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INTRODUCTION 

In a sermon preached in June 1920 before the University of 

Oxford* the present writer made a plea for a closer synthesis of 

Old Testament learning with the study of the New Testament ; 

and reviewing summarily and generally the kind of New Testa- 

ment problems which might receive fuller elucidation through the 

more direct application to them of Semitic learning, he put forward 

the possibility that in the future a Semitic scholar might arise who, 

examining the language of the Fourth Gospel in detail, would 

prove beyond the range of reasonable doubt that it was based upon 

an Aramaic original. 

In venturing upon this somewhat bold prophecy, the writer had 

not at the time any thought of undertaking the task himself. 

Absorbed in Old Testament studies, and realizing with ever- 

growing insistency the task which lies before Semitic scholars 

of widening and deepening the basis of their learning if they would 

make any really first-hand contribution to their subject, he had not 

enjoyed the opportunity of prosecuting his New Testament studies 

beyond the somewhat superficial stage which ordinarily represents 

a theological tutor’s acquaintance with the wide range of learning 

in which, in addition to his own special branch of research, he has 

generally to direct his pupils’ reading. The problem of the origin 

and authorship of the Fourth Gospel had, however, always 

attracted him. He had been impressed (as every Hebrew scholar 

must be impressed) with the Semitic character of its diction, and 

recognizing to the full the importance of Dr. Lightfoot’s remarks 

on the question,t had realized that this was a subject of research 

fundamental to the problem of authorship which called for closer 

and more expert attention than it had hitherto received; and he 

had been amazed at the lightness with which it was dismissed or 

* Since published by the Oxford University Press under the title Zhe Old 

Testament Conception of Atonement fulfilled by Christ. 
+ Bibiical Essays, pp. 126 ff. 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

altogether ignored by New Testament scholars who confidently 

asserted the Hellenistic character of the Gospel. An article by 

Dr. C. J. Ball, entitled ‘Had the Fourth Gospel an Aramaic 

Archetype ?’, which appeared in the Exposstory Times for Novem- 

ber 1909, explained certain peculiarities in the first chapter of the 

Gospel by the theory of an Aramaic original; and this, though 

(to the best of the present writer’s knowledge) it stands alone in 

advocating this theory, yet appealed to him as evidently upon 

right lines.* The evidence there adduced he had casually supple- 

mented by notice of additional peculiarities pointing in the same 

direction ; notably, the sharing by the Fourth Gospel of many of 

the peculiarities of diction which Canon Allen and Prof. Well- 

hausen cite as exhibiting the influence of Aramaic upon the style 

of St. Mark’s Gospel. 

This was about the position at which the writer’s acquaintance 

with the subject stood when he wrote the sermon which he has 

mentioned. He had formed an opinion based on general observa- 

tion, but he could not claim to have substantiated it by the kind of 

close study which deserves to be dignified as research. Further 

reflection, however, convinced him that the matter could not be 

allowed to rest here. He had suggested in the sermon that both 

* The view that the Fourth Gospel was originally written in Aramaic was put 

forward, though not worked out, by C. Salmasius (De Hellentstica Commentarius, 

1645, pp. 257f.), I. A. Bolten (Der Bericht des Joannes von Jesu dem Messias, siber- 

seist; 1797, Vorbericht, pp. xiv ff.), H. F. Pfannkuche (Ueber die paldstinische 
Landessprache in dem Zeitalter Christ, in Eichhorn’s Allgem. Bibl d.b. Litt. viii, 1797, 

p. 367). L. Bertholdt (Verostmulia de ovigine evangelist Joannis, 1805; E:nleitung 

in... Schriften des A. u. N.T., iii, 1813, § 342) supposed that St. John wrote down 

the discourses of our Lord in Aramaic soon after they were spoken, and long sub- 

sequently translated them into Greek and incorporated them into his Greek gospel. 
Many scholars, from Grotius (Amnotationes, 1641) onwards, while holding the 

Gospel to have been written in Greek, have emphasized the Semitic character of 

its diction. The opinion of so great a Semitic scholar as H. Ewald (Die johann, 

Schriften, 1861, i, p. 44) is worthy of quotation: ‘The Greek language of the author 

. bears in itself the plainest and strongest marks of a genuine Hebrew. He is one 

born among Jews in the Holy Land, one who grew up to manhood in this society, 

without speaking Greek. Under the Greek mantle that he at a late date learned to 

throw about himself, he still bears in himself the whole mind and spirit of his 
mother-tongue, and does not hesitate to let himself be led by it.’ The discussion 

by Ὁ. Ε. Luthardt on the language of the Gospel (S#. John’s Gospel, E. T., 1876, i, 
pp. 15-64) is of considerable value. 

Mention should here be made of the highly important work by Prof. A, 
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Old and New Testament scholars were as a rule content to dwell 

too much in water-tight compartments, and that more systematic 

first-hand application of Semitic linguistic knowledge to the New 

Testament might be expected to shed light upon a variety of 

problems. It followed that it was not only desirable that professed 

New Testament scholars should realize the importance to their 

researches of a first-hand equipment in Hebrew and Aramaic, but 

that Old Testament scholars equipped with a knowledge of these 

languages should turn to New Testament research, and endeavour 

by practical demonstration of the value of such knowledge to 
substantiate the truth of this thesis. 

Thus it was that the writer turned seriously to tackle the 

question of the original language of the Fourth Gospel; and 

quickly convincing himself that the theory of an original Aramaic 

document was no chimera, but a fact which was capable of the 

fullest verification, set himself to collect and classify the evidence in 

a form which he trusts may justify the reasonableness of his opinion 

not merely to other Aramaic scholars, but to all New Testament 

scholars who will take the pains to follow out his arguments. 

Inquiry into the Semitic characteristics of a New Testament 

book has nowadays to take account of the fact that the great 

modern discoveries of papyri and ostraka in Egypt have revolu- 

Schlatter, Die Sprache und Heimat des vierten Evangelisien (1902), with which the 

writer was unacquainted until he had practically completed the present study. 
Schlatter has demonstrated the Palestinian origin of the diction of the Fourth 

Gospel in the fullest possible manner by citing Rabbinic parallels to its phrase- 

ology verse by verse, the majority of verses throughout the whole Gospel being 

thus illustrated (thus e.g. in ch. 1 parallels are cited for phrases in 34 out of the 

total 51 verses), and his work is a marvel of industry and intimate knowledge 
of the Midrashic sources which he employs. He has drawn, not from Aramaic, 

but from Rabbinic Hebrew—the Mechilta (commentary on Exodus) and Siphré 

(commentary on Numbers and Deuteronomy) which date in substance from the 

and century A. D., with supplements from the Midrash Rabba (on the Pentateuch 
and the Five Megilloth). He chooses these Rabbinic Hebrew parallels rather 
than the Aramaic material which we possess e.g. in the Palestinian Talmud, 

because the former are nearer in date to the Fourth Gospel and better illustrate 

the religious thought of Palestinian Judaism in the first century; but, as he remarks 

(p. 12), any phrase employed in Rabbinic Hebrew (the language of the Schools) 

could without difficulty be similarly expressed in Aramaic (the popular medium 

of speech in Palestine). Schlatter’s conclusion is that the writer of the Gospel 

was a Palestinian who thought and spoke in Aramaic, and only acquired his Greek 

in the course of his missionary work (p. 9). 

B 2 



4 INTRODUCTION 

tionized our conception of Biblical Greek, proving it to be, not a 

thing apart, but a more or less characteristic representative of the 

widespread Kouwy dialect. The writer is not unacquainted with 

the researches of Professors Deissmann and Thumb, Milligan and 

Moulton, and recognizes the fact that they have proved that many 

constructions and usages both in the LXX and New Testament 

which were formerly supposed to reflect Semitic influence, are 

really nothing more than ordinary phenomena of the Κοινή lan- 

guage. While readily making this acknowledgement to the excel- © 

lent work of these scholars, he does not stand alone in holding 

that their reaction against the theory of Semitic influence upon 

Biblical Greek has been pushed too far. The fact is surely not 

without significance that practically the whole of the new material 

upon which we base our knowledge of the Kowy comes from 

Egypt, where there existed large colonies of Jews whose know- 

ledge of Greek was undoubtedly influenced by the translation- 

Greek of the LXX, and who may not unreasonably be suspected 

of having influenced in some degree the character of Egyptian 

Kowy.* A good example of such influence has been unwittingly 

* Cf. the judicious remarks of Dr. Swete, Apocalypse® (1907), p. cxxiv, n. 1: 

‘The present writer, while welcoming all the light that can be thrown on the 

vocabulary and syntax of the New Testament by a study of the Graeco-Egyptian 

papyri, and in particular the researches of Prof. Deissmann, Prof. Thumb, and 
Dr. J. H. Moulton, deprecates the induction which, as it seems to him, is being 

somewhat hastily based upon them, that the Greek of the New Testament has 

been but slightly influenced by the familiarity of the writers with Hebrew and 

Aramaic....It is precarious to compare a literary documert with a collection of 

personal and business letters, accounts, and other ephemeral writings; slips in 

word-formation or in syntax which are to be expected in the latter, are phenomenal 

in the former, and if they find a place there, can only be attributed to lifelong 

habits of thought. Moreover, it remains to be considered how far the quasi- 

Semitic colloquialisms of the papyri are themselves due to the influence of the 

large Greek-speaking Jewish population of the Delta.’ Similarly, Mr. G. C. 

Richards, in reviewing the and edition of Dr. Moulton’s Grammar of New Testament 

Greek in the Journal of Theological Studies, x (1909), p. 289, remarks: ‘ The dis- 

covery of the Aramaic papyri from Assuan emphasizes this point [the evidence for 

large Jewish settlements in Egypt from an early date] most strongly, and even 

Deissmann (Licht vom Osten, p. 83, n. 5) is prepared to admit that the adoption 

of els τὸ ὄνομα as a legal phrase may be due to Semitic influence ‘‘in grauer 

Vorzeit”. But this ‘‘Vorzeit ” can scarcely be earlier than the end of the fourth 

century B.c. No doubt it is possible, as he says, that if originally a Semiticism, it 

may not have been felt to be so any longer. Such influence on the language 

of a population from an influx of settlers is quite common. Dr, Moulton makes 
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presented to us by Prof. Deissmann (LAE. pp. 129 ff.) in one of 

two passages which he quotes from the papyri for the express 

purpose of proving that the parataxis so characteristic of the 

Fourth Gospel, with its ‘and ...and’, is not due to Semitic 

influence, but belongs to the popular Kowy style. This is a letter 

from two pig-merchants (c. Α. Ὁ. 171) in which they complain to the 

Strategus that they have been attacked by brigands and robbed 

and beaten: ἀνερχομένων ἡμῶν ἀπὸ κώμης Θεαδελφείας Θεμίστου μερίδος 

ὑπὸ τὸν ὄρθρον ἐπῆλθαν ἡμεῖν κακοῦργοί τινες. . . καὶ ἔδησαν ἡμᾶς σὺν καὶ 

τῷ μαγδωλοφύλακι καὶ πληγαῖς ἡμᾶς πλίσταις ἤἥκισαν κ[αὶ] τραυματιαῖον 

ἐποίησαν τὸν [Πασίω]να καὶ εἰσανῆραν ἡμ]ῶν χοιρίδι[ον] a καὶ ἐβάσίταξαν 

τὸν τοῦ ΠασίωνἼ]ος κιτῶνα... The term here used to describe ‘the 

guard of the tower’, μαγδωλοφύλαξ, embodies the ordinary Hebrew 

word for ‘tower’, migddél (originally magdo/), and is thus clear 

evidence for Jewish influence upon Egyptian Kowy terminology. 

Yet Prof. Milligan (New Testament Documents, p.154), referring to 

this section of Deissmann’s work, states that he ‘has been able to 

produce examples of similar [to the Fourth Gospel] paratactic 

sentences from sources where no Semitic influence can be predicated’ 

(the italics are the present writer’s); and similarly Prof. Moulton 

(Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 486) remarks, ‘Those who still find 

Semitism in these plain co-ordinated sentences [of the Fourth 

Gospel], with their large use of καί, may be recommended to study 

the most instructive parallels which Deissmann has set out,’ &c. 

We cite this passage merely as suggesting that the theory of 

Jewish influence upon the Kouy of Egypt, so far from being false 

or negligible, may in fact be supported by concrete evidence drawn 

from the papyri themselves. It does not follow, of course, that the - 

a point of the case of Wales. South Wales Welsh is regarded by North Wales 

people as an inferior patois because of the Anglicisms, which are to be seen not 

only in borrowed words but also in turns of expression. In fact we may say that, 

if the native language of a whole district may be strongly affected by the entry 

of aliens who learn it and learn it badly, @ fortior is a language, which is not the 

native one, but the medium of communication between natives and strangers, likely 

to be modified by all who use it.’ So also Dr. A. T. Robertson, 4 Grammar of 

the Greek Testament in the light of historical research® (1919), p. 91: ‘The LXX, 

though ‘translation Greek’’, was translated into the vernacular of Alexandria, 

and one can but wonder if the LXX did not have some slight and resultant 

influence upon the Alexandrian Κοινή itself. The Jews were very numerous in 

Alexandria.’ 
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paratactic style of the pig-merchants is due to Semitic influence ; 

for, as Prof. Moulton justly observes (V7G.* i, p. 12), in speaking 

of co-ordination of sentences with simple καί, ‘in itself the pheno- 

menon proves nothing more than would a string of ‘‘ands” in an 

English rustic’s story—elementary culture.’ The vice of arguing 

from the epistolary style of an Egyptian pig-merchant or the 

speech of an English rustic to the style of the Fourth Gospel lies 

in the fact that the former are not ἐπ part materia with the latter. 

The theory of elementary culture which satisfactorily explains the 

style of the former is ill applied to a work which in thought, 

scheme, and execution takes rank as the greatest literary produc- 

tion of the New Testament, and the greatest religious monument 

of all time. 

So with other stylistic peculiarities of the Gospel, such as the 

frequent use of Casus pendens. This, Prof. Moulton tells us, ‘is 

one of the easiest of anacolutha, as much at home in English 

as in Greek’ (N7G.* i, p. 69). We recognize the truth of this 

statement as regards colloquial English, especially among the 

semi-educated. We might be talking to a groom, and it would 

be natural for him to say, ‘The gentleman who used to ride that 

horse—he lost his arm in the war.’ Probably at times we use 

the same kind of anacoluthon ourselves in ordinary conversation ; 

but we do ποΐ use it in writing a book or article which we hope 

may be worthy to rank as literature. Nor, if we take the whole 

New Testament as a fair specimen of literature written in the Κοινή, 

do we find as a rule more than very occasional instances of the 

usage. In the Fourth Gospel, however, it #s remarkably frequent ; 

and it is reasonable to seek some better reason than the sup- 

position that the writer of the finest piece of literature in the New 

Testament was more than ordinarily infected with colloquialism. 

Now there ts a literature in which both the usages which we 

have been noticing—parataxis and Casus pendens—are not the 

marks of lack of education but common phenomena of the best 

writing style, namely, the literature of Semitic-speaking peoples. 

If, then, these two characteristics of the style of the Fourth Gospel, 

only selected by way of example, fit in with numerous other 

characteristics which point to translation from a Semitic language, 

their evidence as part of our proof that the Gospel is such a 
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translation is not in the slightest degree invalidated by the fact 

that parallels can be adduced from the non-literary and ephemeral 
type of document which we find represented in the papyri. 

As a matter of fact, we have little cause to quarrel with Prof. 

Moulton at any rate in the course which is followed in our 

discussion of the language of the Fourth Gospel, for he lays 

down a canon which covers a great part of the characteristics 

which are brought forward. ‘If we are seeking’, he says, ‘for 

evidences of Semitic birth in a writer whose Greek betrays 

deficient knowledge of the resources of the language, we must 

not look only for uses which strain or actually contravene the 

Greek idiom. We shall find a subtler test in the over-use of 

locutions which can be defended as good Kowy Greek, but have 

their motive clearly in their coincidences with locutions of the 

writer’s native tongue. This test of course applies only to Greek 

which is virtually or actually translated—to the Hebraism of the 

LXX and the Aramaism of New Testament books which are 

either translated from Aramaic sources or written by men who 

thought in Aramaic and moved with little freedom in Greek.’ * 

It is precisely this over-use of locutions coincident with locutions 

of Aramaic which will repeatedly be found to characterize the 

Greek of the Fourth Gospel. 

From the remarks which are occasionally to be encountered 

in books and articles dealing with the Gospels it would appear 

that some amount of vagueness exists in the minds of many non- 

Semitic scholars as to the existence of a clear distinction between 

Aramaisms and Hebraisms. By some scholars, in fact, the 

question of distinction is ignored, and the two terms are used 

indifferently as though they were synonymous.t A glaring in- 

stance of this is to be seen in Prof. Schmiedel’s remarks on the 
original language of St. Mark’s Gospel in Encyc. Bibl. 1870. ‘The 

language of Mk.’, he says, ‘Hebraizes still more strongly than 

does that of Mt. Nevertheless, the combinations of Allen 

(Exposttor, 1900, i, pp. 436-43) do not prove that the evangelist 

wrote Aramaic, but only that he wrote a kind of Jewish Greek 

* Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 474. Τ Cf. Dalman, W/. pp. 18 f. 
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that he had derived from a reading of the LXX. Lk. also has 

Hebraisms, not only in chaps. 1f. but elsewhere as well, and 

not only where he is dependent on Mk. or Mt. but also where 

he had no exemplar before him (as, for example, often ‘and it 

came to pass”, καὶ ἐγένετο; see HS.? p. 37), and yet no one holds 

Lk.’s writing to be a translation of a Semitic original.’ 

It is something of a feat to have crowded so many miscon- 

ceptions into the space of a few lines. Mk. does not Hebraize 

at all in the proper sense of the term; but the fact that his Greek 

exhibits a strong Aramaic colouring is admitted by all Semitic 

scholars who have studied the subject, though they differ as to 

whether this colouring implies actual translation from an original 
Aramaic document, or is merely due to the fact that the author 

was ill versed in Greek and accustomed to think and speak in 

Aramaic. Mk.’s ‘ Jewish Greek’ cannot have been ‘derived from 

a reading of the LXX’, for it exhibits peculiarities (those which 

connect it with Aramaic) which are not found there, while at the 

same time the most striking Hebraisms of the LXX are absent 

from it. The fact that Lk. has Hebraisms is the first accurate 

statement which Prof. Schmiedel makes; but he goes on at once 

to confuse the issue again by equating the supposed ‘ Hebraisms ’ 

which are the result of dependence upon Mk. or Mt. with those 

which are found in passages in which the author ‘ had no exemplar 

before him’. The fact as regards the Marcan source in Lk. is 

that the third evangelist has made some attempt to smooth away 

the most palpable solecisms, but has by no means carried this 

out thoroughly or consistently ; consequently a number of Marcan 

Aramaisms (not ‘ Hebraisms’) remain in Lk.* The parts of Lk. 

* As regards Mt., which Schmiedel also mentions as a source containing 

‘Hebraisms’ employed by Lk., i.e. of course the Q document which is used 

in common by Mt. and Lk., the present writer cannot claim to have examined in 

detail into the question of its original language (Greek or Aramaic). No Semitic 

scholar can, however, study such a passage as Mt, 10%-88 = Lk. 12?~® without 

arriving at the clear conviction that we either have in it tle literal translation 

of an Aramaic original, or that the tpsisstma verba of our Lord in Aramaic were 

branded on the hearts of His hearers and reproduced with a reverential exactitude 
amounting to virtual translation, Cf. especially the phrases μὴ φοβηθῆτε ἀπό (Semitic 

} of averston after a verb of fearing), ὁμολογήσει ἐν ἐμοί (cf. on this expression 

even Moulton, V7G.° i, p. 104), ἀκολουθεῖ ὀπίσω μον (Mt. 108), Mistranslation of an 
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which may be taken to be due to the author himself (such as the 

setting of narratives, to which the phrase cited, καὶ ἐγένετο, belongs) 

do contain Hebraisms, and these so striking as to make this Gospel 

stand out as stylistically the most Hebraic Gospel of the four. 

Yet, as Schmiedel states, ‘no one holds Lk.’s writing to be 

a translation of a Semitic original’, for, paradoxical as it may 

seem, the very existence of this Hebraic colouring in his style 

Aramaic original seems clearly to the indicated by comparison of the following 

passages : 

Mt. 2375.26 Lk, 118941 

36 Οὐαὶ ὑμῖν, γραμματεῖς καὶ Φαρισαῖοι, 89 Νῦν ὑμεῖς οἱ Φαρισαῖοι τὸ ἔξωθεν 

ὑποκριταί, ὅτι καθαρίζετε τὸ ἔξωθεν τοῦ ποτηρίου καὶ τοῦ πίνακος καθαρίζετε, 
τοῦ ποτηρίου καὶ τῆς παροψίδος, 

ἔσωθεν δὲ γέμουσιν ἐξ ἁρπαγῆς τὸ δὲ ἔσωθεν ὑμῶν γέμει ἁρπαγῆς 
καὶ ἀκρασίας. 36 Φαρισαῖε τυφλέ, καὶ πονηρίας. 4θἄφρονες, οὐχ ὁ ποιήσας 

τὸ ἔξωθεν καὶ τὸ ἔσωθεν ἐποίησεν ; 
καθάρισον πρῶτον τὸ ἐντὸς τοῦ 4 πλὴν τὰ ἐνόντα δότε ἐλεημοσύνην, 

ποτηρίον καὶ τῆς παροψίδος, 
ἵνα γένηται καὶ τὸ ἐκτὸς αὐτοῦ καὶ ἰδοὺ πάντα καθαρὰ ὑμῖν ἐστιν. 
καθαρόν. 

Here it can hardly be doubted that the remarkable variant between Mt. καθάρισον 
πρῶτον τὸ ἐντὸς κτλ. and Lk. πλὴν τὰ ἐνόντα δότε ἐλεημοσύνην is to be explained 
by the fact that New Heb. and Aram. "31 means both ‘to purify’ (occurring in 

-Aram, as well as normal 33) and also ‘to give alms’ (cf. Wellhausen, Einletung’, 

p. 27). For the latter sense cf. the numerous occurrences in Midrash Rabba on 

Exodus, par, xxxiv; e.g. sect. 5 (New Heb.), ‘If misfortune has befallen thy 

companion, consider how to give him alms (12 M)51)) and provide for him’; 

sect. 1r (Aram.), ‘The Rabbis Yohanan and Resh Lakish were going down to 

bathe in the hot baths of Tiberias. A poor man met them. He said to them, 
‘Give me alms” (‘3 1121). They said to him, ‘When we come out we will 
give thee alms” (3 7.2}. When they came out, they found him dead.’ The 
inference is that our Lord used some such expression as f\3} 4323 ‘That which 

is within purify’; this has been rightly rendered in Mt. and made more explicit 

by the addition of rod ποτηρίου κτλ., while in Lk. it has been wrongly rendered, 

‘That which is within give as alms’. ‘Hpphvevoe δ᾽ αὐτά, ὡς ἦν δυνατός, ἕκαστος. 

In the opening of the long indictment of the Scribes and Pharisees contained 

in Mt. 23, presumably from Q, we find a passage (vv. 3-7) which has clearly 

formed a source for Mk. in his short summary of teaching contained in 12®*-*, 

It seems not unlikely that Mk.’s opening phrase, Kat ἐν τῇ διδαχῇ αὐτοῦ ἔλεγεν, 

which recurs nearly verbatim in 4° (introducing the parable of the sower), may 

be his manner of referring to this written discourse-source to which he had access. 

Lk, 204-7 has followed Mk. and not Mt, though his opening statement that our 

Lord’s words were spoken both to the multitude and to the disciples seems to 

indicate that he rightly identified Mk’s abbreviated version with the long discourse 

of Mt. (Q), and selected the former. The parallel passages run as follows : 
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is a sure indication that he was steeped with LXX influence, and 

very possibly unacquainted with Hebrew.* 

Mt. a3! #. Mk. 125840 Lk, 20%—¢7 

1 Τότε ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐλάλησεν Kal ἐν τῇ διδαχῇ αὑτοῦ 45 ᾽᾿Ακούοντος δὲ παντὸς τοῦ 

τοῖς ὄχλοις καὶ τοῖς μαθηταῖς ἔλεγεν" λαοῦ εἶπεν τοῖς μαθηταῖς" 

αὐτοῦ λέγω" . . . .. βλέπετε ἀπὸ τῶν γραμματέων 46 προσέχετε ἀπὸ τῶν γραμματέων 

8 σάντα δὲ τὰ ἔργα αὐτῶν τῶν θελόντων ἐν στολαῖς τῶν θελόντων περιπατεῖν 

ποιοῦσιν πρὸς τὸ θεαθῆναι 

τοῖς ἀνθρώποις" πλατύνουσιν 

περιπατεῖν καὶ 

ἀσπασμοὺς ἐν ταῖς ἀγοραῖς 

ἐν στολαῖς καὶ φιλούντων 

ἀσπασμοὺς ἐν ταῖς ἀγοραῖς 

γὰρ τὰ φυλακτήρια αὐτῶν 89 καὶ πρωτοκαθεδρίας ἐν ταῖς καὶ πρωτοκαθεδρίας ἐν ταῖς 

καὶ μεγαλύνουσιν τὰ συναγωγαῖς καὶ πρωτοκλισίας συναγωγαῖς καὶ πρωτοκλισίας 

κράσπεδα, 5 φιλοῦσιν δὲ ἐν τοῖς δείπνοις" * of κατ- ἐν τοῖς δείπνοις, “7 οἱ κατ- 
τὴν πρωτοκλισίαν ἐν τοῖς ἐσθίοντες τὰς οἰκίας τῶν εσθίουσν τὰς  olxias τῶν 

δείπνοις καὶ τὰς πρωτο- χηρῶν καὶ προφάσει μακρὰ χηρῶν καὶ προφάσει μακρὰ 
καθεδρίας ἐν ταῖς συν- προσευχόμενοι, οὗτοι λήμ- προσεύχονται" οὗτι λήμ 

αγωγαῖς Ἷ καὶ τοὺς ἀσπασμοὺς 
ἐν ταῖς ἀγοραῖς, κτλ. 

ψονται περισσότερον κρίμα. ψονται περισσότερον κρίμα. 

The statements of Mk. in vv. 88. 39 can be clearly recognized in Mt., except for 

τῶν θελόντων ἐν στολαῖς περιπατεῖν, which seems to be a paraphrase of καὶ peya- 
λύνουσιν τὰ κράσπεδα, Mt. 235, In v. of Mk., however, we meet with two 

statements which do not seem, as they stand, to connect themselves directly with 
anything in Mt. Noticing, however, that the second of these speaks of prayer, 

we observe that the New Heb. and Aram. term for φυλακτήρια (Mt. 29°) is ΡΈΕΙ 

fphillin, which properly means ‘prayers’. Thus there is a suspicious resemblance 

between the two statements, ‘make broad their phylacteries’ and ‘make long 

their prayers’. Now the verb πλατύνουσιν is rendered in Pesh, by eas, 

and Payne Smith in his Thesaurus quotes instances in which this Aph‘el vol” 

‘make broad’, as well as the Pa‘el οι, has the sense ‘make verbose’ (e. g. 

Severus Alexandrinus, Rhetorica, 79v., JK.a59 b>, f ‘If he wishes to be 

verbose’). It is likely, therefore, that an original ΣΝ PABA ‘who make 

broad their phylacteries’, rightly rendered in Mt., appears in Mk. and Lk. in the 

mistranslation ‘who make verbose their prayers’, It should be remarked that 

PBA is not the ordinary Aramatc word for ‘ prayers’ (enidy) ; but it might 

be so interpreted by a translator who was aware of this meaning of the term 

in New Heb. 

The writer believes that this suggestion as to a misunderstanding of »dan is 

hot his own, but has already been made; though he cannot recall to whom 

acknowledgement is due. He is himself responsible for pointing out the variant 

meanings of the verbal form. 

. Ἐ That St. Luke was a Hellenistic Jew and not a Gentile would be—apart from 

other evidence tu the contrary—the natural deduction from the fact that the LXX 

has coloured his Greek style in so marked a degree; since this surely implies that 

he was brought up upon the Greek Bible. Had he been a Gentile, and not 

converted to Christianity until he was a grown man, his Greek style would 

presumably have been already formed and would not have taken on a LXX 
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The following striking Hebraisms occurring in Lk. may serve to 

illustrate the true meaning of the term ‘ Hebraism’, viz. a con- 

struction or word-usage found in Brbical Hebrew which has been 

copied in translation by the LXX, and has come through LXX 

influence into N. T. Greek : 

I. ἐγένετο introducing a time-determination. The use of "πὴ 

‘And it came to pass’ is in such a case very idiomatic in Hebrew, 

and the LXX equivalent is καὶ ἐγένετο or ἐγένετο δέ. After "ΠῚ there 
follows the note of time or occasion, which may take various forms, 

such as— 

An Infinitive with preposition 3; e.g. ON23 ‘when they 

came’ (lit. ‘in their coming’) = LXX ἐν τῷ ἐλθεῖν αὐτούς. 

An Infinitive with preposition 5; e.g. D823 ‘ at their coming’ 

= LXX as (or ἡνίκα) ἦλθον. 

"WN2 (or 3) ‘when’ with a Perfect; e.g. 3D W2 ‘when 
they came ’=LXX ὡς (or ἡνίκα) ἦλθον. 

A Participle Absolute with pronominal or nominal subject ; 

e.g. ΝΞ MON ‘they (were) coming’=LXX αὐτῶν ἐρχομένων. 

A specific note of time; e.g. wren Dia ‘on the third day’ 

=LXX (ἐν) τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ τρίτῃ; Ὁ Ὁ" προ ΡΟ ‘after three 

days’=LXX pera ἡμέρας τρεῖς. 

After this comes the apodosis, which is most frequently (though 

by no means invariably) introduced by ‘and’ (= ‘then’); e.g. 

WT ‘and they saw’= LXX (καὶ) εἶδον (LXX often omits καί), 

3S) 1371 ‘and, behold, they saw’ = LXX καὶ ἰδοὺ εἶδον, or simply 

Wi ‘they saw’ = LXX εἶδον. The subject of the apodosis may 
of course vary from that of the time-determination (when this 

latter embodies a subject); e.g. CNN IpS We NYY) DNOD ὯΝ ‘And 

it came to pass, as they came, that (lit. ‘and’) a man went out 

colouring, at any rate to the extent that it has. We do, however, possess other 

and apparently contrary evidence in the fact that St. Paul in Col. 415 appears 

expressly to distinguish him from ‘those of the circumcision’ previously mentioned 

(v. 3); and this is taken by most scholars, such as Dr. Lightfoot (Colossians, 

p. 239) and Dr. Plummer (52. Luke, Ὁ. xix), as conclusive evidence that he was 

of Gentile origin, the latter scholar going so far as to maintain, ‘That he was 

originally a heathen may be taken as certain’. Such a verdict, however, surely 

ignores the important criterion of style ; and perhaps the conclusion which best 

satisfies the conflicting evidence is that he may have been a proselyte from his 

youth and have come over to Christianity from Judaism. 
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to meet them’, or pnp? Nyt whet 27) DNS EN 1M ‘And it came to 

pass,they (were) coming, and, behold,a man going out to meet them’. 

Instances of this Hebrew construction, with time-determination 

ἐν τῷ (Infinitive) and apodosis introduced by καί may be seen in 

Lk. 5", οὐ, 14), 17", 19", 24); without καί, Lk. 1°, 25, 9, 11°, 

17", 18%, 24°! With time-determination ὡς (Aorist), and without 

καί in apodosis, Lk. 1%“, 2", 19%. With specific note of time, and 

καί in apodosis, Lk. 5", 8.3. Acts 5’; without καί, Lk. 1%, 2’, 7", 
9”, “οἷ. ὴ 

There are besides some cases in Lk., and many more in Acts, 

in which the verb of the apodosis is not an Aorist but an Infintttve. 

This modification of the construction, which is μοέ found in 

Hebrew, and only occurs once in LXX (3 Kgs. 11® B), can be 

paralleled from the papyri. It seems therefore in Lk. and Acts 

to be a modification of the Hebraic construction under the in- 

fluence of a known Κοινή construction (cf. Thackeray, Grammar 

of the O. T: in Greek, p. 50). So Lk. 3”, 6%", Acts 4°, οὐ 14', 

16", 19', 22°", 28", It may be noted that in some of these 

examples, viz. Acts 9”, 14', 22°", the note of time or occasion 

has been variously modified so as to lose its clear-cut Hebraic 

form. In other cases, viz. Lk. 167, Acts οἷ, 11%, 28%, it is 

altogether absent. This is quite un-Hebraic. Hebrew might say 

aN non ‘And the poor man died’, without note of time except 

as inferred from the context (‘and’=‘and then’), or, inserting 

note of time, #383 Non OM ppd 1 ‘And it came to pass, after 
some time (lit. “from the end of days”), that (lit. “and”’) the poor 

man died’; it would not say [T3N0 ND) ‘NN = ἐγένετο δὲ ἀποθανεῖν 

τὸν πτωχόν (Lk. 16”). The reason why St. Luke modified his 

Gospel-style in this respect in Acts demands investigation. It 

would seem to imply a not inconsiderable interval between the 

two works, during which his wider intercourse with Gentile 

heathen in the course of his missionary labours exercised an 

influence on his style. 

Outside Lk. and Acts éyévero introducing a time-determination is 
only found in the five-times repeated phrase καὶ ἐγένετο ὅτε ἐτέλεσεν 

Ἰησοῦς in Mt. 7”, 11', 13°, 19', 26', and also in Mt. οἷ, Mk. 1°, 2% 

4‘ (cf. 2). In Semitic it is specifically a construction belonging to 

* With time-determination before ἐγένετο. 
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Biblical Hebrew, and not found in Aramaic except where this 
language copies the Hebrew construction in translation, as in the 

Targums.* 

These facts prove that in the construction under discussion we 

have a true Hebraism, which can only have entered into N. T. 

Greek through the influence of the LXX. Incidentally, its absence 

from Jn, tells against the use of the LXX by the writer of this 

Gospel. 

2. Enforcement of verb by cognate substantive in Dative. When 

Hebrew desires to emphasize a verbal idea, it prefixes the Infinitive 

Absolute to the Finite verb. In LXX the place of the Infinitive 

is commonly taken by the cognate substantive in the Dative; e.g. 

Gen. 2” non nid ‘Thou shalt surely die’ (lit. ‘dying thou shalt die’) 
= LXX θανάτῳ ἀποθανεῖσθε, Judg. 15° Ὁ PUN PION “PRD nd 

ἿΠ᾽ Ὁ) ND non ‘ Nay, but we will dnd thee (lit. ‘binding we will bind 

thee’) and deliver thee into their hand ; but we will not s/ay thee’ 

(lit. ‘slaying we will not slay thee’) = LXX Οὐχί, ὅτι GAN ἢ δεσμῷ 

δήσομέν σε καὶ παραδώσομέν σε ἐν χειρὶ αὐτῶν, καὶ θανάτῳ οὐ cee 

σε. An alternative method employed by LXX is the rendering of 

the Infinitive by a Participle; e.g: Judg. τ iin No WHIM “and 
did not expel them at all’ (lit. ‘and expelling did not a aa them’ ) 

= LXX καὶ ἐξαίρων οὐκ ἐξῆρεν αὐτόν. 

No examples of the second form of the idiom are found in N. T. 

except in the LXX quotations Mt. 13", Mk. 4”, Acts 7%, but the 

first occurs three times in the Lucan literature; viz. Lk. 22” ἐπι- 

θυμίᾳ ἐπεθύμησα, Acts 5% παραγγελίᾳ παρηγγείλαμεν, Acts 23" ἀναθέματι 

ἀνεθεματίσαμεν (cf. also Acts 25 ὅρκῳ dpooe).t Elsewhere in Ν.Τ. 

we find it only in Mt. 13", 15‘= Mk. 7” (both O. T. quotations), 

Jn. 3” χαρᾷ χαίρει, Jas. 5" προσευχῇ προσηύξατο. 

This enforcement of the verbal idea by the Infinitive, while found 

occasionally in other Semitic languages a Babylonian edisu has 

‘let it be ever new’; Syriac «ον |3jx .5 ‘when they are com- 

pletely victorious ’), is. peculiadly characteristic of Biblical Hebrew.{ 

* Cf. Dalman, WJ. p. 32. 

t+ Acts a!7 ἐνυπνίοις ἐνυπνιασθήσονται, which occurs in an O.T. quotation from 
Joel 238 (3! in Heb.) is different, the substantive representing the cognate Accusative 

in Heb. non: nivdn, LXX ἐνύπνια ἐνυπνιασθήσονται. 
t According to Dalman (WJ. p. 34) it is quite unknown in the Palestinian 

Aramaic of the Jews, apart from the Hebraizing rendering of the Targums. 
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3. Use of προστίθημι in place of πάλιν or a similar adverb in 

imitation of Hebrew "Di" ‘he added’ to do something, i.e. he did 
it again. There are two constructions in Hebrew: (1) the auxiliary 

verb "017 may be followed by an Infinitive with preposition 5, 

e.g. ἢ nivy> » + © WOM ‘and they added to do that which was 

evil’ (i.e. ‘they agers did it’) = LXX καὶ προσέθεντο... ποιῆσαι τὸ 

πονηρόν, Judg. 3%, 4', 10°; or (2) it may be followed by ‘and’ with 

a Finite verb, e. g. 79 MB" DAIIN ADA‘ And Abraham added and 
took a wife’ (‘agai took’, or ‘took a second’) = LXX προσθέμενος 

δὲ ᾿Αβραὰμ ἔλαβεν γυναῖκα, Gen. 25); WX san DY ‘And Elihu 

added and said’ = LXX Προσθεὶς δὲ "EAuois ἔτι λέγει, Job 36". Both 

of these constructions occur in the Lucan literature: (1) καὶ προσέ- 

Gero ἕτερον πέμψαι δοῦλον... καὶ προσέθετο τρίτον πέμψαι, Lk. 20"? ; 

προσέθετο συλλαβεῖν καὶ Πέτρον, Acts 12°; (2) προσθεὶς εἶπεν παραβολήν, 

Lk. 19". The usage is not found elsewhere in N. T.* 

4. The phrase πορεύου εἰς εἰρήνην, Lk. 7°, 8%, ὕπαγε εἰς εἰρήνην, 

Mk. 5” (nowhere else in N. T.) is derived from the LXX rendering 

of the Hebrew DID 1; cf. 1 Sam. 1”, 20%, τ Kgs. 20 (LXX 2r)*, 

2 Kgs. 5", 1 Chr. 12", Tob. 10", Judith 85, The Hebrew preposi- 

tion 5 is here incorrectly given the sense εἰς which it commonly 

possesses. It is really an idiomatic usage known as 5 of norm, 

Diy thus meaning lit. ‘ peace-wise ’ or ‘ health-wise’, i.e. ‘in peace 

or health’. The phrase belongs distinctively to Biblical Hebrew. 

The Targum Hebraizes in copying it in translation, but in the 

Peshitta the regular rendering is μόν ἃς, i.e. πορεύου ἐν εἰρήνῃ. 
5. The expression ἐνώπιον is peculiarly characteristic of Lk. 

(28 times), Acts (13 times), and Apoc. which is marked by an 

Hebraic style (84 times). It is derived from LXX where it is 

extremely common (some hundreds of occurrences), and ordinarily 

represents Hebrew "2B? ‘before’ (lit. ‘to the face of’), or Ἔν, 

‘in the sight of” (lit. ‘to the eyes of’). ἐνώπιον is only found once 

in Jn. (20”), and is unused in Mt. and Mk. In these Gospels we 

find ἔμπροσθεν, which also occurs in Lk. 

ἔναντι (Lk. 1°, Acts 7", 8"), ἐναντίον (Lk. 1°, 20%, 24”, Acts 7°, 8), 

exclusively Lucan in N.T., are both very common in LXX, where 

they ordinarily render *}'Y3 ‘in the sight of’ (lit. ‘in the eyes of’), 

* Cf. however the text of D in Mk. 14%, οὐ μὴ προσθῶ πιεῖν. 
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i.e. ‘in the opfinton of’. Hebrew always observes a distinction 

between ‘pyo ‘in the (physical) sight of’, and ‘22 ‘in the (mental) 

sight of’. The same distinction may be notiged for the most part 

in the N. T. use of ἐνώπιον and ἐναντίον. 

In place of the distinctively Hebraic expressions "BD : “2Y?, 3, 

Aramaic uses 03? ‘before’, ‘in front of’. 

6. The phrase πρὸ προσώπου, which is a common LXX rendering 
of "2B?, occurs in the O. T. quotation Mk. 1? = Mt. 11° = Lk. γῇ, 

and only besides in Lk. 1%, 9%, τοὶ, Acts 13%. ἀπὸ προσώπου = ‘JB 

in LXX is found in Acts 3”, 5", 7“, 2 Thess. 1°, Apoc. 6", 20" 

(ἀπὸ τοῦ π.). ἐπὶ πρόσωπον Lk. 21™, ἐπὶ προσώπου Acts 17%, are LXX 

renderings of B-dy, 

η. The phrase τὸ πρόσωπον ἐστήρισεν, Lk. g* (nowhere else in 

N.T.) is derived from LXX, where it renders Hebrew 08 DY 

‘set the face’ (Jer. 21, Ezek. 6°, 13”, 148, 15’, &c.). 

8. λαμβάνειν πρόσωπον, Lk. 207, Gal. 2° occurs 9 times in LXX 

as the rendering of Hebrew 0°22 8) ‘take or lift up the face’ of 

any one, i.e. show him partiality in judgement. More commonly 

this phrase is rendered in LXX by θαυμάζειν πρόσωπον. The 

Semitic phrase occurs in Aramaic as well as in Hebrew. The 

N.T.substantives προσωπολήμπτης ‘a respecter of persons ’(Acts 10%), 

προσωπολημψία (Rom. 2", Eph. 6°, Col. 3%, Jas. 2') ‘partiality’, are 

derived from the LXX Hebraism. 

9. The use of the verb δίδωμι in a wider range of senses, which 

may be rendered ‘ put’, ‘set’, ‘appoint’, ‘allow’, &c., appears in 

N.T. to be exclusively Lucan ; cf. Lk. 7“, 12°"*, 15%, 19%, Acts 2! 

(quotation from Joel 3°), 2”, 13° (both quotations from Ps 16"), τοῦ, 

19", This usage comes from LXX where δίδωμι is the regular 

rendering of Hebrew {2 which, meaning primarily ‘give’, is regu- 

larly used also in such wider senses. Cf. the LXX rendering in 

Gen. 17” δώσω αὐτὸν εἰς ἔθνος μέγα, Gen. 31’ οὐκ ἔδωκεν αὐτῷ ὃ θεὸς 

κακοποιῆσαί με, Deut.1 δότε ἑαυτοῖς ἄνδρας σοφούς, Deut. 2” ἐνάρχου δοῦναι 

τὸν τρόμον σον. Such instances might be indefinitely multiplied. 

These examples should serve clearly to illustrate the character 

of N.T. Hebraisms derived from the Greek of the LXX. We 

observe that they are characteristically Lucan, and in some cases 

exclusively so. Other N. T. Hebraisms may be found in the 

Greek of the Apocalypse (cf. Dr. Charles’s Commentary, Index IJ), 
~~ se 
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and these owe their origin to a different cause, viz. first-hand 

imitation of Biblical Hebrew style—a cause which was perhaps 

also operative in the Birth-narrative of Lk. The Marcan 

Aramaisms collected by Canon Allen in the article mentioned by 

Prof. Schmiedel are wholly different in character ; and the state- 

ment that they only prove that this evangelist ‘wrote a kind of 

Jewish Greek that he had derived from a reading of the LXX’ is 

most misleading. For example, one of Canon Allen’s most 

striking Aramaisms is the very frequent use of the Historic 

Present in Mk., which he rightly ascribes to the influence of the 

Aramaic usage of the Participle in narrative (cf. pp. 87 ff. of the — 

present volume). How could this usage have been derived from 

reading the LXX, when, as Sir John Hawkins has shown (11.5.3, 

p. 213), it is there comparatively rare? The total occurrences in 

the whole LXX are 337, and of these 282 occur in the four Books 

of Kingdoms, leaving only 105 for the whole of the rest of the 

LXX. ‘Out of the 232 instances in the four books of Kingdoms, 

the First Book (=1Samuel) contains very nearly two-thirds, 

viz. 151, which happens to be exactly the same number as Mark 

contains. But then 1 Kingdoms exceeds Mark in length by 

about one-third, as may be seen by comparing the two books in 

the pages of any English Bible—e.g. in the R.V. minion 8vo 

1885, in which 1 Sam. occupies 26 pages, and Mark (without the 

Appendix) about 15 pages and a half. Consequently it appears 

that the historic presents are scattered considerably more thickly 

over the pages of the latter than of the former, the average to 

a page being in 1 Sam. about 6 and in Mark between 9 and 10’ 
(11.5.3 loc. cit.) Moreover, the same scholar has proved, in the most 

conclusive manner, in dealing with the Synoptists and the LXX, 

that Mark is considerably the least familiar with this version, 

Matthew occupies an intermediate place, while Luke shows most 

familiarity with it (1.5.2 pp. 198 ff.). 

The marking of the distinction between Aramaisms and 

Hebraisms may thus be seen to be a matter of fundamental 

importance to our inquiry. If Aramaic and Hebrew were so 

similar in structure and phraseology that close translations made 

from the two languages, or original Greek compositions influenced 

by their style, were practically indistinguishable, then it might not 
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matter whether the stylistic peculiarities of such documents were 
classed as Aramaisms or Hebraisms; though even so—since such 

phenomena would properly rank as the common property of two 

(if not more) languages of the Semitic group—it would scientifically 

be more correct to describe them as Semitisms. It is true that 

Aramaic and Hebrew, having sprung from a common ancestor, do 

in fact exhibit a considerable number of such common character- 

istics, the occurrence of which in isolated Greek passages of brief 

length might leave us in doubt whether the influencing factor was 

the one language or the other. In dealing, however, with Greek 

works such as the Gospels, we are concerned not with brief 

sentences but with lengthy documents ; and if so be that in any of 

these we have actual or virtual translation from a Semitic original, 

the distinction between Aramaic style and Hebrew style is bound 

to assert itself.* 

If, then, we find a New Testament document such as St. Mark’s 

Gospel, which lacks the clearly-marked Hebraisms of the Lucan 
literature—unmistakably derived from the LXX, and at the same 
time contains different marks of Semitic style which can only be 

referred to Aramaic, the conclusion should surely be obvious. 

Here we have the work, not of a Hellenist who studied the LXX, 

but of a Palestinian Jew who either actually wrote in Aramaic, or 
whose mind was so moulded by Aramaic idiom that his Greek 

perforce reflected it. Such a work is naturally found to contain, 

together with the specific Aramaisms, a number of Semitisms 

which may be paralleled both from Aramaic and Hebrew, and which 

may or may not be reflected in the Greek of the LXX. But it is 

the specific Aramaisms which must determine the character of the 

work (Palestinian and not Hellenistic). The other Semitisms serve 

but to add weight after the conclusion has been drawn.t 

* In speaking of ‘ Hebrew style’ it may be well to reiterate the fact that we are 
referring to Biblical or Classical Hebrew. The ‘New’ Hebrew employed in the 
Mishna and Midrashim, which was the language of the Rabbinic Schools at or 
about the Christian era and subsequently, is structurally nearer akin to Aramaic 
than to Hebrew. This artificial product, however, fulfilled much the same function 
as did the dog-Latin employed by scholars in the Middle Ages, and there is no 

reason for supposing that it ever came into popular use. 

+ Cf. Allen, ‘The Aramaic Element in St. Mark’, Exposstory Times, xiii (1902), 

pp. 328 ff., an article which effectively disposes of the criticisms of Schmiedel. 
2520 ς 
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Whether the Marcan Aramaisms prove actual translation from 

an original Aramaic document, as distinct from the virtual transla- 

tion of a writer who, though using Greek as his medium of expres- 

sion, is casting his words in the Aramaic mould which is more 

familiar to him, is a question which still remains open. The 

present writer, comparing the evidence for an Aramaic Marcan 

document with that which he himself adduces in this volume for 

an Aramaic Fourth Gospel, feels that the case for the former is not 

of equal cogency with that for the latter. To a large extent, as is 

natural, the evidence for the two works runs upon identical lines ; 

and here the argument for Jn. is materially strengthened by the 

parallel usages of Mk. There is, however, a still larger -mass of 

evidence which can be cited for Jn. to which no adequate analogue 

exists in Mk. Examination of the usages discussed in the present 

volume will be found to yield the following results: 

Usages common to Jn. and Mk. 

