb. iv. 3. vi. 18. Rom. viii. 4. 1 Cor. viii. 10.
Johni. 12, 1 John v.13. 1 Thess. i. 10. iv. 4. 1 Pet. i. 3. Jas, iil. 6. Acts
xxi. 38. Comp. Dion. Hal. 9. p. 1922, Polyb. 8, 45. 2. 3, 48. 6. Lucian
dial. mort. 11, 1. a. (Where the nominative of the participle is used for
the vocative, according to § 28. it has the article.) '

Participles without the article occur Acts xxiii. 7. 26v dvdea zovzor
ovanepSbvrw vrs 2oy Tovdaiwy hunc virum comprehensum (who is seized,
after he was seized), 8, 26. § eds dvaswions vov maldo adrov dnicTeirey
odzdy, ete. God, when he had raised up his son, sent him, etc. (Heb. xiii.
20.), Rom. ii. 27, xewsi 4 éx ¢uoews degofuario, oy vipoy Terobon, oé, ete.
since, or by this, that it fulfils. Comp. John. iv. 6. 39. 45. xv. 2. Rom.
xvi. 1. 1 Cor. 1. 7. Heb. x. 2. Luk. xvi. 14. (Strabo 15. 717, and Fritz-
sche on Mt. p. 432, Stallbaum ed Plat. Apol. p. 14. Buttmann, § 125.
144.) Acts xxi. 8. &i5 zov oizov DMLIROY TOD EDOYYENGTOD, DVTOS Ex THV ERT
is also to be thus translated qui esset (yet many authorities have here
voy, whicli gives to the passage a false emphasis) comp. Diod. Sic. 17,
88, § noie Sy 85 izow, lil. 23. 20v nixTovra %ZALAOY DVTA XOAOY, Philostr.
Apoll. 7, 16. &v 25 vioe Gwbdeg, oboy medrsgor, Thuc. 8, 90, Diag. L. 3,
14. 2, 5. Diod. Sic. 5, 34. 19, 34. Dion. Hal. IV. 2033. Lucian. Hermat.
81. dial. mort. 10, 9. Alciphr. 3, 18. Strabo 3. 164. Isocr. Trapez. p.
870. Longi. Past. 2. 2. Philostr. Zcr. 3, 4.and Soph. 1, 23, 1. Demosth.
adv. Polycl. p.'710. B. In Ephes. vi. 16. the article in 24 géng 2d nenvew-
uéva is ot established; then it means: the darts, if they burn, or although
they burn (quench the fiery darts of satan.) See also 1 Pet. i. 4. 12.
(In 2 John 7. gyduevoy stands for the infinitive).

The above passage, 1 Pet. v. 10. § 8z0¢ & zarésag quds — — oriyor ma-
gévras will be a guide for using and omitting the article with participles.
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Sometimes it is optional with the writer whether he use the article with
the participle or not. Rom. viii. 1. zois iv Xe. "Inoov, ug xozd sdgxa negina-
zovgw, olc., if thus punctuated, would mean, fo them who are in Ch. Jes.,
as they wallk not after the flesh: on the other hand, punctuated thus, zois
& Xe. Iy, wy) xaz. cug. meguraz. il means, with greater prominence of the
apposition, to those who urein Ch. Jes., as those who walk not, etc.

When the participle with the article is placed in apposition with a
principal noun, or is used in the vocative (as in appos. with ob), it some-
tines expresses ridicule or displeasure, or brings out prominently to view
some property, as an.object of derision or indignation. Interpreters of
Gr. authors have often ascribed to the article a power of ridicule (articu-
lus irrisioni inservit. See Valckenaer ad Eurip. Pheen.1637. Markland
ad Burip. Suppl. 110. Stallbaum ad Plat. Euthyphr. p. 12, ad Apol.
p- 70.), which lies however only in the thought and its special promi-
nence, (by the speaker also expressed in the voice). To this may be
referred out of the N. T. Rom. 1. 1.

2. Of'these qualifying terms or adjuncts some unsuspected exceptions are
found,where a clause consisting ofa noun with a preposition, and making with
the substantive but one principal idea, is connected with the preceding noun
only by means of the voice, while the grammatical bond of union in the
written language (the article) is wanting : e. g. Rom. ix. 3. dnig ziw
Adenplv pob Ty ovyysrdy xat & 6dexa (see below), 2 Cor. vil. 7. 7oy dudy
Sinov drig épov, Col.i. 8. Soespecially () in the oft repeated apostolical

" (Paulin.) formula i Xeuozg "Iy60v; of év xvelp €. g Col. i. 4. axobouvres
Ty migTw Sy dv Xe. Ino. xol vy dydagy vaw sis ndveas zovs dylovs, Ephes.
L 15. amovdoas viv xad’ Spds niszw &y 26 avers Lyo. xai vqp dydmyy zgv sis
naveas zods Gylovs, 1 Cor. iil. 1. Also 1 Tim. vi. 17. zois naovsiows & 76

" vy aidve are to be connected (yet this reading is not well established, a8
good authorities have zov vy duisvos), Ephes. ii. 11. Spsis rovt vi ¥y &
sagxi; 1 Cor. x. 18. Baénezs vov Loguin xazd sdexa. (opp. Isgamn xavd
nvepa), Ephes. iiil. 18. &y zois 90ideoly wov drie suiv comp. ver. 1. Col. i.
24.* (b) Where the primitive verb was already construed with a certain
preposition, or the adjunct clause arose out of the tendency of the sub-
stantive (Held ad Plut. Timol. p. 419.), Ephes. iii. 4. $9vacds voRGaL TV
ovvesiy pow iv 7¢ worqers (3 Bsr.i. 81.), comp. Dan. i 4. sviévrss 2y
niday copia, 2 Cor. ix. 13, dradeyze vijs mowwviag sis adrode, xoi sig RAVToS,
Col. i. 12. Comp. Job. xxx. 19, Acts viii. 21. and Bihr on this passage.
So Polyb. 3, 48. 11. z4v v Sxnew 0AroTEUTATW e0s ‘Pwualovs, Diod. Sic.
17, 10. 245 Ansédvdeou nogovdtas int 745 ®7Bas, Herod. 5, 108. 7 dyysrio

# In Rom. i, 17. and Gal. iii. 12. also, the quotat.from the O.T. § Suasos ix wirvews,
in conformity with Paul’s views, ought to be read in conncetion. In the former pas-
sage, the apostle designs, by the words of ilie proplict, to confirm the sentence 3:-

nasocvvn Bgod & miorewg, elc, not hEwh & Suwasosivg, Comp. Reich and Usteri on this
passage,
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negd viw Saedlwy Thuc. 5, 20. $ 23oayg &5 25y Avvoxny, Plut. Coriol. 24. 5
23y nareuxioy Svouéveln wgos vov Sjuor, vit. Pomp. 58. wi nagaxmfosis Snée
Kaisogos. The case in («) may probably be referred to the language of
conversation, which, as it expresses itself by-the living voice, seldom
uses the article, while the written language which requires more exact-
ness, cannot well dispense with it.

Yet we must be cautious in classifying such passages, as on closer in-
spection, we shall find many to belong elsewhere, which seem to belong
here. (Comp. Ellendt. ad Arrian. Alex. I. p. 315.) Sometimes, for in-
stance, (@) there has been a slight transposition of words, as 1 Tim. 1. 2.
Tiuo0éq yrqoie 2éxvd dv nicre, where the words év ntigzes, according to the
sense, belong to yuyoele, genuine in fuith (in respect to the faith, comp.
1 Cor. iv. 17.), perhaps otherwise Col. iv. 7. Tuxuxds 6 dyonyrds aderdds xai
stuords Sudnovos xiad advdovros (Ephes. vi. 21), comp. Xen. Anab. 4,8.23. xar
0§ mLOGNEOVoAS Bxdag Il 7OV moraudy, 1. €. xa70 20¢ &7tL 7o 7. LOs%s Be
The qualifying terms in 1 Pet. 1. 2. xazd nedyracy Je0d —— sig draxoqgy xal
fovzuouéy etc. are probably to be connected in the same way with 2xrexrors
v. 1. (D) In other passages the adjunct clause more immediately qualifies
the verb, as Col. i. 6. 69’75 Huégas fxovoure xai imbéyvare 2y zdew 7ob Seod
v Gandeiq, See Bihr in loc., 1 Thess. iv. 16. of vexgol 2v Xewo7d dvages-
soveor meizoy not the dead in Christ, the contrasted clause is fusis of
2awrsg, not all the Jewish or Pagan dead, to whom the discourse has no
reference: Rom. viii. 2. § »duos 200 mvsbpoazos 275 Swijs dv Xewrd Iy
AAevdigact pe drd Tol vopov i apagrias xal Tob Jovdzov, where partly the
opposite clause vég. zob Sav. (with which wduos 275 wys correctly corres-
ponds), partly v. 8. shows, that v Xe. must be connected with a3, (as
Koppe has done), Phil. i. 14. zovs nasiovas 2ar dderpiv évxvein nenoddras
2ois Sespors pove {Comp. a similar construction Gal. v. 10. néroa el
buas &v xvelep, and 2 Thess. lii. 4.), Ephes. 1. 18. 25 2ovw § aanis zqs
xMjoEag Gurod xal Tig & mAobros Tas 80Ens Ts xAyovouing GuTov by Tors Gryioug
which hope — — and which riches — — is in the saints (christians), in
their possession, Jas. iii. 13. Ssifdrw iz 755 zanijs dvaszeodss ©0 beya adrod
I negibryre coplas where the words v sgaiz. sop. are expletive of x 25¢
xargs avagreodrs. Here may belongalso | Thess. i. 1. 25 ixxayole @cova-
aove by 3e6 rargl elc. Viz. yocgsw or some such word. Besides comp.
Rom. v. 8. vi. 4. (comp. Fritzsche on the merits of Tholuck p. 31.) 1
Cor. ii. 7. Philom. 20. Rom. xvi. 3. comp. Phil. iv. 21. iii. 14. Ephes.
it. 7. (where i¢’ duds is to be connected with $regBdrn.) iii. 12. 1 Thess.
ii. 16, John xv. 11. 1 John iv. 17. Jud. 21. Also Acts xxii. 18. op
ragadibovrul cov vy pogrveloy megl tuct can be translated: they will not
accept thy testimony about me, i. e. in reference to me no testimony from
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thee; 24y pagr. zqv megl ipov would be, thy testimony concerning me which
is to be or has been given. In Ephes. v. 26. & jguare does not belong
t0 7§ rovred zov #8azos, but it is to be divided thus: iva wizqgy dyidon,
XaDUELCas TG Mo T+ BO &y frjpary, the xadagilew precedes dyuwid. and is nega-
tive as the latter somewhat positive. In Heb. x. 10. it was not necessary
to write 8ud w45 meospogds vob sduaros — — v 5 ¢ épdnaf. 'The last word
relates just as well to fyacuévos. About Ephes, ii. 15. see § 81. note 1.
Finally, there are passages, where good manuscripts have the article and
where it is wanting only in the received text, e. g. Rom. ix. 3. zd»
suyyevew pov vy xavd odgxa (according to DEFS. Syr. Theodoret. etc.),
Ephes. vi. 5. for rois xveiocs xara sdexa in good Codd. zois xazd 6. xvelovse

The omission of the article in the above mentioned cases can be con-
firmed by a few instances out of Greek authors. Comp. Polyb. 5, 64. 6.
dut wy 70D mazeds S6kav dx vi¢ adMjoews, Sext. Emp. kypot. 8,26, {yrovuey
negl 7ob vémov meosaxeiBuov for zob me. é. as is clear from the preceding,
Xen. Cyrop. 8,8. 16. 24 nevedusna éntd zgdnelov (the pastry for the table),
Anab. 1, 4. 4. 26 ptv¥seder (vsiyos ned ve¢ Kenvaiog Svéveous slye (on the
other hand immediately »o 8t tfw v6 neo z4s Svelas ete.) Xen. Ephes. 2,
12. Polyb. 6, 90. 14. Thuc. 2, 20. Comp. Kriiger ad Dionys. p. 153.
Poppo ad Thue. III, 1. p. 324.

3. An appellative in apposition with a proper name usually takes the
article: e. g. Acts xxv. 13. *Ayeinrnos 6 Busieds, Luk. ix. 19. "Todugy
2éy Burziorny. Acts xxvi. 9. xiii. 8. The appellative here indicates
an already familiar office, and by that means limits the proper name,
which is common to many others. Agrippa the king, is, among those of
that name, the one who is king etc. Comp. Ellendt. ad Arrian Alex. 1.
p. 154. Matth. I1. 720. On the other hand Acts x. 32. S{uwr pugosds
Simon a tanner, (a certain Simon who was a tanner), Luk. ii. 86. Ao
ngoprizes Anna u prophetess, Acts XX. 4. Taios Asgfaios Gaius of Derbe
(not Zhe known Derbean). Also Luk.iii. 1. & ¥rec steveenandendea v7s
dpyepovias Tudegdv Kaisagos must properly be translated: of Tiberius as
the emperor. Gersdorf p. 167. is incorrect. Acts vii. 10. Zvavzior Bagads
Basirtws *Avydnizov does not mean : before Pharaoh, the (known or the
then) king of Egypt, but before Pharaoh, king of Lgypt, i. e. before
Pharaoh who was king of Egypt. Comp. Plutarch I. p. 309. B. Beévvog
Taraeiy Bogineds P. 313, *Azenduacos Tirnoy Basireds ete. 'The gerneral
rule also regulates the use or omission of the article with other words in
apposition; and it is singular that any should assert, that the word in
apposition has no article.  Your futher, an unlearned man, etc., the
Greek would express without an article, but in your Suther, the field

15
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marshal, it would be used legitimately, as in John vi. 4. vii.2, Ina
grammatical point of view, John viii. 44, belongs here. In the last.
case the article may be omitted according to § 18. Comp. Rom. i. 7,
Ephes. i. 2. 1 Pet. v. 8.

4. If the qualifying term be connected with an anarthrous noun, it is
also anarthrous (without the article), e. g. John ix. 1. &l8ev dvdewmor vv- -
@row iz yevergs, 1 Tim. ive 8. 8 & Seds txvioey sl pevargdw perd edyoguo-
lasy 1. 5. dyany ix xadoeds xagdiag, Tit. 1. 6. zéxva ¥ywy LT, 0] €V %OTY"
yogla doweias 3 Grvndzoxra, Rom. Xiv. 17, Suxawosivy xal sieqvy xal zugd
v mvedpare dyip, comp. Plat. rep. 2, 17. p. 878. D, "Heus 8t Seopobs
dnd vifos xal Hoalorov fideisdmd ndrgos, ubdorras v pprel svito -
wévy dpdvew xol Jeopayios, oas “Ouneos nenoiyxev, ob magudexvéor &is Tqv
nonw, Theophr, Char. 30, (28.) Yoz 8: % xaxoroyio dydy 775 Yuzrs sis 2o
zeteor &v Myous, Alian. Anim. 11,15, fouxo aéfswr snépavros ieynp sl ydpor
&duxovpévor.®).  Comp. Stallbaum ad Plat. rep. I. p. 91. 110. 152, It
often occurs, however, that such qualifying terms are connected with the
anarthrous noun by means of the article; and not only when the latter
comes under the class in § 18. 1. 1 Pet. i. 21., but in other cases also,
yet not without good reason: e. g. 1 Pet. 1. 7. {va 25 Soxipwor Sudw 27js rti=
oTE0s ROMVTLUGTECOY ZgVvalov, ToD anorrwuévov, Which must be resolved:
26vse & davw astornadpsvor, more precious than gold, which is perishable,
Acts xxvi. 18. nigree 2 el 2us, by fuith, namely, in me, 2 Tim. i. 13.
2y miozss 2ol dydny vy by Xewsrd Tnoon, Tit. 1ii. 5. odx I Yeywy 20w év Suxas-
ootwy, Gal. ili. 21. (comp. Liban. Oratf. p. 201. B.) In all these pas-
sages, the conception of the noun is indefinite, but by means of the ad-
junct acquires more definiteness. Comp. Jas. iv. 14. Phil. i. 11. iii. 6.
1 Tim. i. 4. iii. 138. iv. 8. 2 Tim. i. 14. ii. 10. 2 John vii. Jude. 4. Jas.
1. 25. Acts x. 41. xix. 11. xxvi. 2. Rom. ix. 80. Similar Jer. i. 25.
véuos & vrjs nevdseias, Xen. Mem. 2, 1. 32. Gvdedrots Tols Gyadocs, 10 MeEN,
namely to the good, Hier. 3, 8. $rb yuvorxiv zow fovriw, Mem. 1, 7. 5.
Dion. Hal. IV. 2219, 4. syole o5 neds avrdy, 2221, 5. dnropuds § zois vy~
Mx0VTOLS eénw, Ailian. Anim. 3, 323. 006 éni xéedse 76 HEYLOTG, T, 27.
Theophr. Char. 15. Isocr. Paneg. 24. Plat. Crit. 12, Arrian. Ind. 34, 1.
Xen. Ephes. 2, 5. 4, 3. Heliod. J/th. 7, 2. 8, 5. Pausan. 7, 8. Strabo 7.
302. Lucian. Asin. 25, 44. Scyth. 1. Herod. 1, 8. Demosth. ¢. Near. p-
517. Comp. Held ad Plutarch Timol. p. 409. Hermann ad Lucian.

* So unémyng iv vl could mean nightly thief: but in 1 Thess. v. 2. xeras out of
the following clause, is to be conneeted with @ #A. v v. the day of the Lord so comes,
as a thief in the night comes.
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conscr. hist. p. 106.  Where a relative follows, this is strange to no one:
Acts xvil. 3L. Iszqoey Guéeav, &v 4 pétrss xglvew vy oixovpévyy — = — v
Gvdei, & Gews etc. a day on whick, etc. Comp. Mr. xv. 41. darae
nonhal Go guvovaBasar abed els Legosdrvums

The vulgar text in Phil. ii. 9. has 8yopa 20 dnie mdv Svopn, @& NAML,
which is above every name. Good Codd. place the article before voua:

the name (which he now possesses) which is, etc., the (known) dignity,
ete.

§ 20. The Article as ¢ Pronoun.

1. The use of the article as a pronoun for the definite the,* which in
the ancient language was so common, in prose and in the N. T, is re-
duced to the following cases: (&) It is found most frequently in the dis-
tributives & uiv, § 8¢ (Schifer ad Dion. compos. 421.) Mt. xiii. 23. xxil.
5. Acts xvii. 32, xxviii. 24. Gal. iv. 23. Instead of 6 8¢ is used Mt.
xvi. 14. danoe 88, zegov 8ty comp. Plat. legg. 2. p. 658. B. /Elian. V. H
2, 34. Palaeph. 6. 5. Matth. Il. 742.

In Mt. xxvi. 67. xxviii. 17. & §: occurs without & uiv preceding.
That it must be translated alii, not nonnulli, Lachman rightly remarks,
ad Lucian L. p. 149. ivénzvoay sis 7o ngdswnor abrod — — bu 88 Eppdmecav,
would be more regularly 6o uv #véne., but in writing the ivénz., the au-
thor had not the second member of the sentence before his mind. Comp.
Xen. Hell. 1, 2. 14. 60 asyudnoros — — Gxovro & Aexérstow, of 8 i Méyaga,
see Bornemann ed. Xen. Cyrop. 8,2.12. and Schol. in Luc. p. 59. To
Acts xvii. 18. zwés ~~ of 8, comp. Plat. legg. 1. p. 627. A. and Ast.
in loc.

More frequently the relative is used in 1 Cor. xi. 21. §5 piv newg, 65
8¢ pedbee, Mt. xxi. 85, 8y uiv ¥dsegav, Oy 88 dréxveovay, otc. Acts Xxvil. 44.
Rom. ix. 21. (Mr. xii. 5. according to I'ritzsche), comp. Polyb. 1, 7. 8.
Thuc. 3. 66. see Georgi Hieroerit. [. p. 109. Herm. ad Vig. 706., once
b5 wiv — — danog 84, 1 Cor. xii. 8. (comp. Xen. Anab. 8, 1. 35.) § pev
(neutr.) — = xai ivegor, Luke viii. 5. 1 Cor, xii. 28. an anacoluthon is ea-
sily recognized. See Bernhardy p. 806. In Rom. xiv. 2. § 8 does not
relate to §; wiv, but is the article to dedevy.

R. (b) The simple 4 8¢, 6 8¢, in narration, are put for this, these, but
he, but they, in reference to persons just named, present to the writer’s

* What Heinichen on Euseb. H. E, tom. I. p. 95, quotes from the Fathers, has no
parallel in the N. . Vet comp. Theodoret v. 2. #d 3 §v 72 mdvra Eylvere. On the

accent of ¢, &, ete., when the article has the foree of a pronoun, see Passow IL. p.
2974
274,
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mind. Mt. ii. 5. of 8 inov, but they said, ii. 14. 6 8: dysedeis nagéraBs,
iv. 0. Mr. xii. 14. Luke viii. 21. John xix. 29. (on Mt. xxviii. 17. see
Fritzsche.). Comp. /schin. dial. 3, 15. 17, Xen. Anab. 2, 3. 2. Phi-
lostr, Apoll. 1, 21. 5, 21.

The article stands for ke or this in the poet. citat. from Aratus, Acts
xvii. 28, zod yog yévos Zopéve  Comp. Soph. JEd. Tyr.1175. 255 yae
répuxa unzeds. See Georgi Hierocrit. I. p. 176. (where, however, things
very unlike are thrown together), Locella ad Xen. Ephes. p. 281. Matth.
I1.737. For the prose, comp. Athen. 2. p. 87.

3. Finally, under this head are included those cases, in which a genit., -
a noun with a preposition, or an adverb depends on the article. Among
the most simple are the phrases in Heb. xiii. 24. ol dno z9¢ ‘Tzarlas, those
Jrom Italy (Diod. Sic. 1, 83.), Rom. iv. 14. o #x »duov, Phil. iv. 22. Mt.
xxvi. 51, Phil. i. 27, 2d negi dudw, ii. 23. iv. 18. Luke xix. 42. Acts iv.
22. 76 xdze John viii. 23., which very often occur also in the Gr. wri-
ters, (Matth. I1.719.). The article is placed before a genitive to express
the relation of kindred, John xxi. 2. of 7ot ZeBedaiov, 1 Cor. 1. 11, 23y
Xnéns (see below § 30. 8. note), but most frequently in the neuter (comp.
Ellendt ad Arrian. Alex. 1. p.84. IL p. 307. Poppo ad Thuc. ITL. IL. p.
723.), Mt. xxi. 21. 20 27 ovadis, Jas. iv. 14.°20 275 adewor, 1 Cor. x. 24.
2 Pet. ii. 22. (see Schiifer ad Dem. 1. 214.) Rom. ii. 14, 26 zof »duov,
viili. 5. 2d 27s dagxds, Luke ii. 49. 24 20b maveds, XX. 25. 26, 2o Kasougos,
Mt. xvi. 23. zd zod Ss0d (comp. Georgi Flierocr. 1. 52.), Rom. xiv. 19.
v& 775 dugrvns- This construction is not a mere circumlocution (for 4 evx7,
# odek, 5 sgquy), comp. Matth. I1. 735, Schifer ad Julian. or. p. 12.,
nor can we suppose a definite noun to be understood; the expression is
rather indefinite, as, e. g. that with (in) the fig tree.

The heutr. 7o before a whole clause, particularly frequent in Luke and
Paul,is a genuine article, Luke ix. 46. siopnde Stanoyiopds &v aizoig, 7
vis v ely pecdov adrdy (Ast. ad Plat. rep. p. 319. Bremi ad Demosth. p.
286.), xxii. 2. %al iqroww —— 7d s G Bwow abedy, Rom. viii. 26. 25 yoe
70 neossvEduede — — odx oldausy, Acts iv. 21. xxii. 30. Mr. ix. 23. Luke
i. 62. v. 1. xxii. 28, 37. Gal. v. 14. 1 Thess. iv. 1. In all these passa-
ges 7o is used to direct attention to the following clause (equivalent to
namely), which is to be considered the same as one word. Comp. Stall-
baum ad Plat. Euthyphr. p. 55. and ad Plat. Men. p. 25. Ast. ad Plat.
Polit. p. 319. Matth. IL. 730. Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 372.

According to Kiinoe] the article sometimes stands for the plonominal
adjective ths (comp. Siebelis ad Pausan. 1. p. 50.) Mt. i. 25. zov viow for
zouzoy 2oy vidy, John vii, 17, yuwo’m’m negl 7 dudaxns, V. 40. éx vod ozxov,
Acts xxvi. 10. TRy MALh TV ogxLegéey 2£ovocay auBdw, but genelally it is
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. sufficient to render it by the definite article. Heumann has been still
more liberal in this view of the article, and is followed by Schulthess
. (NVeu. Krit. Journ. 1. 285.) who has improperly animadverted on Matth.

§ 286., where ¢his use of the ¢, which could scarcely occur in prose (ex-
cept Ionic), is not the subject of remark. Act_s ix)2. 1’51/&5 255 6800 vz as,
any of - the sect, viz. of the sect known and pointed out in pagyz. zov zve.
ver. 1. in Col. iv. 16. 6zav droyvectsj nap vuiv % énvezorg, we would say:
when the letter (not the letter) shall have been read. Some authorities
have aiizy here, but the old versions should not be taken into the account.
In 1 Tim. i. 15. also, we do not even in German require the demonstr.
pron., nor any more in vi. 13., 2 Cor. v. 4. (see Schulz in loc.) Col. iii.
8. Gé0sce xoi wvuels & mdvra is not, this or that all (intensive), but as
we also can say, the whole, i.e. the entire depravity of the character.
In Rom. v. 5. 4 (éanis) is only the article, although eveh Tholuck takes
it for dueq. Comp. Fritzsche on the merits of Tholuck, p. 7. ‘O xos-
wos can; by no means, be taken for ofzos 6 xco.; it is the world in distinc- -
tion from the kingdom of heaven, not this world in distinction from an-
other xdomos. Thus also must we judge about those passages, which
may be adduced as proof of this use of language by the Greeks, Diog.
L.1,8.4.1,5.5. Moreover, it is not easy to be seen, why the Apos-
tles, in any passages, where they tkought the demonstr. pron., should
not use it, but rather the much more impotent article. The %ense of
propriéty (the Sprachgefiihl, the feeling of the right and wrong) in lan-
guage also, revolts at it (Comp. Giller ad Thuc. 11, 318.); and in general
it is certainly the character of the later (also of the N. T.) language to
. write expressively. : '

Among the Greeks, viz. the Ionic and Deric writers, the article some-
times stands for the relative, Matth. IT. 747. In the N.'T. it is so
. used also. Some would so interpret the 6 in Acts xiii. 9. Sudros & xac
Tiavnos (see Schleusner’s Lex. N. T. at §), but incorrectly, since § ». II.
is here equivalent to § xai xanroduevos II. (Schiifer ad L. Bos. p. 213), -
and the article has its usual signification. How Schleusner could enu-
merate here such examples as ¢ {nzar Luke xi. 10. 24 zov 0:0p, 6tc. iy
not easily seen, and would seem. surprising, if we had not been accus-
tomed to find so much that is strange in his Lexicon N. T., even after
his latest improvements. Comp. on the contrary, out of Hellenistic'
writers, Psalt. Sal. 17, 12. & vois xgiuace, v movsi énl vy yiw, if the’
reading is correct. .
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CHAPTER II.
ON THE USE OF THE PRONOUNS.

§ 21. The Use of the Pronouns in general.*

1. Tur pronouns personal, demonstr. and relative often differ in gender
from the noun to which they relate, as the idew expressed by them, and
not their grammatical gender, is taken into view. 'This takes place
uniformly when a neuter noun denotes things which have life; in which
case, the pronouns take the grammatical gender, of these objects, as
masc. or fem.: e. g. Mt. xxviii. 19. padureboors ndvza 204 ¥Svy, Puneilor
2es b7 ovg, Gal, iv. 19, zexpiu pov, od ¢ ndrw Adive (similar in Eurip.
Suppl. 12. tnece yevvaiwy vézver 0 ¢, Aristoph. Plut. 292.), John vi. 9.
¥oz0 nauddgror By Gty G5 ¥xe (as the better Codd. have, instead of the vulg.
8.) comp. 2 John 1. Acts. xv. 17. Mr. v. 41. Rom. ii. 14. comp. Gen.
iil. 15, Alian V. H. 2, 1. (John xv. 26. does not belong here, as nvsiua
is only in apposition.) For instances from Greek, see Matth. 1I. 976,
Bernhardy 294. Wurm. ad Dinarch. p. 81. comp. Drakenborch ad Liv.
295 12. )

Here belong also Rev. xviil- 16. zui 24 8éza zéguza, & 1des zal 70 Syelov,
0% 7 01 pegoovs, where by zéeara and dzelov persons are to be understood,
according to the symbolic style of prophecy.

2. Pronouns referring to a noun singular are also put in the plural, if
the nonn be a collective, or an abstract used for a concrete: e. g. Mt. i.
21. 2oy aadv—-dw 7 &y, Phil. ii. 15, yeved by ofg, 3 John 9. 4 exxagola—
avz Gy, Bphes. v. 12. gxdrog (doxores pévo)y—in’ dvwdw, Mr. vi. 46.
—2dy Bxrov. zui Grorafdpsvos dov 7 ol ¢ (Acts xxii. 8. does not belong
here.) Comp. Thue. 6, 91. Plat. Phedr. p. 260. A. Xen. Mem. 2, 1.
31. Diod. Sic. 18, 6. (this occurs very frequently in the Septuag.). The
opposite case, where a singular pronoun related to a plural noun, was

* 'Wahl (Clav, IT. 183.) is in error when he refers {o this head, 2 Pet. iii. 16. &v 7ai;
EmioTonals wegl TobTwy, b ofs etc, as we must then supply a pzdppacs from imoe. Such
a thing is impossible in prose, because of the nearncss of the relative. See Bengel
on the passage. Some interprelers also explain Rom. vi. 8L, #wa xapmwdy eiyere vive
&9 ol (Viz. dgyois, as implied in napmis) viv imusoyiveofe. See Wetsten and Reiche on this
passage. Comp. § 23,2.
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supposed to exist in Phil. iii. 20. Col. ii. 19. (Bernhardy R95.); v oigu~
vois, i€ ob: but é§ v, in the usage of the language, has become an adverb,
and signifies unde, whence.

Different from this is Acts xv. 36. xazé mdsar nérw, év ale, Where nds.
xér. of itself, independently of the inhabitants, includes a multitud’e, comp.
Poppo Thuc. 1. 92. and 2 Pet. iii. 1. zavzyy 487 Seveégoy guw yeagw énvo-
zonqu, &v als etc., where &vo is implied in Jevzegave Some refer hither
Rom. vi. 21., but certainly incorrectly. :

Nore 1. According to some commentators (e. g. Kiingl) the pronoun
occasionally relates to a noun expressed in the following sentence: e. g.
Mt. xvii. 18. imeeiunoey aizd, Viz. 25 Sowporip, Acts Xil. R1l. 2dquzydees
neds wbzots, comp. vr. 22, 6 Sjuos. See Gesen. Lehrgeb. p. 740. Bornemann
ad Xen. Conviv. p. 210. But these two passages are no proof of the
N. T.usage. In the former aizg relates to the demoniac himself, as it
is well known that, in the evangelists, the possessed, and the deemon who
possesses him, are interchanged. That Mr. ix. 25., has iner. 2§ nv.
dmabdgre, is of no weight against this opinion. In the latter, aizobs
relates to the ambassadors mentioned (or implied) in the preceding part
of the narrative, as Kiingl himself has ackdowledged. Comp. Georgi
Vind. p. 208. A

Nore 2. Kiingl finds a transposition of the pronouns in Luk. xi. 39.
20 Yowfey dudy yipee droyys xal novyelas, as he construes dudy with denays;
but manifestly in opposition to all proper arrangement. The passages
from Mt. v. 16. x. 30. xiii. 16. prove nothing, as in them the pronouns
are not separated from their nouns, but only precede them.

Nore 3. The neuter of the interrog. pron. z/;, and of the demonstr.
bvds (adwas obvog) are often used adverbially, for why (for what), therefore:
the former is also used in Latin and German, quid cuncturis, was ziigersis
du (why do you tarry?), and originally these pronouns were probably con-
ceived by the mind as proper aceusatives, (Herm. ¢d Vig. p. 882. Bern-
hardy 180.) Asto the demonstrative, comp. 2 Pet. 14, xal dvzd 70070
onsdiy rdour magsssevéyxavzes, (Xen. Anab. 1, 9.21. Plat. Protae. p.
810. E.éwwd 7 adza viv fxe nagd oe) Matth. II. 1041, Ast. ad Plat.
legg. p. 163. 169. 214. On » see passages according to their various
relation in Wabl IT. 560. The distributive zov70 piv—zodzo 82
partly partly Heb. x. 83. (Herod. 1, 30. 3, 132. Lucian Nicr. 16.)
comp. Wetsten. IL. 423. Matth. II. 740. is an adverbial construction.

(About 1 Cor. vi. 11. zaiva zuwis 7re, where a mingling of two construc-
tions takes place, see § 23. 4.) -
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§ 22. Use of the Personal and Possessive Pronouns.

1. The personal pronouns imitate the circumsthntiality of the Hebrew,
much more frequently in the N. T than in other Greek,* namely the
durod, sov ete. with subst. Luk. x. 27, xxiv. 50. Mt. vi. 17. xv. 2. xix.
20. xxvi. 39. Mr. xii. 30. (comp. 1 Mace. i. 6. Jos. xxiii. 2. xxiv. 1.
Neh. ix. 84.), the subject. accusative with the infinit., as Luk. x. 85.
Byds 3 26 entovéeysodul e Groddow, John ii. 24, Heb. vil. 24., the oblique
cases with participle and principal verb at the same time Mr. x. 16.
EVUYXOALGGUEVOS GUTH, TISELS TOS XECLOS in’ dnzd OAOyEL DTG (Whel‘e it is
unnecessary to change the received reading), ix. 28. Acts vii. 21. Luk.
xvi. 2. (comp. below n. 4.) On the other hand in Mr. xiii. 27. droszerc
20bs Gyyérous a7 0D xal intouraEer zobg dxexrobs adrol ete. the pronoun
seems in both cases almost necessary (although many Codd. omit it), on
Mr. xiv. 14. (var.) see Fritzsche. In Rev. ix. 21., the repetition of
adzdy is perhaps unintentional. From the propensity to accumulate the
pronoun, there occur only a few passages in which it is wanting, where
we might have expected it; e, g. Acts Xili. 8. xai 2nidévres 75 yeieus
wdrors Grtbawooy (asvovs), Mr. vi. 5. Ephes. v. 11. 1 Tim. vi. 2. John x.
29. Luk. xiv. 4. (Comp. Demosth. adv. Conon. p. 728. B. 2uol negime-
Gbyres — — #£éSvoow). In Mt. xxi. 7. the better reading is Zxexddvoer and
in 1 Cor. x. 9. regdlew must be taken absolutely, comp. also 2 Tim. ii,
11. Heb. xi. 19. In cases like that in Mt. xxvii. 22. srovgwdyza, the
omission of the pron. is very natural; yet the parallel Mr. xv. 13. has
gradewdor Guz év. Among the Greeks the omission of the pron. is carried
much farther. See Jacobs Anthol. Pal. 1I1. 294. Bremi ad Lys. p. 50.
Schiifer ad Demosth. IV. p. 78. 157. 232, V. 556. 567.

In Ephes. iii. 18. 2 »d nadros, to supply advss (dydrye) would scarcely
suffice, see Riickert on this v. It is a mistake with many (e. g. Schleus-
ner and Kiingl) in Mat. xxi. 41., xaxovs xaxd¢ drorésor avrods, to consider
the pron. as redundant. Without duzobs the sentence would be altogether
general; dvzobs connects it with yeweyois in the foregoing clause, and
we must therefore construe abzods zaxods waxds drion. them wicked, he will
miserably destroy.

2. Instead of the personal pronouns the nouns themselves are some-
times used, either in consequence of the negligence of the writer, or in
order to prevent uncertainty as to the noun to which the pronoun refers,
John x. 41. Luk. iii. 19. (Xen. Lph. 2, 18. Thue. 6, 105.) In John

* The possessive pron. ; in the Homeric language is entirely parallel. The later
prose writers use adrds thus very frequently. Schifer ind., ad Zsop. p. 124,
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iv. 1., however, "Iysovs is repeated because the apostle intended to quote
verbally what the Pharisees had heard. Nor can we bring under this
head passages, in which instead of the pronoun, the proper name of a
person or of a title of office is repeated for the sake of emphasis: Mr.
ix. 41, v dvépaze dve Xewsrod dore, Mt X, 28. Fws dv ¥ady 6 Dods 70v dr@gur
stovy Luk. xil. 8. 6 Do 7od dwedrov Suoroynoss tv Gvd, Luk. ix. 26. John
vi. 40. ix. 5. xi. 22. xii. 47. Ephes. iv. 16. Comp. Plat. Euthyphr. p.
31. Stallbaum Eschyl. Prom. vinct. 312. The pronoun here would be
.out of place, and would destroy the rhetorical effect. The following
passages fall under this rule, Rom. v. 12. &’ &¢vos dwde. fapoeria sis
2ov xbouov eLoASE, %l S1 G THS Guoe T ias & Sdvaros John x. 29. 2 Cor.
iit. 17. Comp. 1 Kings xii. 1.

In Acts x. 7. the better Codd. have the pers. pron. See Kiinil in loc.
The passages quoted by Bornemann ad Anabd. p. 190. are not all of the
same description, and the reading is not well established.

It is not altogether true that it is peculiar to Mark to repeat the noun

instead of the pronouns dwzds and ixeivos (Schulze in Reils Analect. II.
II. 112.) T'he nouns would be indispensable in Mr. ii. 18. (the writer
could not put into the mouth of the inquirers, an éxZwo., referring to
themselves), and in vi. 41. xiv. 66. the pronouns would have been very
inappropriate. The use of the noun in Mr. ii. 27. is the result of con-
trast. Circumlocution (as frequently in Ceesar), not nouns for pron.,
occurs in Mr. i. 34. iii. 24. v. 9. x. 46. Comp. Ellendt. ad Arrian.
Alex. 1. p. 55.
. In antitheses as Luk. xi. 17. oixos ¢x’ oixor ninzes, to require the pron.
is entirely to misapprehend the genius of the language (comp. cuneus
cuneum trudit); in the preceding rdoo Bugireln i’ faveqy Stausgicelsa,
éne Busurscay Would be intolerable.

3. The pron. airds (comp. Hermann diss. de pron. a2 6 ¢ in den Actis
Seminar. philol. Lips. Vol. I. p. 42.), through the carelessness of au-
thors, is sometimes so situated, that it cannot be referred to any noun in
the immediately preceding sentences. 1t refers: (1) To a collective name
of a place, country, or society, when at the same time, the idea of the
inhabitants, or of the members of the society is included, Mt. iv. 23.
& Tals ovvayeyals obror, namely Toidaior from orqy 7q Todthacow iX. 35.
Luk. iv. 15. 1 Thess. i. 9. Aets viii. 5. xx. 2. 2 Cor. ii. 13. 3 John ix.
EFyeudo 75 Exzdyoio dan’ Puroneareier avz ov. Mt. xi. 1. admits of another
interpretation (sce Fritzsche on the v.), although the usual one seems to
me the more simple. This usage is more frequent among Greck wri-
ters, comp. Thue. 1, 27. 186, Lucian. 7%m. 9. dicl. mort. 12, 4. Dion.
Hal. IV. 2117. Herodian. 7, 8. Jacob. ad Lucian. Toxar. p. 59. (2) To
an abstract noun derived from a preceding concrete: John viii. 44.
Yedorns é?ﬂ‘ w0l 6 g dvzod (detdovs), or the opposite, Rom. ii. 26.

16
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8w 4 GueoBuorio v Surauduara 70T vopoy Purdcsy, byl i bxg. dv 7 od (of such
an dxedBugros concr. from abst.) s neevrousdy royiodqoerar; comp. Theod.
I. 914. zovrovis A oo 2 0he % ¢ xdgiros ISuov ad 2 0¢ ¢ yae. (Gros. 2606¢)
etc. Comp. Testam. patr. p. 608. Cic. Orat. 2, 46. neque paternum ——
quem (patrem) ete. Luk. xxiii. 51. adzdy refers to the Synedrium, which
is indicated in the predicate govneurys v. 50.,in Luk. v. 14. there is a trans-
ition in dwrots from sing. (2§ iegsi the single priest) to the plur. (the college of
priests). In relation to the last two verses, comp. Sallust Cut. 17.7. Ter.
Eun. 2,1,19. (8) To some words plainly pointed out by the verb, or
by a preceding word in the sentence 1 Pet. iii. 14. 2dv §¢ pdBoy dv e & v
un pofndnze, namely zav zoxodvray duds, or of those from whom you must
suffer, (rdoxew) see Hermann ad Vig. p. 714. Otherwise Epiphan. IL p.
368. A.; Ephes. v. 12. 24 xevps ywdpevo sn’ durdv namely 2av o ¥eyo 2ov
ox67ovs mototyrey OF ¥eyous 7ov ox. ver. 11. Acts xii. 24, Comp. Aristoph.
Plutus 566. Thuc. 1, 22. 1. and Poppo in loc. Heinichen ind. ad Euseb.
II1. p. 539. (4) To a subject not grammatically indicated in any thing
preceding, but supposed to be known; Luk. i 17. adeds meocpeisezas
ad7 03 (i- . before the Messiah) see Kiingl in loc. (Comp. 1 John ii. 12.
2 John ver. 6.; in Luk. v. 17. ¢i5 7o i662us dvrods the pronoun expresses the
general idea the sick, those who need fo be cured (among those present
in the synagogue). The pronoun cannot well be referred to verse 15,
(although Bengel does so). On the other hand in Acts iv. 5. durdy re-
fers to the Jews, among whom was the scene of the history (but in ver. 1.
their priests also are mentioned), in Mt. xii. 9. to the Gallileans, among
whom Jesus lived, in Heb. xi. 28. to the Israelites, of whom the reader
was reminded by the preceding circumstances, comp. viii. 8. and in John
xX. 15. the dvzéy implies the xvecov expressed in ver. 18. Comp. Poppo ad
Xen. Cyrop. 8, 1. 81. 5, 4. 42. ad Thuc. IlI. I, p. 184. Lehmann ad
Lucian. IL. p. 325. IV. 429. Hengel annotat. p.195.

In Luk. xviii. 34. avrzoc relates to of du4dsxa ver. 81. so as Heb. iv. 13.
adrod 10 2o dsod ver. 12. and Luk. xxi. 21. adeys to ‘Tegovsarsp ver. 20.
On Acts xxvii. 14. where some have referred aveys to the ship, see Kiinil.
Luk. ii. 22. odz5y refers undoubtedly to mother and child (Mary and
Jesus).