Parataxis (p. 56). 

Frequency of Historic Present (p. 87). 

Frequency of Imperfect ἔλεγεν, ἔλεγον (p. 92). 

Sparse use of δέ, and preference for καί (p. 69). 

ἵνα = conjunctive ‘that’ (p. 70). 

πρός = ‘with’ (p. 28). 

Usages of Jn. found more rarely in Mk. 

Asyndeton * (p. 49). 

Casus pendens t (p. 63). 

καί linking contrasted statements = ‘and yet’ 1 (p. 66). 

ἵνα mistranslation of 3 relative. One case in Mk. (p. 76). 

ὅτι mistranslation of 7 relative. Two cases in Mk. (p. 77). 

Relative completed by a Pronoun. Two cases in Mk. (p. 84). 

ov py... εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα = ‘never’. Two parallels in Mk. (p. 99). 

πιστεύειν eis, One case in Mk. (p. 34). 

* Allen quotes Asyndeton as characteristic of Mk. (5. Mark, pp. 18 f.), but his 

instances bear no comparison with the frequency of the usage in Jn. 

+ The present writer has noted only Mk. 6'%, 7%, 1a! 1311, 

1 The only cases collected from Mk. are 4%, 526-3), 1449, 
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To these sas be added an Aramaism of which one case occurs 
in each, viz. 

Anticipation of Genitive by Possessive Pronoun (p. 85). 

Usages characteristic of Jn. not found in Mk. 

Frequency of Personal Pronouns (p. 79). 

Frequency of Emphatic Demonstratives οὗτος, ἐκεῖνος (p. 82). 

ἵνα mistranslation of 3 = ‘when’ (p. 77). 

ὅτι mistranslation of 1 = ‘when’ (p. 78). 

ἔρχομαι Present as Futsrum instans (p. 94). 

ov... ἄνθρωπος = ‘no one’ (p. 90). 

ἵνα μή employed to the exclusion of μήποτε (pp. 69, 100). 

To these may be added an Aramaism of which one case only 

occurs in Jn., viz. 

eer nee of direct Object of verb by Pronoun (p. 86). 

Two cases of a construction which is Hebraic rather than 

Aramaic, viz. : 

Change of construction after Participle (p. 96). 

The Marcan usages noted above which find parallels in Jn. 

do not exhaust the Aramaisms of Mk. Others are cited by Allen 

(cf. St. Mark, pp. 48 ff.) and by Wellhausen (Zinlestung’, pp. 7 ff.), 

of which the most noteworthy are the frequent use of the adverbial 

πολλά = NY, and of the auxiliary ἤρξατο, -avro = "WW; but they are 
not equally i impressive because—though they fit in with the theory 

of translation from an Aramaic original—they are the kind οἱ 

Aramaisms which might naturally be introduced by a writer 

of Greek whose native tongue was Aramaic. We may also note 

the fact that the Κοινή construction ἵνα = conjunctive ‘that’ which 

characterizes Mk. (though to a less extent than Jn.) is a usage 

which an Aramaic-speaking writer of Greek would naturally tend 

to exaggerate. On the other hand, the use of iva in place of a 

relative, which can scarcely be understood except on the theory 

of mistranslation, while frequent in Jn. (cf. pp. 75 f.), occurs but 

once in Mk. What is needed to substantiate the theory of an 

Aramaic original for Mk. is some cogent evidence of mistransla- 

tion; and this has not as yet been advanced. In contrast, the 

writer believes that the evidence which he has collected in 

ς 2 
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Chap. VII in proof of mistranslation in Jn. must be recognized, 
on the whole, as exceedingly weighty. 

Granted, however, the possibility of an Aramaic original for the 

Fourth Gospel, the question naturally arises—What evidence do 

we possess sufficient to enable us to prove this theory, and in 

a measure to reconstruct the original text ? 

The evidence is naturally drawn from our knowledge of 

Palestinian Aramaic at or about the period at which the Gospel 

is presumably to be dated.* The following are the main sources 

of our knowledge : 

1. The Aramaic sections of the O.T., viz. Jer. ro", Ezr. 4*—6"*, 

7'*-*, Dan. 2‘°—7", The Ezra-sections, if they are what they 
profess to be, date from the middle of the fifth century B.c.t 

. The Book of Daniel is dated with approximate certainty under 

the persecution of Antiochus Epiphanes, 168-167 B.c. The dialect 

of 2*°—7* is W. Aramaic, and is practically identical with that 
of the Ezra-sections, exhibiting affinities to the dialects of the 

Palmyrene and Nabataean inscriptions which date from the third 

century B.c. to the second century a.p.{ This source is therefore 

of great value as closely approximating to what must have been 

the type of Aramaic spoken in Palestine in the first century of the 

Christian era. 

2. The Targums or Aramaic paraphrases of the O.T. The 

synagogue-practice of expounding the Hebrew text of the O.T. by 

an Aramaic paraphrase is undoubtedly very ancient. Both the 

Babylonian and Jerusalem Talmuds understand the term wibp 

in Neh. 8°—R.V. ‘And they read in the book, in the law of God 

distinctly (marg. with an interpretation); and they gave the sense, 

so that they understood the reading ’—as referring to the use of 

* On this subject the standard work is Dr. G. Dalman’s Grammatth des jiidisch- 

paldstinischen Aramdisch. Cf. especially pp. 5-40. This may usefully be sup- 

plemented by the discussion in the same writer’s Zhe Words of Jesus, pp. 79-88. 

+ Ezr. 49%, though inserted into a section which relates the efforts of the 

Samaritans to thwart Zerubbabel’s rebuilding of the Temple in the latter part 
of the sixth century B.c., really relates to the interruptions caused by the 

Samaritans and other enemies of the Jews to the project of the rebuilding of the 

ctty-walls, probably shortly before the twentieth year of Artaxerxes (444 B.c.) when 

Nehemiah intervened and secured the support of the Persian king. Cf. Driver, 

Introd. to Lit. of O.T.® p. 547. . 

1 Cf. Driver, Introd. to Lit. of O.T.* pp. 503 ff. 
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an Aramaic paraphrase;* and this view, though disputed, has 

something to be said in its favour.t If, however, the practice of 

* Cf. Bab. Megilla 3a; Nedarim 375; Jerus. Megilla 74d. The same explana- 

tion is given in Midrash Bereshith Rabba, par. xxxvi. 12. 

1 Cf. Berliner, Zazgum Onkelos, ii, p 74, who compares the use of gal) a) in the 

words of the Persian king’s rescript in Ezr. 418, 50 yoy Andy" NAY) 

MIP “IP, 1. 6. most naturally, ‘The letter which ye sent unto us hath been read 

before me s# translation’, i.e. translated from Aramaic into Persian. The principal 

rival explanation (offered by Dr. Bertholet) is ‘divided’ (sc. into sections), 

i.e. ‘section by section’; and on this explanation the following words boy pin 

‘and giving the sense’ may refer to an Aramaic paraphrase. The synagogue- 

custom as known to us was to read a verse of the Law in the Hebrew and follow 

it by the Aramaic paraphrase. In the Prophets three verses might be read 

together and followed by the Aramaic rendering. 

Even in pre-exilic times (cf. 2 Kgs. 1876) Aramaic was the lingua franca of 

international communication. It must have been widely used, along with 

Babylonian, in the Neo-Babylonian kingdom. Cuneiform tablets of the late 

Assyrian, Neo-Babylonian, and Achaemenian periods bear Aramaic dockets; and 

scribes or secretaries were employed for the purpose of writing Aramaic upon 

parchment along with those whose business it was to write Babylonian in 

cuneiform upon clay tablets (cf. the writer's Judges, pp. 255, 495). Probably 

Aramaic was the exclusive medium of intercourse between the exiled Jews and 

their captors, and was used by them in commercial dealings with foreigners. 

Thus the Jews who returned from exile must have come back with a knowledge 

of Aramaic at least as thorough as was their knowledge of Hebrew, and must 

have found that in Palestine Aramaic had established itself and gained ground 

owing to the mixture of races and the decay of national feeling among the Jews 

who had remained in Palestine. 

The fact that Hebrew of a more or less classical character remained the literary 

language of the Jews to within at least a century befure the Christian era does 

not of course imply that it was widely and generally spoken by the Jews up to 

that period. That it was understood and spoken in the earlier post-exilic period 

is implied by the fact that e.g. the prophecies of Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, 

which were intended for a popular audience, are written in Hebrew; and by the 

allusion in Neh. 1374, which shows, however, at the same time, how easy the 

condition of affairs made it for the less precise Jews to drop Hebrew and adopt 

another language. 

All that we can say, then, with any certainty, is that after the return from exile 

Hebrew and Aramaic must for a time have been used concurrently by the Jews. 

Religious, national, and literary feeling strove for the retention of Hebrew; but 

external influence making itself felt in the exigences of daily life favoured the 

advance of Aramaic, and gradually led to its general adoption. Literary and 

cultivated Jews read Hebrew, and no doubt spoke it to some extent among 

themselves at least for some time after the return. The mass of the people who 

did not read books came more and more to speak Aramaic exclusively and to lose 

the knowledge of Hebrew. 
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using a Targum is not to be carried so far back as the days of 

Ezra, the fact that it became customary long before the Christian 

era is at any rate not in dispute. 
The date at which written Targums first came into existence 

cannot certainly be determined.* It is related that in the fourth 

century A.D. Samuel ben Isaac once entered a synagogue, and 

seeing a scribe reading the Targum from a book, admonished him 

thus: ‘This is forbidden thee; for that which is received orally 

must only be delivered orally, and only that which is received in 

writing may be read from the book’ (Jerus. Megilla iv. 1). There 

is, however, considerably older evidence for the existence of 

written Targums—for private reading and not for public worship. 

The Mishna*t states that portions of the text of the Bible were 

‘written as a Targum’ (Yadaim iv. 5); and there exists a 

Tannaitic { tradition that a Targum of the Book of Job existed 

in the days of Gamaliel the Elder (the grandson of Hillel and 

instructor of St. Paul; cf. Acts 5**f, 22°), and after being with- 

drawn from use by his orders, reappeared in the days of his grand- 

son Gamaliel II. The Targum of Onkelos on the Pentateuch, 

which became the official Targum of the Babylonian schools, must 

have been committed to writing and finally redacted at least as 

early as the third century Α. Ὁ., since its Masora dates from the 

first half of that century. Two Palestinian Amoraim of the third 

century advised their congregation to read the Hebrew text of 

the Parasha (section of the Pentateuch read as lesson) twice in 

private and the Targum once, according to the practice of public 

worship. Joshua ben Levi commended this practice to his sons 

(Berakhoth 8 4), while Ammi, a pupil of Johanan, made it a rule 

* See on this subject Berliner, Targum Onkelos, ii, pp. 88 ff., and the admirable 

article ‘ Targum’ by Dr. W. Bacher in the Jewish Encyclopaedia. 
+ The Mishna (i.e. ‘ Repetition’ of the Law, or in a wider sense its Exposition) 

was compiled towards the end of the second century A. Ὁ. 

t The Tannaim (‘Teachers’) were the Rabbinic authorities of the first two 
centuries of the Christian era whose work is embodied in the Mishna, They were 

succeeded by the Amoraim (‘ Speakers’ or ‘ Interpreters’), third to fifth centuries 

A.D., who chiefly concerned themselves with the exposition of the Mishna. The 

outcome of this work was the Gemara, ‘Supplement’ or ‘Complement’ of the 

Mishna, which, together with the latter, forms the Talmud. 

§ Cf. the passage from Tosefta Shabbath, ch. xiv, quoted by Berliner, of. οἱ, 

p. 89. 
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generally binding (ὁ. 8a). ‘These two dicta were especially 

instrumental in authorizing the custom of reciting the Targum.’ * 

Thus we may gather how the practice of interpreting the Hebrew 

Scriptures in Aramaic, at one time presumably dependent upon 

the extempore skill of the individual M*¢thurgeman, gradually 

assumed a fixed form; first, no cone orally, then in written 

shape. 

The principal Targums which concern us are as follows: 

The so-called Targum of Onkeloston the Pentateuch. This is 

sometimes called the Babylonian Targum, as adopted and stan- 

dardized in Babylonia not later, as we have seen, than the third 

century A.D. While exhibiting certain Babylonian peculiarities 

in diction, it ‘is composed in a dialect fundamentally Palestinian’. { 

Its contents prove that it must have been drawn up in Palestine 

in the second century, since both its Halakhic and Haggadic 

elements § exhibit the influence of the school of Akiba (who 

perished in the rebellion of Bar Cokhba, a.p. 135) and other 

prominent Tannaim.|| 

The Palestinian Targum of the Pentateuch is, as it has come 

down to us, much later in date. The Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan 

is wrongly assigned to Jonathan (the reputed author of the Targum 

of the Prophets), possibly through mistaken interpretation of the 

abbreviation "ἢ = Targum Yerushalmi, Jerusalem Targum, as 

Targum Yehonathan. As finally redacted it is not earlier than the 

seventh century A.D., but it is thought to contain many elements 

which are older than the Targum of Onkelos.{ Comparison 

of these two Targums yields evidence that they were originally 

identical, their agreement being often verbatim. 

* Cf, Bacher, op. cit. p. 58. 

+ The name popax Onkelos appears to have arisen through confusion made in 
Bab. Megilla iii. 1 of a reference in Jerus. Megilla i. rr to the Greek translation 

of Aquila D po py Akylas. Cf. Berliner, of. at. pp. 92 ff. 

1 Noldeke, Mandditsche Cremenats, p. xxvii, quoted by Bacher, of. at. p. 59a. 

§ Halakha (‘ walking’ or ‘way’; so ‘ custom’) is the exposition and application 

of the legal elements of Sciipiures Haggdada (‘narration’) the elaboration of its 

historical and didactic portions. 

|| Cf. Berliner, op. cit. p. 107. 
J Dalman, Gramm, pp. 21 ff., and WJ. pp. 84 f., disputes this inference, holding 

the most primitive elements to be ‘exactly the parts taken from the Onkelos 

Targum’. 
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In addition to the complete Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan there 

survive fragments of a Jerusalem Targum, apparently not all 

contemporaneous. In the view of Dr. Bacher, ‘Both the Pseudo- 

Jonathan and the fragments contain much that has survived from 

a very early period ; indeed the nucleus of the Palestinian Targum 

is older than the Babylonian which was redacted from it’ (op. ct. 

p. 61 a). 

The Targum of Jonathan on the Prophets* is assigned by 

tradition to Jonathan ben Uzziel, who was Hillel’s most famous 

pupil. The history of its transmission appears to follow the same | 

lines as that of the Targum of Onkelos. Palestinian in origin 

(as is expressly stated in the Bab. Talmud), it gained official 

recognition in Babylonia in the third century a.p. It is frequently 

quoted by Joseph, the head of the Academy of Pumbeditha in 

Babylonia in the early part of the fourth century a.p., who, in 

referring to Isa. 8° and Zech. 12", remarks. that ‘if there were 

no Targum to it, we should not know the meaning of these verses’ 

(Sanhedrin 945; Moed Katon 286; Megilla 3a). Such reference 

implies the recognition of the Prophetic Targum as an ancient 

authority. 

These Targums—and especially the Targums of Onkelos and 

of Jonathan on the Prophets—are of great value to us as illus- 

trating the Palestinian Aramaic of the early centuries of the 

Christian era. Though, in the form in which we know them, they 

are later than the first century, they embody material which— 

whether in written or oral form—must have come down from that 

period ; and from the linguistic ‘point of view it is clear that they 

are faithful witnesses. Their dialect is closely allied to the dialect 

of the Book of Daniel, such slight differences as exist being mainly 

orthographical.t The only drawback to their use is that, being 

translations of Hebrew, they tend at times to Hebraize their 

Aramaic ; but instances of this tendency are not difficult to detect, 

and are unlikely, therefore, to lead us astray.}{ 

* The term ‘Prophets’ is of course used in the Jewish sense, including the 

four historical books known as ‘the Former Prophets’, viz. Josh., Judg., Sam., 

and Kgs. 

+ Cf. Driver, Introd. to Lit. of O.T.® p. 503; Nodldeke in Encycl. Bibl. 283. 
$ Cf. e.g. the passages cited on pp. 61 ff. On Hebraisms in the Targums cf. 

Dalman, WJ. p. 83. 
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3. The Palestinian ‘(so-called Jerusalem) Talmud and the 

Midrashim contain short sections—stories and the like—in Aramaic 

interspersed amid the New Hebrew in which they are for the 

most part written. These Aramaic sections are the latest portions 

of these works, dating from the fourth to the sixth centuries A.D. 

They are clearly in the dialect of the people, and such linguistic 

peculiarities as this dialect exhibits connects it with Galilee rather 

than with Judaea.* 

4. The Palestinian Syriac Lectionary, of unknown date, exhibits 

an Aramaic dialect akin to that of the Palestinian Talmud and 

Midrashim. As offering us the text of a great part of the Gospels 

translated into Palestinian Aramaic this Lectionary is of con- 

siderable interest. Like the Targums, however, in relation to the 

Hebrew text, it shows a certain tendency to adapt its language 

to its Greek original. 

In addition to these Palestinian Aramaic sofirces, we may gain 

not inconsiderable aid through comparison of the ancient Syriac 

versions of the O. and N.T., making, of course, such allowances 

as are necessary for the dialectical differences between Eastern 

and Western Aramaic. The Peshitta translation of the O.T. is 

undoubtedly very ancient. Made directly from the Hebrew, it 

exhibits the traditions of Jewish exegesis, as appears from the 

points of connexion which it offers with Targumic renderings.t 

It may well have been the work of Jewish scholars, and can hardly 

be later than the early second century a.p., if so late. As 

compared with the Targums, it exhibits less of a tendency to 

accommodate its language to the Hebrew constructions of the ᾿ 

original. 

No Syriac version of the N.T. is as old as that of the O.T. 

We know that Tatian made his Diatessaron, or Harmony of the 

Four Gospels (τὸ διὰ τεσσάρων εὐαγγέλιον), in Greek, and that this 

was translated into Syriac during his lifetime, c. A.D. 170.{ It 

* Cf. Dalman, Gramm. pp. 12 ff., 31 fff. 

+ Cf. the illustrations of this tendency collected by Dr. Driver in his Notes on the 

Heb. Text of the Books of Samuel, pp. |xxi f., and by the present writer in his 

Notes on the Heb. Text of the Books of Kings, pp. xxxivf., and Book of Judges, 

p. CXxviii, 

¢ For authorities cf. Dr. Nestle’s article ‘Syriac Versions’ in Hastings’s Dictionary 

of the Bible, iv, p.646a. The view that the Diatessaron was first composed in 



26 INTRODUCTION 

continued in use at Edessa till the fifth century, when Rabbula, 

bishop of Edessa (a.p. 411-35), prepared a revision of the text of 

the separate Gospels (called Evangelion da-M*pharr*shé, ‘Gospel 

of the Separate ἢ, and ordered its substitution for the Diatessaron 

(Evangelion da-M*hall*té, ‘Gospel of the Mixed’), and the collection 

and confiscation of the copies of the latter. This was carried out 

with such thoroughness that no copy of the Syriac Diatessaron 

has survived, and we only know the work through an Armenian 

translation of St. Ephrem’s Commentary upon it, and a late Arabic 

translation in which the text has been accommodated to that of the 

Peshitta. 

Dr. Burkitt has shown that Syrian writers prior to Rabbula 

used the Evangelion da-M‘pharrshé,* which has survived to us in 
the fragmentary remains of a recension of the Four Gospels 

discovered and edited by Dr. Cureton in 1858, and in the (nearly 

complete) palimpsest of the Gospels discovered by Mrs. Lewis 

at the convent on Mount Sinai in 1892; and further, that Rabbula, 

when he forbad the use of the Diatessaron, made a revision of 

this separate version of the Gospels in conformity with the Greek 

text current at Antioch at the beginning of the fifth century. This 

appears to have been the origin of the N.T. Peshitta. He has 

also shown that the Evangelion da-M‘pharr’shé used the O.T. 

Peshitta, and must therefore be later than it.t His conclusion is 

that the Diatessaron was the earliest form of the N.T. possessed 

by the Syrian Church, the Evangelion da-M‘pharr‘shé being dated 
by him ¢. a.p. 200, According to this view the early Christian 

Church at Edessa had no N.T. prior to the Diatessaron in 

A.D. 170. ‘For the first generation of Syriac-speaking Christians 

the Law and the Prophets sufficed.’ This is a conclusion which 

is open to question, and it may be that the old version represented 

by the Sinaitic and Curetonian should be placed at an earlier date. 

The Old Syriac and Peshittaé versions of the N.T., as well as 

Greek and then translated into Syriac appears to be more probable than that 

it was originally composed in Syriac. Cf. Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, 

ii, p. 206. For the latter view cf, J. F. Stenning in Hastings’s DB., v, p. 452. 

* Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, ii, pp. rot ff. 

t op. ct. pp. 201 fff. 
1 op. at. p. 212. 
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the Palestinian Syriac Lectionary, are of great value to our 

inquiry as illustrating Aramaic constructions in relation to the 

Greek of the Gospels. When, for example, we get a varying 

Greek construction, one form of which we suspect of being an 

Aramaism, and the Syriac versions render both alike in accordance 

with our suspected Aramaism, our primary inference receives 

strong confirmation. There are many instances of this in the 

Fourth Gospel (cf. e.g. pp. 72 ff.). 

The Acta Thomae, an original Syriac work * of fairly early date 

(early third century Α. Ὁ.) is sometimes used in the following pages 

for purposes of illustration. | 

The evidence which is brought forward in this volume tn proof 

that the Greek text of the Fourth Gospel is a translation from 

Aramaic is concerned with the broad general characteristics of the 

Aramaic language, and does not depend upon dialectal details. 

Though dialects of the language may be distinguished, belonging 

to different places and different periods, their distinctive character- 

istics (if we except the earliest monuments of the language, of the 

gth-8th centuries B.c.) are but slight in comparison with the com- 

mon features which unite all branches of the language. Thus the 

exact dialectal form of the original which we presuppose is a 

matter of minor importance. We may have doubts as to the 

precise word or verbal termination or suffix which we should 

select ; we can have no reasonable doubt as to constructions which 

properly characterize the language as a whole. 

* The fact that this work was originally written in Syriac has been conclusively 

proved by Dr. Burkitt in Journal of Theol, Studies, i, pp. 280 ff. ; ii, p. 429; iii, p. 94. 

+ Cf. R. Duval, La Littevature syriaque, pp. 98 ff. 



CHAPTER I 

PRELIMINARY TESTING OF THE THEORY BY 

EXAMINATION OF THE PROLOGUE 

As a preliminary to the classified discussion of particular usages, 

it is instructive to take the Prologue of the Gospel and examine 

it verse by verse. Thus we may gain at the outset a clearer 

conception of the texture of the writer’s language as a whole; 

and, when we come to classify, may realize that we are not dealing 

merely with isolated phenomena, but with illustrations of a con- 

tinuous characteristic which admits of but one explanation—the 

theory of an Aramaic original. 

vv.'*, The phrase πρὸς τὸν θεόν in the sense ‘with God’ is 

remarkable, as Westcott observes. He cites the parallel usage 

in Mt. 13%, Mk. 6%, 9”, 14%, Lk. 9", 1 Jn. τ. The last of these 

passages is an echo of the Gospel-prologue, presumably by the 

same author—7rs ἦν πρὸς τὸν πατέρα. With regard to the Synoptic 

instances we notice (1) that they are all from the Marcan source, 

and (2) that Mt. 17”, Lk. 22° alter Mark’s πρὸς ὑμᾶς to the more 

natural μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν, while Mt. 26° omits the phrase altogether. The 

parallel passages are as follows: | 

Mk. 6° καὶ οὐκ εἰσὶν ai ἀδελφαὶ αὐτοῦ ὧδε πρὸς ἡμᾶς ; 

μι 13" καὶ αἱ ἀδελφαὶ αὐτοῦ οὐχὶ πᾶσαι πρὸς ἡμᾶς εἰσίν ; 

Mk. 9" ἕως πότε πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἔσομαι; 

Mt. 17” ἕως πότε μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν ἔσομαι; 
g Lk. 9" ἕως πότε ἔσομαι πρὸς ὑμᾶς 5. 

ΜΚ. 14 καθ᾽ ἡμέραν ἥμην πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ διδάσκων. 

Mt. 26° καθ᾽ ἡμέραν ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἐκαθεζόμην διδάσκων. 

Lk. 22° καθ᾽ ἡμέραν ὄντος μου μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ. 

Clearly, then, we are dealing with a phrase confined in the 

Gospels to the Marcan source and to Jn. which was so far strange 
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to the other Synoptists that they were moved on occasions to alter 

or expunge it. The view that it may represent an Aramaic phrase 

is at once suggested by the fact that it occurs three times in Mk., 

for which on other grounds an. Aramaic original, or at any rate 

Aramaic influence, has been postulated. In Aramaic the common 

preposition nyo (possibly akin to the verb "Dé ‘join’) denotes 

(1) connexion with, apud, παρά, (2) motion towards, ad, πρός. It 

may be suggested that feeling for the second meaning so commonly 

borne by mp has moved the translator of an Aramaic original 

to represent the preposition by πρός even when used in the former 

sense.* | 
The usage of πρός = ‘ with’ is frequent in St. Paul; cf. τ Thess. 

3°, 2 Thess. 2°, 3, τ Cor. 16°’, 2 Cor. 5°, 11°, Gal. 1%, 2°, 4°”, 

Phil. 1%, Philem."*%. There are, however, many other indications 

that this Apostle’s language is tinged with Aramaic influence. 

v.*. ὃ γέγονεν ἐν αὐτῷ ζωὴ ἦν. This reading has the consensus 

of early attestation, the punctuation which connects ὃ γέγονεν with 

the preceding sentence seeming ‘to’ be little if at all earlier than 

Cent. IV’ (WH.). Yet, as is well known, considerable difficulty 

has arisen in connexion with the interpretation, ‘That which hath 

been made in Him was life’. The Aramaic equivalent would be 

(5) MO Δ NT. Here the opening 3, answering to ‘that 
which ’, might equally well bear the meaning ‘inasmuch as, since, 

because’; cf. the use of Ἶ in Dan. 2% ΠΝ ΠΤ Ἢ ‘And inasmuch as 

thou sawest’; 2° δ AI77 NAIR NOI I ‘because wisdom and 

might belongeth unto Him’. The Heb. relative "wx often bears 

the same sense. Adopting this interpretation, we obtain the 

meaning, ‘Because in Him was life’; and this admirably suits 

the connexion—He was the source of all creation because He 

Himself was Life. 
v.*. καὶ τὸ φῶς ἐν τῇ σκοτίᾳ φαίνει, καὶ ἡ σκοτία αὐτὸ ov κατέλαβεν. 

The difficulty of κατέλαβεν is familiar. Dr. Ball, in his article 

* It was only after finishing this chapter that the writer noticed that the facts 

that πρός here = Aram. ny, and that the other Gospel-occurrences emanate from 

the Marcan source with its Aram. background, had been anticipated by Dr. Rendel 

Harris in the first of a series of articles on ‘ The origin of the Prologue to St. John’s 

Gospel’ in the Expositor, xii (1916), pp. 156 f. The coincidence in conclusion 

serves to prove that it is unmistakable for an Aramaic scholar. 
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mentioned in the Introduction, has made the brilliant suggestion 

that confusion may have arisen in Aramaic between the Aph‘el 

form >°2pe ’akbél ‘darken’ and the Pa‘el form 5°32 4abbé/ from an 
outwardly identical root, meaning ‘receive, take’. It may be 

further noted that in Syriac the latter root actually occurs in the 

Aph‘el in the sense ‘receive’—cf. Lk. 15% in Sin. and Pesh. 

odac/ pars 297 ‘because he hath received him whole’ (cf. other 
instances cited by Payne Smith, 3470). The difference between 

mbapx xb ‘obscured it not’ and map xb αὐτὸ οὐ κατέλαβεν is slight ; 

and if the construction was the common one of the participle with 

the substantive verb, 7 Nin Sapo xd ‘was not obscuring it’, 

there would, in an unvocalized text, be no distinction between 

ΠΡΌ ‘obscuring’ and 2pd ‘receiving’. The sense ‘darken’ 

is equally suitable to Jn. 12° ta μὴ σκοτία ὑμᾶς καταλάβῃ, ἐδ 

NPI fa5°ap° ‘that darkness shroud you not’. 
v.°, ἐγένετο ἄνθρωπος. . . ὄνομα αὐτῷ Ἰωάννης, i.e. + + » S13) Ni 

lant ΠΡΟ, ‘Whose name was’ is only elsewhere so expressed in 

N.T. in ch. 3' ἄνθρωπος ἐκ τῶν Φαρισαίων Νικόδημος ὄνομα αὐτῷ, 

Apoc, 6° ἵππος χλωρός᾽ καὶ ὃ καθήμενος ἐπάνω αὐτοῦ, ὄνομα αὐτῷ ὁ 

θάνατος, Apoc. g" τὸν ἄγγελον τῆς ἀβύσσον' ὄνομα αὐτῷ Ἑβραϊστὶ 

᾿Αβαδδών. ᾿ 

Elsewhere in N.T. the ordinary expression is ὀνόματι (classical) ; 

cf. Matt. 27%, Mk. 5%, Lk. 1°, 5%, τοῦ, 16°, 23”, 24", Acts 5'™, 8°, 
gi 22836 yo!) 77 12.2, 16" 174 1827-4 19M 20", 21, 27), 287 (80 

occurrences). Other expressions are: ὀνόματι καλούμενος, Lk. τοῦ; 

καὶ τὸ ὄνομα αὐτῆς, Lk. 1°; ᾧ (ἡ) ὄνομα, Lk. 1%, 2”, 8", 24%, Acts 13°; 

οὗ τὸ ὄνομα, Mk. 14”. 

Pal. Syr. renders the Gospel-occurrences of ὀνόματι by oaae 

‘his name’, osaaae ‘who his name’ (i.e. ‘whose name’), omaco 

‘and his name’. Pesh. renders ὀνόματι by ον (ὁ... 1) ‘who 

his (her) name’, Joo ὁμοῦ ‘who his name was’, and once (Acts 

16") Joo: ὁβῶν ‘her name was’. ὀνόματι καλούμενος, Lk. τοῦ = 

Pal. Syr. ὡοῖϑρ ομωλαωῦ ‘who his name was called’, Pesh. 

Joo) osmay ‘who his name was’. καὶ τὸ ὄνομα αὐτῆς, Lk. 1° = 

Pal. Syr. ὁμωλωο ‘and her name’, Pesh. Joo owe ‘her name 
was’. ᾧ ὄνομα, Lk, 17 = Pal. Syr. caret, Pesh. ose? ‘who his 

name’; Lk. 2% = Pal. Syr. osmaa Joo ‘who was his name’ (i.e. 

‘whose name was’), Pesh. Joo om ‘his name was’; Lk. 8" = 
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Pal. Syr. osa.a7, Pesh. ose? ‘who his name’; Acts 13° = Pesh. 

Joo) oxaay ‘who his name was’. 7 ὄνομα, Lk. 1%, ate = Pal. Syr. 

(1% caret) osa.ey, Pesh. oxaay ‘which its name’, of τὸ ὄνομα, 

Mk. 14% = Pal. Syr. caret, Pesh. lusoksoe Jqo/ ‘that which was 

called’. ὄνομα αὐτῷ, Jn. 1° = Pal. Syr. ομθλαν ‘who his name’, 

Pesh. ον ‘his name’; Jn. 3'= Pal. Syr. oman ‘his name’, 

Pesh. Joo ome ‘his name was’; Rev. 6° = Pesh. οὖν baa ‘name 

to it’; Rev. 97 = oS haa? ‘which, name to it’. 

In the Aramaic parts of the O.T. we find, Ezr. 5% a¥2y0 yn 

mow ‘and they were given to Sheshbazzar his name’ (i.e. ‘to one 

whose name was S.’); Dan. 255, 455 syxwnba mw “ ‘who his 

name Belteshazzar ’. 

The Hebrew modes of expressing ‘whose name was N.’ are 

two, viz. (1) ‘and his name N.’, Gen. 24”, 38,3, Judg. 13’, 17}, 

Ru. 2!, 1 Sam. 1’, g'*, 17, 215, 22”, 2 Sam. 4‘, 97, 13°, 16°, 17”, 

20', 1 Chr. 2%, Est. 2°, Jer. 37" (22 occurrences), or (2) ‘N. his 

name’, 1 Sam. 17*%, 2 Sam. 207, 1 Kgs. 13%, 2 Chr. 28’, Job 1’, 

Zech, 6" (7 occurrences). Besides these two phrases, we once find 

(Dan. το ~ywxnda wy xp) awe Ser ‘Daniel, who his name 

was called Belteshazzar’. In all these cases the rendering of 

Targg. exactly corresponds with the Hebrew, except that in Targ. 

of Est. 2° we find “pnx ‘> ΠΟΥ ‘and his name was called 

Mordecai’ for ‘and his name Mordecai’ of Heb. The rendering 

of Pesh. exactly corresponds with Heb. except in Ru. 2', 1 Sam. οὗ 

2 Sam. 9’, where we find ‘who his name’ for ‘and his name’; 

in 1 Sam. 13°, where the phrase is omitted; and in Zech. 6”, 

where, in place of ‘Branch his name’, we have ‘and his name 

Sunrise’. In LXX Heb. 1x ‘and his name’ is rendered καὶ 

ὄνομα αὐτῷ, except in Gen. 24”, 38.323, where we have @ (ἣ) ὄνομα. 

Heb. ἸῸΦ ‘his name’ is represented by ὄνομα αὐτῷ except in Job 1’, 

where we have ᾧ ὄνομα. 

Outside O.T. we find that ‘whose name was’ is rendered in 

Syriac, ‘his name’, ‘his name was’, ‘who his name’, ‘who his 

name was’. Cf. in Wright’s <Apocryphal Acts, last gx ὦ 

worimas! ose .uwooatule ‘one of the chief men of Antioch, 

his name Alexander’ (p. 209); Joo oma ὡοοςϑλρου Viney we? ew 

‘Now a certain man, Onesiphorus his name was’ (p. a0) ; 

wowane ομοδῦ furs Jing, ‘a bath-keeper, who his name 
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Secundus ’ (p. wqe); olliso Joo oan? pe los900 > ‘a procurator’s 
son, who his name was Menelaus’ (p. jo). 

Thus it appears that ὄνομα αὐτῷ Ἰωάννης, Νικόδημος ὄνομα αὐτῷ 

exactly represent a Semitic construction common to Aramaic and 

Hebrew, and that the Greek represents the regular rendering of 

the Hebrew phrase. It is also noteworthy. that the only other 

occurrences of ὄνομα αὐτῷ are found in Apoc., which is strongly 

Semitic in colouring. 

v.'. ἵνα πάντες πιστεύσωσιν δι’ αὐτοῦ probably = ἐς: me PUN, 

which is most naturally taken to mean, ‘that all might believe 

in #’ (the light) rather than ‘through him’ (John). Cf., for the 
e ‘ sense postulated, 12” ὡς τὸ φῶς ἔχετε, πιστεύετε cis τὸ φῶς, iva viol 

φωτὸς γένησθε, and 12 ἐγὼ φῶς εἰς τὸν κόσμον ἐλήλυθα, ἵνα πᾶς ὃ 

πιστεύων εἰς ἐμὲ ἐν τῇ σκοτίᾳ μὴ μείνῃ. 

v.". οὐκ ἦν ἐκεῖνος τὸ φῶς. The emphatic pronoun ἐκεῖνος---80 

characteristic of the Fourth Gospel—has its counterpart in the 
Aram. S73, Syriac og ‘that one’, or in the Personal Pronoun 

RIT, See below (p. 82). 

ἀλλ᾽ iva μαρτυρήσῃ περὶ τοῦ φωτός. The difficulty of the supposed 

ellipse (usually supplied by the words, ‘he came’) is familiar. 

The whole verse would run in Aramaic, ΠΡ NTN ΘΠ ΝΠ ND 

ΜΠ) Sy ὙΠΌΣῚ (cf. Pal. Syr. omg Sx μων I) froow oo Joo J 
Js009). It is probable that Ἵ is here wrongly rendered wa, and 

should have its relative force—‘ (one) who’. The sense then is, 

‘That one was not the light, but ome who was to bear witness of 

the light’. Cf., for such a use of Ἵ or “ without expressed 
antecedent (‘one who’, ‘ he who’), Ezr. 7%, pwTAR yt x? Ἢ ‘and 

him who knoweth not ye shall teach’; Dan. 2% &?Y2""7 ‘AYTIN WI 

332 ‘and now Thou hast made known to me that which we asked 

of Thee’. Cf. the similar use of "wx in Hebrew in Gen. 44°" 

Tay YN Sy RYE We... ΠῚ Wye HAY ND We He with 
whom it is found of thy servants shall die... He with whom it is 

found shall be my slave’, where the rendering of Targ. Onk. 

is Wy Nan, Other instances of Ἵ relative mistranslated by 
iva are given below (pp. 75 f.).* 

* In favour of the ordinary view that the construction implies an ellipse stand 

two other passages cited by Westcott— οὗ Οὔτε otros ἥμαρτεν οὔτε οἱ γονεῖς αὐτοῦ, 

ἀλλ’ ἵνα φανερωθῇ τὰ ἔργα τοῦ Θεοῦ ἐν αὐτῷ, where before iva we have to supply 
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v.°, πάντα ἄνθρωπον ἐρχόμενον εἰς τὸν κόσμον is rightly recognized 

by J. Lightfoot (Horae Hebraicae, ad loc.) and by Schlatter (Sprache, 

pp. 18f.) as the common Rabbinic phrase Ὁ» ἝΞ 3 ‘all comers 

into the world’, i.e. all that are in it.* The Aram. equivalent 

would be 8D2y2 ὯΝ ΟΝ 53, Thus Westcott’s proposal to regard 
τὸ φῶς as the subject of ἦν ἐρχόμενον (‘The true light. . . was 

coming, &c.’: so R.V. margin) is excluded, and ἦν τὸ φῶς τὸ 

ἀληθινόν can only mean, ‘It was the true light’, referring to the 

preceding verse. For this sense we seem to need a demonstrative 

pronoun; and this probably stood in Aramaic as 81, which was 

misread 815 and rendered ἦν. 

v.". καὶ ὃ κόσμος αὐτὸν οὐκ ἔγνω. Notice the adversative force 

. οὗ καί = ‘and yet’, here and in v." καὶ οἱ ἴδιοι κτλ. This is very 

frequent in Semitic (cf. p. 66). 

v.", eis τὰ ἴδια ἦλθε, καὶ οἱ ἴδιοι αὐτὸν οὐ παρέλαβον, i.e. myo 

MRO NP AT xn m1 (cf, Pal. Syr. and Pesh.). The use of 
τὰ ἴδια, of ἴδιοι cannot, of course, be claimed as unusual; but the 

expressions are striking, and at once suggest to an Aramaic 

scholar the phrase ΠῚ ‘which to him’, i.e. ‘that which pertains 

(or those who pertain) to him’—‘his belongings’. ἴδιος is a 

favourite term in Jn.; occurring 15 times (1"5#?, 4 5&3 78, BH 

10°*"?, 131, 15", 16", 19”), as against 5 in Mt., 1 in Mk., 4 in Lk. 

υ. ἢ, ὅσοι δὲ ἔλαβον αὐτόν, ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς κτλ. The construction 

in thought some such words as ‘he was born blind’; and 1575 where before ἀλλ᾽ 

iva πληρωθῇ ὁ λόγος κτλ. there is an implied ellipse of ‘This cometh to pass’. 

Cf. also Mk. 14% Similarly, Schlatter (Sprache, Ὁ. 18) cites parallels from 

Mechilta on Ex. 20% apy xdx ayo ‘nen mon qxdp wwaynd awardee 
mM] TS SIf it were possible to remove the angel of death I should have 

removed him, but because the decree has already been decreed’ (sc. ‘I cannot 

do so’), and from Siphré on Num. ὡδὶ 19 oxy nbane ΜΌΝ 753 15 ὈΡΡΙΣ ὯΝ ΓΝ 
‘ We are not under such obligation to him, but (sc. it is necessary) that thou, &c.’ 

-In spite of these parallels for an ellipse, it is clear that Ἵ = iva in the Aramaic 

rendering of our passage most naturally stands for the relative ‘one who’; and 

this conclusion is supported by the other instances collected on pp. 75 f., where iva 

is a mistranslation of a relative. 

* Schlatter quotes a remarkable para'lel to our passage from the Midrash Rabba 

on Leviticus, par. xxxi. 6—Ddyy 3 595) c.nnndy Δ veo ΠῊΝ 
‘Thou (God) givest light to those that are above and to those that are below, and 

to all comers into the world’. 

2590 D 
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with Casus pendens is very frequent in Semitic—Pal. Syr. woo 

(ors Sow ahs adSn? of edo, Pesh. oo coaracy οἱ ΠΟΥ, 

«ον. For the occurrences of the construction in Jn. see p. 64. 

τοῖς πιστεύουσιν εἰς τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ, i.e. [3 03 ΠΟ, The striking 

phrase πιστεύειν εἰς is strongly reminiscent of the Hebrew and 

Aramaic construction (Heb. 3 ΝΠ, Aram. 3 (9). This is 

admitted by Moulton (V7G.' p. 68), whose words are—‘ It would 

seem therefore that the substitution of εἰς or ἐπί for the simple 

dative may have obtained currency mainly in Christian circles, 

where the importance of the difference between simple belief 

(? Ok) and personal trust (3 ’%) was keenly realized. The 

prepositional construction was suggested no doubt by its being 

a more literal translation of the Hebrew phrase with 3.’ The 

occurrences of πιστεύειν εἰς are as follows: (εἰς τὸν Ἰησοῦν, εἰς τὸν 
υἱὸν τοῦ Θεοῦ, εἰς αὐτόν, &c.) Jn. 24, τως, 45, δ" PAIS Bw 

g**, το", PIM 264648 7γ.0.}1.57 42.4.46 1 4.3, 16°, 17, τ Jn. 5"; elsewhere, 

Matt. 18° = Mk. 9", Acts το", 14’, το, Rom. 10‘, Gal. 2", Phil. 1”, 

τ Pet. 1; (εἰς τὸ φῶς) Jn. 12%; (εἰς τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ) Jn. 1%, 2%, 3%, 

1 Jn. 5"; (εἰς τὴν μαρτυρίαν) τ Jn. 5" (87 Johannine cases in all ; 9 other 

cases), 

v.". οἱ οὐκ ἐξ αἱμάτων... ἐγεννήθησαν, i.e. [Ὁ NOI ROT [Ὁ NDF 

PUT nndy 1) TON 132 ΠῺΣ [Ὁ NDI wpa ny. A point of 

great interest is the fact that the Latin variant os... ἐγεννήθη 
becomes considerably more plausible upon the assumption of an 

Aramaic original. Since the particle 4 is invariable, it might 

form the relative either to ‘as many as received Him’, or to 

‘He gave’. The question of reading in Aramaic depends, then, 

upon the difference between the plural TONS ‘they were born’, 

and the singular TYR ‘He was born’—-a difference which 

involves solely the insertion or omission of the letter}. More- 

over, since the following v." begins with καί Ξε 1, it is quite 

possible that the plural form ywbnx may have arisen through: 

dittography of this 1. Very probably 3 may not have had the 

relative sense at all, but (as in Ὁ. may have been intended to 

express the sense ‘ inasmuch as’, thus giving the reason why the 

fact previously mentioned became possible—‘inasmuch as He 

was born, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the 

Φ 
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will of man, but of God’; i.é. He, being born not after the manner 

of flesh, but of God, was thus able to give to those who received 

Him power to become sons of God. 

This interpretation is of a piece with that which is given above 

for vv.*4—just as the Logos was the Source of all physical life | 

‘because in Him was life’, so (vv.*") He is the Source of spiritual 

life (the new birth) because He was born into thé world, not by the 

ordinary process of human generation, but ‘of God’. Cf. Lk. 1* 

Πνεῦμα ἅγιον ἐπελεύσεται ἐπὶ σέ, 
\ , ε ΄ > , 7 καὶ δύναμις Ὑψίστου ἐπισκιάσει σοι 

διὸ καὶ τὸ γεννώμενον ἅγιον 

κληθήσεται υἱὸς Θεοῦ. 

We note a connexion between υἱὸς Θεοῦ and τέκνα Θεοῦ of Jn. 1” 

which may not be accidental (cf. also ἐπεὶ ἄνδρα οὐ γινώσκω, Lk. 1%, 

with οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος ἀνδρός, Jn. 1). If this explanation of Jn. 12} 

be correct, the writer is drawing out the mystical import of the 

Virgin-Birth for believers on precisely the lines on which he 

elsewhere (5%-”, 11%, 14) draws out the mystical import for 

them of the Resurrection. | 

On the other hand, the generally accepted reading ot... 

ἐγεννήθησαν surely involves a very strange sequence. The spiritual 

birth of believers is clearly the result of the grace described by 

ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς ἐξουσίαν τέκνα Θεοῦ γενέσθαι, but v." as phrased seems 

to imply that it was an antecedent condition. The author would 

‘surely have written ‘and so they were born’, or ‘so that they 

should be born’, had this result been the fact which he was 

intending to convey. 

v.4, καὶ ἐσκήνωσεν ἐν ἡμῖν. The verb ἐσκήνωσεν very clearly 

suggests the Jewish doctrine of the 773% Sh*kinad (Heb.), πὲ 

Sh°kinta (Aram.), or visible dwelling of Yahweh among His people, 

typified by the pillar of cloud standing above the Tent of Meeting, 

as subsequently in Solomon’s Temple (Ex. 33°" from the old 

document E; 1 Kgs. 8". Cf. also, for the use of the verb [20 
¥akan of Yahweh’s dwelling in the midst of Israel, Lev. 26"? (FI), 

Ex. 25, 29%, Num. 5°, 35" (P), 1 Kgs. 6%, Ezek. 43°; of His 

causing His Name ἰο dwell there, Deut. 12", 147, 16°*", 26%, & .). 

In Hebrew passages in which Yahweh is said to dwell, or to cause 

D2 
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His Name to dwell, in the midst of Israel, the Targumic phrase is, 

He caused His Sh*kinta to dwell there. Examples are— 

Heb. larg. 

Lev. 267% ‘And I will walk ‘And I will cause My Sh’kinta 

among you’. to dwell among you’. 

Ex. 25° ‘That I may dwell in ‘That I may cause My Sh*hinia 

your midst’. to dwell among you’. 

Ex. 29" ‘And I will dwell in ‘And I will cause My Sh’hkinta 

the midst of the children of to dwell in the midst of the 

Israel’. children of Israel’. 

So, of the withdrawal of Yahweh’s Presence, 

Isa. 57” ‘I hid Myself’. ‘I caused My Sh*kinta to depart 

(ascend) from them’. 

Ps. 44° ‘And Thou goest not ‘And Thou dost not cause Thy 

forth with our hosts’. Sh*kinta to dwell with our 

hosts’. 
Ps. 88° ‘And they are cut off ‘And they are separated from 

from Thy hand’. the face of Thy Sh*kinia. 

Thus we may assume with some confidence that καὶ ἐσκήνωσεν 

ἐν ἡμῖν represents the Aramaic §222 ΠΣ WR) ‘and caused 

His Sh*°kinta to dwell among us’. The choice of the verb σκηνοῦν 

was doubtless largely dictated by its close resemblance to the 

Semitic root §-k-n. The same usage is to be seen in Apoc. γ᾽" 

καὶ 6 καθήμενος ἐπὶ τοῦ θρόνον σκηνώσει ἐπ᾽ αὐτούς, 21° ᾿ἸΙδού, ἡ σκηνὴ τοῦ 

Θεοῦ μετὰ τῶν ἀνθρώπων, καὶ σκηνώσει μετ᾽ αὐτῶν. 

καὶ ἐθεασάμεθα τὴν δόξαν atrov. Here we have a clear reference 

to a second term used in the Targums to describe God’s Self- 

manifestation to mankind, "7 81 ‘the Glory of the Lord’. The 

conception of the 8%" Y*kara goes back, like that of the Sh*kinia, 

to O.T. passages. In these the Heb. term is 239 Kabhodh. 
Thus, Ex. 16", ‘Behold, the Glory of the Lord appeared in the 

cloud’; 24", ‘And the Glory of the Lord abode upon mount Sinai, 

and the cloud covered it six days’; &c. The Targums employ 

Y‘kara, like δ." ζημία, in paraphrasing passages which might, as 

they stand in the Heb., be taken to describe the actual appearance 

of God in bodily form. Thus— 
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Heb. larg. 