4. The same pronoun is repeated: (a) in sentences, where many other
words follow the principal noun, in order to render the relation clearer:
e. g Mr. v. 2. é£ea30v21 0d2G 22 20b mholo e9dbg angrendey a b7 & iX. 28,
Mt viii. 1. xxvi. 71. Rev. vi. 4. In all these cases the participial con-
struction precedes, which is equivalent to a proper sentence, and in this
case, the Greeks often add the pronoun. Pausan. 8, 38, 5. Herodian. 8,
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6. 10. Comp. Plat. Apol. p. 40. 1. Symp. c. 21. Xen. Cyrop. 1, 3. 15.
Arrian, Epict. 8, 1. Liv. 1,19. Schwarz Comment. p. 217. (b) Verbosity
in relative clauses occurs more frequently, as Mr. vii. 25. yavg, %5 elze o
Suydzelor av 7 g § nvebue GxASueTov, i. 7. Rev. vit. 2. ois 2803y ad 700
aduxijoae vy yiy (where the reading varies but little), iii. 8., similar Mr.
Xiil. 19, §aCabes olw ob yéyovs 7o v g dn’ dexds xeioews.  So also with
a relative adverb, Rev. xii. 6. 14. nov ¥xev éxc¢ 26 now ete. This
is much more frequent in the Septuag. (according to the Hebrew idiom,
see Gesen. Lekrgeb. 734.) Exod. iv. 17. Lev. xviil. 6. 1 K. xiii. 10. 25,
Jos. iii. 4. xxii. 19. Jud. xviii. 5. 6. 2 K. xix. 4. Baruch. ii. 17. Judith
v. 19. x. 2. xvi. 3. Neh. viii. 12. ix. 19. Joél iii. 7. 3 Esr. iii. 5. iv.
54. vi. 82. But in Gr. prose also, adros Or éxervos is sometimes repeated
in a relative sentence, (Gottling ad Callim. p. 19. Ast. ad Plat. Polit.
p- 550. Xen. Cyrop. 1, 4. 19. Diod. Sic. 1,97, 17, 85. Pausan. 2, 4. 7.
Soph. Philoct. 316. comp. in Lat Cic. Fam. 4, 3. Acad. 2, 25. Phil. 2,
8.); yet the demonstrative could very seldom be found so much like a
relative, as in the sentences above.* See Fritzsche Quaest. Lucian. p.
109. Wunder ad Sopk. Philoct. p. 58.

In Acts iii. 18., in the second clause, the relative construction is
omitted. Those passages also, in which another word is connected with
dueds, epexegetically defining the relative, are of a different kind: Mt.
ili. 12, of 26 mevor &y gevgl adrod cujus erit ventilabrum sc. in manu ejus
Rev. xvii. 9. érov 4 yuvy xddqrae i’ dvz &, comp. Gen. xxiv. 8. xxxviii.
20. Judg. vi. 10. Judith. ix. 2. perhaps also Gal. iii. 1. 1 Pet. ii. 24.
does not belong here, 65 2as duagzias Hudv a7 o ¢ Guppeyxer etc., where
adrds is evidently unconnected with another word, and gives to the an-
tithesis with Guaez. 5udy more emphasis.

Sometimes aszds 1s repeated, although relating to a different subject:
Mr. viii. 22. pégovew aded (Xguowg) 2vgprov x. naguxarobiow adroy (Xeuo7dv),
iva obzod (2vprod) ddyrae Mr. ix. 27. 28.  So ovros John xi. 87. Comp.
below § 65, 7.

Frequently, indeed almost uniformly (Bernhardy 304) in Gr. authors,
xut and abzés (oirog) occur in asentence which succeeds a relative clause,
where we should naturally expect ¢, because the writer changes the
construction (Herm. ad Vig. p. 708. Heindorf ad Plat. Hipp. mai. p.
145. Ast ad Plat. Legg. p. 449. Poppo ad Xen. Cyrop. p. 478. Bois-
sonnade ad Nic. p. 32. Bornemann ad Xen. Conv. p. 196. Stallbaum
ad.Plat. Protag. p. 68. Comp. Grotefend Latin Grammar § 143, 5.
Kritz. ad Sallust. 11, p. 540.) Inthe N.'T'. may here be reckoned 2 Pet.
it 3. gi_s 16‘ xelpa Ifxm;:'{\.mo 0Dx deyely xal 7 GOREL 6D T O v oD PweTdln.
Alc[s . 18. 1 Cor. viii. 6. Rev. xvii. 2. wsd’ g énoevevouv—anol Fue-
Svodadar Ex 7oV olvov 55 mogvelug adeds where the relative construction

* Aristoph. Av. 1238, Cod. Rav. has of; Ouréor V7ol instead of the ree. ofy ur.
adTovg.
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must be avoided on account of the nouns to be connected with the pro-
noun. In Hebrew, because of its simplicity, the construction without
the relative is very frequently continued; yet a construction foreign to
the character of the language should not be introduced into the text, by
adding "W to the following clause. (In passages like John i. 6. Acts x.
36. Luk. ii. 36. xix. 2. to demand the relative instead of adzdc or ovzos,
is to misapprehend the simplicity of the N. T diction, especially as Gr.
authors themselves often use the same, Alian. V. H. 12, 18. Strabo 8,
371. Philostr. Soph. 1, 25. Comp. Kypke L. 347.)

‘0 dwrds, the same is followed by a dat. of the person in the N. T.,
translated the same with, e. g. 1 Cor. xi. 5. Comp. Xen. Mem. 1, 1. 13.
2,1. 5. Cyrop. 6,2.11.7,1. 2. Herod. 4, 119. Isocr. Paneg. c. 23.
Polyb. 8, 95.

Notz. In the casus rectus aizds among the Greeks is not used for the
mere unemphatic e; nor is there a single passage in the N. T. which
decidedly indicates such a use, not even in Lulke, who employs it most
frequently (comp. Luk. v. 16. 17.), yet never without some emphasis.
’Avzds either denotes Jesus, (he, the 'Teacher and Master, in distinction
from the disciples) in Mr. iv. 38. Luk. v. 16. ix. 51. xxiv. 86., or is intro-
duced either to resume the subject, or to exhibit it more strikingly, in the
second member (Mt. vi. 4. xii. 50.), or to express a distinct antithesis;
e.g. Luk. v. 37, xal adz o5 (6 otvos) b yvufosrar, xal 6u 6.6x0L ARONODYTAL

Mr. i. 8. vi. 45. Luk. xviii. 39.

5. The pronoun fovrop ete., which, by its origin, belongs to the third
person, is often applied to the first and second persons where no uncer-
tainty could result: («) To the first person plur. Rom. viii. 23. fusis
abrol &y davrors grevdopsy, 1 Cor. xi. 31. 2 Cor. i. 9. x. 12. Acts xxiii.
14. (b) To the second pers. plur. John xii. 8. zobs mrwyels ndvrore
Pyevs ped dowrdy, Phill il 12, 29 tavrdy cwrgelar zorseydlseds, comp.
Mt. iii. 9. xxiii. 81. Acts. xxiii. 46. (¢) To the second pers. sing. John
xviil. 84. ¢’ Zavrod ob Tovro Aéyseg, Mt. xxiii. 37. (Rom. xiii. 9. and Mt.
xxii. 89. are O. T\ passages quoted from the Septuag.) The same usage
occurs among the Greeks, see Viger. p. 165. Sturz. Lexic. Xen. IL p.
5. Bremi ad schin. Orait. I. p. 66. Locella ad Xen. Eph. 164. Herm.
ad Soph. Trach. 451. Boissonnade ad Philostr. Her. p. 326. Jucobs
ad Achill. Tat. p. 932. Held ad Plut. Zm. Paul. p. 130. Schiifer ind.
ad sop. p. 131, Yet compare the opinion of an ancient gramma-
rian, Apollonius, in Wolf and Buttmann Mus. antig. studior. I. p. 360.
and Eustath. ad Odyss. 5. p. 240.

In the N. T. adzov etc., instead of the reflexive afzov, is found more
frequently than in Gr. authors,* and the Codd. vary very much in the

* Tater writers, as Asop, the Scholiasts cte. differ in this nsage of the N. T. See
Schufer ind. ad Asop. p. 124, Thilo Apocr. T, 163.
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mode of writing these two pronouns. Only the editors of the N. T, have
not generally noted this, and therefore we must be guided less by the
N. T. text, than by that of Gr. writers. The distinction between adzod
and adzov on tafernal grounds is more difficult, because in Greek there
occurs a reference to a more distant subject (comp. Held ad Plut. Timol.
p. 373.), and because it depends entirely on the writer, in many cases,
whether he makes a reference or not. See Buttm. 10. Exc. ad Demosth.
Mid. p. 140.* F. Hermann com crit, ad Plut. superst. p. 37. Thus in
Mt. iii. 16. £8: 20 nvedpa zob s00 — — dexduevor ¢’ adz 6» would
be said in the person of the narrator, i’ adzo» on the other hand
would relate to the subject of the verb ¢38e, viz. Jesus. In the N. T.
the reference to a distant subject, one not in the same clause with the
pronoun, on account of the simplicity of the narrative, is not very proba-
ble, just as it dispenses with the relative construction, see above, p. 143.
So in Mt. iii. 16. we should undoubtedly write as in the vulgar text, as-
zov, but in John i. 48. s8ey — — 2exdusvor neos adzov.  In Acts xxv. 21.
also abrdy is correct. In Mt. xxiii. 37. 1 prefer adesy to adesv, with
Fritzsche, which Schulz also has had printed; in Eph. i. 17. ¥ irvyvdos
adzov even if it relate to 9:0¢, is certainly right (the apostle utters it
in his own person): comp. Acts xxi. 19. Col.i. 20. See Fritzsche Ezxc.
5. ad. Mt. p. 858. (where also the view of Matthiae ad Eurip. Iphig.
Aul. 800, and Gram. 1. 278. is examined), Poppo ad Thuc. I1L. 1. p. 159.
For comparison we quote from the Greeks, Diod. Sic. 17, 64. 24y neds
obzor sbvoiar, Xvikh -15. Arrian. Epict. 1, 19. 11. 1, 23. 8. Herodian. 1,
17. 9.2, 4. 13. 4, 11. 13, Polyb. 1, 18. 8. 2, 7. 2. 3, 14. 10.

6. The personal pronouns iy, ¢b, cte. are often used in Greek, where
no antithesis is intended. Comp. Bornemann ad Xen. Conviv. p. 187.
Wex ad Antig. 1. 177, So Mr. xiil. 9. Baénere 8 dpels dovzovs (if the
reading be right, sce Fritzsche in loc.) Ephes. v. 32. 25 wvordewor zovzo
féyo Boive fyis 88 Mbyw tis Xevordr (comp. réye 8¢ 1 Cor. 1. 12. Rom. xv. 8.).
But usually in the N. T they imply an emphasis, and are placed some-
times before, sometimes after the principal words, accordingly as the
structure of the sentence places the accent: Luke xvii. 8. pers cadra
(when I have caten) ¢dysous xai nwzoon 69, John Xxi. 22. 2dy adedy Sénw
pévew = = 20 71205 6} 5 o b uxonovFer wou, thou (do thy duty) follow me, Acts
1. 12, 3 quiv 20 drevilere, etc. (on us; you should rather look to God,
direct your thoughts to him, ver. 18.), Mr. vi. 87. 86zz adrois 5 pe i s pa-
yeov, give ye (as they have nothing to eat) to eat, Xiii. 23. duers 8 Bré-
nteze. See yet 1 John iv. 19. 1 Cor. xv. 86, John iii. 26. v. 44. xii. 34.
Luke xi. 19. My. xiii. 28. Rom. ii. 3. 17. In respect to the use and
omission, as well as the position of these pronouns, the Codd. vary very
much: the decision on this subject depends not on a fancied usage of par-
ticular authors (Gersdoxf 1. 472.), but on the nature of the sentence.

* See Bremi in 4, Juhvh, der Philol, 1X. p. 171. Toffinann idem. VII. p. 38
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In Luke x. 28, 24., the pronoun is both inserted and omitted in two
successive clanses, oi Baénovres ¢ Baézers — — nodhel L0PHTOE = — HOEAYGOY
8w, & dpecs Prémevs. Only in the latter case, however, is there a
real antithesis (Suscs contrasted with rgopizac, Basin. ete.), in the former
the épdanpol Brémovzes 6 Ba. are properly speaking no other than those of
which the Brérsere is predicated. Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 29. z{¢ Go0sves xal
odx dofsvs, Tis oxavdarileTar xbe odx fyd muveovuas; in this sentence we
must not overlook the fact that in the latter member muveoduac (which the
Apostle predicates of himself) is a stronger term than gxardani. In the
passage 1 Cor. xiii. 12. 2dze 2noyvdoopns xafds xad Ereyrdodny, SOME au-
thorities add 2y to the last verb, but unnecessarily, as the antithesis is
eXpressed by means of the vox verbi.

It may be remarked that, in some books of the O. T. the LXX. have
translated the emphatic "2\ with the verb, by y& iue, which is then
followed by the first pers. of the verb: e.g. Judg. xi. 27. "nzon sb
OINY xal pv Byl sipe odyl FuagTor, comp. v. 8. vi. 18. 1 Kings ii. 2.

7. Instead of the possessive pronoun, idws is often used in the N. T\
even abusively, as proprius for suus or ¢fus in the later Latin (and in
the Byzantines oixsios, see e. g. B. Index to Agath., Petr. Patric., Pris-
cus, Deaipp. ed. Bomn.), e. g. Mt. xxii. 5. dnqgev sl 20ov ISy dyedy,
without any emphasis (and without antithesis of xowds or dandeeeos), Mt.
XXV. 14, 2xdnrsoe 7obs idiovs Sovaovg, 1 Pet. iii. 1. (So also Septuag. Prov.
xxvii. 8. Jas. vii. 10.). Yet on the whole it occurs but seldom, and no
appropriate example of it can be adduced from Gr. authors (since what
Schwarz Comment. p. 687. and Weiske de Pleon. p. 62. quote, is alto-
gether unsatisfactory, or at least only specious, as also Diod. Sic. 5, 40.;
here and there also we find spézzeog for tdeos, sce Wesseling ad Diod. Sic.
II. p. 9. The Fathers, on the other hand, sometimes use I3.0¢ as a per-
sonal pron. comp. Epiph. Opp. IL. p. 622. A.). In most passages there
is an antithesis either evident or concealed, John x. 3. Mt. xxv. 15. Acts
ii. 6. Rom. xi. 24. xiv. 4. also Mt. ix. 1. The parallel sentence 1 Cor. vii. 2.
Ex03705 T SowT0D yUrai X é xETw, xai Exdory T 0w L O Loy dvden ixsra is, let each
one have his wife, and let each (woman) have her own husband. Bihme,
Kiinil and Wahi take i8c0s in Heb. vii. 27. very improperly for the mere
possessive. When {3.05 is connected with a personal pron. as Tit. 1. 12.
i8t0s abedw ngopyeys the pronoun expresses the idea of possession (their
poet), but idws makes the antithesis Zheir own poef, not a foreign one.
Similar Aschin. adv. Ctesiph. 143. Xen. Hell. 1, 14. 13, Plut. Meneax.
247. B.  See Lobeck ad Phrynich. p. 441. Wurm. ad Dinarch. p. 70.
About John v. 18. Rom. viii. 32. see Tholuck.

Kozd with the ace. of a person. pron. is considered a circumlocution

for the posses. pron., e. g. i. 156, 5 x6d’ duds niozes, your faith, Acts xvii.
N ~ cor A .~ e
28. 6u xad” Suds mowmral, Xvill. 15, pouos & xad’ dpas, etc. This, on the
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whole, is true, but it results very naturally from the. signiﬁcatign of this
prepos.: 4 xad duds miczes means properly fides quaz ad vos pertinet, apud
vos (in vobis) est, comp. Alian. V. H. 2, 42. 4 zaz’ adedy dgevd, Dion.
Hall. 2. 1. 6 %08” fuds xeovor. Comp. § 39. note 5.

Nore 1. The gen. of a personal pron., especially wov and gov (seldom
Hudv, Sudy, dvrov) is very frequently placed before the governing moun
(with the artic.) where there is no special emphasis: Mt. ii. 2. vii. 24,
xii. 49. xvi. 18. xvii. 15. xxiii. 8. Mr. v. 80. ix. 24. Rom. xiv. 16. Phil.
if. 2. iv. 14, Col. ii. 5. iv. 18. 1 Cor. viii. 12. 1 Thess. ii. 16. iii. 10. 13.
2 Thess. ii. 17. iii. 5. 1 Tim. iv. 15, 2 Tim. i. 4. Philem. ver. 5. Luke
vi. 47. xii. 18. xv. 30. xvi. 6. xix. 35. John ii. 23. iii. 19. xxi. 83. iv. 47.
“ix. 11. xxi. 26. xi. 82. xii. 40. xiii. 1. 1 John iii. 20. Rev. iii. 1. ii. 8.
15. x. 9. xiv. 18. xviil. 5.; yet in many such passages variations are noted.
See Gernsdorf 456. 'The genitive is intentionally placed before (a)
Ephes. ii. 10. adrod ydg ¥opev molnua, With more emphasis than ¥suer
y- . adzod Luke xii. 30. xxii. 53.; (b) 1 Cor. ix. 11. péya, & Hues
Gy 24 coexixd Segisopey, for the sake of the contrast: Phil. iii. 20.;
(¢) John xi. 48. 5udy xai zov vomoy xai 7o ¥3vos, where the genit. belongs
to two nominatives,® Acts xxi. 11. Rev. ii. 19. 2 Cor. viii. 4. 2 Tim. iii.
10. Tit. i. 15. Luke xii. 85. (Diod. Sic. 11, 46.). Also comp. 1 Thess.
i. 8. ii. 19. (¢uov, depending on a noun and placed after it, occurs only in
connections like Rom. i. 12. nigrsws sudy 2¢ xde tuod, xvi. 13, uyréca wi-
700 xai tuod.). The insertion of the personal pronoun between the arti-
cle and the noun, as in 2 Cor. xii. 19. $xte 77¢ Sudv oixzodouss, Xiil. 9.
i. 6. is on the whole rare. Comp. Kriiger on Xen. Anab. 5, 6. 16.
Rost Grammar p. 464.

NorEe 2. As to ofzos and txeivos it may be remarked that the former
is usually placed before, and the latter after the neun, ofizos § dvfgwros,
6 dvfewnos txeivos. Yet the opposite of this occurs, in respect to ovros
Mt. xxviii. 15. Mr. xv. 89. Luke i. 29., without a material change of the
sense, and in respect to ixsivos in the formulas of transition (Gersdorf
433.), v Ixelvaus wois Huécas, v trelvy o Guéce, W bxcive v xaigl. We
must not, however, suppose that an author is so bound to the one position,
that we must reject the other, although the sense or good Codd. allow it.

Nortz 8. The possessive pronouns are sometimes to be taken objectively,
e.g. Luke xxii. 19. 7 tu dvipurmors memoria mei (1 Cor xi. 24.), Rom.
Xi. 31, 76 dusrége Inéee, ¥ Tim. iv. 6. 1 Cor. xv. 3L. So also in the Gr.
writers (especially in poetry): Xen. Cyrop. 8, 1. 16. sivolg xai punig 2if
it 1 €. 2 sis tué, Soph. Phil. 1255. 24y ¢dv @évos, Thuc. 6, 89. Plat.
Gorg. p. 486. A. Xen. Cyrop. 8, 3. 82.  Ahout the Latin, comp. Kritz
ad Sallust. Lat. p. 243..

Notr 4. A superfluous dative of the pers. pron. is sometimes found it
the familiar, easy style of both the Greeks and Hebrews (therefore dut.

* Where it has not this position, the pron. must be repcated for the sake of per-

-spicuity. Ac't_s iv. 28, 6oa # xtle cov nai % Bourd cov weodpioe, ete. Luke xviil. 20. Mt.
xil 47, Acts il, 17,
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ethicus, Buttm. 120,.2. ad Demosth. Mid. p. 9. Jacob. ad Luctan. Toxzar.
p. 138.). Out of the N. T., where certainly this usage was to be exw
pected, may be mentioned Mt. xxi. 5. a quétat. from the O. "I, and Mt,
xxi. 2. Rev. ii. 16. Heb. x. 34, But in Mt. xxi. 2. éydyszé pov means
bring lim to me, and dydy. alone would have been defective; in Rev. ii.
16. teyonai sov zayh, I shall quickly come (to you) upon you (punishing);
comp. ver. 14. ¥yw xarc, 6ov Saiya, ver. 16. peravéyoor; in Heb, X, 84. Yxzemw
foawrols dragkw repositam or destinatam sibi habere. The dat. here is
not altogether pleonastic. (For the similar formula fxe gos, see Herm.
ad Lucian. conscr. hist. p. 179. e. g. Lucian. pisc. 16. 0 dpcv txdixd-
sace 7y dixny.)

Nots 5. “H g pov, dov, etc. isusually considered a circumlocution for
the pers. pron. (see Weiske Pleon. p. 72.) both in quotat. from the O. T\,
as Mt. xil. 18. Acts ii. 27. Heb. x. 38., and in originally N.I'. passages,
and thus used is a Hebraism (Gesen. Lehrged. p. 752, Vorst. Hebr. p.
121.). In no passage of the N.'T. however, is Juyq entirely without
significancy, any more than %31 in the Heb. (see Winer’s Simon.) but
denotes the soul (the spiritual principle) in such phrases as 2 Cor. xii. 15.
txdanawndncopar Drig Tv Juxysw sudy, 1 Pet. ii. 25, xigxonos ziv Juyiy
Sudy, or the heart (the seat of the affections and desires), as in Rev. xviii.
14. tndopion o5 dwxqs covs Mt. xxvi. 88. regorvnds torw 5 gy pov.—
Tuys would be a mere circumlocution in cases where not the soul alone,
but the whole man, including the body, is intended, and here perhaps
Rom. ii. 9. ought to belong: but vy there is that of man which feels the
6niyus and the grevoywe. This use of the word Jwys tends to perspicuity
or even circumstantiality of the discourse, from which pleonasm differs
entirely. It is also found so frequently in the Gr. writers, comp. Xen.
Cyrop. 5, 1. 26. Polyb. 3, 116, Alian. V. H. 1, 32., especially poets,
and we recognise in il not a Hebraism, but a peculiarity of' the old lan-
guage, which was eminent for perspicuity. See Georgi Vind. p. 274.
Schwarz ad Olear. p. 28. Comment. p. 1439.

§ 28. Use of the Demonstrative Pronoun.

1. The pronoun ojros sometimes refers, not to the nearest, but to a
more remote noun, which is the principal subject, and therefore-psycho-
logically nearest to the writer, and most immediately before his mind
(Schitfer ad Demosth. V. 322. Stallbaum ad Plat. Phedr. p. 28. 157.):
Acts iv. 11. odzds (‘Tyoods Xevgris ver. 10.) oz & aigos, 1 John v. 20.
0vTds d6Tw & GAnSurds Dede, ViZ. § Jeds és7w, NOL Xewszds, as the old Theo-
logians, from dogmatical views, interpreted; since annd. 9eds is a constant
and exelusive epithet of the Father, and a warning against idolatry fol-
lows; danb. 6eds is contrasted with #8én.  (Dr. Winer seems to have for-
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gotten here, that if; as he affirms, the epithet daggewss in the N. T, is ex-
clusively applied to God, in distinction {rom Christ, on the other hand
the Lwi aidvwos is just as exclusively predicated of Jesus Christ. And
what he says about the contrast between the true God and idols, is of no
weight, unless it be first established that the Apostle does not intend here
to assert that Christ is God: for if he proclaims Jesus to be the true God
and eternal life, then the contrast is quite as striking and strong between
Xeuwozés and idols as between them and g¢6s. Trs.) The passage in Acts viii.
26. afizy fovly tenuos is doubtful, where some supply the nearest subject
r'd2a, others 865, see Kiingl in loc. and Winer’s Biblical Lexicon 1. p.
462. I unhesitatingly prefer the latter. Acts vii. 19. 2 John 8. are
more simple. (Passages from Greek prose writers, see in Ast ad Plat.
Polit. p. 417. Legg. p. 77.). 1In Aets iii. 13. éxeivos must be referred
to the nearest subject (see Bremi ad Lys. p. 154.), and probably aiso in
John vii. 45., where #xzsivo. denotes the members of the Sanhedrim
(dexuse- % pagus-) collectively, as one college. Oiizos and éxeivos thus
connected relate, the former to the remote, the latter to the nearer sub-
ject.  See Plut. vit. Demost. 3.

The same is thought to be the case with the relat. pron. in 1 Cor. i.
8. (Bernhardy 297. Giller ad Thuc. I1. 21. Siebelis ad Pausan. III. p.
52., and about the Latin, Kritz ad Sallust. [I. p. 115. see Pott in loc.),
where §; is referred to gz5¢ as the principal subject, ver. 4., although "Irg.
Xeuwow. immediately precedes; but this is not necessary, not even on ac-
count of the following niozds 6 6505«  To avoid antiquated difficulties, this
canon has been applied to Heb. ix. 4. (see Kiinoel in loc.), and from dog-

matic views, to Rom. v. 13., but to hoth incorrectly. On 1 John ii. 3.
and iii. 24. see Liicke. Heb. ix. 2. 2 Thess. ii. 9. are uncontroverted.

2. The demonstrative pron. is often included in the relat. (Hoogeeven
ad Vig. p. 119.): e. g. John xiii. R9. dydeacor &v zeeiow ¥youer (zavra,
Gv), Acts viil. 24, xxvi. 16. xxi. 24. Eph. iii. 20. John xviii. 26. Luke
xxiii. 41. Rev. xx. 4. (comp. Xen. Cyrop. 6, 2. 1. anfyyeras Gv 25edv,
Achill Tat. 2, 7. 275 &v ¥rade aings, Stallbaum ad Plat. rep. 1. p. 139,
In such a case, if a preposition precede the relative, it belongs logically
either to the relative clause, like Rom. x. 14. rd¢ 2rexonécorrar & i ¢ O
obx iniczevouy, Vi. 21. ziva xoendy slyeve véve (nearly zovziw) 29 ofs viw
enaoyvvesde (comp. Soph. Philoct. 957, Saviw rogito 8aid’ 99 Gv 2pee-
Bounw);* John xix. 37. (Septuag.) Luke v. 25. 2 Pet. ii. 12.),f or to the

* When Reiche remarks that, in all other examples, only the demonstrative which
should have been governed by a verb, is omitted, and never one dependent on a noun,
he manifestly goes too far. Comp. xviii. 26. Luke xxiii. 41.

* Some reckon here Rom. vii. 6., but # & belongs to viuov,and dmofav. absolutely, is
added to xe7ney. to designate the mood.

17
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demonstrative which ought to be supplied, John vi. 29. {va riwwsvopre
gi¢ Ov qnéoreiner éxscvog, John xvii. 9. 2 Cor. v. 10. Heb. v. 8. comp.
Diod. Sic. 1,32, sdv als moecvae xoumors for aby zove. as etc., Xen.
Mem. 2, 6. 34. Hell. 4, 8. 33. Demosth. adv. Conon. p. 729. A. Arvian
Alex. 6, 4. 3. Diog. L. 9, 11. 6. 6, 2. 8. Sext. Emp. edv. Math. 2, 86.
Herodi. 1, 4. 7., or to both clauses, 2 Cor. ii. 8. {ya us Mgy Lzw 69" Gv
350 us gavgew, comp. 1 Cor. x. 30, John xi. 6. Phil. iv. 11. Instances
with a relative adverb, John xi. 32. 7a8ev 6 ov fv & Yyoove, Mr. v, 40.
sionogeverar 6o v o mowdioy (comp. Buttmann ad Philoct. p. 107.)
John vi. 62. Mt. xxv. 24. cvvdywr 63 ev ob Segxdenvong fOr dxedev 6o
Cump. Thuc. 1, 89, and [Herm. «d Soph. Oed. Col. p. 247. Still more
free is the construction, John xx. 19. iy Svedv zexdraopévir 6rov foov of
poadyris, ete. That in such compound sentences no comma should be
placed before the relative, has been mentioned above; in John vi. 29. it
would be absurd.

8. Cirog, 2xsivos and adrds sometimes stand after the subject or a pre-
ceding predicate, and immediately before the verb, if the former consist
of several words, e. g. Mt. xxiv. 13. § dropsivas sis 2ér0s, obros 0LINoET AL
Vi. 4. 6 mozge sov & Prérwy = ~ dwrds droddoer cor (Where there is no suft
ficient reason for omitting the pronoun), Mr. vii. 15. 76 2xnogevdpsva dz’
durod, ixcivd, doTe 74 zowwoburo zov Gydewnov, Vil 20. xii. 40. 1 Pet. v,
10. 1 Cor. vi. 4. zodg E5ovdeyquévovs dv 2§ exxdyoud, TobTovg xadidere (XED.
Conv. 8, 33. Ages. 4, 4.) Acts ii. 23. (/Elian. V. H. 12. 19. 2y nowyreiov
Sangd — = zaveyy Gvoyedgsd). See Schiifer Melet. p. 84. Schwarz Com.
ment. 1009. Matth. IT. 1046. Jacob ad Lucian. Tozar. p. 78. 144.
and ad Lucian. Alex. p. 7. Siebelis ad Pausan. I. p. 63. About the
Latin, see Kritz ad Sallust. I. p. 171. (The more extended strengthen-
ing of this emphasis by 8 does not occur in the N. T. Buitm. ad Demosth.
Mid. p. 152. Engelhardt ad Plat, Menex. p. 252.) These pronouns are
found thus more frequently after antecedent clauses, which begin with
a conjunc. or a relat. John ix. 81. Jas. i. 18. Mt. xii. 50. Comp. Wahl
1I. 223,

The repetition of the demonstr. pron. is worthy of remark, in Luke
XiX. 2. xzos av v v dexirenduys xal 0d 7 0g v maovswos. L he sense is,
he was a chief publican, and (as such) a rich (man), Matth. IL. 1040.

For the sake of perspicuity the same pronoun is repeated in long sen-
tences, 1 Cor. v. 8. 2 Cor. xii. 2. Comp. in the Greek Fritzsche ad
M. p. 14. V. Fritzsche Quastion. Lucian. p. 14. 110.

4. Before §z¢, (v, and similar particles, the demonstrative pronaun
often occurs, when the following sentence should be particularly noticed
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(especially in Paul and John): 1 Tim. i. 9. £idcs roveo, 671, €l€. Acts xx.
29, iy yae 0idu 7odro, G7i, €tc. comp. Acts xxiv. 14. John vi. 29. Rom.
vi. 6. xi. 25.)* 2 Cor. v. 14. x. 7. 11. 1 Cor. i. 12. xv. 50. 2 Pet. i. 20.
1 John i..5. iii. 11. 28, iv. 9. 10. v. 2. 3. 11, 14. Phil. i. 6. 25. So &
zoizo before {va Acts ix. 21. Rom. xiv. 9. 2 Cor. ii. 9. Ephes vi. 22.
1 Pet. iii. 9. 1 John iii. 8., &v zoire 6z. 1 Johnii. 8. 5. iii. 16. 19. iv. 13.
& vobee, iva John xv. 8. 1 John iv. 17. (see Liicke in loc.) For the
sake of emphasis also, the demonstrative is used, where an infinitive
(Matth. ad Eurip. Phon. 520. Sprachil. 11.1046.) or a nominative pre-
dicate follows:—2 Cor. ii. L. ¥xewa fuovrd 76v 70, 70 py ndhw év Adny
neds buas irdeiv, 1 Cor. vil. 87, Ephes. iv. 17. Jas. i. 27. (comp. Xen.
Hell. 4, 1. 2. Plat. Hipp. mai. p. 302. A. Gorg. p. 491. D. Arrian.
Epict. 31, 1. 4. Porphyr. abstin. 1, 18. Dion. Hall. de Zhuc. 40, 3.),
2 Cor. xiil. 9. zovroe xal shyouar 7y Hudv xorderioey, 1 John iii. 24. v. 4.
(comp. Achill. Tat. 7, 2. pdgpaxor odrg rovro 7is — — MWans 5 ngds daroy
gl 70 madely wowwvis, Plat. rep. 3. p. 407. Lucian. navig. 3. Eurip.
Suppl. 512. comp. Jacob ad Lucian. Tozar. p. 136. Ast. ad Plat. Polit.
p. 466.); and even &i¢ rovro is so used in Acts xxvi. 16. e5 zoizo yag
39y cov ngoysigloncdai os Srmeiryy xol pderven, ete. and ofzws 1 Pet. ii.
15. and #vzedder Jas. iv. 1. Finally, the demonstrative thus precedes a
participial construction in Mr. xii. 24. od 84 zodro mravdode, wy euddves
7hs yeapas, ete. therefore, because you know not, etc.

The use of the pron. demonstr. in phrases such as Acts 1. 5. o perd
noards zadras muéeas affer (in) a few days, presents no difficulty; it de-
pends not on a transposition of zoavg, but is to be interpreted as the Latin
ante hos quinque dies, etc., comp. in Greek &5 orlywy 7ed Todr @y Hue-
eov (Achill. Tat. 7, 14.), ob ngé morrisw ziwde fHuseiy (Heliod. Ath. 2,
22.97.).  Adroe fHuéear are those days just passed, and anie hos quingue
dies means properly, before the last past five days (reckoning from the
preseut). Therefore the pronoun connects the time specified with the
present. [Interpreters and Lexicographers explain the demonstrative in
Jas. iv. 13, rogevodpedo eis zqpds vy ménw info some certain city, only
by reference to the known § devva; but 68: is used precisely so among the
Greeks, e. g. Plutarch Symp. 1, 6. vque 2qv huicar a certain day.

The plural of the demonstrative pronoun zaiza sometimes refers in
Greek to a single object, and therefore, strictly speaking. stands for zovzo
(Plat. Apol. p. 19. D. Phad. 70. D. see Schiifer ud Dion. p. 80. comp.
also Jueobs ad Achill. Tat. p. 524. Stallbawn ed Plut. Apol. p. 19. D.
Bernhardy 282.)1 This is the case in the N. 'I'. 8 John. 4. (where, in

*. In Rom: ii. 3. an extended vocative is thrown in between zsi7o and the clause
beginning with §7:.

1 Fritzsche Question. Lucian p. 126. limits this observation thus: plur. poni de
una re tantuwmn modo sic, si neque ulla emergat umbiguitas et aut universe, non de.
JSinite quis loquatur, aut una res plurium vi sit predita.
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some Codd. it is changed into zadzys), John xv. 17. (sée Tholuck in loc.),
Luke xii. 4. but perhaps not John xix. 36. see Von Hengel Annotut. p.
85. On the other hand the well known xal zadza tdque can be reckoned
here (Heb. xi. 12.). In 1 Cor. vi. 11. zai zaizd zwes e and suck a set,
talis farine homines, the zavzo may have secondarily a sense expressive
of contempt (Bernhardy 281). Yet this perhaps was far from the mean-
ing of the Apostle, and zavra often relates to a series of predicates: of
such kind, ex hoc genere fuistis. Kypke and Dott on this passage have
a medley of remarks.

Liicke in 1 John v. 20. (comp. also Theolog. Studien I1. p. 147.), be-
lieves there is a prozeugma of the demonstrative pronoun: odzés dozw &
GARDLYds Seds, xan (a-ﬁfﬂ) 7 Swn aidwos 18 of itself not impossible, but as 1
think, unnecessary.

§ 24. Use of the Relative Pronoun.

1. According to attraction (comp. Herm. ad Viger. p. 889. Bernhardy
299.)* the relative pronoun, which is required to be in the accusative by
the governing verb, is so attracted by the oblique case of the preceding
noun, with which it is logically connected (like a principal and secondary
clause), that it takes the same case. This peculiarity, which imparts to
the discourse more internal connection, and greater euphony, was already
familiar to the LXX., and is found regularly in the N. T. e. g. Luke ii.
20. ini ndow ois gxovery, John ii. 22, iniszevouw 2§ Adyw § ermev, Acts dii.
21. 25. x. 39. vii. 17. xxii. 10. Jas. ii. 5. 1 Pel. iv. 11. John vii. 81.
xv. 20. xvii. 5. xxi. 10. Luke v. 9. Mt. xviii. 19. 2 Cor. i. 4. Tit. iii. 6.
Rev. xviii. 6. etc. (where the comma before the relative is to be omitted
1n the text, §7, 1.). Jude 15. xegi movroy vav deywy dosBeias adriw &v
HoéByoar merits special notice. Comp. Zeph. 3: 11. 24y 2ruzgSevpdror
&v foédnong eic éué. Instances however are found where this usage of
the langnage is neglected, Heb. viii. 2. 235 oxnugs 295 dagSwss, 4 ¥nnfe
& xvewog, and according to good Codd. in Acts vii. 16. T'it. iii. 5., comp. be-
sides, the variations John xvii. 11. Mr. xiii. 19. Se¢e Bornemann ad
Xenoph. Anab. p. 30. Pflugk ad Eurip. Med. 758. This attraction
does not occur at all in Matt., in Mr. but once, without var. vii. 13.

Eph. i. 6. 275 ydewros, 5¢ éxagirwoey (Var. iy rﬁ) iv. 1. z5¢ wnjocws, 75
2ungdnze, 2 Cor. b 4. 8w 755 magaxdjoewg, 7s mogaxarodpusda, seem not to
fall under the above rule, but the 5 to stand for 4. But these passages
may be explained by the well known phrases, xnjow xareiy, vogdargw
ToguxuhELy, 20w xagurody, dydany dyandy (§ 82. 2.), and by the equally

#* Comp. Kriger in sein. Untersuch. a.d. Gebiete der lat. Sprachlebre. ITL
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known passive construction. See Gieseler in Rosenm. Repert. I1. 124.)%
Also Acts xxiv. 21. pavys s txgafo fovdg, ete. s is probably used for 3.
(Mt. xxvii. 50. Mr. . 26. Rev. vi. 10.). (Comp. Boissonade ad Nicet.
p- 83.), but guyy signifies word, call, exclamation, so that the construc-
tion is reduced to the phrase gwviy #edstw, which, it is true, is unusual,
but not impossible. Comp. Isa. vi. 4. puwrijs 7¢ snéxeuyor. Kriiger as
above 274. shows that the attraction may also affect the dative relat.
Comp. Heinichen ad Euseb. 1L. p. 98.

2. The contrary sometimes occurs, viz. that the noun, to which the
relative refers, is attracted into the construction of relative clauses, and
takes the case of the relative: (a) So that the noun precedes the relative:
1 Cor. x. 16. zo7 devov &y xrdper, odyl xoweria 7od sduarog, Mt. xxi. 42.
Aldoy & dredoxiuacay, olros fyevide, Luke xii. 48. navei & 2803y mord,
nond Zyrydiserar nae’ obzod, 1 Pet. ii. 7. (Septuag.), perhaps also Luke
is 72, ponodepar Siadixns dylns adwod Gezov v Spose mneds *APeadu (dif-
ferently Kiingl), but perhaps not Acts x. 36. (see Gieseler 126. Kriiger
224.—(b) So that, by its position, it is incorporated with the relative
clause: Mr. vi. 16. 8v ¢ys drex:pdnioa Twdvwny, ofzos £ove, Philem. 10.
also Rom. vi. 17. dngxotoure sis 8y nouesddoyrs zinon dedaysys: the last
may be analyzed sis 2o 8ed. 8 mag., accusative following the passive (a
similar attraction, by which the acc. of the more remote object is affect-
ed, see in Demosth. Mid. p. 385. C. suxyy Gua Bovaduevor naBeiv, Gv kri zow
My Ezedfavzo Sewoby dvra, Where &y for &, 1. e. kv ofs belonging to Seas.
$vza), or as others choose (recently also Bornemann and Riickert): sryx.
(2¢) zvnds 88. sig 6v mag., as the construction vraxovew zwit is only usual
in Paul.  Even Acts xxi. 16. dyovzes tag’ & Esvuodduer Mydown, etc. some
interpret by attraction: drys mago, Mudgwrn — — nag’ § £sve, Vet see § 31, 2.
Parallels with both the cited passages are found, («) Hippocr. morb.

4, 11. zag styyds ds dvépaca, airas 73 sbuary, ete. Lycias bon. Arist. p.
649. Alian. Anim. 8,13. Herod. 2, 106. Soph. Electr. 653. Aristoph,
Plut. 200., the well known passage of Virgil (Zn. 1,577, Urbem quam
statuo, vestra est. Terent. Eunuch. 4, 3. 11. comp. Wetsten 1. 468,—
(0) Xenoph. Anab. 1, 9. 19. & zwa Segy xazasxevilovra 75 dexor xdeas
(xdeav, 75 dezo), Soph. Ed. 6. 907. Burip. Orest. 63. and Elecir. 860.
comp. Liv. 9, 2. Terent. Andyr. prol. 3. See Matth. 1I. 1054,

. Under (b) comes also Rom. iv. 17. xazévavz oF iniozevo: 0204, where,
lowever, not a nominative or accusat., but a dative is affected by attrac-
tion. That is always an abuse of the attraction become so common, al-

* And so perhaps also Aristoph, Plut. 1044, +4ram’ Eyds g Bgeog g UCeiComass
T On dmancdew eig especially in Joseph. see Kypke Observate.
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though some emmples of the kind occur, Kl iiger 247. (Xen. Cyrop. 5, 4,
$9. n'ysz‘m Tov EOUTOU TWY TE TLOT WYy mg f/65'ro, XOL QY (l. €. TotTwY oss

énuarec noMmu;)
Aun incorporation of the noun with the relative clause, without change of

case, is found: Mt. xxiv. 44. 5 deq oi Soxeuve, § vids Tob Grdgdmov Eeyerar,
Mt vii. 2. &y & pérep peresive perendqoezar duiv, John xi. 6. Ou Mr.
xv. 12, see Fritzsche.  Comp. Bernhardy 302.

Attraction with an omission of the word, which occasions it, see (a)
with interposi!ion of a preposition, Heb. v. 8. 2uader dgp’ Gy ¥rags, 1. e.
ano fom‘wv, & (ov) tnade (Demosth. in Energ. p. 634. B. ayavaxziovce
£9 ol eryw énsndvdewy, Plat. Cratyl. p. 3536. A /Esop. fub. 74, 2. Xen,
Anab. 1, 9. 25, Arrian, Alex. 4, 10. 3. Lysias I p. 242. ed. Auger.)
-1 Cor. vii L.; (b) without a preposition, Rom. xv. 18, o rorusqow aorey
71 &y 0b xarsigyusdzo, elc. (Soph. Philoct. 1227, (Ed. K. 855.). About
an attraction with adverbs of place, see § 23. 2. and Kriiger 302.

3. The relative seems to be used for the interrogative in a direct ques-
tion, Mt. xxvi. 0. ézaces, i’ & (i. €. 2xi z¢ Aristoph. Lysistr. 1108.) ndgsc.
This is an abuse of the declining Greek (Schiifer ad Demosth. V. p. 285.),
which Lobsten ad Phryn. p. 57. has proved in reference to other rela-
tive pronouns (Plat. Alcib. pr. 110. C.); and it will not seem very strange
when we reflect on the similar use of the words qui and quis. Good
prose writers offer no instances of it (in Plat. Men. p. 74. D. = has heen
substituted by wmodern editors, as appears, without authority of the
manuscripts, comp. Plat. Rep. 8. p. 559. see Stallbaum). But it is not
necessary, for this reason, to suppose an aposiopesis in the above pas-
sages, nor with Fritzsche 10 consider the sentence an exclamation: vefus
sodalis, ad qualem rem perpetrandam ades! By means of the question,
Jesus could very well direct the attention of Judas to the baseness of

his purpose.

Note 1. Sometimes the relative pronoun takes the gender and number
of the following noun, which is a predicate in the relative clause annexed
fur the sake of explanation (§;— és=:) (a kind of attraction, comp. ller-
mann ad Vig. p. 708. Heindorf ad Plat. Phedr. p. 279.): e. g. Mr. xv.
16. 775 aingss 6 koze meatraguoy, Gal. i, 16. »¢ omégpori cov, 65 Sove
Xewords, BEphes. i. 14, nvevpa, 6¢ forer épiagaor, 1 Tim, iii. 15. & oixe
Seov, fris doviv Exxdnaia Seov, Phil. i. 28, Kphes. iit. 13.  On the other
hand, l‘ph(,s.l 23. og fxxdyoig fzig doe v0 ohpa duvob, 1 Cor. iv. 17.
(Col. ii. 14. the Codd. vaclllate). On Mt. xxvii. 33. and similar pas-
sages, see Fritzsche ad Mutth. p. 812. Ou Heb. ix. 9. the interpreters
arc even yet divided in opinion. See Kiinil in loc. This seems to be
the case more particularly, where the noun of the relative clause is ap-
prehended as the leading subject, and therefore takes place in relation to
particular names of things, which in the leading clause had been repre-
sented under a general name (Mr. 15. 1 Tim. 3. comp. Pausan. 2, 13.
4.), especially as to persons (Gal. 8. comp. Cic. Sext. 42. animal, Quen
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vocumus hominem): or where the relative should have been a neuter used
absolutely (Eph. 3.). On the contrary, the relative retains the gender

of the noun in the leading clause, where the secondary clause contains a
circumstantial elucidation (comp. Bremi on Nep. Thrasyb. 2.). See
Kriiger 90., and for the Latin, Zumpt's Gram. § 372. Kritz ad Sallust.
L p. 292.