Ex. 3! ‘And he came to the ‘And he came to the mountain 

mountain of God, unto on which the Y*fara of the 

Horeb’. Lord was revealed, even to 

Horeb’. ; 

Ex. 3° ‘For he was afraid to ‘For he was afraid to look 

look upon God’. upon the manifestation of the 

Y ‘kara of the Lord’. 

Ex. 24" ‘And they saw the God ‘And they saw the Y“sara of 

of Israel’. the God of Israel’. : 

We sometimes find Sh*hinta and Y°kara coupled; Set n23¥ 

‘the Dwelling of the Glory ’— 

Isa. 40” ‘He that sitteth upon ‘That causeth the Sh*kinia of 

the circle of the earth’. His Y°ara to dwell in lofty 
strength ’. 

Ps. 44% ‘Wherefore hidest Thou ‘Wherefore causest Thou the 

Thy face?’ Sh'kinta of Thy Yara to 
- depart ?’ 

Or, with inversion of order— 

Isa. 6° ‘For mine eyes have ‘For mine eye hath seen the 

seen the King, the Lord of Y*hara of the Sh°kinta of 

hosts’. the King of the ages’. 

This last passage, from Isaiah’s vision, leads us to a point 

which proves beyond the shadow of a doubt that when Jn. 

describes our Lord’s Self-manifestation as δόξα he has in mind 

the Y°kara of the Targums.* In Jn. 12" the writer, after quoting 
Isa, 6", adds the statement, ταῦτα εἶπεν Ἢσαίας ὅτι εἶδεν τὴν δόξον 

αὐτοῦ. The opening of the vision (Isa. 6') runs in Heb., ‘I saw 

the Lord sitting upon a throne’, and this is rendered in Targ., 

‘I saw the Y°Zara of the Lord resting on His throne’. Other 

instances in Jn. of δόξα in this sense are, 2" ἐφανέρωσεν τὴν δόξαν 

αὐτοῦ, 11“ ἐὰν πιστεύσῃς ὄψῃ τὴν δόξαν τοῦ Θεοῦ, 17% ἵνα θεωρῶσιν τὴν 

δόξαν τὴν ἐμήν. 

We are now in ἃ position to maintain that the Adyos-conception 

* Not of course necessarily the wrttten Targums, but at any rate the conceptions 

which entered into the oral exposition of Scripture called Targum. 
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of the Prologue must undoubtedly be derived from the third and 

most frequent Targumic conception representing God in mani- 

festation; that of the "1 Ὁ ‘the Word of the Lord’. We 
should no doubt trace the origin of the conception of the δ Ὁ 

Mémra to O. T. passages in which Heb. 133 dabhar ‘Word’ is 

eniployed in a connexion which almost suggests hypostatization, 

e.g. Ps. 107”, ‘He sent forth His Word and healed them’; 

I's. 33°, ‘By the Word of the Lord were the heavens made’. 

This latter passage, with its reference to the Word’s action in 

Creation, recalls the repeated pbx “exh ‘And God said’ in Gen. 1, 

where the Heb. verb ὍΝ “amar is identical with the Aram. root 

from which Mémra is derived. Mémra occurs repeatedly in the 

Targg. in passages where the Heb. represents God as speaking, 

acting, or manifesting Himself in a manner which seemed too 

anthropomorphic to Jewish thought of later times. This may be 

illustrated from the occurrences of the term in the first few 

chapters of Genesis. 

Feb. 

Gen. 3° ‘And they heard the 

voice of the Lord God walk- 

ing, &c.’ 

3° ‘I heard Thy voice’. 

6° ‘And it repented the Lord 

that He had made man’. 

6’ ‘For it repenteth Me’. 

8’ ‘And the Lord said in His 

heart, I will not again curse, 

ἄς. 

g” ‘This is the token of the 

covenant which I make be- 

tween Me and you’. 
So in VU 13.15.16.17 

larg. 

‘And they heard the voice of 

the Mémra of the Lord God 

walking, &c.’ 

41 heard the voice of Thy 

Meémra’. 

‘And the Lord repented in His 

Mémra because He had made 

man ’, 

‘Because I have repented in My 

Mémra’. 

‘And the Lord said in (or by) 

His Mémra, I will no more 

curse, ἄς. 

‘This is the token of the cove- 

nant which I am making be- 

tween My Mémra and you’. 

We cannot fail to notice that in Jn. 1 the writer—no doubt 

with intention —brings together all three of these Targumic con- 
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ceptions.* In καὶ 6 λόγος σὰρξ ἐγένετο we have the Mémra; in 

καὶ ἐσκήνωσεν ἐν ἡμῖν the Shtkinta; in καὶ ἐθεασάμεθα τὴν δόξαν αὐτοῦ 

the Y‘sara. This is evidence that, so far from his owing his 
Aéyos-doctrine to an Alexandrine source, he is soaked through 

and through with the Palestinian Jewish thought which is repre- 

sented by the Targums. Nor would the teaching of the Prologue 

need time for its development. Any disciple of our Lord who 

had heard the Targumic rendering of the O.T. in the synagogue, 

and who was capable of recognizing a superhuman power shining 

through the Master’s Personality in His mighty acts, of detecting 

the Divine voice in His teaching, and at length of apprehending 

that in His Presence on earth God had come to dwell among 

men, could hardly fail to draw the inference that here was the 

grand fulfilment of O.T. conceptions so familiar to him through 

the Aramaic paraphrase. 

πλήρης χάριτος καὶ ἀληθείας. The reference of this statement 

back to the main subject of the sentence, ὁ Acyos—which makes καὶ 

ἐθεασάμεθα κτλ. a parenthesis—is certainly awkward. It would be 

possible to assume that πλήρης is a misreading for πλήρη, referring 

to τὴν δόξαν αὐτοῦ. If, however, v.", which speaks of the witness 

of John, and somewhat harshly breaks the connexion of thought, 

may be supposed to be misplaced, and properly to follow after 

the Prologue before v.” (‘John bear witness... And this is the 

witness of John, &c.’), then another theory lies open. In v.'° ὅτι ἐκ 

τοῦ πληρώματος αὐτοῦ ἡμεῖς πάντες ἐλάβομεν, 1.e, NI3DI N07 ANID ΠῚ, 

3 may mean, not ‘because’, but ‘He who’ (the assumed mistrans- 

lation is a converse one to that noted in vv.*"), Thus we get 

the statement, ‘Full of grace. and truth was He of whose fullness 

we have all received’. Aramaic, literally rendered, would express 

this by, ‘ Full of grace and truth (was) He who of His fullness we 

have all received ’. 

υ. ἃ, μονογενὴς Θεός. This reading has stronger attestation than 

the variant μονογενὴς vids, which looks like a correction. It must 

* This has been noted by Dalman, W/. p. 231. 

t This is the reading of Cod. ἢ. Deissmann (LAE, pp. 125 ff.) defends πλήρης 

as an indeclinable adjective, on the score of popular usage; and is followed by 

Moulton (N7G.° p. 50). The same view was earlier put forward by Blass, 

Grammar (Eng. tr. 1898), § 31, 6, and by Ὁ. H. Turner in Journal of Theol. Studies 

i (1900), pp. 120 ff. 
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be admitted, however, that the expression (though fully in accord 

with the teaching of the Prologue) is hardly to be expected after 

the preceding, ‘No man hath seen God at any time’. It may 
be suggested that the Aramaic NTDN TM, ‘the only-begotten of 

God’, has been misunderstood as ΩΝ TT (Absolute for Construct 
VTS 

State) and so rendered, ‘the only-begotten God’. 

It thus appears that nearly every verse of the Prologue yields 

evidence pointing to an Aramaic original. Besides, however, the 

special points which have been discussed, we notice generally 

(1) the simplicity of construction, with its fondness for co-ordination 

of sentences linked by καί (cf. especially vv. '**"°""), and (2) the 

many cases of parallelism in thought and expression—a marked 

trait of Hebrew poetic composition. Close study of this latter 

characteristic brings to light a most interesting fact. The Prologue 

seems to take the form of a hymn, written in eleven parallel 

couplets, with comments introduced here and there by the writer. 

This may be clearly seen in the Aramaic translation which follows, 

together with an English rendering of it. In making the translation 

the Judaean dialect has been used as far as possible. On the 

distinction between the Judaean and Galilaean dialects of Aramaic, 

see Dalman, Gramm. pp. 33 ff.* 

NOD NI] NDP 
DON MD RIT NTO 

NOD NYT NTDNY 
ARNON MP NOTPP NYP NAT 

PAWN ANZ NP 
ob: Tayny XD 3D 7 

MO AND ATA 
NIN DT NWT PN 

ὝΠΟ xdapa ning 
smbape rd xbapr 

* The differences are slight. We have chosen Nin see‘ rather than NON, yy 

‘know’ rather than Don, DYN ‘but’ in preference to Nx ; and the nordinal 

rst plural suffix 8) re than {__, verbal tst plural suffix NJ rather than 

12—. Possibly the Relative should be ‘} as in Biblical Aramaic; but Ἵ is the 

Targumic form. Choice of the Judaean dialect is bound up with the view of 

authorship put forward on pp. 139 ff. 
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ἘΠ) OY ὙΠ ἩΠῸΡ ΝΠ ID DN πον πον DTW RTD ὉΠ 
sind aa Nin by TID" PID AD en NN xd O>3 ma PO 

si xpbya sxpby: ‘ne vax bad Tay NOwAPT 

TRYIN AD NOY 
NYT! NP RO? 
RNY ANY ΠῚ 

ΜΝΞ xd md 

‘OVA PION NIP (HT or) NP ROW? ἤπρ Soy AYR nA 
NTAN ΤῸ IPE RIE TADY 1D NPY NDZ MAY 7D NPL (Ὁ MT or) NOT ID NP 

TOUR 
TINS II OD ᾿ 
RIPE NI WR 

AMP. ny RM 
NBL [Ὁ ΉΤΟ NP 

NEPAD) RIN 10 
NIB] NYMD ANID 19} 

ea FON NaN 
DTS AWAD PD RNIN 

NW [0 NOZIP) NIN 

23:0 NUT RINT RVD NT nnd TH nip 7D) Way NIN Nd NTN 

1. ‘In the beginning was the Word, 

And the Word was with God. 

2. And God was the Word; 

He was in the beginning with God. 

3. All things by Him were made ;. 

And without Him there was made naught ; 

4. Because in Him was life, 

And the life was the light of mankind. 

5. And the light in darkness was shining, 

And the darkness obscured it not. 

There was a man sent from God, his name, John. That one 

came for a witness, that he might bear witness of the light, that. 



42 A PRELIMINARY TEST 

all might believe init. That one was not the light, but one who 

should bear witness of the light. It was the true light that lighteth 

every man coming into the world. He was in the world, 

6. And the world by Him was made, 

And the world knew Him not. 

7. Unto His own He came, 

And His own received Him not. 

As many as received Him, to them gave He power to become 

the sons of God —to those that believe in His name; because He 

was born, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the 

will of a man, but of God. 

8. And the Word was made flesh, 

And set His Sh*kinta among us. 

g. And we beheld His Glory, 

Glory as of the only-begotten of the Father. 

το. He was full of grace and truth, 

Of Whose fullness we all have received, 

And grace for grace. 

11, For the law was given through Moses, 

Grace and truth through the Messiah. 

No man hath ever seen God; the only-begotten of God, Who is in 

the bosom of the Father—He hath revealed.’ 

A striking feature of the hymn is that it contains several 

examples of the somewhat rare but well-marked form of parallelism 

which is known as Cimacttc. In this form stichos ὁ of a couplet 

does not offer a more or less complete echo of stichos a, but adds 

something more which completes the sense of the distich, thus ἡ 

forming, as it were, its climax. Dr. Driver (Literature of the O. T.° 

Ρ. 363) remarks that ‘this kind of rhythm is all but peculiar to the 

most elevated poetry’; and quotes as instances Ps. 29°, 92, 93°, 

943, 964, 113. ‘There is something analogous to it, though much 

less forcible and distinct, in some of the “Songs of Ascents” 

(Pss. 121-34), where a somewhat emphatic word is repeated from 

one verse (or line) in the next, as Ps. 121! (help); v. δ“; v. Ὁ"; 

v.78*; 1227°8* &c,’ Climactic parallelism is very characteristic 
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of the Song of Deborah; see note in the writer’s Commentary on 

Judges, pp. 169f. The following examples may be noted in the 

poem of the Prologue :— 

4. Because in Him was life 

And the life | was the light of mankind. 

5. And the light in darkness was shining, 

And the darkness | obscured it not. 

7. Unto His own He came, 

And His own | received Him not. 

g. And we beheld His glory, 

Glory | as of the only-begotten of the 

Father. 

10. He was full of grace and truth, " 

Of Whose fullness | we all have received. 

Of the remaining couplets, 1, 2, and 8 may be reckoned as 

synonymous, while 3, 6, and 11 are antithetical. 

It should be noted that the couplets, besides being parallel, 

appear also to be rhythmical, each line containing three stresses. 

In v.™, in place of διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ the translation offers ‘through 

the Messiah’ simply, metri gratia. Ἰησοῦ may very naturally have 

come in as a later addition. 

Additional Note on the interpretation of Jn. τ." as referring to 

the Virgin-Burth (of. p. 34). 

There is an essential unity in the teaching of St. Luke, St. Paul, 

and St. John as to the mode and meaning of the Incarnation 

which ought not to be overlooked. All go back in thought to the 

appearance of Jesus Christ on earth as a new Creation, to be 

compared and contrasted with the first Creation of the world and 

of mankind ; and all therefore draw upon Gen. 1, 2 in working out 

their theme. Just as God’s first creative act was the formation of 

‘ight, breaking in upon the physical darkness which had previously 

covered primeval chaos, so was the birth of Christ the dawn 

of Light in the midst of the spiritual darkness of the world. 

That this idea was in St. Paul’s mind is definitely stated 

by him in 2 Cor. 4°, οὐ yap ἑαυτοὺς κηρύσσομεν ἀλλὰ Χριστὸν Ἰησοῦν 
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κύριον, . .. ὅτι ὁ Θεὸς ὁ εἰπών Ἔκ σκότους φῶς λάμψει, ὃς ἔλαμψεν ἐν ταῖς 

καρδίαις ἡμῶν πρὸς φωτισμὸν τῆς γνώσεως τῆς δόξης τοῦ Θεοῦ ἐν προσώπῳ 

Χριστοῦ. Cf. also 1 Cor. 4", 2 Cor. 6", Eph. 5%, (οἱ. 1%. Allusion 

to Gen. 1, which is clearly seen in the opening words of Jn.1, 

‘In the beginning’, seems also to be behind vwv.**, where it is 

stated that the Logos, as the Agent in Creation, represented the 

introduction of Light into the world, and, by an almost imperceptible 

transition, the writer’s thought passes from the introduction of life 
and light at Creation to its spiritual introduction at the Incarna- 

tion. Moreover, just as the introduction of light into the world at 

Creation did not immediately abolish physical darkness, but led to 

the setting by God of a drutston (Pa, Gen. 1‘) between light and 

darkness, so (Jn. 1°) in the Incarnation the Light was shining in 

darkness and the darkness did not obscure it ; its introduction into 

the world producing a κρίσις whereby Light and darkness were 

sharply distinguished and men had to range themselves under the 

one or the other (Jn. 2; cf. 9%, 12% 518. Turning to the 

Birth-narrative of St. Luke, it is surely not fanciful to find in the 

words of the angel in 1%, Πνεῦμα ἅγιον ἐπελεύσεται ἐπὶ σέ, καὶ δύναμις 

Ὑψίστου ἐπισκιάσει σοι, an implied reference to Gen. 1°, where the 

Spirit of God is pictured as brooding or hovering (NBM) over the 

face of the waters in the initial process of Creation which issues in 

the production of light.t So for St. Luke the Divine Birth 

means the dawning of ἀνατολὴ ἐξ ὕψους, ἐπιφᾶναι τοῖς ἐν σκότει καὶ 

σκιᾷ θανάτον καθημένοις (1), and φῶς εἰς ἀποκάλυψιν ἐθνῶν (2). 

Again, the connexion in thought between the Old Creation and 

* A similar mystical interpretation of the Genesis passage is given in Midrash 

Bereshith Rabba, par. iii. 10; ‘ Rabbi Yannai said) When He began to create the 

world, the Holy One \blessed be He) observed the works of the righteous and 

the works of the wicked. ‘And the earth was a waste”’, i.e. the works of the 

wicked. ‘And God said, Let there be light’, i.e. the works of the righteous. 

‘‘And God divided between the light and between the darkness ’’— between the 

works of the righteous and the works of the wicked. ‘And God called the light, 

day’, i.e. the works of the righteous. ‘And the darkness he called, night”, 

i.e. the works of the wicked. ‘And there was morning’’, i.e. the works of the 

righteous. ‘‘And there was evening’’, i.e. the works of the wicked. ‘‘One 

day ’’, inasmuch as the Holy One blessed be He) gave them one day. And what 

is this? The Day of Atonement.’ . 

+ This Genesis passage is applied in Midrash Bereshith Rabba to the endowment 

of the Messiah with the Divine Spirit; ‘ This is the Spirit of the King-Messiah, as 

it is said, ‘‘ And the Spirit of the Lord shall rest upon Him’’.’ 
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the New is explicit in St. Paul’s teaching as to the first Adam and 

the second Adam in 1 Cor. 15°; οὕτως καὶ γέγραπται ᾿Ἐγένετο ὁ πρῶτος 

ἄνθρωπος ᾿Αδὰμ εἰς ψυχὴν ζῶσαν' ὃ ἔσχατος ᾿Αδὰμ εἰς πνεῦμα ζωοποιοῦν. 

This is worked out in the frequent antithesis between cdp£ and 

πνεῦμα, and in the representation of baptism as a burial with Christ 

in which ὁ παλαιὸς ἡμῶν ἄνθρωπος is put off, and the baptized rises 

with Christ to newness of life (Rom. 6°), We find the same 

antithesis between σάρξ and πνεῦμα in Jn. 3°, 6°, the whole of the 

discussion with Nicodemus in ch. 3 turning on the new birth which 

is ἐκ rod πνεύματος. In 6* it is stated, in contrast to σάρξ, that 

τὸ πνεῦμά ἐστιν τὸ ζωοποιοῦν, a thought of which the connexion with 

St. Paul’s ἐγένετο. . . ὁ ἔσχατος ᾿Αδὰμ εἰς πνεῦμα ζωοποιοῦν can hardly 

be accidental. This connexion would, it may be presumed, be 

generally explained by the theory of the influence of Pauline 
Theology upon the writer of the Fourth Gospel; and this may 

be so. A fact, however, which is surely beyond question is that 

St. Paul’s οὕτως καὶ γέγραπται refers not simply to the quotation from 

Gen. 2’, ‘He breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and 

man became a living soul’, but to the whole passage relating to the 

first Adam and the second Adam, from ἐγένετο down to ζωοποιοῦν. 

ὃ ἔσχατος ᾿Αδὰμ εἰς πνεῦμα ζωοποιοῦν depends upon ἐγένετο introducing 

the quotation equally with what goes before, from which it should 

be divided by a comma merely, and not by a colon (WH.) or full 

stop (R.V.). Had it been St. Paul’s own addition, could he 

possibly have phrased the sentence thus, and not have written at 

least ὁ δὲ ἔσχατος ᾿Αδὰμ ἐγένετο εἰς πνεῦμα ζωοποιοῦν ? 

If, however, the whole passage is a quotation, whence was it 

derived? There can be no doubt that the form in which St. Paul’s 

argument is cast is influenced by Rabbinic speculation, and that 

the Rabbinism of Palestine.* Though born at Tarsus, he claims 

* The expression za DIN ‘the first Adam’ is well known in early 

Midrashic literature. AAA DIS ‘the second Adam’, i.e. the Messiah, is not 

known to us in Midrash before the N*wé shalém, the work of a Spanish Jew in the 

15th century a.p (cf. Thackeray, 7he Relation of St. Paul to Contemporary Jewish 

Thought, pp. 40 ff.); but the Midrash Bereshith Rabba (ascribed by tradition to 

R. Hoshaiah, 3rd century aA.p.) brings the Messiah into contrast with ‘the first 

Adam’ when, in commenting on Gen. 2‘, ‘ These are the generations of the heaven 

and the earth’, it quotes earlier Rabbinical speculation as to the reason why the 

word for ‘generations’ is written plene with } only in this passage and in Ruth 418, 
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to be Ἑβραῖος ἐξ “EBpatwy (Phil. 3°), i.e. not a Ἑλληνιστής (cf. Acts 6'), 

and he obtained his education at Jerusalem under Gamaliel, who 

was one of the most prominent Rabbinic teachers of the time 

(Acts 22°), But prior to St. Paul’s conversion the earliest circle of 

Christian believers at Jerusalem was drawn not merely from the 

peasant-class, but embraced (according to Acts 6’) ‘a great company 

of the priests ’, who would scarcely have been unversed in Rabbinic 

teaching, but may be supposed to have applied such learning as 

they had acquired to the service of the new Faith. 

It is by no means improbable, therefore, that the passage as 

a whole may have been drawn from a collection of O. T. Testimonta, 

composed with the object of meeting Rabbinic Judaism upon its 

own ground.* If it be objected to this suggestion that elsewhere 

throughout the N. T. γέγραπται introduces a definite citation from 

the O. T., and that this is also the case with allusions to ἡ γραφή 

‘These are the generations of Perez’ (ΠΥ ἢ , but elsewhere always nin), and 

cites the inference that 1, which numerically = 6, implies that the six things which 

Adam lost through the Fall shall be restored at the coming of ‘the son of Perez’, 
i.e. the Davidic Messiah. The Messiah appears as a life-giver (cf. πνεῦμα Cuiowoioty) 

in the Midrash hag-gadol to Genesis (compiled by a Yemenite Jew of the r4th 

century) which, commenting on Gen. 16!', states that there are six persons whose 

names were given to them before their birth, viz. Ishmael, Isaac, Moses, Solomon, 

Josiah, and the King-Messiah. On the last it says, ‘The King-Messiah, because 

it is written, ‘‘ Before the sun his name shall be Yinnén”. And why is his name 

called Yinndn ὃ because he is destined to guscken those who sleep in the dust.’ 

Here the Scriptural passage quoted is Ps. 7217 1) ΡΝ δὲ "BD ‘Before the 

sun Shall his name propagate’ (or ‘ produce life’), and the verbal form, only here in 

O.T., is treated as a Messianic title—‘ He who quickens’. This Midrash is quoted by 

Raymund Martin in his Pugto Fide, chap. ii, 11, who refers it to Moses had-Darshan, 

born at Narbonne about the middle of the 11th century ἃ. Ὁ. Late as this is, we 

have the evidence of the Talmud (Sanhedrin, 98 δ) that Yiundn was early regarded 

as a Messianic title, for in the passage in question the pupils of R. Yannai (an 

Amora of the first generation—and to 3rd century A. ἢ.) maintain, as a compliment 

to their teacher, that the Messiah’s name is to be Ysnmndén, The Psalm-passage is 

quoted in Midrash Bereshith Rabba, par. i. 5, as evidence that the name of the 

Messiah existed prior to the creation of the world, though it is not there stated 

that Yixn6n is to be taken as his name. 

Though no part of this Midrashic speculation can be traced back to the 

Ist century A.D., it serves to illustrate the kind of Rabbinic teaching which may 

well have formed part of St. Paul's early training. 

* Cf. Sanday, The Gospels in the Second Century, p. 272; ‘We know that types 

and prophecies were eagerly sought out by the early Christians, and were soon 

collected in a kind of common stock from which every one drew at his pleasure.’ 
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(with the possible exception of 1 Tim. 5'8, where our Lord’s words 

ἴΑξιος ὁ ἐργάτης τοῦ μισθοῦ αὐτοῦ seem to be included under the term), 

it may be replied that St. Paul’s quotation does consist of such 

a citation from the O. T. p/us a deduction therefrom, and would 

ex hypothesi be derived from a collection of proofs based on the 

O. T. and therefore drawn ἐκ τῶν γραφῶν. We may further draw 

attention to the use of this formula of ‘citation in the Epistle of 

Barnabas 4", where our Lord’s words in Mt. 22" are quoted: 

προσέχωμεν μήποτε, WS γέγραπται, πολλοὶ κλητοί, ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοὶ εὑρέ- 

θωμεν. Similarly, the formula λέγει γὰρ 7 γραφή is used in Barnabas 

16° to introduce a quotation from Enoch 89%", 

If, then, this interpretation of 1 Cor. 15 as wholly a quotation 

be correct, the implication is that some time before St. Paul wrote 

his Epistle in a.p. 55-6, the antithesis between the first Adam 

and Christ as the second Adam had been worked out in Christian 

Rabbinic circles and was used in argument. This conclusion 

surely modifies the question of the dependence of the Fourth 

Gospel upon St. Paul in regard to the teaching here involved, 

suggesting as it does the alternative theory that both may have 

been dependent upon a common earlier method of theological 

expression of the truths of the Incarnation. 

St. Luke supplies us with further food for thought in this con- 

nexion. His Birth-narrative is certainly from a Jewish-Christian 

source, and is generally acknowledged to be early. If any portions 

of it are earlier than the rest, these are the poems which it contains ; 

and the angel’s words at the Annunciation are no less a poem 

cast in rhythmical parallelism than are the Magnificat, Benedtctus, 

and Nunc dimittis. We have had occasion to cite passages from 

all these, except the Magnificat, in arguing the unity of their 

thought with that of St. Paul and St. John. We may now note 

the fact that St. Luke carries back our Lord’s genealogy to Adam, 

‘who was the son of God’ (3. What is the reason for this? 
Doubtless one reason is to be found in the fact that his Gospel 

is pre-eminently a universal Gospel—not for the Jews only but 

for the whole Gentile world also. May not, however, another 

(and perhaps the prime) reason be that the fact that the first Adam 

was born not by natural generation but by an act of God, in itself 

suggests the reasonableness that the second Adam should likewise 
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so be born? If this is so, it is of course likely that St. Luke may 

have owed his conception to St. Paul’s doctrine of Christ as the 

second Adam; but, if our argument has been sound, St. Paul 

himself owed it to an earlier source, embodied in a collection of 

Testtmonta for general use. If, then, St. Luke’s rod ᾿Αδάμ, τοῦ Θεοῦ 

links itself on to υἱὸς Θεοῦ in the words of the Annunciation, and if 

his thought shows connexion with St. Paul’s doctrine of the two 

Adams, is it likely that St. Paul, in enunciating this doctrine, was 

ignorant of the tradition of the Virgin-Birth ? * 

* This point has already been brought out by Dr. Box, The Virgin Birth of 

Jesus, pp. 38 f., 150. 



CHAPTER II 

THE SENTENCE 

Asyndeton. 

Ir is highly characteristic of Aramaic to open its sentences 

abruptly without the use of a connective particle. In this respect 

its contrast with Hebrew is very marked, the latter language 

regularly employing ‘And’ in prose to connect a sentence with 

what goes before, the force of this ‘And’-varying as determined 

by the context (And, So, Then, But, Yet, &c.). This difference 

in usage may well be illustrated from the Book of Daniel, in which 

chs. 1'—2‘*, 8—12 are written in Hebrew, while chs. 2‘°—7 are in 

Aramaic. 

Dan. 1'—2“* (Hebrew) consists of 23 sentences. Of these, 22 

(i.e. all but the opening verse of ch.1) begin with ‘And’ (some- 

times variously rendered in R.V. ‘Then’, ‘But’, ‘So’). 

Dan. 2° (Aramaic) contains 44 sentences. Of these, 22 begin 

with a connective particle, and 22 without such particle. The 
openings are as follows: 

With connective particle. 

v.° jm ‘And if’. 

υ. wn 6 For if’. 

v™ xnbpi ‘And the word’. 

yv.8= 5 ‘And the decree’. 

Without connective particle. 

νυ xooo my ‘Answered the 

king’, 

v.’ Ὧν ‘They answered ’, 
v2 xotp my ‘Answered the 

v. Swot ἽΝ ‘Then Daniel’. king’. 

v8) ΠΡΟ pix ‘Then the Ὁ. xsiw> wy ‘Answered the 

word ’. Chaldaeans ’. 

v.* by dwon “And Daniel went v.* mm dap 95 ‘Because of this’. 
in’, 

v7 Seo je “Then Daniel’. 
v.* Send ΡΝ ‘Then to 

Daniel ’. 
2520 

v=" px) my ‘He answered 

and said’, 

v.® ὈΝΣΠῚ my 
Daniel ’. 

‘ Answered 
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v9 Soot oe “Then Daniel’. 

v.” WAN ΛΝ ‘Then Arioch’, 

vv age) ‘And I’, 

v. yt pouxa ‘Then were 

broken’. 

v.™ sna) ‘And after thee’. 

v.” seas isdn ‘And the fourth 
kingdom ’. 

υ. anin ἢ ‘And whereas 

thou sawest’. 

v.@ wbs5 nysyn ‘And the toes’. 
τ. mnn en ‘And whereas thou 

sawest’. 

Ὁ.“ ynya) ‘ And in their days’. 

v.* xa poxa ‘Then the king’. 
v.* xadp jx ‘Then the king’. 
v.® Seon “And Daniel’. 

v.2 xdba xin ‘He revealeth’. 

υ.5 παν nbs 75 ‘To thee the 
God of my fathers’. 

v.4 as Sap by ‘Because of 

this’. 

v.* xobp my ‘Answered the 

king ’. 

νυ, Swyt ΠῚ ‘Answered 

Daniel ’. 

v.2 ynbm ‘Thy dream’. 

v. xobp ano ‘Thou, O king’. 
v."2 4d, 

v.'b 355 xpby ‘This image ’. 

υ ποῦν xin ‘That image’. 

v.* mvt ain ‘Thou sawest’. 

v.* xobn mst ‘This is the 
dream ’. 

v.7 xobp vn ‘Thou, O king’. 
v.* anin “1 Sap 55 ‘Whereas 

thou sawest’. 

υ. ποῦ my ‘Answered the 

king’. 

This great frequency of unconnected sentences is equally 

characteristic of the rest of the Aramaic portion of the Book 

of Daniel. In ch. 8 the Hebrew begins again, and here we have 

27 sentences (corresponding with the verse-division). Of these, 

24 begin with ‘And’ (sometimes rendered, ‘Then’, ‘Now’, ‘So’, 

‘Yea’), and 8 only (vv.'*™) without any connective particle. It 

will thus be seen how clear is the distinction in style between 

Aramaic and Hebrew even of so late a date (ς. 167 B.c.). When 

we come down to the Hebrew of the Mishna, we do find a paucity 

of connective particles, entirely owing to the influence of Aramaic. 

Now great frequency of sentences opening without a connective 

particle is a marked characteristic of the Fourth Gospel. If we 

take ch. 1—neglecting openings in speeches (vv. *, &c.), where 

asyndeton is natural in Greek as in English—we find 34 asyndeton 
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openings, as against 28 with connective particle. In the 28 sen- 

tences which have connective particles, these are καί 19 times, 

δέ 4 times, ὅτι twice, οὖν 8 times. ‘And’, which is thus more than 

doubly as frequent as all the others taken together, is the ordinary 

Semitic connective particle, which bears various forces according 

to the context (cf. p. 49). The openings are as follows: 

With connective particle. Without connective particle. 

v.' ἐν ἀρχῇ ἦν. 

οὗτος ἦν. 

νυ." πάντα δι᾽ αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο. 

Ὁ. ἐν αὐτῷ ζωὴ ἦν. 

Vv. καὶ τὸ φῶς. v. ἐγένετο ἄνθρωπος. 

Ὁ. οὗτος ἦλθεν. 

ὑ. οὐκ ἦν ἐκεῖνος τὸ φῶς. 

Ὁ. ἣν τὸ φῶς τὸ ἀληθινόν. 

Vv." ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ ἦν. 

v." εἰς τὰ ἴδια ἦλθε. 
v." ὅσοι δέ. 

v.4* καὶ ὁ λόγος. 

v."? καὶ ἐθεασάμεθα. vu. Ἰωάννης μαρτυρεῖ. 

v.° ὅτι ἐκ τοῦ πληρώματος. 

v."% ὅτι ὁ νόμος. v7” ἡ χάρις καὶ ἡ ἀλήθεια. 

v.°* Θεὸν οὐδεὶς ἑώρακε. 

v.38” μονογενὴς Θεός. 
v." καὶ αὕτη ἐστίν. 

Vv.” καὶ ὡμολόγησεν. 

v.** καὶ ἠρώτησαν. — 

φ.3.} καὶ λέγει. 

τυ." 5 καὶ ἀπεκρίθη. 

v.” εἶπαν οὖν. υ.3 ἔφη. 

v.4 καὶ ἀπεσταλμένοι. : 

v.* καὶ ἠρώτησαν. 

νυ." Ti οὖν βαπτίζεις ; υ.2.5 ἀπεκρίθη αὐτοῖς. 

v2” μέσος ὑμῶν στήκει. 
23 a 2 , 9 2 v.” ταῦτα ἐν Βηθανίᾳ ἐγένετο. 

υ. τῇ ἐπαύριον βλέπει. 
31 as. \ 3) Ὁ ὃ 9. » 

U. KQYW οὐκ POELV AUTOV. 

Vv." καὶ ἐμαρτύρησεν. 
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“ ” 

υ. κἀγὼ οὐκ ἥδειν αὐτόν. 
ο 7 a , 

v." κἀγὼ ἑώρακα. υ." τῇ ἐπαύριον πάλιν ἱστήκει. 

v.* καὶ ἐμβλέψας. 

υ. καὶ ἤκουσαν. 

υ.5 στραφεὶς δέ. 

v.*” οἱ δὲ εἶπαν. v.%? λέγει αὐτοῖς. 

υ.5} ἦλθαν οὖν. τ.33 5 ὥρα ἦν ὡς δεκάτη. 

v.” ἣν ̓ Ανδρέας. 

υ. εὑρίσκει οὗτος. 

υ.35 ἤγαγεν αὐτόν. 

v.?> ἐμβλέψας αὐτῷ. 

v.3* τῇ ἐπαύριον ἠθέλησεν. 
καὶ εὑρίσκει Φίλιππον. 

vu.“ ἣν δὲ 6 Φίλιππος. 
, 39 A 

καὶ εἴπεν QUT. 

εὑρίσκει Φίλιππος. 

λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Φίλιππος. 

εἶδεν Ἰησοῦς. 

λέγει αὐτῷ Ναθαναήλ. 

ἀπεκρίθη ᾿Ιησοῦς. 

ἀπεκρίθη αὐτῷ Ναθαναήλ. 

ἀπεκρίθη Ἰησοῦς. 
ὁ. καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ. 

In order to prove that this characteristic is found throughout 

the Fourth Gospel, we may take two other chapters—from the 

middle and end—consisting mainly of narrative. Ch. 11 contains 

59 sentences, of which 17 have no connective particle (vv. *°%"**- 

25,26.27.4.35.39 bis 10-41 bis.48) - oh 18 contains 52 sentences, and 20 of these 
are without connective particle (vu. 1.5) Sa te a Ὁ aera baad 

This is a smaller proportion than in ch. 1; yet, as compared with 

the Synoptists, it is a very high one. To take three chapters at 

random from the Jatter—Mt. 3 contains 18 sentences, mone without 

connective particle; Mk. 1 contains 88 sentences, 2 only without 

connective particle (vv.'*); Lk. 8 contains 60 sentences, 2 only 

without connective particle (vv.®?), 

Asyndeton ἀπεκρίθη, ἀπεκρίθησαν = asyndeton ΠΩ, ὯΝ. 

In the openings of unconnected sentences given above from the 

Aramaic of Dan. 2, it will be noticed that 9 out of the 22 take 

the form, ‘Answered (so and-so)’. This is very characteristic, 
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᾿ 28 examples occurring in the six Aramaic chapters, while there 

are only 2 cases of ‘Then answered’ (5, 6"), and none at all of 
‘And answered’. In contrast, the whole Hebrew O.T. offers 

only 2 such unconnected openings, ‘Answered ’ (Song 2", rendered 

‘spake’ in R.V.; Ps. 118°), while there are 145 cases of ‘And 
answered (so-and-so) ’, 3y%, 193, &c. 

Theodotion’s version of Dan. does not always represent this 

Aramaic ‘Answered’; but where it does, it regularly renders 

ἀπεκρίθη, ἀπεκρίθησαν (11 times; omce ἀποκριθείς), preserving the 

asyndeton in 4 cases (2*", 4”), but elsewhere prefixing καί, These 

12 passages, in all of which the Aramaic phrase is regularly 

followed by ‘and said’, before statement of the words spoken, 

are as follows: 

2° SCN), . . TY ἀπεκρίθη. 

2. OND... WY ἀπεκρίθησαν . . . καὶ εἶπαν. 

2° IEN1.. . WY καὶ ἀπεκρίθη... καὶ εἶπεν. 

2° ΣΝ, .. WY ἀπεκρίθησαν . . . καὶ λέγουσιν. 

" 2% IER... ΠῺΣ καὶ ἀπεκρίθη . . . καὶ εἶπεν. 

27 ON... ΓῺ καὶ ἀπεκρίθη... Kat λέγει. 

27 SOND... MY καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς... εἶπεν. 

43} OND... ΤΠ καὶ ἀπεκρίθη. . . καὶ εἶπεν. 

3° PION... WY καὶ ἀπεκρίθησαν. .. λέγοντες. 

37) pny... ΓῺ καὶ ἀπεκρίθη. ... καὶ εἶπεν. 

4 ON... . ΓΤ) καὶ ἀπεκρίθη... καὶ εἶπεν. 

4% ONT... ") ἀπεκρίθη... καὶ εἶπεν. 

In the Fourth Gospel ἀπεκρίθη or ἀπεκρίθησαν occurs as asyndeton 

openings 65 times (see below), ἀποκρίνεται once, 13°. On the other 

hand, we have ἀπεκρίθη οὖν, 7°, 9”, 12%; ἀπεκρίθησαν οὖν, 2°, 7“, 9”; 

ὃς δὲ ἀπεκρίθη, 5.1; ἀπεκρίνατο οὖν, 5°; ὁ δὲ ἀπεκρίνατο, 5"; ἀποκρίνεται 

οὖν, 13°; ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς ἀποκρίνεται, 12"; i.e. 11 cases of this verb 
as an opening with connective particle, as against 66 cases without. 

Elsewhere in the whole N.T. ἀπεκρίθη as an asyndeton opening 

occurs only in Mk. 12%. In the Synoptists the common phrase 

is ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς (ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ) εἶπεν, which rather resembles the 

common Hebrew phrase 19x") 1») ‘And he answered and said’, 

of which it is frequently the rendering in LXX. 

Of the 65 cases of asyndeton opening ἀπεκρίθη, ἀπεκρίθησαν in 
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Jn., 88 introduce the words spoken without further verb, viz. 
1*, 2, ΕἾ Ge. 7 age Sete 5 Ὁ, τὸ ῦοῦύν 11°, 1 16"', 

18 552 .29.3ι 25 yor 21°: we once have ἀπεκρίθη... . λέγων, τ; 

while in the 26 other cases the opening is ἀπεκρίθη (ἀπεκρίθησαν) .. . 
καὶ εἶπεν (εἶπαν), viz. 1%, 2” “πα 636-2048 3.53, 8435... 

9.55, 12, 137, 147%, 18", 20%. It is difficult to resist the conclusion 

that ἀπεκρίθη καὶ εἶπεν is a literal rendering of the Aram. ΘΝ ΠΡ, 

and ἀπεκρίθησαν καὶ εἶπαν of {D8} 3Y, for which, as we have seen, 

they stand in Theodotion’s Daniel. 

Asyndeton λέγει, λέγουσιν = asyndeton “OS (participle), PION. 

Similarly, we constantly find that Jn. uses λέγει as an opening 

without connective particle. The cases are 1° -®, 257, 34, 47-11-16.16.17.19. 
a ΟΝ δ᾿, 6", τὴ 8 9", I er ee aca IT Are, 

18. 5 το", 205. 6.5. 2 1310.13.15 bis. 16 fer.17 δέει. a total of 68. 

λέγουσιν without connective particle occurs in 11°“, 16”, 21°; 

ἐκείνη .. . λέγει, 20"; ἄλλοι ἔλεγον in 10”', 12”. On the other hand, 

we have the opening καὶ λέγει in 2‘, 19%; καὶ λέγουσιν in 20"; 

καὶ ἔλεγεν in 6", 87; καὶ ἔλεγον in 6; λέγει οὖν in 4°, 7°, 13%, 18", 

19", 2157; λέγουσιν οὖν ing”; ἔλεγεν οὖν in 8"; ἔλεγον οὖν in 4%, 5°, 

89%, gi 11%, 16%, τοῦ, 20°; λέγει δέ in 12‘; ἔλεγεν δέ in 67) ; ἔλεγον 

δέ in 10”; εἶτα λέγει in 19”, 20%; 1.6. a total of 81 openings with 

connective particle, as against 70 without such particle. 

In Mt. λέγει as an asyndeton opening occurs 16 times, viz. 
16%, 17%, 18”, 105 559, 207-7133 oy3/-2 2253, 26%. 275. λέγουσιν 

10 times, viz. 9”, 197", 20778, 21°", 225, 27%, In Mk. λέγει thus 

never ; λέγουσιν in 8..." In Lk. λέγει in τό’, 19”; λέγουσιν never. 

In Acts there are mo occurrences of λέγει, λέγουσιν as asyndeton 

openings. 

That the historical present in Jn., of which λέγει is the most 

frequent example, represents the similar usage of the participle 

in Aramaic, is argued later on (p. 88). There are no instances 

of the asyndeton opening “8 (participle) in Dan., because the 

* The absence of this asyndeton usage in Mk. is a point against the view that 

this Gospel is a /iferal translation of an Aramaic document. There are very many 

cases where Mk. uses καὶ λέγει, ὁ δὲ λέγει as Openings, where Jn. would certainly 

have used asyndeton λέγε. Cf. e.g., for the difference in style, the dialogue of 

Mik. 1g!4—37, | 
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writer of this book prefers the formula ‘Answered and said’ 

which we have already noticed. This latter phrase, however, 

so much favoured in Dan., seems to have been practically confined © 

to Western Aramaic, being unused in Syriac, except in translation, 

as in the Peshitta of the O.T.* Ordinarily in Aramaic, especially 

in its Eastern branch, the asyndeton opening ΘΝ, τοῦ δ᾽ (participle) 

is one of the most characteristic features of the language in 

description of a dialogue ; and this naturally lends itself in Greek 

to a rendering by the asyndeton historical present λέγει. For 

example, the Syriac Acta Thomae in the first four pages (ed. Wright) 

offers twelve examples of the usage. The following is a literal 

rendering of a dialogue-passage from this work (p. ss): 

‘And when they had embarked and sat down, Habban the 

merchant says to Judas, “What is the craft that thou art able 

to practise ἢ Judas says to him, ‘Carpentry and architecture— 

the work of a carpenter”. Habban the merchant says to him, 

“What art thou skilled to make in wood, and what in hewn 

stone?” Judas says to him, “In wood 1 have learned to make 

ploughs and yokes and ox-goads, and oars for ferry-boats and 

masts for ships; and in stone, tombstones and shrines and temples 

and palaces for kings”. Habban the merchant says to him, 
32) “1 was seeking just such a workman”. 

With this we may compare the structure of the dialogue in 

Jn. a1"; 

‘So when they had broken their fast, Jesus says to Simon Peter, 

“Simon, son of John, lovest thou Me more than these?” He 

says to Him, ‘“‘ Yea, Lord; Thou knowest that I love Thee”. 

He says to him, “Feed My lambs”. He says to him again 

a second time, ‘“‘Simon, son of John, lovest thou Me?” He says 

to Him, ‘‘ Yea, Lord, Thou knowest that I love Thee”. He 

says to him, “Tend My sheep”. He says to him the third time, 

‘¢Simon, son of John, lovest thou Me?” Peter was grieved 

because He said to him the third time, “ Lovest thou Me?” 

And he said to Him, ‘‘Lord, Thou knowest all things; Thou 

knowest that I love Thee”. Jesus says to him, “Feed My 

sheep ”’.: i 

* According to Dalman (W/. p. 25) the formula is unknown in later Jewish 

Aramaic. 
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This very striking resemblance in structure between the two 

passages—both as regards pictorial εϑοὺ = λέγει and asyndeton 

usage—is no mere chance and isolated phenomenon. Dialogues 

so framed are frequent in the Fourth Gospel (cf. especially the 

references to λέγει in chs. 4, II, 13, 14, 18, 20), and innumerable 

parallels from Aramaic might be collected.* 

Parataxis, 

Peculiarly Semitic is the simplicity of construction employed 

throughout the Fourth Gospel. Sentences are regularly co-ordi- 

nated, and linked by καί Subordinate sentences are few and 

far between. In 653. 3, where the writer embarks exceptionally 

upon a somewhat complex sentence, he speedily becomes involved 

in difficulty. 13. is more successful as Greek ; but this passage, 

in point of style, practically stands alone.t Such simplicity of 

construction can of course to some extent be paralleled from the 

Synoptic sources, particularly from Mk. But not even in Mk. 

does it attain anything like the vogue which it has in Jn. 

Comparative rarity of Aortst Participle describing action 

anterior to finite verb. 

In speaking above of Jn.’s phrase ἀπεκρίθη καὶ εἶπεν, we noticed 

that the Synoptic equivalent subordinates the prior action by use 

of the Aorist Participle, e.g. 6 δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν, i.e. the natural 

Greek construction. Though we occasionally find this latter con- 

struction in Jn.—e.g. 1° καὶ ἐμβλέψας... λέγει--- 115 far less common 

than in the Synoptists. An approximate count yields the following 

figures, the proportions of which are worked out according to the 

pages of WH. 

* The asyndeton construction is also frequent in Rabbinic Hebrew (under the 

influence of Aramaic), though here in description of past events the Perfect is 

normally used. Several examples are cited by Schlatter (Sprache, pp. 25 f.). 

Cf. e.g. Midrash Rabba on Exodus, par. v. 18 (Moses and Aaron before Pharaoh), 

‘He said to them, Who are ye? They said to him, We are the messengers of the 

Holy One, blessed be He. What are ye seeking? They said to him, Thus saith 

the Lord, &c.’ : 
+ We may note that v.? contains two out of the only seventeen o€currences 

of the Genitive absolute which are found in Jn. 
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pp. 1n WH, Occurrences. nie pits 

Mt. 68. 888 5 

Mk. 41 224 δὲ 

Lk. 72 324 41 

Jn. 53 58 1 

Prof. Moulton (7.5 i, p. 12), in speaking of ‘co-ordination 

of clauses with the simple καί, in place of the use of participles 

or subordinate clauses’, remarks that ‘in itself the phenomenon 

proves nothing more than would a string of “ands” in an 

English rustic’s story—elementary culture, and not the hampering 

presence of a foreign idiom that is being perpetually translated 

into its most literal equivalent’. This may be so ‘in itself’; here, 

however, we have to ask why, if avoidance of the participial 

construction in favour of co-ordination is natural to Kowy Greek, 

we find this striking disproportion between Jn. and the Synoptists 

which the figures reveal. The answer has been supplied else- 

where by Dr. Moulton himself. ‘The over-use of locutions which 

can be defended as good Kowy Greek’ is a test of ‘Greek which is 

virtually or actually translated ’.* 

Comparative rarity of Genitive absolute. 

As compared with the Synoptists, the use of the Genitive 

absolute in Jn. is infrequent. The approximate figures are, Mt. 

48, Mk. 86, Lk. 59, Jn. 17; i.e. the Synoptists exhibit but slight 

variation in their use of the construction, and use it about 24 

times as often as Jn. While the Synoptists use the construction, 

almost without exception, in temporal clauses, Jn. ‘employs it 

with more elasticity of meaning than is found in the Triple 

Tradition. A causal meaning (‘‘as”’ or “ because’’) is implied, 

probably or certainly, in 2°, 5, 63, “Though” is certainly implied 

in 12”, 21", and perhaps in 20°’ (Abbott, /G. 2028-31). 

The rarity of the Genitive absolute in Jn. is due partly to the 

use of parataxis: e.g. 17 καὶ ἠρώτησαν αὐτόν Τί οὖν; ov Ἠλείας εἶ; 
τ᾽ καὶ λέγει Οὐκ εἰμί. καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ Ναθαναήλ, . . λέγει αὐτῷ 6 Φίλιππος. 

* Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 474. The quotation has already been given in 

full on p. 7. 
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1* λέγει αὐτῷ Ναθαναήλ ... ἀπεκρίθη ᾿Ιησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ (contrast 

Mt. 17” εἰπόντος δέ ᾿Απὸ τῶν ἀλλοτρίων, ἔφη αὐτῷ ὃ Ἰησοῦς. Lk, 21° 

καί τινων λεγόντων... εἶπεν. 4°° ἦλθεν οὖν... καὶ ἦν τις βασιλικός. 

" Ἦλθον οὖν οἱ ὑπηρέται πρὸς τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ Φαρισαίους, καὶ εἶπον 

αὑτοῖς ἐκεῖνοι (contrast Mt. 85 καὶ ἐλθόντος αὐτοῦ... . ὑπήντησαν αὐτῷ. 

Mt. 17%, 217), 6" καὶ σκοτία ἤδη ἐγεγόνει, καὶ οὔπω ἐληλύθει πρὸς 

αὐτοὺς ὁ Ἰησοῦς (contrast Mt. 8" ὀψίας δὲ γενομένης προσήνεγκαν αὐτῷ). 

1052 καὶ περιεπάτει ὃ Ἰησοῦς ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ. . . ἐκύκλωσαν οὖν αὐτὸν οἱ 

ἸΙουδαῖοι (contrast ΓΚ. 11Ὁ Τῶν δὲ ὄχλων ἐπαθροιζομένων ἤρξατο λέγειν). 

The place of the Genitive absolute is also taken in Jn. by 

a temporal clause introduced by ὅτε, a construction for which, as 

compared with the Synoptists, this writer shows a relative fond- 

ness. Neglecting cases in which ὅτε has an antecedent (e.g. Jn. 4?! 

ἔρχεται wpa ote. So 4%, 5”, ο', 16%), there are 16 cases of dre intro- 

ducing a temporal clause in Jn., as against 18 in Mt., 10 in Mk., 

10 in Lk. If Jn. were as long as Mt., there would be propor- 

tionately 21 cases; if as long as Lk., 22 cases; if as short as Mk. 

18 cases. The occurrences of ὡς = ‘when’ introducing a temporal 

clause in Jn. are 16; Lk. 16; Mt. and Mk. none. 

In cases where the subject of the ὅτε or ὡς clause is the same 

as that of the principal clause, the temporal clause so introduced 

of course takes the place of an Aorist Participle in the nominative. 

These in Jn. are—ére, 6%, 13%, 17%, 19°°7 21: ὡς, 2°, 4°, 

1 1970-9523) 19%, 21°, There remain 8 cases in which, the subject 

of the ὅτε clause being different from that of the principal clause, 

the Genitive absolute might have been used; and 5 similar cases 

of the ὡς clause. These are—sre, 1%, 2%, 4%, 12. 13%, 20%, 

21; ὡς, 2%, 61216 710 18°, Similar cases in Lk. are—sore 6, ὡς 8; 

Mt. ore 7; Mk. dre 9. Thus cases in which a ὅτε or ὡς clause takes 

the place of a Genitive absolute are in Jn. 18, as against Lk. 14, 

Mt. 7, Mk. 9. Though the figures in Jn. and Lk. are thus similar, 

it should be borne in mind that Lk. is considerably longer (72 pp. 

WH. as against 53 pp.), and also contains much more xarrahve, 

to which, in distinction from speeches, by far the greater number 

of such temporal clauses belong. Thus we are justified in finding 

in Jn., as compared with the Synoptists, a preponderance of 

temporal clauses introduced by ὅτε or ὡς, which serve to explain 
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(along with parataxis) the comparative rarity of the Genitive 

absolute in this Gospel. 

Now the use of ‘13, 33, Syr. .6= ‘when’ to introduce a tem- 

poral clause is very common in Aramaic. This is the ordinary 

construction employed in the Syriac versions to render a temporal 

clause which Greek expresses by the Genitive absolute. The first 

few cases of the Genitive absolute in Lk. will serve to illustrate 

this (the rendering ‘when’ followed by the finite verb gives the 

literal representation of the Syriac construction). 

Lk. 2? ἡγεμονεύοντος τῆς Συρίας Kupyviov. 

Pal. Syr. Liams wanuo joo oo ‘when Quirinius was in 
Syria’. 

Pesh. Lijam> wanjasy Jlarmag> ‘in the hegemony of Q. 
in S.’ 

Sin. jam, bamgo woanno was ‘in the years of Q., 

governor of 5. 

Lk. 2 καὶ ὅτε ἐγένετο ἐτῶν δώδεκα, ἀναβαινόντων αὐτῶν κατὰ τὸ ἔθος 

τῆς ἑορτῆς, καὶ τελειωσάντων τὰς ἡμέρας, κτλ. 

Pal. Syr. yoo pSaoed afm οὶ μέσ im Joo 490 

JNsoés amda 490 +Jesax9 ohasol/ ‘And when He was twelve 

years old, they went up to Jerusalem according to the custom 

of the feast; and when they had fulfilled the days, &c.’ Con- 

struction of Sin. and Pesh. identical. 

Lk. 3) ἡγεμονεύοντος Ποντίου Πιλάτου τῆς Ἰουδαίας, κτλ. 

Pal. Syr. Lgcar ὔθῶχο wogr.©2 was Joo yo ‘when 
Pontius Pilate was governor in Judaea’. 

Sin. Jroom> wapd2 mwapusy Jharmgo> ‘in the hegemony of 
Pontius Pilate in Judah’. So Pesh. 

Lk. 3" προσδοκῶντος δὲ τοῦ λαοῦ, καὶ διαλογιζομένων πάντων ἐν ταῖς 

καρδίαις αὐτῶν. 

Pal. Syr. yoomAd> yoo co τοϑδωλϑοο ono jams Joo up oo 

‘Now when the multitude was expectant, and all of them were 

debating in their hearts’. 

Sin., Cur. coed coo edi od 000 gana! lesto ‘And 

the men that were hearing him were reflecting in their minds’. 

Pesh. @aavis coco * etwas So μον. Joo samaoo ew? 2 
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\Soads ooo ‘Now when the people were speculating concerning 

John, and all of them were debating in their heart’. 

Lk. 3” Ἐγένετο δὲ ἐν τῷ βαπτισθῆναι ἅπαντα τὸν λαὸν καὶ Ἰησοῦ 

βαπτισθέντος καὶ προσευχομένου ἀνεῳχθῆναι τὸν οὐρανόν. 

Pal. Syr. ς9 wams Jixo @olo Yao adao 24;/ > of -aab/ 

μβοου anhol/ « ud,° way,/ ‘Now it came to pass, when all the 

multitude had been baptized, and also the Lord Jesus had been 

baptized and had prayed, that the heavens were opened’. 

Sin. Joo Vyas yo pmax δοδ, of μον. odd Joo pan 220 

Jrsam awhol? ‘And when all the people had been baptized, Jesus 
also was baptized. And when He was praying, the heavens were 

opened ’. 

Pesh. JJ oO ΟΣ, Doe elo shams odo ed 92 ee? Joo 

μου awkol/ ‘Now it came to pass, when all the people were 
baptized, Jesus also was baptized. And when He was praying, 

the heavens were opened’. 

Lk. 4? καὶ συντελεσθεισῶν αὐτῶν ἐπείνασεν. 

Pal. Syr. caret. 

Sin. 29 Joo ple δου eri $h> gwo ‘and after forty days 

on which He fasted, He was hungry’. 
Pesh. qo JhiwX κοὐ prs 4590 ‘and when He had completed 

them, afterwards He was hungry’. 

Two cases occur in which Mk.’s ὅτε with finite verb (suiting the 

theory of an Aramaic background) is altered into the Genitive 

absolute in the other Synoptists. 

Mk. 1” ὅτε ἔδυ ὁ ἥλιος. 

Lk. 4° δύνοντος δὲ τοῦ ἡλίου. 

Mt. 8% ὀψίας δὲ γενομένης." 

ΜΚ. 4° καὶ ὅτε ἀνέτειλεν ὃ ἥλιος. 

Mt. 13° ἡλίου δὲ ἀνατείλαντος. 

Lk. 8° omits. 

* Mk. also has ὀψίας δὲ γενομένης before ὅτε ἔξυ ὁ ἥλιος, If this is part of the 

original Mk. and not a conflation, and if Mk. wrote in Aramaic, the text must have 

run NvOY ay ἽΞ δ 03) ‘And in the evening, when the sun was set’. It 

would be more natural to write 484 2») ΟΣ ST) ‘And when it was 

evening, and the sun was set’; but would this have been translated as we have it? 
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It is interesting to note that this construction of ‘when’ with 

a finite verb and the absence of an alternative construction resem- 

bling the Genitive absolute in Greek, is not common to Semitic, 

but is specifically Aramatc. Hebrew uses W823 ‘when’ with a finite © 

verb .somewhat rarely, but far more frequently employs the Infini- 

tive construct with pronominal suffix, and prefixed 3 ‘in’ or 5 ‘as’; 

e.g. inixta ‘when he saw’, lit. ‘in his seeing’. Further, it has 
a usage of the Participle absolute (cf. Driver, Tenses, ὃ 165) closely 

resembling the Greek Genitive absolute, and regularly rendered 

by itin LXX. In the passages where this construction occurs in 

O.T. it will be found that Targ. Hebraizes its Aramaic to a large 

extent, while exhibiting a tendency to use the true Aramaic con- 

struction. Pesh., on the other hand, regularly breaks away from. 

the Hebrew construction, and renders by ,> ‘when’ with a finite 

verb, The English renderings aim at exactly reproducing the 

Semitic constructions. 

Gen. 42 \pw3 1D. WY WN AA OMPY Ὁ. DF ny ‘And it 

came to pass, they emptying their sacks, and behold, each man’s 

bundle of money in his sack’. 

LXX ἐγένετο δὲ ἐν τῷ κατακενοῦν αὐτοὺς τοὺς σάκκους αὐτῶν, καὶ ἣν 

ἑκάστου ὁ δεσμὸς τοῦ ἀργυρίον ἐν τῷ σάκκῳ αὐτῶν. 

Targ. ΠΡῸΣ ΠΡῸΣ AWAY 13) NA ΠΡ PP ID δ Mn, exactly 

follows Hebrew. 

Pesh. Jira? ομβροοῦ J35, Joo 3 » LOCA ξλῶξϑαδο «QE 97 Jooo 

otdf poas ‘And it came to pass that when they were emptying 

their oe behold, each man’s bundle of money in the mouth of 

his bale’. 

1 Kgs. 13% mm iat ny yndwn Sy ovaw pn m4 «And it came to 
pass, they sitting at the table, and there came the word of Yahweh’. 

LXX καὶ ἐγένετο αὐτῶν καθημένων [ἐπὶ τῆς τραπέζης, καὶ ἐγένετο λόγος 

Κυρίον. 

Targ. mm DIP [Ὁ ΠΝ.) ὩΣ MM xn dy pannpo pK ἽΝ ΠῚΠῚ 
‘ And it came to pass, whilst they were sitting round the table, and 

(= then) there came a word of prophecy from before Y.’ 

Pesh. boss? oma δ Joo ον SX το wo ~o ‘And 

when they were sitting at the table, there came the word of the 

Lord’. 
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2 Kgs. 2") wx 291 mm aan pda path nen ΠῚ ‘And it came 
to pass, they going on—going and talking (= and talking as they 

went), and, behold, a chariot of fire, &c.’ 

LXX καὶ ἐγένετο αὐτῶν πορευομένων, ἐπορεύοντο καὶ ἐλάλουν' καὶ ἰδοὺ 

ἅρμα πυρὸς κτλ. 

Targ. snes ΓΘ ἘΠῚ p>dno: Seo pone pont oy mn ‘And it 
came to pass, whilst they were going on-going and talking, and 

(= then) behold, chariots of fire’. 

Pesh. Jiasy Jaci. Joo paroswsco pico (aa 29? Joo 

‘And it came to pass that when they were talking and going on, 
and (= then) behold, a chariot of fire’. 

2 Kgs. 8 nexn mm non nsx mann awe ΠΝ pnd ἼΒΌΘ ain im 
soon Sw npyy moa ΠΝ mnn awe ‘And it came to pass, he telling 

the king how he (Elisha) had raised the dead, and, behold, the 

woman whose son he had raised crying unto the king’. 

LXX καὶ ἐγένετο αὐτοῦ ἐξηγουμένου τῷ βασιλεῖ ὡς ἐζωπύρησεν υἱὸν 

τεθνηκότα, καὶ ἰδοὺ ἡ γυνὴ ἧς ἐζωπύρησεν τὸν υἱὸν αὐτῆς βοῶσα πρὸς τὸν 

βασιλέα. 

Targ. 793 0) ΠΝῚ NNN RT ΝΠ ne net ΝΟΡῸΡ oynwo sn ΠῚΠῚ 
ΝΡ pip xdap, as in Hebrew. 

Pesh. bngaso ced ωμμἦἷν λυ Je Jaro unfp fadsad [share ,00 

Jaso peo ‘And when he was relating to the king that he had 
raised the dead, he saw the woman whose son he had raised making 

supplication before the king’. 

2 Kgs. 8” oyn oy... woy 207 ow ne may ΠΟ pp xin tn 
τιν ‘And it came to pass, he arising (or arose) by night and 

smote Edom who surrounded him... and the people fled to their 

home’. . 

LXX καὶ ἐγένετο αὐτοῦ ἀναστάντος, καὶ ἐπάταξεν τὸν Ἐδὼμ τὸν κυκλώ- 

σαντα ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸν .. . καὶ ἔφυγεν 6 λαὸς κτλ. 

Targ. ΝῸΝ Jani... ΠΡ ΡΕΡΙΟῪ ΟΥ̓͂Σ wee nanny δ op xin mn 
ΠΡΟ, construction as in Hebrew. 

Pesh. apsdo . . . od ganeio? fssoyll δον LAXd po 450 

omiaasas μου. ‘And when he arose by night that he might 

destroy the Edomites who were surrounding him... and (= then) 

the people fled to their homes’. 

eS TS —— DE a 
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2 Kgs. 137 31937 NN INT ADA eK OMAP oF Ny ‘And it came to 

pass, they burying a man, and, behold, they saw the robber-hand’. 

LXX καὶ ἐγένετο αὐτῶν θαπτόντων τὸν ἄνδρα, καὶ ἰδοὺ ἴδον τὸν 

μονόζωνον. 

Targ. MYDD YN NAY NID Pp pret sy Mm ‘And it came to 

pass, whilst they were burying a man, and (= then) they saw, &c.’ 

Pesh. μοΐς ow Jima, eins yao oo ‘And when they were 
burying a man, they saw, &c.’ 

2 Kgs, 197 wa ayxqw bow) YON TID? M2 AINNwD NIT nN 
nan ‘And it came to pass, he worshipping in the house of Nisroch 

his god, and Adrammelech and Sharezer his sons smote him’, 

LXX καὶ ἐγένετο αὐτοῦ προσκυνοῦντος ἐν οἴκῳ ᾿Εσδράχ θεοῦ αὐτοῦ, καὶ 

A. καὶ Σ. οἱ υἱοὶ αὐτοῦ ἐπάταξαν αὐτόν. 

Targ. ΠΡΩΡ oma ἼΝΝΦῚ ἼΡΟΥΙΝῚ ΠΡΟ JID? ΓΔ TID NIT ΠῚΠῚ, 
as in Hebrew. 

Pesh. voais iliac ps20i/ : ood/ yrs Mim Joor gygid 400 

woaspo ‘And when he was worshipping in the house of N. his 

god, A. and S. his sons killed him’. 

Casus pendens. 

It is characteristic of Hebrew and Aramaic to simplify the 
construction of a sentence, and at the same time to gain emphasis, 

by reinforcing the subject by a Personal Pronoun. Such rein- 

forcement is specially favoured if the subject happens to be further 

defined by a relative clause, since otherwise the sentence would— 

to the Semitic ear—appear involved and overweighted. The same 

principle is also adopted with the object, when this, for the sake of 

emphasis, is brought to the beginning of the sentence ; and other 

oblique cases may be similarly treated. Examples in Hebrew are— 

Gen. 3”, ‘The woman whom Thou gavest to be with me, she gave 

me Corn? Ni) of the tree and I did eat’; Gen. 15‘, ‘ But one 

that shall come out of thine own bowels, he shall be thine heir’ 

(727 837); Gen. 24’, ‘Yahweh, the God of heaven, who took me 
from my father’s house, &c., He shall send (nde 80) His angel 

before thee’; Deut. 13', ‘All the word that I command you, it shall 

ye observe to do’ (nivy2 mewn ink); Ezek. 18%, ‘In his trespass that 
he hath trespassed, and in his sin that he hath sinned, in them 

shall he die’ (MO 03). See further, Driver, Zenses, ὃ 123 y Obs. 
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Similarly in Aramaic—Dan. 2”*, ‘Thou, O king, the king of kings, 

to whom the God of heaven gave, &c., thou art that head of gold ’ 

(N37 "1 AWN AN NAN): Dan. 3%, ‘Those men that took up 

Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego, the flame of the fire slew 

them’ (NTO “I 8239 ipa ΩΡ) ; Dan. 417-95, ‘The tree that thou 

sawest, &c., it is thou, O king’ (N3PD Ni TAR); Ezr. 5", ‘And 

moreover, the vessels of the house of God, &c., them did Cyrus 

the king take out (5 ΘΓ PBI) of the temple of Babylon’; 
Ezr. 7“, ‘All priests and Levites, &c., it shall not be lawful to 

impose tribute, &c., upon them’ (onoy ND); Ezr. 7", ‘Every one 

that will not perform the law of thy God and the law of the king, 

let judgement diligently be executed upon him’ (39 3p N19). 

This reinforcement of a Casus pendens by the Pronoun is a 

marked characteristic of the Fourth Gospel. We may note the 

following illustrations : 
τ᾽" ὅσοι δὲ ἔλαβον αὐτόν, ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς ἐξουσίαν τέκνα Θεοῦ γενέσθαι. 

1% μονογενὴς Θεὸς ὃ ὧν εἰς τὸν κόλπον τοῦ πατρὸς ἐκεῖνος ἐξηγήσατο. 

1™ 6 πέμψας με βαπτίζειν ἐν ὕδατι ἐκεῖνός μοι εἶπεν. 

3” ὃς ἦν μετὰ cov... ἴδε οὗτος βαπτίζει." 

3” ὃ ἑώρακεν καὶ ἤκουσεν τοῦτο μαρτυρεῖ. 

5" Ὁ ποιήσας με ὑγιῆ ἐκεῖνός μοι εἶπεν. 

5° ἃ γὰρ ἂν ἐκεῖνος ποιῇ, ταῦτα καὶ ὁ υἱὸς ὁμοίως ποιεῖ. 

5°. τὰ γὰρ ἔργα ἃ δέδωκέν μοι ὁ πατὴρ ἵνα τελειώσω αὐτά, αὐτὰ τὰ ἔργα ἃ 

ποιῶ, μαρτυρεῖ περὶ ἐμοῦ ὅτι ὁ. πατήρ με ἀπέσταλκεν (we should surely 

omit the comma after ποιῶ, and make αὐτὰ τὰ ἔργα the subject of 

μαρτυρεῖ, reinforcing τὰ yap ἔργα after ἃ δέδωκέν μοι κτλ.) 
5” xal ὁ πέμψας με πατὴρ ἐκεῖνος μεμαρτύρηκεν περὶ ἐμοῦ. 

5° ὃν ἀπέστειλεν ἐκεῖνος τούτῳ ὑμεῖς οὐ πιστεύετε. 

6° iva πᾶν ὃ δέδωκέν. μοι μὴ ἀπολέσω ἐξ αὐτοῦ. 

6“ 6 ὧν παρὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ, οὗτος ἑώρακεν τὸν πατέρα. 

15 ὁ δὲ ζητῶν τὴν δόξαν τοῦ πέμψαντος αὐτὸν οὗτος ἀληθής ἐστιν. 

855 κἀγὼ ἃ ἤκουσα παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ ταῦτα λαλῶ εἰς τὸν κόσμον. 

10! ὁ μὴ εἰσερχόμενος διὰ τῆς θύρας. .. ἐκεῖνος κλέπτης ἐστὶν καὶ λῃστής. 

* Schlatter (Sprache, pp. 49f.) quotes a number of instances from Rabbinic 

Hebrew in which yas behold, this one, &c.’ reinforces a Nominativus pendens. 

Thus e.g. Mechilta on Ex. 164, 5 10.8) O17 55x " ΠῸ wy Ὃ 55 
ΠΣ ADIN ΠῚ IN AND? ‘Whosoever hath what he may eat to-day, and saith, 

What shall I eat to-morrow ? behold, this one lacketh faith.’ 

=> tN ete Sewer. 
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10” τὰ ἔργα ἃ ἐγὼ ποιῶ ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι τοῦ πατρός μον ταῦτα μαρτυρεῖ 

περὶ ἐμοῦ. 

12" ὁ λόγος ὃν ἐλάλησα ἐκεῖνος κρινεῖ αὐτὸν ἐν τῇ ἐσχάτῃ ἡμέρᾳ. 

12 ὁ πέμψας με πατὴρ αὐτός μοι ἐντολὴν δέδωκεν. 

14” ὁ πιστεύων εἰς ἐμὲ τὰ ἔργα ἃ ἐγὼ ποιῶ κἀκεῖνος ποιήσει. 

14” καὶ ὅτι ἂν αἰτήσητε ἐν τῷ ὀνόματί μου τοῦτο ποιήσω. 

14” 6 ἔχων τὰς ἐντολάς μου καὶ τηρῶν αὐτὰς ἐκεῖνός ἐστιν 6 ἀγαπῶν με. 

1455 ὁ δὲ παράκλητος, τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον ὃ πέμψει 6 πατὴρ ἐν τῷ ὀνόματί 

μου, ἐκεῖνος ὑμᾶς διδάξει πάντα. 

15° πᾶν κλῆμα ἐν ἐμοὶ μὴ φέρον καρπὸν αἴρει αὐτό, καὶ πᾶν τὸ καρπὸν 

φέρον καθαίρει αὐτό. 

15° ὁ μένων ἐν ἐμοὶ κἀγὼ ἐν αὐτῷ οὗτος φέρει καρπὸν πολύν. 

17) ἵνα πᾶν ὃ δέδωκας αὐτῷ δώσει αὐτοῖς ζωὴν αἰώνιον. 

17. ὃ δέδωκάς μοι, θέλω ἵνα ὅπου εἰμὶ ἐγὼ κἀκεῖνοι ὦσιν μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ. 

18" τὸ ποτήριον ὃ δέδωκέν μὸι 6 πατὴρ οὐ μὴ πίω αὐτό; 

Against these 27* instances in Jn. we can only set 11 in Mt. 
(4.5, 137385 yo" 9%, 21 243 259, 263), 4 in Mk. (6'5 7”, 12", 

13"), and 6 in Lk. (8%, 12“, 20”, 21°, 23°); and of these Mt. 4" 

and Mt. 21%= Mk. 12”= Lk. 20” are O.T. quotations. 

Of course it cannot be claimed that the use of Casus pendens 

is specifically a Semitism, since—to go no farther—it is a familiar 

colloquialism in English. Prof. Moulton remarks that ‘it is one 

of the easiest of anacolutha, as much at home in English as in 

Greek’ (N7G.3 i, p. 69). The fact which concerns us is the 
remarkable frequency of its occurrence in Jn. as compared with 

the Synoptists. If Lk., for example, is a fair specimen of Kowy 

Greek, why should we find that a construction which occurs there 

but 6 times is employed in Jn. with six times the frequency? An 

adequate answer is forthcoming in the assumption that a common 

Aramaic construction has been exactly beproduced:s in translation. 

* Abbott (JG. 1921) adds 10°5-%, ὃν ὁ πατὴρ ἡγίασεν καὶ ἀπέστειλεν εἰς τὸν hii 
ὑμεῖς λέγετε ὅτι Βλασφημεῖς ; “ ““ Whom the Father sanctified... do ye say [to him] 

Thou blasphemest ἢ, best explained as [ἐκεῖνος] ὅν. 738, δ πιστεύων εἰς ἐμέ... 
ποταμοὶ ἐκ τῆς κοιλίας αὐτοῦ (also cited by Abbott) is not included as involving—on 

our theory—a mistranslation. Cf. p. 10g. 

2520 F 



CHAPTER III 

CONJUNCTIONS 

καί, οὖν. 

As compared with the Synoptists, καί in Jn. is infrequent in 

narrative. The occurrences, as given by Abbott (JG. 2133; cf. 

Bruder’s Concordance’, pp. 456 ff.) are, Mt. about 250 times, Mk. 

more than 400 times, Lk. about 380 times, Jn. less than 100 times. 

This comparative infrequency seems to be due partly to the 

writer's use of asyndeton (cf. p. 50), partly to his fondness for 

οὖν, which he uses some 200 times, as against Mt. 57 times, 

Mk. 6 times, Lk. 81 times. καί is frequent in Jn. in speeches, 

linking co-ordinate clauses, as in a Semitic language. A striking 

Semitic usage may be seen in its employment to link contrasted 

statements, where in English we should naturally employ ‘ and yet’ 

or ‘but’. This is most frequent in speeches, though occasionally 

we find it also in the reflections of the author upon his narrative. 
So 1301, 2% gie.iiisss 420 504 G7 74.1930 Bw.62.87 OM 718 12", 

16°, 20%, 21", Cf., in Hebrew, Gen. 2.5}, ‘Of every tree of the 

garden thou mayest eat; and (= but) of the tree of knowledge of 

good and evil, thou shalt not eat of it’; 3*°, ‘Of the fruit of the 

trees of the garden we may eat; and (= dx?) of the fruit of the tree 

which is in the midst of the garden God hath said, Ye shall 

not eat, &c.’; 17”, ‘And as regards Ishmael I have heard thee ; 

behold I have blessed him, ὅς. And (=Sxé) my covenant will 
I establish with Isaac’; 32” (Heb. 32°), ‘I have seen God face 

to face, and (=and yet) my life is preserved’ (other instances of 

this common usage in Oxford Heb. Lex. p. 2526). The same 

usage in Aramaic—where it is equally common—may be illustrated 

from Dan. 2°, ‘If ye make not known to me the dream and its 

‘ interpretation, ye shall be cut in pieces, &c.; and (=dut) if ye 

shew the dream and the interpretation thereof, ye shall receive 

of me gifts, &c.’; 3°°, ‘At what time ye hear... ye shall fall down 



CONJUNCTIONS 67 

and worship the golden image, &c.; and (=ds/) whoso falleth not 

down, &c.’; 34.7.8. ‘If our God, whom we serve, be able to deliver 

us, He will deliver, &c.; and (=6ué) if not, be it known, &c.’; 

4' (Aram. 4, ‘And I told the dream before them, and (= yet) its 

interpretation they did not make known to me’. 

In Hebrew and Aramaic ‘and’ may very idiomatically introduce 

a contrasted idea in such a way as to suggest a question, this 

being implied by the contrast without the use of an interrogative 

particle. So in Hebrew, Judg. 14", ‘Behold, to my father and 

my mother I have not told it, and shall I tell it unto chee?’ (lit. 

‘and to thee I shall tell it!’); 2 Sam. 11", ‘The ark, and Israel, 

and Judah are abiding in tents; and my lord Joab, and the 

servants of my lord, are encamped in the open field; and shall 

1 go into my house, to eat and to drink, ἄς. δ᾽ (lit. ‘and JZ shall 

go, &c.!’ see further instances in Oxf. Heb. Lex. p. 252). The 

same usage may be illustrated in Aramaic from passages in Acta 

LThomae (ed. Wright). 

(p. αϑ.ο). buf fd Joma holo seiahw co byes bus ods. 
‘All buildings are built in summer ; and ¢how buildest in winter!’ 

(DP. wd) Inseam x0 faded upto vio go Ὁ δα whrpoo 
wor amenms oho, VY ctolo. ‘On thy account I excused 

myself from my lord, king Mazdai, and from the supper; and 

thou dost not choose to sup with me!’ 

(ρ. Yam) wes Yo Μὰ Jew f MW) . Mum ἢ yhad το ywars λυ 
Co00) ςβαϑ μαι hu/. Thou thyself hast not departed from 

us, except for a moment; and thou knowest not how we .were 

shut up!’ 

With inverted order, (p. δ οὐ) JAS 3S Ibs waco bof ob λυὺ 

“5ὼν bd olaoir lads uptwo. ‘Zhou sittest and hearkenest 

to vain words; and king Mazdai in his wrath is seeking to 

destroy thee!’ 

In a precisely similar way καί introduces a paradox in several 

passages in Jn., and the paradox, being hypothetical, is treated 

aS a question. 

2” Τεσσεράκοντα καὶ ἐξ ἔτεσιν οἰκοδομήθη ὁ ναὸς οὗτος, καὶ σὺ ἐν τρισὶν 
ἡμέραις ἐγερεῖς αὐτόν ; 

3° Σὺ ef ὁ διδάσκαλος τοῦ Ἰσραὴλ καὶ ταῦτα ov γινώσκεις ; 

8" Πεντήκοντα ἔτη οὕπω ἔχεις καὶ ᾿Αβραὰμ ἑώρακας ; 
F 2 
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g* Ἐν ἁμαρτίαις σὺ ἐγεννήθης ὅλος, καὶ σὺ διδάσκεις ἡμᾶς; 
11° ᾿Ραββεί, νῦν ἐζήτουν σε λιθάσαι οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι, καὶ πάλιν ὑπάγεις ἐκεῖ; 
The use of ‘and’ with the sense ‘and so’ is very frequent in 

Semitic. Some few cases of καί so used are to be found in Jn., 
e.g. 5. Σάββατόν ἐστιν, καὶ οὐκ ἔξεστίν σοι ἄραι τὸν κράββατον, 65] καθὼς 

ἀπέστειλέν με 6 ζῶν πατὴρ κἀγὼ ζῶ διὰ τὸν πατέρα, καὶ 5 τρώγων με 

κἀκεῖνος ζήσει δι’ ἐμέ, 11% ἐὰν ἀφῶμεν αὐτὸν οὕτως, πάντες πιστεύσουσιν 

εἷς αὐτόν, καὶ ἐλεύσονται οἱ ῬΡωμαῖοι καὶ ἀροῦσιν ἡμῶν καὶ τὸν τόπον καὶ τὸ 

ἔθνος. Usually, however, this consecutive connexion is expressed 

in Jn. by οὖν, which, as we have seen, is extraordinarily frequent 

(200 occurrences). It is highly probable that οὖν represents an 

original ‘and’ (‘and so’) in Aramaic in many cases*; in others 
it may have been inserted by the translator to introduce a sentence 

which stood asyndeton in the original. The cases cited by Abbott 

(JG. 2191 a), in which Mk. omits οὖν while Mt. or Lk. has it 

in parallel passages, suggests that the particle in Jn. is due to the 

translator. Οὖν is usually rendered in Pal. Syr. by o ‘and’ simply; 
but sometimes by wu = δέ. 

μέν͵, δέ, γάρ. 

μέν, which is very rare in Jn., is infrequent also in the Synoptists. 

The occurrences are, Mt. 20, Mk. 6, Lk. 10, Jn. 8. 

* The writer's conclusion as to οὖν given above stands as he had worked it out 

before reading the words of Prof. Burkitt in Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, ii, p. 89: 

‘In the course of working at the Syriac equivalents for 5. Mark’s εὐθὺς and 5. John’s 

οὖν it has occurred to me that fundamentally they mean the same thing. and that 

they really correspond to the Hebrew ‘‘wdw consecutive’’. Not, of course, 

that either of these Gospels is a translation from the Hebrew; but if the authors 

of these Gospels were familiar with the Old Testament otherwise than through the 

awkward medium of the LXX, they might well have felt themselves in need of 

something to correspond to the Hebrew idigm. The essence of the meaning of 

‘‘wdw consecutive’’ is that the event related is regarded as happening in due 

sequence to what has gone before. To express this καὶ is too inadequate a link, 

while δὲ implies a contrast which is wholly wanting in the Hebrew: the turn 

of thought is more or less our English ‘‘and so”. But this is exactly what S. Mark 

means by. his καὶ εὐθύς, and it is what is generally meant in the Fourth Gospel 

by οὖν. Simon's wife’s mother was sick of a fever and so they tell Jesus of her 

(καὶ εὐθύς Mk. 18°): S. Mark does not mean to emphasize the haste they were in to 
tell the news. Similarly in 5. John there are literally scores of verses beginning 

with εἶπεν οὖν or εἶπον οὖν where ‘he said therefore’’ brings out too prominently 

the idea of causation. All that is meant is WN" “and so he said”, or “and so 
they said”, as the case may be.’ That οὖν corresponds to the Hebrew waw con- 

secutive was noticed by Ewald, Die johann. Schriften (1861), p. 45, π. 2. 
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δέ is uncommon in Jn. and Mk. as compared with Mt. and. Lk.* 

The numbers are, Mt. 496, Mk. 156, Lk. 508, Jn. 176. + 

_ Thus, while the average number of occurrences per page (W H.) 

are 74 in Mt. and 7 in Lk., in Mk. they are only 82 and in Jn. 84. 

Now W. Aramaic, like Hebrew, has no equivalent of δέ, both 

languages employing ‘and’ in its place, or (Aramaic) an asyndeton 

opening. The comparative avoidance of δέ in Mk. and Jn. is there- 

fore strongly suggestive of translation from Aramaic in which the 

Semitic use of ‘and’, or of no connective particle at all, was 

usually copied. In Syriac the need for such a particle as δέ was, 

under Greek influence, so much felt that the Greek particle was 

introduced in the form q? dén, in Pal. Syr. οὐ di. 3 

γάρ is less frequent in Jn. than in the Synoptists. The occur- 

rences are Mt. 125, Mk. 67, Lk. 101, Jn. 66. If Jn. were as long 

as Mt., there would be proportionately 86 occurrences; if as long 

as Lk., 92 occurrences; if as short as Mk., 58 occurrences. If Mk. 

were as long as Mt., there would be 96 occurrences; if as long 

as Lk., 109 occurrences; if as long as Jn., 82 occurrences, 

In W. Aramaic such particles and phrases as correspond more 

or less to yap, “IN, Ἢ oT, Biblical Aram. " b3p7P3, &c., are really 

much more weighty, bearing rather the sense because, since. In 

many cases in which Greek would use γάρ, Aramaic would be 

content with ‘and’ simply; and this may account for the com- 

parative infrequency of γάρ in Jn. Syriac, feeling the need for 

a light particle like γάρ, introduced it in the form sx, ger. 

tva. 

The frequency of ἵνα in Jn. is one of the most remarkable pheno- 

mena in this Gospel. The approximate number of occurrences is 

127 ; whereas in Mt. we find 83, in Mk. 60, in Lk. 40. If Jn. were 

as long as Mt., there would be proportionately 163 occurrences ; 

if as long as Lk., 178 occurrences; if as short as Mk., 101 occur- 

rences. ἵνα μή occurs in Jn. 18 times, in Mt. 8 times, in Mk. 

5 times, in Lk. 8 times. On the other hand, μήποτε in the sense 

‘that... not’, ‘lest’, never occurs in Jn.,t whereas it is found in 

Mt. 8 times, in Mk. ¢wtce, in Lk. 6 times. 
* In Apoc. δέ is excessively rare, occurring some 5 times only. 

+ The numbers for the Synoptists are those given by Sir John Hawkins, HS? 

p. 151. 

¢ Similarly in Apoc. we find iva μή 11 times, μήποτε never. 
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Now there exists in Aramaic a particle—in origin a demon- 

strative—which is used with peculiar frequency to denote various 

shades of connexion. This particle appears in W. Aramaic as “4 a 

or 3 dé, in Syriac as y dé. As a particle of relation it denotes 

who, which, that (properly a connecting link between the relative 

sentence and its antecedent— that one, usually completed by a pro- 

noun or pronominal suffix in the relative clause; e.g. AY? TON "4 

‘who he said to him’, i.e. ‘to whom he said ’), and also the relative 

when. It may be a as a mark of the genitive, e.g. NOY) 

ἘΞΡΌ ΟἽ ‘the king’s captain’ (lit. ‘the captain, that of the king ). 

Further, it is especially frequent as a conjunction, that, in the 

sense i that, inasmuch as, because, and in a final sense, t# order 

that. Our purpose is to show that ἵνα occurs in Jn. in all the 

senses of “ or 7 except that which marks the genitive. 

relation. 

The frequent occurrence of ἵνα in a telic sense calls for no 

comment, beyond note of the fact that the use of ἵνα μή to the 

exclusion of μήποτε favours the theory of literal translation of the 

Aramaic phrase NDF ‘that...not’.* Further, the use of iva = con- 

junctive ¢hat, followed by a finite verb, where in classical Greek we 

should expect an Infinitive, is a well-ascertained characteristic of 

Kowy Greek, and has come through the Kowy into modern Greek 

in the form va. What ts remarkable, however, in Jn.’s usage of 

this idiom, as compared with Mt. and Lk., is its extreme frequency. 

This is also—though to a less extent—true of Mk.; and it is 

instructive to notice how many different expedients Mt. or Lk., or 

both of them, frequently employ in order to get rid of Mk.’s iva, 

whether used in a final sense or otherwise.t 

Mk. 4” Kai ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς ὅτι Μήτι ἔρχεται ὃ λύχνος ἵνα ὑπὸ τὸν μόδιον 

τεθῇ ἢ ὑπὸ τὴν κλίνην; 

Mt. 5" οὐδὲ καίουσιν λύχνον καὶ τιθέασιν αὐτὸν ὑπὸ τὸν μόδιον. 

Lk. 8 Οὐδεὶς δὲ λύχνον ἅψας καλύπτει αὐτὸν σκεύει ἢ ὑποκάτω κλίνης 

τίθησιν. 

* Contrast the translation of Hebrew {B ‘lest’, Isa. 618, by μήποτε (as in LXX) 
in Mt. 1918, Mk. 413, with Jn, 12" ἵνα μὴ ἴδωσιν τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς κτλ. (cf. p. 100). 

+ The following Synoptic comparisons were kindly supplied to the writer by 

Sir John Hawkins. 
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Mk. 4” οὐ yap ἔστιν κρυπτόν ἐὰν μὴ ἵνα φανερωθῇ. 

Mt, 10” οὐδὲν γάρ ἐστιν κεκαλυμμένον ὃ οὐκ ἀποκαλυφθήσεται. 

Lk. 8? οὐ γάρ ἐστιν κρυπτὸν ὃ οὐ φανερὸν γενήσεται. 

Mk. 5" καὶ ἐμβαίνοντος αὐτοῦ εἰς τὸ πλοῖον παρεκάλει αὐτὸν ὃ δαιμονι- 
θ A ψ 3 3 a = σθεὶς iva per’ αὐτοῦ 7. 

Mt. 8* om. 

Lk. 87 αὐτὸς δὲ ἐμβὰς εἰς πλοῖον ὑπέστρεψεν. ἐδεῖτο δὲ αὐτοῦ ὁ ἀνὴρ 

ἀφ᾽ οὗ ἐξεληλύθει τὰ δαιμόνια εἶναι σὺν αὐτῷ. 

ἔχει, ἵνα ἐλθὼν ἐπιθῇς τὰς χεῖρας αὐτῇ ἵνα σωθῇ καὶ ζήσῃ. 

Mt. 9” ἰδοὺ ἄρχων εἷς προσελθὼν προσεκύνει αὐτῷ, λέγων ὅτι Ἢ θυγάτηρ 

μου ἄρτι ἐτελεύτησεν, ἀλλὰ ἐλθὼν ἐπίθες τὴν χεῖρά σου ἐπ᾿ 

αὐτήν, καὶ ζήσεται. 

Lk. 8"? καὶ πεσὼν παρὰ τοὺς πόδας Ἰησοῦ παρεκάλει αὐτὸν εἰσελθεῖν εἰς 

τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ, ὅτι θυγάτηρ μονογενὴς ἣν αὐτῷ . .. καὶ αὐτὴ 

ἀπέθνησκεν. 

| Mk. 5” καὶ παρακαλεῖ αὐτὸν πολλὰ λέγων ὅτι Τὸ θυγάτριόν μον ἐσχάτως 

Mk.5* καὶ διεστείλατο αὐτοῖς πολλὰ ἵνα μηδεὶς γνοῖ τοῦτο. 

Mt. 9” om. 

Lk. 8° ὁ δὲ παρήγγειλεν αὐτοῖς μηδενὶ εἰπεῖν τὸ γεγονός. 

Mk. 6” Θέλω ἵνα ἐξαυτῆς δῷς μοι ἐπὶ πίνακι τὴν κεφαλὴν ᾿Ιωάννου τοῦ 

| βαπτιστοῦ. 

Με. 145 Ads μοι, φησίν, ὧδε ἐπὶ πίνακι τὴν κεφαλὴν Ἰωάννου τοῦ 

βαπτιστοῦ. 

Lk. om. 

Mt. 14" ἔδωκεν τοῖς μαθηταῖς τοὺς ἄρτους, οἱ δὲ μαθηταὶ τοῖς ὄχλοις. 

Lk. gy" καὶ ἐδίδου τοῖς μαθηταῖς παραθεῖναι τῷ ὄχλῳ. 

με 6" καὶ ἐδίδον τοῖς μαθηταῖς ἵνα παρατιθῶσιν αὐτοῖς. 

ΜΚ. 9᾽ Καὶ καταβαινόντων αὐτῶν ἐκ τοῦ ὄρους, διεστείλατο αὐτοῖς ἵνα 

μηδενὶ ἃ εἶδον διηγήσωνται. 

4 Μι. 1γ" Καὶ καταβαινόντων αὐτῶν ἐκ τοῦ ὄρους ἐνετείλατο αὐτοῖς 6 Ἰησοῦς 

| λέγων Μηδενὶ εἴπητε κτλ. 

{Κ᾿ om. 

Cases in which Mk.’s iva is retained by one or both of the other 

Synoptists are Mk. 65 = Mt. 14%; Mk. 85 = Mt. 16” (contrast 
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Lk. 9”); Mk. οἷ᾽ = Lk. 9" (contrast Mt.17"); Mk. 107% = Mt. 20” ; 

Mk. τοῦ = Mt. 20” = Lk. 18°; Mk. 12° = Lk. 20” (contrast 

Mt. 22”). 

In face of this evidence it can hardly be maintained that the 

deviations of Mt. and Lk. from Mk. resulting in elimination of 

the construction with ἵνα are merely accidental. Mk.’s use of iva, 

which in proportion to the length of his Gospel is 3 times as 

frequent as that of Mt., and δὲ times as frequent as that of Lk., 

must have appeared to these latter Evangelists to some extent 

offensive to normal style. Since it is generally acknowledged that 

in other respects Mk, exhibits Aramaic influence, it is reasonable 

to suspect that this influence may account for the characteristic 

tinder discussion ; and such an inference is supported by the fact, 

already noted, that the Aramaic “I or 4, which is the natural repre- 

sentative of iva with a telic force, has a much wider range of usage, 

standing, for example, for the conjunctive “at which ἵνα in Mk. 580 

frequently represents. 

If, however, the theory of Aramaic influence may be taken as 

accounting for the excessive use of ἵνα in Mk., the case for such 

influence in Jn. must be regarded as much stronger still, for iva is 

there proportionately nearly twice as frequent, while it is some 

5 times as frequent as in Mt., and some 4% times as frequent as 

in Lk. 

It is instructive to notice that there are certain phrases in which 

the Greek of the Gospels varies between the construction of iva 

with finite verb and the Infinitive construction, and that in these 

the Syriac versions normally represent both constructions by 9 dé 

followed by the finite verb, i.e. the construction which, on our 

theory, is literally rendered by the ἵνα construction. 

One such is introduced by οὐκ εἰμὶ ἄξιος (or ἱκανός) 

Jn. 1% οὗ οὐκ εἰμὶ [ἐγὼ] ἄξιος ἵνα λύσω αὐτοῦ τὸν ἱμάντα τοῦ 

ὑποδήματος. 

Pal. Syr. oscany ποιῶν Jims Jom bi? Kd? yy 

Sin. vorasmrx? bord [ἦν baa lp oo 

Pesh. wordsms9 flocs fJaaly Jan I ble oo 

‘That one who I am not worthy that I should loose the latchet of 

His sandal’ (Pesh. ‘the latchets of His sandals ἢ). 
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Mk. τἴ οὗ οὐκ εἰμὶ ἱκανὸς κύψας λῦσαι τὸν ἱμάντα τῶν ὑποδημάτων αὐτοῦ. 

Pal. Syr. coratmsss Joey [0 yoo? wllscog μὲ Mud? vv 

Sin. deest. 

Pesh. worms? flows [: οὐ corel hu? Jan Wy oo 

‘That one who I am not worthy that I should stoop should loose 

the latchet (Pesh. latchets) of His sandals’. 

Lk. 3" οὗ οὐκ εἰμὶ ἱκανὸς λῦσαι τὸν ἱμάντα τῶν ὑποδημάτων αὐτοῦ. 

Pal. Syr. casany Jord Jzase οοοον Ju? Krys ? 

Sin. worse bord [οἷν ban Ip om 

Pesh. wordscns0? boss [αἷς μὲ Jan Ie on 

‘That one who I am not worthy that I should loose the latchet 

(Sin., Pesh. latchets) of His sandals’. 

Acts 1 3” οὗ οὐκ εἰμὶ ἄξιος τὸ ὑπόδημα τῶν ποδῶν λῦσαι. 

Pesh. wordscnso7 lors [οἷν μὲ Jan "5 οὐ 
‘That one who I am not worthy that I should loose the latchets of 

His sandals’. The rendering of Pesh. is here verbally identical 

with its rendering in Jn. 1”. 

Lk. τοῦ δι οὐκέτι εἰμὶ ἄξιος κληθῆναι vids σου. 

Pal. Syr.  ys> Jrobue Joa μὴ KUN gan 

Sin., Cur. Jeol yi2? Ss.a20 loam Do 

Pesh. Jeol/ ye>? μὴ Jam Suaso Io 

I am no longer worthy that I should be called thy son’. 

In the Q passage Mt 88 = Lk. 7° where we have the iva construc- 

tion after οὐκ εἰμὶ ἱκανός, the Syriac versions naturally represent this 

by 9 with the finite verb. 

Lk. 7’ διὸ οὐδὲ ἐμαυτὸν ἠξίωσα πρὸς σὲ ἐλθεῖν. 

Pal. Syr. yhoX Jhhy Jan Kur I usin I 20) yo 
Sin. om. ' 

Pesh. jl/ ghads huas " μὴ οὐ Spo 

‘Therefore I did not count myself worthy that I should come to 

Thee’, . 

Thus out of all these passages only Jn.17 and Mt. 8° = Lk. 7° 

have the iva construction, and this agrees with the construction 

with ¢ which is used in all passages by the Syriac versions. 
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Again, συμφέρει is followed both by the ἵνα construction and by 

the Infinitive, and both constructions are represented in the Syriac 

versions by ¢ followed by the finite verb. 

Jn. 11° συμφέρει ὑμῖν iva εἷς ἄνθρωπος ἀποθάνῃ. 

Pal. Syr. Lass wir en? ὦ ag 

Sin. and Pesh. Lasw ἤέβῳ wo? GX uae 

‘It is good (Sin., Pesh. profitable) to us that one man should die’. 

Jn. 18% συμφέρει ἕνα ἄνθρωπον ἀποθανεῖν. 

Pal. Syr. lara. wir eu? of a 

Sin. and Pesh. λων Jing, po? (ae Pesh.) Io 
‘It is good (Sin. fitting, Pesh. profitable) that one man should die’. 

Mt. 19" οὐ συμφέρει γαμῆσαι. 

Pal. Syr. a) obbese ag J 

‘Tt is not good that a man should marry’. 

But Sin., Cur., Pesh. Jlhs/ ames uno ἢ 

‘It is not profitable to take a wife’. 

συμφέρει ἵνα is also found in Jn. 16’, Mt. 5%, 18°. 

The construction συντίθεμαι ἵνα in Jn. 9”, ἤδη yap συνετέθειντο oi 

᾿Ιουδαῖοι iva ἐάν τις αὐτὸν ὁμολογήσῃ Χριστόν, ἀποσυνάγωγος γένηται, 1S 

reproduced in the Syriac versions by » with the finite verb; so 

Pal. Syr. oon as) a> Joa al «90.1.5 ns 9 OOpe ατοὶὺς δον tm, +29 

δὰ gro iad 2.2) Jo bnew. In the other two occurrences 

of συντίθεμαι, it is followed by the normal construction of the Infini- 

tive, and this again is represented in Syriac by » with the finite 

verb: Lk. 22° συνέθεντο αὐτῷ ἀργύριον δοῦναι, Pal. Syr. «ΔΛ of 

@.mo oS ‘they agreed that they should give him money’; Acts 23” 

οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι συνέθεντο τοῦ ἐρωτῆσαί σε, Pesh. ytso «ΟΞ anak! Jajoou 

‘the Jews have planned together that they should ask of thee’. 