Notr 2. It is peculiar to Paul, sometimes to connect two,‘three and
more clauses by means of the relat. pronoun, even although it refer to
different subjects: Col. i. 24. xxviii. 29. Eph. iii. 11. 12.

Notr 3. The neuter § before a whole clause in the sense of in respect
to, ete. (as in Latin quod) is found in Rom. vi. 10. 8 8¢ 23, ¢7 v 0e, Gal.
il. 20. & 8 viv 20 #v cogxl, iv niozee 30 ete. Comp. Matth 11. 1063,

3 25. Use of the Interrogative Pronoun, and of the Indefinite zus.

1. The iﬁterrogative pronoun z.g, ¢¢ is usual, not only in the indirect
question and after verbs signifying to know, to inquire into, etc., whilst
8 7us, 8, =0 never occur in the N. T. (Mt. xx. 22. John x. 6. Luk. xxiii.
34. Acts xxi. 38. Rom. viii. 26. Comp. Xenoph. Cyrop. 1,1.6. 1, 3.17.
Memor. 1, 6. 4.) but also, (especially z.) in cases where the Greeks
would have used § 7., so that the interrogative seems to be reduced to the
German was (in Eng. what. Trs.) Mt. x. 19. So3sjoszas duiy — — ¢
ronqoere quod dicatis Luk. xvii. 8. iroluacor, 20 Setmvyow, para quod
comedam (not quid comedam, which in Latin can scarcely be said in this
connection.) 'The construction in Mr. vi. 36. 2{ pdywsw odx Exovor (Mt
xv. 32.), constitutes the transition to this. With but little change of
meaning, the passage might be read 6z gdywoe dvx sxov- ,as in the Latin both
non habent quid comedant, and non habent quop comedant, are correct,
(Ramshorn Gr. p. 868); in the latter, Zye and habere express the sim-
ple meaning of having or possessing (that, which they might eat, they
have not), in the former, the idea of inquiry is implied (wherefore
habeo quid must sometimes be translated by I krow, what), inquiring
what they shall eat, they have nothing (to eat). Similar Xen. Cyrop.
6, 1. 48. ofx ¥yw v¢ usiov sinw. On Mr. xiv. 86. see Fritzsche. (The
relative and interrogative are connected in 1 Tim. i. 7. w3 voodyees, uies
& réyodoe pyte megl Tiver SuaBeBavotyrar NON intelligentes nec quob dicunt
nec uib asserant. Comp. Stallbaum ad Plat. Rep. L. p. 248, I1. p. 261.).

Schleussner, Haab (p. 82.) and others add here many examples of an
entirely different kind, (¢) where »:s retains its meaning as an interroga-
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tive pronoun, and in Lat. must be translated by quis or quid: Mt. vii. 9.
vis Yovau L Doy ardewros etc. quis est inter vos homo etc. Mt. xit. 11.
(See Fritzsche in loc.) Luk. xiv. 5. xi. 5. (b) Where zi is not the in-
terrogative, but equvalent to aliguis: 1 Cor. vii. 18, rsguzezunuévos zis
FxMhdn, pun invandsdwe, llas any one been called having been circumcised,
(1 suppose the case), let hiin not become uncircumcised, Jas. v, 13. zaxo-
RUSEL TGy ﬂgoo‘svzéa§w. It is not accurate to represent zog here as stand-
ing for & 7. In Jus. iii. 13. we must punctuate with Pott, Schott and
others: zis copos — — év dpuw; deubdre etc., and Acts xiti. 5. zwd u:
DrOvoELTE sLvar; oDx elpl dyw.¥ )

Where only two persous or things are spoken of, z¢¢ sometimes stands
for the more precise sérsgost Mt. ix. 5. 20 yde iorw evxondzsgor; Mt. xxi.
81. zis éx 2w 8o troinos; Luk. vii. 42, xxit. 27. Phil. 1. 22, Io the
same way among Greek writers, Stallbaumn ad Phileb. p. 168., who are
not so exact in their distinction between z¢s and redzrseos, as the Romans
in respect to their quis and uter; although exceptions are not wanting
even among them.

It ought not to be affirmed that, in formulas like Luk. xv. 16. 2{ iy
zavra, Joho vi. 9. Acts xvil. 20., the sing. of the interrog. is used for the
plural, the former question (i. e. by z¢. Trs.) embraces the plurality in a
general way: what (of what kind) are these things (hence also quid sibi
volunt), while ziva loei ete. (Comp. Heb. v. 12.) refers to it more
definitely, qua (qualia) sunt, comp. Stallbamm ad Plat. Euthyphr. 101.

In the N. T. and in the Septuagint iva =¢, for what, why, often occurs
as an interrogative: e. g. Mt, ix. 4. {va 20 duecs dvdvusioSs movned; Xxvii.
46. Luk. xiii. 7. It isused elliptically for iva 2{ yevyras (after the prater.
wévorro) see Hermann ad Vig. p. 847. and is frequently found in the Greek
writers, especially of the later time, Plat. Apol. p. 26. D. Aristoph.
Eccles. 718. Arrian. Epict. 1, 24. (Comp. Gieseler 132.) so likewise in
the Septuagint. '

2. The indefinite pronoun #i¢, =i is used, (a) with substantives, to soften
their meaning, Xen. Cyrop. 8, 1. 16. zodzovs Hysizo 5 axgozeiy 2o 5 aduxig
% oxsrecg Grzivae, out of a certain (a kind of) weakness or injustice etc.,
and hence where a too bold or unnsual trope has been employed, Jas. i.
18. drogyy 7us quaedam (quasi) primitiz. Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 123. §77.
p- 351, § 127. 4. (b) with numerals, when the precise number is not
signified, but only an approximation to it: Acts xxiii. 23. 8o zwas about
two, xix. 14. See Schifer ad Demosth. III. 269. Matth. II. 1079.
(¢) with adjectives of quality and quantity, for rhetorical effect: Heb. x.
R7. poBeed 7us ixdixyous terribilis quedam, a very dreadful punishment
(comp. Diod. Sic. 5, 39. irirovds 2us Blog, Liban. vit. p. 3. Sewuds 7ig Fews
2y Mywr, Bschin. Dial, 3, 17. Xenoph. Cyr. 1, 6. 14. 6,4.7. Heliod.

* Yet T would altogether rcject the usual 7we for &wa, comp. Callim. epigr. 30.
of7e ueneSBuryalpw, Tis wohAobe B¢ xal 5% pleet, Soph. Blectr. 1167, #i ¥ foyeq dnyos, we d ¢
7} wovr’ eimow nugeis; i in Plat. rep. 7. p. 537. B,
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2, 28. 99. Lucian. dial. mort. 5, 1. Plutarch Cic. p. 784. Phoc. c. 13.
Comp. Boissonnade ad Nicet. p. 268.), Acts viii, 9. uéyas zus like some-
thing very great (of a man, Xenoph. Ephes. 3, 2. Athen. IV.21.), In all
these cases zis is the emphatic @, which we have also in German: that
was a joy (a great joy), that is @ man (an able man). (There is the em-
phatic @, in Eng. also. Trs.). In Latin, quidam corresponds with this,
and eliquis, where no substantive or adjective is to be specifically dis-
tinguished, e. g. aliquem esse Cic. Alft. 3, 15. (nds zus does not occur in
the N. T. In 1 Cor. ix. 22., some would substitute it for rdvrws zwis,
according to certain authorities, Boissonade ad Eunap. p. 127., but un-
necessarily, and without critical probability, ¢is ¢ John xi. 49. could be
emphatically used.).

The neuter =, aliquid, in Mt. xx. 20. might be taken emphatically for
aliquid magni, but probably is not to be. See Fritzsche on this verse. In
1 Cor. iii. 7. Gal. il. 7., however, it must be considered in the phrase
sival 7o (Liat. aliquid esse). The emphasis here lies in the connection

of the passage (comp. Herm. ad Vig. 730.) and consequently it is of a
rhetorical nature. See Bernhardy p. 440. on the emphatic use of z(¢, #i.

§ 26. Hebraisms in expressing some Pronouns.

1. Instead of the pronouns od3eis, pndeis, ob (ug) — — nas OF mas ~ — ob

- (#4) are sometimes found in the N. T. after the manner of the Hebrew
(Leusden diall. p. 107. Vorst Hebr. p. 529. Gesen. Lehrgeb. 831.), yet
so that the verb is immediately connected with the negative: e. g. Mt.
XXiv. 22. odx Gy 203 nade odek, Rom. iii. 20. &£ Eeyav viuo ob Stxatwdy-
sevon naoe odgk, Ephes. v. 5. nas néevos — — ot Iys xAgeovouiov, 1 John
1. 21, oy Yevdos ix 795 Gmpdeias odx a2, John ili. 15. (va was & nuo7evwy
&is 0dvoy pi omérpras, 1 Cor. i. 29. Ephes. iv. 29. Comp. also Acts x. 14.
ov8énors ¥payoy rtoy xowdy, Rev, vil. 1. ete. (Judith xii. 20. Sus. 27. On
the other hand o3 nds (w4 nds), immediately in succession (like non omnis)
signifies, nof every one (only some); 1 Cor. xv. 39. ot naoo ooef ) airy
oagé, Mt. vil. 21. od nds § My xigue, xvgue, sloehevaerar eis TRy Bocihelny—
éar’ § toudiv, n0t every one, who calls me Lord, but ‘among those who do so),
only he who doeth, ete.,* not the mere addressing me as Lord fits him to
enter the kingdom of heaven, but, etc., Acts x. 41. So also in the plural

* I cannot approve Fritzsche’s interpretation (sce Preliminar p. 72.) which conncets
ob with the verb, and makes the sense, no one who says; the Herrsagen, Lord-saying,

18
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od ndvreg non omnes Mt. xix. 11, Rom. ix. 6. x. 16. 'This distinction is
founded in the nature of the thing: o3, in the former passages, qualifies
the meaning of the verb by negation (something is negatively declared
in reference to nrdg: Ephes. v. 5. not inherit the kingdom shall every
Sornicator, the not inherit refers to every fornicator, i. e. no fornicator
shall inherit it, comp. 1 John ii. 21.)*; but in the latter, the meaning of
nas- This mode of expression is, on the whole, rare in the N. T., while
the LXX., as translators, have it on every page. (What Georgi Vindic,
p- 817., quotes to prove this construction pure Greek, is altogether inad-
missible; nag in his quotations always belongs to the noun in the signifi-
cation of whole or full (ndsa dvdyxy). In Plat. Phed. p. 91. E., which
Weiske de pleonasm. p. 59.7 adduces as weighty, ndyzes—os is manifestly
all not, but only some).

In Mt. x. 29. is & 2 adziw ob megsizas, vel unum non (in contrast with
8bo: two for one farthing and one, not even ete.), Luk. xii. 6. Mt. v. 18,
T'his construction is-also found among the Greeks, Dion. Hall. comp. verb.
18. wudy odx v ebeor vig senda etc., Antiq. IL. p. 980, uio z¢ o zavereinsro
(according to Schifer’s emendation), Plutarch Gracch. 9. see Schiifer
ad hunc loc. and ad Dionys. compos. p. 247. Erfurdt ad Soph. Antiq.
p- 121. From the Hebrew compare Fxod. x. 19. Isa. xxxiv. 16. This
can be denominated neither a Greecism nor a Hebraism; usually a greater
emphasis is intended, than is expressed by oddsi¢, which, although mean-
ing the same, by its frequent recurrence has become less emphatic.}

Luk. i. 87, odx ddvvargoss nagd 3¢ mav frpmas nothing, no thing (comp.
727 and in the Greek #ros.). The passage is probably taken from Genesis
xviii. 14. Septuag.—Mt. xv. 23. odx anzxeidy wivs royor is very simple: ke
answered her not @ word (the #vo here is not needed, as we likewise do
not emphasize the article @.).| The Greeks could also say so, and the
formula is not an Hebraism because it occurs in 1 Kings xviii. 1.
See § 66. 8.

(the one who says Lord) is by no means excluded by the second member 2AA’ & moidy,
but the sroiety 73 OéAnua 700 waTess wov is a further and better recognition of Jesus
as Lord. ’

#* Gesen, hus merely introduced this linguical phenomenon, without much concern
about its explanation; on the other hand Ewald (p. 657.) has at least rightly appre-
hended it. See Drusius ad Gal. ii. 16, and Beza on Rom. iii. 20, What Gesen. in-
tends by the difference hetween o mag and wa wds, is not very clear to me.

+ The words are: mérsgov oy, Epn, mevras Tobs Fumgoofey Ayoug obx dmodiyesle, % wobg
@iy, 7obg ¥ oy if Schlensner would prave non omnis to be equivalent to nullus by Cic.
Rosc. Amer. 27, ep. ad Famil, 2, 12. he cannot have well examincd the passage.

1 Therefore also ¢232 ¢l arc taken together (Mt. xxvii, 14.) 033 & giiua ne unum
quidem v. (John i, 3. Rora. iii. 10, Herm. ad Vig. 467.)

Il Nor, because & is in other places expressed (Mt. xxi. 24. pwrhicw duis xdyd Adyow
?va), will any one accustomed to grammalical distinetions, require 8z in the above
passage.
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2. The one, the other is expressed: («) In distributive sentences, some-
times by fs — — xai eI Mt. xx. 21. xxvii. 38. xvii. 4. Mr. x. 87, John
xx. 12. Gal. iv. 22. (6 ¢fs — — 6 £Ts Mt. xxiv. 40. on the other hand in the
parallel passage Luk. xvii. 34. § &g —— § éregos, comp. 6 &is—— § ivecos
Luk. xvi. 18. xviii. 10. /Esop. 119. de Fur. So in the Hebrew -mnn
Exod. xvii. 12. Lev, xii. 8. xv. 15. -1 Sam. x. 3.), for which the Greeks
use s piv, eis 8¢, see Fischer ad Leusden diall. p. 85. (what Georgi
Vind. p. 159. and Schwarz Comment. p. 421. quote, are mor¥ properly
enumerations or additions of the units of one sum, e. g. of eight, one—
one—one—etc.) (b) In reciprocal sentences 1 Cor. iv. 6. ivo uy ¢ dnie
200 £v0g guotovede one above the other, 1 Thess. v. 11. This would
be rather an Aramaism (Hoffmann Grammat. Syr. p. 830.), although
not contrary to Greek syntax, Herod. iv. 50. £ =eds & ovpBdrnrew, Lueian.
conscr. hist. c. 2. &g odv &, paoly, £v i maguBarsiv. Comp. also the for-
mula & @y’ #és (Ast. ad Plut. Polit. p. 389. Bernhardy ad Dionys.
Perieg. p. 853.) and Kypke II. 339.

The Hebrew construction: the man to his friend is conformed to the
Septuag. Gen. xi. 3. xiii. 11. Judg. vi. 29., but is not found in the N. T,
comp. however Heb. viii. 11, according to the Vulgate op py 8uddfwow
#xazos 0% nAyoior adrol from Jerem. Septuag.

About the Hebraistic circumlocution of the pronoun every by the
repetition of the noun, e. g. Huéea fuéea, see Chap. V. § 59. 1.

CHAPTER III.
USE OF THE NOUN.

§ 27. Number and Gender of Nouns.

1. A xou singular with the article (§ 17, 1.) is very frequently used
as a collective of the whole class of things or persons, to which it refers
(see Glass L. p. 56. Gesen. p. 447. Stuart’s Heb. Gr. § 437.): e. g. Jas.
il. 6. duers f7udoare 2 ov nraydy, V. 6. épovedoare 7ov Sixavoy (where,
with several Fathers, Grotius and others, Christ is not to be understood),
1 Pet.iv. 18. & 6 §{xatos pdnus s@deTar, 6 d oz B s xal Guagrerds od
gavecron; Rom. xiv. 1. Comp. Zumpt. Latin Grammar p. 829. By this
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means the representation is more concentrated, so that the mind is not
withdrawn by the multitude expressed in the plural, from the idea which
ought to be most immediately before it.

The singular for the plural might appear to be used in Luk. xxiv. 5.
xawovsdy (yuvouxin) 2o mebsonov eis wiv yiv, where indeed some
Codd. have z¢ ngéswna. But the former occurs in all ‘languages, where
distribution is expressed. Comp. also 1 Cor. vi. 19. -2} siua suiw and
Eurip. Med. 1117. oipo 2’ &5 587y fads véxvwy, Cycl. 223. [Elian Anim.
5, 4. dvoua avriv Alschin. Cresiph. p. 436, § 47. zaxol 29y Jvgp, 1 Mace.
i. 44. Not very different is Rev. vi. 11. xai 28637 adrors orons Revis)
(according to the best Codd.) a white robe was given to them i.e. to each
one of them, comp. xiii. 1. and Polyb. 3, 49. 12. zois naelorovs i 6347 ¢
%al 7eds TovTous bnodéses xoopufoas, also Testam. patriarch. p. 565. Fabric.
e080y Envo Grdednovs By 10T L AEVEY. '

2. On the other hand, the plural (masc. or fem.) is often used, where
the predicate relates to only one subject, although the writer designs to
express the thought in a general way: e. g. Mt. xxvii. 44, xai of ayozal
— — Gveiduloy udwdv the thieves railed at him (properly only one, comp.
Luk. xxiii. 89., unless, which perhaps is preferable, we admit a difference
in the account, as must be done in respect to Mt, xxvi. 8., and John xii.
4.); Mt. ii. 20. 2 eJunract of JnTovveEs Ay YNy 2od ntadiov (properly only
Herod the great is meant) comp. Exod. iv. 19, Mt. ix. 8. s36facar zév sov
2oy Sévra tEovolay powadany voi g Gy 3¢ d o (properly only Jesus had
shown it). See Aschyl. Prom. 67. Eurip. Hec. 403. Aschin. adv.
Timarch. 21. and Bremi in loc. Porson. ad Eurip. Phen. p. 36. Reisig.
Conject. in Aristoph. p. 58. and C. L. Roth. grammatice quest. suz e
C. Tacito Norimb. 1829, 4. § 1. Some have also taken here the difficult
passage 1 Cor. xv. 29, & Banzilouevor drig. viw vexgiw, and have under-
stood by of vexgoi Christ, which would be in itself according to the usage
of the language.

In the passages John vi. 45. Actsxiii. 4. 2» 20l s ngop gz acsand
Mt. xxiv. 26. ;ob (6 Xeiozds) év 7 00 ¢ 2awsiots, the plural is most proba-
bly to be so interpreted; i» ». zaue. stands in contrast with v 2§ denug,
and means, he is in the chambers (not just in a particular one); v 2. ne.
is a quotation in general, as: in the Pentateuch (comp. Acts vii. 42), in
the Fpistles of Paul, etc., when we either cannot exactly, or do not wish
to mention the section. The Heb. usage, according to Gesen. Lehrgeb.
p- 665., does not materially differ, and no reflecting person will assert
that the plural, in these cases, stands for the singular.

Mt. xxi. 7. 2nzxdfioor éndva adziy also, is probably not exact: they
set him upon them (properly only on one of them), as we say, e. g. he
sprang from the horses, although only from one of the horses before the
wagou. 'The adzdv in this passage, may indeed, with Euthym. Zigab.
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and others, be referred to z& ipdria, yet both emove advaw should be
referred to one thing (viy wov xai zov minov). On Acts xvi. 16., which
does not belong here, see Kiingl. )
In 1 Cor. xvi. 3., the plural reroras is improperly taken for the sin-
gular. (See Heumann in loc.); even if this plural can be thus used of one
letter (see Schifer ad Plut. V. p. 446. Grot. ad 1 Mace. xii. 19. Comp.
Fabric. Cod. Apocr. N. T. p. 915.), yet here certainly the words &;
inesrorsy are to be eonnected with mépdw, and the sending of several

letters to different persons is not unusual.

The Dual does not occur in the N. T.; the plural is found in its stead
in Rev. xii. 14. xaigdv xal xoigods (two years) xai sjuioy xougov (as an
imitation of 11y two years, Dan. vii. 25.); but only in this particular
eonnection can xaigob¢ be used for two years, as otherwise in contrast with
xonedy it would denote simply years.

3. Some nouns, which express a singular idea, are found uniformly in
the plural, because the (external) object which they denote, consists of
several parts: e. g. of aiawsg, the world, the universe, Heb. i. 2. comp.
oYY ; avazorai xoi Svewad Mt. vili. 11. (the region or countries of
East and West); of oveorol (the Jews imagined several heavens one
above the other) 2 Cor. xii. 2. See Wetst. in loc. va d:fud Mt. xxvi.
64." Acts ii. 25. (the whole right side of the body, not only the right
hand), of xéanor Luk. xvi. 23. (Pausan. 6, 1. 2. ZElian V. H. 13, 31.)
Comp. also the phrase in John i. 13. # aipdz e syevdqoor (in
reference to both parents, Eurip. Jo. 693. or 705.). 'Then there are some
names of feasts (generally of several days) used only in the plural, e. g.
& syxaivia, yevéoia, GQuua (Saturnalia, Lupercalia), so also names of cities,
’ASias, IMdzaga, Bohnmos, in whieh the plural is to be explained his-
torically. About deyiera money, see Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 608. zd iudzia
is sometimes used, where only the mantle, overcoat can be meant (not
in Mr. xxiii. 5., with Schleussner) Mt. xxvii. 81. John xiii. 4. 12.
Acts xviii. 6. (Mt. xxiv. 18. comp. Mr. xiii. 16.) for the geueral expres-
sion clothing, dress, then direetly for overcoa: in distinet antithesis with
zurdw John xix. 23.  Abstract nouns in the plural denote the various ex-
pressions, demonstrations, developements, forms of the quality signified
by the singular, e. g. Jas. ii. 1. neoswnorplins, 1 Pet. ii. 1. dnoxersets,
xazoahariass $0dvos, 2 Cor. 1. 8. olxwiguol. See Jacobs in Act. philol,
monac. 1. p. 164. Heinichen ad Euseb. H.E. III. p. 18. Bernhardy
p. 62. Kritz. ad Sallust Catil. I. p. 76.

. To iego ygdppoara 2 Tim. iii. 15. and of yeapas, to denote the O, Test.
scareely neced to be noticed. The plural odBpaza for 25 sagparor Mt.
xii. 1. Luk. iv. 16. is perhaps merely an imitation of the Aramaan form

¥naw.  See Rob. Gr. and Eng. Lex. under this head. But it may also
fall in with the analogy of the appellation of feasts.
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A Hebraistic pluralis excellentie or majestat., some, as Glassius I. p.
59. Haab. p. 59., would find in the following passages, but incorrectly:
Heb. ix. 23. xgsizvzoot Jvsiais (of Christ’s death as a sacxiﬁce), John ix.
3. teyw Seob (a strikingly important work of God), Heb. vii. 6. (irayyerias
(the 2mportant plomlse), 2 Cor. xii. 1. 7. droxarvyees (a glorious revela-
tion). In all these passages the plural suits very well, inasmuch as the
writers express them generally, or really point to a historical plurality
(Heb. vii. 6.) On the other hand in Heb. ix. 2. 3. dywa and dyia dylon
to express the koly, and the most holy of the temple at Jerusalem, might
be reckoned a pluralis excellentize, i the accentuation dyio and dyio dyiwy
were adopted, with Erasmus and others; (comp. Ssihaie Szeraswy Soph.
Electr. 849.) However, although 26 dywor and o dyior 2iw dyiwr (Ex.
xxvi. 33. Numb. iv. 4.) comp. Joseph. Antig. 3, 6. 4. occur in the
Pentsteuch with the sxgmﬁc*ltlon above, yet in 1 chrs viii. 6. the most
koly is expressed by <d Gywa 2ov dyiwy.  With this may be compared the
Latin penetralie, adyta (Vlrg Hin. 2,:296.) See Stuart Heb. Gr. § 437. 2.

As to Phil. ii. 6. 25 sivor toa 36, whele ¢oa is used adverbially, comp.
the usage of the Greek language Iliad. 5. 71. Odyss. 1, 432. 15, 519.
Al V. H. 8, 38. Thuc. 3. 14. Philostr. Apoll. 8, 26. Himer. oratt. 20.
4. Soph. Oecd. Tyr. 1182. See Reisig ad Oed. Col. 526. Rob. Gr. and

Eng. Lex. at o5,

4. The neuter both singular and plural is sometimes found, where
persons are signified, but the writer would express his meaning in a
general way: 2 Thess. ii. 6. 2o zazéyor oiSaze (comp. ver. 7. 6 xavéyw),
1 Cor. i. 27. 28. 76 pwed, va Godevq, va ifovderquéva (on the contrary
7oV 60:};01}5), Heb Vl A . 70 ¥raz oy DO Tov xgsm’z’ovos s-uxo'yswaa, John vi.
37. 1 John v. 4. Camp Thuc. 8, 11. zd xedriora ini zobs drodessrégovs
Ewvengyov, Poppo ad Thuc. 1. p. 104. Seidler ad Eurip. Trod. p. 61.—
In Heb. vii. 18. o382y is to be taken as a real neuter. John iii. 6. may also
be understood of a generation of the flesh merely (an animal generation).

5. The neuter seems to be used for the feminine in Mr. xii. 28. roia
iowl nedvq mave ey dvzony (according to the oldest Codd. for maciy).
But rdvzwy, besides its relation to the noun in gender, stands for the ge-
neral omnium (rerum), comp. Lucian. Piscaf. p. 683. ¢. 13. pio ndvzov
fye Gandis purosopio (according to the usual reading, ndveas), Thue. 4.
52. vdg e arhags KOAELS X0l LGV T OV MAMOTA TV ’/Alwrw/agov, see d’Orville
ad Chariton. p. 549. Porson ad Eurip. Pheen. 121. Fritzsche ad Mar.
1. c. On the other hand we cannot say with d’Orville ad Char. in Acts
ix. 87. aotoovzes ad 2 v Edqxar that revsavzes stands for rodsasac, because
women were accustomed to wash the dead. The writer heie speaks al-
together generally and impersonally: man wusch und legte (Ger.). (The
Ger. man here conveys an impersonal sense which cannot be exactly ex-
pressed in English.  We can only say, She was washed, ete. or the wash-
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ing and laying out were done. Trs.) Had Luke with rigid exactness
considered this custom, he would have expressed himself more circum-
stantially. Comp. Luke xxii. 58. (Mt. xxvi. 71.) and Xen. Mem. 2, 7.
2. Guvehpddacw — — GOeAdor e xoi AdeApudor xal Gwedial Tosavrar, Gor
stvon v o3 olxiy Trocoguxnidexa Todbs Encudigovg JSourteen among the
JSree (free men), where the masc. is used, although under the free (as
it seems) we must include women..

The masculine is not used for the fem. in the Septuag. Gen. xxiii. 3.
Gvésry "ABeadp Gmod vov vexgod adr ot — — 4 fddw TOV vexedw
pov, although the reference is to Sarah, or in Hist. Susan..62. zrolyeov
awzois By Tedmoy intovygsioarro © G mtAq ot ov, although Susanna is meant.
In the first case we also say, ke buried his dead (similar Soph. Antig.
830. poruévg (vulg. goupéve) wois isofsois ¥yxdmen oxeiv péya), and the
corpse is always in Greek 6 vsxeds, never feminine. See Hermann ad
Soph. Antig. p. 114, 176.

Note 1. In Rom. xi. 4. a quotation from the O. T. 1 Kings xix. 18.
stands the fem. # Bdan (Zeph. i. 4. Hos. ii. 8.), not perhaps with con-
tempt indicating feminine qualities, as the feminine forms of idols in
Arabic and Rabbinical writings are used (?), see Gesen. in Rosenmiiller’s
Repertor. 1. p. 139. and Tholuck én loc.; but Panl, as he quoted from
memory, might easily write 5 Bdaa, which he had sometimes read in the
Septuag. (yet the Codd. vary), in this place, although the Septuag. itself
has 2§ Baua. Riickert on this passage, as elsewhere, is wanting in valu-
able remarks. After all it is of no moment, whether Baal was called
male or female. '

Note 2. When a noun'of any gender is considered in a material sense
merely as a word, it is well known that it takes the neuter article, Gal.
iv. 25. v0 "Ayog the (word) Hagar. On the other hand the fem. may
seem to be used for the neut. in Rev. ix. 12. xi. 14. 5 adal; but here pro-
bably some word like 6asyus or zanacnweia was before the writer’s mind.

§ 28. Use of Cuses in general.

L. The meaning of Gr. cases (Herm. de emend. rat. 1. 137. sq. Bern-
hardy p. 74. J. A. Hartung iib. die cas. ete. Erlingen. 1831. 8vo.) was
generally easy to be understood by foreigners; and the Jews themselves,
if not by terminations, yet clearly enough expressed the usual relations
of case; especially did the genitive relation in the Aramean approach
more nearly to that of the Occidental language. It was more difficult
to apprehend as the Greeks did, the oblique cases in all their extended
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and manifold applications; such a use also was not conformable to the
plain and expressive made of speech which prevailed among the Orien-
talists. Hence, where the Greeks employed a case only, we often find
in the N. T. a preposition, after the manner of the Eastern languages,
e. g. diudévar ix, 2063stw G fOr Su8dvar, io¥law zwos, comp. § 80. fysiger
Aol eis Bacria, Acts xiil. 22, pls yxarésse xavd dxdexviw Jeod for dxnex-
zois, Rom. viii. 33.) As the Byzant. would say: dyowaxzely xard 7wos.

This use of the preposition is a peculiarity of the ancient simplicity,
and therefore occurs not only in the older poets, as Homer, but also in
prose: writers, as Lucian; see Jacob quast. Lucian. p. 11.

2. Properly speaking there is no erallage casuum, no putting of one
case for another; but perhaps sometimes in the same connection two dif-
ferent cases may be used with equal propriety, if the relation can be ap-
prehended in a twofold manner, e. g. =gosxvrsiv zeve to manifest reverence
20 one, and ngosx. rwa to rEVere one, xord¢ motely Twa and 7w (Phi]o
Act. Thom. 38.), ¥voxés we and zuwos (Fritzsche ad M. p. 223.),% nag-
eovo30i zwog (of something) and zwe (with, by means of something); also
pvaodal 2o and zwog (as recordart rei and rem), in the former case, with
acc., I consider the remembering as including only this object; with the
gen., the remembering of a thing (remembering something) is the. me-
mory of a totality, in which the several parts are embraced. It cannot
therefore be said that the dat. or-acc. is used for the genit., or vice versa,
but logically both cases are equally proper, and it is necessary only to
observe which construction has become the more common one, or whe-
ther one of them is preferred in the later language, as sdayyeriesfal

T, REOCKVVELY TiVle

3. Each case, as such, stands in a necessary connection with the sen-
tence to which it belongs; yet there are also found cases absolute, i. e.
such as are not interwoven in the grammatical structure of the sentence,
but only belong to it logically: the nominative is most frequently so used,
as Acts vii. 40. § Mwoiioss ofizos — — ~ odx oidapen, vi yéyover odrd (Xen.
Econ. 1, 14.), Rev. iil. 12. § vvxGv, novmoe adrdv ovvno, ete.  The
nominative here, is sometimes intentionally placed first as the principal
object, on which the following sentence depends (as the nom. otherwise in
Luke xiii. 4.),] therefore of a rhetorical nature, at other times is to be ex-

* The distinction made between these two constructions by Schifer ad Demosth.
V. p. 323. is not proved out of the N. T. Comyp. Matth. II. 850.

t An idea expressed in an oblique case, becomes obscured by this dependent sense,
whilst the nominative as the case of the subject attracts special attention.
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plained as the result of negligence, and consequently as anacoluthon,
since the writer had either not yet completed the following structure in
his own mind, or led away from the nom. by the intervention of several
words, changed it (comp. Mt. x. 32. xii. 86. Mr. ix. 20.)* Acts xx. 8. John
vii. 88. 1 John ii. 27. So often in the Greek writers (Xen. con. 12, 8.
Anab. 7, 6. 37. Cyrop. 4, 5. 37. 5, 4. 34. Mem. 2, 6. 36. 3, 1. 2. Thuc.
4, 78. Dio. Chrys. 9. 124. Philostr. Apoll. 7. 16.) Matth. Il. 776. See
especially Hemsterh. and Lehmann ad Lucian. II1. p. 428. Heindorf ad
Plat. Theet. p. 389. ad Plat. Cratyl. p. 68, Ast ad Plat. Legg. p. 145.
Schiifer ad Eurip. Orest. p. 127. Boissonade ad Nic. p. 97. Sibelis ad
Pausan. L. p. 85. Bernhardy p. 68. On the other hand the so called
acc. absolute, and much more the gen. and dat. can be reduced to the
primary design of these cases (Herm. ad Viger. p. 847), and therefore,
in consequence of a similar anacoluthon, are but seldom to be considered
as really absolute (comp. e. g. Schiifer ad Demosth. V. p. 814. Index ad
Menander. p. 656.) comp. § 82,7, See E. Wentzel de genitivis and
dat. absol. Vratisl. 1828. 8vo.

Designations of time sometimes added to a sentence, but not of the
same construction, are to be taken for nom. absolute, Luke ix. 28. dyé-
vETO PETh Tobs Aoyovs Tovrovs, Goel Hpuéeat éx 7 b, Lucian dial. meretr.
1, 4. ov yog idgaxas ombs 48y xebvos avrév. See below § 64, 1. About
a hypallage in adjectives, see p. 65.

§29. Use of the Nominative and Vocative.

1. The nominative with the article used asa vocative, is equalily fre-
quent among the Greeks and Hebrews. (Fischer ad Weller I11. 1. 819.
Markland ad Eurip. Iphig. Aul. 446. Boissonnade ad Nicef. p. 240.).
In the N.T. we find several examples of such a nomin., not only in im-
perative addresses, which was probably its original use, (Heindorf ad
Plat. Prot. p. 460. Bernhardy 67.), Mr. ix.25. 25 RVEVRS, T GAOROY — — —
éya oou énvrdoca, Luk. viii. 54. 5 rois, éysigov, Mr. v. 41. Ephes. vi. 1.,
but also in acclamations Mt. xxvii. 9. Mr. x. 47. John viii. 10. Luk.
xii. 32, even in prayers Mt. xi. 26. Luk. xviii. 11. In respeet to John
xX. 28., interpreters are not agreed, whether to take the nom. for voc.

* What Fritzsehe quotes from the Antholog. Pal. 11. 488, wdys & abriv i 75
orime prov ¥8deras, entirely accords with this.
19
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as an address or only an exclamation. Kach one’s dogmatical views
affect his judgment. The vocative however is used more frequently,
partly in proper addresses Mt. xv. 28. Mu. xv. 18. Acts xi. 7. xxi. 20.
xxiii. 11. xxv. 26. Rom. ii. 1., partly in questions Jas. ii. 20. Rom. ix.
20., partly in exclamations Mt. xvii. 17. Luk. xxiv. 25. Ron. xi. 33,,
sometimes with, sometimes without &.

In Luk. xii. 20. dpewv (for dpgov) is to be used according to the best
Codd. as an exclamation: Fool, in the same night, ete.

2. The nominative (nomin. tituli) is employed to express particular
appellations not only in such cases as Rev. vi. 8. $vopa adzd 6 6dvaros,
viii. 11. (comp. Demosth. adv. Macart. p. 669. B.), but also where the
construction seems to require another case, John xiil. 13. pwverzé pe* &
duddoxanog, and perhaps also Luk. xix. 29, 15 25 8gos 20 xarovusvoy
"Enasdy (Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 795.) comp. Malala Chronogr. 18. p. 482.
Nieb. v 2§ reyouiveg “A wyovgrsdy, 10. p. 247.% On the other hand
Acts i. 12. 4rd dgous wod wounrovpévor tracibyog. Comp. 1 Sam. ix. 9.
2dv neopqryy txdres § Ao ds Lungosder § Brénwy T and Lob. ad Phr_/n.
p- 517. Matth, IL. 772.

When any one’s name is introduced by means of éwduaz, it never de-
pends on éréu., but takes the case of the preceding noun; in the nomina-
tive e. g. Luk. i. 5. Acts viii. 9. x. 1. xiil. 6., in the dative Acts.xxvii. 1.
Exazovwdeyy dvépare 'Touadi e (xxviii. 7.), in the accusative Actsix. 12.
dvdeu dvépurs *Avaviav, xviil. 2. About a similar usage of the language
see Jacobs ad Aliun. Anim. I1. p. 296.

Nore 1. The ace. with ¢i¢ in the formula svaw or yivesou s 74, has
been incorrectly represented as a Hebrew circumlocution for the nomin.
(Leusden dicll. p. 132.) Most of the examples adduced are either
quotations from the O. T., or established formulas derived from it (Mt.
xix. 5. 1 Cor. vi. 16. Ephes. v. 31. Heb. viii. 10.); moreover it was
overlooked that yivesfas si¢ v abire (mutari) in aliquid, Acts v. 36. John
xvi. 20. Rev. viii. 11. could be said in Greek, as in Germ. (Georgi Vind.
337. Schwarz Comment. 285.), and that, in the Hebrew eivas eis 74, 2 did

* In all cditions #naidy stands as above. I cunnot, with Fritzsche, consider this
accentu. as decidedly wrong. Lulke, intending his gospel for forcigners, might per-
haps, the first time he mentioned it, call the Mount of Olives sufficiently known in
Pulestine, the so called Mount of Olives, but the expression mgde +3 3g. 70 Aey. Erasdy
would be resolved into 8 ey, 8gog en. which is called Mount of Olives, und the
article before 2a. could be very well dispensed with, Perhaps the Syr. has read 2aaiy,
it translates as above.

+ So cven aiv dv8ewmordnog pwiv Theodoret. IV.1304., 43y 0 €3 ¢ meornyopiay IT1,
241. TV, 454,, in which cases the Romans always usc the genit. (which the moderns
have overlooked ).
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not properly express the nom., but corresponded Wil!l the Germ. zu et-
was (dienen) for something (Heb. viii. 10, 1 Cor. xiv. 22.). In1 Cor.
ive 8. duol el drdyuozdy Eorww means, it belongs to me 2o thg least, the most
unimportant degree (1 consider it of no moment): Acts xix. 27. ¢is 0ddiv
noyisbyvau is similar: it is to be reckoned for nothing (Sap. ix. 6.). In
Luk. ii. 84. xeczau ei¢ medow, the preposition denotes the destination, the
end, and is not contrary to the analogy of the Greek (§32,4.) comp.
Msop.24, 2. sig pellovi cou Gpérciay ¥ oo pas and the Lat. auwilio esse
(Zumpt. Gr. p. 549.). See Rob. Gr. and Ling. Lex. at the word sis.

Notr 2. A nominative of exclamation occurs (but on Luk. xii. 20.
see above) Phil. iii. 18. 19. noanos Y0.€ meCLRATOVGLY, 0fs MOARAX L5 FheyOy — —
2obg xSgovs 7ob GTawgos 7ob XK.y Gy 7o Tirog drdheta, —— o0l T4 briysia
peovovwees, Mr. xii. 38—40. Bairevs and v&v yeapparviuvy, vSy Sendv-
Ty — — %Gl GOMAGUOVS — xal MEwTOXoI0Clns — 0( XU TGS Lov T g
7as olxds TEHY xNEHY=—=,00700 AYVOVTUL NELLGGOTEEOY
xeipa.

§ 80. Use of the Genitive.

1. The genitive as a case dependent, (logically viewed),* is most
naturally connected with a noun as its governing word; but, as the idea
of dependence is a very extensive one, is also found in the N. T. in a
manifold sense. (Comp. Schiifer ad Eurip. Orest. 48.). Besides the
usual cases, we note: (a) the genitive of the object after nouns which
signify a spiritual or corporeal activity (thonght, feeling, word, deed) :
e. g. Mt. xiii. 18. rtagaBony voi s=eigovzos, parable of the sower, Luk. vi.
7. xoryyogio abrod, accusation against bim, Acts iv. 9. edeeysod Gvledmov
(Thue. i. 129.), John vii. 18. xx. 19. $dBos "Tovduswy 0f the Jews (Eurip.
Andr. 1060.), 1 Cor. i. 18. aéyos 7o gzavess, John xvii. 2. ifovsio wdons
oagxds over, Rom. x. 2. §inos Secov zeal for God. (Comp. Joha. ii. 17.
Septuag.) Rom. xiii. 8. Mt. x. L. xiv. 1. Luk. vi. 12. Hebr. ii. 15. vii. 1.
(Numb. xxvi. 9. Job. xxi. 4. Obad. 12. Sir. iii. 14. Sup. viii. 3. 1 Mucc.
xiii. 14.), Markland ad Eurip. Suppl. v.838. d'Orville ad Char. p. 498,
Schiifer ad Soph. IL. p. 800. Ast ad Plat. Legg. p. 72, Stallbaum wd
Plat. Apol. p. 29. Rep. 1L. p. 201. Pilugk ad Furip. Androm. p. 13.
Therefore sometimes dydny w0l Se0ly voi Xewgroi, Love fo God, to Christ
(1 John ii. 5. 15. John v. 42., but probably not Rom. viii. 35. v. 5. 2
Cor. v. 14.), and always p380s Sco or xvedov (Acts ix. 31. 2 Cor. v. 11.
vii. 1. Ephes. v.21.), alsris 2ot Seod or Xewzod (Mr. xi. 22, Rom. iii. 22.

* Herm. ad Vig. p. 875, Genitivi proprium est id indicare, cujus quid aliquo quo-
cunque modo accidens est. Comp. de emend. rat. p. 139,
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Gal. ii. 16. iii. 22. Ephes. iii. 12. Phil. iii. 9. Jas. ii. 1. Rev.xiv.12. Phil. i.
27. “Paaxoy vod Xg. 2 Cor. x. 5, also belongs here and tugivy Se0v Phil.
iv. 7. according to the parallel passage Rom. v. i. must be understood of
the peace with God; otherwise eswy Xe. Col. iii, 15., if this is the cor-
rect reading, see Bithr. on this verse. About a similar use of the person
pron. see ahove, § 22. note 3.

Whether in the formula ivayyéancor 203 Xeuszon, the genitive is subjec-
tive, the gospel preached By Christ, or objective, the gospel CONCERNING
Christ, is perhaps uncertain; I prefer the latter, because in some pas-
sages we have the full phrase edayyénior 2ov 9:0d ®sgi vod viod wbrod, €. g
Rom. i. 3., of which the former may be an abridgement; comp. also sdoryyé-
a0y 775 Bagiheias vov Osov Mt. 1v. 23, ix. 85, In respect to Col. ii. 18. inter-
preters are not agreed, whether in fgyoxsia dyyénwy the genit. is to be
considered objective or subjective. The former is to be preferred: wor-
ship of angels, angel-service, comp. Clem. Strom. 6. p. 669. fenoxela
2y dovgov.  Heydenreich muakes unnecessary difficulty on 2 Tinw. 1. 12,
in 1 Tim. iv. 1. §acuoriwy is certainly the objective gen., asin Heb. vi. 2.
Buwzopcw Sudaxqs, if the latter be taken for the governing noun; see be-
low, note 2. In James ii. 4. xewzai Swnroyioudy wovpedr we have the
genitive of the quality, Judgesof a bad character.