Similarly, in the variants ἐδίδου. . . iva παρατιθῶσιν Mk. 6", ἐδίδου 

παραθεῖναι Lk. g"*, Pesh. reads «ὐϑολουνῦ ... cow ‘gave... that 

they might set’ in both places (Pal.Syr. and Sin. desunt in Lk.); 

in Lk. 8" ἐδεῖτο... εἶναι σὺν αὐτῷ is rendered by Pal. Syr... . ἃ» 

ows Jouy, by Sin. and Pesh. Joow obad, .. . Joo bys ‘was 

begging... that he might be with Him’, as in παρεκάλει... ἵνα 

per αὐτοῦ ἢ of Mk. 5"; in Lk. 85 ὁ δὲ παρήγγειλεν αὐτοῖς μηδενὶ εἰπεῖν 

is rendered by Pal. Syr. Fase V alls yoo. -aS ooo, by Sin., 
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Cur. oss Y ally «οἱ 222 occ, by Pesh. willy οὐ Sor) qe? Oo 

youl ‘He τς δὰ (Pesh. warned) them that they should 

tell no man’, as in καὶ διεστείλατο αὐτοῖς πολλὰ iva κτλ. of Mk. 5%. 

Such illustrations could be almost indefinitely multiplied. 

ἵνα as a muistranslation of Ἷ relative, ‘who’, ‘which. 

So far, the most that we have accomplished is to establish 

a good case for the hypothesis that the excessive use of iva in 

Mk., and still more in Jn., may be due to the fact that the 

writers of these Gospels were accustomed ἰο think tn Aramatc. 

The frequent use of the ἵνα construction in place of an Infinitive 

is not in itself sufficient to prove translation from Aramaic; for 

an Aramaic-speaking Jew, in writing Greek, would naturally tend 

to exaggerate the use of a Kowy construction which resembled his 

own native idiom. Now, however, we have to notice a usage of 

ἵνα in Jn. which can hardly be explained except by the hypothesis 

of actual msstransiation of an original Aramaic document. There 

are several passages in which wa seems clearly to represent 

a mistranslation of 1 employed in a relative sense. Translate 

them into Aramaic in the only possible way, representing iva 

by 3, and an Aramaic scholar would, without question, give to 

that 3 the sense ‘who’ or ‘which’. 

1° οὐκ ἦν ἐκεῖνος τὸ φῶς, ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα μαρτυρήσῃ περὶ τοῦ φωτός. This 

passage has already been discussed in our notes on the Prologue 

(p. 32). The accepted interpretation of ἵνα with a telic force 

involves the assumption of an ellipse—‘but (he came) that he 

might bear witness, &c.’ If iva is a mistranslation of 4 relative 

no such ellipse is required, the passage meaning, ‘He was not 

the light, but o”e who was to bear witness of the light’. 
57 ἄνθρωπον οὐκ ἔχω iva... βάλῃ pe eis τὴν κολυμβήθραν. Pal. Syr., 

quite literally, μῶν ὡς brow... 2 oS MAX wes. The 
obvious meaning of this in Aramaic is, ‘I have not a man who... 

shall put me into the pool’. 

6” Τί οὖν ποιεῖς σὺ σημεῖον, ἵνα ἴδωμεν; Pal. Syr., aiiits literally, 

μον pas. LY Ku bao. The sense intended may well be, ‘What 

sign then doest thou whitch we may see?’ though, since the final 

sense of 3 would here be appropriate in Aramaic as in the Greek 

iva, the evidence of this passage is not pressed. 
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6° οὗτός ἐστιν ὃ ἄρτος ὁ é τοῦ οὐρανοῦ καταβαίνων iva tis ἐξ αὐτοῦ 

φάγῃ καὶ μὴ ἀποθάνῃς. Pal. Syr., quite literally, a0? Laws of Vo 
hasas Vo otro w/ Nrookey Mw be. This is naturally to be 
rendered, ‘This is the bread which came down from heaven, 

which, if a man eat thereof, he shall not die’ (expressed in 

Aramaic, ‘ which a man shall eat thereof and shall not die’). 

g™ Kai ris ἐστιν, κύριε, ἵνα πιστεύσω εἰς αὐτόν; Pal. Syr., quite 

literally, o> τομὴ tue go exo. This means, without a 

doubt, ‘And who is he, Lord, on whom I should believe?’ (the 

Aramaic construction is, ‘who I should believe on him’). This 

meaning is surely much more natural and appropriate than is 

the final sense given to ἵνα by A.V., R.V., ‘that I may believe 

on him’, which can hardly fail to make us discount the quality 

of the man’s faith, suggesting, as it does, that his gratitude to 

our Lord made him willing to believe on any one whom He 

named. 

145 ἄλλον παράκλητον δώσει ὑμῖν ἵνα ἦ μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν els τὸν αἰῶνα. Pal. 

Syr., quite literally, sax Jone φορὰ Gas κῶν oo oo 
PYLss 5.0... The natural meaning is, ‘He shall give you 

another Comforter, who shall abide with you forever’. So καὶ (vt. "ἢ 

‘qui’. | 

If the fact that ἵνα in these passages is a mistranslation οἱ 

Ἵ relative be thought to need further evidence to clinch it, this 

may be found in the variation between Mk. 4” and the parallel 

passages Mt. 10”, Lk. 8" already noted. Here Mk.’s ἐὰν μὴ ἵνα 

φανερωθῇ is reproduced in Mt. by ὃ οὐκ ἀποκαλυφθήσεται, and in 

Lk. by ὃ οὐ φανερὸν yeryoera. Thus ἐὰν μὴ ἵνα φανερωθῇ seems 

clearly to represent an original DANN aL ‘except that which 

shall be revealed’, i.e. ‘which shall not be revealed’, and this 

is the rendering of Pesh. J, λυ ly (Pal. Syr., Sin. vacant).* 

ὅτι similarly a mistranslation of Ἵ relative. 

In Jn. 9” Τί σὺ λέγεις περὶ αὐτοῦ, ὅτι ἠνέῳξεν σον τοὺς ὀφθαλμούς ; 

the use of ὅτι is very awkward, and the ‘in that’ of R.V. un- 

convincing. The passage, however, at once becomes clear when 

we recognize that ὅτι is simply a mistranslation of 7 relative— 

‘What sayest thou of him who hath opened thine eyes?’ This 

* That iva is here a mistranslation of 3 relative has been noted by Wellhausen, 

Einlestung*, p. 15. 
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sense, which is naturally to be deduced from the Aramaic, is given 

by the Arabic Diatessaron <5 .63)|; and the best-attested reading 

of 2 (vt. vg.) is ‘qui aperuit’.” Similarly, in 8% ἐγὼ δὲ ὅτι τὴν ἀλήθειαν 

λέγω is rendered by Pal. Syr. δα» δὲ Joly ὧν δὲ, which would 

naturally bear the sense, ‘1 who speak the truth’. This meaning, 

which offers a superior antithesis to ‘he is a liar’ of the preceding 
verse, is offered by the Diatessaron ς9.}} ‘who.’, and by two MSS, 

of αὶ (vg.) ‘qui’. In our notes on the Prologue a similar case 

of mistranslation is suggested in 1'° ὅτι ἐκ τοῦ πληρώματος αὐτοῦ 

κτλ. (cf. p. 39), and, conversely, 7= ‘because, inasmuch as’ seems 
to have been wrongly treated as the relative in 1*” (cf. pp. 29, 34). 

A case in Mk. where or seems to be a mistranslation of 4 relative 

(ᾧ) is 4", Tis ἄρα οὗτός ἐστιν ὅτι καὶ ὃ ἄνεμος καὶ 7 θάλασσα ὑπακούει 

αὐτῷ; ‘Who then is this whom (ᾧ . . . αὐτῷ) even the wind and 

_the sea obey?’* Another may very possibly be seen in 8%, 

Βλέπω τοὺς ἀνθρώπους ὅτι ὡς δένδρα ὁρῶ περιπατοῦντας, where the 

difficult ὅτι may represent a wrong rendering of 4 (οὖς). "ἡ In 

Mt. 13" ὑμῶν δὲ μακάριοι of ὀφθαλμοὶ ὅτι βλέπουσιν, καὶ τὰ ὦτα [ὑμῶν] 

ὅτι ἀκούουσιν, the words ὅτι βλέπουσιν. .. ὅτι ἀκούουσιν are rendered 

by Sin., Cur., Pesh. grat... ον, which may mean ‘ because 

they see, &c’, or ‘which see, &c.’ The latter sense is given by the 

Diatessaron eos ol... yes (gil, and by several MSS. of ὃ 

(vt. vg.) ‘qui vident. . . quae audiunt’. Hegesippus quotes the 
passage in the form μακάριοι οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ ὑμῶν of βλέποντες, καὶ τὰ ὦτα | 

ὑμῶν τὰ ἀκούοντα { Since Hegesippus (according to Eusebius, 

HE. iv. 22) was a Hebrew by birth and made quotations from 

Syriac and Hebrew, we may infer that in this case his quotation is 

-based upon a Syriac translation of Mt. The rendering of & vt. 

here and in the passages previously noticed shows the influence of 

a Syriac version upon this translation, and illustrates the natural 

sense which a reader of Aramaic would attach to the particle ¢ in 

the contexts in question. Conversely, the same influence upon the 

so-called Western text is seen in Jn. 8°D, μὴ σὺ μείζων εἶ τοῦ 

᾿Αβραάμ: ὅτι ἀπέθανεν, where WH. rightly has ὅστις ἀπέθανεν. 
, ΝΕ 

* Noted by Wellhausen, Esnletung*, p. 15. + Cf. Allen, S#. Mark, ad loc. 

t Cf. Grabe, Spialegium SS. Patrum ; edit. alt. ii, p. 21g—a reference which the 
present writer owes to Dr. Cureton’s discussion of the passage in Remains of a very 

antient recension of the Four Gospels in Syriac, p. xxv. 
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ἵνα 45 a mistranslation of \= ‘when’. 

We have noticed, when speaking of the usage of 4, that it can 

bear the meaning ‘when’, ὅτε. Strictly speaking in such a usage 

it is relatival ‘which’, with ellipse of ‘in it’—"33 ‘which in it’ 

=‘in which’; cf. Jn. 5%, where ἔρχεται dpa ἐν 7 appears in Pal. 

Syr. as os? Jeo bse bt’. The following cases occur in Jn. of 
ἵνα standing for ὅτε: 

12” ἐλήλυθεν ἡ ὥρα iva δοξασθῇ ὁ vids τοῦ ἀνθρώπον. 

Pal. Syr. fassay οἱ ον Joe 11}. 

13) ἦλθεν αὐτοῦ ἡ dpa iva μεταβῇ ἐκ τοῦ κόσμου τούτον. 

Pal. Syr. lads wid eo hase obsa bh. 

16° ἔρχεται wpa ἵνα πᾶς 6 ἀποκτείνας ὑμᾶς δόξῃ λατρείαν προσφέρειν 
τῷ Θεῷ." 

Pal. Syr. gaiasy nam Joo casks Ὅλον gx Nase Jhon Jol? 
Jos eins oo. 

16” ἔρχεται wpa... iva σκορπισθῆτε. 

Pal. Syr. yodeably . 2. bse μὶὴ. 

That in all these cases ἵνα simply stands by mistranslation for ὅτε, 

and that no mystic final sense is to be traced in the usage such as is 

postulated by Westcott, is proved by the use of the normal phrase 

ἔρχεται dpa ὅτε in 47"*, 5%, 16%, and ἔρχεται ὥρα ἐν ἢ in 5”. 

ὅτι similarly a mistranslation of i=‘ when’. 

In 9° οἱ θεωροῦντες αὐτὸν τὸ πρότερον ὅτι προσαίτης ἦν we have a very 

awkward ὅτι, and R.V.’s halting rendering, ‘they that saw him 

aforetime, that he was a beggar’, is the best that can be made 

of the sentence. Clearly the sense demanded is ‘when (ὅτε) he 

was a beggar’, and the natural inference is that 1=‘when’ has 

' been wrongly interpreted as conjunctive ‘that’. Another clear 

instance of the same mistranslation is seen in 12", ταῦτα εἶπεν 

Ἠσαίας ὅτι εἶδεν τὴν δόξαν αὐτοῦ (R.V. ‘because he saw his glory’), 

where the sense demanded is ‘ when (ὅτε) he saw His glory’. t . 

* Freely quoted in the letter from the church at Lyons (Eusebius, HE. v. 1) with 

the correction ἐν 5... δόξει for ἵνα... δόῤῃ ---ἐλεύσεται καιρὸς ἐν ᾧ was ὁ ἀποκτείνας 

ὑμᾶς δόξει λατρείαν προσφέρειν τῷ Θεῷ. 
+ It is just possible that ὅτι may here be a mistranslation of 9 relative—‘ These 

things said Isaiah who saw His glory and spake concerning Him’, but the sense 
‘ when’ seems to be preferable. 



CHAPTER IV 

~PRONOUNS 

ἐγώ, ἡμεῖς, ov, ὑμεῖς. 

THE great frequency of the Pronouns of the first and second 

persons is a marked feature in Jn. The occurrences in this 

Gospel and the Synoptists are as follows: 

Mt. Mk. Lk. Jn. 

ἐγώ 29 17 23 134 
κἀγώ 9 — 4 27 

ἡμεῖς 5 3 5 18 
ov 18 1Ο 27 60 © 

ὑμεῖς 31 II 21 68 

Totals 92 41 80 3807 

To a large extent this phenomenon finds its explanation in the 

fact that the Fourth Gospel is designed to prove our Lord’s 
Messiahship and His Divinity (20). Thus at the opening St. John 

the Baptist emphasizes the character of his mission—éy#—in 

contrast to that of Christ (17-731 8.4 4%) Our Lord lays stress 
upon His claims ---ἐγώ (414-76, Εν Gee 8242, το 

115, 125, Ι 45, 18), 16%, 18*7), or His acts (15 ὧν γὴν 180%) 

bringing Himself into antithesis with others—the disciples, the 
Jews, the world, &e. ( 4°, sre τω 8᾽5.310.22.28 bee 39.45.55 το 12 55 

he eae I ἡ ΥΩ i5foe 17"); or He defines His relation to 

God the Father (5, 657, 818% ro% 5 16% 17%), Emphatic ὑμεῖς 

is frequently antithetical to ἐγώ, and implied or expressed antithesis 

often accounts for the use of ἡμεῖς and ov. 

When all such cases have been taken into consideration, there 

remain, however, a large number in which the Pronoun appears 

to be used with no special emphasis. Thus ἐγώ in 14", 37¢ 4% 
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6519. 717 Bi160.210.20.40.00.4 1797-986 77.174 χοῦ 37-18-28 7 4 4.106.196.1628 

I glee 1670. 1" 55 1854.21.37 ἡμεῖς in i δ" 7, 8" oi * 

19’; ov in 3%, 4”, 10%, 14°, 1843: ὑμεῖς in 1%, 4%, SPN ROA 

ge git, 11, 13", I a, I εὐ, 

Now while in Semitic the use of the Personal Pronouns with 

greater or less emphasis is extremely common, we also find them 

employed without special emphasis in order to ‘mark the subject 

of the Participle. In Hebrew, and still more in Aramaic, the 

Participle is ‘used with great freedom to describe an event as 

in process of continuance, whether in the past or present, or as 

in process of coming into being (Futurum instans). In such cases, 

the subject being unexpressed in the verbal form, it is of course 

necessary to mark it, when it is pronominal, by the Pronoun. 

This Semitic usage of the Participle being foreign to Greek, the 

LXX in translating the Hebrew of the O.T. naturally represents 

it by a Present, a Perfect, a Future, &c., and, so doing, might 

well have dispensed with the Personal Pronoun. As a matter 

of fact, however, the translation nearly always retains the Pronoun, 

and that, almost invariably, in the position which it occupies in the 

original, before or after the verbal form. 

Cases of ‘228, x, ‘1’, with the Participle expressed by ἐγώ 

in Genesis are as follows. 7! YODD ‘DN ἐγὼ ἐπάγω ὑετόν, οἷ 
ND WW ἐγὼ δίδωμι, 15." "DI [Ἴ κρινῶ ἐγώ, 3o' ‘D8 AND τελευτήσω 

ἐγώ, 244 ἌΧ) ‘DIR 73M ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ ~xrnxa. So also 16%, 18", 24°", 
25", 27°, 28", 31°, 32", 42,5, 48”, 49”. The only cases without ἐγώ 

are 37'°™, 
Cases of ὉΠῸΝ, ‘we’, with the Participle expressed by ἡμεῖς in 

Genesis—Kings are: Gen. 19" 37 DIPBATNN NWN DN NM 9 ὅτι 

ἀπόλλυμεν ἡμεῖς τὸν τόπον τοῦτον, 43." DNDID WS.» » OB ΤΡ 

Διὰ τὸ- ἀργύριον .. . ἡμεῖς εἰσαγόμεθα, Num. 10” piper δ WN Oyo) 

"Efaipopev ἡμεῖς εἰς τὸν τόπον. So Deut. 1%, 5”, 12°, Judg. 18°, 19", 

1 Sam. 14°, 1 Kgs. 22°, 2 Kgs. 6', 7°, 18%. No cases with omission 

of ἡμεῖς. 

Similarly, in Genesis—Kings there are 40 cases of TAS ‘thou’ 

with the Participle expressed by ov (e.g. Gen. 13° MANTIS yrs 

AR πᾶσαν τὴν γῆν ἣν σὺ ὁρᾷς), as against 14 without ov: and 35 

cases of DAS ‘ye’ with the Participle expressed by ὑμεῖς (e.g. 

Ex, 16° oy DEN "WS pa Nebr“ τὸν γογγυσμὸν ὑμῶν ὃν ὑμεῖς 
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διαγογγύζετε) and one case with αὐτοί (Ex. 10''), as against 6 cases 

without ὑμεῖς. 

In Theodotion’s version of the Aramaic portion of Daniel and 

the LXX of the Aramaic sections of Ezra we find the following 

cases of the Personal Pronoun with the Participle expressed in 

Greek. 

mx 41: 

Dan, 2° 198 YT IS [Ὁ ᾿Ἐπ᾽ ἀληθείας οἶδα ἐγώ. 

3” AYDIS PDA MA TINA “Ode ἐγὼ δρῶ ἄνδρας τέσσαρες. 

4, HYD NW WX NN τὸ ἐνύπνιον εἶπα ἐγὼ ἐνώπιον αὐτῶν. 

NIN ‘we’: 

Dan, 3.5 878 POVITND Οὐ χρείαν ἔχομεν ἡμεῖς. 

3” PPD RINT ᾧ ἡμεῖς λατρεύομεν. 
Ezr. 4% 8290? TM PVH γνωρίζομεν ἡμεῖς τῷ βασιλέι. 

mnox ‘thou’: | 

Dan. 4% 203 TRIN σὺ δέ, Δανιήλ, δύνασαι. 
6721016) KIND ANNE AAW 1 AY Ὁ θεός cov, ᾧ σὺ λατρεύεις 

ἐνδελεχῶς. 

pnw ‘ye’: 

Dan. 2° [331 PAIS ΝῊ καιρὸν ὑμεῖς ἐξαγοράζετε. 

The only exception to the expression of the Pronoun is found in 

Dan. 27 APY MBA NTI NTIS ΠΡῸΣ AD σοί, ὁ θεὸς τῶν πατέρων pov, 
ἐξομολογοῦμαι καὶ αἰνῶ. 

As compared with Hebrew, the Personal Pronoun is used more 

freely in Aramaic with (e.g.) a Perfect where no special stress 

is apparent; cf. Dan. 4° NYT! MK "Ἴ ὃν ἐγὼ ἔγνων, 5% iP nyo’ 7) 

καὶ ἐγὼ ἤκουσα περὶ σοῦ. 

Now it is at any rate a plausible hypothesis that the unemphatic 

usage of the Personal Pronoun in Jn. may often represent close 

translation of an Aramaic original in which the Pronoun was 

expressed with the Participle. Thus e.g., 1% μέσος ὑμῶν στήκει ὃν 

ὑμεῖς οὐκ οἴδατε exactly represents 151) RD RANT [Ὁ ONE ΠΟ; 
1” οὗτός ἐστιν ὑπὲρ οὗ ἐγὼ εἶπον, THY TI WONT NT PID. In other 
cases we may find the Aramaic Pronoun coupled without special 

emphasis with a Perfect or Imperfect ; e.g. 15° ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα φανερωθῇ τῷ 

"IopanrA διὰ τοῦτο ἦλθον ἐγὼ ἐν ὕδατι βαπτίζων, ΚΣ ONE Pay PS 
2520 G 



82 PRONOUNS 

MO} yAYO AW MN’ AN Sap, Again, in 1" ἡμεῖς πάντες ἐλάβομεν, the 
ἡμεῖς naturally reproduces the suffix of 1D ‘all of us’. 

Particularly noteworthy is the throwing of ov to the end of the 

sentence, whether in a question, as in 17 ‘O προφήτης εἶ σύ; 18” 

Οὐκοῦν βασιλεὺς εἶ σύ; τοῦ Πόθεν εἶ ov; or in a statement, as in 4” 

θεωρῶ ὅτι προφήτης εἶ σύ, 8* Σαμαρείτης εἶ ov. This is never found 

elsewhere throughout the N. T. except in Acts 13", Heb. 1° Υἱός 

pov εἶ σύ, a quotation of Ps, 27 with accurate reproduction of the 

Hebrew order 778 3, Hebrew and Aramaic can, in such a 

statement or query, place the Pronoun after the predicate or 

before it (as e.g. in Gen; 27% 23 ΠῚ TAS), and Jn.’s use of both 

orders (cf. σὺ ef in 1%, 3°, 7, &c.) looks much like a close sREpEC 

duction of an Aramaic original. 

αὐτός, οὗτος, ἐκεῖνος. 

To express the 3rd person αὐτός is fairly frequent in Jn. The 

figures for αὐτός (-y) as subject in the four Gospels are as follows : 

Mt. 12, Mk. 17, Lk. 51, Jn. 18. 

Much more often, however, Jn. prefers to use an emphatic 

demonstrative otros ‘this one’, ἐκεῖνος ‘that one’, and he employs 

these Pronouns substantivally with far greater freedom than do the 

Synoptists. The figures for otros (αὕτη) as subject are 

Mt. 85, Mk. 14, Lk. 86, Jn. 44. 
For ἐκεῖνος (-7, -o) used substantivally, whether as subject or 

obliquely, the figures are 

Mt. 4, Mk. 8, Lk. 4, Jn. 51. 

ἐκεῖνος is used adjectivally 

Mt. 61, Mk. 16, Lk. 29, Jn. 18. 

Jn.’s extraordinary fondness for demonstratives in preference to 

the Personal Pronoun finds adequate explanation in the heory 

that his Gospel is a close reproduction of an Aramaic original. 
In the Aramaic of Dan. the 3rd Personal Pronoun 8" hd as 

subject is rendered αὐτός by Theodotion, except where it forms the 

subject of a predicative statement in which the copula is under- 

stood, in which case the Greek represents it by the substantive 
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verb: 6. g. 6° RH PON ‘faithful (was) he’ = πιστὸς ἦν, 6" 123 NW 

‘he (was) kneeling’ = ἣν κάμπτων. | 
Aramaic is richly supplied with demonstrative Pronouns. The 

following, with their Greek renderings, may be noticed. 

23 d*na ‘this’, fem. 873 da, plur. c. px ἠδ, Dan. and Ezr. 

passim. Targums [3 dén, fem. 83 da; strengthened by demon- 

strative prefix 1 λᾶ-, ΝΠ hadén, fem. N19 had@ = Syriac bo hand 
(contracted from Aéa*nd), fem. J3é hédé; plur. c. DART ha illén = 

Syriac «Soe hallén. FY} both as pronominal subs. and adj. is 
regularly rendered otros in Dan. and Ezr. (in a few cases of adj. use 

it is represented by the definite article only). 

[31 dikkén ‘this, that’, c., Dan. 2" 127 ROY ἡ εἰκὼν ἐκείνη (LXX 
and @.), Dan. 72! 15Ὶ NIW τὸ κέρας ἐκεῖνο (LXX, @.). Plur. c. 3PM 
"sMlékh, Dan 3.23.3. 613:.6 (also found in Ezr.). 

To this corresponds in Ezr. : 

3 dekh, fem. 13 dakh ‘this’, FIRM ἡ πόλις ἐκείνη, Ezr. 4131619); 

ἡ πόλις αὕτη, 41°; TI WAY, Σαρβαγὰρ ἐκεῖνος, 5'°; II NATIY τὸ ἔργον 

ἐκεῖνο, κ΄, 1 δπὸς 3, (τὸν) οἶκον τοῦ θεοῦ ἐκεῖνον, 57, 61, οἶκον θεοῦ, 6". 

In addition, we find in Talmudic Aramaic 89 haha = ‘that’ or 

‘that one’ (i.e. 3rd personal pronoun Ad +demonstrative particle 

ha), contracted in Syriac into oo hau (Pal. Syr. also of), fem. 817 

hahi (also ’wn), contracted’ in Syriac into wo hdi (Pal. Syr. also ufo), 

plur. 1933 hanhd, Syriac m. «οὖ ὦν hannin, fem. hannén. This usage 
is not found in the Aramaic of Dan. and Ezr., though we may 

notice the use of the Personal Pronoun in Dan. 2” ΝΟΣ wT ‘that 

image’ (explained as Nom. pendens—‘it—the image’). This is 

remarkably like ἐκεῖνος τὸ Πνεῦμα τῆς ἀληθείας in Jn. 16", an expres- 

sion which amounts to ‘that Spirit of truth’ or ‘the Spirit, &c.’ 

(Pal. Syr. δον μοῦ ols. This version at times uses ofc to 

express the definite article, e. g. hass> olor = ὁ ἄνθρωπος.) 

There can be no question that where ἐκεῖνος is used adjectivally 

it would naturally be represented by nin. Thus 4° ἐκείνῃ τῇ ὥρᾳ 

would appear in the Jerus. Talmud as xnyw ‘sna (Cur., Pesh. waa 

Joe, but Pal. Syr. Jka obs). When used substantivally as 

subject—especially when reinforcing a Nom. pendens (cf. p. 64)— 

it is probable that ἐκεῖνος represents the Personal Pronoun xi; 

but there are other cases in which it looks much like a reproduc- 

tion of sin. Pal. Syr. represents it by oo (ole) in 3°, 5%, 7", gi; 

α 2 
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Pesh. by oo in 3”, 5%**7, 7", 84, o®*, το, 13%, 147, We may 

note especially the rendering of oblique cases by Pesh. in the 

following passages: 

3” ἐκεῖνον δεῖ αὐξάνειν = Joi lo oo oad (Cur. oo od) 

5° ἐκεῖνον λήμψεσθε = yahacl ood (so Cur.) 

55) τοῖς ἐκείνου γράμμασιν = οὐ wodshaX (Cur. 009). 

ΟἿ σὺ μαθητὴς εἶ ἐκείνου = coy οωροδ} oo λυῤ (Sin. om. 009). 

10" εἰ ἐκείνους εἶπεν θεούς = Jad/ s20/ «ον, f (Sin. om.). 

In cases such as these the idiomatic force of the Aramaic demon- 

Sstrative satisfactorily accounts for the Greek usage. Again, the 

phrase ἐκεῖνός ἐστιν, rendered oo οὐ —lit. ‘that one (is) he’—in 13”, 

14”, is one in which xy would naturally be employed. 

We thus reach the following conclusions as to the pronouns 

which we have been considering : 

Substantival use— 

αὐτός = hi. 

ἐκεῖνος = hd and haha. 

οὗτος = hadén. 

Adjectival use— 

οὗτος = dén, “πᾶ, or hadén. 

ἐκεῖνος = dtkkén, dékh, or hahi. 

The Relative completed by a Pronoun. 

The Aramaic relative particle ‘3, %t—originally, as we have 
already remarked (p. 70), a demonstrative ‘that one’— is in- 

variable, and, like the Hebrew relative 8, properly forms a link 

connecting two co-ordinate sentences. For expression of the 

implied relation it is therefore necessary to complete the sense of 

the Relative particle by a Pronoun or Pronominal suffix in the 

clause which it introduces. Thus e.g. such a statement as, ‘I saw 

the man 20 whom I gave the book’ has to be expressed in Semitic 

in the form, ‘I saw the man who I gave the book to him’. There 

are several instances in Jn. in which the Greek copies this Semitic 

construction. | 

1° ᾿Εγένετο ἄνθρωπος . . . ὄνομα αὐτῷ Ἰωάννης. Here the relative 
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connexion is implied and not directly expressed. So 3'. On the 

thoroughly Semitic character of this particular idiom cf. p. 30. 
1” οὗ ἐγὼ οὐκ εἰμὶ ἄξιος ἵνα λύσω αὐτοῦ τὸν ἱμάντα τοῦ ὑποδήματος. 

13 ‘Ed’ ὃν ἂν ἴδῃς τὸ Πνεῦμα καταβαῖνον καὶ μένον ἐπ᾽ αὐτόν = 

Pal. Syr. sar Κ»λθοο Ἰὼ μοῦ μοῦ Ly μον lit. ‘He who 

thou seest the Spirit descending and abiding upon him’. 

9g” Kai τίς ἐστιν, κύριε, ἵνα πιστεύσω eis αὐτόν; Here iva is a mise 

translation of the relative 3; cf. p. 76. 

13” "Exeivés ἐστιν ᾧ ἐγὼ Baw τὸ ψωμίον καὶ δώσω αὐτῷ: Peculiarly 

Aramaic—i"> 3) ΓΙ AWS Ya¥T NN NINA ‘That is he dé I shall 

dip the sop and give it to him’, i.e. ‘to whom I shall give the sop 

when I have dipped it’. 
18° Obs δέδωκάς μοι οὐκ ἀπώλεσα ἐξ αὑτῶν οὐδένα. 

Wellhausen (Einletung’, p.15) cites two instances of this con- 

struction from Mk., viz. 17 οὗ οὐκ εἰμὶ ἱκανὸς κύψας λῦσαι τὸν ἱμάντα 

τῶν ὑποδημάτων αὐτοῦ, and 7” ἧς εἶχεν τὸ θυγάτριον αὐτῆς πνεῦμα ἀκάθαρτον, 

besides three cases from the text of D in Mt. 10", 18”, Lk. 8°.* 

Pronominal constructions peculiar to Aramaic. 

It is peculiarly idiomatic in Aramaic to anticipate a genitive by 

use of a possessive pronominal suffix attached to the antecedent. 

Thus the Aramaic of. Dan. writes ‘ His name of God’ (2”), ‘in thetr 

days of those kings’ (2), ‘ate their pieces of the Jews’ (i.e. slan- 

dered them, 3°), ‘#¢s appearance of the fourth (3%), &c.; Pal. Syr. 

in Jn. 1 writes ‘their light of mankind’ (v. ἢ), ‘#s news of the light’ 

(vv.**), ‘in His bosom of the Father’ (v."), ‘és witness of John’ 

(v.”), ὅτε. 

There appears to be but one instance of this in the Greek of Jn., 

but this is so striking that it should surely count for much in 

estimating the theory of translation from Aramaic. In 9" we read 

τοὺς γονεῖς αὐτοῦ τοῦ ἀναβλέψαντος, ‘his parents of him that had 

received sight’. This appears naturally in Pal. Syr. as οδλοω 

Lomo? won. Cf ΜΚ. 6” εἰσελθούσης τῆς θυγατρὸς αὐτοῦ (v./, αὐτῆς) 

τῆς Ἡρωδιάδος, which is clearly an attempt to reproduce the Aramaic 

* He also cites Mt. 413 = Lk 45, οὗ τὸ πτύον ἐν τῇ χειρὶ αὐτοῦ, upon the assump- 

tion that οὗ is reinforced by ἐν τῇ χειρὶ αὐτοῦ, ‘In whose hand is the fan’ (not 

‘Whose fan, &c.”) ; but this is very doubtful. 
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construction DYN 4 FAIR ‘her daughter of Herodias’, i.e. ‘the 
daughter of H.’ (noted by Allen, St. Mark, ad /oc.). 

Another peculiarly Aramaic idiom is the anticipation of the 

direct object of a verb by a pronominal suffix. Thus in Jn. 19” 

Pal. Syr. renders was. Jem obs ὡδοῦ ‘he brought Him (viz.) 
the Lord Jesus’, 19 wom. Jim oh. oss? ‘they led Him the 
Lord Jesus’, 19% asa oh. wow ‘he pierced it His side’.* 

An example of this idiom is seen in the Greek of Jn. 9” “Ayovow 

αὐτὸν πρὸς τοὺς Φαρισαίους τόν ποτε τυφλόν = Pal. Syr. οδ οδοῦν 

Jad pra gw Joong Cod cassd Lad. 

* No cases of the direct object of a verb so anticipated are found in Biblical 

Aramaic. We find the anticipatory pronoun, however, in such phrases as 

beta ma nnsnwn ‘was found in him in Daniel’ (Dan. 513), Sb | ma ‘in 

it in the night’, i.e. ‘in the same night’ (Dan. 539), RNWWNN WS by omby he 

‘they sent to him to Artaxerxes’ (Ezr. 41). A few cases of the construction are 
found in Hebrew: cf. Brockelmann, Vergleich. Gramm. der semit. Sprachen, ii. 227. 



CHAPTER V 

THE VERB 

The Historic Present = Aramaic use of the Participle. 

Tue Historic Present is extremely frequent in Jn. The occur- 

rences are as follows: 

ἄγουσιν, οἷ, 18”. 

ἀποκρίνεται, 12", τ, ἢ 

βάλλει, 13°. 
βλέπει, 1”, 2ο᾽", 21"; βλέπουσιν, 21°, 

δίδωσιν, 13%, 215 

ἐγείρεται, τ5. 
ἔρχεται, 457, 11, 1228, 138 188, 20.3.5 }535, 21}, 

εὑρίσκει, 1-85, 514, 

θεωρεῖ, 20° > θεωροῦσιν, 6". 

λαμβάνει, 13%, 21". 
λέγει, T2129-86.38.0041-1945.464748.51 9345.78.94 4,713.11.λ8.8.}7.19.2].38.36.8.84.40.60. 6.8 

GFS1240 7650 89 Gl? 11711.38.297 Bodied 72492 7 36.8-9:10.405.97.81.36.87 

145589. 7 Q4.17bi0.26.38 δία χρλ5.59.10.14.16.26.27.8. 62.18.16 bho 16 bis.17.19.28.37.29 

215 571015.16ἐδρ 16ter 17 δά6...21.38. λέγουσιν, 9”, 1153, 12”, 16”, 20", 213, 

μαρτυρεῖ, I". 
νεύει, 13%, 

τίθησιν, 13". 

τρέχει, 20°. 

gpaive, 1°, 

φησιν, 18”, 

φωνεῖ, 2°, 

This list gives a total of 164 occurrences.* The figures for the 

Synoptists, as given by Sir John Hawkins (11.5.3 pp. 143 ff.), are, 

* Sir John Hawkins gives the figure as 162 (besides two cases preserved in 

Tischendorf in 113). He has, however, kindly lent his MS. list to the present 

writer, who has added ¢alve: 15 (which may be open to dispute) and δίδωσιν 4118, 
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Mt. 78 (21 of which are derived from Mk.: in addition there are 

15 Presents in Parables); Mk. 151; Lk. only 4 [or 6]; Acts 18. 
It thus appears that Jn. closely resembles Mk. in fondness for 

this usage. If Mk. were as long as Jn., the former would show 

proportionately 195 occurrences. The higher proportionate figure 

in Mk. is explained by the higher proportion of narrative to dis- 

course in this Gospel. There are comparatively few cases of the 

Historic Present in Jn. 5—10 and 14—17.* 

The use of the Historic Present in Mk. and Jn. strongly 

resembles a common Aramaic idiom in which in a description of 

past events the Participle is employed to represent the action 

described as in process of taking place. The following instances 

of this participial usage are found in the Aramaic chapters of the 

Book of Daniel. Theodotion sometimes renders it by an Historic 

Present or (more frequently) by an Imperfect; and when this is 

the case his rendering is added. In other cases he employs an 

Aorist. 

ΓῺ} ‘(was) answering’ (always followed by 728) ‘and (was) 
saying ἢ, 2.315.30.26.57.41 git 15.326.26 41. .5 5757 615.11ι 7 (this verb is 

frequently omitted in Theodotion’s rendering).t 2) ‘(were) 

a ύνς γᾶς 
ION “(was) saying ’, 2᾽ 5 5,25.27.41. g14.10.24.26.28 ponasvina, 57.18.17 687.21, 

7. PON ‘(were) saying’, 277, 3°16, 6°731416 7°, Theodotion, λέγει 

in 27, λέγουσιν in 2”, 6.5.516. ἔλεγον in 7°. 

'W322NDd ‘(were) gathering together ’, 3°; POX ‘(were) standing ’, 3° ; 

N22 ‘(was) crying’ (ἐβόα), 3‘; [YOY ‘(were) hearing’ (ἤκουον), 3° ; 
ἼΣΟΥ ὁ... 082) ‘(were) falling down. . . and (were) worshipping ’ 
(πίπτοντες. . . προσεκύνουν), 37, (PBI ‘(were) coming forth’, 3%; 

waz ‘(were) gathering together’ (συνάγονται) 3%; JNM ‘ (were) oT 

* Cf. HS.3 pp. 143 f. 

+ It is remarkable that, though we constantly find nay (participle) coupled with 

WON) (participle) in the ssgular—‘he (was) answering and (was) saying’, we do 

not (with the single exception 3°) find the participle plural Ny coupled with the 

participle plural MON). In the plural the regular usage is the coupling of the 

perfect iy with the participle ORI—* they answered and (were) saying’. This 

fact suggests the possibility that the singular form should be vocalized, not n2y 

‘and (Participle), but Nyy ‘dnd (Perfect). 
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seeing’ (ἐθεώρουν), 37; MM ‘(was) descending’, 415; NIP ‘(was 

crying’, 4"; NY ‘(was) drinking’, 5’; {2021 ‘and (were) writing’ 
(καὶ ἔγραφον), 5°; MM ‘(was) seeing’ (ἐθεώρει), 5°; TAY ‘ (were) being 

loosed’ (διελύοντο), 5°; 1¥P2 ‘(were) knocking’ (συνεκροτοῦντο), 5°; 

NP ‘(was) crying’, 5’; poby, K*ré ΛΝ ‘(were) entering’ (εἰσεπορεύοντο), 

5°; P2S°N2 ‘(were) not being able’ (οὐκ ἠδύναντο), 5°; bnano ‘(was) 

being terrified’, 5°; "2% ‘(were) being changed ’, 5°; /W3AwD ‘(were) 

being perplexed’ (συνεταράσσοντο), 5° ; poMa-ND ‘(were) not being 

able’, 5%; MY ‘(were) drinking’ (érivere), 5%; HIB OY ΤΊΞ Nw 
δ) NDyIDN ‘he (was) kneeling on his knees and (was) praying and 

(was) giving thanks’ (ἦν κάμπτων ἐπὶ τὰ γόνατα αὐτοῦ, καὶ προσευχόμενος 

καὶ ἐξομολογούμενος), 6''; {13 ‘(were) bursting forth’ (προσέβαλλον), 73; 

1R?2 ‘(were) coming up’ (ἀνέβαινεν), 7°; MDBD +» « MPD APN * (was) 
eating and (was) breaking in pieces . . . (was) trampling’ (ἐσθίον 

καὶ Aerrivoy . . . συνεπάτει), 7°; PBI) 733 ‘(was) issuing and (was) 

coming forth ’ (εἷλκεν), 7°; xDoDD ‘(was) speaking’ (ἐλάλει), 77; STP 

‘(was) making’ (ἐποίει), 77; 123° ‘(was) prevailing’, 7”. 

The fact that in the 1994 Aramaic vv. of Dan. we thus find no 

less than 99 instances of this participial usage describing a past 

action shows how highly characteristic of the language the idiom is. 

That the usage naturally lends itself to representation in Greek by 

the Historic Present or Imperfect is obvious to an Aramaic scholar. 

If those who are unacquainted with Aramaic will read a passage 

of the book in English, substituting the literal renderings given 

above for those of R.V., and remembering that the time-deter- 

mination (was or 15) is absent from the original and can only be 

inferred from the context, they can hardly fail to come to the same 

conclusion. . 

It will be noticed that, out of the 99 examples, 28 are found with 

the verb ‘answer’, and no less than 86 with the verb ‘say’, leaving 

40 (or considerably less than half the total) to verbs bearing other 

meanings. In Syriac the use of the Participle under discussion is 

practically confined to the verb οὶ ‘say’.* In the 151 instances 

of the Historic Present in Mk., 72 are cases of λέγει, λέγουσιν. In 

the 164 instances in Jn. the proportion borne by λέγει, λέγουσιν to 

* See, however, Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharveshe, ii, pp. 63 ff., for instances 

of its use with other verbs in Sin. 
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the whole number is considerably higher, viz. 120, or nearly three- 

fourths. 

That the frequent use of the Historic Present in Mk. is due 

to Aramaic influence is maintained by Allen (Exposstor, 1900, 

pp. 436 ff.; Expository Times, xiii, p. 329; Oxford Studies tn the 

Synoptic Problem, p. 295) and by Wellhausen (E:nlettung tn dite dret 

ersten Evangelien’, p. 17). It can hardly be doubted that in Jn. 

also the same theory offers an adequate explanation of the same 

phenomenon. 

The Imperfect = Aramaic use of the Participle coupled with 

the Substantive verb. 

Instances of the Imperfect in Jn. (excluding the Substantive 

verb) are as follows: 

διεγείρετο, 6". 

διέτριβεν, 3. 

διηκόνει, 127, 

ἐβάπτιζεν, 3”, 47; ἐβαπτίζοντο, 3%. 

ἐβάσταζεν, 12°. 

ἔβλεπον, 13”. 

ἐγίνωσκεν, 2”, 

ἐγόγγνυζον, 6". 

ἔδει, 4". 

ἐδίδασκεν, 7", 

ἐδίδοσαν, τοῦ. 

ἐδίωκον, 5°. 

ἐδόκουν, 13. 
ἐζήτει, 19; ἐζήτουν, 5", 7.155, τοῦ, 119%, 

ἐζώννυες, 21". 

ἐθαύμαζον, 47, 7°. 

ἐθερμαίνοντο, 18", 

ἐθεώρουν, 67. 

εἶχον, 17°; εἶχες, IQ”; εἶχεν, 2”, 13”; εἴχετε, 9“ ; εἴχοσαν, 15 

ἐκαθέζετο, 4°, τα 

ἐκάθητο, 6°. 

ἔκειτο, 19”, 207. 
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ἔκλαιεν, 2οἷ. 

ἐκραύγαζον, 12", 

ἐλάλει, 47, 7", τοῦ. 
ἔλεγεν, 27-27, 51819 6665.21 QBN OP 7,938. ἔλεγον, 4342 510 6144. 

7 ara acme a eat 19.22.25. ger ene: TORT 1 16-47-56, 12”, 16'8, 

19*', 20%, 

ἔλνε, 5°. 

ἐμάχοντο, 6°, 

ἐμαρτύρει, 12", 

ἔμελεν, 12°, | 

ἔμελλεν (ἡμ.), 4°7, 6°", 115), 12, 18 > ἔμελλον, 7”. 

ἔμενεν (uv. 1. ἔμεινεν), 10%. 

ἐπίστευεν, 2% ; ἐπιστεύετε, 5°": ἐπίστευον, 7°, 12} Ἵ. 

ἐπέκειτο, 11™. 

ἐποίει, 2”, 5", 63. 

ἐπορεύετο, 4”, 

ἐτήρουν, 17”. 

ἐτόλμα, 21". 

ἔτρεχον, 20". 

ἔφη, 17, οἷ 

ἐφοβοῦντο, 9”. 

ἐφίλει, 11%, 15", 207. 

ἠγάπα, 11°, 13%, 19%, 21°; ἠγαπᾶτε, 8", 14”. 

ἠγωνίζοντο, 18%. 

᾿ ἠδύνατο (ἐδ.), 9, 11°; ἠδύναντο, 12”, 

ἤθελες, 21 ὃ; ἤθελεν, 7, ; ἤθελον, 6", γ", 16", 

ἠκολούθει, 6°, 18". 

ἤρχετο, τι; ἤρχοντο, 4”, 6", 19°, 20°. 
ἠρώτα, 47; ἠρώτων, 42°", οἰ", 12". 
nodeve, 4°, 117, 

ἴσχυον, 21°, 

κατέκειτο, 5°. 

παρεγίνοντο, 3°. 

περιεπάτεις, 21 ; περιεπάτει, 5°, 7', 10%, 11%; περιεπάτουν, 6%. 

ὑπῆγον, 6", 12". 

ὡμολόγουν, 12”, 
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The total is 167. In Mt. the Imperfect occurs 94 times ; in Mk. 

228 times; in Lk. 259 times; in Acts 829 times.* If Jn. were as 

long as Mt., there would be proportionately 212 occurrences ; if 

as long as Lk., 225; if as short as Mk., 188. Thus Jn.’s use of 
the tense, though more than twice as frequent as that of Mt., is 

considerably less than Lk.’s, and very much less than Mk.’s. The 
large amount of discourse in Jn. affords little opportunity for the 

use of the Imperfect. The last discourses, chs. 14-17, offer only 

8 cases ; while the bulk of the examples occur in chs. 4-12, where 

there are 118 cases. 

Among Jn.’s Imperfects, the great frequency of ἔλεγεν, ἔλεγον 

attracts notice, and forms a bond of connexion with Mk.’s usage. 

Jn. has 46 occurrences, and Mk. 50; while in Mt. there are 

only 10, in Lk. 28, and in Acts 11. It may be remarked that 

ἔλεγεν, ἔλεγον are very rare in LXX, Sir John Hawkins enumerating 

but 40 cases. 

A frequent Aramaic usage, closely akin to the single use of the 

Participle above noticed, is the coupling of a Participle with 

the Substantive verb in description of past events. Thus, in place 

of saying ‘he did’ some action, Aramaic frequently says ‘he 
was doing’ it, thus pictorially representing the action as in process. 

The instances of this usage in the Aramaic of Dan. are commonly 

rendered both by LXX and Theodotion by a Greek Jmperfect; 
though occasionally the rendering exactly copies the Aramaic by 

employing the Participle and Substantive verb. The following 

are the instances of the usage in description of past events: 

Aramaic. Literal rendering. LXX, Theodotson. 

2.) min aw ‘Thou wast seeing’. ἐἑώρακας. ἐθεώρεις. 

2" sd. 24. : 1a. td. 

4. ΤΠ ΠΣ ‘I was seeing’. ἐκάθευδον. ἐθεώρουν. 

45. 1α. id. ᾿ ἐθεώρουν. td. 

5° pyxt Nn = ‘They were trembling vacat. ἦσαν τρέμοντες 

NAN δπά fearing’. καὶ φοβούμενοι. 

* Cf. 57,5. }. 51, where the figure 163 for Jn. requires correction, as also the 

printer’s error 12 for the occurrences of ἔφη, which should be 2. 

+ Cf. HS. p. 12, 3 



Aramaic. 

5° say 0 

“1 OBR mA 
mA ΜΕΥ ΠῚΠ 

MIT ἈΠῸ 

DMP Nit Nay 

kay MOT 
rabid NIN 

64 mind ΠῚΠ 

ΝΣ 
6° ΤᾺΣ hn 

6" “Tay NY 
6. WARD ΠῚΠ 

7 ΤᾺΠ An 

"" id, 

σὰ 1d. 

7 td, 

7 Tay “ΞΕΡῸ 
7 MM 
gle td, 

que ad, 

7° τα. 

7 mw mn 
Tor τος 

7 nn mM 
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Literal rendering. LXX. 

“Whom he was willing om. 

he was killing, and 

whom he was willing 

he was smiting, and 

whom he-was willing 

he was raising up, 

and whom he was wil- 

ling he was abasing’. 

‘he was _ presiding om. 

over’, 

‘they were seeking’. asff. 

‘he was doing’. ἐποίει. 

‘he was striving’. arf. 

‘I was seeing’. ἐθεώρουν. 

td. +d, 

td. id. 

sd. td. 