2. The genitive is also used, (b) of relations of dependence still more
remote (comp. Jacob. ad Lucian Alex. p.108. Bernhardy 160.) We
notice (1) the genitive which indicates relations only external, as of place
or time: e. g. Mt. x. 5. 680 idvisw the way to the heathen, comp. John xx.
7. Heb. ix. 8, Mt. i. I11. 12. pevouxsoio BaBuaivos the carrying away to
Babylon (Gen. iii. 24. 5 6305 zo &unov zdjs Says, Orph. 197. (200.) wt
anéov Akeivoso ad expeditionem in Axinum 141. (144.) véavos olxovo domum
reditus comp. Schiifer Melet. p. 90. Seidler ad Eurip. Electr. 161.
Spohn ad Isocr. Paneg. p. 2. Buttmann ad Soph. Philoct. p. 67.); John
vii. 85. 4 Swisrogd v Eampor the dispersion (the dispersed, scattered)
among the Greeks; Mr. viii. 27, &5 vas xduos Kaoageins v5s Surinroy in
the villages round Ceesarea Philippi, which lay on her territory (Jes. xvii.
2.), Col. 1. 20. alpa zod groveos blood of the cross i. e. blood shed on the
cross, 1 Pet. 1. 2. pavriopds aipazos, purification by blood, 2 Cor. xi. 26.
xivSvvor mozaudy dangers on rivers (soon after xivduvor & @éner, év Suracoy
ete.) comp. Heliod. 2, 4. 65. xivdvvor Sanra oo v (SeeStuart Heb. Gram.
§ 424.). Designations of time: Rom. ii. 5. guéea deyzs duy of divine
wrath (on which the wrath of God will show itself by punishment), Jud.
ver. 6. Kelovs peydngs fuécas the judgment at the great day, Heb. vi. 1.
5 ©qs dexns Tob Xeusrov aéyos, the christian instruction given to you in the
beginning. An external (of place) relation is also implied in xegducoy
Bdaros Mr. xiv. 18., comp. Jer. xlviii. 52. weeduiov oiwov, Soph. Electr.
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758. yonxés owodos (see Schifer ad Longi. Pastor. p. 386.), Dion. Hal.
IV. 2028, 4. dogdrrov, xal woons dyyela, Theophr, Char. 17. Diog. L.
6, 1. 4. 7,1. 8. Athen, L p. 177. 1 Sam. x. 3.

On the other hand Acts xxii. 8. Tdesos 7ys Keavxios and also xiii. 13.
xxvii. 5. Luk. iv. 26., are to be reduced to the simple genitive relation:
Tarsus of Cilicia, belonging to the province of Cilicia. Such a geo-
graphical designation has been established among the Greels, Diod. Sic.
1, 4. 17, 64. Xen. Hell. 1, 2. 12. Diog. L. 8,1. 3. See Ellendt. ad
Arrian. Alex.I. 151. Ramshorn Lat. Grammat. 1. 169.

(b) Internal relations yet more remote are expressed by the genitive,
especially in the writings of John and Paul, as John v. 29. évdszaces s
the resurrection of life, 1. e. the resurrection to life (comp. genit. of de-
sign, Theodoret. IV. 1140, {sewoirys geigorovin to priesthood), Mr. i. 4.
Binzispa perovoins baptism of repentance, i. e. which obligates to re-
pentance, Rom. vii. 2. »duos rob dvdeds law of the husband, i. e. which
determines the relation to.the husband, (comp. Demosth. Mid. § 10. ¢ z5¢
Bardys vowos the law of damage), Rom. vii. 24. sipa favdzov body of death,
i. e. body which, if we be subjected to its power, (the sack), leads to
death, vi. 6. sipo 235 duaezios body of sin, i. e. body in which sin exists
{to which it cleaves), very like osGug 255 suexés Col. i. 22. body in which
depravity has its dwelling-place. See Rom. viii. 36, Ephes. iv. 18.

In Luke xii. 9. 25 ogueior “lwrd is nothing else than the sign which
once wus displayed in Jonas, now to be repeated in the person of Christ.
Jude ver. 11. also is to be so interpreted; but in John xix. 14. ragasxeuy zoi
ndeye Ineans, not the day of preparation for the Passover, but simply
the rest-day of the passover, which belongs to the passover. In Eph.
jii. 1. 2 Tim. i. 8. Philem. i. 9. S¢cuws Xewrov a prisoner of Christ,
i.e. whom Christ (the cause of Chr.) has brought into bondage and re-
tained there,* and Jas. ii. 5. of nzwyol zob méopov, the poor of the world,
i. e. who, in" relation to the world, are poor, poor in earthly goods: but
we are not therefore to suppose xdouos itself to mean earthly goods.—
John vi. 45. §udaxrol rov Scov, instructed of God, i. e. about God as Mt.
XXV. 34. oi edroynuivor 2ob mavgds, the blessed of the Father, i. e. by the
Father; Mt. xi. 11. Luke vii. 28. present no difficulty. Acts xxii. 8.
véuou depends on x. dxelBecar. In Heb. iii. 3. some take the genit. olxov

* As Philem. 13. S:zol 705 edayy. bonds, which the Gospel has brought. Others,
Jor Christ's suke. The genit. is so translated frequently, but without reason. Hcb.
xiil. 13 vov dveidiopedy Xeiewol péeavrect the reproach whieh Christ once bore, (also) is
hearing. 8o also 2 Cor. i. 5. mepiooeder 74 mabhmara vob Xo. ele fuds, the snfferings,
whieh Christ had to endure, viz. from the enemies of divine truth, come rencwedly
and abundantly on us; nnless here and in Col. i, 24. the sufferings, the deep distresses
of Chyrist, are these whieh he endured in the church, his body. Comp. Bihr, on Col,
i. 24. Schulthess Neweste Theol. Annal. 1829, 1. 470. See Licke Progr. in loc.
(Gotting. 1833. 4to.) p. 12,  Comp. 2 Thess. iii. 5. .
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as belonging to zwunw, to greater honor of the house, (i. e. in, with the
house), not to be entirely rejected, but in this author improbable, and not re-
quired by the context. Wahl I. 571, apprehends the genit. in 1 Pet. iii. 21.
swvadiosws ayal g s Ensedrypa sis Ozov in a peculiar way, thus, a promise
with a good conscience in relation to God. Even although we should not ob-
Ject to this interpretation of the genitive, yet suveid. dyad. si¢ Gedv, is not
a cheerful persuasion (of forgiveness of sin), insgdz. is arbitrarily trans-
lated promise, and 8¢ avacz. is not connected with gwzid. dyad., but with
ob¢st.  The common interpretation, of Pott and others, seems to me
faultless. "Ereewrav can signify stipulari, but irseevdsa is necessarily
promittere, as also the Glossaries teach. 'T'he answer to the question
proposed at the baptism would be here the principal subject; frsedzqua
would be altogether without meaning (the proposed question was not that
which brings felicity), or must be taken passively and derived from Zsre-
ewrasbas, promittere. More simply, and in accordance with biblical
usage, we must translate: the inquiry of a good conscience (one resolved
to be good) after God, i. e. the turning towards God, seeking him: as to
2nee. eis 7. INQuITIngG after something, comp. 2 Sam. xi. 7. The latest in-
terpreter, Steiger, has contributed nothing important to the elucidation
of this passage. There is a difficulty about the genitives, Heb. vi. 2.
Barzwpsy Sidayys, which are usually taken for 8i8. nmeei Bane. even
by Kiingl, here a very harsh trajection; to separate §5. from garz. as
Schulz has done, is to put asunder the two things arz. and éxi0ss. zsie.
which in practice are intimately connected: we should rather adopt this
arrangement, 8¢d., Bosz., inif. etc.  'The 88, Banz. the doctrine of bap-
tisms, in distinction from the legal and traditional lustrations of the Jews,
is perhaps the Christian baptisins, which were the end of the Christian
instruction. About the geait. apposit. see § 48.

3. The genitive of kindred is usually considered a genitive with ellip-
sis, as Mogio TazdBov, ‘Tovdas “TaxdBov; but as the genitive is the case of
dependence, and indeed every relation of kindred is a kind of dependence,
nothing essential to the sense is wanting (Herm. de ellips. p. 120.); only,
what the genitive expresses altogether in a general way, is left to the
reader to define more minutely according to the relations of the history.
Most frequently the genitive requires son or daughter to be supplied, as
Mt. iv.21. John vi. 71. xxi. 2. 15. Acts xiii. 22.; yet ugege in Luke
xxiv. 10, Mr. xvi. 1. xv. 47. comp. Mt. xxvii. 56, Mr. xv. 40. (Alian.
V. H. 13. 30, 5 ’Anetdvdeov x. wizze), movre Acts vii. 16. Lupoe zov
Svyéu (comp. Gen. xxxiii. 19.; similar Steph. Byzant. Aaidana: 5 zones
dred Awddroy 7o Ixdgov), yury, Mt. i, 6. &x 25 2ob *Ovgiov (Eurip. Or.
1719.), a8:ago¢ probably Luke vi. 16. Acts i. 13. on account of Jud. 1.,
where the same apostle seems to be mentioned. (Comp. Aleiphr. epp.
2, 2. Tuwoxedrns & Myrgoddgov z. aderpds)®.  See Bos ellips. ed. Schii-
fer on these words. Boissonade ad Philostr. Her. p. 307.

* The objections of Jessien to this supposition (de authent. ep. Jud. p. 21.), which
De Wette (Linleit ins N. T. 353,) repeats, arc specious, but arc founded on a misap-
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0i Xnéns 1 Cor. i. 11. are accordingly the friends of Chloe, as Rom.
xvi. 10. of ’AgwozoBosnov. History must furnish a more certain illustra-
tion. Perhaps we ought, with most interpreters, to undgrstand the in-
mates of the families of these persons. Others make it the slaves.—
Yet see Valckeneer on the passage.

Notr 1. 1t is not unusual, especially in the writings of Paul, to find
three genitives connected, one of which grammatically governs the other.
In such cases, however, one stands usually for an adjective, 2 Cor. iv. 4.
20v porisudy Tob shoyysriov vi¢ S6Ens Tov XguoTov, Ephes. i. 6. sig:én:a.wov
8otns wajs xheuros abron, 1V, 18. sig pézgov fnexias vov mrngopazos Tov Xeg-
zob (where the last two genitives belong together), comp. Col. 1. 14. 20.
ii. 12. 18. 1 Thess. i. 8. 2 Thess. i. 9. Rom. ii. 4. Rev. xviii. 3. 14.
xxi. 6. Heb. v. 12. 2 Pet. iii. 2. Fphes. i. 19. iv. 18. (Comp. Kriiger
ad Xen. Anab. 2, 5. 38. Bornemann ad Xenoph. Apol. p. 44.). 1In
Rev. xiv. 10. xix. 15. oivos zod Suwoi must be connected: wine qfw.rqth,
wine of inflammation according to an O. T conception. Four genitives
see Rev. xiv. 8. 2z 7od olvov zov Swpod vijs mogvelag adrns, Xvie 19. xviii.
12, xix. 15. (Judith ix. 8. x. 3. xiii. 18.).

Notr 2. The genitive is sometimes separated by another word from
its governing noun, especially in the epistles of Paul:-e. g. Phil. ii. 10,
iva Gy Yo xdudy drovgarioy xal dnysior xol zorvoySovioy (the genitives
expletive of na» yéw being separated from it), 1 Tim. iii. 6. tvo py &g
xglpa dunéoy wob SwaBorov (probably for the sake of emphasis), Heb. viii. 5.
Otherwise in Rev. vii. 17. where, however, the reading is not estab-
lished. In 1 Thess. ii. 13. Ephes. ii. 3. another construction was hardly
possible. See Jacob ad Lucian Tox. p. 46. Ellendt ad Arrian. Alex.
I. p. 241.

Note 3. Two genitives of different relations (the one of a person and
the other of a thing) are seldom connccted with one noun, e. g. Acts v.
32. queis dopev adroy (Xeworod) udervges vov ppudrey zodray (where, how-
ever some good Codd. have omitted adzo), Phil. il. 80. 26 $udv sozéenpa
77s hevrovgyras, 2 Pet. iii. 2. 25s 23y droszdney UGy EvTorys Tod xueiov,
Heb. vi. 1. xiii. 7. Rev. iii. 10. comp. Thuc. 3, 12. ¢4y exsivor péragow
. 2y sls quas Sewopy Vie 180 4 Nuxiov 2dv Mdywr dreayuosivg, Plat. Legg. 3.
p- 690. B. 25y vob vépov éxdyrwy dexqys Tep. 1. p. 8200 AL 2ds 23w olxsiwp
rigontrazxiseis wob ygws, Herod. 6, 2. 24y "Ldvwy 24y dysporiny zob neds Aa-
getov mopéuov, Diog, L. 3, 25. and very strained Plat. Apol. 32." yevoi-
xnovs Ths Yuxgs Tov vérmov 7rov éwdévde. See Ast ad Plat. Polit. p- 820.
ad Legg. p. 84. Herm. ad Soph. Ajac. 54. 611. Schiifer ad Soph. 1. p.
228. Buttmann ad Demosth. Mid. p. 17. and ad Philoctat. v. 751.
Fritzsche Quest. Lucian. p. 111. Bernhardy 162. Matth. II. 864.

~In a diflerent way two genitives are connected in John vi. 1. 4 gdracon
795 Tarihaiag, 7is TeBeiddos, the sea of Gallilee, of Tiberias. The lat-
ter name occurs alone in John xxi. I.  Perhaps John added the more

prehension of the nature of the genitive. Even wafnri is sometimes to be supplied
beforc a genitive.  Sce Bos ellips. on this word.
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definite to the more general name for the benefit of foreigners (comp.
Pausan. 5, 7. 8.). Beza on the passage differs. Kiinél’s conjecture,
that the words 2. T\. are a gloss, is hasty. But the interpretation of
Paulus: von Tiberias aus, near by Tiberias, if not opposed to the Greel
(see § 30. 8.), is at least to the N. T\ prose, which in such cases prefers
the more perspicuous mode of expression by means of the preposition, to
the case alone. T¢3. cannot depend on the éx6 in dnagev.

Nore 4. Where the genitive stands before the governing noun, it be-
longs (a) either to two nominatives at the same time, Acts iii. 7. adrod
af Bdoses xal ©6 opved, or (b) a certain emphasis is implied in it (Stall.
baum ad Plat. Protag. p. 118.) e. g. 1 Cor. iil. 9. 3:00 ydg doper svy~
seyol, deo yeceylov, Seod oixoSops tere (Xiil. 14.), Acts xiii. 28. zodzov
(AaBid) 6 3edg dnd vod oniguaros — — Fywye serjew Iysody, Jas. i, 26. &
Tes —— 7o 70V parace 5 Senoxeia, Heb. x. 36, Ephes. ii. 8. which has
frequently its foundation in a positive antithesis, Phil. ii. 25. 2o» svorea-
Tedeny pov, B u & v 88 drderoroy wal ysLTougydy TS XELLas pmov, Heb. vii. 12.
1 Pet. iii. 21. Mt. i. 18. Ephes. ii. 10. vi- 9. Gal. iii. 15. iv. 28. 1 Cor.
vi. 15. ix. 11. Rom. iii. 29. xiii. 4. Mostly, however, the genitive con-
tains the principal idea, Rom. xi. 13. ¥Svey dndszoros, Apostle of the Gen-
tiles, 1 Tim. vi. 17. 270 nrodzov dogrdryee, about riches, which are perish-
able, Heb. vi. 16. 2 Pet. ii. 14, Tit. 1. 7. It is not probable that the
precedence of the genitive is attributable to philological peculiarities of
a particular author (Gersdorf 296.), which, however, is not in itself im-
possible, as some deprive even emphatic expressions of much of their

emphasis.

Nore 5. According to Kiinil, Wahl, and others, neei with ace. in
Mr. iv. 19. § sepl 20 Mouna EntBupia, is a circumlocution of the genitive.
But although Mark could have written 5 z&v doerdv 2r¢f., yet the former
mode is not only more distinct, but leaves to nsec its proper signification,
cupiditates quee circa reliqua (rel. res) versantur (Heliad. ZZth. 1, 28. 45.
drtudvuia megl viy Xapixhseay, Aristot. Rhet. 2, 12. ai negl 20 sdpa ine-
Swpdac), just as in John xv. 22. It is somewhat different when in Greek
writers segc With acc. is used for a circumlocution of the genitive of the
object, to which some quality or property is attributed, e. g. Diod. Sic.
11, 89. 5 nreel 20 Segdy dexaideng, ibid. 20 negl vobs xearnens iSiwpa (comp.
Schiifer ad Julian p. V1. and ad Dion. comp. p. 23.) Sext. Emp. 2, 2.
2d nsel odryy xdanros is of a different nature. The passage quoted by
Wahl Zlian. 2, 10. does accordingly not belong here, Xen. Cyrop. 5,
3. 21. no xegi cum ace. is found. Interpreters find a similar circumlo-
cution of the gen. by 2 x in 2 Cor. viii. 7. 7§ 2§ dpav dydny; but it means,
amor qui a vobis proficiscitur, and more exact than 25 Sudy dydny, which
could have also the meaning of in vas. So Thuc. 2, 92. & dxs zav
*Aadnyaiey Boddaa, Dion. Hal. IV. p. 2235, 18. zonow iz 24y nagdvzer
xwhoas Yysov, Plat. rep. 2. p. 368. A. zag an’ adeqs sddomepioses, Arrian.
Indic. 29, 5. Plutarch. Cic. p. 783. Polyen. 5, 11. Diod. Sic. 5, 39. 1,
8. Exc. Vat. p. 117. Lucian, consecr. hist. 40. Arrian. Alex. 1, 17, 12,
Comp. Jacobs ad Athen. p. 321. and ad Anthol. Pal. 1. 1. p. 159. Schii-
fer ad Soph. Ajuc. p. 228. Ellendt ad Arrian Alex. 1. p. 829. With
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this can be compared Acts xxiii. 21. zjy dnd oob svayyerion. Also Rom.
Xi. 27 5 nog’ duod Suwddxn demands the same interpretation. See Fritz-
sche ad Mr. p. 182. In none of these places is there an unmeaning
circumlocution. The circumlocution of the genit. by means of 2 (see
Koppe ad Ephes. p. 60.), as instances of which Eph. ii. 21. Tit. iii. 5.
1 Cor. ii. 7. 2 Pet. ii. 7. are quoted, will not be so accounted by an at-
tentive reader. In the passages commonly adduced, xaza with its case
is not to be considered exactly a circumlocution for the genitive. In
Rom. ix. 11. 5 xaz’ 2xnoysy medfsous means, the purpose which takes place
in consequence of election; in xi. 21. of xazd @vow xrddoc are the branches
according to nature, i. e. natural branches. Yet see above § 22, 2.—
More suitable instances are found in the Greek writers, e. g. Diod. Sic.
1, 65. 5 xard »qv Gexny Gmédecus, the putting down of the government
(properly in respect to the government), 17, 60. 4, 13. Exc. Vat. p. 103.
Matth. IL 866. About edoyy. xazd Mazd. etc. see Fritzsche (comp. in-
stances in the nova biblioth. Lubec. II. p. 105.). In 1 Pet.i. 11, 74
eis Xevovdy nadjuaze is incorrectly taken for 76 Xeuwszod mody-
pozo (V. 1.); it is (similar to the megl 255 el Spds gxdevros, ver. 10.) suf-
Serings destined for him. It is difterent, when the genit. depending on
a noun is expressed by the interposition of a prepositition, because the
verd prefers this interposition, €. g. xowwsln Sudy ¢ ¢ 20 sdayyéncos, Phil.
I. 5. énsgdrnun & is edv (¢fter God), 1 Pet. iii. 31,  Comp. 2 Sam. xi.
", Enegwray els Sedve .

4. The same form of direct dependence takes place in the connection of

- the genit. with verbal adjectives and participles, which then are used ad-
Jectively, as 1 Cor. ii. 18. 8udaxzoi nvsvpazos dryiov adyor, 2 Pet. ii. 14. xae-
Siaw yeyvuvacuévyy mrsovstias (according to good Codd.) comp. Iliad. 5, 6.
Aerovpbyog dxzdpoo, Soph. i T94. pwzds Ararquévy, 1331, pirey vexduevog
and especially with 1 Cor. Soph. El. 848. x¢lvys 8t8axvé, and with 2 Pet. Phi-
lostr. Her. 2,15. Sardrzys ovrw yeyvpvacsuévos, 8, 1. Négroga morépay moaniy
yeyvuvaspévor, 10, 1. gopias 48y ysyvuvasuévon, see Boissonade ad Philostr.
Her. p. 451.  According to this the two following passages are easily
interpreted: Heb. iii. 12. xaeia roiped druovios a heart wicked (in re-
spect 10) of unbelief (a wicked, namely unbelieving heart) like xagdia
novpgloy dmorias Exovoa; similar Plat. Apol. 82. dusyavor dv iy eDdaopo-
siag.  See Wex. ad Antig. 1. 162. on the active and pass. signification
of verbals. See Monk. ad Eurip. Alcest. 752. Matth. II. 811. Jas. i.
13. dnsigaoros xaxiw, which most of the interpreters translate: untempt-
ed by sin (comp. Soph. Antig. 847. dxranoras pirwy, Hschyl. Theb. 877.
wuxdy Grgduovos, Turip. Hippol. 962.); Schulthess on the other hand:
uncaperienced in sin.  The parallelism with rewedle, is unfavorable to
the latter interpretation. The active rendering of the ZHthiopian, not
tempting to sin, is still more objectionable, on account of the genitive
xaxdy, both because the following neegdles 8t adrdg 03déve would be tau-

20
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tological (as moreover the Apostle by s must have intended to express
something different from énelgaozos), and because dnele. does not oceur
in an active sense, as Schulthess thinks. The genitive has very differ-
ent uses, at least in the poets and writers who in their style exhibit a
poetical or rhetorical coloring: érsig. xax&dy might as well be rendered,
not tempting in respect to sin, as Soph. Ai. 1405. roveedy soiwy inixaicos
suttable for holy washings, or Herod. 1, 196. magfévor yipay beatas ripe
Sfor marriage.

According to the above analogy Paul might have written in 1 Thess.
i. 4. adergoi Gyamyuévor (70d) 6e0v; but he construed the jyazy. asa
participle, and therefore with swo 6¢0d, comp. Acts x. 41. The Pauline
xmpzos Inool Xewrod, Rom. i. 6. cannot be brought under the foregoing

rule; according to another view of the xagous entertained by the Apostles
it means: called of God, who are of Christ, belonging to Christ.

5. In consequence of its fundamental signification, the genitive hecame
among the Greeks, the case of partition and of separation; and as these
two are nearly related, they often passed into each other in various forms.
As the case partitive it appears sometimes in the subject, as Xen. 4nab.
8, 5. 16. sntdwe — — oreldoirro %ol EnuulyrvoSac 0 Sy ve neds Exsivovs wal
2xsivay reds obrovs, and of them with those, of those with them fo
mingle, (i. e. some of them), Thuc. 1, 115. more frequently in the pre-
dicate with all verbs and adjectives, which, either from their nature or
in a particular connection, affect not the whole object but only a part of
it, as aouBdvsw xeeds, by the hand, toieew wwis, Lo eat of somelhing,*
Raneody zivog, t0 fill with something, xrénvew zwis, lo steal of something,
(Diod. Sic. 4, 24.). Here the N. T. usage is conformed to the Greek.
The partitive genit. appears in the subject only in Acts xxi. 16. suwirgoy
%0l 7ev webyziv, for which (also by the Greeks) zuwis ziv or at least 2x
7&v were most commonly employed (Mt. xxiii. 84. Luke xxi. 16. John
xvi. 17.). But the N. T. authors have generally used the partit. genit.
in the predicate. With this case are connected: 1. (a.) Words which
signify to have a part, to partake of, as xowarés 1 Cor. x. 18. 1 Pet. v,
1., uezégew 1 Cor. ix. 10. x. 21. Heb. v. 13., xaygovduos Rom. iv, 13,
Heb. i. 2., zen2swt Mt. vi. 32. 2 Cor. iii. 1. But xowwrsiy takes also
the dative of the thing, 1 Tim. v. 22. Rom. xv. 27, 1 Pet. iv. 13. and in

# Tt is strange that cven Monk ad Eurip. Alcest. 855, would supply méeos 7: in
such cases. ‘

+ Although muny of the Codd. in Lulte xi. 8. have §oov x#les, we can thence infer
as little as from the construction xehlew 7 (Matth. IT. 834.), that xe. also governs
the ace. in the signification of willing, asking, as Kiin6l does. '
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a peculiar construction eig, Phil. iv. 15, oddepia pov gxxhyoie, Exowdvydey
sls Mbyor Sbozwg, etc, comp. Plat. rep. 5. p. 452. E. Svvazy dvoes % §fr’]-
Mcta 74 2ob dpfevos yévous xowwrisas eis Gravra T4 Egyon The dative
of the thing occurs sometimes in Greek writers (Poppo ad Thuc. IIL.
IL. p. 77. comp. the construction xowwy zwe 7w, Galen. protrept. 2.), and
is perhaps to be interpreted by the idea of participation, which is im-
plied in zow. 1 Tim. v. 22. puyd: xowdver duagrios danoreians, 1o € undéy
600 %0i AL GAMGY Guae. xowdy FaTw. — pevéyew IS once construed by the
interposition of 2z 1 Cor. X. 17. ¥x 2 o¥ vds dgzov peréxousv. I know
of no instance in the Greek writers. (b) Words which signify plenty,
fulness,* want, emptiness, as Acts v. 28. nsnagedxare vy ‘Tegovourgu w75
Sedayrs ducy (ii. 28. xix. 29.), John ii. 7. yepisave vos bdgias Bdavos, Mt.
xxii. 10. 2xan6d9 6 yapos draxeopévay, John i. 14. xaqens ydevzos, Jas. 1. 5.
U 7 Suiw Melmeras sopilag (see Matthiee ad Eurip. Hippol. 323.), comp.
Acts xxvii. 38, Luke xv. 17. xxii. 85. Rom. iii. 23. Such verbs as are
only seldom connected with xé (Luke xv. 16. iredvuss yzpicae zgv xoo
Moy 070D Gd ?Ey xepuTi@Y, XVic 21.), or with éx (zogz’df. éx Rev.
xix. 21.)f. About dazeesiv dno Heb. xii. 15. see Bobme ia loc., yet
comp. Sir. 7, 34. ug Sorégse 4o xravévror. 1 Cor i 7. dozs-
eeiodus iv undevi yaglouare needs no explanation.—(c) Verbs signify-
ing to smell of, to breathe of something, which are related to the
former, e. g. mvésw Aristoph. Eq. 437. In the N. T\ but once, figura-
tively, Acts ix. 1. umvéay dmsinijs xal pévov, as if he breathed of threa-
tenings and slaughter, comp. nvésw peoviuazos Heliod. Ath. 1,2, other-
wise govoy myéovzss Theocr. 22, 82. Gupdv ixmvier Eurip. Bacch. 620.,
where these verbs are used transitively: to breathe murder, wrath, to
breathe out. Both constructions are correctly conceived.—2. Transitive
verbs, inall those cases where the action relates not to the entire object, but
only to a part of it. Here belong especially () the verbs of giving something
Rev. ii. 17. dbow aiz vob pdvve (where some Codd. correct it into §dow

* TInoboios with the genit., belongs here, Eurip. Jo. 593. Orest. 388. But in the
N. T. the preposit. & is always used, Eph. ii. 4. aa. & Inée, Jas. il 5. Comp. wnov-
7€l; e, g. maovrilesfas &y 7w, 1 Tim, vi. 18. 1 Cor. i. 5.

T As to wanBdvav dmo, Athen. 13. p. 509. see Schweightuser Add. et Corrig. p.
478 —Mt. xxiii. 25. ¥owbev yépovriv 3 dgmayis nal admivg as it is spoken of the
dishes, is probably to be interpreted thus, their contents were acquired by robbery, cte.
Lulke on the contrary, xi. 39, transfers the being full of robbery and injustice to the
Pharisees themselves, and therefore writes vépe demwayic with the genitive alone.
In John xii. 3. also, & ofule EmdngdBn in 75 ¢ o, the 2x +4¢ 3o is not a substitute for
the mere genitive, but denotes that from whick the fulness proceeds: was jilled by
means of the odor.
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07 payeiv Grd P60 pdwa, and where also Bretschneider supplies
&x,* comp. Gen, xxx. 14.; (b) Verbs of enjoying, like meosrapBivesdas
weopss, Acts xxvii. 36. fyaﬁs@rmf ewog, Mt. xvi. 28, Luke ix. 27. xiv. 24.;
(c) Verbs of seizing, touching, taking hold oft, as Mr. ix. 27. xearsoas
wbzoy v7s xegds, by the hand, Acts iii. 7. Ezeck. vii. 3. (comp. Eurip.
Hec. 1166. Xen. Anab. 1, 6. 10. Plutarch Apophth. p. 180. Lucian.
Pisc. 12.), Mr. v. 30. dazo ¢iv fuarion, See yet drneeodas, Mr. i. 41. vi.
56. Luke xxii. 51."(Gen. xxxix. 12. Judith xiii. 7. Job. i. 19.), izap-
Boweodar Mt. xiv. 31, Mr. viii. 28, Luke ix. 47. Acts xxiii. 19, (also
tropically Luke xx. 20. 26.), Svyydysew Heb. xil. 20., xgazsiy Luke viii.
54. Heb. vi. 18. (on the other hand xgazeiv zwa Mt. Xiv. 3. xviii. 28,
Mr. iii. 21. of the seizing, apprehending of the whole person, Polyb. 8,
20. 8., 50 also émumauf. zwwe Acts ix. 27. xvi. 19.), Bdnzew $duros Luke
xvi. 24. Bernhardy 168. (Bdrvsw sic péeov Mlian. V. H. 14, 39.). This
construction, however, is generally not as frequent in the N. T. as in the
Greek writers. Not only, because many such verbsf govern the accu-
sative (where properly the genitive should have been used), as yeveodoo
John ii. 9. Heb. vi. 5., but especially verbs of eating, communicating, ta-
king from, which are sometimes connected with dns, e. g. Luke xxiv. 42.
inéSwxay avrd — ~ — — dnto persssiov xyeiov, Mt. xv. 27, Mr. vil. 28. 2o
xuvdein koduen Grd 2ov dvyiey vy nudioy (comp. I 9ax and paysiv dné
Fabric. Pseudepigr. IL. 706. Luke xxii. 18. Acts v. 2. xaé ¢vospioaro dnd
2q¢ 2opze, John Xxi. 10. fvéyxazs dnd 2dv édagiov, Mr. xii. 2. ive — rdfy
4nd 7ob xugnod 7ob Gumerdvog, Acts il 17. 2xgsd Gnd vob mvebpazos pov,
sometimes with Zx John iv. 14. & &v niy &x 7zov ¥darogll, 1 John iv.
13. #x zob mwedpavos adrod Sédwxev duiv, Luke xxii. 16. 1 Cor. ix. 7.
13. xi. 28, The following are incorrectly assigned to this head: Heb.
xiil, 10. gayecy é» Svowacryesov de victima comedere, for Svsszng. is
there altar: fo live from the altar, i. e. to eat the flesh of the offered
victims. In the Greek, comp. Plat. rep. 8. p. 395, C. 10. p. 606. B.
Apol. p. 31. B.

# This passage illustrates the distinction between the genit. and accus., as xal
dbow Yoy aeuniv follows. Comp. Heliod. 2, 23. 100. Emsppépovy & uiv o Udamog
§ 8 nal ofvov.

+ Herc we might also place the construction of the middle dv éyesfar with the
genit. '

{ oaysty and o8, signifying o eat up; to devour, take the acc. of the object
(Mt. xii. 4. Rev. x. 10.). And they even govern this case when the food which one
takes is only generally expressed; e. g. o0 méwa Epayoy, John vi. 58, Mt. xv. 2. Mr.
i. 6. 1 Cor. x. 3. Comp. Diog. L. 6, 2, 6.

|| Otherwise 1 Cor. x. 4. Emvov & % mvevpazmic dnonovbodong méreas, where Flatt's in

terpretation is erroneous.
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The genitive with suygdvew (irizvyzdvsw), which occurs exclusively in
the N. T. (about the accusative see Herm. ad Vig p. 760. Bernhardy
176.) Luk. xx. 35. Acts xxiv. 8. xxvii. 3., must perhaps be interpreted
originally according to the above rule; yet it is used even where the whole
object is meant. The ancient writers construe xaygovopziv (to participate
of a thing) almost always with the genitive (Kypke 1L. 881.); in the later
authors and the N. T. the accusative of the thing is connected with it
Mt. v. 5. xix. 29. Gal. v. 21. (Polyb. 15, 22. Alciphr. 1, 89.) see Lob. ad
Phryn. p. 129, Matth, II. 802.—Aaygdsew takes the accusative (except
Acts i. 17.) in 2 Pet. i. 1. igdziuor Huiv rayobar nigzw (Where niszes is not
the faith in an ideal sense, of which every Christian partakes by means
of his conviction, but the subjective faith, which belongs to these Christians)
Matth. 1I. 801. On the other hand the genitive is found in Luk. i. 9.
comp. Brunk ad Soph. Electr. 364. Jacobs Anthol. Pal. I11. p. 808.

6. To designate separation and distance the genitive is frequently
used by the Greeks, e. g. 2novgegoby zwos to deliver from something,
xoMbew, Droywesly, nmovew, Stadiesww rwds, see Matth. 11, 829. 845.—
Bernhardy 179., although in such cases proper prepositions also are used.
The N. T. construes with the genitive only usrasradipar Luk. xvi. 4.,
dozoyery 1 Tim. i, 6., atesow to break loose from Mr. ii. 21., radesdac 1
Pet. iv. 1., xwidew Acts xxvii. 48. (comp. Xen. Cyrop. 2, 4. 23. Anab.
1, 6. 2. Polyb. 2, 52.8.), suwpégeww Mt. x. 81. 1 Cor. xv. 41. (Xen.
Cyrop. 8, 2. 21. Comp. Kriiger ad Dionys. Hal. p.462.) On the other
hand the interposition of & preposition occurs, (a) constantly with the
verbs of delivering, being free (Matth. II. 665. Bernhardy 181.) comp.
amewy 676 Luk. xiii. 16. 1 Cor. vii. 27, (Plat. Phed. p- 65. A.), nev-
Segotw dns Rom. vi. 18. 22, viii. 2. 21. (Thuc. 2, 71., also with 2x Matth.
IL. 830.), fveodac dne Mt. vi. 18, Luk. xi. 4., with 2x Luk. i. 74. Rom.
vii. 4.5 ¢dZew drd Rom. v. 9. and more frequently with & James v. 20.
Heb. v. 7.5 megotw on6 Tit. ii. 14, (Wew zwos Fabric. Pseudepigr. 1.710.);
xodagds and xodagilew Grd Joseph. Antt. 9, 45. Acts xx. 26. 2 Cor. vii.
1. (Tob. iii. 14. Diod. Sic. 1, 24. Demost. in Nesr. p- 528. C., with 2%
Appian Lyr. 59.), ésigos dmé Mt. xxvii. 4. 24. (» *P3) see Krebs Obs.
73. similar aovew dné (o wash, to cleanse of ) Acts xvi. 83. Rev. i. 5.;
(b) with the genitive in grantadeodar ix viw xénwr Rev. Xiv. 18, rovsdre
2y yMiooay dotd waxov 1 Pet. iii. 10. (Soph. Electr. 231. 987. Kurip. Hec.
911. Thuec. vii. 73.)  On Swpégew dné Gal. ii. 6. see Winer’s Comment.
z0gidew is construed with 4 in Rom. viii. 85. 1 Cor. vii. 10. Heb. vii.
26. Plat. Phed. p. 67. C. (Comp. Polyb. 5, 111. 2.).

Iere belongs also xgvnzew (zf 426 vwos Lulk. xix. 42., instead of which
the Greeks say zednzew zwd 7v. It is properly a constructio pregnans
(comp. also Septuag. Gen. iv. 13. xviii. 17. 1 Sam. iii. 18.). In the same
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manner the verbs fo remain behind something, to which perhaps 2 Pet.
iil. 9. od Bedddver & xVeros. 74 ¢ inayyshiog might be reduced (m‘") Beadvs
2670 25 Enoyyeniag). Otherwise Wahl I. 188, Yet Syr. has éxayy. con-
nected with geas. However xdg. 24s ¢roryy. can be construed together,
as many do interpret it.

7. 'To the signification of the genitive may be reduced more or less
clearly, (@) verbs of sense, especially dxotswr zuwds to hear some one
(properly ¢o hear from some one) Mt..xvii. 5. Luk. ii. 46. John iii. 29.
or to hear something (to hear of something) John v. 25. Lul. xv. 25.
John vi. 60., see Engelhardt ad Plat. Lack. p. 43. Buttmann ad Philoct.
p- 61. (b) verbs of desiring, as 2mvuery 1 Tim. iii. 1. Mt. v. 28., é¢é-
yesSoew 1 Tim. iil. 1. eb. xi. 16., where we use also the genitive. The
desire is that into which the several things are incorporated and received.
On the contrary éxifupusiv 2. relates to the thing desired as the single
object to which the ixi6uusiv is directed. Here belongs §udgy zives. Yet
this verb in a fig. sense is also connected with the acc. (pirosopiar See
Epist. Socr. p. 53. Allat., Bespdv pdvov Sib. Anthol. 4, 9.), comp. Mt.
V. 6. Suddvrss Sumatostvyy. In the Septuag. Ex. xzvii. 3. this verb is
connected with the dative. The difference between the two construe-
tions is clear; Sud. pinocopias means, to thirst after philosophy, but §i.
perocopiar represents philosophy as an undivided thing, which we wish to
possess. (c¢) Verbs of remembering, ihinking of, (thinking, thought is a
whole, into which the several things are received; to think of a thing
means, to receive that thing as a part into thinking, the thought), Luk.
xvii. 32. pryuovsbers 25 yovauxds Ade, Luk. 1. 72, pyyobivac Swudqens Acts
xi. 16. 2 Pet. iii. 2. etc. Yet dvapiuvgox. in Heb. x. 832. and Mr. xiv.
72. (according to good authorities), and wryuoy. govern often the accusa-
tive (Matth, II. 820.), however more in the signification to have present
in the mind, to keep in memory (Bernhardy 177), Mt. xvi. 9. 1 Thess.
il. 9. Rev. xviii. 5. Verbs of remembering, making mention of, are never
found in the N.T. with the genitive; uwvguor. msel Heb. xi. 22. comes
nearest to it (comp. uvasbas nse¢ Herod. 1, 36. Xen. Cyrop. 1, 6. 12,
Tob. 4, 1.), elsewhere as transitives Mt. xvi. 9, 1 Thess. ii. 9. -1 Cor.
iv. 17. 2 Cor. vii. 15. Rev. xviii. 5. (d) Verbs signifying to concern
oneself about something, fo care for, and fo neglect, as irerovSdvesSac
Heb. vi. 10. xiii. 2. 16. (Bernhardy 181.), svivacda: Philem. ver. 20., dr-
zuopfdvesdoar Luk, 1. 54. 1 Tim. vi. 2. (Plutarch padag. 10. Xen.
Cy?‘Op- 2, 3. 6., pecds6daw Acts xx. 29. 1 Cor. vii. 28., trwuéneodan Luk.
x. 34. 1 Tim. iil. 5., uéree 1 Cor. ix. 9. Acts xviii. 17. The latter is
used also with negd Mt. xxii. 16. John x. 13.xii. 6. (Herod 6, 101. Xen.
Hier. 9, 10. comp. Strang in the Archiv. of Jahn IL. II1. 400.), so as
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incvonde Co accus. Phil. iii. 14, (€) Aéouas to ask or beg of; some one
with a genit. of the person Mt. ix. 38. Acts xxvi. 8. 2 Cor. v. 20. etc.
(f ) Kawgdodus to boast of something Rom. xi. 18, Jas. ii. 13. (comp. to
acquire glory from something). On the other hand the construction
tnawsiv 7wa zwos, (comp. Matth I1. 682. Poppo ad Thuc. IIL. L. p. 661.)
does not occur in the N. T. (as Bornemann says, Schol. in Luc. p. 98.),
for in Luk. xvi. 8. z5js dduwxias is certainly to be connected with oixovduos
and the object of traweiv is expressed in the sentence 7 ggovipws énoinosy-
See remark on this phrase (Sintenis) in Leipz. Lit. Zcit. 1833. 1. 1185.
(g) Verbs of ruling over something as svguvew (i €. xbeudy zuwos Fovow)
Rom. xiv. 9: 2 Cor. i. 24. (Xen. Mem. 3, 5. 11.) oddevzeir 1 Tim ii.
19. xazoxvragvetew Jas. il. 6., avdvrarsvewr Acts xviii. 12. (h) Verbs of
accusing of a crime etc. Acts XixX. 40. xewduredousy byxarelodar 0TAGEws
Luk. xxiii. 14. Acts xxv. 11. (yet Acts xxiii. 29. also regi zuwos is found)
Matth. IL. 849. : :

The genitive with the above verbs is not so frequent and forcible in
the N. T. as among the Greeks, e. g. droxodery zuwds, which occurs in
Thuc. 2, 62. and even sometimes is found in the Septuag. Jud. ii. 17.
(according to analogy from dxojew) Matth. 11. 841., never occurs in the
N. T., but dxobeww zwi (as in Xen. Cyrop. 4, 5. 19. 8, 1. 18.). Also
Bacuredew zwés is not found (Herod. 1, 206.), but izi zwos Mt. ii. 22. Rev.
v. 10. or ini zwe Luk. i. 83. 19. xiv. 27. (comp. dexeoon ¥y 7. 1 Sam.
ix. 17. x. 1.)

Verbs of buying and selling have the genitive of the price. (Matth. IT.
843. Bernhardy 177.), Mt. X. 29. odyi 8vo szeovfin dosagiov mwrerzos,
Xxvi. 9. 4dtvaro zovro meadiras morrod, XX. 13. 1 Cor. vi. 20. Rev. vi. 6.
comp. Deut. ii. 6. (on the other hand Mt. xxvii. 7. fydeuouv 3 adedv Viz.
deyvelwy, Acts 1. 18. comp. Paleph. 46, 8. 4.) comp. Mt. xx. 2. Accord-
ing to the construction with éx, this genitive might be reduced to the
idea of proceeding from, as that which is bought for a price, goes forth
as it were to us for the price paid. DBut as this construction, the only
one of the kind, proves nothing for the native Greek conception of this
relation, it is perhaps more simple (as Hermann ad Viger 878. does in
a similar construction) to derive it from such connections of nouns as
aupdy mornod, Lx0ves Svaw docoeiwy (fish of, for two Assar.).

The use of &ui with the genit., which otherwise must be explained by
the omission of a preposition, is very clearly reducible to the primary
idea of this case. It is much more common in Gr. prose than in the
N.T. Here may be noted, («¢) The genitive partitive 1 Tim. i. 20.,
which frequently represents a genitive of a party (plur. masc.). (b) The
genitive of possession, both of the person 1 Cor. iil. 21. rdvza suay isziv,
vi. 19. odz 207 foweaw you do not belong to yourselves, 2 Cor. x. 7.
Xeuszov eivae (similar 1 Cor. i. 12. of heads of parties), in another man-
ner ovg’ Yucw g0zt yvdwar ete. it belongs not to you, it is not your business;
and also of the thing, 1 Thess. v. 5. 8. ovx Zouiv vvards 098: sxdéros —— —
Huiw uégus Syves, we are not of the right, do not belong to the right.
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See Matth. II. 783. (c) The genitive (sing. abstrct.) of a quality or
property, which some one possesses, in manifold constructions, Luk. ix.
55. ofov mvevuards dove dperg, 1 Cor. Xiv. 83, odx iovw dxozasracias &
Sede, Heb. x. 89, Guels odx dopiv dmosrongs ~— —— dArG migzews ete. Also
with the concrete genitive Mr. v. 42. 5y 323y Sddexan

8. The genitive of time and place, without direct dependence dénoted
by a single word, is used to designate a general statement (Herm. ad
Vig. p. 879. Hartung p. 82.), e. g. Msch. Prom. 723, naws geieds oudy-
goréxroves oixodoe xdmpes to the left hand, (Herod. 5, 77.), Xen. Ephes.
5, 13, ixsivys vye nuéeas on that day, Philost. Her. 9, 3. yewudvog des Win-
ters, i. e. during the winter, Thuc. 3, 104. (Matth. II. 857.). In this
case the N. T. writers almost uniformly employ a preposition; such a
genitive is found only in some established formulas, as wwx2ds by night
(more distinct in 1 Mace. vi. 20.), Luke xvili. 12. z0d saBpdrov on the
Sabbath, xxiv. 1. 8e3¢ov Budéog, V. 19. g ededvres, molog (6807) slgevényxir
ow adzéy by whick way (xix. 4.) Gal. vi. 17. zod noumod (comp. the Ger-
man: des weitern.).

Rev. xvi. 7. gxovse zod Guoiaseneiov réyovzos does not belong here, I
heard speaking out of the aliur, (comp. Soph. Ll. 78, Herm. ad Soph.
@d. R. p. 34. Buttm. ad Philoct. p. 115. Bernhardy 137.), but accord-
ing to analogous passages, ver. 5 and vi. 3. 5. is to be rendered, I heard
the altar speaking, and this is perhaps to be attributed to the strangely
mysterious complexion of this vision. 'The other reading, sx. danon
2% 7ov Buownsz. Ady. is @ manifest interpolation.

Note. The genitive absolute which often oceurs in the N. T. in his-
torical style, is not in a proper sense absolute, but is referable to the geni-
tive as a case designating time (comp. Hartung p. 31.), and therefore
similar to the ablat. absolute in Latin, but there it is used with a more
extensive reference, viz. to indicate case and condition, which is also im-
plied in the genitive. It remains only to be remarked that it sometimes
occurs, where, on account of the following verb, we should have-expected
a different case, Luke xvil, 12. tugeyouévov adrod — — dnrjprnosy adz G,
xxii. 10. 53. xvili. 40. 2yyisavzos adrod innedeneey dvrdy Mr. xi. 27. Acts
iv. 1. xxi. 17. This is common also with the Greeks, partly because in
the beginning of the sentence the writer had not thought of the principal
verb, and partly because the regular construction would render the ex-
pression heavy, comp. Herod. 4, 3. Thue. 1, 114. Isocr. big. p. 834.
Polyb. 4, 49. 1. Plutarch IIL. p. 845. Paus. 6, 8. 6. Xen. Ephes. 4, 5.
Heliod. Jth. 2. 30. 113. Xen. Anad. 2, 4. 24. Memor. 4, 8. Schiifer ad
Apolion. Rh. I1. p. 171. ad Dem. II. p. 202. Poppo ad Thuc. I. 2. p.
119. Siebelis ad Pausan. I1. p. 8. As exceptions we find genitives ab-
solute, where the subject of the leading clause (nominat.) is the same
with that in the dependent clause, Mt. i. 18, puysrevdeions w75 pqreds adrod
Mogias 7§ Tooid meiv 3 owweddeiv adrods, edgidy dv yaowel ¥xovow, Where
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the writer probably had in his mind another arrangement of the sentence.
In Greek such instances are rare; yet see Xenoph. Cyrop. 6, 1. 37.
Plato Gorg. p. 565. C. comp. Poppo ad Thuc. 1. 119. Jacobs ad Philostr.
p. 670. From the Septuag. are to be noticed Gen. xliv. 4. Exod. iv.
21. xiv. 18. comp. Epiphan. vit. p. 826. 340. 346. (in the second volume
of the Opp. Epiphan. ed. Colon.)

§ 81. Of the Dative.

1. The dative in connection with verbs (transit. and neut.) usually de-
notes the object to which the action relates, without however passing
over to it or directly affecting it, as duowiv zw, to liken to something,*
Evilesban 7w, 10 look with wonder on, to be vmazed al, 1 Pet. iv. 12.
(Thuc. 4, 85.), pegupvin zun, o care for something, Mt. vi. £5., gogxv-
vecy 2w, 10 pay reverence to some one, Mt. ii. 8. 11., yoyvrersiy zwe M,
xvii. 14. (Rom. xiv. 11.), suonoysiy i, Heb. xiii. 15. to praise, i5ouoro-
yerodow also Rom. xiv. 11.; péupeadal zwe, Lo cast reproaches on some one,
Heb. viii. 8. (Diog. L. 1, 2. Diod. Sic. 4, 47.), so also 2rrepdy zwe Mt.
xvit. 18. xix. 13, comp. yet Rom. xiii. 2. 2 Cor. ii. 12. Heb. v. 2. Luke
xii, 1. In such a dative the idea of advantage or disadvantage (the
dat. commodi and incommod?) is sometimes more prominently presented,
as John iii. 26. § ob pepoazvenxas, to whom thou hast borne testimony,
viz. favorable, honorable (Luke iv. 22. Rom. x. 2. comp. Xen. Mem. 1,
2. 21.), on the other hand, Mt. xxiii. 81. pagrvesizs fovrors, you witness
against yourselves, Jas, v. 8. Comp. 2 Cor. v. 13. Rom. xiv. 6. Luke
i. 5. (comp. Ps. xcviii. 8. pynodsvos Bfovs zwc) Heb. vi. 6.

"Fuayyeailesfae usually takes the dative of the person, Luke iv. 18.
1 Pet, iv. 6. Rom. i. 15., almost without exception where an acc. of the
object follows (Luke i. 19. ii. 10. Acts viii. 85. xvii. 18. 1 Cor. xv. 1.),
as in Greek writers, see Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 268. As to ivayysnil.
zwa, see § 32. 1. See Rob. Gr. and Eng. Lex. at this word.

In Matthew, Mark, and Paul, ngoszvvecy (f0 revere and adore) always
governs the dative (Mt. iv. 10. is a quotation from vi. 13.), in the other
writers, however, sometimes the dative (John ix. 88. Acts vii. 43. Heb.
i. 6. Rev. iv. 10, vii. 11.), sometimes the accusative (Luke iv. 8. xxiv.
52. Rev. xiil. 4. xiv. 11. yowdrereiv zuva is similar, Mr. i. 40. x. 17. (and

* Of the words of stmilarity or equality, only Suaos (like similis) is eonstrued with
the genit. by the Greeks (Matth. II. 873.), whieh is then io be considered as an ad.
jeetive qualifying Guos., without reference to its signification. In the N. T\ this con-
struction oceurs only in John viii. 55., without var.

21
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razeevew zwa sometimes, Matth, IT. 886.). The dative after ngosxvveiv
is only peculiar to the later Greek language, Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 463
Comp. L. Bos. Exercitatt. philol. p. 1. Kypke Observ. I p. 7. Instead
of yerosar with dat. oceurs once var. 1 Cor. vii. 31. in good Codd. xe7o-
Sav 7 (20w xdopov) as Xen. Hier. 11, 11, whieh is, according to Matthiii,
not a grammaticum vitium. :

To the signification to_follow, to go after a thing, srouyev, Phil. iii. 16.
and rogevesae 86, 1 Sam. xv. 0. Tob. iv. 5. may be referred; and to
this is related the fig. nogsbecfor, Acts ix. 81. mogevdueror ¢ pope xaul 3
rogoxsoes, Xiv. 16, (comp. 2 Sam. xvi. 11. nog. dnadeyze, Prov. xxviii.
26. mog. sopie, 1 Mace, vi. 23. ete.), but rogsv. év rather refers to things
sensible, external, S0 regunareiy rorg ¥ear, Acts ii. 21. 2 Cor. xii. 18.
Gal. v. 16., by which Rom. xiii. 13. meginarsiy — — xdpors xoi pédousg
(Fabric. Pseudep. IT, 627.) receives more light.

The direction of the action is also indicated by the dative in 2 Cor,
xile 19, $ucv dronoyovusda (comp. 2 Cor. ix. 2, Acts xxiv. 5. Matth. II.
887.), so also in the [brmula dwnéyseSal 7ewe, Acts Xvii. 2. xviii. 19.
Matth. I1. 905.—Luke xviii. 31. rdvra 26 yeyeoppéra — — 25 vig zod
avge.  Vulg. quee seripta sunt de filio hominis. So Kiindl. Tedgecal
2w would then be properly rendered thus, to be described for some one,
in reference to some one. Others, as Piscator, Schott, Stolz, refer the
dative to zeneoio. omnia hom. filio evenienf. . About §rrasfar 7w in-
stead of zwog, 2 Pet. ii. 19. see Kypke in loc. He quotes there Joseph.
Anit. 13, 15. 1, 19, (after Havere. 13, 8. 1. and 1, 19. 5.).

2. It is evident from these examples that the dative ean be represented
by eis (Engelhardt ad Plat. Menex. p. 260.)* and ress, just as the geni-
tive by 2x and a=é (Ast ed Plat. Legg. p. 558.). Therefore in many
passages instead of the dative, one of those prepositions is used. So we
can say, as is well known, not only aéysw zwe and =eés zwa (this is al-
most the exclusive use in Matthew and Mark (see Schulz Parab. of the
Steward p. 38.), but also sdyes0ar e¢, Acts xxvi. 29. (Xen. Cyrop. 5, 2.
12, Demosth. ailv. Conon. p. 729. C. Xen. Ephes. 4, 3. Max. Tyr. 11.
p. 115.) and sdyecfar meds 8sév, 2 Cor. xiii. 7. (Xen, Mem. 1, 3. 2.),
Yeudeodal zun (Acts vo 4. Ps. xviii. 49 Ixxviii. 86.; not among the
Greek writers), and Yevd. ngés zwa, to lie to some one, Xen. Anab. 1,
3. 5. Demosth. ¢. Callipp. p. 711. B. e3doxsiv eis vwa, Mt, xii. 18. 2 Pet.
i. 17. and zwe by the Greeks, wdysoSaw zwi, Xen. Anab. 4,5, 12, and
neds T, John vi. 62. I1. 17, 98. noreuecy zwe and neés zwa, Isocr.
Paneg. c. 84., in the N. T norep. xazd OF uezd zwoe, Rev. xii. 7. xiii. 4.
The construction with the prepositions was perhaps natural to the N, T.

# In modern Greels the ace. with & is very frecuently a circumlocution for the
dative, even in its simplest relations, e. g. aéyw eig 70y pirov pov, dico amico meo, Lii
demann Lekrb. 90.
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authors by means of the more expressive and perspicuous usage of their
native tongue, and therefore we find sis for the dativus commodi an in-
commodi, e. g. Acts xxiv. 17. Mequostgs moujowy eis v5 Edvos pov, Liuke
Vii. 30. 23y Bovasy vod Seod #¥éeqoar cis favzols, fo their disadvantuge (as
sis signifies also contra). Yet have the interpreters taken this view of
many passages, where the true internal idea of sis is very clearly disco-
verable and no one could suppose the dative to be more regular, e. g. Mt.
xx. 1. (see Wahl) pusScopar eis vov duneadva, as in German: fo hire into
the vineyard (26 apn. would be for the vineyard), Mr. viii, 19, zovs névre
Gerovs Exhaoe sis wods mevroxusy. broken among the (or and distributed
among the), xiit. 10. sic 2o 13y xeevydiras, proclaimed among the nations,
as a message brought ¢o the nations (comp. 1 Thess. ii. 9. 1 Pet. i. 25,
Luke xxiv. 47. and Pausan. 8, 5. 8. &s &5 draveas Enyyiady 0 érunue).
In. Mt. v. 22. ¥voyos ei¢ wsjv yéewwaw is unquestionably to be considered an
instance of brachyology: guilty (liable) fo the gehenna, viz. to come fo,
to be cast into. In 2 Pet. iv. 10. ¢is dangrovs expresses the adverbial
meaning invicem, by turns, but the sis here is not very strange, as
it is very commonly used for in wsum «licujus, comp. Xen. Anab. 1,
2.27. 3, 3. 19. The passage in 1 Pet. i. 10. megi vijc ¢ 0 ¢ s zdevros,
Pott should not have reforred to this rule, as it is altogether regular, and
the Apostle could not have written 7 ¢ dutv gzde. Finally, in the fol-
fowing formulas the preposition cannot be at all supposed to supply the
place of the dative, dpgacuos nedg, 1 Tim. iv. 8. 2 Tim. iil. 16. (with eis
Xenoph. Oec. 5, 11. comp. yenouuos ngds Sap. 13. 11.), «33svos sis, Luke
xiv. 85. ix. 62. (Dion. Hal. de Thuc. 55. 3. m. ngos, Polyb. 26, 5. 6.
Diod. Sic. 5. 87. as useful, fitted for something, could be expressed only
thus, whilst for the person to whom something is useful, the dative must
be employed.

The phrase msvebew s or inl zwe (Acts ix. 42. xxii. 19.) in the
Christian usage, expresses more than risrevsy v (credere, eonfidere
alicui) and is probably to be taken as a pregnant expression: believing
to join oneself 2o another, toavow one’sself a friend fo some one. Schulz
in his essay has not been free from prejudice.*—TTugadiSévar eis is not
merely rnagadid. 7w, but expresses rather the sense, o give into the power,
to deliver in Mt. x, 17., and therefore with gdvazos Mt. x. 21. 2 Cor. iv.
11. 6acdes Mt. xxiv. 9. dxafogoco Rom. 1. 24. comp. Xen. Hell, 1, 7. 3.

In other relations the simple dative is expressed by évdsior Acts vi. 5.
7gsdey dvanior noveds v od magfovs (Gen. xxxiv. 18. xli. 87, 2 Sam. iii.

* Miorebew v Xewwrd would mean the same, but this formula is not certainly con.
firmed by Mr. i. 15. see Fritzsche in loc. (comp. Jor. xii. 6. Dan. vi. 23.). Nor is the
consiraction misredew wels or ez Twa proved to be genuine Greek by & weds e wiowi
(Schwartz Comment. p. 1102.),
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36.) comp. 1 John iii. 22. Luke iv. 7. Rev. xv. 4. This mode of ex-
pression, as indeed almost the preposit. dnior itself (2Y), belongs to
the Hebrew complexion of the language.

That the dative can exactly represent meds and &is with the acc. has
been recently denied by Bornemann in Rosenmiiller’s Repertor. 11. p.
253. and in the New Crit. Journ. of Theolog. Lit. V1. p. 146. (comp.
also ad Anab. p. 23.). It is true, the examples quoted by Fritzsche
(Conject. L. p. 42.) out of the Gr. poets do not prove the rule as to prose;
the N. T'. passages also can be otherwise understood: Acts ii. 83. v. 31.
v 8ekog can mean, by (his) right hand, Rev. ii. 16. gou is only the dat.
incommodi, even Acts xxi. 16. might (with Beza) be translated addu-
centes secum, apud quem hospitaremur Mnasonem, so that Mydowys de-
pending on dyovzss would be interwoven with the relative clause. But
the latter interpretation is not probable (see Bengel’s Nov. Archiv. I11.
p. 176.), and Jude xi. 18. 755 #s M. is probably only an interpolation.
According to Bornemann’s more recent suggestion (Scholic in Luc. p.
177.) in Acts the attraction could be thus analyzed, dyorves (fuds) mags
Mudsovd rwa —— nap & EevioOouev.  (Asto dyew ntagd 2wa, comp. Herod.
1, 86. 8, 15.). However this is not exactly the easiest. The construc-
tion dysw =zuwi, to bring to some one may be unusual in Attic prose, but
in the later prose writers constructions precisely similar are found, as
povrdr 2w Philostr. Soph. 2,20, (Wittenbach ad Plutarch. Mor. IV. p.
339.) fxew zwn Plutarch. Zim. Paull. 12, 4. 16, 1., even (with the da-
tive of the thing) Zexeodac 25 mérer Fabric. Pseudep. I1. 594., also snodé-
xe0d00 7 oixiy L0 Teceive into the house, Lucian. Asin. 39., Slupjaivew 25
vy 10, towards the earth, Theodoret. H. E. 5, 36.  With Acts xxi. 16.
comp. especially Xen. Ephes. 3, 6. p. 63. novecor fyduey "ABeoxduy and
Epiph. Vit. p. 340. D. jyayer adrdv ASavaoste 76 ndnra. See also Bern-
hardy 95. Held. ad Plutarch. Am. Paull. p. 200.

Luke ii. 41. drogetorzo — = sis ‘Teg. © 5 §0¢ 74 is not, to the feast, but
on account of the feast, see below. On the other hand, Mr. xiv. 53. suée-
zovear ade § convenerant ewm, and John xi. 33. zols cwvebévzas ad vy
*Tovdaiovs might belong here. Yet I believe that the dative in these cases
is to be considered as depending on cvverd., they came together with him,
with her, i. e. assembled at his, at her house.

The construction is still different from the above, when the dative is
connected with verbs of coming in a sense not relating to matter or space.
as Acts xxi. 31, @éBs pdos 26 yimdexe, comp. es kam ihm die Kunde,
(and in English, @ report came to him. Trs.). Similar phrases are un-
doubtedly frequent in Gr. writers, Plutarch Brut, 27. péarorre vz Suam
Bawvew — — fxev Gyyshhio meed v7s peraBorys, Vit, Pomp. 13. 26 Ziang
nebry piv GAey Gyyerion
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3. Still more extended is the use of the dative for all those things, in
which and in respect to whick something takes place: (a) To designate
that to which a general predicate is to be limited: (cousp. Bernhardy 84.),
e. g. 1 Cor. xiv. 20, py noudio giveods zais §eeoiv, GAAG of xoxiy
vprdlers, children in understanding—children in respect to the wick-
edness (Plat. Acib. pr. p. 122. C.), Rom. iv. 20. 2veduvapddy 75 nioves,
he became strong in fuith, Phil. il. 7. s xqjpaze ebeedeis b5 ardewsnos,
comp.. Acts vii. 51. xx. 22. Rev. iv. 8. 1 Cor. vii. 34. Hebr. v. 11. xii.
8. Gal. i. 22. Mt. xi. 29. Acts xiv. 8. xvi. 5. (comp. Dion. Hal. ed. Kru-
ger p. 169.), xviii. 2. Col. ii. 5. Ephes. iv. 18. 28.

So the dative is to be explained in Phil. iii. 5. regerops sxzaduecos, for
neger. cannot be connected as nominative with oxz., as the same abstract
for concrete is used only in a collective sense, never of one circum-
cised person.

The formulas drtoSovel o Gpogrie (Rom. vi. 2. Gal. ii. 19. Col. iii.

) §lwa-touo’§m 72'6) wo‘u.m, Rom. vii. 4. vsxgov £LVOL0 'z"y] t/.,uag (Rom. vi. 11. )
are in opposition to g zwe (2é $eg) Rom. vi. 10. and smmfy to have
died (dedd) to sin, to the law (for the sin) comp. Rom. vii. 4. and éro
yeviodus 7h Gpagr. 1 Pet. ii. 24.-—Rom. vi. 20. érevdecor o5 chmooawn is
in ‘opposition to dovrododac 73 dux. (ver. 18. comp. 19. 20.). Stolz is cor-
rect as to the sense: free from the service of righteousness. See Riick-
ert in loc. I dave not with Billroth interpret the dative »5 mioves f527-
xaze by in respect to in 2 Cor. i. 24. The phrase rather means, you
have stood by the Saith, maintained it.

(b) To express the rule or law according o which any thing is done:
Acts xv. 1. tay pij negerépveods 26 ¥ v s « Mawiiséwg, comp. Xenoph. Cyrop.
1,24. (on the contrary, xvii. 2. xavd 2o slwdds and more frequently xozd
¥S0c), 2 Pet. i. 21. op yog Sehquote Gvdedrwy Fvixdy morh neodyTElD,
Tob. iii. 3. 2 Macc. vi. 1. Sext. Emp. 2, 6. Strabo 15. 715. Kindred
to this is the dative expressing an accordance in judgment, as Plat.
Phoedr. p. 101. D. % cov dangaross Evupovee 3 Srapwver, Soph. Ed. C. 1446.
So in the formulas Acts vii. 20. dozeios 7¢ :¢, 2 Cor. X. 4. Sward 26
8¢5 (where Wetsten’s arrangement of the words is improbable), comp.
Wyttenbach on Plat. Phed. Matth. II. 877., where however the in-
stances quoted are almost exclusively those with &¢ 2poi, Erfordt ad
Soph. (id. R. 615. Somewhat different is 1 Cor. ix. 21. usj v dvopos
026, dan’ Yvwouos Xewgzg (to the lawless 1 was lawless, but therefore) not
a lawless for God, in respect to God, but here perhaps the genitive is
preferable, on the authority of good Codd., comp. Xen. Mem. 1, 1. d&os
Qovdrov 7§ moner, and Herbst én loc. (¢) The occasion or cause, Rom.
xXi. 20. 23 énoeiy efrxndodqoar 0N account of unbelief, comp. v. 30.
Pendnre v vovrwr Sntedevq, Gal. vi. 12, See Diog. Lart. 2, 6. 14. Xen.
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Anab. 4, 6. 8. Heliod. Jth. 1, 12, 33. Pausan. 3, 7. 3. Joseph. Anit.
17, 6. 1. comp. Ast ad Plal. Polit. p. 392. Géller ad Thuc. p. 157. 184.
Wex ad Soph. Antig. 1. 161. Matth. II. 894. Bernhardy 102.

The dative in Rev. viil. 4. dviBy § xanvos &y Gvpeandror 2 ai ¢ g o4
svyai¢ Tav dylwy 15 more singular, and the conjectures in reference to it
are various. The simplest translation is the following: tke smoke of the
incense {of the angels) for the prayers ascended, i. e. the ascending
smoke referred to the prayers, should accompany them and render them
more acceptable. (See Ewald as this verse.). Those who supplied odv
had the same apprehension. The translation infer preces sanctorum is
by no means allowable.

To designate duration of time the dative is employed only in Luke
viil. 29. ronrovs xeovous ovvpendxer ooy during (since) a long time, Acts
viil. 11. John ii. 20. (John xiv. 9. var.), comp. paxeé xedve, Soph. Trach.
599. More usual is the dative of time, as Luke xii. 0. zadey 25 voxei,
Mt. xvi. 21. Acts xxi. 26. Mr. vi. 21,

4. From this lax signification of the dative we easily pass over to its
use for the ablative, and the examples adduced in 3. (¢) may very easily
be reckoned under this head. More nearly belong here the cases in
which the dative designates the mode or manner (Bernhardy 100.), 1 Cor.
Xi. 5. neogevyopévy axazaxardnze of xepany, with uncovered head, comp.
Col. ii. 11., and those in which it expresses the means (casus instru-
mentalis), e. g. 1 Cor. ix. 7. 2is ovgureverar idiovs ddwriows wozé, by means
of his cwn expenditures, John xxi. 8. 2§ mrowgig 7oy (Mr. vi. 32.),
although in Mt. xiv. 13. Acts xxviil. 11. (Diod. Sic. 19, 54.) we find 2»
nrose. In regard to spiritual things this case is used to denote the disposi-
tion of mind under which and in which anything is done, 2 Cor. i. 15. zodzy
73 wewmotdnone iBovaduny meds duag édecy, Rom. iv. 20, comp. Thuc. 6, 33.
peorquare out of; with pride, seyy in anger, Eurip. Bacch. 51.

The ablative will also be recognized in the construction sapeovsfal
zeve, Roms i. 29. 2 Cor. vii. 4, (Eurip. Herc. fur. 872. comp. wrjens
zwi, Eurip. Bacch. 18.). But in Eph. iii. 19. :s with acc. does not
stand for the ablative; it rather signifies, to be filled up to fulness, etc.

Where the efficient and the instrumental cause are distingu shed, the
former is expressed by the ablative, and the latter by &, Eph. ii. 7. 75
xdewti dove degwonévor Sud oqs wiorsws, comp. Rom. iii. 24. Matth. I1. 891.
In Mt. xiii. 14. dvamrgpodzor adrols % mpopyzsia, I should not be wil-
ling to translate the dative of the person, by means of them. To them
the prophecy is fulfilled, i. e. in them, in reference to thern it is fulfilled.
So, those who insert iv.or ézi. Yet it would not be contrary to gram-
matical principles to interpret the person. dat. by, through, by means of,
see Matth. I1. 890. Ellendt ad Arrian. Alex. IL. p. 423.
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5. From the examples cited under 3. (a)and 4. a relation between
the Gr. dat. and the prepos. iy is manifest, and therefore both modes of
“expression occur in many clauses, e. g. dywivew 2% niover and iy oy
stigres Tit. 1. 13., Swpéeser v zove 10 be different in something 1 Cor. xv.
41. (comp. Dion. Hal. ep. p. 225. ed. Kriiger, and Soph. did. R. 1112.)
also Banzi@sodac, daze (with water) and v $8ove (in water) see Matth.
II. 891. But if N. T. interpreters take i merely for the sign of the
dative (see especially Bretschneider Lex. I. p. 408. comp. Blomfield ad
Mischyl. Agam. 1425. ad Eurip. Med. p. 628.), in thosc cases when the
proper dative (not ablat.j is required, it is out of place, and cannot be
Justified even in appearance by the Hebrew idiom. Most of the passages
are altogether irrelevant; Acts iv. 12.. §edouévor &v avdednous is certainly
the same as given (established) among men comp. 2 Cor. viii. 1.%, 1
Cor. ix. 15. {va ofize yévyzos év éuol must be translated: that it should be
so done with me, Gal. 1. 16. droxomyar 7 0 v widy adrod & Znol {0 reveal
in me (v 26 nvsdpass pov); 1 John ive 9, 2gaveedy & dydny rob 6s0v B
7uiv, the love of God revealed itself in us, which is evidently different
from: to reveal himself to us. 1 Cor. xiv. 11. § ranisw Iv £uol BdgBagos with
me, for me, according to my opinion (meo judicio, comp. Jacobs ad Athen.
p. 183. Diderlein ad &d. Col. p. 529, Wex. ad Soph. Antig. ver. 549.)
The phrase nsgusoeterw ¥ vwve does not belong here. 1 Cor. ii. 6. sopiay
rohoDusy v vois vehelovs Signifies: among or by, before (coram sce Plat.
Symp. p. 29. ed. Stallbaum, Demosth. adv. Conon. p. 728.) to the per-
Ject we teach wisdom (i. e. if we have to do with perfect), as also Hey-
denreich acknowledged (comp. Judith vi. 2.), 2 Cor. iv. 3. 2y zois dron-
Mvpévors 2orvi wexardoppévor Baumgarten has interpreted correctly in the
principal point: ¢s hidden in (among, by) those, who go to perdition.
About Suoroyeiv ¥y zwe see Fritzsche on Mt. x. 82, Aects xiii. 15. and
Col. ii. 13. present no difficulty, John xiv. 80. & iuo siguifies on me, the
dative could not be employed here at all (see Tholuck), Ephes. i. 20.
évbeynosy & Xewoed is quite regular : (power) which ke proved in Christ,
vim, quam declaravit in Christo (i. e. by his resurrection), and the inter-
pretation of Koppe: for Christ, is entirely superfluous: Mt. xvii. 12,
énolnoay iy advd Sow gdéraqoow (Mr. ix. 13. inolyour adzg) signifies: they
acted, exccuted on him, comp. Mr. xiv. 6. John xiv. 80. Luk. xxiii. 31.
(Gen. xL. 14. Judith vii. 24. Finally, I do not apprehend how the 2y «.
éxxnin 1 Cor, vi. 4., 7ot EEovdevquévovs iv ¢ exadyoio Tovrovs xadelers could
be taken for =3 exxrgoiq.

* Soalso Diog. L.}, & 5. vl torwv & v abgdmor 43 a0 4y we ) $abroy, where the Latin
translat. is, quidnam essel wominisus bonum cte. Comp, Fabric. Pseudepigr. 1. 628,
Souneboovery év wois Exfecls adriv, Arrian. Epict, 1, 18. 8.
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6. The dative (instead of the genitive with $=0, na¢a etc.) is construed
with passives Mt. v. 21. ippedy zois dgxaiows (comp. Fritzsche in loc. and
Strabo 17, 806. &g seyrar zvoi Lucian Pise. 7. 22. doree pov v zovs Fus
ngooev Myows ipfndy Procop. hist. erc. 16.), Luk. xxiii. 15. oddév 65wy
Sawdzov do7i rengayuévoy ade (although in the latter passage a var. occurs),
xxiv. 35. But Acts xvi. 9. Jpd9 Geoua ¢ Mavrg means, became visible
to kim (1 Tim. iil. 16.), 2 Pet. iii. 14, onovddoars domiror ad 7 § sdge-
6svon should probably be translated: o kim (in his judgment) fo be found
as ete. Jas. iii. 7. 2§ ¢vose v dvfewnivy signifies more ; by the human
nature (ingeniis hominum). "This use of the dative occurs also in Greek
prose, especially after past participles, comp. Isocr. Panath. p. 401.
Arrian. Alex. 7. p. 456. Demosth. adv. Conon. p. 731, B. Dion. Hal. 11.
p. 70. Diog. L. 8, 1. 5. Philostr. Her. 4, 2. (About Acts vii. 12. see
Kiingl in loc.. Jas: iii. 18. 7ois nowiow is probably the dative, Heb. iv.
2. & Ayog ~— ~— pnp ovyzsxgupévos oy nlorse volg dxodgaoyy indicates
rather the subject in whom (by whom) the s gvyxexg. 24 niave took place.)

Nore 1. The dative is worthy of notice in Col. ii. 14. éanreidas 2o xad’
guiy yewebyeapor zois Séyuasy, which the interpreters almost uniformly
interpret § v v zors ddyu. quod constabat placitis mos. according to Ephes.
il. 15, 20w vopoy 2w Ewroriw &y Sdypact xavagyqeas. But in the latter the
connection of the words & §dyuase with the preceding noun is difficult,
because it must properly signify zov or 25w év 86ypog. And in the former,
Paul could only have written gsigéye. 76 ev vois Sdyuast, in conformity with
the sense above. A new interpretation has recently been offered by
Theile, in Winer’s Exeget. Studien. 1. 183. In Ephes. ii. 15. he under-
stands 2y rondw and év §éypace to be two terms more particularly cha-
racterizing the wduos, the former of which is connected with it by the
genitive only, the latter by a preposition: the law of commandments in
ordinunces. Although there cannot be much objection to this variation
of the expression, yet the omission of the article is unaccounted for, since,
if Paul had written zo» wduov 2Gv Zvzordy 2ov &v 8by., the évzonas and §6y-
wora would have been characterized as terms qualifying véupos. But
when this interpreter proceeds to say ¢ the appositive é» 8éyu. then refers
as well to »duor as to evzonds”, &» dyu. is no more a qualitying term be-
longing only to »éuos (like the genit. svrordw), as was just before supposed,
and we have a second new attempt at interpretation. Properly then it
could be read neither zo» nor 2&w & Sdyp., since in the former case the éyzo-
aof and in the latter the vépos would be excluded. But even if the apostle
Liad designed to express himself so dubiously, for which certainly there
was not the least occasion (for if the Séyuaza be connected with the véuos,
they must also belong to the évzorais, and if predicate of the ivzon., they
must also per se belong to the viuog), the Gr. Grammar would not have
permitted such dubiety, and Paul in writing the thought must, as re-
marked above, hiave adopted either zov év 8éy. or 23w & 8éy.  Finally, if
Col. ii. 14. be translated by Theile, the hand-writing (bond) against us
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by means of his ordinances he has blotted out, this sentence, designedly
arranged in an equivocal way, must have been expressed thus, é&an. zo zec.
26 %o Hp vois ddyuase. Independently of Ephes. ii. 15. Col. ii. 14. may per-
haps be construed 2 x. fu. xeop., 2ors Séyp. & v drevowr. (as some punctuate
Acts i. 2. 7oi¢ dmoor., Sud ve Gy. offs #Eena).  As to Ephes,, in view of the
whole, there remains only the twofold possibility, either to connect & ddyu.
grammatically with xarzaeydoas, or to consider it (§ 19, 2.) as a phrase
1n apposition with the preceding, without any grammatical connection.
In the latier case 7oy vduoy iy 2vzon. constitute one idea; in the former
8éyuaro would either refer to the Christian doctrine of faith (which would
sustain the same relation to ¥vzonal as wigzus to ¥pyoss), or must be trans-
lated with Harless: he has abolished the law of commandments in ordi-
nances (as to the ordinances). Aéyuura for Christian doctrines is certainly
not conformable to N. T. usage, and I therefore give up that interpreta-
tion maintained in the third edition of this boolk, although adopted by
Holzhausen. .According to the view of Harless, I would expect the
article zoi¢ doyu., as a specific part of a particular law is here spoken
of. I now unite with the first mentioned interpreter (see also Meier in
his Comnent.). But in Col. ii. 14. zois 8éypace scems to me a limitation
afterwards introduced, which Paul, not wishing it to be strikingly promi-
nent, just annexed to the leading idea: the hand-writing against us-(viz.)
by ordinances.

Norr 2. Substantives derived from verbs governing the dative, some-
times take this case instead of the usual genitive, as 2 Cor. ix. 12. v-
gopeoeios 26 e (not ver. 11.) see Stallbaum ad Plat Enthyphr. p. 101.
ad. rep. 1. p. 872, Ast ad Plat. Polit. p. 451. ad Plat. Legg. p. 36. Bern-
hardy p. 92. Matth. II. 833. Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 63. Conp. 26 siwdoi aird
Luk. iv. 16. Acts xvii, 2. (Plat. Legg. 2, 4. p. 658. extr. z5 7805 Huiv)*
and apds 70 evardpedpor 7§ avple 1 Cor. vii. 835,  Another case in Luk. vii.
12. wids povoyevsjs 2 unrpl @ son, who was for the mother the only begotten
(therefore not properly for the genitive, comp. Tob. iii. 15. govoyevis 7
worel Judg. xi. 34. 1 Chror. iii. 1.), with which the genitive of kindred
(Buttm. ad Philoct. p. 102. Boissonade ad Nic. p. 271. Ast ad Plat. Polit.
p- 451. 519., also ad Plat. Legg. p. 9.) is not to be interchanged. About
Rom. iv. 12. see § 64. I1I. 1.—Mt. xxvii. 7. sydpacay zbv aypor —— &g
zagn olg Eévous asaburying place for the strangers (ziv £évoy here
might be apprehended otherwise, although not essentially different.t).
1 Cor. vii. 28. the dative belongs to the verh of the sentence. 'The dative
and genitive are equally correct in formulas, like Luk. v. 20. épéovzal sou
(o0v) ai duageias, vii. 48. and the Codd. vacillate in such passages.

NO:[‘E 3. What Kiingl on Mt. viii. 1. has remarked, that datives absolute
sometimes stand for genitives absol., as xavaBdve. vz for xarapdyros azod,

* In Schulthess theol. Annal. 1828.11. p. 338. Mr. iii, 28, 7 dpagrhpara wois viols vav
&g, is referred to this head without much probability.

T The citations of Georgi Vind. p. 234. are uscless: for there the dat. depends
cither on the verb of the sentence, or there is no dat. at all, but the plur. of the pos..

sessive odg, dud cle.
22
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and Mt. xxi. 23. idvee iz, is in general correct (Fischer ad Well. I11.
a p. 391. Heupel ad Mr. p. 79., yet this usage results as naturally from
the nature of the dative, as the gen. absol. from the nature of the genit.
see Bernhardy 82.), but cannot well be applied to the quoted passages, as
xazofsvre, éadévee are here connected with. gronovgeiv, and therefore not
absolute cases, although it cannot be denied that the author could also
have written zazaBdvzos adrod frorovlncor adrd Sxhos worroi, comp. Mt.
viii. 23. 28. ix. 27. Mr. v. 2. The only peculiarity in this construction
is, that awz§ is repeated, because several words intervene between the
dat. of the particip. and the governing verb. In the passages quoted
by Kypke I. p. 47. from Pausan. and Joseph. either the participle only
has a pronoun, or the pronoun is placed next to the verb (Joseph. Aniz.
8, 13. 4.), and therefore they prove nothing as to the main point. 'The
datives in Acts xxii. 6. 17. are not real datives absol.

Nore 4. Two datives, one of a person, and the other (interpretive, more
precisely defining) of a thing, are found in 2 Cor. Xii. 7. 8637 pou axdnod 74
aupxt, there was given to me a thorn in the flesh (Exod. iv. 9. Gen. xlvii.
24.) comp. Lob. ad Ajac. p. 308. Reisig ad Soph. (Edip. Col. 266.
Eimsley ad Eurip. Bacch. p. 49. 80. ed. Lips. Bornemann ad Xen.
Conviv. p. 214. Schiifer ad Soph. 11. p. 348. Jacobs ad Aclill. Tat.
p- 811. Ast ad Plat. Legg. p. 278. (see also Pausan. 7, 5.9, 5. The
two datives in Ephes. iii. 5. Rom. vii. 25. are of a different kind.

Nore 5. In 2 Cor. vi. 14. ug yiveo0e izegolvyotvres G nicrors isa
very striking dative, where some supply ovv, and others think it im-
plied in the dative itself. But although the dative must sometimes be
rendered by with (Reiz ad Lucian. VI. p. 599. Bip. Matth. II. 907.
comp. Polywn. 8, 28. also Judith iii. 1.), this is an entively different case.
The apostle seems to have expressed himself concisely, and to have
adapted the dative rather to the thought than to the language; he evi-
dently meant to say, us yiv. izeg. xai ofvwg dpobvyovwres (ovoy.) drniszous,
be not put into a strange yoke, 1. e. not into the same yoke with the un-
believing.

§ 82. Of the Accusative.

1. As the genitive is most clearly recognised in its dependence on
a noun, so the accusative is properly the immediate case of the verb.—
In its use to express the nearest and proper object of a verb fransitive, it
is found with entire regularity in the N. T. Some verbs denoting affec-
tions of the mind, which in other languages are neuter, according to the
genius of the Gr. language are treated as more or less decidedly tran-
sitive.  "Eacesv therefore occurs always with the accusative, (Mt. ix. 27,
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xvii. 15. Mr. x. 47. Rom. xi. 32. comp. Plat. Symp. p. 173. C.), oix-
zelgsw the only time it occurs, (Rom. ix. 15. comp. Xen. Cyrop. 5, 4.
82. Lucian. Abdic. 6.) Comp. also xraisw (fo weep over) Mt. ii. 18. (at
other times with #r{) sec Wetsten in loc. éreusxiveodas mostly, Mr. viii.
88. Luk. ix. 26. Rom. i. 16. 2 Tim. i. 8. Heb. xi. 16. comp. Eurip. lo.
353. 'The latter has once tx{ Rom. vi. 21., grrayzvilesdac always, except
that once it governs the genitive. Mt. xviii. 27. see § 33.—AczBsiv (like
dduxeiv) is talien as a transitive Jude 15. 2av ¥eyow dosBelas adeiv, ov (i- €.
) noépnoar which they did in an ungodly way, comp. Zeph, 8, 11. 25y
rivendevpdrey sovy Gv foéBncas sis iué (otherwise doeBeiv 7o Plat. Legg.
12. 1. p. 941. A. see Matth. 1I. 923.) and Suer Jas. v. 12, pg durisee
wire oy ode avdy (oblestari celum) comp. Xen. Cyrop. 5, 4. 31. Hero-
dian 2, 10. 3. (as neuter éus. xavd zwés Heb. vi. 13.16. Amos viii. 14.
Zeph. i. 5. Isa. xlv. 23. Schiifer ad Long. Past. p. 353. or ¥y zwe Mt.
v. 84. Rev. x. 6. Jer. v, 27. Ps. Ixii. 10. (fo swear by).

Braogyusiv takes the ace. of the person Mt. xxvii. 39. Luk. xxiii. 39.
Acts xix. 37. Rev. xiii. 6. (like xaxds aéysw, xaxoroysiv ziva Diod. Sic.
Lzc. Vat. p. 66.), but also &5 »wo Luk. xii. 10., perhaps & zuwe 2 Pet.
ii. 12. (in the Greek writers also zeei 7ivog Isocr. permut. p. 736.). Similar
Svedilay rwa B0 Teproach some one, as a transitive verb Mt, v. 11.
(Septuag. comp. Rom. xv. 8.), a form of expression which occurs only
in the later writers, Schiifer ad Plutarch V. p. 347. More certainly
xazaedodar rwa belongs to them (sop. 1.) Mt. v. 44. Jas. iii. 9.—
“Peiley is used Luk. xi. 25. with acc., as in Lucian. Pisc. ¢. 6. Xen.
Hell. 2, 4. 17, (Matth. IT. 917.) On the other hand xanis ousiv is found
with the dative of the person Mt. v. 44. Luk. vi. 27. according to the
better Codd. (Acts xvi. 28. uydiv nedfys osaved xaxdy is of another kind
and frequent in the Greek writers Lys. accus. Agor. 41. Isocr. Vig. p.
857.), s0 &7 mowsin according to many authorities. T'he Greek prose prefers
here the accusative. Comp. Biblioth. Brem. nova. 1. 277. On the otlier
hand mowsiy zwo to treat some one thus and so occurs also in the N, T.
Mt. xxvii. 22. Comp. Aristoph. Nub. 257.—~Epnogevsofar rwa 2 Pet. ii. 3.
is an unusual, and as the signification of the verb here is doubtful, an ob-
scure construction. "Eurogstestac to trade (to buy and sell, the latter
more frequently, as in German, (and so to ¢rade in Eng. more frequently
means to sell, Trs.) is most commonly connected with the acc. of the
thing e. g. ¥owoy spm. (Hos. xil. 1.) fo irade (in) oil, then figuratively
coplav iunog. to trade (in) wisdors (to use wisdom as an article of com-
merce.) Themist. 23. p. 280., as in Lat. cauponari sapientiam, there-
fore tumog. vy Geow viv 7ot sbuavos (Joseph. Antt. 4, 68.) formositatem
cauponari of harlots, comp. Athen. 13. p. 569. Generally it refers to
something which we transfer to another for a profit. With « little different
construction Philo in Flace. p. 984. (IL. p. 536. ed Mang.) ivemogciszo
vy Mpqy zov Suxaczdy he profited by the forgetfulness of the jndges.
The acc. of the person appears in Ezek. xxvii. 21. auvabs xai xgwobs iv
ofs runogevorral o &5 thus: in which articles they muke a profitable trade
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(with) you, make a profit (out of ) you. Therefore in 2 Pet. ii. 3. Stolz
is probably correct: they will try fo make gain of you, will make
a profit out of you. Others: lucrabuntur vos, as if we said, they will
buy you.

Bagxaivew fascinare Gal. iii. 1. is also construed with the acc. In the
signification invidere it has the dative (Philostr. epp. 18.), Lob. p. 463.,
yet the old grammarians themselves do not agree entirely about the dif-
ference of the construction, see Wetsten. 11. 221. ITagacwecy, which in the,
Greek usually governs the dative of the person (/ABschin. dial. 2, 13.
Polyh. 5, 4.7.), has the accusative in Acts xxvii. 22. The reverse is found
in Rev. ii. 14. 8:ddoxsww zwe (var.) as in some later writers, see Schifer
ad Plutarch. V.p. 22. ~

"Toayyeredesfas, which originally (comp. Lob. ad Phryn. p. 268.) re-
quires the dative of the person (Luk. iv. 18. Rom. i. xv. Gal. iv. 13.
1 Pet.iv. 6.), in the N. T\, where like the German predigen (to preach) it
did not need an accusative of the thing, takes also the accusative of the
person (Luk. iii. 18. Acts viii. 25. 40. xiv. 21. xvi. 10, (1 Pet. i. 12.).
Even in the signification letum nuncium afferre (nuncio allato exhilarare)
eddyyer. oceurs with an accusative of the person. Euseb. Const. 3, 26.