‘| was considering ᾿ς ὦ. 

‘I was seeing’. , ἐθεώρουν. 

td. td. 

td. θεωρῶν ἥμην 

1d, ἐθεώρουν. 

‘it was differing’. διαφθείροντος 

‘T was seeing’. κατενόουν. 

93 

Theodotion. 

ots ἠβούλετο 
9 NAN 3 4 

αὐτὸς ἀνήρει, 

᾿ a 9. o καὶ ous ἡβού- 

Xero αὐτὸς 

\ 

ἔτυπτεν, Kat 

ols ἠβούλετο 

αὐτὸς ὑψοῖ, 
a a 9 ξ καὶ ovs ἡβού- 

λεῖτο αὐτὸς 

ἐταπείγον. 

Φ e Ff 
WVe os UTEP. 

ἐζήτουν. 
» “A 

nV ποιων. 

ἠγωνίσατο. 

ἐθεώρουν. 

1d. 

1d. 

td. 

προσενόουν. 

ἐθεώρουν. 

26. 

deest. 

ἐθεώρουν. 

ἦν διαφέρον. 

ἐθεώρουν. 

The use of the Substantive verb with the Participle of tox ‘he 

was saying’ is frequent in Aramaic, and especially in Syriac, just 

as ἔλεγεν, ἔλεγον are particularly frequent in Mk. and Jn. NIT WON 

does not occur in Dan., the writer preferring the simple Participle 

WR (cf. p. 88). 
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The Present sometimes = the Aramaic Participle as 

‘Futurum instans’. 

The use of a Present to denote the Futurum instans is parti- 

cularly frequent in Jn. with the verb ἔρχομαι. We may note the 

following instances : 

1151 6 ὀπίσω μου ἐρχόμενος. 

1” ὀπίσω pov ἔρχεται ἀνήρ. 
45:5, 5559. 16732 ξρχεται ὥρα. 

45 οἶδα ὅτι Μεσσίας ἔρχεται. 

4 τετραμηνός ἐστι καὶ ὃ θερισμὸς ἔρχεται. 

55} εἰς κρίσιν οὐκ ἔρχεται. 

6 ὁ προφήτης 6 ἐρχόμενος εἰς τὸν κόσμον. 

77 ὃ δὲ Χριστὸς ὅταν ἔρχηται. 

7" Μὴ γὰρ ἐκ τῆς Γαλιλαίας ὃ Χριστὸς ἔρχεται; 

7" ἀπὸ Βηθλεὲμ... ἔρχεται ὃ Χριστός. 

9΄ ἔρχεται νύξ, ὅτε οὐδεὶς δύναται ἐργάζεσθαι. 

11” ὁ Χριστός,..... ὃ εἰς τὸν κόσμον ἐρχόμενος. 

14° πάλιν ἔρχομαι. 

14.535 ἔρχομαι πρὸς ὑμᾶς. 

14 ἔρχεται γὰρ ὃ τοῦ κόσμου ἄρχων. 

21° Ἔρχόμεθα καὶ ἡμεῖς σὺν σοί, 

217% ᾿Ἐὰν αὐτὸν θέλω μένειν ἕως ἔρχομαι. 

This use of ἔρχομαι is found also in the Synoptists, though with 

not nearly such frequency :—Mt. 3" (Mk. 1’, Lk. 3%), Mt. 11° 

(Lk. 7”), Mt. 17" (ἐλθών Mk. 9”), Mt. 21° (quotation), Mt. 245 

(Mk. 12°), Mt. 2484 (Lk. 12°“), Mt. 27%, Lk. 17° 29% As 

might be expected, it is particularly frequent in the Apocalypse— 
1415, 2.5, 3", 4°, 9", 11", 16%, 227-1220, 

Instances of other Presents so used in Jn. are: 

1” Ἴδε 6 ἀμνὸς Tod θεοῦ 6 αἴρων τὴν ἁμαρτίαν τοῦ κόσμου. 

12” ὁ φιλῶν τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ ἀπολλύει αὐτήν (contrast Mt. 16%, 

ΜΚ. 8*, Lk. 9”, 17%, ἀπολέσει αὐτήν). 

17” περὶ τῶν πιστευόντων διὰ Tov λόγου αὐτῶν eis ἐμέ. 

In Aramaic (as also in Hebrew) the Participle is used as ἃ 

Futurum insians with great frequency. In all cases cited above 
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in which ἔρχομαι has the sense of a Futurum instans, Pesh. repre- 

sents it by the Participle, except in 14°, 16’, where the future 

sense is expressed by the Imperfect. Moreover, in the only cases 

in Jn. where the Greek uses the Future ἐλεύσομαι, we find that 

Pesh. represents this by the Participle; 11% ἐλεύσονται οἱ Ῥωμαῖοι 

καὶ ἀροῦσιν = edaa Lwoos cehio, lit. ‘and the Romans coming, 

taking away’; 14” πρὸς αὐτὸν ἐλευσόμεθα = qtoh/ ohadso, lit. ‘and 

to him we coming’; 167 ὁ παράκλητος οὐ μὴ ἔλθῃ (TR. οὐκ ἐλεύσεται) 

-- Δ) " \yroie, lit. ‘the Paraclete not coming’. Cf. elsewhere, 
Mt. 9'" ἐλεύσονται δὲ ἡμέραι = δ». ew? ell , lit. ‘but days coming’ ; 

25°! Ὅταν δὲ ἔλθῃ ὃ vids τοῦ ἀνθρώπου = hasty > qo? [λὲν μο, lit. 

‘When the Son of man coming’; Mk. 8* ὅταν ἔλθῃ ἐν τῇ δόξῃ τοῦ 

πατρὸς αὐτοῦ = waaay Jad a> Jute μο, lit. ‘when He coming in 

the glory of His Father’ (so Lk. 9%). Instances of the usage 

in the Aramaic of Dan. are, 2" [02ND NPM PHI NNN ‘So the 
decree went forth and the wise men being. killed’ (i.e. ‘were about 

to be killed’); 4” SYN] M18 Je} ‘And they driving thee from 
men’ (i.e. ‘they shall drive thee’); so v.”; 4” }ya3xd 1 ‘they 

wetting thee’ (i.e. ‘they shall wet thee’). : 

Verbal sequences. 

1” Ἔρχεσθε καὶ ὄψεσθε ‘Come, and ye shall see’. A similar 

sequence is idiomatic in Hebrew. Cf. Gen. 6", ‘Make (ΤΠ) thee 
an ark ...and thou shalt pitch (F723) it within and without with 

pitch’; so Targ. Onk., AM ‘an... 42 ὍΔ... 1 Sam. 15° 

poy AY AD I! Go, and thou shalt smite Amalek’; so Targ. 

Jon. pony M37 ny ‘non yx, See for further instances in 

Hebrew, Driver, Zenses, § 112. Cf. further in Aramaic, Ezr. 7°”, 

‘And the vessels that are given thee for the service of the house 

of thy God, dehver thou (Οὐ) before the God of Jerusalem ; and 

whatsoever more is needful... . thou shalt bestow (FF) out of the 
king’s treasure house’. Acta Thomae (p. οὖ), ‘But conduct 

yourselves (ολυ οςϑ 4.) in all humility and temperance and 

purity, and in hope in God, and ye shall become (λυ qa) 

His household-servants’. This form of sequence is not (apart 

from translations from the Hebrew) so characteristic of Aramaic 

as it is of Hebrew, except where the sequence is clearly to be 
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regarded (as in the last instance) as the result of the preceding 
Imperative. This, however, is clearly implied in the expression 

Ἔρχεσθε καὶ ὄψεσθε. So 16%, αἰτεῖτε καὶ λήμψεσθε. 

Change of construction after a Participle is seen in two passages 

in Jn.—1™ Τεθέαμαι τὸ πνεῦμα καταβαῖνον . .. καὶ ἔμεινεν ἐπ᾽ αὐτόν, 

and 5“ λαμβάνοντες, kat... οὐ ζητεῖτε. These are exactly analogous 

to a frequently-used Hebrew idiom; e.g. Ezek. 22° n2E’ yp 

pps nnyyi... D4, lit. ‘a city shedding blood ...and makes 

idols’ (i.e. ‘that sheds ...and makes’, or ‘shedding ... and 

making’); Ps. 18% ὙΤῸΣΣ ‘Na ΟΡ) nies 5). mw, lit. ‘Making 
my feet like the harts’, and on my heights He sets me’ (i.e 
‘Who makes ... and sets’); Gen. 27% N21 ἫΣ 3D, lit. ‘the 

one hunting venison and brought it’ (i.e. ‘who hunted... and 

brought’). See other cases in Driver, Lenses, ὃ 117. In accord- 

ance with this usage, we should render καταβαῖνον ... καὶ ἔμεινεν 

in Jn. 1", not as R.V. ‘descending . . .; and it abode’, but 

‘descending..., and abiding’ ; and λαμβάνοντες, καὶ . .. οὐ ζητεῖτε in 

5", ‘receiving...and seeking not’, or ‘who receive... and seek not’. 

This usage is remarkably frequent in the Apocalypse, and the 

cases have been collected and discussed by Dr. Charles in his 

Commentary I, p. cxlv; cf. τῇ τῷ ἀγαπῶντι ἡμᾶς... καὶ ἐποίησεν ἡμᾶς 

‘Unto Him that loved us. . . and hath made us, &c.’ (not as R.V. 

‘and He made us’, after semi-colon); 157* ἑστῶτας . . . ἔχοντας 
κιθάρας ... καὶ gdovow ‘standing... having harps... and singing’ 

(A.V., R.V. ‘And they sing’, after full stop, are incorrect). Other 

cases may be seen in 27°”, 3°, 7, 13") 1474,* 

The construction is rather Hebrew than Aramaic, though we 

may note Dan. 45 POY’ ἢ ΠΣ NAD Navy)... NBINTO ND 11 

* Not, however, (with Dr, Charles) 1'8 καὶ ὁ ζῶν" καὶ ἐγενόμην νεκρός, or 20° 
(with rejection of οἵτινες as an editorial gloss) rds ψυχὰς τῶν πεπελεκισμένων ... καὶ 

ov προσεκύνησαν τὸ θηρίον. An essential element in the Hebrew construction is 
that the finite verb expresses the proper sequence of the Particple, which may be 

actually a sequence in time, so that the ἡ connecting the finite verb with its 

antecedent expresses the sense ‘and then’, or as introducing the direct result, 

‘and so’; or a sequence in description in which, though the fact described may 

properly speaking be coeval with its antecedent, it follows naturally in the gradual 

unfolding of the picture (especially frequent in description of types of character). 

We do nof find cases in which the sequence describes an event actually pror 

in time to sts antecedent, as would be the case in the two passages in question. For 

these quite a different construction would be employed in Hebrew. 
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‘And they shall drive thee (lit. driving thee) from men... and 

with grass like oxen they shall feed thee’. We have it in Jn. 1” 

Pal. Syr.'. . . wads Likoo ... Iku, Pesh. Kusano... IKuue 
woods. In 5" ξητεῖτε is represented by the Participle; Pal. Syr. 

es oh/ LS... acy «οἱ, Pesh. cae WV... oh! ga dansw 

‘ohu/ . In the O.T. passages it is usual, both in Targ. and 

Pesh., to resolve the opening Hebrew Participle into a Perfect 

or Imperfect preceded by the relative 4, and then to follow it 

by another Perfect or Imperfect. 

2520 H 



CHAPTER VI 

NEGATIVES 

Tue Semitic languages do not for the most part possess negative 

expressions such as mone, never, but express them by using the 

corresponding positives coupled with the simple negative not. 

Thus e.g. Hebrew ear 53, Aramaic ND soe 9, Ve... No 

‘any... not’ = ‘none’; or, since Heb. @&, Aram. W328, al, 

“a man’ is commonly used in the sense ‘any one’, ‘none’ may be 

expressed by this term with preceding negative. So in Heb., 

Gen. 2° 7282 TT OID Ten OY 53, lit. ‘any plant of the field was 

not yet in the earth’ (i.e. ‘mo plant ...was yet, &c.’); Gen. 4" ΣΝ 

ixyb-d2 inivniaa, lit. ‘for the not-smiting him of αὐ finding him’ 
(i.e. ‘that mone finding him should smite him’); Ex. 12” TINID-P3 

nye Nd. lit. “αὐ work shall mot be done’ (i.e. ‘mo work shall be 

done’); Gen. 31° UDY WN PR, lit. ‘there is of @ man with us’ 
(i.e. ‘no one is with us’); Gen. 415 TINY WR DN? WW ‘inde- 
pendently of thee @ man shall μοί lift up his hand’ (i.e. ‘one shall 

lift up, &c.’). In Aram., Dan. 2* fin? navn ND ὙΠ 3 ‘any place 

was not found for them’ (i.e. ‘vo place was found’); Dan. 4° m-52 

1 DIS ND, lit. ‘every secret does not trouble thee’ (i.e. ‘mo secret 

troubles thee’); Dan. 2° 52¥ ΞΟ mbp "T NAWBMOY WI ὙΠΟ 
mn, lit. ‘there is μοΐ a man on earth that can show the king’s 

matter’ (i.e. ‘mo one on earth can show, &c.’). 

We find the Semitism πᾶς (πᾶν)... μή = ‘none’, ‘nothing’, in Jn. 

in two passages: 6” iva πᾶν ὃ δέδωκέν μοι μὴ ἀπολέσω ἐξ αὐτοῦ, 12° iva 

πᾶς ὁ πιστεύων εἰς ἐμὲ ἐν τῇ σκοτίᾳ μὴ μείνῃ. was... οὐ (μή) 5 also found 

in Mt, 247 = Mk. 13” οὐκ ἂν ἐσώθη πᾶσα σάρξ, Lk. 1% οὐκ ἀδυνατήσει 

παρὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ πᾶν ῥῆμα, Rom. 3”, Gal. 2" (both quotations of 

Ps. 1437, Eph. 4”, 5°, 2 Pet. τ, 1 Jn. 2”! (cf. 2%, 3°, 43, 5%, where 

the renderings ‘every one... not’, ‘no one’ are equally legitimate), 

Apoc. 7", 18”, 217, 22°, 



NEGATIVES 99 

‘No one’ is expressed by ov... ἄνθρωπος in Jn. 3% Οὐ δύναται 

“ἄνθρωπος λαμβάνειν οὐδὲν ἐὰν μὴ κτλ., 5) ἄνθρωπον οὐκ ἔχω iva... βάλῃ 

με εἰς τὴν κολυμβήθραν, η“ Οὐδέποτε ἐλάλησεν οὕτως ἄνθρωπος." In 

Mk. 11? we find ἐφ᾽ ὃν οὐδεὶς οὔπω ἀνθρώπων ἐκάθισεν, 12." οὐ γὰρ βλέπεις 

εἰς πρόσωπον ἀνθρώπων (but here there is a sense of antithesis to τὴν 

ὁδὸν τοῦ Θεοῦ following), but elsewhere in the Synoptists there seems 

to be no case of ot. . . ἄνθρωπος. 

‘ Never’ is expressed in Heb. and Aram. ‘not... for ever’; cf. 

in Heb. Ps. 307 Ddiyp ΟΝ ΓΞ ‘I shall never be moved’; Ps. 31°, 72° 

noiy> nviay-ox ‘let me never be put to shame’; Ps. 119” nb boiy> 

ΡΒ Nw 41 will never forget Thy commandments’; Isa. 25? 
m3) Nd nbiyd « ‘it shall never be rebuilt’; in Aram., Dan. 7 

bannn xb pradyd ‘which shall never be ἀιοίκογε 17: " Acta Thomae 

(p. Lxo) Jaan i gas pdr? Jlaadmas (Oooo ‘and they 

shall be with Him in the kingdom which never passes away’; 

id. (p. 2,3) Jens J prsd Jlo\eso ev? Ito ‘but this banquet shall 
never pass away ’. 

Similarly, οὐ py. . εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα occurs several times in Jn. in the 
sense ‘never’: 4" οὐ μὴ διψήσει eis τὸν αἰῶνα, 8" θάνατον οὐ μὴ θεωρήσῃ 

eis τὸν αἰῶνα, 855 οὐ μὴ γεύσηται θανάτου εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα, 10” οὐ μὴ ἀπόλωνται 

εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα, 11% οὐ μὴ ἀποθάνῃ εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα, 13° οὐ μὴ νίψῃς μον τοὺς 

πόδας εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα. Cf. also 9” ἐκ τοῦ αἰῶνος οὐκ ἠκούσθη. The phrase 

is only found elsewhere in N.T. in Mt. 21° Οὐ μηκέτι ἐκ σοῦ καρπὸς 

γένηται eis τὸν αἰῶνα = Mk. 11", Mk. 3” οὐκ ἔχει ἄφεσιν εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα, 

1 Cor. 8" οὐ μὴ φάγω κρέα εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα. 

To express ‘/est’ Hebrew has the single term {8. To this in 

Aramaic corresponds the compound term ΝΌΟΝ (Syr. δ᾽), formed 

from ΝΟ 47%, Targ. NPT from ND ΕἼ, 1L@. lit, ‘since why ?’ This 

properly introduces a rhetorical question deprecating the taking of 

a certain course (cf. Oxford Heb. Lex., p. 5544; nob WR Dan. 1”, 

ποῦν Song 1’, are instances of the equivalent Heb. phrase in late 

style). This expression occurs once in Biblical Aram., Ezr. 7%, 

and is the regular equivalent of Heb. {2 in the Targg. xb “I ‘that 

. not’ = ‘lest’ in the Aram. of Dan. 2”, 65:18. and in Pesh. Ws 

‘that... not’ is used indifferently with hsaN§ ‘since why ?’ in the 

sense ‘ /est’ as the equivalent of Heb. {B. . 

* ἄνθρωπος = τις, like indefinite YIN, is also found in Jn, 31-4, 725-51, 

H 2 
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We have already remarked that in Jn. ἵνα μή is regularly 

employed to the exclusion of μήποτε. The occurrences, 18 in all 

(as against Mt. 8, Mk. 5, Lk. 8), are as follows : 3°”, 4", 5%, 67°, 

73, 117 7280.24 τοὶ, 18 19%, These occurrences of ‘that... 

not’ do not all carry the sense ‘/es¢’; but this force is clear in the 

following : 

3” οὐκ ἔρχεται πρὸς τὸ φῶς, ἵνα μὴ ἐλεγχθῇ τὰ ἔργα αὐτοῦ. 

5“ μηκέτι ἁμάρτανε, ἵνα μὴ χεῖρόν σοΐ τι γένηται. 

75 εἰ περιτομὴν λαμβάνει ἄνθρωπος ἐν σαββάτῳ ἵνα μὴ λυθῇ ὃ νόμος 

Μωυσέως. 

125 περιπατεῖτε ὡς τὸ φῶς ἔχετε, ἵνα μὴ σκοτία ὑμᾶς καταλάβῃ. 

12” ἵνα μὴ ἴδωσιν τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς. 

122 ἀλλὰ διὰ τοὺς Φαρισαίους οὐχ ὡμολόγουν ἵνα μὴ ἀποσυνάγωγοι 

γένωνται. 

16' ταῦτα λελάληκα ὑμῖν ἵνα μὴ σκανδαλισθῆτε. 

188 αὐτοὶ οὐκ εἰσῆλθον εἰς τὸ πραιτώριον, iva py μιανθῶσιν. 

185 οἱ ὑπηρέται. οἱ ἐμοὶ ἠγωνίζοντο ἄν, ἵνα μὴ παραδοθῶ τοῖς ᾿Ιουδαίοις. 
31 ὦ ‘ , > NS a A Ν ’, 

IQ’ wa μὴ μείνῃ ἐπι του σταυρου TA σώματα. 

μήποτε, Which never occurs in Jn., is found in Mt. 8 times, Mk. 

twice, Lk. 6 times. 

A striking proof that Jn.’s ἵνα μή = ‘lest’ represents the Aramaic 

NOT is to be seen in the quotation from Isa. 6" which occurs in 

Jn. 12°, In this quotation the Heb. uses ἰΒ ‘lest’, and this is 

represented in LXX by μήποτε, but in Pesh. by Jy ‘that. . . not’. 

Heb. oy A 
LXX μήποτε ἴδωσιν τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς 

Pesh. woalss Jp Ip. 

The quotation is given in Mt. 13” in the ¢pstsstma verba of LXX; | 

while Mk. 4”, quoting more freely, yet has the μήποτε of LXX, 

μήποτε ἐπιστρέψωσιν καὶ ἀφεθῇ αὐτοῖς (i.e. 19 NBN AW... FB). Jn., 

however, rendering ἵνα μὴ ἴδωσιν τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς, departs from the 

Heb. and LXX phrases in order to use an Aramaic phrase which 

is actually employed in the rendering of Pesh. What evidence 

could prove more cogently that his Greek translates an Aramaic 

original ? 



CHAPTER VII 

MISTRANSLATIONS OF THE ORIGINAL ARAMAIC 

OF THE GOSPEL 

THE most weighty furm of evidence in proof that a document 15 

a translation from another language is the existence of difficulties 

or peculiarities of language which can be shown to find their 

solution in the theory of mistranslation from the assumed original 

language. There are a considerable number of such in the Fourth 

Gospel, and some of them have already been noticed in the 

preceding discussion. ‘These may first be summarized. 

The particle 7 with a relative sense mistranslated by ἵνα or ὅτι. 

ἵνα for % = ‘who, which’, 1", 5’, 6°, οὐδ, 14'° (cf. p. 75). 

ὅτι for 1 = ‘who’, 8", 97; less certainly in αἰ (cf. p. 76). 

iva for 3 = ‘when’ (properly ‘which. . . in it’), 12", 13', 16°" 

(cf. p. 77). 
ὅτι for % = ‘when’, 9", 12" (cf. p. 78). 

Ἵ = ‘because, inasmuch as’, mistranslated as a relative, 1*” 

(cf. pp. 29, 34). 
1°, 12°. καταλαμβάνειν = ap ‘take, receive’, a misunderstanding 

of D*ap8 ‘darken’ (cf. p. 29). 
1°, ἦν = subst. verb S11, probably a misreading of 8 = ἐκεῖνος 

(cf. p. 33). 

The ambiguity of the particle 1 has, as we have seen in the cases 

noted above, caused difficulty to the translator. There are several 

other passages in which, though the relative force of the particle 

is clear, the fact that it lacks expression of gender and number 

has led to misapprehension. These may conveniently be taken 

together. 

10”. ὁ πατήρ pov ὃ δέδωκέν μοι πάντων μεῖζόν ἐστιν. This reading 

has the support of Β'"κὶ (boh) G, and is therefore adopted by 
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WH. It can only be rendered, ‘As for My Father, that which 

He hath given Me is greater than all’. This is explained by 

Westcott to mean that ‘the faithful regarded in their unity, as 

a complete body, are stronger than every opposing power. This 

is their essential character, and “no one is able...” Cf. 1Jn.5* 

The whole context cries out against the falsity of this exegesis. 

Stress has been laid in the parable upon the weakness of the 

sheep, their liability to be scattered and injured by the powers of 

evil, and their utter dependence upon the Good Shepherd. In 

the parallel clause their safeguard is stated to consist in the fact 

that ‘no one is able to snatch them out of My Father’s hand’. But, 

if Westcott is correct, this would seem to be merely supplementary 

to the thought of the power of the flock regarded as a unity— 

which is incredible. Again, the phrase ‘greater than all’ has, 

on this text, to be explained as ‘stronger than every opposing 

power’; yet what authority is afforded by the context for thus 

limiting its scope? Clearly the expression, as it stands without 

limitation, is applicable to God alone. There can be no doubt 

that the sense intended is that which is given by the less 
authenticated reading, adopted by R.V., ὃ πατήρ pov ὃς δέδωκέν 

μοι μείζων πάντων ἐστίν, which supplies the reason for the parallel 

clause which follows. Yet there can be little doubt that WH. are 

correct in regarding the more difficult reading as original, and the 

more natural one as a correction of it; since, had the latter been 

original, it is inconceivable that the former could have arisen out 

of it. Its origin may be traced to an unintelligent rendering of the 

Aramaic ΠΈΣΕ N32) ” ΠῚ *38, in which 83]... + Ἢ may be taken 

to mean either és... μείζων or 0... μεῖζον. Possibly the first draft 

of the translation rendered % only as a neuter (6... μείζων, 8 L ¥), and 

the other readings are corrections dictated by regard for grammar. 

This explanation of the anomaly offered by the Greek might 

be regarded as less than convincing if the passage stood alone. 

There are, however, other passages in which the text is similarly 

and obviously at fault. In 17" we read, τήρησον αὐτοὺς ἐν τῷ ὀνόματί 

σου ᾧ δέδωκάς μοι, ἵνα ὦσιν ἕν καθὼς ἡμεῖς, and similarly in v.", ἐγὼ 

ἐτήρουν αὐτοὺς ἐν τῷ ὀνόματί σου ᾧ δέδωκάς μοι. Is it possible to believe 

that the sense intended is, ‘Thy name which Thou hast given Me’? 

Westcott may well observe on v.", ‘The phrase is very remark- 
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129 able, and has no exact parallel except in Ὁ. Clearly the object 

of δέδωκας is established by τ." ἵνα πᾶν ὃ δέδωκας αὐτῷ δώσει αὐτοῖς 

ζωὴν αἰώνιον, v.° ᾿Εφανέρωσά σον τὸ ὄνομα τοῖς ἀνθρώποις οὗς ἔδωκάς μοι 

ἐκ τοῦ κόσμου, UV." Πατήρ, ὃ δέδωκάς μοι, θέλω ἵνα ὅπου εἰμὶ ἐγὼ κἀκεῖνοι 

ὦσιν per ἐμοῦ, the whole burden of the prayer being the commenda- 

tion of the disciples to the Father on the ground that it is He who 

has given them to the Son. Thus ois δέδωκάς μοι, the less well 

attested reading in both v."' and v.”, certainly gives the meaning 

originally intended; yet in the Greek it must be regarded as a 

correction of the much more strongly attested reading ᾧ κτλ. 

(RA BCLY¥W, ἄς). The solution is again found in the ambiguity 

of the relative 1. There is another reading 6 (D* U X 157 al. pauc.), 

which may, like 6 in 10”, be conjectured to be the original rendering 

of the genderless 4 by a neuter, which easily lent itself to correction 

into ᾧ. 

That the translator was capable of reproducing 4% by a neuter, 

and then completing the relative by a masculine, is proved by 17%, 

Πατήρ, ὃ δέδωκάς μοι, θέλω ἵνα ὅπου εἰμὶ ἐγὼ κἀκεῖνοι Gow per ἐμοῦ, 

where 6, representing ‘those whom’, is reinforced by κἀκεῖνοι. 

Similarly, we read in 17°, ἵνα πᾶν ὃ δέδωκας αὐτῷ δώσει αὐτοῖς ζωὴν 

αἰώνιον. Here πᾶν 6=the neutral 7% NDD, which may stand in 

Aramaic for ‘all (or every one) who’, or ‘all which’. The same 

phrase is to be seen again in 6”, πᾶν ὃ δίδωσίν μοι ὃ πατὴρ πρὸς ἐμὲ 

née, and here the sense intended is ‘every one who’ (cf. the 

following καὶ τὸν ἐρχόμενον πρός pe xrA.), not, ‘everything which’. 

In 6° the neutral collective conception is continued throughout 

the sentence—iva πᾶν ὃ δέδωκέν μοι μὴ ἀπολέσω ἐξ αὐτοῦ ἀλλὰ ἀναστήσω 

αὐτὸ τῇ ἐσχάτῃ ἡμέρᾳ. In Hebrew there is a similar usage of 59 

with neutral suffix—‘the whole of it’ ΞΞ ' 411 of them’, ‘every one’. 

So Isa. 1%, ‘Thy princes are rebellious, and companions of thieves; 

all of τ loveth bribes, &c.’; Jer. 6", ‘For from their least unto 

their greatest al/ of τ΄ maketh unjust gain’; cf. Ex. 14’, Isa. 9", 15°, 

Jer. 8°", &c. | 

Besides these instances of mistranslation we may notice the 

following passages : 

1°. Ὁ ὀπίσω pov ἐρχόμενος ἔμπροσθέν pov γέγονεν, ὅτι πρῶτός μου ἦν. 

Dr. Ball (Expos. Times, xxi, p.92) remarks that ‘This testimony, 
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virtually repeated in vv.”, is most naturally understood as a 

reference to the fact that our Lord’s influence was to displace, or 

was already displacing, that of His Forerunner (cf. 3”). Instead 

of hath become, we should rather have expected will become or ts to 

become.’ He suggests therefore that the Greek γέγονεν may be due 

to the translator’s having supplied a wrong vowel to the Aramaic 

“7, reading it as ἽΠ Adwé (a by-form of the Perfect 10 haéwa) 

instead of ἽΠ hawé (the Participle) which would bear the sense 

‘is becoming’ or ‘is about to become’. Further, ὅτι πρῶτός μου ἦν 

‘because He was before me’ may be due to a misreading "21 

kodamay of an original ‘27? £admay, ‘first’. Thus the original 

text may have run— 

OR iS DS 
san opt bun 

‘He who is coming after me, before me will become; 

Because He was the first (of all)’: 

i.e. because He existed ‘in the Beginning’. The assonanice 

between the kindred words ‘27? ‘before me’ and ‘O°? ‘first’ offers 

a characteristic Semitic word-play. 

1” “Ide ὁ ἀμνὸς τοῦ Θεοῦ 6 αἴρων τὴν ἁμαρτίαν τοῦ xdcpov. Dr. Ball 

(op. cit. supra), while making some valuable remarks about the 

Aramaic original of the phrase ὁ ἀμνὸς τοῦ θεοῦ, questions whether 

the statement ‘which taketh away (or beareth) the sins of the world’ 

is original, on the ground that it ‘antedates that doctrine of the 

suffering Messiah, which only came home to the Apostles them- 

selves after the Resurrection (Lk. 24°)’, and ‘does not well 

harmonize with the general tone of the Baptist’s teaching about 

the Messiah, as reported by the Synoptists (Mt. 3)’. He therefore 

conjectures that the words ‘may be supposed to have been added 

by some editor of the Greek text who recollected Isa. 53’, and who 

wrote in the light of a later stage of Christian knowledge’. 

It may be argued, on the contrary, that the whole of Jn.’s 

presentation of the Baptist’s witness, including these words, is 

fully in accord with the Synoptic narrative. It is agreed that the 

reference of ὁ αἴρων κτλ. is to Isa. 53, i.e. the culminating passage 

referring to the mission of the righteous Servant of Yahweh 
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which forms the main theme of the prophecy of Deutero-Isaiah, 

chs. 40-55, with which ch. 61 (the opening passage of which is 

applied by our Lord to Himself in Lk. 4'*-), though probably 

the work of a later prophet, stands in close association as further 

drawing out the mission of the ideal Servant. The Baptist’s 

description of his own function, ‘I am the voice of one crying, &c.’ 

(common to Jn. and the Synoptists) is drawn from Isa. 40°; and 

it is therefore reasonable to assume that in preparing for his 

mission he had made a special study of Isa. 4off., and was 

impressed with the conception of the ideal Servant of Yahweh 

which these chapters contain. That he regarded himself as but 

the forerunner of a greater One is a second fact common to all 

four Gospels ; and the relation of Isa. 40° to its sequel might in 

itself serve to justify the conjecture that this greater One was- 

pictured by him as fulfilling the ideal of the Servant. We are 

not, however, limited to conjecture. Our Lord’s reply to the 

disciples of the Baptist whom he sent to inquire whether He 

was really ὁ ἐρχόμενος (Mt. 117*=Lk. γ5 55) took the practical 

shape of performing acts of mercy in their presence; and His 

answer, based on the things which they had seen and heard, 

leaves us in no doubt that the evidence suited to carry conviction 

to the Baptist’s mind was Hits fulfilment of the acts which had 

been predicted of the ideal Servant. We may compare especially 

τυφλοὶ ἀναβλέπουσιν with Isa. 42’ ‘ to open blind eyes’ (part of 

the Servant’s mission),* 61! ‘to proclaim .. . the opening (of eyes) 

to them that are blind’, 35° ‘Then the eyes of the blind shall 

be opened ’t ; χωλοὶ περιπατοῦσιν with Isa. 35° ‘then shall the lame 

man leap as an hart’; πτωχοὶ εὐαγγελίζονται with 61' ‘ Yahweh hath 

anointed me to preach good tidings to the poor’. The gentle 

words of reproof with which the message ends—xai μακάριός ἐστιν 

ὃς ἐὰν μὴ σκανδαλισθῇ ἐν éxoi—would naturally remind the Baptist 

not to range himself with those of whom it had been written, 

‘Like as many were appalled at thee, &c.’ (Isa. 52"), and ‘as one 

* The reference in Isa. is of course to the removal of moral blindness ; but it 

should be unnecessary to recall the fact that our Lord’s physical miracles had 

‘always their moral analogue, and depended for their performance upon faith in 

the recipient. 

+ Isa. 35, which is late, is based upon Isa. 40 ff., and develops its thought. 
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from whom men hide their face, he was despised and we esteemed 

him not’ (Isa. 53°). 

From these considerations we deduce the conclusion that the 

fact that our Lord was to fulfil the réle of the ideal Servant, 

though not understood by the Apostles, was in some measure 

realized by the Baptist. If this was so, since the atoning work 

pictured in Isa. 53 formed the culmination of that role, can it be 

maintained that the words ὁ αἴρων τὴν ἁμαρτίαν τοῦ κόσμου are 

improbable in the Baptist’s mouth? In the verses which follow, 

Jn. 1°, he states that he had no previous knowledge of Him 

Whose coming he was heralding, and did not know how to 

recognize Him till it was Divinely revealed to him that the sign 

would be the descent of the Spirit upon Him. This revelation 
was surely deduced from Isa. 42' (the first great passage descriptive 

of the Servant’s mission), where Yahweh states, ‘I have put My 

Spirit upon him’; and Isa. 61' where the Servant is represented 

as saying, ‘The Spirit of the Lord Yahweh is upon me’.* Thus 

evidence unites in indicating that it was the coming of the ideal 

Servant of Yahweh that the Baptist believed himself to be heralding.t 

* Cf, the way in which the heavenly announcement at the Baptism, Mt. 3!7 and 

parallels, is modelled on Isa. 421} as quoted in Mt, 12)8 (noted by Allen, ad /oc.). 

+ It is perhaps significant that (apart from Jn. 378) the title Χριστός ‘ Messiah’ is 

not employed by the Baptist. His titles are ὁ ὀπίσω μον ἐρχύμενος Mt. 3!!, Jn. 177, 

ὃ ἐρχόμενος simply Mt. 118 =: Lk. 729, ὁ ἀμνὸς τοῦ Θεοῦ Jn. 129-86, ὁ vids τοῦ Θεοῦ Jn. 153. 

The fact is evident that Deutero-Isaiah’s conception of the suffering Servant did 

not enter into the popular Messianic expectation of the time (cf. a sermon by the 

writer on Zhe Old Testament Conception of Atonement fulfilled by Christ, published 

by the Oxford University Press, pp. τοῦ) Very possibly the Baptist avoided 

the title ‘Messiah’ in order that he might not mista.enly be supposed to be 

heralding the political Messiah of popular expectation. That he was not alone 

in fixing his hopes upon the ideals of Deutero-Isaiah rather than upon those 
associated with the Messianic King is proved by the Birth-narrative of Lk., where 

Simeon is described (236) as προσδεχόμενος παράκλησιν τοῦ ἸσραΊλ---ἃ clear reference 

to ‘Comfort ye, comfort ye my feople’, which forms the burden of Deutero- 

Isaiah's prophecy (Isa. 40) ; cf. also 49!8, 513, and in Trito-Isaiah 5738, 613, 6614-18), 

Thus, when this latter holds the infant Saviour in his arms and uses the words, 

εἶδον ol ὀφθαλμοί μου τὸ σωτήριόν cov... φῶς εἰς ἀποκάλυψιν ἐθνῶν, he has clearly 

in mind the passage in the second great description of the ideal Servant where the 

words occur, ‘I will give thee for a light to the Gentiles, that thou mayest be My 

salvation (or, that My salvation may be) unto the end of the earth’ (cf. also καὶ 

δόξαν AaB σου Ἰσραήλ with Isa, 46'5, ‘and I will place salvation in Zion for Israel 

My glory’). His knowledge of the third and fourth Servant-passages, where the 

Servant is pictured as meeting opposition, persecution, and death (Isa. 50%”, 
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What, however, is the origin of the expression ‘Lamb of God’ 

as used by the Baptist, and what is its precise force? The phrase 

does not occur in Isa. 53, where v.’, which brings in the simile 

of a lamb, simply says that the Servant was ‘like a lamb that is 

led to the slaughter (not, ‘to the sacrifice’); and like a ewe 

.(LXX ἀμνός) that before her shearers is dumb’. The words 

6 αἴρων κτλ. are based, not on this verse but on v.", ‘and their 

iniquities fe shall bear’, where the simile is dropped and ‘My 

righteous Servant’ preceding forms the back-reference of the 

emphatic ‘he’. ‘The Lamb of God’ suggests the sense, ‘the 

Lamb provided by God’ as a fitting offering, which reminds us 

of Gen. 22’, ‘God shall provide Himself a lamb for a burnt 

offering’; and combining τυ. and v.” of Isa. 53 with v."° which 

states that it was Yahweh who was pleased to bruise him, and 

allowing for the influence of Gen. 225, we may perhaps consider 

that we have accounted for the use of the phrase. 

A more probable solution, however, is suggested by Dr. Ball’s 

remark that Heb. nyo talé ‘lamb’ has come in its Aram. form nod 

faly@ to mean ‘child’, ‘boy’, ‘young man’, ‘servant’.* In the 

last sense it denotes in Pesh. e.g. Abraham’s ‘young men’ 

(Gen. 22°; so also in Targ. Jerus.), the priest’s ‘servant’ 

(x Sam. 2"), and the centurion’s ‘servant’ (Mt. 8°"). Thus 

6 ἀμνὸς τοῦ Θεοῦ may stand for NNDNT rod, intended primarily to 

bear the sense, ‘the Servant of God’, i.e. Yahweh’s righteous 

Servant who, according to Isa. 53""", was to bear the sins of many. 

If this is so, there may well be a word-play in the choice of the 

term Nv, suggesting as it does the /amb-ltke or sinless character of 

the ideal Servant; thus, ‘the Lamb of God’ is a rendering by no 

means excluded by this new interpretation. Further, since Non 

also bears the sense ‘child’, it is not unlikely that the thought 

of ‘the Child of God’ is also present.t In vv." the sign by which 

52'8—5312), obliges him, moreover, to warn the holy Mother that the child is 

destined to become a σημεῖον ἀντιλεγόμενον, and to predict καὶ cov δὲ αὐτῆς τὴν 

ψυχὴν διελεύσεται ῥομφαία. Anna the prophetess and her circle seem also to have 

rested in the same hope (cf. Lk, 286-88), All this is not a later invention; it bears 
upon its face the unmistakable stamp of historical truth. 

* The fem. of this word, 7/¢lithé ‘maiden’, is familiar to every one from Mk 5", 

+ Dr. Ball renders the assumed Aram. original, ‘Behold the Young Servant or 

Child of God’, and does not bring the expression into connexion with Deutero-Isaiah. 
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the Baptist was to recognize ὁ ἐρχόμειος, viz. the descent and 

abiding on Him of the Spirit, was, as we have already remarked, 

the sign of Yahweh’s ideal Servant. After witnessing this, the 

Baptist says, κἀγὼ ἑώρακα καὶ μεμαρτύρηκα ὅτι οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ vids TOD Θεοῦ. 

It is not impossible that ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ Θεοῦ may again represent the 

Aram. NTONT NOD , interpreted as ‘the Child of God’ but intended 

primarily to mean ‘the Servant of God’. A sufficient explanation 

for the translation of the same term by ἀμνός in v.” but by vids in 

v.™ may be found in the difference of context, the first passage 

picturing the nd as a sacrifice, the second as baptizing with the 

Holy Spirit. ᾿ 

If it be objected against this explanation of ἀμνός = sno in the 

sense ‘Servant’ that the term used in Deutero-Isaiah to denote 

the ideal Servant is regularly Heb. 72 = Aram. 8739, properly 

‘bond-servant’, it may be replied that the choice of Se) rather than 

N13) is sufficiently explained by the word-play involved. While 

NIZY = δοῦλος, vd = ais. Both Greek terms are indifferently used 
in LXX to render the 12¥ of Deutero-Isaiah, but the preference is 

for παῖς (δοῦλος in 49; παῖς in 42', 49°, 50°, 52"); and it is παῖς 

which is used of our Lord as the ideal Servant in Acts 3", 47°, 

2”. “Ore οὖν ἠγέρθη ἐκ νεκρῶν, ἐμνήσθησαν οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ὅτι τοῦτο 

ἔλεγεν. We note the curious use of the Imperfect, ‘ IIe was saying’, 

where the context demands a Pluperfect, ‘He had said’. In 

Aramaic an Imperfect sense is indicated by the coupling of the 

Participle Θὰ ’amar with the subst. verb, while a Pluperfect is 

commonly represented by use of the Perfect “DN ’amar similarly 

coupled with the subst. verb. Thus δὲ ἢ 28 ’@mar hawa ‘He had 

said’ may easily have been misinterpreted as δὲ) D8 ‘amar hawa 

‘He was saying’, an unvocalized text in W. Aramaic affording 

(so far as we know) no distinction between the Perfect and the 

Participle beyond that which is indicated by the context. Ina 

carefully written unvocalized Syriac text the distinction is marked 

by use of a diacritic point, below for the Perfect, above for the 

Participle. Thus Joo s/ = ‘He had said’, Joo ἐδ = ‘He was 

saying ’. ἢ 

65, τὰ ῥήματα ἃ ἐγὼ λελάληκα ὑμῖν seems to mean, ‘The things 

about which I have been speaking to you’ (viz. the eating of My 
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flesh and the drinking of My b‘ood).* So perhaps in v.® ῥήματα 
ζωῆς αἰωνίου should mean, ‘the things of eternal life’, Aramaic neo, 

like Hebrew 727, means both ‘word’ and ‘thing’. Cf. for the 

latter sense, Dan, 2970119173 519-26, 71-1628 Tt is ordinarily rendered 

ῥῆμα or λόγος by Theodotion; cf. 2° ἀπέστη ἀπ᾽ ἐμοῦ τὸ ῥῆμα. 

Similarly Hebrew 137 ‘thing’ is often rendered ῥῆμα in LXX; 

e.g. 2 Sam. 12° ἀνθ᾽ ὧν ὅτι ἐποίησεν τὸ ῥῆμα τοῦτο. 

TiS, Ἔν δὲ τῇ ἐσχάτῃ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ μεγάλῃ τῆς ἑορτῆς ἱστήκει ὃ Ἰησοῦς, καὶ 

ἔκραξε λέγων Ἐν τις διψᾷ ἐρχέσθω πρός με καὶ πινέτω. ὃ πιστεύων εἰς ἐμέ, 

καθὼς εἶπεν ἡ γραφή, ποταμοὶ ἐκ τῆς κοιλίας αὐτοῦ ῥεύσουσιν ὕδατος ζῶντος. 

The quotation which our Lord here refers to the Scriptures has 

caused great perplexity. The fact has rightly been recognized that 

it is a free combination of several O.T. passages which speak of a. 

' river of. living waters which, in the Messianic age, is to issue from 

the Temple-mount, and to become the source of life and healing far 

and wide. The principal development of this conception is found 

in Ezek. 47°-”. We may notice especially v.°, where it is stated 

that ‘it shall come to pass,that every living creature which swarmeth 

in every place whither the rivers come, shall live’. Ezekiel’s con- 

ception has been taken up by two later prophets. Joel 3° (45 in 

the Heb.) predicts that ‘a fountain shall come forth of the house of 

the Lord, and shall water the valley of Shittim’; while in Zech. 14° 

we find the statement, ‘It shall come to pass in that day, that huing 

waters shall go out from Jerusalem ; half of them toward the eastern 

sea, and half of them towards the western sea’ (the latter statement 

is based upon the passage quoted from Ezek., where the word 

rendered ‘the rivers’ is vocalized as a dual, 0°92). We may 

believe that our Lord had all these passages in His mind ; and in 

each of them the expressions which are most significant are itali- 

cized. In addition to these passages, it can hardly be doubted 

that, in using the words ‘Eav tis διψᾷ ἐρχέσθω πρός pe καὶ πινέτω, He 

was dwelling on Isa.55'*, ‘Ho, every one that thirsteth, come ye to 

the waters... . Incline your ear and come unto Me; hear, and your 

soul shall live’; and Jer. 2", ‘They have forsaken Me, the source of 

living waters’. . 

There still remains the outstanding difficulty, ‘out of hts belly 

* Cf. Gore, Bampton Lectures, note 60 (p. 275). 



110 MISTRANSLATIONS OF THE 

shall flow, &c.’ Even if, as seems more than doubtful, the thought 

is of the distribution of the blessing ‘in fuller measure’ by its 

recipient (so Westcott, who compares 4", 6, 5°), the fact remains 

that this conception as expressed cannot be connected with any 

O.T. passage ; and though we can understand that our Lord may 

well have combined the sense of the passages noticed above, and 

that so doing His reference would be immediately apprehended by 

His hearers, we cannot believe that He would have imported, or 

that they would have, accepted, an idea which is not found in any 

O.T. passage which speaks of the water of life. 

The difficulty may at once be solved upon the hypothesis that 

the passage has been translated from Aramaic. As we have seen, 

Joel speaks of ‘a fountain’, Hebrew ($Y ma‘yan*; and the word is 

the same in Aramaic (employed, e.g., in the Targum of Ps. 104", 

Prov. 5%, 8"). The Aramaic for ‘belly’ or ‘bowels’ is [0 méin 

(Hebrew O'y%); it is used, e.g., of the belly of the image in 

Dan. 2”. It will at once be seen that, in an unvocalized' text, 

ΠΡΌ ‘belly’ and MY ‘fountain’, would be absolutely identical. 

Adopting the word for ‘fountain’ our Lord’s words would run 

in Aramaic, 8272 WONT TT 8. MIT [Ὁ APA. MP? IM OT ἸῸ 
P92 FAY PYDI POT yop pony, If ‘fountain’ is correct, however, 

how can we connect ‘He that believeth in Me’ with ‘rivers 

from the fountain’? There can be little doubt that, as was recog- 

nized by the most ancient western interpreters, the clause really 

belongs to the offer preceding it. On this view the Aramaic yields 

the sense— 

‘He that thirsteth, let him come unto Me; 

And let him drink that believeth in Me. 

As the Scripture hath said, Rivers shall flow forth from the 

fountain of living waters’. 

* It is worthy of note that the Joel-passage with its allusion to the fountain 

is directly applied to the Messiah in Midrash Rabba on Ecclesiastes, par. i. 28: — 

myer Δ oom ΠΝ πον" sony Se ἮΝ Nan nsx aby py Ox ΠῸ 
mown Sno ns mpwiny X¥* νην MID ‘Just as the first Redeemer (Moses) caused 

the well to spring up, so also shall the second Redeemer cause the waters to 

spring up, as it is said, ‘‘ And a fountain shall come forth from the House of the 

Lord, &c.’?’. This passage follows directly upon a similar Midrashic deduction 

which was clearly in the minds of the people who witnessed our Lord's miracle 
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Our Lord, we are told, ‘stood forth and cried aloud’, like one of 

the prophets of old; and His words, like theirs, fall naturally into 

grand and impressive parallelism. The reference to Scripture 

which follows the parallel couplet summarizes the main conceptions 

of Ezekiel, Joel, and Zechariah. When the passage was trans- 

lated from Aramaic into Greek, »yo }» was taken to mean, ‘from 
the belly’; and this was connected with ‘he that believeth in Me’, 

and was therefore rendered, ‘from hts belly’. 

8°, "ABpadp ὃ πατὴρ ὑμῶν ἠγαλλιάσατο ἵνα ἴδῃ τὴν ἡμέραν τὴν ἐμήν, καὶ 

εἶδεν καὶ ἐχάρη. This passage can hardly be preserved in its original 
form. No extension of the use of ἵνα seems adequate to explain 

ἠγαλλιάσατο iva ἴδῃ, and moreover, if we grant that ‘rejoiced to see’ 

is the sense intended, the following clause καὶ εἶδεν καὶ ἐχάρη, instead 

of forming a climax, makes mere tautology. What we expect the 

first clause to say is, not that Abraham rejoiced to see the day, but 

that he /onged to see it, and that the satisfaction of this longing was 

the cause of his gladness. After a verb meaning ‘longed’ the 

construction with ἵνα (Aramaic 3) would be natural ; and this mean- 

ing is expressed both by Pal. Syr. τὸ ἱ ἡ and by Pesh. Joo was. 
In Syriac wae in Pe‘al and Pa‘el (the form used in Pesh.) means 

both ‘wished, longed’ and also ‘ exulted’ (cf. Payne Smith, s. v.). 