Purdoseodar, 10 beware of, governs the ace. in Acts xxi. 25. 2 Tim. iv.
15. (as often among the Greeks Xen. Alem. 2, 2. 14.) Lucian. asin. 4.
Diod. Sic. xx. 26.), on the other hand in Luk. xii. 15. 4ré follows, a
construction which is not foreign to the Greeks (Xen. Cyrop. 2, 3. 9.).
Ina similar way ¢ogsis0us fo fear in relation fo, to fear something for
myself, is usually connected with the acc., but sometimes with axo (20
Sear for, sibi ab alio timere), e. g. Mt. X. 28, uy poeiode dnd viv droxve-
povrey 7o Goopa — — GoBndyre 8t parroy voy Svvdpevor etc. The Greeks
SAY qod. D76 Tiwos OF T, YEt comp. pofos dné vuwos Xen. Cyrop. 3, 3. 53.
6, 3. 27. poBecodac dnd is an imitation of the Hebrew {m or 2an 8 (Jer.
i. 8.) After this analogy Baénsw dns ( pragnanter) is construed in Mr.
viil. 15. xii. 38., on the contrary Phil. iii. 2. paérere eqv xararousy ete.
see the concision, have an eye to it (Baénsw zo to beware of something, can
receive no support from guadesesfal i, as the middle is here necessary).
To beware of is a derived signification.—Eyzeénecos revereri has always
the acc. of the person Mt. xxi. 87. Heb. xii. 9., as in Gr. prose writers
since Plutarch. In the ancient authors ixvein. wwos to concern oneself
about somebody, to tuke an interest in one, (to mind some one).

Psbysww governs the accusative in 1 Cor. vi. 18. 2 Tim, ii. 22. ina
tropical signification (to flee a vice, i. e. to avoid it), yet once 1 Cor. x.
14. gedyere dnd 77 sidwnorarestas. This latter construction is very com-
mon in the N. T. and pevyrw drd zwog either means o flee away from
some one in a different sense (John x. 5. Rev. ix. 6. Mr, xiv. 52. Jas.
iv. 7.) or (including the result of the flecing) Zo escape from some one,
Mt. xxiii. 38. ®evysw dnd occurs among the Greeks only in a strictly local
signification, Xen. Cyrop. 7, 2. 4. Mem. 2, 6. 31. Polyb. 26, 5. 2.

The accusative of the place to which, after verbs of motion, when once
the prepositions had become established, was confined more to Gr. poetry,
(Matth. II. 747.) and in accordance with the character of the N. T.
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language we shall, in such cases, expect only the construction with prepo-
sitions : even Acts xxvii. 2. wéanovze srelv vods xavd vy Aguw Tomovs 1S
not an exception; it must be translated, fo sail by the places along ghe
coust of Asia, in which meaning maecv (a real transitive) is connect
with the acc. by the best authors. (The parallels of Wahl Xen. Hel.
4, 8. 6. Polyb. 3, 4. 10. only establish the phrase naecy zqp §dracoor,
vd rerdyn.).

2. Nouns are frequently placed in the acc. after, verbs when they have
a kindred signification, as they express the meaning of the verb sub-
stantively, and are really implied in it; yet always where the signification
of the verb is to be extended (llerm. ad Soph. Philoct. 281.) either as in
Luk. viii. 5. 2ot oreigac 2oy onbgor adzow, il. 8. puidosovres Puraxdisg
vis vwxzés,* 1 Pet. iii. 14., or by means of an adjective John vii. 24.
?Rv Svxaiay xglow xgivere, 1 Tim. i 18. {va ovearevy zir xargy
szgazsiar, Mr. iv. 41. epoB#dnoor gdBoy péyav, 1 Tim. vi. 12. Rev. xvii. 6.
This is also very frequent in the Greek, see Fischer ad Well. II1. L. p.
422. Ast ad Plat. Polit. p. 316. Matth. II. 744. 910. 941. Bernhardy
106. comp. Xen. Mem. 1. 5. 6. Sovredser Soveloy o0ddemeds o0y aidyeow
Herod. 5, 119. pdyyy fpagéourro tayveqr (magnam pugnavimus pugnam
Terent. Adelph. 5, 8. 57.), Plat. Apol. p. 28. B. rzosobror inuesdevua
dmvendeiong, p. 367. A. edeeyevety vqv peyiowqy edegyasiav, Alciphr. 2, 3.
sizal pov rtdous Seqoes, Liysias 1. Theomnest. 80. duob pagrvedoorees viy
adzqy pogrvgiay and 27. gornods 82 xol danovs xewdidvous wed' Speww Fxewdie
vevoe, Burip. Iphig. A. 1190. 8:£0usd0 86w 4y o déacdou yeedy, Demosth.
¢. Nezr. p. 517. adv. Polycl. p. 707. C. Lucian. asin. 11. Arrian Alex.
7. 11.  See yet Georgi Vind. 199. Wetsten II. 821. (On the oriental
languages comp. Gesen. Lekrgeb. 1810.) The passive construction occurs
in Rev. xvi. 9. ¢xavuariodqeor of dvdewror wavpa uéye. On the other
hand the connection with such a conjugate noun (one of kindred meaning)
alone, like pagzvgtar pagrveeiv, appears in the N. T. only by an interpo-
sition of relative clanses John v. 82. 4 uageveda, 7v pogrvgel negi iuos Mr.
iti. 28. Heb. viii. 10. 'This connection is common in Heb., sometimes
with, and sometimes without intensity of meaning (Ewald 590.), as also
in Greek (e. g+ yhrera yers Soph. Antig. 551., yapovs Eyauow Herod. 4,
145., ovoias 6vovza, Arrian, JAlex. 2, 16. comp. also néreuor morepeiy
Pausan. 7. 16. 5.

*Yet in Xen. Anab. 2, 6.10. we find also puAderew dvAands, Butin this phrase
¢uAanss is an extension of the meaning of the verb, as it denotes not only the abstr.
of guadecew, bul the conercte idea ke watches. Then we must cxelude from the
above rule formulas such as wogaivery wolpewny, dawéorernew dwosrirouy (Demosth.).
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Kindred to this construction is Sigew (nanyds) morrds, éiyag, which
then takes also an acc. of the person, (comp. Lule xii. 47.) ‘Buttmann
ed. Rob. p. 860. § 131. 3.

3. Instead of the acc. of the object, we find in many cases a preposi-
tion, év (2), as is supposed, after the Hebrew usage; but the passages on
closer inspection show the preposition to have its proper force: (@) Acts
xXv. 7. 6 0:05 év Huiv enéfaro 8ud vov 67duazds pov dxovoas 76 ¥0vy, elc.
is not to be compared with 2 M3, but & ucy properly signifies: among
us (the Apostles), both from the fact that Peter is just after used in the sing.,
and also from a consideration of the za ¥vy: God has made choice among
us, that by me the heathen should be taught the right way. See also
Olshausen in loc. About the Hebrew 3 912, which the LXX. some-
times translate 2xaéy. 3» 1 Sam. xvi. 9. 1 Kings viii. 16. 1 Chron. xxviii.
4. Neh. ix. 7., even the iuterpretation of which Gesenius did not think
necessary, see Ewald Gr. 605. (b) suonoysiv 2v Mt. x. 82. Luke xii. 8. to
give a confession on some one, i. e. (according to another construction)
about some one. Otherwise Bengel. The Hebrew % 1 Ps. xxxii. 5.
has not entirely the same signification.

4. Two accusalives occur, (a) one of a person and the other of a thing
uniformly after verbs of dressing and undressing, John xix. 2. Mt. xxvii.
28. Mr. xv. 17., of giving to drink Mr. ix, 41. 1 Cor. iii. 2.*, of anoint-
ing Heb. i. 9. Rev. iii. 18., of loading Luke xi. 46., of persuading Acts
xix. 8. xxviii. 28. 2 Cor. v. 11., of adjuring (by) Acts xix. 13. 1 Thess.
v. 27. also wopevioxsw 1 Cor. iv. 17, John xiv. 26. (Xen. Cyrop. 8, 3.
37. Herod. vi. 140., on the other hand dvour. zwi 2wés Xen. Cyrop. 6,
4.13.). On the contrary sdoyysaileoduc is only in Acts xiii. 32. con-
structed with a double acc. (Rev. x. 7. a variation is found), comp. He-
liod. 2, 10. 75. Alciph. 3, 12. Eus. I1. E. 3, 4.; instead of xgimrew zuwd
7. the connection xginzew 7o 4o pwos is in Col. i, 26, Luke xviii. 34. at
least indicated; 8i8doxzwr is connected once with ¥ 2w of the person in
Rev. ii. 14. (as if it were to instruct on some onc), but not in a very well
established reading.| Others and better Codd. have i8/8aoxs 2¢ Bandx,

# wouidew Num, xi. 4, Deut. viil, 16, belongs also to this class, of which construe-
tion there is a specimen in 1 Cor. xiil. 3., comp. Schwarz Comment Gr. p. 1441, and
on 1 Cor. especially, Fabrie. Pscudep. 11. 566.

+ This construction is not certainly proved to be Hebrew by 2 Chron. xvii. 9.
T3 -mL;, as this probably means io teack in Judah. Perhaps in Aects vii. 22.
Eraudeifn wdon codia is not to be taken for mécav copiay (comp. Diod. Sie. 1, 91.), but
as expressing by the dat. the means of instruction, whilst imad, wésar coplay would
be edoctus est (institutus ad) sapientiam. owever, comp. Plat. Fep. 5. p. 406, D,
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comp. Philo. Apocr. N. 7. L. p. 656. (7 9m9 Job. 21. 22.). With
aizeiv 2o v (Mt. vil. 9. Luke xi. 11.) is found also aizeir 2o nogd 2o
Mt. xx. 20. Jas. i. 5. (Xen. Anab. 1, 316.), as with 2gwrdy zwd 2o Mr.
iv. 10. John xvi. 5. also Zgwzdr vwd negl 2wos frequently occurs in Luke
iv. 88. ix. 45. (also in John xvii. 9. 20. comp. Herod. 1, 32.). Finally
negeBdrresSas is construed once in Rev. xvii. 4. (if the reading be genu-
ine) with the dative, like 1 Kings i. 1. xi. 29., but with & iii. 5. iv. 4.

The acc. of a pronoun and adjective, which follows certain verbs to-
gether with an acc. of the person (as Brdnrew Luke iv. 35. dgenciv Gal.
v. 2., abuxety Acts xxv. 10. Gal. iv. 12.) is reducible essentially to the
same law, Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 361. § 131. 7. Matth. IL. 939.; only
the construction with two accusatives here stops at the first step. We
also say: o ask one, something, but not therefore, to ask one, a book.
I would also refer here Mt. xxvii. 44.

(5) An acc. of the subject and of the predicate (exegetical) John vi.
15. iva noujoesw adzdy Bacréa, Acts XX. 28. duas ¥ezo éntuoxdros, Heb.
i 2. Gv B3 xaqeovduor, Jas. v. 10. 5rd8zoypa adBere vos xo.xoywsulmg - -
rodg meopyras Rom. iii. 5. Jas. ii. 5. Acts v. 31. The accusative of
the predicate sometimes follows the preposition :is Acts xiii. 22. Jysger
abrols 7oy Aafid ei¢ Bagenéa, Vil 21 duedgéndaro davdy fowe i
b6y himself as son, xiii. 47. This is a Hebrew construction (Ewald
Gram. 603.) and is often imitated Isa. xlix. 6. 2 Kings iv. 1. Judith v.
11. Gen. xliii. 18. 1 Sam. xv. 11. What is quoted from the Greek as
parallel differs, as the &g of the destination, Herod. 1, 84. ndyres
zoige yefovrai i méremoy, Eurip. Troad. 1207. od yie sis xanhos viyag
daipwy 8cdwoi, Alciphr. 3, 28. To the latter mode of expression may
be reduced Heb. iv. 8. and perhaps Acts vii. 53. indBeze zow vépoy ei s
Svazayds dyyéinn, ye receved the law for or as the or dering of an-
gels, see Bengel in loc. In Phil. iv. 16. the construction sis vy yeeiav
pov imépdors is an entirely different conception from z4v ze. w. éx., and
therefore belongs not here.

5. Verbs which in the active take two ace., one of a person the other
of a thing, in the passive retain the latter, e. g. 1 Thess. ii. 15. naguds-
cevsy Gg E8uddydyq7re. Soalsoin the constructions Luke xii. 47. Sagy-
vezon Shiyas (comp. Séesr zuvdy napyds)s Mr. X, 88. 26 Baneisua & Byw
Barzigouas, Banziodivas Rev. xvi. 9. (comp. Lucian. Tox. 61. Dion. Hal.
IV. p. 2162, 8.). The same takes place also in verbs which in the ac-
tive govern a dative of the pers. together with an acc. of the thing, as
in the passive they are considered causal wverbs: Gal. ii. 7. RerlorEvmO
70 ebayyénor (from megredo 2ol iy passive muorevopad 7)1 Cor ix. 7.
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see Fischer ad Well. IIL. I. p. 487. Matth. IL. 946. the analogy of which
ﬂsgmu’ym follows: Acts xxviii. 20. Ny GMdy TavThy n‘egu’xemac (from

daous megixavzal por) Heb. v 2 D'Orville ad Charit. p. 240, Matth. LI,
" 947. Then the acc. with the passive generally designates the remote
object, viz. that part of the subject affected by the signification of the
verb: 1 Tim, vi. 5. SuzpSoguévor vov wobw (from: Suapdele.. zwi zov wvoiw)
2 Tim. iii. 8. John xi. 44. 8:8epévor 7obs nodas wai zobs xeceas, Phil. i. 11.
renangauévor xagndy duxaoss, 2 Cor. iii. 18. 24y adesy elxdve perapogpoy-
peba, Heb. x. 22., comp. Valckenzxr ad Herod. 7, 29. Hartung on the
cases 61.

6. Hence it became usual to express in the acc. case (even without the
passive construction) the remote object added to a verb or noun as a more
- exact expletive, as Jud. vii. 7. 20y §pocow zobrors 7ednoy erogver-
oacor, 2 Tim. iii. 8. Luke ix. 14, xavaxrivare advods xatsias dvd mevrn-
xovzo (in rows to fifty) comp. Jer. xxx. 14. 1 Sam. xx, 17., Mr. vi. 39.
tnizaer abrols draxhvar ndvvas, oupndain supstdcwe (in several companies),
in all which cases the acc. was apprehended in a certain relation to the
verb of the sentence, Bernhardy 108. comp. Herm. ad Sopk. (Ed. C.
1402. (The last two of the examples above are only an extension of
the construction with two accusatives). This acc. is used to designate
qualities, properties, or relations still more extensively (Bernhardy 117.)
Acts xviil. 8. gxyporowes z4v 7§ xvye (Lucian. Asin. 43. Agath. 2,
26.), John vi. 10. dvéregor of ‘drdges vov Geududy Hosl mevraxisyiror (aS
to, in number), comp. Isocr. de big. p. 842. and many others, Lob. ad
Phryn. p. 364. Hence also for specifications of time in different con-
structions, Acts X. 8. el8ev 2u Sgdpaze boel Seay dvvdeqy vis auéeas dyyshov,
eic. Rev. iii. 8. (Herod. 2, 2.) Luke xxii. 41. xxiii. 56. 25 udv sdBBazor
pobxacay, John V. 5. Gy zis drvdewnos ixel, veudxovra xal dxzd ¥vy Lywy by
vy oodeverq (Bernhardy p. 116.; on the Hel. see Ewald Gr. 591.; the
same use exists in Eng. Trs.); and finally merely as adv. John viii. 25.
vqw Gexyv. See Hermann ad Vig. p. 880. In this way the accusative
is connected with the dat., and therefore both cases occur in many for-
mulas, e. g. z5 yévos Herodian. 1, 8. 2. Diod. Sic. 1, 4. and 2§ yévec Mr.
vil. 26. Acts iv. 36. Plutarch. Demosth. p. 889. B. (as with zév deidpév
occurs 75 Gewdpg) Bernhardy 118., comp. Luke xxiv. 25. eadels 5
xa¢dia, Dion. Ilal. de Lys. 7. p. 243. Lips.; on the other hand, ge«-
dbs zov vovw. See Wetsten. [. 826.

Rev. xviii. 17. 8oor vy gdnrasoar igydforrar does not cowe under this
rule. In this phrase gda is to be taken as the immediate object (comp.
Boissonade ad Philostr. p. 452.), like yjv égyides0as Pausan. 6, 10, 1.
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Mt. iv. 15. §8ov gonrdosys (from Isa.) is very peeuliar: it is translated
by or near the way. Passages like 1 Sam. vi. 9. 2 660w Selaw avzss o=
gsvosrar, Exod. xiii. 18. do not justify this case here in connection with
vocatives. Nor do I believe that the LXX. have extended this use of
the acc. so far beyond all the proper limits of prose (comp. Bernhardy
p. 114.), but with Fritzsche regard &3o» gan. in the Septuag. as a gloss
from Symmachus.

7. The ace. in some places is taken to be absvlute, where, on closer
inspection, we may discover the grammatical reason of the acc. in the
structure of the sentence. So in Rom. viii. 8. 28 é&8vvazor 7o
vépov — — § dedg 7ov fawrov Dby néudas — xaréxgwe zav Guogriov IS
evidently, according to the proper sense, equivalent Lo 2o adwvaror zob
pouov indunoey & Seds, néudag — — xal xoraxgivwy, etc.  In Acts xxvi. 3.
the ace. yrdorqr 8vva is certainly to be considered an anaceluthon, which
with the addition of participles is frequent, see § 64. IL. 2., comp. Eph.
i. 18., where also Koppe incorrectly finds an acc. absolute. In Luke
XX1v. 46. ¥8ec nabery zor Xewsrdr — — xab xnevydyvaw int 76 dvéuate obrod
perdvoroy — — Gebdpuevoy dno Tegovsunsu the ace. (in the construct.
of acc. with infin.) is grammatically clear, and the detduevov only added in
a loose respect: beginning (viz. the xyevsswr), or impersonally it being
begun, comp. Herod. 3. 91. Yet see Kypke I. 344. As to Rev. i. 20.
see Ewald in loc. Tinally, in Rev. xxi. 17, 2uézence 20 2six0s 245 ménews
Exardy zeodag. Agxivs pireoy avdednor, ete. the last words are a loose ap-
position to the clause duézg. 25 2sixos, etc. comp. Matth. 1. 916.  More-
over, comp. Matth. ad Eurip. Med. p. 501. Sprachl. T1. 955. (As to
an acc. apposit. and an anacoluth. in the acc. of partic. see below, and on
the casus absol. comp. A. Wannowski Syntaxeos anomal. Gr.pars de
coustr., qu. dic. absol. Lips. 1835. 8vo. See Stuart N. T\ Gr. § 108.

§ 83. Connection between a Verb (neuter) and its dependent Noun by
means of Prepositions.

Many verbs, especially those which signify an affection of the mind,
are connected with their predicate by the interposition of a prepo-
sition : and in this the N. T. usage is sometimes conformable to the
Greek, sometimes -exhibits more of the Hebrew oriental usage. The
following classification may be offered: (@) Verbs of rejoicing or griev-
ing, which by the Greeks are often construed with the dative alone (in the

23
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N. T. only yaigeww 7 #anide Rom. xii, 12. in this way,) have mestly the
prep. i after them (comp. Warm ad Dinarch. p. 40.) zaigew Mt. xviii.
13. Luke i. 14. Acts xv. 81. 1 Cor. xiii. 6. Rev. xi. 10. (comp. Xen.
Cyrop. 8, 4. 12. Diod. Sic. 19. 55. Isocr. permut. p. 738. Arrian. Ind.
35.), svpealveodas Rev. xviii. 20., sunnonelodae Mr. iii, 5. (Xen. Mem. 3, 9.
8.). but sometimes also ¥ (ammsiv b Jacobs ad Ackill. Tat. p. 814.), as
zaeescy Luke x. 20, Phil. 1. 18, (Col. 1. 24.), evpeuir. Acts vii, 41., ayan-
aaodae 1 Pet. 1. 6. (1), on the other hand dyarneodw 2m Xen. Mem. 2, 6.
35. 3,5, 15. Of the verbs t0 be angry dyavaxzeiv With nsei (to be angry
on account of some one) Mt. xx. 24. Mr. x. 41., but (like dyavaxzsiv éni
Lucian. Abdic. 9. Aphthon. p. 267.) seyileodur éne vwe Rev. xii. 17.
comp. Joseph. bell. jud. 3, 9. 8. (in the Septu. even deyilecdue iv =. Judg-
2, 14.). The opposite sidoxsiv is according to the Hebrew 2 ya m, and the
LXX. constructed it with # (f0 kave pleasure in), it may either be
used of persons Mt. iii. 17. Luke iii. 22. 1 Cor. x. 5. or of things
2 Thess. ii. 12. (comp. also 3érsww & Deut. xxi. 14. 1 Sam. xviii. 22.
Col. ii. 18.); in the Greek the dative would be sufficient (yet comp. Po-
lyb. 2, 12. 3.): dgxeiodor which usually takes the dative (Luke iii. 14.
Heb. xiii. 5.) is once in 3 John 10. connected with ix{.—(b) Verbs sig-
nifying to wonder, to be amazed, are followed by #r¢ with a dative; so
Soawpdeww Mr. xii. 17, Luke iv. 22. xx. 26. Acts xiil. 12., 2xanmjocsodo
Mt. xxii. 33, Mr. i. 22, xi. 18. Luke iv. 32. Acts xiii. 12., which is also
frequent among the Grecks. According to another construction §e is
used, to wonder cn account of a thing, Mr. vi. 6., as /Elian. V. II. 12,
6. 14, 86. savpdlew vwo 8ié 7.  But Sovu. 2v 2 zeowlaw Luke 1. 21.
can signify by kis remaining, yet comp. Sir. 11, 31, About £mi2ssS0r
swe see above § 81. 1.—(c) Verbs signifying fo kave pity smaayzvideoda
are usually connected withix: either with the accus. Mt. xiv. 14. xv. 32. Mr.
viil. 2. ix. 22. or with the dat. Mr. vi. 34. Luke vii. 13. (Isocr. permut. p.
778.), and only once with reei Mt. 1x. 36.; sreciodas is used as a transitive,
see § 82, 1.—(d) Verbs signifying to confide in, to trust, to hope, to boaust,
are constructed with 2z, év, sis, as nénoda 2nl zwe Mr. X. 24. Luke xi.
22. 2 Cor. 1. 9. (Agath. 209, 5. 306, 20.), =/ 2. Mt. xxvii. 43., with 2
Phil. 1ii. 3. 2 Thess. 1il. 4.; nwszedewr inl 70 Rom. ix. 88, 1 Pet. ii. 6.
Septu. (about sorevar ¢ or in wwa to believe in some one, see above
§ 81 2.) enmidew éni with dat. Rom. xv.12. Phil. iv. 10. (Polyb. 1,
82. 6.), with accus. 1 Tim. v. 5. 1 Pet. iii. 5., ¢ John v. 45. 2 Cor. 1.
10. (Herodian. 7. 10. Joseph. bell. jud. 6, 2. 1., 4 &5 vwa ¥ Plut.
Galba. c. 19.), & 1 Cor. xv. 19. (comp. Xen. Cyrop. 1, 4. 25. Mem. 4,
2. 28. Polyb. 1, 59. 2. tanida égsww Iy 2.), zavydodas éne zove Rom. v. 2.
(Diod. Sic. 16, 17., similar gepviveodar Diog. L. 2, 8. 4. Isocr. big. p.
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840. and gvswododee Diog. L. 6, 2. 4., more frequently é&» Rom. ii. 17.
23.1 Cor. iii. 21. Gal. vi. 13. (Jerem. ix. 22. Ps. cxlix. 5.)——(e) Of verbs
of sinning, lransgressing, éuegrdvew alone takes the object sinned against,
with the prepos. s25 Mt. xviii. 15. Luke xvii. 3. 1 Cor. vi. 18., comp.
Herod. 1, 138. Isocr. permut. p. 750. Agin. p. 920. 931. M. Anton. 7.
26., comp. Wetsten. I. 443., on the other hand duagizdr =eés o Joseph.
Antt. 14, 15. 2., reel zwo Isoer. permut. 754, duogr. zwe 1 Sanz. xiv. 33,
1 Kings viii. 31. 33. Judg. x. 10.—(f) The verbs deéoxsuv to please, and
pavipas o appear, take after them the Hellenistic preposition inmeov in-
stead of the dative of the person to whom something is pleasing or ap-
pears, Acts vi. 8. ggeoer 6 Moyog dvdmioy mavzos vov mandove (Judg. x. 5.
xiv. 7. Deut. 1. 23.) Luke xxiv. 11. t¥pdmoor dvdrioy adrior beel Mgos 76
grpara. "Agéoxew occurs also with ivavrior zw. in the Sceptu. Num.
xxxvi. 6. Gen. xxxiv. 18.

It is properly a redundancy when verbs signifying to follow are con-
strued with the prep. weza or odv (comp. comitari cum aliquo in Latin in-
scriptions), Rev. vi. 8. xiv. 13. see Wetsten. N. T\ 1. 717. Lob. ad
Phryn. p. 354, Meineke p. 259. Schiifer ud Demosth. V. 590. Giller

ad Thue. II. p. 299. Wurm ad Dinarch. p. 15. Hebraistic is dxon.
6niow zwds (M) Mt. x. 38. 1 Kings xix. 30. Isa. 45. 14.

§ 84. Use of the Adjective.

L. A neuter adjective (particip.) in the singular (more rarely in the
plural) followed by a noun in the genit. is frequently equivalent to an ab-
stract noun, especially. when the language had no corresponding noun
(Wyss. dialectol. p. 80.): Phil. iii. 8. 25 dreeiyor zijs yrdoews, Heb. vii.
18. 2o (v7s vronys) ddbvaror xal dwwperts, 1 Cor. i.25. 26 uogor zod dsob
76 Godevis Tov Seov, comp. Rom. ii. 4. ix. 22. Phil. iv. 5. Heb. vi. 17. 2 Cor.
iv. 17. viii. 8. An instance of the plurul is found in Rom. i. 20. 74
dégara zob Beop, where the reference is to the following: 4 2 &ideos Stva-
s xol Oeorng.

To Soxiuror s nigzews in 1 Pet. i. 7. does not belong here, as Soxcpeor
is itself a noun, comp. Fritzsche in loc., and Jas. i. 3. in his Pralim.
p- 44.  An adj. Soxiuwos does not exist.

Rom. i. 19. 26 yroozdr zob eob is not the same as % ywidous 2. 0., but
either that of God which is known (to man) or that of (in) God which
can be known. The latter signification of the yvaszes, which Tholuck
doubts, see Soph. (id. R. 362. Plat. rep. 7. p. 517. C. Aristot. Metaph.
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4. (5) p. 70. comp. Schulthess Theol. Annal. 1829. p. 976. Reiche has
by no means refuted this interpretation, but thinks that interpreters have
made the distance between these two possible modes of apprehending
the subject much wider than it really is.

The above usage, which arises directly from the nature of the neuter,
is not foreign to the Greels; especially have the later prose writers adopt-
ed it from the technical language of philosophy. The examples collected
by Georgi (Hierocr. 1. p. 39.), however, must be well sifted. The fol-
lowing are real parallels: Demosth. Phil. 1. p. 20. A. 26 2av deaw edpevés,
and de fals. leg. p. 213. A. 26 dopunés adrrs, Thuc. 1, 68. 7o miorov 255
nomzeiagy 2, Tl. 20 acdevis v7s ywduns, Galen. protrept. 2. 2o 255 véxvys
dazarov, Heliod. 2, 15. 83. 20 dnrsgBdaroy v5s mnns, Philostr. Apoll. 7,
12. Diod. Sic. 19, 55. Diog. L. 9, 11. 4. Lucian. Pisc. 252. This
construction with participles is especially peculiar to Thucid. (and the
Byzantines). Comp. Ellendt. ad Arrian. Alex. 1. p. 253, Niebuhr. ind.
ad Dezxip., Eunap. and Malch.

2. That which should be signified by means of an adjective as the
qualifying term, is sometimes not so expressed, but with a change of
construction, by a noun; and (&) so that the principal noun is in the ge-
nitive: 1 Tim. vi. 17. pn faruxévac 2ni wrodzov adyadryze not to trust to
the uncertainty of riches, i. e. to riches, which are uncertain, Rom. vi.
4. iva guels & xowbrgr Sogs, neerariowney, vii. 6. 2 Thess. ii. 11.
This construction, however, is not arbitrary, but aims at a greater pro-
minence of the chief thing represented, which, expressed by an adjective,
would stand rather in the back ground. It is therefore niore of a rheto-
rical than grammatical nature. Cemp. Zumpt Lat. Gramm. p. 554.
and instances from the Greek in Held ad Plutarch. Timol. p. 368.

Correctly speaking, only those passages can be reckoned here, in which
the noun, followed by a genit. is connected with a verb, which most na-
turally belongs to the noun in the genit. and characterizes it as the prin-
cipal noun (as ingemuit corvi stupor). Passages like the following are
therefore to be excluded: Col. ii. 5. Brénwy 25 srsgéwpa vijs niswsws, 2 Cor.
iv. 7. iva 5 dregBorg 25 duvdpsos § zob eov, Gal ii. 14. 6eSomodecy meds
Ty GAndewor vov edayyeriov, Heb. 1x. 2. 5% nedbeois 78y derwy means, the
setting out of the louves (shew bread), and 1 Pet. i. 2. dyraouds nvsdua-
7os, as a single glance at the context will show, is not synonomous with
nvedpa dysore  Finally, the phrase nopBdvery 29y inayyerior vod mvedpazos
Acts ii. 33. Gal. iii. 14. signifies to receive the promise of the Spirit,
which takes place when the promised good itself is received (xouc{zo6as
7qv énayyehiav), When the promise is fulfilled.

(b) More frequently so that the noun expressing the property or qua-
lity (mostly of the soul) is in the genitive: Luke iv. 22. adyor 755 xderzos,
Luke xvi. 8. oixovduos vi¢ d8uxing, Col. i. 13. dudg vi¢ Gydmys, Luke xviil,
6. xgurqs vis dduxias, Rev. xiil. 3. 4 nayyy 7o Savizov a deadly wound,
Rom. i. 26, xddn éruuins, 2 Pet. ii. 10, In prose this construction is
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‘Hebrew (and in this language the result not only of a want of adjectives
Ewald 572., but also of the more perspicuous or explicit manner of the
Oriental languages), but in more elevated style, examples of it exist in
the Greek, see Erfurdt ad Soph. (Ed. R. 826. Herm. ad Vig. p. 887.
891. Comp. Pfochen diatr. p. 29. Those quoted by Georgi Vind.
p- 214. are almost all useless.*

If in such a case there be added a personal pronoun in the genit., in
translating, it is construed as belonging to the general idea: Heb. i. 3.
23 frpate vqs Suvdusws adzob by his powerful word, Rev. iii. 10. xiii. 3.
Still further it is contended (e. g. Vorst Hebraism. p. 570. Storr. Observ.
p- 234.), that when two nouns connected express one idea, the demonstr.
pron. grammatically agrees with the noun governed: e. g. Acts v. 20. z4
fmpara i Sws zaveqs instead of zadra these words of life, xiii. 26.
& néyos vijs cwrngias vaveys this doctrine of salvation, Rom. vii. 24. ix
z0b cdparos Tov Savdrov roprev, comp. the Peschito. But this canon
(which even Bengel follows) is not genuine. In Rom. 7. zeizov might
have been construed with sduaros by Paul himself; but it would not be
without meaning connected with gavdzov, since as the Apostle had fre-
quently mentioned gdvazos (ver. 10. sq.), he might easily refer back to
that, see Kollner in loc.; in Acts xiii. 23. swrge "Incovs had already
been mentioned; & nroyds ». cwr. ¢. is therefore, the doctrine of this
(by the mediation of Christ) selvation; in Acts 5. the pron. refers to the
salvation which the Apostles were then proclaiming. The LXX. have
not translated so incorrectly the phrase 1933 *9"9% Isa. ii. 20. which ne-
cessity demanded, but which is much more natural as the two words are
essentially one, comp. Isa. ii. 20. 76 Bdermiypara avrod 76 deyves, Deut. i
41. 76 oxedy 26 morsuuxd adrod. It cannot be readily seen how Luke
and Paul in so plain sentences could have fallen upon a construction so
irregular. What Georgi Vind. p. 204. and Munthe obs. ad Actsv. 20. have
quoted from the Greek, on near inspection loses all its value (Fritzsche
Egzc. 1. ad Mr. p. 771.)

Nore 1. That the Hebraism (Gesen. Lchrgeb. p. 661. Vorst He.
braism. p. 282.) of a neuter adjective expressed by the feminine, is found
in Luk. xi. 33. si¢ xgvregy vi0y01, is rather absurd; xevnrq existed already
as a noun in Gr. usage signifying, ¢ covered place or alley, a subterra-
neous cavern, ¢ vault, and is there very suitable. See Matthwi in loc.
small ed. On the other hand Mt. xxi. 42, (Mr. xii. 11.) raes xveiov
tyfvezo a B 7 q (vobro), xal éovi Sovpaorsy (Sawpacrdy) is a quotation from
Ps. cxviii. 22., and this oceurs also elsewhere in the Septuag.

* The genit. of the matter does not belong here, Alfav xgdds, €. g. among the Greeks
was just equivalent to, a ram out of stone, and only in conformity with the Lat, could
an adjeet. be required.  In Phil iv. 18. also dopd edwdlas (comp. Aristot. Rhet. 1, 11.)
is the pleasant emanation of a sweet odor, and not put exaclly for edadng. It is now
generally conceded by the best interpreters that 1 Cor. x. 16. 3 woThetov THg elAepiag
and Rom. i. 4. melpa dyiwatimg are to be interpreted by the above cauon. Comp.
Glass, T. 26.
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Nore 2. Instead of concrete adjectives, which would be taken sub-
stantively, in conformity with Hebrew usage we find nouns with fios or
véxvor, which, according to the lively perceptions of the oriental inhabit-
ants, denote the most intimate connection with (dependence on) something,
(Vorst Hebraism. p. 467. 19.): e. g. diol drsidecas Ephes. ii. 2. (children
of disobedience, born as it were from the drsdela, raised, attuched to her
like to a mother), rvéxvo porés Ephes. v. 8., zéxvo draxogs 1 Pet. i. 14.,
zéxva deyns Ephes. ii. 8., zéxva xavdeas 2 Pet. ii. 14. (1 Kings ii. 26. 1
Sam. xix. 29. Deut. xxv. 2.) ‘Lhe phrases nailss iaresw, Svordnov
(espec. in Lucian.) quoted by Wahl. Clav. IL. p. 985. are inore similar to
the viol 7y <dwoedrwr. Netther Schwarz nor Georgi has proved that
nols OF zéxvov in Gir, prose is connected with an abstract noun, as in the
examples above. For examples from the ecclesiastical writers see
Epiphan. Opp. L. p. 380. B. o¢ $e0l vqs Ganbuis RioTEWS.)

Nore 8. Ephes. vi. 12. 24 nvsvparixd 775 novyedos is a peculiarity, for
which only Gregor. Nyssen. IL. p. 28. has 7o mvsvpdza, for the Syr.
translates according to the sense. The Gr. usage, which interpreters
here adduce (sce Koppe in loc.) raghemnol for magfévor Odyss. n. 39.,
is only found in poets in the better ages; but occurs in the Byzantiue
writers, €. g. & inmuxy {01 4 inntos (in Ducas p. 18. and generally, za
Soawpévea, which originally was an ad). and in the later Gr. used substan-
tively as Saluovss, presents an appropriate analogy); a genitive depending
on it, e. g. 26 Sacpovia 77¢ Gée-s, would not therefore be strange. But
in Fph. as above, the abstract seems to have been designedly chosen as
antithetical to rgds alna ol sdexa, not with sensual antagonists, but with
spiritual you maintain the conflict.

§ 35. Connection of the Adjective with the Noun.

1. Of the rule, that adjectives agree in gender and number with the
nouns which they qualify, there occur exceptions both in Gr. writers, and
in the N. T. (in the latter seldom), where the adjectives are accommo-
dated to the sease, and not to the grammatical character of the nouns.

(a) In respect to gender the following passages may be noticed: Rev.
Xix. 14. 26 srearsopora 7o iv odgavis ~ — 8 985 Svuévor Boswor revady ete.
(as Xen. Mem. 2, 2. 8. uf wérels ~— — néyovres, Xen. Cyrop. 1, 2. 12.,
yet more bold, Aristid. Tom. L. p. 267. cxtr. Jebb. duina xai srovdy 2o
fxaziewdsy peylorwy ndhewv, xohovr T 0y T Os adrovs), 1V 8. zégsuga
goo — — réyovzws. Iphes. iv. 17. (ii. 11. does not belong here), 1
Cor. xii. 2. Also Rev. Xi. 15. iyévovro puvai peydrae &v 73 odgore, &
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y ov 7 & 5, Where celestial beings themselves, to whom the voices belonged,
were in the mind.

2 Johu iv. belongs here only remotely, tydeyw, 62i edgnxa tx 2oy v é x-
VwY G0V MEELROTOVYT S iy GAydeig.

(&) In respect to number. With collective nouns the adjective is often
in the plural : e. g. Luk. xix. 37, Gnay 20 naq Qo5 v0v padqrdy gal -
eovzss, (Diod. Sic. 11, 25, xdxway mangos eis adray xaranzaupévovs 5, 43,
Xen. Hell. 2, 8. 55. Xen. Ephes. 1, 3.), Actsiil. 11. gurédeaps rdg 6 rads
— —Z¥xdapBor, comp. John xii. 12, Luk. ii. 13. (Philoctr. Apoll.
2, 12.) Acts v. 16. (xxi. 36. if we prefer wgdlovzes with good Codd.),
Rev. vii. 9. xix. 1. (Judith vi. 18.) Luk. xxiii. 1. var. On the other
hand in Rev. iii. 9. 2&» 2¢y. is not to be taken as an epithet of svraywyjs,
but partitively, sing. and plur. connected, see Mr. viii. 1. raprdrnov xrov
Brros xoi py dxdvray ol pdyess comp. Diod. Sic. xiv. 78. zod nnmdovs owr-
Teéxovros ~— —— xal vobs wisdobs ngdregoy ontauroivrey Virg. Jn. 2, 63.
undique visendi studio Trojane juventus circumfusa RUIT CERTANTQUE
illudere capto. See Poppo ad Thue. 1. p. 102. Bornemann ad Xen. 4pol.
p- 36. ad Anad. p. 354. Jacobs ad Anthol. Pal. 1II. 811. Palairet
observ. p. 201. Herm. ad Lucian. consecr. hist. p. 301. Ast ad Plat.
Legg. p. 105.

The occurrence of two different genders in Rev. xiv. 19. is worthy
of remark, Rev. xiv. 19. ¥3anev eis v 92 Aqgvov 200 Jupov Tov Seod 7 69
péyav (apog is sometimes also of the masculine gender, Septuagint
Gen. xxx. 37. 42. Vatic. see Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 188. Buttm. ausfiilkrl.
Gramm. p. 151.) Acts xi. 28, apudy péyav, 47es ete. would be similar as
Cod. Laudianus has, yet see Kiinil 2n loc. Parallels with such va-
riations of gender cannot be looked for in Gr. authors. I should not
be disposed to relieve the apocalypse of this harshiness.* Phil. ii. 1* &
71§ OrtAdyyre xal oixriguol, as the best Codd. have, and Matthii prefers,
is very singular. It may perhaps be a lapsus pennz, as % 7ve and & ze
occur three times in the immediately preceding passage.

2. If a preceding adjective belong to two or more nouns of different
genders, it must be repeated before each, e. g. Jas. 1. 17. ndoa S60us
dyads ol wav Sdenpe vénswor, Mr. Xiil. 1. mozazoi alSo¢ xal moramal oixo-
gopal, Acts iv. 7. &y roly Svwdues 4 Iv mole dvépaze, 1 Cor. xiii. 2. 1 Pet.
ii. 1. (3 Esr. iii. 5.) comp. Aristot. Nicom. 7, 9. in. Plutarch. Vitt. p.
369. ete. The contrary see in Luk. x. 1. si¢ ndoar nénw xai 267t0v, COTP.

# Liteke (Apokal. I. p. 225.) would in this passage cither read +e¥ peydrov with one
codex (perhaps a eorrection), or consider it a construc. ad sensum, as the writer thonght
only of the Oug. 7ot 8e. with the #dv méyav. The lutter, as Licke confesses, is very far-
fetched. See Matth. kl. Ausg. p. 63.
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Diod Sic. 1, 4. pezd noadijs xaxoradeios xai xewdivey Plutarch. Mor. p. 993.
If the nouns be of the same gender, or if a difference of gender can-
not be designated by different terminations in the adjective, the adjective
is usually connected only with the first, Acts ii. 48. Mt. iv. 24. xiii. 32.
ix. 35, xxii. 88. Mr. ii. 15. Ephes. i. 21.

The fol]owing epithet is repeated with both nouns, Rev. xxi. 1. odeardy
xaewov xad yip zowgw—In Heb. ix. 9. 8&ed 2& xal Guoias the first predicate
p Svvdpevar relates only to the latter noun as the plmcxpal (bloody offer-
ings, sin offerings). Comp. Iliad 1I. 186. o Huézecal 2’ dadyos xoi vin
2éxva slar’ dvi weyagols noTLdéypevac.