The verb is not known to occur in W. Aramaic, but there is no 

reason why it should not have been in use; and the assumption 

that a wrong meaning has been given to it by the translator 

(‘exulted ’ instead of ‘longed ’) at once removes the difficulty.* 

of the loaves and fishes, and, in asking a further sign, recalled the miracle of the 

Manna (6449081); ond O55 HDD 197 ToNOw jon ΠΝ Pn pwseon Sen ΠῸ 
YONI 12 ADA WT “Ray ὉΠ ΓΝ Wy PINs Sey AS OMT [Ὁ ‘Just as the 

first Redeemer brought down the Manna, as it is said, ‘‘ Behold, I am about to 

rain bread from heaven for you”’, so also the second Redeemer shall bring down 

‘the Manna, as it is said, ‘ There shall be a handful of corn in the earth ’”’. 

* (1) What is the basis of the statement that Abraham saw the day of our Lord, 

and (2) what precisely is to be understood by ‘My day’? There is nothing in the 

text of Genesis, or elsewhere in the O.T., which seems adequately to answer 

these questions; yet. we must suppose that our Lord’s words, so far from being 

similarly obscure to His hearers, were in fact calculated to appeal to their know- 

ledge of current Biblical exegesis. Perusal of the Rabbinic interpretation of the 

Covenant-scene in Gen. 15, as we find it set forth in the Jerusalem Targum, 

appears at once to shed a flood of light upon both questions ; and lends, moreover, 
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g™. ἕν οἶδα, i.e. TIN YT NIN, may well be an error for IN YR Kw τ’: 

‘This 1 know’; and this is actually the reading of Pal. Syr. u9 Jo 
ws μὲ. The difference between xtn 4dda ‘one’ and xin hada 

‘this’ in an unvocalized text is merely the difference between n and 

nm, which are very easily confused. It cannot be urged, however, 

that ἕν οἶδα yields an unsuitable sense. 

20% The strange use of οὐκ οἴδαμεν in the mouth of Mary 

Magdalen, where we should expect οὐκ οἶδα, may be due to a 

strong support to the reading ‘longed to see My day’, which we have adopted 

above. 

The Targum of this chapter opens by picturing Abraham in despondent frame 

of mind after his victory over the kings narrated in ch. 14;- The righteous 

Abraham pondered in his heart and said, ‘‘ Woe is me! perchance I have received 

the recompense of the commandment in this world, and there shall be for me 

no part in the world to come; or perchance the brethren and neighbours of those 

slain ones who fell before me shall come and be established in their cities and 

provinces, and there shall be associated with them many legions whom they will 

lead out against me: perchance the commands imposed upon me were but light in 

the former times when they fell before me, and they are spared as my opponents ; 

or perchance merit was found in me in the former times when they fell before me, 

but perchance it shall not be found in me the second time, and the name of 

Heaven shall be profaned in me” Therefore there came a word of prophecy 

from before the Lord to righteous Abraham, saying, ‘‘Fear not, Abraham ; 

although many legions shall be gathered together and shall come against thee, 

My Mémra shall be a protecting buckler to thee in this world, and a shield over 

thee continually in the world to come.’’?’? Coming to v.12, we find the following 
paraphrase :—‘ And the sun was inclining towards setting, and a deep sweet sleep 

fell upon Abraham. And lo, Abraham saw four kingdoms which were to arise 

to enslave his sons, yoy np nd4y ΠΣ Π no's ‘Terror Darkness Great 

Falling upon him”. ΠΝ Terror, which is Babylon ; navn Darkness, which 

is Media ; ndha Great, which is Greece ; np} Falling, which is Edom (i.e. Rome), 

that is the fourth kingdom which is destined to fall, and shall not rise again for 

ever and ever. v.!7 And lo, the sun had set and it was dark; and lo, Abraham 

beheld until seats were ranged in order and thrones set; and Jo, Gehenna which 

is prepared for the wicked in the world to come like an oven with glowing sparks 

surrounding it and flames of fire, into the midst of which the wicked fell because 

they had rebelled against the Law in their lifetime ; but the righteous who kept 

it shall be delivered from affliction’. 

The reference is to the four kingdoms of Dan. 7'~' (cf. the same interpretation 

of ‘Terror, &c.’ in Midrash Bereshith Rabba, par. xliv. 20), whose career is 

terminated by the great world-judgement which ushers in the coming of the Son — 

of Man (v.35). If, then, this Rabbinic exegesis lies behind Jn. 858, ‘My day’ is 

‘the day of the Son of Man’, a vision of which was granted to Abraham in 

response to his heart-searching and longing. This is in entire accordance with 

the eschatological background which we find to the.conception of the Son of Man 

in the Synoptic Gospels. 
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misreading Sp? Nd la y*da‘'na (ist plur. Perfect) of an original 

Nyy N? la yad“ana (fem. sing. Participle combined with Ist pers. 

pronoun). Cf., for this latter form, Dalman, Gramm. p. 235. The 

same mistake, γα πᾶ for ydda‘na (masc. sing. Participle combined 

with ist pers. pronoun), is made in the vocalization of soy? 

Num. 22° in Walton’s Polyglot. Possibly οἴδαμεν in the opening 

words of Nicodemus (32) may likewise represent 829 ‘I know’. 

205, ἔρχεται Μαριὰμ ἡ Μαγδαληνὴ ἀγγέλλουσα . . . ὅτι Ἑώρακα τὸν 

κύριον καὶ ταῦτα εἶπεν airy. The change from direct to oblique oration 

is strange and awkward. Ἑώρακα = MON haméth, ἑώρακε = NOD 

hamyath.* The two forms are identical in the unvocalized text, 

and the latter may easily have been taken for the former by the 

translator under the influence of the ordinary construction with ὅτι 

recitativum. Thus we may conjecture that the original ran, 

- ‘announcing that she had seen the Lord, and that He had 

spoken, &c.’ 

* We have assigned the Galilaean verb NDN to a native of Magdala. [{ NIN 

was used in the narrative there might be a precisely similar confusion—1st pers. 

MIM, 3rd pers. nyo. 

2520 I 



CHAPTER VIII 

OLD TESTAMENT QUOTATIONS IN THE 

FOURTH GOSPEL 

THE question whether the writer of the Fourth Gospel cited the 

O.T. from the Hebrew Bible or the LXX is important in its 

bearing on the question of the original language of the Gospel. 

If the author was a Hellenist he would naturally have employed 

the LXX. If he was a Palestinian he would be more likely to 

make his citations from the Hebrew; and if he actually wrote in 

Aramaic he could hardly have done otherwise. Thus, though 

the question of the Johannine quotations has frequently received 

discussion, a fresh examination may possibly bring to light certain 

points which have hitherto passed unnoticed. This section of our 

examination gives therefore a tabulation of all O. T. citations and 

references, together with the Hebrew text of each passage and its 

translation compared with the LXX rendering. 

1. 1% ᾿Εγὼ φωνὴ βοῶντος ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ Εὐθύνατε τὴν ὁδὸν Kupiov, καθὼς 

εἶπεν Hoaias ὃ προφήτης. 

Isa. 4ο᾽ AYN FT 3B IW] ΝῊΡ Dip ‘The voice of one crying, 

In the wilderness prepare ye the way of the Lord’. 

LXX Φωνὴ βοῶντος ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ, ᾿Ετοιμάσατε τὴν ὁδὸν Κυρίον. 

Jn. quotes from memory, and substitutes the verb of the parallel 

clause, 3728) ΠΕΡ AMwa Nw‘ make straight in the desert a high- 

way for our God’, for the verb 38 ‘prepare ye’. In doing this, he 

seems to be thinking, however, of the Hebrew and not of the 

LXX, since the latter renders "8! not by Εὐθύνατε, but by εὐθείας 
ποιεῖτε. The fact that the words ‘in the wilderness’ properly form 

in the Hebrew the opening of the proclamation (synonymous with 

‘in the desert’ of the parallel clause), whereas LXX and Jn., as 



QUOTATIONS IN THE FOURTH GOSPEL 115 

the text of these versions is punctuated, treat them as descriptive 

of the speaker’s situation, is unimportant, since the punctuation is 

a secondary matter. 

2. 1° ᾿Αμὴν ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν, ὄψεσθε τὸν οὐρανὸν ἀνεῳγότα, καὶ τοὺς 

ἀγγέλους τοῦ Θεοῦ ἀναβαίνοντας καὶ καταβαίνοντας ἐπὶ τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ 

ἀνθρώπου. ! 

Gen. 28 (2820 TaN ΠῚ wD way AYW ayo odd mam odny 
ia ory} py ode “And he dreamed, and lo, a ladder set up on the 
earth, and its top reaching to the heaven; and lo, the angels of 

God ascending and descending upon it’, 

LXX καὶ ἐνυπνιάσθη" καὶ ἰδοὺ κλίμαξ ἐστηριγμένη ἐν τῇ γῇ, ἧς ἡ 

κεφαλὴ ἀφικνεῖτο εἰς τὸν οὐρανόν, καὶ οἱ ἄγγελοι τοῦ Θεοῦ ἀνέβαινον καὶ 

κατέβαινον ἐπ᾽ αὐτῆς. 

The quotation takes the form of a free reminiscence. It seems 

clear, however, that in the words, ‘ascending and descending upon 

the Son of man’, we have an interpretation of the final ia different 

from that which is generally accepted. {2 is regularly taken to 

mean ‘on it’ (the ladder); but there is also the possibility of the 

interpretation ‘on him’ (Jacob), and this appears to be adopted in 

Jn.’s citation.* Jacob, as the ancestor of the nation of Israel, 

summarizes in his person the ideal Israel in posse, just as our 

Lord, at the other end of the line, summarizes it in esse as the 

Son of man. The Genesis-passage, in which ‘the ladder is an 

image of the invisible, but actual and unceasing connexion in 

which God, by the ministry of His angels, stands with the earth, 

in this instance with Jacob’ (Delitzsch), points forward to ‘the 

constant and living intercourse ever maintained between Christ 

and the Father’ (Driver). The point which concerns us here is 

that the interpretation put upon the passage depends on the 

Hebrew, in which, since nop ‘ladder’ is masculine, the force of 

13 is ambiguous. In LXX, ἐπ᾽ αὐτῆς can refer only to κλίμαξ, It 
may be added that Jn.’s ἀναβαίνοντας καὶ καταβαίνοντας literally 

* We should of course expect yoy in this sense, as in the following verse 

yoy ὩΣ" standing over him’ (not ‘standing upon it’—the ladder), We are not, 

however, concerned to argue the legitimacy of the interpretation, but merely its 

origin ; though it may be remarked that this interpretation of 3 might be justified 

by the use of the preposition to denote proximity (see Oxford Hebrew Lexicon, 

a § Il). 
I 2 
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represents the Hebrew participial construction 0% Dy, which 

is obscured in ἀνέβαινον καὶ κατέβαινον of LXX.* 

8. 2} ἘἘμνήσθησαν of μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ὅτι γεγραμμένον ἐστίν Ὃ ζῆλος 

τοῦ οἴκου σου καταφάγεταί με. 

Ps. 69" ‘UT DN ya ΠΡ ‘The zeal of Thine house hath 

eaten me’, 

LXX ὁ ζῆλος τοῦ οἴκου σου καταφάγεταί pe. 

Here Jn. and LXX are in verbal agreement against the Heb. 

‘hath eaten me’. 

There is a Ὁ. ἰ, κατέφαγεν which is found in LXX in B’x**R, and 
in Jn. in (13) &c. αὶ Ὁ (vt. vg.) € (boh) Eus Epiph. 

4, 65) of πατέρες ἡμῶν τὸ μάννα ἔφαγον ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ, καθώς ἐστιν 

γεγραμμένον “Aprov ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς φαγεῖν. 

Ex. 16' pga Op? o2b Ye 297 ‘Behold, I will rain for 

* This note stands as worked out by the writer before it occurred to him to 

consult the Midrash Bereshith Rabba for traces of the interpretation of {A which 

he has suggested as inherent in the Johannine reference. He now finds that such 

an interpretation was actually put forward and debated in early times in Rabbinic 

circles ; cf. Bereshith Rabba, par. lxviii. 18: DT DSW ΝΠ OND AD NY 
ody sta «ΝΠ odos osm ody i wpa ov ody ΔΓ ΤΊ (ὩΡΌΣ 
new 02 DN 2 BNP 1D OM az oni ΟΡ wapya os 
mbynd obiy andyod mpipn aby papaw sin me tens 72 ἼΦΝ See 
[IMIS DNS mond os aby D1P'N OX ‘(Interpretations of) 

Rabbi Hiya and Rabbi Yannai. The one scholar says, ‘‘ Ascending and descending 

upon the ladder”’, and the other says, ‘‘ Ascending and descending upon Jacob’’, 

The explanation, ‘* Ascending and descending upon the ladder’, is to be preferred. 

The explanation, ‘‘ Ascending and descending upon Jacub”’, implies that they were 

taking up and bringing down upon him. They were leaping and skipping over 

him, and rallying him, as it is said, ‘‘ Israel in whom I glory”’ (Isa. 493). ‘‘ Thou 

art he whose εἰκών is engraved on high.”? They were ascending on high and 

looking at his εἰκών, and then descending below and finding him sleeping’, The 

words translated ‘they were taking up and bringing down upon him’ are very 

obscure in meaning; but the following note by Dr. Ball offers an elucidation. 

‘I would ask why the Genesis text does not say were coming down and going 

up thereon? It seems rather strange that the Angels of God should start from the 

earth. But leaving that on one side, I am inclined to think that the Midrashic 

soo vn ΟΡ is a sort of general reply to the unasked question, Why were 

the angels going up and coming down? the answer being, They were taking up 

and bringing down—acting as carriers between Earth and Heaven. In this case, 

apparently, they were taking up to Heaven the εἰκών of the sleeping Jacob (which 
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you bread from heaven’, LXX Ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ ὕω ὑμῖν ἄρτους ἐκ τοῦ 

οὐρανοῦ. 

Ex. 16 Mp2Np D2) myn yn? Wwe ὈΠῸΣ NIN ‘That is the bread 
which the Lord hath given you to eat’. LXX Οὗτος 6 ἄρτος ὃν 

ἔδωκεν Κύριος ὑμῖν φαγεῖν. 

Ps. 78% nd 3 OMY 7H ‘And corn of heaven He gave them’. 

LXX καὶ ἄρτον οὐρανοῦ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς. 

In Ps. 78% LXX’s rendering of {37 ‘corn’ by ἄρτον (only so 

rendered here) is dictated by recollection of Ex. 16°. Jn.’s quota- 

tion is a free reminiscence of Ex. 16*", probably uninfluenced by 

recollection of the Ps. passage. In rendering “Aprov ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ 

it is nearer to the Heb. of Ex. 16‘ than is LXX plur. ἄρτους. 

5. 6" ἔστιν γεγραμμένον ἐν τοῖς προφήταις Καὶ ἔσονται πάντες διδακτοὶ 

Θεοῦ. 

is ‘‘ fastened to the Throne οἵ Glory”’; Targ. Jon. ad /oc.). As Jacob was in deep 

sleep, was this εἰκών his wraith or spirit—supposed to be separated from the body 

under conditions of trance? The case would then be parallel to that of St. Paul 

‘caught up to the third Heaven” (2 Cor, 12!-) where he “ heard’ ἄρρητα, much 

as Jacob became conscious of Yahweh “standing by him”, and heard His voice.’ 

It is difficult to resist the conclusion that the remarkable explanation of this 

Midrash throws further light upon the Johannine passage. Jacob’s εἰκών (the 

Hebrew simply reproduces the Greek term) is already existent in Heaven (cf. also 

Targ. Jerus. and Targ. Jon. ad loc.); this eledvy—inasmuch as Jacob embodies the 

national hope and ideal—represents the heavenly Man (cf. 1 Cor. 1547-49 ὁ δεύτερος 
ἄνθρωπος ἐξ οὐρανοῦ, whose εἰκών we are in the future to bear) who is to come 

on the clouds of Heaven; if the heavens were opened Nathaniel might behold the 

angels exulting over him. 

The same interpretation of 12 as referring to Jacob is given a little further on 

(B.R. par. lxix. r) in a comment on poy ay” mm ‘And, behold, the Lord 

stood over him’ (Gen. 283): 32 Sy yw ΠῺΦ modp [20 bwo onan ὋΝ 
Ima inp» »Sy Any wnpMD NW qs wy ovo ora ym ADM 

poy nbimw [5 ta om ody ond condo am abnna qo abyn 
dyn WAI Aap ‘Rabbi Abbahu said, It is like a royal child who was sleeping 

in a cradle and flies were settling on him; but when his nurse came, his nurse bent 

over him, and they flew away from off him. So at first, ‘And, behold, the angels 

of God ascending and descending upon him’’. When the Holy One (blessed be 

He) revealed Himself over him they flew away from off him’. We may note that 

Rabbi Eliya and Rabbi Yannai also differed as to the interpretation of the suffix 

of yy, the one explaining that the Lord stood on the ladder, the other that He 

stood over Jacob. 
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Isa. 543 TN HD) PIB ‘And all thy sons shall be taught of 

the Lord’. 

LXX (in connexion with v." καὶ θήσω τὰς ἐπάλξεις σου ἴασπιν, 

κτλ.) καὶ πάντας τοὺς υἱούς σου διδακτοὺς Θεοῦ. 

Clearly Jn., in treating the statement as an independent sentence, 

is dependent upon Heb. and not on LXX. Nevertheless, it is 

probable that the use of @eo3—‘taught of God’ in place of ‘taught 

of the Lord’—is due to LXX influence. If this is so, the natural 

inference is that the quotation was originally made directly from 

the Heb., and was afterwards modified by a copyist under LXX 

influence—possibly by the translator from Aramaic into Greek. 

6. 7° καθὼς εἶπεν ἡ γραφή, ποταμοὶ ἐκ τῆς κοιλίας αὐτοῦ ῥεύσουσιν 

ὕδατος ζῶντος. 

This passage has already been discussed, and has been shown 

to involve a misunderstanding of an Aramaic original (cf. p. 109). 

7. 7° οὐχ ἡ γραφὴ εἶπεν ὅτι ἐκ τοῦ σπέρματος Aaveid, καὶ ἀπὸ Βηθλεὲμ 

τῆς κώμης ὅπου ἦν Δανείδ, ἔρχεται ὃ Χριστός ; 

Based on Isa. 11’, Jer. 23°, ἄς, (Davidic descent), Mic. 5? (5' in 

Heb. ; from Bethlehem). The references are general merely. 

8. 8" ἐν τῷ νόμῳ δὲ τῷ ὑμετέρῳ γέγραπται ὅτι δύο ἀνθρώπων ἣ μαρτυρία 

ἀληθής ἐστιν. 

Deut. 19° 139 Bs nwo vay ix ony Ὁ ‘aby “At the mouth 

of two witnesses or at the mouth of three shall a word be estab- 

lished ’. 

LXX ἐπὶ στόματος δύο μαρτύρων καὶ ἐπὶ στόματος τριῶν μαρτύρων 

στήσεται πᾶν ῥῆμα. 

A vague reference. 

9. 10% Οὐκ ἔστιν γεγραμμένον ἐν τῷ νόμῳ ὑμῶν ὅτι ᾿Εγὼ εἶπα Θεοί 

ἐστε; 

Ps, 82° DRS px ‘IDS IW 4] have said, Ye are gods’. 

T.XX Ἐγὼ εἶπα Θεοί ἐστε. 

Heb. and LXX agree exactly, and the verbal agreement between 

Jn. and LXX has therefore no special significance, since Heb. 

could hardly be otherwise rendered. 

10. 12 καὶ ἐκραύγαζον Ὥσαννά, εὐλογημένος ὁ ἐρχόμενος ἐν ὀνόματι 

K upiov. 
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Ps. τ185.3 | ΝᾺ APT TIM Naw 

mm OVA NII Wa 

‘O Lord, save now! 

Blessed be he that cometh in the name of the Lord !’ 

LXX ὦ Κύριε, σῶσον δή, 

εὐλογημένος 6 ἐρχόμενος ἐν ὀνόματι Κυρίου. 

Heb. and LXX agree exactly. ὭὩσαννά represents the Heb. 

hosia-nna ‘Save now!’ which, by substitution of the short form of 

the imperative for that with the cohortative termination, becomes 

hdsa'-na._ εὐλογημένος κτλ. is verbally identical with LXX; but the 

Heb. could hardly be otherwise translated. 
; Ὁ ᾿ 

11, 12}. εὑρὼν δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς ὀνάριον ἐκάθισεν ἐπ᾽ αὐτό, καθώς ἐστιν 

γεγραμμένον 
Μὴ φοβοῦ, θυγάτηρ Σιών: 

ἰδοὺ 6 βασιλεύς σου ἔρχεται, 

καθήμενος ἐπὶ πῶλον ὄνον. 

Zech. 9° Hyena ix ὍΝ 

DOTNET 
qp Nias ἼΞΡῸ 739 

NID Yi pry 

nioreby 35. ‘yy 
nishyia Wry 

‘Exult greatly, O daughter of Zion ; 

Shout, O daughter of Jerusalem. 

Behold, thy king cometh unto thee; 

Righteous and victorious is he; 

Lowly, and riding upon an ass, 

_ And upon a colt, an ass’s foal’. 

LXX Χαῖρε σφόδρα, θύγατερ Zewyv 

κήρυσσε, θύγατερ ᾿Ιερουσαλήμ' 

ἰδοὺ ὁ βασιλεύς σον ἔρχεταί σοι 

δίκαιος καὶ σώζων, 

αὐτὸς πρᾳὺς καὶ ἐπιβεβηκὼς ἐπὶ ὑποζύγιον 
Q A , 

καὶ πῶλον νέον. 

vs a er ae ee = 
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The quotation is abbreviated and somewhat free. It is clear, 

however, that πῶλον ὄνου is derived from Heb. and not from LXX. 

12. 12% Ἡμεῖς ἠκούσαμεν ἐκ τοῦ νόμου ὅτι ὁ Χριστὸς μένει εἰς τὸν 

αἰῶνα. 

Ezek. 37” ndiye DAD N'Y) “Tay Ἢ ‘And David my servant 

shall be their prince for ever’. 

LXX καὶ Aaveid ὁ δοῦλός pov ἄρχων εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα. 

Cf. also Isa. 9’ (9° in Heb.), 2 Sam. 7", Ps. 89'f,, τ τοῦ. 

The reference is vague and general. 

18. 12°. iva 6 λόγος Ἠσαίου τοῦ προφήτον πληρωθῇ ὃν εἶπεν 

Κύριε, τίς ἐπίστευσεν τῇ ἀκοῇ ἡμῶν ; 

καὶ ὃ βραχίων Kupiov τίνι ἀπεκαλύφθη ; 

Isa. 53! wNyow? PORT Ἢ 
npg Ὁ} nin, wp 

4 

‘Who hath believed our report ; 

And the arm of the Lord, to whom hath it been revealed’. 

LXX Κύριε, tis ἐπίστευσεν TH ἀκοῇ ἡμῶν; 

καὶ ὃ βραχίων Κυρίου τίνι ἀπεκαλύφθη ; 

Heb. and LXX agree exactly, except that LXX has added the 

opening Κύριε, which is also found in Jn.’s quotation which agrees 

verbally with LXX. It is clear that the text of Jn. is influenced 
by LXX. 

14. 12°” ὅτι πάλιν εἶπεν Ἠσαίας 

Τετύφλωκεν αὐτῶν τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς 

καὶ ἐπώρωσεν αὐτῶν τὴν καρδίαν, 

ἵνα μὴ ἴδωσιν τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς 

καὶ νοήσωσιν τῇ καρδίᾳ καὶ στραφῶσιν, καὶ ἰάσομαι αὐτούς. 

Isa. 6” mya ΡΠ. Πα 
pen py) TERT NY 

POY) PID VIVID TANT 
1D NBT 20 3} 123 

‘Make the heart of this people gross, 

And make their ears heavy, and blind their eyes; 

Lest they see with their eyes, and hear with their ears, 

And understand with their heart, and repent, and be healed’, 
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3 4 Q e ’, a a , LXX ἐπαχύνθη yap ἡ καρδία τοῦ λαοῦ τούτου, 
σι “a ” ‘ Α 

καὶ τοῖς ὠσὶν αὐτῶν βαρέως ἤκουσαν καὶ τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς 

ἐκάμμυσαν, 
, ” a 3 “A N “a oN 3 4 μή ποτε ἴδωσιν τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς καὶ τοῖς ὠσὶν ἀκούσωσιν, 
Ἁ ζω , ~ \X 9» , , 37 3 4 

και ΤΊ) καρδίᾳ συνωσιν και ἐπ ιστρεψωσιν, και ἐασομαι αὐυτους. 

Here Jn. is clearly independent of LXX; contrast Τετύφλωκεν 

αὐτῶν τοὺς ὀφθαλμούς with καὶ τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς ἐκάμμυσαν : ἵνα μή with 

μή ποτε: καὶ νοήσωσιν τῇ καρδίᾳ With καὶ τῇ καρδίᾳ συνῶσιν : στραφῶσιν 

with ἐπιστρέψωσιν. Jn. is not, however, merely a free reminiscence 

of the Hebrew, as might be supposed from the fact that the writer 

uses past tenses τετύφλωκεν, ἐπώρωσεν, while the Hebrew appears to 

use Imperatives (R.V. ‘shut’, ‘make fat’). 120, Ὁ are either 
treated as Infinitives Absolute in place of Perfects—‘ blinding’ 

(lit. ‘smearing over’), ‘making gross’, standing for ‘He hath 

blinded ’, ‘hath made gross’ (a normal and idiomatic usage); or 

the forms are read as Perfects, (0, Y’, as they might naturally 

be read in the unvocalized text.* Thus (allowing for omission of 

the reference to ears, and the transposition of a clause) Jn.’s read- 

ing is a reasonably accurate rendering of Heb., and is nearer to it 

than LXX in reading sing. τετύφλωκεν in place of plur. ἐκάμμυσαν 

which makes the people the subject. 

15. 13" ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα ἡ γραφὴ πληρωθῇ Ὃ τρώγων pov τὸν ἄρτον ἐπῆρεν ἐπ᾽ 

ἐμὲ τὴν πτέρναν αὐτοῦ. 

Ps, 41° py by vay von Dik ‘He that eateth my bread hath 

lifted up his heel against me ’. 

LXX ὁ ἐσθίων ἄρτους pov, ἐμεγάλυνεν ἐπ᾿ ἐμὲ πτερνισμόν. 

Jn. renders Heb. accurately, and is independent of LXX. 

16. 15% ἀλλ᾽ iva πληρωθῇ ὃ λόγος ὁ ἐν τῷ νόμῳ αὐτῶν γεγραμμένος ὅτι 

"Epionody με δωρεάν. 

Ps. 35% and 69‘ ( in Heb.) 030 ὮΣΦΨ ‘my haters without 
cause ’. 

LXX in both passages, of μισοῦντές pe δωρεάν. 

A free reminiscence. 

* Symmachus took the Imperatives 337, yw as Perfects 3290, YW, but, 

unlike Jn., made the people (not Yahweh) the subject—6 λαὸς οὗτος τὰ dra ἐβάρυνε, 

καὶ τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς αὐτοῦ ἔμυσε. 
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17. 19" iva ἡ γραφὴ πληρωθῇ 
Διεμερίσαντο τὰ ἱμάτιά μον ἑαυτοῖς 

καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν ἱματισμόν μου ἔβαλον κλῆρον. 

Ps. 22°("in Heb.) o> “a ΡΠ" 
bata sdeas Ὑ 20: }) 

8 

‘They part (or parted) my garments among them, 

And upon my vesture do (or did) they cast lots’. 

LXX διεμερίσαντο τὰ ἱμάτιά μὸν ἑαυτοῖς 

καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν ἱματισμόν μου ἔβαλον κλῆρον. 

Heb. and LXX agree closely. The verbal agreement between 

Jn. and LXX points to LXX influence. 

18, 19%” Μετὰ ταῦτα εἰδὼς ὁ Ἰησοῦς ὅτι ἤδη πάντα τετέλεσται ἵνα 

τελειωθῇ ἡ «γραφὴ λέγει Διψῶ. σκεῦος ἔκειτο ὄξους μεστόν" σπόγγον οὖν 

μεστὸν τοῦ ὄξους ὑσσώπῳ περιθέντες προσήνεγκαν αὑτοῦ τῷ στόματι. 

Ps. 69 (5 in Heb.) gn ‘spe 'ΝΌΥΡῚ ‘and for my thirst they 
gave me vinegar to drink’. 

LXX καὶ εἰς τὴν δίψαν pov ἐπότισάν pe ὄξος. 

The reference is general merely. 

19. 19° ἐγένετο yap ταῦτα iva ἦ γραφὴ πληρωθῇ ᾿Οστοῦν οὐ συντρι- 

βήσεται αὐτοῦ. 

Ex. 12" ja-MaWN-ND ΟΥ̓) ‘and ye shall break no bone of it’. 

LXX_ καὶ ὀστοῦν οὐ συντρίψετε ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ. 

Num. ο"Σ i2"2¢* N? ὈΥΡῚ ‘and they shall break no bone of it’. 
LXX καὶ ὀστοῦν οὐ συντρίψουσιν ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ. ᾿ 

Ps, 345 (61 in Heb.) ynbyyros Ee 
Ma? XP ma NNN 

‘He keepeth all his bones ; 

Not one of them is broken’, 

LXX [Κύριος] φυλάσσει πάντα τὰ ὀστᾶ αὐτῶν, 

ἐν ἐξ αὐτῶν ov συντριβήσεται. 

The quotation is a free reminiscence. 

20. 19” καὶ πάλιν ἑτέρα γραφὴ λέγει “OWovrar εἰς ὃν ἐξεκέντησαν. 

Zech, 12 PITW ny ὍΝ 0,31) ‘and they shall look on me 
whom they have pierced’. 

LXX xat ἐπιβλέψονται πρὸς μὲ ἀνθ᾽ ὧν κατωρχήσαντο. 
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Some fifty Heb. MSS. read "8 ‘on him’, and it is this text upon 

which Jn. is dependent; or—since WS Τὶ (δι) yoy is scarcely 

possible as a Hebrew construction—he may presuppose the more 

natural reading WOON, The strange LXX rendering is based on 

a reading 11) ‘they danced’, an erroneous transposition of the 

letters of M27 ‘they pierced’. | 

Several LXX MSS,., representing the Lucianic recension, read 

καὶ ἐπιβλέψονται πρὸς μὲ εἰς ὃν ἐξεκέντησαν, which 15 the rendering of. 

Theodotion. Aquila... . σὺν ᾧ ἐξεκέντησαν, Symmachus. .. ἔμπροσθεν 

ἐπεξεκέντησαν. 

It is obvious that Jn. is independent of LXX, whose rendering 
destroys the point of the quotation. The connexion with Theo- 

dotion in the rendering εἰς ὃν ἐξεκέντησαν appears to be fortuitous 

merely, and does not imply that Jn. and Theodotion were dependent 

upon an earlier non-Septuagintal rendering (as suggested by 

Swete, Zntrod. to the O. T. in Greek, p. 398). Ἐκκεντεῖν is the 

natural rendering of “pt (used by LXX in Judg. 9*, 1 Chr. 10%, 

Jer. 44 (37), Lam. 4’, and by Aquila and Symmachus in Isa. 13"); 

and the variation between Jn.’s ὄψονται εἰς dv and Theodotion’s 

ἐπιβλέψονται πρὸς μὲ εἷς ὅν is decisive against common borrowing 

from an earlier Greek source. In the LXX MS. 240 we find the 

rendering ὄψονται πρὸς μὲ εἰς ὃν ἐξεκέντησαν as a doublet, and this no 

doubt is a Christian marginal variant influenced by Jn. The 

Apocalypse, which is thoroughly Hebraic, has an echo of the O.T. 

passage in 1! καὶ ὄψεται αὐτὸν πᾶς ὀφθαλμὸς καὶ οἵτινες αὐτὸν ἐξεκέντησαν. 

Here we notice that the two verbs are the same as those employed 

in Jn. . 

Thus the following classification of Jn.’s O. T. quotations may 

be made: 

(2) Quotations dependent on the Hebrew; Nos. 1, 2, 4, 5, 

11, 14, 15, 20. . 

(5) Quotations agreeing with LXX where this is an accurate 

rendering of the Hebrew; 9, 10, 17. 

(c) Quotations agreeing with LXX where this differs from the 

Hebrew; 8, (5), 18. . 

(4) Free reminiscences ; 4, 7, 8, 12, 16, 18, 19. 

(e) Misreading of an Aramaic original; 6. 
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Under (a) we notice that, while in 4 and 11 the points of agree- 

ment with Heb. against LXX are slight, all the other cases are 

weighty and preclude any other theory than a first-hand knowledge 

of the Heb. text. 

Under (ὁ) the agreement with LXX in 9 and 10 might be acci- 

dental, since the Heb. could scarcely be translated in other words. 

This, however, is a point not to be pressed, since 17 and the three 

cases under (c) show a connexion with LXX which cannot be 

accidental. 

Under (c) we observe that the variations of Jn. and LXX from 

Heb. are very slight, and that the point of the quotations in no way 

depends upon them. In 8 (27) the Heb. reading ‘hath eaten me’ 

is represented by Jn.’s v. 4. κατέφαγεν which has considerable 

attestation. In 5 the variation from Heb. consists only in the 

substitution of Θεοῦ for ‘the Lord’, and in 18 only in the prefixin 

of Κύριε. 7 

We have now to seek an explanation of the fact that, while 

a considerable number of the quotations in Jn. presuppose direct 

use of the Hebrew Bible, certain others are as clearly conformed 

to LXX. We may rule out the possibilities that the writer was 

familiar with both Heb. and LXX, and quoted from both indis- 

criminately ; or that the Gospel is composite, the use of Heb. and 

LXX marking different strands of authorship. There remains the 

theory that the writer used either Heb. or LXX solely, and that 

the variations from his regular usage are the work of a later hand. 

Now it is obvious that the agreements with Heb. cannot be due to 

alteration, since e.g. 2 and 20 exhibit points of connexion vital to the 

quotation which are absent from LXX. ‘On the other hand, all 

the quotations which now agree verbally with LXX might very 

well have been quoted from Heb. and subsequently modified so as 

to agree with LXX, since the variation between Heb. and LXX 

is in every case slight and unimportant. This inference, which 

emerges from a consideration of the quotations as a whole, seems 

to be raised to a certainty by the fact that 5 has points of con- 

nexion with both Heb. and LXX. The words ‘And they shall 

be all taught of God’ agree with Heb. as being an independent 

sentence, and can hardly depend upon LXX, ‘And 1 will make... 

all thy sons to be taught of God’; while the point of connexion 
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with LX X—‘ taught of God’ instead of Heb. ‘taught of the Lord’— 

is just the kind of alteration which might subsequently be made 

under LXX influence. If this be granted, the fact that the writer 

of the Gospel was a Palestinian Jew employing the Heb., and not 

a Hellenist dependent on LXX, is proved. Further, it must 

surely be admitted that slight modifications of passages originally 

quoted from Heb. into verbal agreement with LXX, though they 

might very possibly be made by a reviser or copyist of the Greek 

text, would be far more likely to arise in process of translation into 

Greek from another language, such as Aramaic. And in 6 (7*) we 

have very striking evidence that the language in which the O.T. 
reference was originally cast was Aramaic. 



CHAPTER ΙΧ 

EPILOGUE 

Art the close of this discussion the writer may be expected to 

offer some remarks as to the influence which his theory should, if 

it gains acceptance, exercise upon current historical criticism of the 

Fourth Gospel. This is a task which for two reasons he feels 

somewhat loth to essay. Firstly, the question has been mainly if 

not wholly linguistic, and ought at the outset to be presented for 

consideration uncomplicated by ulterior issues. And secondly, the 

writer is conscious that in attempting to touch upon such larger 

issues he is in danger of getting outside his province; for, while to 

the best of his ability he has made a minute study of the Gospel 

itself, and can claim some knowledge of the external criteria 

bearing upon the question of authorship, he cannot claim con- 

versance with more than a small portion of the gigantic mass of 

modern literature which has been directed towards the solution 

of the Johannine problem. 

Still, it goes without saying that in the course of the linguistic 

investigation the question of its bearing upon the authorship of the 

Gospel has been constantly in his mind. If the theory is soundly 

based, it must surely affect something like a revolution in current 

Johannine criticism ; for, while cutting at the roots of the fashion- 

able assumptions of a particular school of critics, it may be held to 

go even farther, and to demand a re-examination, if not a recon- 

struction, of certain fundamental postulates which have hitherto 

been accepted by all schools of criticism. Thus it may be thought 

fitting that the author of the theory should indicate in brief the 

results to which he believes that it points. 
In the first place, it should establish beyond question the fact 

that the Gospel is a product of Palestinian thought. This is a 

conclusion which emerges with no less clearness even if it be held 

that the evidence which has been offered is insufficient to prove 
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actual translation from Aramaic; for at least it cannot be disputed 

that the case for virtual translation is irrefragable. The author’s 

language is cast throughout in the Aramaic mould. He is 

thoroughly familiar with Rabbinic speculation. He knows his 

Old Testament, not through the medium of the LXX, but in the 

original language. 

If this be granted, the figment of Alexandrine influence upon the 

author must be held finally to be disproved. His Logos-doctrine 

is the development of conceptions enshrined in the Targums, and ~ 

is not derived from Philo. This can hardly be disputed in face 

of the evidence adduced on pp. 35 ff Could New Testament 

scholars ever have arrived at any other conclusion if they had 

approached the subject with an adequate Semitic, as well as a 

Greek, equipment? Not, indeed, that Palestinian Rabbinism was 

wholly uninfluenced by Greek thought; the Midrashim prove the 

contrary. Yet, when this is admitted, Palestinian Jewish thought ~ 

is one thing, Alexandrine Hellenistic thought another. It may be 

true that there is an ultimate connexion between the Logos-concep- 

tion of Philo and that of the Gospel-prologue ; but this connexion 

is no closer than is implied by a common parentage. Philo’s 

doctrine was in no sense the moulding influence of our author’s 

thought. 

It may be observed that the theory that the Gospel was written 

in Aramaic fits in admirably with other well-ascertained results — 

of internal evidence—the author’s intimate knowledge of Pales- 

tinian topography, of Jewish festivals and customs, and of the 

current Messianic expectations at the time of our Lord. On all 

these questions, in which in time past his accuracy has in one way 

or another been impugned, he has been triumphantly vindicated. 

If, in addition, it is proved that he actually wrote in Aramaic, we 

have added the coping-stone which harmoniously completes the 

building. 

Here, however, we find that our theory seems to call for the 

re-opening of a question which is generally supposed to be settled. 

If the Gospel was written in Aramaic, it must surely have been 

written in Palestine or Syria; it could hardly have been written δὲ, 

Ephesus. This conclusion is by no means necessarily at variance 

with the tradition that the author spent the latter part of his life at 
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Ephesus ; for obviously we have the possibility that he may have 

written the Gospel at an earlier period. It may be observed that, 

while tradition generally assigns the writing of the Gospel to 

Ephesus, there are traces of a different opinion. ‘The Muratorian 

Canon seems to state that the Gospel was written before the 

breaking up of the Apostolic circle,* therefore, presumably, in 

Palestine. | 

The assignment of a Palestinian or Syrian origin to the Gospel 

would seem to carry with it an earlier date for its composition than 

that which is commonly accepted (a.D.99 or somewhat later); 

possibly even a considerably earlier one. But this is by no means 

at variance with the facts of internal evidence. Even apart from a 

full acceptance of the theory propounded in the present volume, it 

must surely be admitted that the facts which have been brought 

together greatly strengthen the case for holding that the Gospel is 

‘the work of an eye-witness. The view that it represents the 

mature Christian experience of that witness is doubtless sound ; 

but if we are to assume that he was a man of eighty or more when 

he took up his pen, we are postulating for him a mental vigour 

quite exceptional in one so old. Opinions may differ as to the 

impression of the author’s personality conveyed by the Gospel ; 

but the present writer feels that, while the First Epistle might 

fairly be regarded as the product of extreme old age, the planning 

and execution of the Gospel is hardly consistent with such a 

theory. The age of sixty-five or seventy would at any rate be 

more normal for the composition of a work which exhibits so 

markedly a maturity which is as yet unimpaired. Assuming that 

the author was about twenty at the Crucifixion, this would lead us 

to date the Gospel a.p. 75-80. The question whether it would be 

reasonable to place it even earlier demands an expert knowledge 

of its relation to the Synoptic Gospels and a first-hand conclusion 

as to the dates of these latter; and on these points the writer does 

* The Fourth Gospel is said to be the work of ‘ Ioannis ex discipulis’, The 

occasion of its composition is given as follows: ‘Cohortantibus condiscipulis et 

episcopis suis dixit, Conieiunate mihi hodie triduo et quid cuique fuerit revelatum 

alterutrum nobis enarremus, Eadem nocte revelatum Andreae ex apostolis ut 

recognoscentibus cunctis Ioannes suo noiminé cuncta discriberet.’ Since John 

himself is named ‘one of the disciples’, it seems to follow that ‘his fellow- 

disciples’ (one of whom is Andrew) are the other Apostles. 
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not feel qualified to venture an opinion. We may note, however, 

that there seem to be no indications pointing to a date prior to the 

destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70; the evidence of 57, Ἔστιν δὲ ἐν 

τοῖς Ἱεροσολύμοις ἐπὶ τῇ προβατικῇ κολυμβήθρα. . . πέντε στοὰς ἔχουσα, 

which has been thought to imply that the city was still standing 

intact, being of doubtful validity if the Greek is regarded as a 

translation from Aramaic.* 

On the other hand, there ave a number of indications which 

suggest a certain remoteness, both in time and place, from the 

scenes described, and also seem to imply that the author was not 

writing, at least primarily, for Jews, but for a larger circle of 

Christians. What Jew, or indeed what Gentile inhabitant of 

Palestine, would need to be informed that the Jews have no deal- 

ings with the Samaritans, that Tabernacles was the feast of the 

Jews, or that the festival of the Dedication took place in winter ὃ + 

Of course it might be maintained that the author, writing not 

merely for his contemporaries but for posterity to whom such 

details would not be obvious, took care to insert them; but such a 

theory can hardly claim probability. 

We arrive, then, at the impression that the Gospel was not 

written at an earlier date than a.p. 75-80, nor from Palestine; yet 

on the other hand our theory of an Aramaic original seems to 

demand that it should have originated in an Aramaic-speaking 

country. Thus Syria is indicated, and if Syria, then Antioch. 

* The meaning ‘was’ or ‘ts’ might be left in Aramaic to be inferred from the 
context, or at any rate expressed in such a way that confusion would be easy 

in translation. For *Eorw ... ἔχουσα Cur: has o> Lule ts Joo hu, lit. 

‘Existing was... and existing in it’; Pesh. gs Joo hilo... Joo hu 

‘Existing was... and existing was in it’; while in Pal. Syr. we find ἢ, ὁ 
ors Jooro... Joo ‘Existing is... and ἐφ in it’. Here, however, the only 

time-determining factor is the dot above Joo, which marks it as the Participle 

hawé, not the Perfect λινᾶ. In W. Aramaic there would probably have been no 
mark of distinction. 

ἡ Instances of such touches may be seen in 26.13.28 45.9, 53, 61.4, 72.87, τοῦδ 7718, 

19*!-40. Two of these passages, viz. 2% ἐν τῷ πάσχα ἐν τῇ ἑορτῇ, 6! πέραν τῆς 
θαλάσσης τῆς Τωλιλαίας τῆς Τιβεριάδος, convey the impression of conflation. Of 

course it must be assumed, on the hypothesis of translation, that in 475 (ὁ λεγόμενος 

Χριστός), 5° (Ἑβραϊστί), 19!5 (Λιθόστρωτον, ‘EBp. δέ), 1917 (Kpaviov Ἰόπον, ὃ λέγεται 
‘EBp.), 2ο}6 (Ἐβρ.. .. ὃ λέγεται Διδάσκαλε) the translator has glossed the text for 

the benefit of his readers. It is possible that some of the touches in the first set of 

passages given in this note may be translator's glosses, 

2520 K 
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Though Antioch was a Greek city, it stood not far from the heart 

of the district whence from the earliest times the Aramaic speech 

was diffused, eastward into Mesopotamia and southward through 

Syria and Palestine. The city must have been bilingual, and though 

Greek was doubtless the language of the upper classes, there must 

have been a large substratum of population to whom Aramaic was 

the more familiar language. This follows necessarily from the 

exigencies of trade—both the regularly organized caravan-trade 

from beyond the Euphrates, and the local trade which brought the 

country people into the metropolis to sell their food-stuffs, and to 

add new blood to the population. As we learn from Acts, the 

natural line of expansion for the infant-Church at Jerusalem was 

northward to Antioch. If the writer of the Fourth Gospel really 

spent the last part of his life at Ephesus, then we have in Antioch 

a half-way house between this and Jerusalem ; and if the line of his 

missionary activity was Jerusalem—Antioch—Ephesus he was 

following in the footsteps of St. Paul. | 
It is interesting to note that we are not entirely without external 

indication that St. John was at Antioch and wrote the Gospel there. 

Mr. F. C. Conybeare has quoted a statement translated from a 

Syriac fragment appended to the Armenian translation to the 

commentary of St. Ephrem on Tatian’s Diatessaron: ‘Tohannes 

scripsit illud [evangelium] graece Antiochiae, nam permansit in 

terra usque ad tempus Traiani’.* ‘There exists a wide-spread 

(though not very early) tradition that St. Ignatius was a disciple 

of St. John. The Μαρτύριον ᾿Ιγνατίου (5th or 6th century A.D.) so 

describes him at its opening, and adds later on the scarcely credible 

statement that he and Polycarp (born a.p. 69) had together been 

disciples of the Apostle.t 
The facts which lead the present writer to suggest the theory that 

the Fourth Gospel may have been written at Antioch are as follows : 

1. The Epistles of St. Ignatius (c. Α. Ὁ. 110) are full of Johannine 

Theology. It is true that there is only one passage in them which 

approximates to an actual verbal quotation, but reminiscences of 

the teaching of the Gospel are more numerous than is generally 

* ZNTWV., 19032, p. 193. 

+ Cf. Lightfoot, Apostolic Fathers, Ul. ii, pp. 473 f., who argues against the 

historical value of the statement and seeks to explain how it may have arisen. 
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recognized. Dr. Inge’s conclusion is that ‘Ignatius’ use of the 

Fourth Gospel is highly probable, but falls some way short of 

certainty’.* One of his reasons for this doubtful verdict is ‘our 

ignorance how far some of the Logia of Christ recorded by John 

may have been current in Asia Minor before the publication of the 

Gospel’. This is met if it can be shown that Ignatius was 
probably also acquainted with the First Epistle of St. John; and 

this seems to be the case.t The Ignatian expressions, ὁ ἄρχων τοῦ 

αἰῶνος τούτου and τέκνα φωτὸς ἀληθείας may actually imply acquaintance 

with the original Aramaic of the Gospel. | 
2. Drs. Rendel Harris and Mingana, in their recent edition of 

the Odes and Psalms of Solomon (1920), have made a case for a 

connexion between the Odes and the Letters of Ignatius, and have 

shown that the dependence is almost certainly on Ignatius’s side. 

There is a tradition recorded by the historian Socrates that 

Ignatius instructed the Antiochenes in the composition and singing 

of hymns.t Theophilus of Antioch was also familiar with the 

* The New Testament tn the Apostolic Fathers, by a committee of the Oxford 
Society of Historical Theology, p. 83. 

+ Cf. especially the group of passages reflecting the teaching of 1 Jn. quoted 
from the letter to the Ephesians on p. 154. 

t ‘We must also tell whence the custom of the Church of singing antiphonal 
hymns had its origin. Ignatius, the third bishop after Peter of the Syrian Antioch, 
who also had personal intercourse with the Apostles themselves, saw a vision 

of angels praising the Trinity in antiphonal hymns, and delivered the fashion of 

the vision to the church in Antioch: from whence also the same tradition was 

transmitted to other churches.’—Socrates, HE. vi. 8, quoted by Harris and 

Mingana, p. 43. These editors also aptly call attention (p. 47) to two passages 

in Ignatius’s letters in which he uses chorus-singing as a metaphor for Christian 

harmony; Ephes. 4, ‘Jn your concord and harmonious love Jesus Christ ts sung. 