The plural of an adj. be]onging to two nouns might seem to occur in
1 Pet. wii. 18. od poagrors deyveie 5 xevoip imweddnre, but the pougz. must
be condidered the principal word, agy. and gevo. rather as expletwes. not
by corruptible things, silver or gold

Note. About the supposed Hypallage in respect to the connection of
an adjective with its noun in Luk viii. 32. 2 Cor. iii. 7., see Appendiz.
Of a different nature are the solecisms occurring in Rev., as to which
comp. Winer's Exeget. Studien. I. p. 154. They give to the style the
appearance of more harshness, but may be explained as anacoluthon and
mingling of two counstructions, or in another way, which should always
have been adopted, rather than ascribe either to the ignorance of the
writer, who has displayed a knowledge of grammatical rules in other
much more difficult constructions. Examples analogous to most of these
are found in Greek writers; but they are not of so frequent occurrence
as in the apocalypse. The following may be noticed. Rev. ii. 20. is
probably to be construed thus: §z¢ dpecs v yovaixd oov ’InodBers 4 réyovon
davrny neodgrw xel Suddoxse xai nrovg cte. who representing herself as a
prophetess, teaches and seduces etc. Rev. viii. 9. may be explained as
a union of two constructions anéduve 7o zeirov TGY xTopdTwy TOV iy
o) Sahdooy, 76 ¥xovea v xds (namely the two methods of expression
BréSe 2o veiT. — — 2oy Exdvroy Yuy. and dréSove o xTicpaTa To Eyovra
Yz, (xova) 26 velzor are connected in one sentence); vii. 9. el8ov, xui
idob dxros moMg— — 267 & T &5 Ewbdrior Tod Iporov nee
BeBaquévous (where the writer connecting in his mind the ¢§od with
the nominat., and the fidor with the acc. rege3z3., mingled the two con-
structions, comp. Judith x.7. Stallbaum ad Plat. Euik_/phr p. 32.)
In Rev. v. 11. 12. r,]xovo’a Quuvnv a’y*yc?&wv ~— = xol v & GEtduds adTdY wu-
eradss pugrddwy — réyorres™ the last is not connected with yvgmﬁag but
(apprehending the words xai 7y ~— —- pvg. as a par enthesis) to dyysnol as
if the writer had begun: guwyiy érjear dyyenos ete. (Similar in Thue. 7
42. z0is Sveaxovoiots — — xovdniqbes odx GAlyy Syévero — —

# In the Septuag. the particip. Afyav (Aéyovres) is often used without regard to gram-
matical constructions: Gen, xiv. 1. dyenibn giua ruglov — — Aéywy, xxxviil. 13. xlv. 1G.
xxii. 20, Exod. v. 14. Josh. x. 17. 1 Sam. xv. 12. Judg. xvi. 2. corresponding with
the Heb. npn.  But it can be explained as a confusio duar. structur. See Exeg.
Stud. 156.
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SeGvTeg, Achill. Tat. 6, 12. reigarpeior zavra sivai oot Soxer, — ~—
Gvdea TowovTor AafB OV 6 o Plat. Pheed. c. 29. p. 81. A. oﬁxoﬁu—‘a'ﬂz‘m piév
Ixovon els TO Guotoy adrh 70 Geedis drégyerar v Sevby e — ——~—, 0% &P L x 0-
p vy Sndeyst avry evdatpors sivar, tAGyns ————Gnyrraypévy, doneg O
Myerar xoTd TOV pEpvnuéver, bs GAgdOs TOY Aountdy xeOvoy pert Sedv Ot k-
youoa (for Swyovey.) More striking is Rev. iil. 12. 26 dvoua v7s @drews
zob Oc0v pov, vis xowds Ieg., § x oz aBalvovsa ix 2od obg. — —= xai 7O
Bvoud pov 6 xawdy (where 5 xaraB. etc., as it cannot be taken for the
nominal. tituli, must perhaps be considered a parenthesis, as if it were
for afiry doziv 4 xaraB.), and Xiv. 12. &8 d@ouory oy dycwr doziv: of 7 y-
eobwres vhs évroras etc. is a sudden transiticn to a new sentence, as
e. g. Jas. ifi. 8. zqv yadooay 0ddels Svvaror Gvdedmay Soudoat, Gxardsyeroy
#0%0V, weoTn LoD SoraryPégov.

3. Two adjectives without a copulative are connected with a noun in
1 Pet. i. 18. ix 27¢ poraias dudv dvacreopys coreomacadézov. The adjec-
tives here are not of the same order, but the one directly qualifies the
noun, constituting with it one idea, the other is an epithet of this idea
made up of the noun and adjective: your wain-service recetved from the
Sathers (good-for-nothing service); John xii. 8. uieov vdgSov wiszuxss wor
mziuou, where vdedos mugzexy (a mercantile designation of a particular
kind of nard ointment in great demand) takes the adj. wopvz. costly. See
in general Dissen ad Pindar. ed. Goth. p. 303. Herm ad Eurip. Hec.
p- 54. Comp. Kiritz. ad Sallust. Jug, p. 172. Matth. II. 998. and Jen,
Lit. Zeit. 1812, No. 160,

§ 36. Of the Comparative of Adjectives.*

1. Instead of the comparative the positive occurs, (@) with 3 the par-
ticle of comparison, e. g. Mt. xviii. 8. z a2 dv sol 267w eigerdesy — —
xwndy 5 xUAdY, 7 Suo yeteas —— — Eyovra, e€tc. Mr. ix. 43. 45. This me-
thod of expression is found several times in the Greek writers, comp.
Aristot. probl. 29, 6. nuguxazadiuny aloyedy droszegnoar mixgdy 3 mod
davevoduevor Herod. 9, 26. Msop. 134. de Fur., with adv. Pluta:ch.
Pelop. 4. zovrovs Gy dedios %ol Sixoiws MEOsHYOLEDTELE CUVGEYOVTas XAl CVOT LN
#qyovs 7 exeivous, Diod. Sic. 11, 11., (in Lat. comp. Plaut. Rud. 4, 4. 70.
lacite BONA est mulier semper quam loquens,) see Heupel ad Mr. p. 249.

* Comp. G. W. Nitzsch de comparativis Grace lingue modis, in his ed. of Plat,
Io. Lips. 1822. 8vo.
24
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d’Orville ad Charit. p. 538. Boissonade ad Murtini Procl. p. 18, Kpyke
1. 89., and is there perhaps, with Fritzsche ad M¢. p. 574., originally to
be explained by the fact that the writers had at first no comparison in mind
(otherwise Herm. de ellips. p. 185. and ad Vig. p. 884. and Schiifer ind.
ad Esop. p. 188. comp. to it Held ad Plutarch. Timol. p. 317.). This
use of the positive occurs more frequently in the Septu. (Gen. xlix. 12,
Ps. cxviii. 8. Hos, ii. 7. Jon. iv. 3. Lam. iv. 9.), so that § corresponds
entirely to the Hebrew n.* From the Apocrypha comp. Tob. xii. 8.
xaAdy 70 moujcae Mhenpocivyy 5 Sndowelcar xevsiov, iil. 6. Sir. xxil. 15, In
all such passages pdanor is usually supplied.

The use of 7 is bolder, but not materially different, Luke xv. 7. zoea
¥srar dnl fve QUOLTWAG peTavootyTy, 3 Eni bwvevnxovrasvéa Suxalows.  Comp.
Gen. xxxviii. 26. dsdixalorar Oduae 7 yd.

Luke xviil. 14. read thus xazédy ofzos Seduraswpévos——3 éxeivos would
be perfectly consistent with the above usage; but the better Codd. read
7 vae (see also Matthiii’s small ed. on this passage) which has no parallel.
Yet the sentence, according to Hermann’s theory, which Bornemann fol-
lows, might be rendered: this one went away justified — or (went) then
the other, ete.! The yae must, as in other cases, be added to the interro-
gation (also to 7 Xen. Cyrop. 8, 8. 40. Soph, Electr. 1214.) to strengthen
it. Perhaps grse (which is equivalent to 5 in John xii. 43., comp. Lu-
cian. Pisc. 20.) would be a natural correction.

®érsw, 7 to express malle is entirely analogous: e. g. 1 Cor. xiv. 19.
névre Moyovs rorjoor Dérw, 4 uvelovs Adyovs, etc.  So Arrian Epict. 3, 1.
and Bovaopos 4 Herod. 3. 40. Plutarch. Alex. 7. Sull. 8. and Polyb. 13,
5. 3. Yet this usage is more extended, e. g. (Ast ad Plat. rep. p. 388.)
Lys. orat. de affect. tyrann. 1. {yrotoe xeedaivew 3 dugs meidew, etc. see
Kypke I1. 228, Nitzsch 71. Wetsten. L. 781.—Lnke xvii. 2. meizenet oi-
vy — — 4 satius ei est, etc. {comp. Tob. iii. 6. vi. 12. xal xad7jxee AaBeir,
% ndvea Gydgenoy Esop. 121. de Fur.). All grammarians supply here
parrove

2. (b) The positive sometimes occurs with nagq after it and preceding
the word which denotes the object compared, Luke xiii. 2. duagzonro:
naga ndvras 7ovs Fanralovs (where indeed it must be remembered that
Guagzwrds Wants the comparative degree) sinful above all the Galileans,
i. e. surpassing all in sinfulness, comp. Exod. xviii. 11. Num. xii. 3. Neh.
vii. 2. Judith xiii. 18., from the Greek writers Dion. Ial. ep. ad Pomp.
2, 3. dxerys ve xal Mo nog Hyrwody ézégay — Suirexzov, Philostr. Apoll.
3,19. naga ndvras Axawds péyas. (So dnée often in the Septu. e. g.
1 Sam. i. 8. xv. 28. 2 Sam. xiii. 15. comp. Schwarz Commentar. p. 1853.

* The Septuag. seem to prefer forming the Heb. comparative either as above, or
by dmeg and maga; yet the Gr. form is not rare.
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The same preposition stands after the eomparative (see Herm. ad Vig.
p. 862.) Luke iii. 13. maéor maga 70 Swzeraypévor for zov dwazes. comp.
Heb. ix. 23. xeeirroot Jusiats nagd robrag, Xi. 4. prelova Susior "ABen mogd
Kdiv meoonpeyxe, xil. 24. and Thuc. 1, 23. rvxvdregac wagd vo ix vob ngiv
qeovou pvguovsvdpusva.  Similar in Heb. i. 4. zosoivg xgeczzov, 65@.6La¢ogu'>-
zegoy mag’ adrobs xexrqeovdunxsy dvoun. Just so sée in Luke xvi. 8. pgo-
Vipwrgor DR E ¢ Tobs viobs TOU PETOS, Heb. iv. 12., comp. Judg. xi. 25.
xv. 2. xvili. 26, Ps. xix. 10. (Gen. xxxvii. 4. giret adzdv ix wdvrwr vay
viay adrod is allied to the Hebrew eomparative signification.). In Mr.
vil. 86. Goov abros avrols SieoréANETO, HAMMOY WEQLGGOTECOY ExYEVUGGOY, & G oY
stands properly not for the eomparative 6sq parnor, but it must be trans-
lated: the more he forbade them, they proclaimed it the more (than be-
fore). Sce Fritzsche in loc.

3. The comparative is sometimes used, when the object of comparison
is not expressly indicated, which must then be learned from the eontext,
Reiz de accent. inclin. p. 54. Ast ad Plat. Polit. p. 418, 538. Stallbaum
ad Phileb. p. 120. and ad rep. 1. 238. Matth. II. 1021. (The eompa-
ritive for the mere positive is not found in the N. T.): e. g. in Aets xvii.
21, aéysw 7o xol dxobsiw xowérsgov, the comparative denotes that they
wished to hear something newer (than that which was considered new
when just spoken). Among the Greeks too the eomparative (commeonly
vesregor) had become established in the question ¢ Is there any news?”
and abundantly proves that eagerness for news which has been attributed
to the Athenians, (comp. Theoph. ckar. 8, 1. Herod. 1, 27. Eurip. Orest.
1327. Aristoph. Av. 254. Lucian. Asin. 41. Plutarch. gen. Socz. p. 587.
594, Diod. Sic. Exc. Vat. p. 24. Plat. Euthyphr. 1. See Stallbaum in loc.
and ad Plat. Protag. p. 28.—Aets xxv. 10, &¢ zab 0d zddhor enupwdoxsig
is, better than I ean tell it to thee, or than you seem desirous of knowing
it (Lucian. Pisc. 20. Guewor b olso raiza), comp. 2 Tim. i. 18.; 2 Cor.
Vii. 7. &ove pe parror yagqrac must be translated: that I rejoiced still
more (than before on the mere arrival of Titus ver. 6.). Phil. i. 12.
87c 7d wae’ tud pa AN OV els stgozonny ToU edayy. iMfwer MORE (rather)
JSor the promotion (than, what was to be feared, for the hindrance) of the
Gospel.—Acts xxvil. 13. docor nageréyovro vy Keqrq they sailed nearer
to Crete (than they had resolved before ver. 8.). John xiii. 27. § noweis
roiqaey vdziov, more quickly than you appear willing to do, see Liicke
in loc. (Senec. Agamn. 965. crt1us interea mihi edissere, ubi sit gnatus.)
In 1 Tim. iii. 14, éani@ew aSeiv meds o vdylor most translate rdyioy as
positive, some as if it were 2dyisza. The words read thus: this I write
unto you, koping (although I hope) earlier, sooner to come to you (viz.
than my letter arrives, eomp. ver. 15.); Heb. xiii. 19. that I might be
sooner (than would be done without your prayer) restored to you, xiii.
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23. if he come sooner (than I depart). About Mr. ix. 42. see Fritzsche
in loc. 2 Pet. i. 19. see Ullmann on the second epistle of Peler p. 88.
(against Pott). Acts xviii. 26. 2 Cor. ii. 4. Phil. ii. 8. can be easily
understood.

In Mt. xviii. 1. (Mr. ix. 54. Luke. ix. 46. xxii. 24.) and 1 Cor. xiii.
13. the comparative seems to be proper, for in both places there is a
comparison hetween two things: usilwy vovrwr 4 dydny signifies greater
compared with the two others, niovvs and éanig, (peyiory might
imply that ncszes and ianis were different in themselves as to value; =is
dea peidwy Eoriv v vf Pucn. does not mean, who is (among us) THE
greatest (uéyiozos) as if three or four degrees of rank were thought of
among the twelve, (see Ramshorn Lat. Gr. p. 316.) but who is greafer,
viz. than the others taken together (their chief, leader as it were, so that
the eleven are all subordinate in an equal degree to that pscdwy).—Here
might belong also Mt. xi. 11. § 8 uexgérecos év v5 Bacuhelo v. odg. 1. e
& wuxedrseos 7w danwy, he who occupies some lower place in the kingdom
of heaven, comp. Diog. L. 6, 1. 4. tewrydsis v¢ paxagudzegor iv
dv3edmnows, Ly, ebrvzodvrn Grodaveiy, Bauer Glossar. Theodoret. p. 455.
Boissonade ad Philostr. p. 491. (see Ramshorn’s Lat. Gram. p. 311.
Virg. scelere ANTE ALIss immanior omnEs, Gell. 1, 25.)%  Others,
according to the example of the Greek Fathers, prefer the interpunction
6 8t guxg., iv T Bace 7. ovg. peids adrov eorw fhe smaller (lower, viz. I,
Jesus) is greater in the kingdom of heaven than he. 'This interpretation
appears to me not without constraint, especially if é» yevw. yov. should
relate to men in general. Moreover Jesus could not at that time
(when, it is true, he had rot yet opened the kingdom of Messiah, but
for which he was already making preparation, already acted) subject
himself to John in so remarkable a manuer, (for he was at the baptism
publicly announced as the Messiah); and of the ruler of the kingdom of
Heaven it could not well be said év 2§ Bac. #. odg. pec. iovi (even if we
allow much to the laws of the Parallelism. The translation condito reg-
no messiano is uncertain.

There is no difficulty in passages where the compar. is connected with
navrwy: €. g Mt xiii. 82, 8§ puxedregdy 070 mdavewy 2y omsgudrov, Mr.
iv. 32, mdvray 2oy haydvey pecdwy, John x. 29. 1 Cor. xv. 19., as the
compar. here retaios its sense; and the genitive nd» 2 w» is the reason
why such a sentence may also be translated superlatively. This maode
of expression exists among the Greeks, especially the later, e. g. Dio
Chrysost. 3. p. 108. 44. srdvrer nifoviregos, Liban. I1L, p. 17. drdvrwy
drornwrsgov, Athen. I1I. 15. ndvzwr xagrdv dpsmpdrsea, see Jacobs An-
thol. Pal. 111. p. 247. Demosth. fulsa leg. p. 246. Sext. Emp. 11, 43.

Notr 1. The comparative is often strengthened by pianov: e. g. Mr.
vii. 36. pannoy seguocdregor dxnguocor, Phil. 1. 28. roang pannoy xesicoon,

# In 2 Cor. xii. 15. there is a mutual relation between the two comparatives, and
the passage must be translated, even if I, the more I love you, be loved the less by you.
Schott incorrectly: etsi, quum magno vos amore complectar, ete.
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Tonk ad Eurip. Hippol. p. 62. ed. Lips. Weiske Pleon. p. 153. Wyt-
aenbach ad Pl{t)t. Mcz))r? I. g 238. Ast ad Plat. Phadr. p. 395. and ad
Plat. Legg. p. 44. Matth. ad Eurip. Hec. 374. Sprachl. 1L 1022.
Wetsten. I1. 265. Boissonade ad Aristznet. p. 430. In Latin comp.
Ciceto Pis. 14. mihi—quavis fuga porivs, quam ulle provincia_essel
orraTior. Intensity is also given to the comparative by the addition of
#re (like nock in Ger. and yet or still in Eng. T'rs.) Heb. vii. 15. se-
grasdregoy vu, Philiic 9. ¥re pardoy xzai panrnor (Xen: Cyrop. 3, 2. 18.
Achill. Tut. 6, 13. Dion. Hal. 1V. p. 2228, 6.). This use of #z. is very
common among the Greeks, Xen. Mem. 1, 5. 6. iz¢ yxgavéoregor, 2, 1.
27. ¥zu nord Bvrudregos, Cyrop. 5, 4. 20, ¥y indrewr, Anab. 1,9.10. Dion.
Jud. Thue. 25, 2. Finally zond 2 Cor. viii. 22, Xen. Mem. 2, 10, 2.,
comp. Abresch lection. Aristen. p. 233.

Notr 2. About the construction Acts iv. 22. 228y yie 77 nrerovwr Tz-
sagdxovea, XXiv. 11. maelovs eiol poo fuégas Sexadvo see Lobeck ad Phryn.
p. 410. The Latin also corresponds here. Terent. Adelph. 2, 1. 45.
PLUS QUINGENTOS COLAPHOS INFREGIT miki. Comp. Held ad Plutarch.
Hmil. Paull. p. 261.

Note 8. In Acts xvil. 22. xard ndvra &g §evoeSacpovedrigovns
Sucs fewed, the &g seems not to belong to the compar. as an intensive
purticle, but ought probably to be translated: in all respects (as if at every
step) I look upon you as more religious persons (than the rest are, viz.
daneors It would appear from v. 22, that 6zwgeiv was designedly chosen,
and 9swgiw s, although it be unusual, cannot be considered unauthorized.
Others find here a mingling of two constructions; &g e, doze and Seeo.
Viz. dvzasg.

NorE 4. Ieares Acts i. 1. Heb. viii. 7. and the adverb redzor stand
sometimes for medzegos, nedregor; it occurs with the genitive: nedzov
suov John xv. 18, nedzos pov John i. xv,.80. But such a pre-
cision cannot be found in the best Greek prose writers, see Gataker de
stylo N. 7. c. 25. Jacobs ad Elian. Anim. II. p. 88. the Greek is in
this much more free than the Latin, in which primus for prior, and quis
for uter is considered as almost a fault. The decision about Luke ii. 2.
must rest on historical grounds, but the interpretation by neoréea (vov)
Hyspovevovro; Kvenviov (zov fyepovivewy ete.) is grammatically incorrect, as
will be apparen: to any one possessed of the least knowledge and sense
of linguistic propriety.

4. In comparisons, there is sometimes a comparison of one part not with
the corresponding part, but with the whole (Bernhardy 482.): e. g. John. v.
36. uogrvglar peiln 2od ludwov @ testimony greater than John, i. e. than
that of John, like Herod. 2, 184. rugauido, xai obzos dnereinero orrdy Idooa
7oy mavgds, 1. €. than that of his father. There is not here a proper
ellipsis, as the ancient grammarians maintained, since had the speaker
conceived the sentence as in German, it would mean e5s 2o Loy 245 Tod
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nazeos;™ it is better here to suppose a conciseness of expression quite
conformable to the genius of the Gr. language, which frequently occurs
not only in proper comparatives (Herm. ad Vig. p. 717. Schiifer Melet.
p. 57. 127. Matth. I1. 1016., but also in other comparative clauses,
Fritzsche Conjectan. L. p. 1. and ad Mr. p. 147. In Latin comp. Juven.
3, 74. sermo promptus et Isaro TorRRENTIOR, in Hebrew Isa. Ivi. 3. (3
Esr. iii. 5.) Mt. v. 20, 2y pg Segrocevoy dudy 75 Suxatootvy masos viw
yeauuarvéay etc. is also thus explained without any forced construction.
Jesus could speak of a Suxaos. ze., as their conduct would prove this de-
claration, and was so regarded by the people. On the contrary 1 Cor.
1. 25, 26 pweoy Tob feov gopdrecor 7av dwfedrwy mearns, without the usual
(distorted) interpretation (see Pott, Heydenreich and Flatt in loc.), the
JSoolishness of God is wiser than men (are), i. e. what seems foolishness
in the designs of God, is not only wisdom, but outshines all (the wisdom
of ) men, men in their wisdom.

1 Cor. xii. 28. & Soxodusy driporsgn sivar o o pav og belongs not
to the passages in which the genit. of the thing compared depends on the
comparatives; the gen. here is rather to be taken in connectlon with 4:

which (members) of the body.

§ 37. Of the Superlative.

1. Instead of the superlative, we find once, in elevated style, the positive
withanoun denoting the class of objects Luk. i. 28. sdnoyouivy ¢d 2w yvvacEiv
blessed art thou among women. Thisis very much like a Heb. construction
(Gesen. Lehrg. p. 692. Stuart’s Heb. G'r. § 455.) which would be expressed,
among womenthou art the only one, who cun be called blessed, the blessing
of others comes not into comparison with thine, therefore with rhetorical
emphasis: highly blessed. This is not foreign to the Gr. poets, although
the passages quoted by Kiindl as parallel are not exactly so; e. g. Eurip.
Alcest. 473. & pira ywvouxiy and Monk in loc. Aristoph. Ren. 1081,
oxéra dwdedw, more yet Pind. Nem. 3, 76. dieros dxvs Iv nozavors See
Dissen. in loc. ILL. p. 378. comp. also Himer. Orat. 15, 4. of yewvaio
23y ndvwy and Jacobs ad AElian. anim. II. 400. Otherwise Mt. xxii.
36. moia Ivzon ey dng v 76 voug see Fritzsche in loc. In Luke x.

* Only if several such parallel clauses follow one another the article is omitted in
the last. Plat Gorg. 10. & vay ~~ -, 78 & & vfis TT, aAN? obu bx 7av Snue. Comp. Siebelis
ad Pausan, 1V. p. 291,
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42. however the positive is not used for the superlative, gy dyadgy pe-
elda MEerééaro means here: she has chosen the coop part (in reference to
the kingdom of heaven: that which alone deserves this name): Mt. v.
19. 8¢ 8 v noinoy — — obros uéyas xrndjosrar will be called GREAT, not
exactly the greatest.

2. Ouly the following instances of the Heb. mede of expressing the
superlative, as '@1p ¥p, 0™12p 13Y, occur in the N. T. Heb. ix. 3. dywa
aryiwy the most holy place (which however, as it had acquired a fixed de-
nomination, scarcely belongs here), Rev. xix. 16. Basimeds Bacinéor, xiewcs
xveiowy the highest king (comp. 1'Tim. vi, 15. Butno one of these phrases
is a genuine Hebraism: in the Gr. poets we find such repetition of adjec-
tives (used substantively) Soph. Electr. 849. Semnoia Ssunuiwr, &Ed. R.
446. dpnz’ apjqzwy, Soph. Philoct. 65. see Bernhardy 154, Wex. ad
Antig. L. 816. The construction Basihevs Baseréwy is very simple and
even more emphatic than uéyiszos Bac., comp. Aschyl. Suppl. 524. dvag
dvaxzev see Georgi Viad. p. 827. and nova bidlioth. Lubec. I1. 111. As
to the similar of dedives viv alwvwr see the passages in the concordance.

3. The so called superlatives by circumloeution,* in imitation of the
Hebrew, are generally either, («) figurative expressions, which occur in
all languages (and belong for interpretation to the N. T\ Rhetoric), or, (0)
cases which have no relation to the superlative e. g. () Heb. iv. 12. § asyo;
70D 30D TORWTELOS DREE HACAY MG XA AY 8067 0opov, ME. xVil. 20. 24y
Ixnre Rio7 oy ¢ xéxxov suvdnewgtheleast faith, Mt.iv. 16. xadnuivors v
xwed 20l ¢ %0 d Savdzov inthe darkest shadow. Comp. yet Mt. xxviii.
3. Rev. i. 14. xviii. 5. (b) Col. ii. 19. adnows vod Seof not glorious, ex-
traordinary increase, but increase of God, which pleases God. (See
Stuart’s N. T. Gr. p. 188.), (Deus non probat quod vis augmentum sed
quod ad caput, Christum, dirigitar. Calvin.), 2 Cor. i. 12. & 4nadenre xan
siduxgueiq Ocob, N0t perfects incerity, but sincerity valued as such by God
(comp. Svxaiosivy 605 Rom. iii. 21.) Rev. xxi. 11. Zyovsar Ry 86Ear 7ov
deov, not kigh splendor, but probably the splendor of God, see Ewald in
loc. 1 Thess. iv. 16. cunsink Seob, not great (see Bengel in loc.) or far
sounding trumpet (cdnmuy§ uvips peydngs Mt. xxiv. 31., but trumpet of
God, i. e. trumpet which sounds at the command of God (doxdoy sinmuyt
1 Cor. xv. 52.) Rev. xv. 2. xdgor zob Seov o the praise of God, comp.
1 Chron. xvi. 42. In Acts vii. 20. dozsios 7§ 0:5 expresses not so much
the superlative, as intensity of meuning, and is best translated thus, bequ-

* Sec espeeially Pasoris Gram. p- 298. The Heb. mode of expression 9111 Dy
is found in the later Gr. poets, see Boisson, ad Nic, p. 134, 383. comp. in Sepin. Ex.
112, c¢édpa opddea. Not very different is §oov §oev in Heb. x. 37. a Little litile {Herm.
ad Vig. p. 726.) see also Septuag. Isa. xxvi, 20,
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tiful before God (in his judgment), i. e. exceedingly beautiful, admodum
formosus, (comp. 2 Cor. x. 4. and Sturz. Zonara glosse sacre Part 11.
Grimma. 1820, 4to. p. 12.). Precisely so are 0nx% and i 219 used
in Heb., (Gesen. Lehrgeb. p. 695.) comp. Gen. x. 9. Jon. iii. 3. (Sep-
tuagint sénes weydrg vé 3:6) see Fischer Proluss. p. 231., only the use of
the dat. is not in itself to be considered as a Hebraism, comp. Heindorf
ad Plat. Soph. p. 236. Ast ad Plat. Legg. p. 4719. A different inter-
pretation (acceptus Deo) of the Syriac, of some of the Fathers, and of
some late commentators, as Fischer has shown, is opposed to Greek
usage. The conjecture of Hammond and Junius: doreios v 6éq formo-
sus aspectu, is superficial.

Jas. v. 11. 2énos xveiov is not, glorious end, but the end, which the
Lord purposed. See § 30. 1.

It is an error in Haah, when he says (p. 162.) that Xeiuseds with an-
other noun only gives intensity to it, e. g. 2 Cor. xi. 10. Rom. ix. 1.
dagfeio Xewzod, &y Xeeord unquestionable éruth. Others would render
Col. ii. 18. 6¢gyoxeio ziv ayyéroy cultus perfectissimus, comp. 2 Sam. Xiv.
20. gopia ayyirov.

§ 38. Of Numerals.

1. For the ordinal ngizos the cardinal s is used in enumerating the
days of the week: e. g. Mt. xxviii. 1. ¢ piav 20v cuBBazwy, Mr. xvi.
2. newt 75 o d ¢ ouBBdrwy, comp. John xx. 19. Acts xx. 7. Luk. xxiv.
1. What is quoted from Gr. writers as analogous, only proves the use
of &5 in the first member of a division or enumeration, where §eizzgos
or aanos follows: so Herod. 4, 161. Thue. 4, 115. Herodian. 6, 5. 1.
(Georgi Vindic. p. 54.) In those cases s is as little used for redzos as
unus for primus in Lat., where alter, tertius etc. follow, (comp. Rev. ix.
12. with xi. 14.); in the passage of Herodian 7, 11. 18. &7 retains its
true signification unus, and perhaps also in Pausan. 7, 20. 1. where Sylb.
translates una. The above use of the numeral is Hebraistic (Gesen.
Lehrgeb. p. 701. Stuart’s Heb. Gr. § 465., on the Talmud see Wetsten
I. 544., but in the Septuag. comp. Exod. iv. 2. Ezra x. 16. Num. i. 1.
18.) and only finds a parallel in Greek in compound numbers, as &5 xac
remxoozos (Herod. 5, 89.) one (not first) and thirty.

2. A more concise use of the ordinal occurs 2 Pet. ii. 5., dydoor Nie
— — ipvrate Noah as the eighth, i. e. with seven others. In the same
manner Plutarch. Pelop. p. 284. eis oixiar 8 © 8 ¢ x 0.7 0 5 xarerddr, Athen.



{ 88, oF NUMERALS. 197

IL p. 246. Schweigh., Appian. Pun. p. 12. 2 Mace. v. 27. comp. also
Schifer ad Plutarch. V. 57. and ad Demosth. I. p. 812. 'The Greeks
add generally oizds, sce Wetsten I1. 704. Kypke IL. 442.

3. When the cardinals are repeated they denote distribution, as My.
vi. 7. 8to 8fo fefaro drosréanew he sent two and fwo, in pairs. For this
the Greeks say xazd or Gvs 8vo, the latter of which occurs in the text
Luke x. 1., and in Mr. vi. 7. the Cod. D. has it as a correction. The
former is Hebraistic (see Gesen. Lelrgeb. p. 703. Stuart § 176. 9. comp.
Gen. vii. 3. 9.) and the simplest mode of expressing distributives. The
Syriac translates év 80 by repeating the numeral, e. g. Mr. vi. 40. Yet
somewhat similar expressions are found among the Greek poets, e. g.
Hschyl. Pers. 915. pvelo pvgla, i. €. xara pvgiddas.

The following formulas are peculiar: éve &is éxaovos Rev. xxi. 21. and
£ic %00’ sTc or xafecs Mr. xiv. 19. John viii. 9., 6 xa6” £Fs Rom. xii. 5. for
which the Greeks use xa6 #va observing the government, see Herm. ad
Vig. p. 858. Yet comp. is nae’ eis Lieo Tact. 7, 83. and from later
writers in Wetsten 1. p. 627, also Intpt. ad Lucian. Soloec. 9. 'The pre-
position in these formulas takes the place only of the adverb. Differ-
ently Déderlein Pr. de brachylogia serm. Gr. et Lut. p. 10. Erlang.
1831. 4to.

4. The rule that in compound numbers, when the smaller precede, xac
is usually interposed, but when the greater, is omitted (Buttm. ed. Rob.
p- 114. § 70. 4. Matth. I. 339.) must not be received too positively: ex-
ceptions occur in the N. T, e. g. John v. 5. zecdxoyra x a dxzd accord-
ing to the best authorities, Luke xiit. 4. 16. 8éxa xai éxco tzqg Gal. iii.’
17. There are at least some Codd. in other passages which prove the
addition of zai, e. g. Rev. iv. 4. 10. xix. 4. Luke xiii. 11. In the Gr.
writers we sometimes find similar instances Herod. 8. 1. elxos: xal inzd.

8. If ¢ndve be connected with a cardinal to express above, more than,
it does not govern it in the gen., but the cardinal takes the case required
by the verb of the sentence: ¢. g. Mr. xiv. 5. nead7vac indvw rewoxosiwy
dnpragiov (§ 0. 7. note), 1 Cor. xv. 6. 3337 éndve mevzoxosiovs G8edors.
Just so (without grammatical rule) occur among the Greeks #aazzoy
(Thuc. 6, 95.), mnséy (Pausan. 8, 21. 1.), reei (Zorim. 2, 80.), &is or &
(Appian. Civil. 2, 96., comp. Sturz Lexic. Xen. IL. 68.), uéye. (Aschin.
Juls. leg. 37. ed. Bremi), dnie (Jos. Antt. I8, 1.5.), see Lobeck ad
Phrynich. p. 410. Gieseler p. 139. Sommer in the allgem. Schulzeit.
1831. p. 963. Constructions in the Latin like occisis Ap hominum mil-
libus quatuor Cewes. Bell. Gall. 2, 33. are sufficiently known from the
historians.

25
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Note 1. We need not remark, that the neuters Sevregov, veizor sig-
nify the second and third time. Sometimes zovro is connected with them,
e. g. weizor 7o 7o Feyopas 2 Cor. xiii. 1. this is the third time I come,
or I come now the third time, comp. Herodot. 5, 78. zézagrov zovzo.

NortE 2. Instead of the numeral adverb fzzdxis the cardinal is once
used in Mt. xviii. 23. in the formula iBSounxovzdxes iwve seventy times
seven (times), comp. Septuagint Gen. iv. 24. and paw Ps. cxix. 164. in-
stead of DMy pIw, see Gesen. Lehrgeb. p. 703. The former would
properly mean, seventy times (and) seven, thence seventy seven times,
which does not suit in the passage above. That {w¢ éwza cannot be con-
strued together, but fwg é3Sox. the preceding iws iwrdxis shows.

CHAPTER 1V.
USE OF THE VERB.

§ 39. Of the Active and Middle Voice.

1. Acrive transitive verbs are sometimes so related to their subjects,
that they assume the appearance of neuter or reflexive verbs: e. g. Acts
xxvii. 43. dropsidavras throwing (themselves) into the sea (comp. Kiinol
in loc.), Mr. iv. 37. 26 xvporo inéBarnrey eis 2o narocor (see Reitz ad
Lucian. VI. p. 591. Bip.), Mr. iv. 20, Sror nagadd xagnds when
the fruit offers itself, i. e. is there, 1 Pet. ii. 23. (see below § 66, 4.,
comp. Jas. xi. 19., similar §8drac for 8:8. favrov Eurip. Phaen. 21. Ar-
rian Indic. 5. Thuc. 4, 108., en:8dévac Vig. p. 132., 2v8.8évai Lucian.
Philops. c. 15., see Jacobs ad Philostr. p. 863. nagéyew Heindorf ad
Plat. Gorg. p. 33. Ast ad Polit. p. 470. Wyttenbach ad Plutarch. Mor.
I. p. 405. Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 138.). This usage of the language has
almost become established in many verbs, as Bdarew Acts xxvii. 14., xac-
vew Heb. xi. 84, Luke ix. 12. 1 Pet. iii. 11., greipeer Acts vil. 42., Snee-
ézsw eminere (Rom. xiii. 1. 1 Pet. ii. 13.), aréyewr (abesse and sufficiere
Mr. xiv. 41.) ragdyewy, onevdecr, comp. Bos, Ellips. p. 127, Viger. p. 179.
Poppo ad Thuc. I. p. 186. Trom the later language belongs here odtd-
vew Mt. vi. 28. Luke i. 80. John iii. 30. (much more frequent than
adkdveados) see Wetsten. L. 835, Kypke I. 39. This, as is well known,
occurs in Latin, German, and English. There is in neither a real el-
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lipsis of the reflex. pronoun; the verb expresses the action merely, with-
out an object: er stiirat ins meer, he throws (himself) into the sea (he
makes the motion of throwing into the sea), ke turns back, etc. where,
as no object is expressed, the reader must refer the action to the sub-
ject. (Other examples in Eng. I turn, sink, shake, etc. Trs.) Comp.
Bernhardy p. 839.

John xiil. 2. 703 Swaférovr BeBrygxdvos wis v4v xogdiov does not be-
long here, where the verb gdansw signifies instillure, suggerere, see Kyp-
ke in loc. 'The verb {gzque and its compounds divides its tenses between
a traasitive and intransitive signification (¢o place or cause to stand, and
to stand), Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 226. § 107. I1. 1. In respect to the sim-
ple verbin the N. T\, it is only to be remarked that the aor. 1 pass.
2grdny Mr. iiil. 24. Acts xvii. 2., and fut. 1 gradioouar Mt. xii. 25. 46,
Rom. xiv. 4. are used intransitively for to place one’s self, to stand; of the
compound §ciornue the aor 1 act. i1s sn used in Aets xavii. 28.

In such verbs the transition from the reflexive to the passive meaning
was very easy. 1 Pet. ii. 6. neguéger év 25 yeaps continetur, comp. Jo-
sel’)h. Antt. 11, 4. 7. Bovrouar yevécbos navra, xafos v T (Entwfo?vﬁ)
nseiéyse.  Desides, sce Krebs Obs. 1983.

By means of an ellipsis the 3. pers. sing. of the active (transit. or neu-
ter) becomes impersonal: e. g. e pluit, peovzd, where § Zeis is to be
supplied. Out of the N. T. may be reckoned here, («) 1 Cor. xv. 52,
connioe ydg, il will blow (viz. # oddxeyg or § carmeyxrds), as we say in
German es liutet, it rings: similar Xen. Cyrop. 5, 3. 44. fuixa 86y Sea
7 mogeveodar, snpavei ¢ xégare (viz. he who is accustomed to biow the
horn), and 4, 5. 42. 24y dyogdy viy ofcar i 7§ srearonide wpevidre (6
xqevg).  Comp. Shiifer ad Demosth. 1. 106. Herm. ad Vig. p. 869.
Elmsley ad Eurip. Heracl. p. 131.  (b) Aéyew Ephes. v. 14. Gal. iii. 16.
wagzvgee Heb. vil. 17., pgoiv 1 Cor. vi. 16., Jewish formulas of quoting,
to which originally ¢ yeapn or aveiuo was to be supplied.

2. The fundamental idea of the middle voice, which had escaped the
earlier philologists,* has been luminously and precisely developed by
the modern (Herm. de emend. rat. p. 178. Matth. § 491. Buttm. ed. Rob.
p- 141. § 89. 1. and p. 373. § 135. Bernhardy 342.). 1t consists in this,
that the middle form refers the action back to the subject, or, to express
it grammatico-technically, it is reflexive. But this reflexive meaning
generally appears under a two-fold modification, both of vhich will be
proved by instances out of the N. T.}

Former philologists have allowed too many middles; many of them
may be correctly considered passive on account of the constant use of

* See L. Kister De vero usu verb. med. ap. Gr. and J. Clerici Diss. de verb, Gr.
Med.  Comp. Poppo Progr. de Gr. verb, med., ete. Rec. v. Melhorn and Sommer iz
Jakns Jahrb. 1831, J. H. Kistemaker in Class. Journal, No. 44. (1827.) 45. (1821.)

t See 8. F. Dresigii Comm. de verb. med. N, T. etc. ed. J. F. Fischer.
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the aor pass,, since the pass. in Gr. as in Lat. can be used reflexively. So
wovéopan, dysigopat, duarovitodas, Gywilsoda, uedtoxssdou are certainly to be
considered passive and not middle, as in Latin moveri, etc. Here belong
stlll more evidently éeyéosac (appetitu ferri) ,Béoxouae paseor,also aioyiv-
rodou.  Comp. Rost’s prefuce to the third edition of his Greek Lexicon
p- 9. and Gr. Gram. p. 274. Sommer.

The first, simplest, and certainly original modification consists in this,
that the subject of the verb is the nearest, proper, and immediate object
of the action denoted by the transitive verb: e. g. acvopac I wash myself
(;tfﬂ'z'oym John ix. 15.}, dndygoua I hang myself, cbmp. xadiCopas Luke
xxil. 80., xginrouas John viii. 59., dvrerdosouas, ixdanardopas (2 Cor. Xii.
15.)%. In this way the middle often assumes the appearance of a new,
simply intransitive signification, which in Lat., Ger. and Eng. is ex-
pressed by a special word:"e. g. nuiew ich mache aufhoren (I cause to
cease), nadopas I cause myself to cease, i. e. I cease, I stop; drordopon
solvo me, i. e. discedo, 1 depart, xowdw I make to sleep, xovpdouas I go to
sleep, I fall asleep, nsigouac I persuade myself, i. e. I belicve, etc. 'This
new signification is in a very few cases transitive, e. g. énoozgépopar I turn
myself away (from some one), i. e. I reject (Heb. xii. 25.); then the middle
can take a proper object in the accusative case, e. g. drooreépopal zwa.

The case is different, where the accusative of the object after the
middle expresses something which is found in or on the subject (property,
dress, weapon, etc.), e. g. Rom. ix. 17, §rws évdeibonar &v gol vqy Svvauly
pov 1 show myself on thee, viz. my power (évdsixvuus is always so used in
the N. T. and in the Greek authors i gudsixvvus, Engelhardt ad Plat. Lach.
p- 9-; on the other hand it occurs actively in Heb. vi. 17. (where Cod.
A. has the middle), Acts xvii. 58. dnéSevro 2o ipdzia adzaw. In both
passages the pronoun is superfluous and the Greeks generally do not use
it (so also Mr. vii. 8.).

3. The middle sometimes stands in a more remote or nearer relation
to the subject, when in connection with an ace. object it denotes an action
by which the subject effects something on itself, for itsclf, of or from it-
self, e. g. aizéo I ask, aizovpos 2o I ask something for myself, dwoxémzouns
to cut off from one’s self (the member) Gal. v. 12., xsigonas sibi tondere
(caput.) Acts xviii. 18., vinzouac sibi lavare (manus.) Mr. vii. 8., #ayogdgo-
wac L0 buy for one’s self ph. v. 16., negutorotuns I gain for myself Acts xx.
28. 1 Tim. iii. 13., xoui2ouas miki reporto 1 Pet.i. 9., voosplopas I putaside
Jor myself, i. e. Idefraud, xarageidopse MIHI paro Mt. xxi. 16. (Sep-

* Obscrvation must teach which verbs express the reflexive sense by the middle
voice. In many it seems to be always denoted by the addit. of the reflex. pron. Mt.
viii. 4. John viii. 22.  See Kiister de verb. med. p. 56. Poppo as above p. 2. not.
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tuag.), gvrderopac sibi servare, observare Mt. xix. 20., droudocouns SIBI
abstergere Luke x. 11., oquewodpoe 2 Thess. iii. 14. to mark for one’s
self, meooxaneisdas to call o one’s self Acts v. 40., sloxareioSac to call in fo
one’s self (into the house) Acts x. 28. Comp. also drwdéopas to push from
one’s self, anoxgivouas I give a reply from me, i. e. Ireply, answer; finally
the oft misunderstood rgoé6ezo Rom. iii. 35. Here also the middle may
sometimes be franslated by a new, independent verb, e. g. guadrzopas I
observe (one) for myself, for my good, i.e. I am on my guard before him
2 Tim. iv. 15., algtouas I take to myself, select for myself, i. e. I prefer
Heb. xi. 25., voopilopas I intercept, embezzle.

According to this 2 Cor. iii. 18. Juels ndvres — — 24 86kuy xveiov
xazonreedéuevor could also be interpreted: as if it were sibi intueri, to
contemplate for oneself the glory of the Lord (as in a mirror). The use
of the middle xararapBdvesdor it relation to the mind (to apprehend, to ex-
perience) receives light from the above. Comp. Rost Gramm. p. 558. No-
body will think that dvarcsodas exponere Acts xxv. 24. Gal. ii. 2. Elsner.
Observ. I1. 175. is used for droriSérac.

4. In this twofold reflexion the middle frequently denotes an action’
which is performed either by the order of the subject, or with his per-
mission. This in Lat. is usually expressed by curare, in Ger. by the
auxiliary verb (sich) lassen, (in Eng. by the addition of t0 cause, to per-
mit, ete. Trs.) (comp. Sommer in Seebode Krit. Biblioth. 1828. 1. p.
783.): e. g. aSwsicdas 16 permit myself to be injured 1 Cor. vi. 7., dro-
yedpsodou to allow myself to be enlisted, enrolled Luke ii. L. comp. i#ov-
svidzsodar 1 Cor. vi. 1R., Banrilesdas ete. Instances of mid. verbs, which
in this case also take a new, appropriate, and transitive meaning, are:
Suvsidopas Mt. v. 42. pecuniam mutuo dandam sibi curare, i. e. mutuam
sumere, 1o cause money to be lent to one’s self, to borrow, pecBodpas Mt.
xx. L. to let one’s self hire something, to hive, to lease.

In some middle verbs a reciprocal meaning is connected with the re-
flexive, e. g. Bovaedeodas f0 consult among themselves John xii. 10., suy-
7iSsodas to agree with one another John ix. 22., roguxaretodar 10 console
one another 2 Cor. xiii. 11. It remains very doubtful whether with
Bengel and others in the O. T. quotation Roimn. iii. 4. the middle xgiveo-
sa should be taken (for (o judge).

' 5. Although the signification of the middle is thus distinct and pecu-
liar, yet in practice, even of the best Gr. authors, its forms often slide
into those of the passive; and not only in tenses for which the middle has
no precise form (praes. imperf., perf. and pluperf. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 373.
§ 135.), but also in some where they have a passive sense, as the fut.
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" (Monk ad Eurip. Hippol. p. 169. ed. Lips. d'Orville ¢d Char. p. 624.
Boissonade ad Eunap. p. 836. Poppo ad Zhue. 1. 1. p. 192. Stallbaum.
ad Plat. Crit. 16. and rep. II. p. 280. Isocrat. Areopag. ed. Benseler
p. 229. Wex ad Antig. 1.133. Kiihner G'ram. II. 19.)*, the aorist which is
not so frequent, and, especially in prose, almost doubtful (d’Orville ad Char.
p. 358. Abresch ad Aristen. p. 178, Matth. I1. 1107, and ad Eurip.
Hel, 42., comp. Schiifer ad Gnom. 166. Lob. p. 820. This usage is
found in the N. T, Gal. v. 11. 8peror xal droxddovrar of dvagrazoivres
Puds, yet the middle here affords a very good sense (see Winer’s Comment.
on this passage), 1 Cor. x. 2. xai ndvees 2Banvicarzo, which can signify:
they all permitted themselves to be baptized, see Billroth in loc.; in
2 Cor. v. 4. the passive is nol necessary. Acts xv. 22. Zxncfauévous,
even if connected with d»d¢ag, would not be equivalent to xaex8évras (see
Kiinil in loc. Schwarz Com. p. 499.), but would retain the signification
of the middle: who allowed themselves to be chosin, who accepted the
mission (with their own consent). "Exaey0¢vzas would be: who have been
chosen, without their consent. But ixasfauévous is probably to be referred
to dndaroroe and resoPizecor, and to be translated, after they had chosen
men from among themselves, see Elsner Observatt. L. p. 429.

Pasor (Gram. Sacr. p.150.) reckons here many other examples, in

which however the middle signification is very apparent, e. g. dxoygddac-
6o Luk. ii. 5., xslgasoac 1 Cor. xi. 6., érnrioactor 1 Pet. iv. 1. ete.

6. Among the Greeks the active sometimes occurs where we should
expect the middle (Poppo ad Thue. I. I. 185. Lucian ad Xen. Ephes.
p. 233. Buttm. ad Soph. Philoet. p. 161. Siebelis ad Pausan. 1. p. 5.
Kiihner Gramm. II. 16.). From the N. T. 2 Cor. xi. 20. & 245 Spds
xazadovaor if one subject you to himself, is improperly assigned to this
place (Gal. ii. 4.) The apostle designs merely to say: if he subject you
(to the Mosaic law and perhaps also to himself). The same may be said
of the active gratrovow in Luk. xii. 20. Yet nowelv is sometimes found
where the Greeks would have used rousio8ac (Kuster p. 37. 67. Dresig.
p- 401.), e. g. cvvwposiar moweiy Acts xxiii. 18. (Polyb. 1,70. 6. Herodian.
7, 4.7.), poviy mowerw John xiv. 28. var. (Thue. 1, 131. and Poppo in loc.),
Ephes. iii. 11.1, so also sbgioxew in the meaning of consequi for siels-

* Sommer supposes the fut. med. to have been originally passive, and then pre-
ferred, beeause of its eenveniznce, to the fut. pass.

t The mid. of moieiv scldom occurs in the N. T. (almost exelusively confined to
Luke and Paul), but always so that the mid. sense can be casily reeognised. As the
Lexicons do not usually distinguish the mid, and act. I shull here quote the formnlas
of the midd. Acts i. 1. xxvii. 18. Rom. i. 4. Ephes. i. 16, 1 Thess. i. 2. Philem. 4.
3 Pet. i. 15, 2 Pet. 1. 20. Jude 3. Phill. i. 4. (1 Tim. ii. 1.) Rom. xv. 26. Ephes. iv.
16, Teli iv 3.
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xead0s See Fritzsche ad Mt p. 390.% Sometimes an exchange is made
between the middle and active, Luk. xv. 6. goyxanss (with many authori-
ties) zovs pirods, ver. 9. suyxanrecvar 2as piras.T It depended here on the
author, whether he would say, ke called them together to himself, or in
general, ke called them together; the latter would be perfectly intelligible.
Comp. Jas. iv. 2. See Matth. I[. 1096.1 We must form the same opinion
about aizsiv, and allow also that it is quite natural for a foreigner, not
familiar with the national usus loquendi, to pay little attention to nice
distinctions. In Acts xxviii. 8. »a9dr7w as an active peculiar to the later
language (Passow) stands for the middle.

In cases like Mt. xxvi. 65. 8uépigEe zd iudzw abrov, Acts xiv. 14. the
Greeks could also have said 8iéppygaro 24 ipdria:  Yet the former is not
unusual.

On the other hand the middle is found with iovza 2 Cor. v. 18. 19.
John xix. 24. (Seepeeioarro favrors, where in Mt. xxvii. 85. only Suepegi-
savro is found) comp. Xen. Cyrop. 1, 4. 18. 2, 1. 30. and with fawrov in-
stead of the active with iavroy (Plat. Protag .p. 849. A.) Tit.ii. 7. seavrdv
moge xuevos zurtoy, but the middle was so established in practice, in the
signification of o exhibit one’s self, that the writer selected it even where
seavrdy (on account of zvror) was added. Comp. Xen. Cyrop. 8, 1. 89.
nagddevypa — — zouéy8e fovzdy nageixzzvo. For other examples of the
middle with éawz g, favzor se¢ Bornemann ad Xen. 4nab. p. 76. Bernhardy
847. Mehlhorn as above, 36. Poppo ad Thuc. 1. I. 189. comp. also
Epiphan. I. p. 880. énacducvos iovedr. "Emideogfovedac in Tit. i. 5. is
used for the active, as a similar use occurs especially in the later writers.
Schiifer ad Plutarch. V. p. 101. The passages Ephes. v. 18. ndy 26
pavegovpevoy iss koze (see also Wahl under this word) and Ephes. i. 23.
70b 2d dvra év nace aneovuévoy, are also reckoned here, but in the former
puvegovoduc occurs just before in a passive sense, and the apostle connects
the govsgobpevor so immediately with gavegovrac, that the former must be
taken in the same sense, as Riickert and Harless in loc. have interpreted.
In Ephes. i. 2. nangov. might be taken passively (as Holzhausen has re-

* In John v. 5. we cannot say that Exwr stands for 2xdpmevos; Exaw 2y dobev. is rather
equiv. to Exev dabevisg.

’

T So xavarapuBisesbas winw and wavarapBivew winw comp. Schweighiuser Lezic.
Polyb. p. 330.

1 I-Ic.rc may b? reckoned those actives which are connected with the reflex. pron.,
for wh-xlch the midd. are also in a reflexive sense, as Phil ii. 8, Mt xviii. 4. comp. 2
Cor. xii., 21, (Wetsten. IL 271.) 1 Cor. ix. 19. Jolin xxi. 18, 1 Tim, iv. 7. But iu all

these cases the reflex pron. is used in antithesis, and in John xxi. 18. e. g. the mid.
would be improper. )
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cently done), but then, as ITarless has shown, z¢ rdvra iv nase would pre-
sent a difficulty. I therefore consider mageovsfos to be middle (Xen.
Hell. 5, 4. 56. 6, 2. 23.), which, if the words refer to God, who of him-
self, by his power, fills the universe, is very appropriate. ln Acts xix.
24. nogeiysvo vors vexvivous Egyaciov odx SAiyqy, comp. with xvi. 16. the
thiddle sense of this verb must not be strenuously contended for (Dresig.
p- 100.); both that and the active are allowable, although ragéyew 2eya-
olav alone were sufficient. Comp. Kuster p. 53. Schweighausen Lexic.
Herod. I1. 185. Rost. Gram. p. 558.

The distinction between the act. and mid. appears in the use of the
verb ivegyeiv, the act. of which Paul has used of a personal energy, and

the mid. of an impersonal (Col. i. 29. 2 Thess. ii. 7.), whence 1 Thess.
il. 13. 85 is not to be referred to g:o¢ but to aéyos.

7. From the middle verbs we must distinguish the deponent, which,
with a passive or middle form, have an act. or neut. signification, and
either want the active form entirely (in prose), or in accordance with
usage have its signification,* as Svracdos, SwesioSat, yiyvesdae, sbxsoSus,
Byl 630t Eeyadeodut, eDAABE 6Xae, LixyEoRal, PeldeoSal, dondds Do, Fexeodat,
Hyeiodas, iGodur, hoyileodue etc.  Of them we may remark, () That al-
though they mostly have the aor. in the middle form (deponentia media),
yet not a few use instead of it, the aor. pass. (deponentic passiva), as
Svanbyeodat, Povresdue, dlvacdas, onhayxrilecSar, pepdssds ete. (b) Some-
times the aorist or the perf. pass. is used with a passive signification to-
gether with the aorist (perfect) middle, as :3éadyy Mt. vi. 1. Mr. xvi. 11,
(Thue. iii. 38.), comp. Poppo ad Thue. III. 1. 594., together with ¢Secod-
pp I saw, idsqyMt. viii. 13. Luk. vi. 17. (Isa. liii. 5.), lagae Mr. v. 29,
(on the otherhand iasdusy actively) frequently inoyiodyw (comp. Herod. 8,
95. Xen. Cyrop. 8,133.), zapyryuévos Luk. xiv. 19., 5oy 2 Tim. iv. 17.,
2xaplodqy, 1 Cor. ii. 12, Phil. i. 29. (perf. Herod. 8. 5.). (¢) The future
passive from aoyi2ouas With a passive signification is found in Rom. ii. 26.
Jjust 50 ladqoezar Mt. viil. 8. dmapyydyoopac Lulk xii. 9. Even the present
of the first verb is used passively in Rom. iv. 5. (d) The perf. pass.
slpyacuas is sometimes used actively 2 John 8. (Demosth. adv. Conon.
p- 728. Xen. Mem. 2, 6. 6. Lucian. fugit. 2.), sometimes passively
John iii. 21. (Xen. Mem. 3, 10. 9. Plat. rep. 8. p. 566. A.) Matth. II.
1108. See in general Buttm. pp. 378-377. §§ 135. 137. Bernhardy 341.,
but especially Poppo in the programme above mentioned.

* Only among the later writers is the active of Avuabesai found, see Passow. But
of dwgelzfas wo find the active in Pindar. Ol 6, 131, In the N. T. even edayyerife, as
often in the Scptuag.
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That among the verbs usually considered deponent there are many to
to be taken as middle, Rost Gramm. p. 276. and Mehlhorn p. 39., have
remarked. This is acknowledged in respect to worvedesfus. But xzdo-
pow I acquire to myself, dywviopas (comp. Rost p. 557), Buddzafui, peyas
rowyeiofas, and perhaps 8égouas, dowdouas are also to be so regarded, as
the reflexive sense is more or less perceptible in them. “Yorepecodac in the
N. T. appears only in an active meaning. Madvopae must, as among the
Greeks, be taken passively, Sommer p. 36.

§ 40. Of the Puassive Voice.

1. If a verb governing the dat. of the person in the active, be put into the
passive voice, the personal noun becomes the subject: e. g. Gal. ii. 7. aewio-
TEvuoL 70 fvayyérion, i €. aeaoTevpévor 4o 20 sdayy. (ACHIVE BisTevew rovd 7)),
Rom. iil. 2. §zu tagrevdyoor (the Jews verse 1.) 2d aéyun vob Seod, 1 Cor.
ix. 17. Suxovouiar wemiorevuas (where Pott solves the construction accord-
ing to the old manner by xaza) comp. Diog. Laert. 7, 1. 29. auereudivres
Ty & Tsgydug Bufrodqany, Polyb. 8, 69. 1. neniorevuévos oiv ndhw nagd
‘Popaiey xxxi. 26. 7. Herod. 7, 9. 7. Polyaen. 2, 86. Strabo 17. p. 797.,
see Wesseling ad Diod. Sic. 19, 58. and Wetsten. on Rom. iii. 2. Also
in the signification to believe some one (riovebew vuwi) the passive nio-
revopas means I am believed in, e. g. Polyb. 8, 19. iniszevovro moed
rois Togavrivors, Xen. Anad. 7, 6. 33. Isocr. Trapez. p. 874. Demosth.
c. Callip. p. 720. (Otherwise 1 Tim. iii. 16. 2riozevdy (Xewards) #v x6oua,
which cannot be reduced to risredery Xewrg, but requires the formula
rwTsvew Xewordy, as in 2 Thess. i. 10. 2riove09y 26 pagrderor Hudw is refer-
able to rtwgzedew 7 in 1 John iv. 16.) The following passages also belong
here, Acts xxi. 8. dvagavévres vy Kdreos, as it became visible to them, i. e.
dvapavesoar Exovres vy K. huving Cyprus pointed out, being shewn it, see
Rob. Gr. and Eng. Lex. at dvapaive, Heb. xi. 2. & vabey LpagroghSyo
of neeofirsgor (nagrvgery Ton) Acts xvi. 2.5 so also Hebr. viii. 5. xaSas
xexgnuirioras Mwiogs (Mt. il 12. 22.) and Mt xi. 5. (Luk. vii. 23.)
nzeyol sdoyyerilovras, the latter passages, because the construction edovy-
yerideodai vwe (see Fritzsche ad Mt. p. 395.) and zequarilew zuwe (Jo-
seph. Antt. 10, 1. 3. 11, 8. 4.) is the usual one.

In Rm.n' Vl 7. Spguoboare — — eis 6y Rapeddonre Tvnov 8i8axys this
construction is perbaps an attraction (instead of dmyx. eis »imor 808,
8v napeddd. 1. €. napadobiévra Yyeve), yet see above, § 24, 2.

Heb. vii. 11. § aads 2n’ dvrg; (fepaoivy) vevopofizyro may be derived from
vopolsrsiv zus the people received the law Jounded on the priesthood,

26
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comp. viii. 6. The parallels with vopofszeiv zwd (2¢) adduced from the
Septuag. belong not here; as the verb in this construction always signi-
fies, to lead some one lawfully, e. g. Ps. cxviii. 33. wvopofézgoor pe oy
6oy 2a@r duxawpdrov gov, PS. XXiv. 9. vopoferqoss apaprdvorras by 63—
The regular construction of the passive is found in Deut. xvii. 10. Goa
Gy youaBsryly cot.

2, In the N. T. the aor. 1. pass. is used for the aor. 1. mid. in many
verbs, which, among the ancient Greeks, have that tense in the middle
signification, as (prevailing), drexpisy Luke xxii. 68. especiaily in
Partic. dxoxpugers Mt. xvi. 2. xvii. 11. Aor. middle Mr. xiv. 61. Luk.
xxiii. 9. comp. Exod. xix. 1.* for anexpivaro, dmoxpwdpevost, see Lob. p.
108. Swrz. dial. Alex, p. 148. In the same manner Suexpidy Mt. xxi. 21.
Rom. iv. 20. Mr. xi. 28, Iposexorns0n Acts v. 36., treduvaudty Rom. iv.
2., vamewddyrs 1 Pet. v, 6. Jas. iv. 10. regarded in the N. T. as aor.
pass. for middle, are probably real passives according to the Gr. usage,
as in Lat. servari, delectari can be employed for servare se, delectare se
conformably to the German, ccmp. Rost G' ¢, p. 555. 561.7. The
same opinion is to be entertained about the aor. 2. xararrayjrew 1 Cor.
vii. 11. 2 Cor, v. 20. and the fut. =posxorrybioezar.

Ephes. i. 11. txnpedonuer (see Hailess in 1ic.) and Acts xvii. 4. reose-
#7q_afycay are evidently passive.

3. That the perf. (see Poppo ad Xen. Cyrop. p. 360. Matth, IL p.
1097.) and pluperf. pass. have the siguification of the middle, (comp.
§ 39. 5.) will not seem surprising, after the recent investigations of the
formerly so called perf. mid. (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 143. § 89. 5. 6.) Acts
xtil. 2. (e5) 8 meogxéxmpuar adwovs wherewnto I have called them to me,
Acts xvi. 10. neosxérgrar Huds & xbguos sbayysrionodon abrods the Lord has
called us to himself, etc. (comp. Exod. iii. 18. v. 3.), xxv. 12. Kaicaeo
gruxéargone thoe hast referred thyself to Ceesur (appealed unto him),
Rom. iv. 21. § enqyyervas, Svvards towr xai movpone (6 9e6s) Heb. xii. 26.,
Acts xiii. 46. ofize Iyrérarrar & xvewos John ix. 22. suvszidevro of ‘Tou-
Sator, 1 Pet. iv. 8. mewogeoptvovs v doshyelars (1 Sam. xiv. 17. 2 Kings
v. 25. Hiob. xxx. 28. etc.).

* In the Scptoagint 2 Chron. x. 9. Ezek. xx. 3. the future pussive dmongiShoop is
used in the sense of to answer.

t The form dmengin occurs in manuscripts of Xen, Anab, 2, 1. 22, Tt is of fre-
quent occurrence in the writers after Alexander’s time,

t The aorists middle of such verbs arc commonly used only with the accusative
according to § 30. 2. 8o 2743 means me servavi (servatus sum), on the other hand
drwcdpuny 78 ciyna signifies corpus meum (mihi) servavi.
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On the contrary 1 Pet. iv. 1. eéwavras duaprias, which is usually trans-
lated peccare destit, comp. Xen. Cyrop. 3, 1. 18., can alsro be taken pas-
sively: he has rest from sin, is preserved from it, see Kypke in loc.—
Phil. iii. 12. does not come under this head. According to Poppo’s theory
(as the act. occurs in the intransit. signification) wonezedpas Acts xxiii. 1.
could be considered deponent. Yet see above p. 203. Koraxéxpiros
Rom. xiv. 23. is unquestionably passive in the sense of the Apostle, and
not middle, as Wahl I, 340. deems it.

The perf. passive for the perfl. active is supposed to occur Acts xx. 13.
ofize yop 7iv (§ Moinos) dvazeraypévosand 2 Pet. 1. 3. z7¢ Selas Swvi-
pews — = 70 meos Qwny SeSwpnuivyg (comp. Vig. p. 216., Jensii lectt.
Lucian. p. 247.). But in the first passage Siuaz. has the middle signifi-
cation (like Polyen. 6, 1. 5. Jos. Antt. 4, 2. 3.; for so had he appoint-
ed; and in 2 Pet. i. 2. occurs the deponent Sweéouas®.  Comp. Poppo ad
Thue. 1. L. p. 179.

Norr 1. The fut. pass. is used very peculiarly in Acts xxvi. 16. i
20D70 BPINY 500, WPOLELPLOUCIUL G8 VRNPETAY XL HANTUPG, Gv TE eldsgy by TE
3937 dopmac go,, where according to the parallelism it might be ren-
dered (comp. Stolz):. which you have seen, and which I shall cause you
20 see, so that 6p64couac would be taken in a causative sense (see Dider-
lein ad Soph. didip. Col. p. 492. Bornem. 289.). The other interpre-
tation, which in general Schott, Kiinil and Heinricks adopt, de quibus
tibi porro apparebo, would on the whole, suit the context better, and
compared with the former, is the more simple one. About the attrac-
tion of &v and 4, see § 24, 2.

Note 2. As many verbs which were neuter in the earlier Gr. became
transitive in the Hellenistic lungnage (see Lexic. under pafyzetser, 0piogp-
Bebewr, comp. Olear. styl. p. 308. Bilir ad Ctes. p. 132.), interpreters
apprehend the passive occasionally as equivalent to the Heb. Hophal, in
a causal sense.  But there is no certain or even probable instance. Gal.
iv. 9. ywivzsg Sebv parror 8i yvw o Sévres on adrov, the antithesis re-
guires us to interpret, knowing God, or rather known by God (recognized)
see Winer’s Commentary on the passages 1 Cor. viil. 3. & v dyang vov
Sedv, ofivog Yyvworar dr° wudrev is not to be translated according to
Erasmus, Beza, Nisselt, Pott, Heidenreich and others: is veram intelli-
gentiam consecutus est, but the meaning is: he who imagines himself to
krow something, (wheve therefore a yyiaus guowotion takes place) such u« one
has not yet known anything, as he ought to know; but if any one loves
God (comp. the preceding words ¢ dydny oixed.) ke (has not only
lmywn, as he ought to know, but) is known of him (God), (is even an
object of“t.he highest and truest knowledge, namely of the divine); in
1 Cor. xiii. 12. deve yuwdoxw £x pigovs, voze 88 rmvyvdoouns xados xoi

* Markland (Explic. veit. aliq. loc. ele.) veckons here the passage in Acts xiii. 48.
celebrated in the controversy about predestination, which he punctaates thus: x, dsie-
Tevaay, Szo oav vevaymion, els Cody aldv, and translatos: et fidem professi sunt, quotquot
(tempus, diem) constituerant, in vitam efernam. This interpretation can never be
adopted by unprejudiced exegesists, h
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¢reyvdoqv.the latter certainly relates to the knowledge of God,
and Nisselt has already given the sense thus: there we shall know every-
thing (not éx uégous, not as it were ¥y aisiyuar), just as perfectly as God
knows us*. That ywooxew signifies cognoscere fucere, edocere, has not
yet been proved from the Greelk of the Bible, and Pott was probably not
satisfied himself when he cited John v. 42. Rom. ii. 18. But this mean-
ing is found in the passage of Demosth. cor. p. 845. C. quoted by Ste-
phanus in Zhesaur. &uondyqxe viv o duds dndeyew dyvwopévovs fud
piv Aiyew drie vis nareldos, abrdy § drig Bidinmov, analogous to which
the recent editors of Steph. had nothing to adduce.

- § 41. Of the Tenses.

1. In respect to the tenses of the verb, the grammarians and interpre-
ters of the N. T\, even many of the most recent not excepted, have made
the greatest mistakest. 'The tenses are generally used in the same
manner as in the Greek writerst, for the aorist denotes simply the past
time (the momentary in the past time, merely the being done), and is
usually the narrative tense; the ¢mperfect and pluperfect refer always to
subordinate events, which stand in a connection as to time with the chief
event (as relative tenses); the perfect connects the past time with the
present (Matth. II. 1116.). No one of these tenses, properly and strictly
taken, can be used for another, as the commentators would have us be-
lieve|l; but where an exchange seems to take place (comp. Georgi Vind.
252, Hierocrit. I. p. 58.), it is either mere appearance, and a sufficient
reason (especially rhetorical) may be discovered, why this and no other
tense is used, or it is to be accounted for by a certain inexactitude, pecu-
liar to the popular language, which did not conceive and express the re-
lation of time in all its force. The latter takes place especially in the
exchange (or connection) of such tenses, e. g. of the preterites, as de-
note a chief relation of time.

# Phil. ii. 13. has a similar union of the active and passive.

+ Occasioned in part by parallel sentences, which were supposcd to be entirely con-
formed to grammatical rules. The abuse of the parallelism in exegesis should be at
onee cxposed. v

1 Comp. Herm. de emend. rat. p. 180. L. G. Dissen. de temp. et mod. verdb, Grec.
Gott, 1808, 4to. A. zum Felde de enall. pres. temp. in S. 8. usu, Kel. 1711, Georgi

“ind. 252.

|| How incorrect it is to reckon the enallage temporum as Hebraism, Gesenius

(Lehrgeb. p. 760.) and still more radically Ewald (Krit. Gr. 523.) have shewn.



T e R TR T TR AT T TR e

§ 41. oF THE TENSES. 209

2. The present is therefore used («) only apparently for the Sulure
(Abresch in observ. misc. I11. 1. 150.), where the writer would denote a
yet future action as one, which certainly will take place, which is already
resolved upon and unalterably fixed (Pfochen diafr. 31. Bernhardy 371.),
or which follows according to an established rule, as in Latin, German,
and Eng., e. g. Mt. xxvi. 2. oldozs, §vo pecd o puégas 7o ndoye yiverao
(that the passover is) woi § vids zob dadg. nogadidoras &is 26 oravge-
Sivou (i3 delivered, which is established as a divine decree), John xiv. 3.
20w rogevd = — ndnw ¥ ¢ z 0 o xod rogodpouos (John xxi. 28.), Mt. xvii.
11. *Halag piv Ee e 7 av meovor (was a sentence of the Jewish Christo-
logy) =i dnozazasrijose mdvea, comp. John vii. 42. Luke xii. 54. érav

LOqze 7w vediqy dvarédovooy Gnd Suopdn, sddéws Méysre SuBgos ¥Fexev ot

(a Jaw of the weather founded on experience is spoken of!); as Jesus uses
the formula ¥egezas Gew 7s John iv. 21, xvi. 2., hence perhaps also the
Jewish § 2ex6uevos used of the Messiah. The formula in John xii. 26.
xiv. 8. xvii. 4. vii. 34. rov sipd by (not sius, as some read, Matth, 1I.
1187.) with a future succeeding can be reckoned here, if it is not pre-
ferred rather to interpret: where I am, where I have my (real) abede.
It would be incorrect to substitute in these passages the fut. for the more
appropriate present. Comp. on the Greek, Poppo ad Thuc. I. I. p. 153,
Viger. p. 211.; on the Latin Ramshorn p. 401. The present is used in
other passages of that which will happen just now, which some one is
about to do, for which he has already made preparations (Herm. ad Vig.
p- 746. and ad Soph. (Ed. Col. 91. Bekker Specim. Philostr. p. 73.);
€. g. John x. 32, 816 noiov adviv Peyoy ngdleré we (they had already
taken the stones), comp. Odyss. 16, 442., John xiii. 6. »iew, od pov vin-
vews vobs nédas (he had already taken the position of one who washes),
xiii. 27.%, xvi. 17, ($ndye) xvii. 11. xxi. 8. Acts ii. 6. 2 Cor. xiii. 1.
Mt. xxiii. 34. See Held ad Plutarch. Timol. p. 335.

Many passages, however, are incorrectly reckoned here. In John iii.
36. the thought loses some of its strength, if ¥yee be taken for e, the
idea of gws in John not only allows, but almost requires the present.
"Byew wsw aidv. could also be said very well of him, who does not yet
enjoy the eternal life, but who possesses it in certain hope as a good be-
longing to himt. So Fritzsche has correctly interpreted John v. 26.
Mt. v. 46., but Mt. iii. 10. cannot be taken with him as a general sen-

* 90 mouly, molnooy véguw quod (jam) fucis, quo jam occupatus es, id (fac) perfice
ocius. Comp. Arrian. Epict. 4, 9. moles, & woeiy 3, 23. and Sence. benef. 2, 5. fuac,
si quid facis. See Wetsten, 1. 931, What is here commanded, lics not in the im-
perat. but in the subjoined adverb.

+ The Apost: here very corrcctly distingnishes the fut. from the prees. in the fol-
lowing odx dJevar Lwiv.
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tence: every tree, which brings not for ih good fruit, is hewn down (is
usua.lly hewn down). These words are connected by oy with 5 &y
neds Ty pedov 2oy Sévdewy xerras and require a particular interpretation,
with vespect to the before named 8évdew: the awe is already laid unto
the root of the trees: therefore every tree, ete. is (will be) certainly hewn
down, i. e. from the circumstance, that the axe is already laid to the tree,
it may be concluded, what will be the lot of the bad trees. The pas-
suge in 1 Cor. xv. 85. ¢ e v@ovfao o VEXLOL does not refer to the
resurrection of the dead as a fact (of the time to come), but as a dogma.
How does the resurrection of the dead (aceording to thy doctrine) | take
place? Comp. v. 42. Soalso we can say, eternal felicity has degrees, the
punishments of the damned are eternal, etc.  About Mt. ii. 4. see Fritz-
sche. In Mt. vii. 8, the preas. (of that, which usually is done) is con-
nected with the future. In a parallelism the prews. stands in Mt. xxiv.
40. 6 sis nagarapuBdrerau, ete., but in Luke xvii. 34. the fut. &g
ntoearydIqeerar.—In the former place the fact introduced by the
future (¥sovrau) is conceived of as present (comp. Rev. xi. 9.), in the lat-
ter it is represented in all its parts as future.

() It is used for the aorist in lively narrations as a historical tense
(Longin. ¢. 25. Matth. IL. 1135., comp. Zuwmpt. Lat. Grem. p. 431.).—
John i. 29. v éravderor Brémes — — xal aéyec (vo 32, xal duagrience);
i. 44. edpioner Dinenmoy zai 2y e (before 43éayaer), comp. v. 46.; ix. 13,
dyowadey adedy meds vobs Pagoalovs, Acts X. 11. So often in the Apoca-
lyptic visions, ccmp. Rev. viii. 11, xii. 2.  The pres. in Mt. ii. 13. dra-
ZwencivTey adrdy, S0k dyyshos xvgiov alvevas xas dvag, elc. eX-
presses very characteristically in a series of past events the suddenness
of the appearance.

The pres. is therefore frequently interchanged with the preterite in the
same sentence, e. g. Mr. ii. 4. iv. 83, v. 15, 19. vi. 1. 30. Luk. xxiii.
12. Rev. xvi. 21. xix. 3. John i. 42. 43. 44. v. 14. xi. 29. xviii. 28.
Xix. 9. xx. 6, 14. 19. 26. xxi. 9. Similar instances, sce Xen. Hellen.
2,1.15. Cyrop. 1, 6. 14. 4, 6. 4. 10. 5, 4. 3. Ages. 2, 17-20. 'Thuc.
2, 68. Pausan. 1, 17. 4. 9, 6. 1. Dion. Hal. 1V. 2118. Achill. Tat. 4,
4. p. 85. ed. Jacobs Xen. Ephes. 5, 12. p. 113. comp. Abresch ad
Aristen. p. 11. Heindorf ad Plat. I1L. p. 143. Ast ad Plat. Phadr. p.
335, Ellendt ad Arrian. Alex. IL. p. 68.

(¢) Sometimes the present includes a preferite, viz. when a state is
dcnoted by the verb, which began earlier, but still continues {or one
which is from eternity to eternity. Trs.): e. g. Johu viii. 53. ~eiv
"ABeudp yevéoSoa, dya e ip( (comp. Jer. i. 5. 7ed Tov pe MAGGUL o8 &y
xounlg, dnioraual os) xv. 27. see Viger p. 218. Acts xxv. 11. & uiv
ddexd xal dfuov Savdrov mémpugyd 7o might be also reckoned here,
See Bernh'trdy p. 370. Matth. IT. 1187, In John viii. 14. the aor. stands
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first, and then the present otdo n69ey 70 0y ~— —— — dusig 82 odx olduze,
nddey Ee xopac.

In 1 Johniii. 5. the sinlessness of Jesus is considered as present in be-
lief (see Liicke in loc.), but o8ty fuvdzov 6w 7 deoudr nedooss Acts
xxvi. 31. refers not to his past life, but to his general conduct: this man
(a silly fanatic) does nothing evil. See Bengel in loc., Kiingl is wrong.
Recent interpreters have admitted that izoaug. in Heb. ii. 16. cannot
be taken as a prater. (Georgi Vind. 26. Palair. 479.). Bengel properly
translates xotpdwrae 1 Cor. xi. 80. obdormiunt; later interpreters all as
preter.  About ragdysras 1 John ii, 8. see Liicke in Comment. as in his
translation the prmterite is expressed. [n John 6. ii. no reasonable in-
terpreter will allow even the possibility that ts2i stands for 7y, comp. John
1. 15.  All the better interpreters correctly translate suwsznse Rom. v.
8. as present.

The present in dependent clauses might seem to stand for the imperf.,
as John ii. 9. odx %i8se, oSsv E T iv, iv. 1. gxovoar of Pagisoiot, z¢ "Iyoovs
— — novet xol Panredes, Mr. v. 14, Eqrdov (deiv, 70 07 ¢ O yeyords,
vili. 28, ingedro adrdv, & ve Bréneo (also Brémew), xii. 41, xv. 47.
John v. 13, 15, vi. 5. 24. Luk. vii. 37. xix. 8. Actsiv. 13. ix. 26. x. 18.
xii. 3. Heb. xi. 8. 13., althongh in most passages of this kind, sometimes
more and sometimes fewer of .the Codd. have a preterite. But this is
regular Gr. construction (see Viger. p. 214. comp. below § 42, 4.), pro-
perly consisting of a mingling of the oratio recta and oblique (Porsen
ad Eurip. Orest. p. 86. Lips.)¥, comp. Long. Past. 1,10. 1,13. The
imp. or aor. in these places might have expressed, that what was inquired
about or heard, had already happened before the inquiry or hearing,
comp. John ix. 8. of fswgovvres wdwoy 70 nedrecor, b7s Puprds gv. Luk. viii.
53. Mt. xxvii. 18. Acts iv. 13,

3. The imperfect is used as in Gr. prose (Bernhardy 372.) to denote,
(@) an action which was going on at the same time with another action
(Bremi ad Demosth. p. 19.), e. g. Luk. xiv. 17. Ineye — — bntégwr, nis Tag
ngovoxtisias é§enéyovzo as they (then) selected, xxiv. 82. & xoediu Huiv
xowopévy qy &y fuoy G5 EXdn e dpiv By v 606, vi. 19. John v, 16. xii. 6.
(D) a continued or repeated, customary past action (Matth. II. 1117.
1138.), John iii. 22, 2xiv SubzeBe per’ advaw xod 8B d v v2¢v. Rom.
Xv. 22, lyvexonvduny 74 nomnd vod 2adeiv, 1 Corn xo 4. ¥muvoy
v9g dx mrevpaz. dnorovdovens mézgas (where the imioy denotes only the
past and now completed action, but the ¥zivoy its continuance during the
march through the desert), xiii. 11. §ze ugy vintos as long as I was
young, Acts xiii, 11. neguiyoy Hnzu xsteoywyovs, M. xiil. 34. Xwels
nogaPorrs obx indnes (during his office as teacher), comp. Luk. viii. 31.
41. xvil. 28. xxiv. 14. 27. vi. 23. v. 15. Rev. i. 9. Mr. i. 31. xiv. 12.

* See Bultmann G, ed. Rob. § 137. and ad Philoct. p- 129, on the still more ex-
tended use of the present in parenthetical clauses, for a pretcrite.
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John v. 18, viil. 6. xi. 5. xiii. 23. xii. 2. Acts vi. 1. xxii. 11, viii. 17.
ix. 20. xxvi. 1. 1 Cor. xiii. 11. etc. So also Xen. Anab. 1, 2. 18. 4, 5.
18. 5, 4. 24. 6, 8. 8. Mem. 1, 1. 5. Apol. Socr. 14. Isocr. n. éwzed. pe
349. B. (c) an action begum, but not finished (Schifer ad Demosth. I.
'837. ad Plutarch. IV. p. 398. Poppo ad Thuc. III. 1. 646. Englebardt
ad Plat. Menex. p. 282.), Luk. i. 59. ixdrow adrd — — Zoyogiov (the
mother objects and he is called John), Mt. iii. 14. § 8 ’Tedvrgs Suexdaver
odzov comp. ver. 15. Similar in Herodot. 1, 68. Xen. Mem. 1, 2. 29-
1, 8. 4, Thue. 2,5. 1. Demosth. Mid. 23. Xen. Anab. 4, 5. 19. Pausan.
5, 9. 4. Eurip. Here. fur. 531. comp. Held ad Plutarch. Timol. p. 837.
note. Heb. xii. 17. (reosépsgev) does not belong here, but probably Gal.
i. 18. might be so regarded, if we translate nogsiv o destroy, yet see
Winer’s Comment. in loc. (d) sometimes for the aor. in narration, when
the events are related as if the narrator had been present. T'he narra-
tion thus becomes more perspicuous than it would be if expressed in the
merely historical aor.: Acts xvi. 22. 2xérevor juBSiery (comp. Jacobs ad
Achill. Tat. p. 620.) they commanded (whilst I was present) etc. This is
therefore reducible to note 1. Comp. Herm. ad Sopk. (Ed. Col. p.'76. ad
Soph. Ajac. p. 189, Poppo Thue. I. I. p. 155. Ellendt ad Arrian. 1. 225.
Matth. IT. 1138. Bernhardy 873. Kiihner G'ramm. IL. 73. It is unne-
cessary to suppose this tense used for the pluperfect in any passage
(comp. Poppo as above. Bornemann ad Xen. Anab. p. 5. Acta Monac.
IL. p. 179. Kriiger ad Dion. kistor. p. 304.), in Acts iv. 13. :6uduadov
dnsylvacxdy 7e advods, 6w ovv @G Inoov gaar, they were amazed, and
knew (roused to more attentive observation even by their wonder), that
they, etc.

In many passages the Codd. vacillate between the imperf. and aor.,
e. g. Mr. vi. 12, John viii. 8. Acts vii. 31., as in Gr. writers also the
forms of these tenses have been frequently interchanged (comp. Boisson-
nade ad Eunap. p. 431. ad Philostr. Her. p. 530.), and sometimes differ
very little in meaning, Schiifer ad Plut. IV. p. 346. Siebelis ad Pausan.
IV. p.290. It often depends on the writer, whether he conceive the action
as momentary, or as continued, Kiihner II. 74., and so especially in the
later Greek, the imperf. of verbs signifying to swy, to go, to send, is often
used where the aor. seemed to be required. Poppo ad Zhuc. III. 1. p.

570. Held ad Plutarch. Tim. p. 484, comp. Mr. vii. 17, x. 17. (iv. 10.
where Fritzsche has received the imperf. into the text) Luk. viii. 9.
Acts ii. 6.

The imperf. and aor. occur together, yet with the wonted distinction,

see Luk. viii. 23. xazéBy Aathad — — xoi gvvendgeovro xal Exwdlvevor,
Jas. ii. 22. comp. Thuc. 7,20. 44, Xen. Anab. 5,5. 24.*. Reisig ad Soph.

+ Particularly instructive is the passage Diod. Sic. Eze. Vat. p. 25. 9. 6 Koo ppew -
WemweTo B T EANADOG e E77e 0Py MowT. === pETETWE m )y aTo dMiar Tdhwva, et
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&d. Col. p. 254. Stallbaum ad Plat. Phed. p. 29. Jacobs ad Anthol.
Pal. p. 118. 329. 734. Jacob. ad Lucian. Tox. p. 53. Ellendt ad Arrian.
Alex. II. p 67.

The imperf. might seem to be used for the present (yet sce Mehlhorn
ad Anacr. p. 235.) in Col. iii. 18, drovdsssofe voig ardedoiy, &6 avqx e,
8 xvelp ut par est.  But it must be translated, wt oportebat, as it should
be, as it behoved (already before) see Matth. II. 1138. It was not ne-
cessary for the apostle to say, that it must be so; on the other hand, by
the use of the imperfect he could convey an appropriate hint, that it had
not been so with them (at all times). See § 52, 2. About Mt. xxvii. 54.
see I'ritzsche. The imperfect in Acts iv. 13. John ix. 8. is explained
under 2. (¢) p. 211.

4, The perfect is used in entire conformity with the rules of the lan-
guage, when time past is placed in relation to the present, i. e. when
something past is intended to be designated as just now completed, so
that the result of the action is conceived of as permanent. Particularly
instructive are the following instances: Luk. xiii. 2. Soxsi7e, 670 of Tone-
AOL0L 0DT0L GRALTWAOL aeh HdvTus — — eyévoreo, 670 PowmTe N RévOadiy,
that these Galileans were sinners—because they have suffered, i. e. not
that they suffered merely once in time past (that would be the aor.), but
that the consequences of that suffering (death) are still manifest : iv. 6.
bzutuol nogadéidovas (% doveia), i. e. I am in possession of it after
it has been transferred to me, commissam habeo potestatem; the aor.
would be, it was iransferred to me, which would leave it uncertain, whether
it still remained in my possession; v. 32, o9x 2aq 2w 0o xuréoor Sexalous
I am not there (on the earth), in order to etc. (aor. g0y Icame not, was
not sent) comp. vii, 0. 50,, Gal. ii. 7. reniovevpac 26 Fvayyéror concre-
ditum mihi habeo etc. (his apostolic office continues) Acts viii. 14. Mr.
x. 40. xi. 21. xvi. 4. iii. 26. John xii. 7. xiii. 12.%, xv. 24. xix. 22. 30.
xx. 1. Rom. iii. 21. v. 2. ix. 6. 1 Cor. vii. 14. xiv. 34. Col. iii. 3. Heb.
i. 4. iii. 8. x. 14. xii. 2. vi, 14. ix. 26, 1 Johnv. 10. 8 John v. xii. Therefore
in citations of the prophecies of the O. T. very often yéypanzar, or xegppud-
zwzae Heb. viii. 5. On 1 John v. 10 see Liicke. The perf. and aor. are
found connected in Luk. vii. 16. nrpopyens uéyas dynyepror v Huiv, xal dnege
zéduro & Oedg vov rody avrol he has arisen (therefore is bere), and God
visiled etc. (the latter narrative, and inzoxéae. refers to something as being
completed in the act of arising) ix. 8. iv. 18. Heb. ii. 14. iesi 76 wacded
wexdex Gy e cupxds xol GuoTos, xol abros meT gy e Tow ovrdw, 1
Cor. xv. 4. 620 v dpy (a now finished act) xal Sve dyfyegrar 7f zeiey

3 ’ s om ) .
* Tuduers, ¢ momoinka duiv; where the completed action #ida (in the symbolical
sense) is indicated as operative at the present time.
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214 PART THIRD. USE OF THE VERB.

#uéeq (continues in its effects in the new life of Jesus) Acts xxi. 8. John
xiii. 3. 1 Johni. 1. 2 Pet. ii. 17. (comp. Plut. 1I. 208. C. Xen. Cyrop.
8, 5. 23.) Col. i. 16. is also characteristic, 671 & ubzd ix v {d6q 70
nivra (the act of creation) — — zd néwza 8 wdrod xai sis adedy tx v o=
z o (a dogmatical view of the finished and now existing creation). The
perfect (instead of the aor.) is found only once in narration, Rev. v. 7.
70e xai ¢ LA pe 20 BuBacoy (without var.), So in a purely aorist meaning
in the later writers Schiifer ad Demosth. I. p. 468. Wyttenbach ad Plut.
Mor. 1. 412. Index to Petr. Patric. ed. Bonn. A. p. 647. Bernhardy
379. Less striking is 2 Cor. xi. 25. ¥faafor, ippadlodyy — — 2rddebyy —
Bvodynsa, vwxdquieor v 2G PudG memoiyxa, Heb, xi. 28, nioves ne -
nolnxs vb ndoyo xal Ty mEooxvew zob aimacos (aor. precede and fol-
low). In such enumerations of single facts it was indifferent whether
the aor. or perf. was used: they are equally admissible, as, I was stoned,
I suffered shipwreck, I have passed a day.

The perfect is used for the present, («) only in as far as by the former
is signified an action or state, which having commenced in past time ex-
tends into the present (Herm. ad Viger.748.); e. g. John xx. 29. é7¢
dbeands pe, meniorevxzas, Where the origin of a belief still continu-
ing is indicated, xi. 27.; John v. 45. inwrevers Muwiiof, sis 8y qramixar e
in whom you have trusted (have placed your trust) and still trust (in quo
repositam habetis spem vestram). Similar 2 Cor.i. 10. ¢is 6v G270 % o
pev (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 877. § 137. 2. marg. note). About fdeaxa
John ix. 87. see below note.—2 Tim. iv. B. syannxizes vy inipdveion
abzod, who have begun to love and therefore now love. The plu-
perfect of such verbs then has naturally the sense of the imperfect,
Luke xvi. 20. John i. 84. xdyo fbgaxo xol pepogzveqxo does not
belong here: the latter perfect seems to express, that the testimony of
John about Christ is to be regarded as finished, firmly established in its
authority: I have seen and have testified, i. e. let it be and remain testi-
fied (Thue. 2, 45.). The present would be less forcible. The perfects
in leb. vii. 6. (9.) are essentially conformed to this, for there evidently
more than one fact is related.—(b) To express after clauses with &,
iy (and fut. 