And do ye, each and all, form yourselves into a chorus, that, being harmonious 

in concord, and taking the key-note of God, ye may ἐμ oneness sing with one voice 

through Jesus Christ unto the Father, that He may both hear you and acknowlcdge 
you by your good deeds to be the members of His Son’ (i. ε. His children) ; Rom. 2, 

‘Forming yourselves into a chorus, in love sing to the Father in Jesus Christ.’ 
These passages find a striking parallel in Ode 41, which begins as follows : 

‘ Let all of us who are the Lord’s bairns, praise Him : 

And let us appropriate the truth of His faith: 

And His children shall be acknowledged by Him : 

Therefore let us sing in Hts love. ᾿ 

Let us, therefore, all of us unite together in the name of the Lord.’ 

The italics draw attention to the parallelism in thought. 

K 2 
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Odes.* It seems clear that they were originally composed in 

Syrinc.t The conclusion of these editors is that they -were 

probably written at Antioch in the first century. 

Now the fact that the writer of the Odes was acquainted with 

the Fourth Gospel can be proved fairly clearly; though here 

again the evidence takes the form of reminiscence of the teaching 

rather than actual verbal quotation. Surprising as this may seem 

in view of the very early date which is assigned to the Odes, it 

is the less surprising if, as on our theory, the date of the Gospel 

is earlier than is commonly supposed; and it becomes quite 

comprehensible if the Gospel was actually composed at Antioch 

and first circulated there in Aramaic. It is noteworthy that a great 

part of the connexions with the thought of the Gospel, both in 

Ignatius’s Letters and in the Odes, are with the Last Discourses, 

Jn. 13—17. 

The evidence for all this appears so highly important that it 

is given in detail in an Appendix. 

The supposed influence of Pauline Theology upon the Fourth 

Gospel in no way conflicts with our new theory as to the date 

and place of the Gospel. A period of twenty years or so allows 

ample time for the principal epistles of St. Paul to have become 

well known at Antioch. The present writer has, however, put 

forward suggestions (pp. 45 ff.) which may indicate a somewhat 

different conclusion, viz. that both St. Paul and the author of the 

Gospel may have been influenced by a common earlier source 

of teaching. Both of them were Rabbinists; and the course of 

the present discussion has revealed several instances of a know- 

ledge of Rabbinic speculation on the part of the Gospel-author 

which is independent of St. Paul. Both again were mystics; but 

there is no reason for assuming that the mysticism of the Gospel 

was a development of Pauline teaching. Mysticism is one of the 

characteristics of the Rabbinic method of treating Scripture ; and 

the question how far this trait in the two Christian writers is 

based on Jewish Haggada is one which calls for further investi- 

gation. The inclusion within the early Church at Jerusalem of 

a large contingent from the priestly class (Acts 67) must almost 

* op. cst. ch, iii. Tt op. cst. ch. xiii. Ζ op. ct. ch. iv. 
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certainly have resulted in the application of Rabbinic speculation 

to the service of the new Faith. 

As to the author of the Gospel—while the conclusion that he 

wrote his Gospel in Aramaic strongly confirms the opinion that he 

was an actual eye-witness of the events which he describes, it 

must be admitted that the clear traces which we have noticed 

of his acquaintance with Rabbinic learning * seem to diminish the 

probability that he was St. John the Apostle. St. Peter and 

St. John impressed the priestly authorities at Jerusalem as ἄνθρωποι 

ἀγράμματοι καὶ ἰδιῶται (Acts 4"); and though the phrase is used in 

connexion with their unexpected eloquence, the paradox consisted, 

not in the fact that having previously been ἀγράμματοι---ἰ. 6. untrained 

in Rabbinic methods of exegesis—they now appeared so to be 

trained ; but in the fact that, though still ἀγράμματοι, they were able 

to speak and argue eloquently and convincingly. It is of course 

conceivable that the Galilaean fisherman, especially if a young 

man, may have had a natural aptitude for assimilating the Rabbinic 

methods of argument; and that, his interest being whetted through 

listening to our Lord’s discussions with the Rabbinists at Jeru- 

salem, he may subsequently have carried his studies farther in 

this direction, e.g. through intercourse with the Christian members 

of the Jewish priesthood. It is clear, however, that if we had 

reason to think that, like St. Paul, he had actually undergone 

a thorough Rabbinic training, much light would be thrown upon 

the Gospel. Weshould then understand how it was that the author 

was able to retain the substance of our Lord’s arguments with his 

former teachers, and why these arguments appealed to him more 

than the simple parabolic teaching which was adapted to the 

Galilaean peasantry. His first-hand use of the Hebrew Bible would 

be explained ; and, supposing that he may also have been the author 

of the Apocalypse, we should understand how he was able tw 

construct this work upon a Biblical Hebrew model. 

Now, as Prof. Delff was the first to remark,t there are details in 

* Cf. especially pp. 35 ff., 43 ff., r10n., 111 ἢ., 116 n. 

+ Gesch. d. Rabbi Jesus v. Nazareth (1899). pp. 67ff. ; Das vierte Evangelium (1890), 

pp. 1 ff. Delff’s theory was followed by Bousset in the 1st ed. of his Ofenbarung 

Johannis (1896., but dropped by him in the and ed. (1906); cf. p .46,n. 2. It is 

regarded with considerable favour by Dr. Sanday, Criticism of the Fourth Gospel, 

pp. 17£., 90, 99 ff. 
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the Gospel which, taken together, strongly suggest that the 

author had some connexion with priestly circles. He (on the 

assumption that he is the unnamed disciple) was known to the 

high priest and gained ready admission to his house, which was 

denied to Peter until he intervened (18,5. He alone of the 

Evangelists mentions the name of the high priest’s servant, Malchus, 

whose ear Peter cut off (18), and also the fact that one of those 

who questioned Peter was a kinsman of Malchus (18%). He has 

special knowledge of persons like Nicodemus and Joseph of 

Arimathaea, who were both members of the Sanhedrin (3'*, 7%, 

19" f-), and seems to have gained inside information as to what 

went on at meetings of the Sanhedrin (7°—”, 11“-*, 12"), which 

-may have come to him through Nicodemus. The fact that, when 

our Lord commended His Mother to his care, he took her εἰς ra 

ἴδια ‘from that hour’ suggests that he had a house at or near 

Jerusalem (197). 

The deduction based on these internal indications serves further 

to explain the remarkable statement of Polycrates of Ephesus that 

John, who reclined on the breast of the Lord, was a priest wearing 

the sacerdotal frontlet (ὃς ἐγενήθη ἱερεὺς τὸ πέταλον πεφορεκώς), which 

otherwise is an insoluble enigma. Moreover, if Polycrates sup- 

posed that John the author of the Gospel was the Apostle St. John, 

it is in the highest degree anomalous that he should mention 

him subsequently to Philip, whom he defines as τῶν δώδεκα ἀπο- 

στόλων, and the daughters of Philip, and should then describe him, 

not as an Apostle, but as μάρτυς καὶ διδάσκαλος simply—this too 

in spite of the fact that ‘he sleeps at Ephesus’ where Polycrates 

himself was bishop, while Philip ‘sleeps at Hierapolis’ (Eusebius, 

ΗΕ. ν. 24). If one of the most famous members of the original 

Apostolic band had actually preceded him in his own see, he 

would surely have named him first of all. 

The familiar quotation from Papias (Eusebius, /7E. iii. 39) seems 

likewise to indicate that the celebrated John of Ephesus was not 

the Apostle. Papias tells us that ‘if any one chanced to come 

my way who had been a follower of the presbyters, I would 

inquire as to the sayings of the presbyters—what Andrew or 

Peter said (εἶπεν), or Philip or Thomas or James or John or 

Matthew, or any other of the Lord’s disciples; and also what 
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Aristion and John the presbyter, the Lord’s disciples, say (λέγουσιν). 

Unless we adopt the view that the Apostles mentioned are termed 

‘the presbyters’* (a view both improbable in itself and also 

apparently excluded by the distinctive application of the term to 

the second John), it is clear from this passage that Papias only 

claims to have learned the Apostles’ sayings at third hand, i.e. 

he learned from his informants what the presbyters said that the 

Apostles said. On the other hand, the obvious deduction from 

the statement ‘also what Aristion and John the presbyter, the 

Lord’s disciples, say’, is that Papias learned the sayings of these 

disciples at second hand; and since the change of tense from 

εἶπεν to λέγουσιν is clearly intentional, it is natural to infer that 

Aristion and the second John were still living, and that Papias might 

have heard them at first hand if he had had the opportunity.t 

If this conclusion is sound, and if the title ‘the Lord’s disciples’ 

implies—as in the first occurrence, where it is applied to the 

Apostles—actual knowledge of our Lord during His earthly life, 

then the date at which Papias collected his materials cannot be 

later than A.D. τοο---ἃ conclusion which fits in with the statement 

of Irenaeus that he was a companion of Polycarp (A.D. 69-155) 

and ‘one of the ancients’ (ἀρχαῖος ἀνήρ). It follows that δ. a.D. 100 

Papias knew of a John whom he termed ‘the presbyter’ (appar- 

ently in distinction from John the Apostle before mentioned), who, 

though an actual disciple of our Lord, was still living at that date, 

and must therefore have been of a very advanced age. On the 

other hand, all that he claims to have learned (or to have 

* This is the view of Eusebius (see foot-note following), and it is taken e. g. by 

Lightfoot, Essays on Supernatural Religion, p. 145, and by Westcott, Canon of the 

N.T. p. jo, n. 1. On the contrary, see Moffatt, Introd. to Literature of N.T2 

Ρ. 599. 
+ Papias does not statein this passage that he was an actual hearer of Aristion 

and John the presbyter, as is unwarrantably assumed by Eusebius; Καὶ ὁ νῦν δὲ 

ἡμῖν δηλούμενος Παπίας τοὺς μὲν τῶν ἀποστόλων λόγους παρὰ τῶν παρηκολουθηκότων 

ὁμολογεῖ παρειληφέναι, ᾿Αριστίωνος δὲ καὶ τοῦ πρεσβυτέρον Ἰωάννου αὐτήκοον ἑαντόν 

φησι γενέσθαι. Why Dr. Lightfoot (Essays on Supern. Rel. p. 146) should accept 

Eusebius’s opinion on this point against the plain sense of the passage is incom- 
prehensible. 

t Haer. V. xxxiii. 4; Eusebius, HE. iii, 39. Α. Ὁ. 100 is adopted by Dr. Sanday 

(Criticism of the Fourth Gospel, pp. 250 f.), as against the extreme date adopted by 

Harnack (c. A.D. 145-60). Eusebius (/7E. iii. 36) states that his episcopate was 

contemporary not only with Polycarp’s, but also with Ignatius’s (d. a. Ὁ. 110). 
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endeavoured to learn) by word of mouth about the Apostolic 

son of Zebedee is what others said that the presbyters said that 

he said; and so far is he from attaching any special prominence 

to him that he mentions him only sixth in a list of seven of the 

Apostles. 

Now Irenaeus tells us that John, ‘the disciple of the Lord’, who 

wrote the Gospel, survived at Ephesus until the times of Trajan,* 

i.e. until after a.p.g8. Ifthis John was the son of Zebedee, would 

Papias—who must certainly have been born long before his 

death, and who was probably collecting his information, if not 

before, at any rate not long after that event, and who was bishop 

of a Church which was close to Ephesus—have been reduced to 

learning at third hand as to his teaching? And since, for one man 

who could give him authentic information as to what Andrew or 

Peter had said, there must (on this hypothesis) have been ten who 

could give him fuller and more recent information as to what John 

the son of Zebedee had said, is it at all likely that the vastly 

superior importance to Papias of John as a witness to our Lord’s 

acts and teaching, involved in the fact of his nearness to him both 

in time and in place, should be ignored to such an extent that he 

only mentions the Apostle sixth in a list of seven ? 
The inference is clear that Papias did not claim to have any 

better knowledge of John the son of Zebedee than he possessed of 

Andrew, Peter, and the rest who had died years before he began 

to collect his materials. The absence of such a claim fits in with 

the statement attributed to him by Philippus Sidetes (5th cent.) and 

Georgius Hamartolus (gth cent.) that John and James his brother 

were slain by the Jews, which certainly seems to imply that John 

the son of Zebedee did not survive to a ripe old age in Asia, but 

lost his life through Jewish persecution, and therefore probably in 

Palestine and prior to the destruction of Jerusalem in a. Ὁ. 70.t 
There exists, however, yet another statement attributed to Papias 

in an argument prefixed to a Vatican MS. of the Fourth Gospel 

(9th cent.):—‘ Evangelium Iohannis manifestatum et datum est 

ecclesiis ab Iohanne adhuc in corpore constituto, sicut Papias 

* Haer. 11. xxii. 53 UI. i. 3 LID. iii. 4. 

+ On further evidence as to the martyrdom cf. Moffatt, Introd. to Lit. of N.T.* 

pp. 6ο: ff. ; and most recently, Charles, Revelation, i, pp. xlv ff. 

7 Se 
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nomine Hierapolitanus, discipulus Iohannis carus, in exotericis, id 

est in extremis [externis] quinque libris retulit. Descripsit vero 

evangelium dictante Iohanne recte’.* Confused and improbable 

as this statement seems in detail, we have no grounds for question- 

ing the main facts, viz. that Papias may have stated that the 

author of the Gospel was John of Asia who survived into his 

own times. ; 

If, however, the other statement referred to Papias means that 

John the son of Zebedee suffered martyrdom in Palestine prior to 

A.D. 70, the statement as to the writing of the Gospel can only be 

squared with it on the assumption that the references are to two 

different Johns—in the first case to the Apostle, in the second to 

John of Asia, i.e. the presbyter. 

Now the writer of the Second and Third Epistles of St. John 

actually describes himself as ὁ πρεσβύτερος, and the inference from 

the contents of the Epistles is that they were not intended to be 

anonymous, but that this title was sufficient to mark the writer’s 

identity. If they are rightly ascribed to John, the inference that 

this is the Ἰωάννης ὃ πρεσβύτερος of Papias is obvious.t Dr. Charles 

in his Commentary on Revelation (i, pp. xxxiv ff.) has argued from 

a careful linguistic study that the Fourth Gospel and the three 

Epistles of St. John are by the same author. It follows that the 

Gospel is the work of John the presbyter, and that the tradition 

that it was composed at Ephesus is wrapped up with the fact of his 

authorship. Thus the earliest Asian tradition, as represented by 

Papias and Polycrates and confirmed by the testimony of the 

Second and Third Epistles, points to the presbyter and not the son 

of Zebedee as the author of the Gospel. 

* Cf. Lightfoot, Essays on Supern. Rel. pp. 210 ff.; Westcott, Canon of N.T. 

p.77,n.1. Lightfoot (p. 214) has an ingenious suggestion as to the way in which 

the statement may have arisen that Papias was actually the amanuensis of John. 

‘Papias may have quoted the Gospel “ delivered by John to the Churches, which 

they wrote down from his lips” (ὃ dwéypagov ἀπὸ τοῦ στόματος αὐτοῦ) ; and some 
later writer, mistaking the ambiguous ἀπέγραφον, interpreted it ‘7 wrote down”, 

‘thus making Papias himself the amanuensis.’ 

+ This seems to be hinted by Eusebius, HE. iii. 25: Τῶν 8° ἀντιλεγομένων, 

yvoplyow δ᾽ οὖν ὅμως τοῖς πολλοῖς ... ἡ ὀνομαζομένη δευτέρα καὶ τρίτη Ἰωάννου, εἴτε 

τοῦ εὐαγγελιστοῦ τυγχάνουσαι, εἴτε καὶ ἑτέρου ὁμωνύμον ἐκείνῳ. The view is 

definitely taken by Jerome, de vsris illust. cc. 9 and 18. 



138 EPILOGUE 

Our evidence, however, is incomplete without examination of the 

testimony of St. Irenaeus, which is important because, in the well- 

known passage from his letter to Florinus (Eusebius, HE. v. 20), 

he states that in his boyhood (mais ἔτι dv) he was a hearer of 

Polycarp and could remember his description of ‘his intercourse 

with John and with the rest who had seen the Lord’. Irenaeus 

appears unjustly to have suffered considerable misrepresentation. 

While claimed on the one hand as a conclusive witness to the 

fact that the John of Ephesus was the Apostle St. John, he is 

commonly accused, on the other hand, by the opponents of this 

theory of having mistaken the meaning of his teacher Polycarp, 

and supposed that he was referring to the Apostle when all the 

time he was speaking of the presbyter. Similarly, he is taken to 

task by Eusebius (HE. iii. 39) because he describes Papias as 

ὃ ᾿Ιωάννου μὲν ἀκουστής, Πολυκάρπου δὲ ἑταῖρος γεγονώς. Eusebius’s 

comment on this statement is Αὐτός ye μὴν 6 Παπίας κατὰ τὸ 

προοίμιον τῶν αὐτοῦ λόγων, ἀκροατὴν μὲν Kal αὐτόπτην οὐδαμῶς ἑαυτὸν 

γενέσθαι τῶν ἱερῶν ἀποστόλων ἐμφαίνει, παρειληφέναι δὲ τὰ τὴς πίστεως 

παρὰ τῶν ἐκείνοις γνωρίμων. The error of which he is accused 

by Eusebius is cited by modern critics as enhancing the 

probability that he made the additional error of mistaking 

Polycarp’s reminiscences of the presbyter as referring to the 

Apostle. | 

In reality, it is doubtful whether Irenaeus makes any mistake at 

all. The true state of affairs may best be gathered by tabulating 

all his references to the author of the Fourth Gospel, whom he 

also regarded as author of the Apocalypse.* 

Occurrences. 
‘John the disciple of the Lord’ 

In references to the Gospel . 9 
In references to the Apocalypse . 3 
In references to incidents at Ephesus . 2 

Total 14 

* These computations are as complete as the writer could make them; but he 

cannot claim that they are more than approximately so. They cover the fragments 

as well as the Contra Haer. Under ‘John’ a few Gospel references referring to 

the son of Zebedee have not been reckoned. 
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‘The disciple of the Lord’ . 
‘ His disciple John’ 
‘John’ 

In references to the Gospel . - =. 20 
In references to the Apocalypse . : . Io 
In references to incidents at Ephesus . x ἃ 

Total 31 

‘The Apostle’. : ᾿ ; ‘ x. = τὰ 

With these references we may compare Irenaeus’s references to 

other Evangelists and Apostles : 

‘Matthew the Apostle’. . ; : : . it 
‘Matthew’ elsewhere. 

‘Mark the interpreter and disciple of Peter’ . 1 
‘Mark the disciple and interpreter of Peter’ . 1 
‘Mark ’ elsewhere. 

‘Luke the follower and disciple of the Apostles’. 1 
‘Luke the disciple and attendant of the Apostles’ 1 
‘Luke the attendant of Paul’. o> ἢ 
‘Luke’ elsewhere. 

‘Peter the Apostle’. ; : ΟΣ 
‘Peter ’ elsewhere. 

‘Paul the Apostle’. eee 17 
‘Paul, being the Apostle of the Gentiles’ ΟΣ 
‘Paul His Apostle’. : : : : ΟΣ 
‘Paul’. ‘ : ; ‘ ; bie ay . 64 
‘The Apostle’. : ‘ ; : : . 74 

Here we notice the extraordinary care which Irenaeus takes 

accurately to define the position and authority of his witnesses. 

This comes out especially in his description of Mark and Luke; 

whilé Matthew alone of the Synoptists is correctly given the title 

of Apostle. 

We notice again that, while Matthew, Peter, and Paul are 

defined as Apostles, John #s never so defined by name. It is true 

that in two passages which come near together (Haer. I. ix. 2, 3) he 

is mentioned as ‘the Apostle’ simply, having just previously been 

cited as ‘John’; but this is different from the direct attachment of 
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the title to his name. Irenaeus, when not specially defining the 

rank of his witnesses, uses the term ‘Apostle’ in a wider sense. 

Thus in Haer. III. xi. 9, after a summary of the teaching and 

scope of the four Gospels, he remarks, ‘Having thus ascertained 

the opinion of those who delivered the Gospel to us... let us 

proceed to the remaining Apostles’; and again in IV. pref. 1, 

‘Accordingly, in the book before this we have set forth the 

sentence of the Apostles upon them all’. There are several 

passages in which John is included by inference among the 

Apostles ; II. xxii. 5, ‘And all the elders testify, who in Asia 

conferred with John the disciple of the Lord, that John had 

handed down these facts; for he abode with them until the times 

of Trajan. And some of them saw not only John, but also other 

Apostles’; III. iii. 4, ‘And Polycarp too, who had not only been 

trained by the Apostles, and had conversed with many of those 

who had seen Christ, but also had been constituted by the Apostles 

bishop over Asia in the church of Smyrna... having always taught 

these things, which he had learned from the Apostles’ ; ‘And there 

are some who have been told by him (Polycarp) that John the 

disciple of the Lord, when he had gone to have a bath at Ephesus 

...and Polycarp too himself. ... Such pious care had the Apostles 

and their disciples, &c.’; ‘Yea, and the church at Ephesus, having 

had both Paul for its founder, and John to abide among them 

until the times of Trajan, is a true witness of the tradition of the 

Apostles’; Letter to Victor (Eusebius, HE. v. 24), ‘For neither 

could Anicetus persuade Polycarp not to observe (the Quarto- 

deciman practice), inasmuch as he had always observed it with 

John the disciple of our Lord and the rest of the Apostles with 

whom he had associated ’. 

Let us attach full weight to these passages (which the writer 

believes are all which come into question), and we are still brought 

to a standstill by the fact that, if Irenaeus believed John of Ephesus 

to have been one of the Twelve Apostles, it is most remarkable that he 

never styles him ‘ John the Apostle’, but always ‘John the disciple 

of the Lord’. We note specially the fact that even where the four 

Evangelists are most carefully described in III. ix. 1; x. 1,6; xi. 1, 

and the first of them figures as ‘Matthew the Apostle’, John is 

still simply ‘John the disciple of the Lord’. Had.Irenaeus taken 
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him for the Apostle John, it would have been so natural in this 

case to have added ‘who was one of the twelve Apostles’. We 

are bound also to contrast the way in which he is only twice 

referred to unnamed as ‘the Apostle’, with the 74 occasions on 

which St. Paul is so styled. 

Now arises the question—Whence did Irenaeus obtain this 

distinctive title, ‘the disciple of the Lord’? It is not derived from 

the Fourth Gospel ; for, had this been so, we should have expected 

‘the disciple whom Jesus loved’. Looking at the titles of other 

witnesses, we observe that ‘Mark the interpreter and disciple of 

Peter’ seems clearly to depend upon Papias’s statement, Μάρκος μὲν 

ἑρμηνευτὴς Πέτρου γενόμενος. . . Οὔτε yap ἤκουσε τοῦ Κυρίου, οὔτε παρη- 

κολούθησεν αὐτῷ’ ὕστερον δέ, ὡς ἔφην, Πέτρῳ (Eusebius, HE. iii. 39). 

In the same way, we observe that Papias styles Aristion and John 

the presbyter of τοῦ Κυρίου μαθηταί. It is true that in the same 

paragraph he subjoins 9 ris ἕτερος τῶν τοῦ Κυρίου μαθητῶν to the 

names of the seven Apostles whom he mentions, and so may be 

taken to include them as payrat. Here, however, we mark a 

difference ; since the sense obviously is that Papias was anxious to 

gain information coming from any (presumably deceased) μαθητὴς 

Κυρίου (i.e. direct associate of the Lord), whether Apostle or other- 

wise. But in the cases of Aristion and John the presbyter οἱ τοῦ 

Κυρίου μαθηταί is their distinctive tile, i.e. they were not Apostles, 

but they were (presumably) associates of our Lord who fell into 

a class by themselves as still living when Papias was collecting his 

information. 

On the basis of these facts we conclude without hesitation that 

by ‘John the disciple of the Lord’ Irenaeus means John the pres- 

byter, and that when he refers to Papias as ὃ Ἰωάννου μὲν ἀκουστής, 

he is at any rate as correct as Eusebius when he says ὁ viv δὲ ἡμῖν 

δηλούμενος Παπίας... τοῦ πρεσβυτέρου Ἰωάννου αὐτήκοον ἑαυτόν φησι 

γενέσθαι. It is Eusebius who, jumping to the conclusion that John 

the Apostle (mentioned sixth by Papias in his list of seven 

Apostles) must be the Evangelist (σαφῶς δηλῶν τὸν εὐαγγελιστήν), 

attaches to Irenaeus the charge of misconstruing Papias’s evidence 

which has stuck to him ever since. In reality Irenaeus appears to 

be an impeccable witness as to the early Asian tradition in regard 

to John ; and he completes our evidence that John the Evangelist 
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and disciple of the Lord, who survived to old age at Ephesus, was 

not the son of Zebedee, but the presbyter. 

Thus all the early Asiatic evidence, i.e. all the external evidence 

that matters, unites in indicating that the only John of Ephesus 

was John the presbyter, and that he wrote the Fourth Gospel. 

This, as we have seen, fits in wonderfully well with the internal 

evidence which favours the view that the author was not John the 

son of Zebedee, but a Jerusalemite of priestly family. There are, 

however, other internal considerations which may seem to tell 

against this view. If there were not, then surely there would be 

no problem of authorship remaining. 

The first difficulty is the finding of a place among the com- 

panions of our Lord for a young man of priestly family who was 

not one of the twelve Apostles. This is largely based, it seems, 

upon the presupposition that the Apostles were our Lord’s only 

openly-confessed adherents and regular companions. This of 
course is not the case. There were others from whom the seventy 

(or, according to the alternative reading of WH., seventy-two) 

missioners were drawn, who must, we may conjecture, have com- 

panied with Him not a little before they were fit to be entrusted 

with their mission. Yet of these we should know nothing apart 

from Lk. τοῦ, There were, again, the women who accompanied 

Him during a part at least of His evangelistic tours, and minis- 

tered to Him and His Apostles out of their substance. Of this 

fact too we should have been ignorant but for Lk. 81:8, According 

to St. Paul in 1 Cor. 15°, one of our Lord’s Resurrection-appear- 

ances was ‘to above five hundred brethren at once’. After | 

the Ascension the number of ‘the brethren’ at Jerusalem is 

given in Acts 1” as about one hundred and twenty, all of whom, 

apparently (perhaps with the addition of other disciples who had 

come up to Jerusalem for the Feast), received the outpouring 

of the Spirit at Pentecost. 7 

Thus, if it were necessary to suppose that the young priestly 

disciple regularly accompanied our Lord upon His travels, this 

would not constitute an insuperable difficulty. But it is not so 

necessary; and indeed the probability is against such a theory. 

Let us ask ourselves—How is it probable that our Lord would 

have dealt with a young man of good family and priestly con- 
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nexions whom we may assume to have been a mere youth (perhaps 

not more than sixteen), who was keenly desirous of joining Him 

and becoming His disciple? Is it not likely that, while reading his 

heart and recognizing the great sincerity of his desire, He would— 

just because of his youth and the great renunciation of home and 

prospects which He knew that the step would entail—have refused 

with all tenderness to allow him at once to throw in his lot with 

the Apostolic band, and commanded him for the time to remain at 

home at Jerusalem? Meanwhile, whenever our Lord came up to 

Jerusalem and engaged in discussion with the Rabbinists, the 

young disciple would be there, making as much as he could of the 

great Teacher’s temporary presence, keenly following the debates 

which his scholastic training so well enabled him to appreciate, 

drinking in every word of the subtle arguments of which the 

Galilaean Apostles could make nothing.* 

Thus may well be explained the fact that the great bulk of the 

Gospel has to do with scenes and discourses at or near Jerusalem, 

the Galilaean episodes taking a comparatively subordinate part. 

And, in assessing the qualities in the young disciple which made 

him pre-eminently ‘the disciple whom Jesus loved’, shall we be 

wrong in attaching full weight to the xtellectual bond—the fact that 

the youth’s upbringing enabled him, in a far fuller measure than 

the untrained and more slow-witted Galilaean Apostles (at least 

before Pentecost), to enter into our Lord’s point of view, to follow 

* It is important to notice that the opinion of Jewish scholars distinctly favours 

the general historical character of the discourses in the Fourth Gospel, as repre- 

senting one aspect of our Lord’s teaching. Cf. the words of Dr. Abrahams in his 

essay ‘ Rabbinic aids to exegesis’, Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 181. ‘One of the 

most remarkable facts about the writings of recent Jewish critics of the New 

Testament has been that they have tended on the whole to confirm the Gospel 

picture of external Jewish life, and where there is discrepancy, these critics tend 

to prove that the blame lies not with the New Testament originals but with 
their interpreters. Dr, Gidemann, Dr. Bichler, Dr, Schechter, Dr. Chwolson, 

Dr. Marmorstein, have all shown that the Talmud makes credible details which 

many Christian expositors have been rather inclined to dispute. Most remarkable 

of all has been the cumulative strength of the arguments adduced by Jewish 

writers favourable to the authenticity of the discourses in the Fourth Gospel, 

especially in relation to the circumstances under which they are reported to have 
been spoken. Much more may be expected in this direction, for Jewish scholars 

have only of late turned themselves to tle close investigation of the New 

Testament.’ 
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His expositions of the inner meaning of the Old Testament, and to 

grasp the fact that He was in the highest sense the embodiment 

of its ideals ? 

It is only natural that such a disciple should have been present 

at the Last Supper, and that the Apostles should not have grudged 

him a place next his Lord to which his deep affection and high 

gifts entitled him.* Nor is it surprising, even apart from his 

* It would, however, not be strange if the position of privilege granted by our 

Lord to the young disciple should have excited the disapproval of some members 

at least of the Apostolic Twelve. Lk. a27!-®4—a passage of extraordinary interest 

as appearing to offer a summary of the events of the fuller narrative contained in 

Jn. 13—states in v.%, "Eyévero δὲ καὶ φιλονεικία ἐν αὐτοῖς, τὸ τίς αὐτῶν δοκεῖ εἶναι 
μείζων. This is met by our Lord's words of reproof, in which ἐγὼ δὲ ἐν μέσῳ ὑμῶν 
εἰμὶ ὡς ὃ διακονῶν is the verbal summary with which the foot-washing of Jn. 13 

corresponds as the acted parable. Occasion for the Apostles’ strife as to pre- 

cedence may, as Dr. Plummer suggests, have arisen respecting the places at the 

Last Supper; but when we consider that the Twelve must presumably have sat 

at meals alone with their Master on many other occasions, the reason why the 

strife should have arisen on ¢és occasion of all others is not apparent. Supposing, 

however, that this time the circle was enlarged by admission of the young disciple, 

and that he was placed by our Lord next to Himself, it may be that we have found 

the cause of this outbreak of φιλονεικία. Adopting this hypothesis, we seem to 

read our Lord's words of reproof with a new understanding. In the injunction 

ἀλλ᾽ ὁ μείζων ἐν ὑμῖν γινέσθω ws ὁ νεώτερος the young disciple John becomes the 

concrete example of 6 νεώτερος, which seems almost to acquire the meaning, ‘this 

youth’ (cf. Mk. 9*8—“! and parallels). Again, the point of v. 38 appears to stand out 
more clearly : ‘But ye (Apostles, in contrast to this young disciple) are they which 

have continued with Me in My temptations ; and I appoint unto you a kingdom, 

even as My Father hath appointed unto Me, that ye may eat and drink at My table 

in My kingdom, and sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel’. These 

words, with all the fullness of promise which they undoubtedly contain, seem to be 

cast—with something like a touch of irony—in language adapted to appeal to the 

then-condition of the Apostles’ ideals. 

If our theory be true, the relation of the Twelve to St. John presents a close 

analogy to that of Martha to Mary (Lk. ro%-#?), Like Martha they were eager 
to spend and be spent in the service of their Master; but they were not, at that 

stage, endowed with the religious insight and spiritual (as distinct from practical) 

devotion possessed by Mary and the young disciple John, John, like Mary, had 

chosen the good part, which was not to be taken away from him. 

If such was the occasion which led to the sublime example of the foot-washing, 

we see at once why the Fourth Evangelist gives no hint of the special circumstances 

which led up to it. As elsewhere, he suppresses his own personality as far as 

possible ; and would, we may think, be the more careful to do so if it was his own 

position at the Supper which excited the envy of the Twelve. It may be added 

that the words μετὰ τῶν δώδεκα ΜΚ. 1417, μετὰ τῶν δώδεκα [μαθητῶν] Mt. 26%, καὶ of 

ἀπόστολοι σὺν αὐτῷ Lk. 2.214, by no means exclude the presence of a non-Apostolic 

guest at the Supper. The presence of John (as we picture him) might well have 
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devotion, that when the Galilaeans fled in panic at the arrest, 

he should have followed on and entered boldly into the high 

priest’s house. . 

We have now, it may be observed, further explained the bond 

of union between St. John and St. Paul to which allusion has 

already been made. Similarity of social position, a common 

Rabbinic training, common ideals and pride of race and enthusiasm 

for Judaism in its higher developments, account for much. We 

seem here to find explained the remarkable double attitude towards 

the Jews which characterizes both the Christian converts. If 

from one point of view the unbelieving Jews excite St. Paul’s 

keenest antipathy, as those ‘who both killed the Lord Jesus and the 

prophets, and drave out us, and please not God, and are contrary 

to all men; forbidding us to speak to the Gentiles that they may 

be saved ; to fill up their sins alway: but the wrath is come upon 

them to the uttermost’ (1 Thess. 2"); from another he can assert 

with all earnestness, ‘I could wish myself anathema from Christ 

for my brethren’s sake, my kinsmen according to the flesh: who 

are Israelites; whose is the adoption, and the glory, and the 

covenants, and the giving of the law, and the cultus, and the 

promises; whose are the fathers, and of whom is Christ after 

the flesh’ (Rom. οὗ, and can speak not without satisfaction 

of the privileges which he inherited as ‘a Hebrew of Hebrew 
parents’ and the recipient of a thorough training in the strictest 

principles of Judaism (Phil. 3**). So to St. John ‘the Jews’ 

from one point of view stand as the embodiment of unbelief and 

hardened opposition to the Embodiment of Light and Truth; yet 

from another he can record (with certainly a strong touch of 

national feeling) our Lord’s words to the Samaritan woman, ‘Ye 

worship that which ye know not: we worship that which we know: 

for salvation is from the Jews’ (Jn. 4”), and can refer, with a glow 

of enthusiasm, to ‘the last day, the great day of the feast’ of 

Tabernacles (Jn. 7°). 

It was precisely the grasp of Judaism from the inside only 

seemed not to call for record. He may have counted for no more to the Apostles 

at that time than would nowadays a young scholar and thinker in the minds of men 

of practical ability holding high official positions in the Church. 

5520 L 
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possible to a trained Rabbinic scholar which emphasized the sense 

of its privileges and opened out the vista of its lofty possibilities 

in the light of the teaching of Him who was seen to be both 

its supreme exponent and its ultimate goal; while at the same 

time strengthening the recoil from those its professed teachers 

and practitioners who resolutely shut their ears to and re- 

sisted the Truth, and would not come to Him that they 

might have life. Such scholars were St. Paul and the Fourth 

Evangelist. 

The other difficulty which may be urged against our view lies 
in the fact that there are indications in the Gospel which un- 

doubtedly may be taken to point to John the son of Zebedee as 
the author. This conclusion, however, is largely bound up with 

the line of reasoning with which Dr. Westcott has familiarized 

us, in which we first take our stand upon the indubitable indica- 

tions that the author of the Gospel was an eye-witness, and then 

argue —if an eye-witness, then an Apostle ; if an Apostle, then John 

the son of Zebedee. If, however, the inference from eye-witness 

to Apostle may be questioned (as the present writer has questioned 

it in the preceding argument), and if the grounds upon which it is 

questioned be held to be valid, then the case for the authorship 

of John the son of Zebedee is clearly weakened. The fact that 

John the son of Zebedee is not mentioned by name is weighty 

if the author must needs be an Apostle. If there are grounds 

for holding that he was not an Apostle, then this omission falls 

into the same category as the omission of the names of James 

the son of Zebedee, Matthew, James the son of Alphaeus, Simon 

Zelotes, and possibly Bartholomew, i.e. it may be due to accident. 

We may feel surprise that two of the Apostles who so frequently 

in the Synoptic Gospels accompany Peter as special attendants 

of our Lord should not receive mention; but we should hardly be 

justified in arguing from this that one of these unnamed Apostles 

must be the author, even in the absence of strong indications to 

the contrary. From the opening of ch. a1 it is clear that the 

disciple whom Jesus loved is included under οἱ τοῦ Ζεβεδαίου on 

the ordinary view, but under ἄλλοι ἐκ τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ δύο upon the 

view whicn we are maintaining; and it is legitimate to argue 

that, since the author always elsewhere deliberately conceals his 

του es cee 
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identity, the latter conclusion is (apart from evidence to the con- 

trary) more probable than the former.* 
The argument from the fact that the disciple whom Jesus loved 

is brought into connexion with Peter three times in rather special 

circumstances (13%-, 20?#-, 21°°f-) is weakened when we reflect that 

Peter stood in a special relation to our Lord as leader of the 

Apostolic band, and therefore any one else who for any reason 

likewise stood in a special relation was bound to come into close 

connexion with Peter. In 13%#- all that the connexion amounts 

to is that a privileged Apostle of greater boldness than the others 

suggested a question to a disciple whom he recognized as still 

more intimate with our Lord than himself; in 212°f- that, having 

heard a prediction as to his own future, he inquired as to the 

fate of that other who was similarly united to his Master by 

a special tie of devotion. The remaining passage, 20" -, suggests 

indeed that the two disciples were lodging together—or it may 

have been, keeping vigil—in the same abode ; but this is natural in 

the circumstances. The very facts that the younger disciple had 

witnessed Peter’s denial, and at the same time was animated by 

a kindred affection for our Lord which would make him understand 

the better the dreadful grief of the repentant Apostle, would un- 
doubtedly draw him close to him in the hour of need. 

We are left, then, with the account in Jn. 1%#- of the first 

meeting with Jesus of the two disciples of St. John Baptist, one 

of whom we are told was Andrew the brother of Simon Peter, 

and the other, we infer, was the author of the Gospel. Inv.* 

it is said of Andrew, εὑρίσκει otros πρῶτον τὸν ἀδελφὸν τὸν ἴδιον Σίμωνα, 

and from this Dr. Westcott draws the deduction—‘ The words 

imply that some one else was afterwards found; and from the form 

of the sentence we may conclude that this is James the brother 

of John’. 

This narrative is not a duplicate of the account of the call of the 

two pairs of Apostles in Mk. 1'-*=Mt. 4'**, for (not to speak 

of the difference in detail) the scene is different—in Jn. Bethabara 

(or Bethany) beyond Jordan, where John was baptizing; in the 

Synoptists, the sea of Galilee. The two accounts may quite well 

* Notice the similarity of the phrase to ἐκ τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ δύο 158, ὁ ἄλλος 
μαθητής 207-5.4.8, 

L2 
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be harmonized if we suppose that the definite call (Δεῦτε ὀπίσω pov) 

of the Synoptic narrative came subsequently to the virtual call 

described by Jn.; and on this view the readiness of the disciples 

at once to leave their occupations and follow Christ receives 

considerable elucidation—they came at once without question 

because they had already been prepared for the call by the meeting 

described in Jn. 

It muse be remarked, however, that while this conclusion is 

clear as regards Andrew and Peter, the question as to the second 

disciple mentioned in Jn. 1%: is involved in considerable obscurity. 

In the first place, we cannot be quite sure that the author of the 

Gospel is referring to himself; though this assumption is natural, 

and explains the author’s detailed knowledge of the circumstances, 

both here and in the preceding vv.*#-, Secondly, Dr. Westcott’s 

deduction from the statement εὑρίσκει οὗτος πρῶτον κτλ. is surely 

much too categorical. Why should πρῶτον imply that some one 

else was afterwards found? Comparing the use of the adverb 

in Mt. 6° ζητεῖτε δὲ πρῶτον τὴν βασιλείαν καὶ τὴν. δικαιοσύνην αὐτοῦ, 

we may say rather that it implies that Andrew made τ his frrst 

business to find his brother—‘ found him then and there’. If, then, 

the author of the Gospel is describing his own first interview with 

our Lord, there is nothing in the narrative which really conflicts 

with the theory that he was not the son of Zebedee but a member 

of a priestly family from Jerusalem. It is quite likely that such 

a one may have joined the multitudes who flocked to hear the 

Baptist, may have attached himself to him as a disciple and so 

have formed a friendship with Andrew, from whom incidentally 

he may at a later time have learned the details of the feeding 

of the five thousand (cf. 6°), if, as on our view, he was not permitted 

to become a constant follower of our Lord, but was an actual 

eye-witness of the Jerusalem-scenes only. 

In endeavouring thus to strike a balance between the two views 

of authorship which we have been discussing—Apostle or young 

priestly disciple—we find that, while there is much both in internal 

and external evidence which is difficult to harmonize with the 
former view, the latter view seems wholly to be supported by 

the earliest external evidence, and to have the preponderant 

support of internal evidence; such internal indications as may 
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seem, at first sight, to tell against it, being amenable to a reason- 

able solution. | 

A last point to which reference must briefly be made is the 

bearing of our theory of an Aramaic original for the Fourth 

Gospel upon the question of the authorship of the Apocalypse. 

In making the few remarks which he has to offer on this subject, 

the writer would guard against the impression that he has come 

to a fixed opinion. He has not studied the Apocalypse sufficiently 

thoroughly to do this. All that he has to put forward are certain 

obvious considerations which seem necessarily to arise out of his 

new theory as to the Gospel. 

The case against the view that the Gospel and Apocalypse are 

by the same author has always been based chiefly upon the differ- 

ence in Greek style. It is held that the extraordinary solecisms 

of the Apocalypse find no parallel in the Gospel, in which the 

language ‘flows along smoothly from the prologue to the end; 

there is no startling phrase, no defiance of syntax; if it is 

obviously the work of one who was more familiar with the con- 

struction of the Semitic than of the Greek sentence, yet the author 

seldom or never offends against definite laws. In these respects 

he not only differs from the Apocalyptist, but stands at the opposite 

pole to the eccentricities, the roughnesses, the audacities of the 

latter ’.* | 
It is obvious that, if the Gospel is a translation from Aramaic, 

the criterion of Greek style as differentiating the two books at once 

falls to the ground. On the other hand, if the Gospel was written 

in Aramaic prior to the author’s arrival in Ephesus somewhat late 

in his life, and he then adopted Greek owing to the exigencies of 

his new surroundings, such Greek as we find in the Apocalypse 

would not be surprising.t 

* Swete, Apocalypse?, p. cxxviii. It may be remarked that this estimate of the 

smoothness of the Greek of the Gospel is perhaps somewhat exaggerated in 

face e.g. of the group of passages which the present writer has brought together 

on pp. ror ff. . 

t It may be urged that, if the Gospel is a translation, the Ep’stles still remain; - 

and they, though presumably written in Greek, do not display the solecisms of 

the Apocalypse. But the Epistles may well have been dictated to an amanuensis, 
who was in some degree responsible for the correctness of the Greek; and possibly 

this amanuensis may have been the translator of the Gospel. 
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Again, we have to notice that, as Dr. Charles has ably pointed 

out, the author of the Apocalypse frames his style upon a Biblical 

Hebrew model. Such a knowledge of Biblical Hebrew, though 

unexpected in a Galilaean fisherman, would be natural in a trained 

Rabbinic scholar. We have found reason to believe that the 

author of the Gospel was such a scholar; and it seems necessary 

to hold that the author of the Apocalypse, who must likewise have 

been a Palestinian, was similarly equipped.* 

It is a remarkable fact that, though Dr. Charles holds that the 

author of the Apocalypse was not the author of the Gospel, the 

description which he gives (i, p. xliv) of the characteristics of 

the former is applicable, in its main details, to the latter according 

to the conclusions which we have formed in the present discussion- 

Thus we are told that the author of the Apocalypse ‘ was a Pales- 

tinian Jew. He was a great spiritual genius, a man of profound 

insight and the widest sympathies’. He had an ‘intimate acquain- 

tance with the Hebrew text of the O.T.’ ‘The fact that he thought 

in Hebrew and translated its idioms literally into Greek, points to 

Palestine as his original home.’ ‘His extraordinary use of Greek 

appears to prove not only that he never mastered the ordinary 

Greek of his own times, but that he came to acquire whatever 

knowledge he had of this language when somewhat advanced in 

years.’ All these characteristics are precisely those which we 

should expect that the author of the Fourth Gospel would display 
if he turned himself to the composition of a book like the 

Apocalypse. Is this coincidence merely accidental ? 

The following is a rough list of Semitisms common to the Fourth 

Gospel and the Apocalypse : 

_Asyndeton (cf. p. 49), which is an Aramaic characteristic, is 

naturally not to be expected in a work which conforms itself to 

Biblical Hebrew style. The author of Apoc. slips into it, however, 

* Dr. Charles is hardly accurate in speaking (i, p. xliv) of ‘his use of Hebrew 

practically as his mother tongue (for Hebrew was still the language of learned 

discussions in Palestine)’. The language of learned discussion in Palestine was 

New Hebrew, which is in many respects more closely akin to Aramaic than to the 

classical Hebrew in which this writer correctly finds the author's model (cf. p. 17, 

foot-note). Rabbinic scholars were, however, naturally skilled in their knowledge 

of the O.T. in the original ; and the author is deliberately modelling his style upon 

the O.T. and not upon New Hebrew. 
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not infrequently towards the end of his book, possibly owing to the 

fact that Aramaic was his mother-tongue. It may be noted that 
Aramaic has influenced New Hebrew in this respect (cf. p. 50). 
Cf. Apoc. 16°, 19, 20°**" 21΄, 2918.17, 

Parataxis (cf. p. 56). The co-ordination of sentences by καί... 

καί is so frequent in Apoc. that it needs no illustration. 

Non-use of Aorist Participle describing action anterior to Fin intte 

verb. There seems to be only one instance, viz. ἐπιστρέψας εἶδον 1%. 

In Jn. the usage is far less frequent than in the Synoptists 

(cf. p. 56). 

Avoidance of the Genitive absolute construction. This construction 

is totally absent from Apoc. Though used occasionally in Jn,, it is 

far less frequent than in the Synoptists (cf. p. 57).* 

Use of Casus pendens (cf. p. 63). See Swete, p. cxviii; Charles, 

i, pp. cxlix, 53. This construction is more frequent in Jn. than 

in Apoc. 

καί linking contrasted staiements (cf. p.66). Cf. Apoc. “2.53: 318, 

Great rarity of 8é. There seem to be 5 occurrences only in 

Apoc,, viz. 1", 2%, 10°, 19", 21%. δέ in Jn. is proportionately slightly 

less frequent than in Mk., and less than half as frequent as in Mt. 

and Lk. (cf. p. 69). 

Infrequency of γάρ (cf. p. 69). Only about 17 occurrences, 

ἵνα μή frequent, μήποτε never. There are 11 occurrences of ἵνα μή 
in Apoc., and none of μήποτε. μήποτε never occurs in Jn. in sense 

‘that... not’, ‘lest’, its place being regularly taken by ἵνα μή 

(cf. pp. 69 f., 100). : 

The Relative completed by a Pronoun (cf. p. 84). Cf. Apoc. 3°, 
7 12° 19%) 17°, 208, 

dvopa αὐτῷ = ‘Whose name was’. Jn. τ΄, 3', Apoc. 6,9". Never 

elsewhere in N.T. (cf. p. 30). 
ἔρχεται Present used as Futurum instans (cf. p. 94). Cf. Apoc. 147, 

216 3i 48 9 11", 16", 2277”, The same usage is seen with other 

verbs in 11° (ἐκπορεύεται, κατεσθίει), 11°" (βλέπουσιν, ἀφίουσιν, χαίρουσιν, 

εὐφραίνονται), 14° (προσκυνεῖ, λαμβάνει). 

* Dr. Charles (i, p. xxxv) states that the Genitive absolute ‘ occurs often’ in Jn. 

As a matter of fact the occurrences are 17, as against Mt. 48, Mk. 86, Lk. 59, i.e. it 

is proportionately about 23 times as frequent in the Synoptists as in Jn. 
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Change of construction after Partciple (cf. p. 96, where the cases 

in Αρος. are noted). 

πᾶς (wav)... οὐ = ‘none’ (p. 98). Cf. Apoc. 7%, 28”, 217, 22°, 

Thus it appears that the case against identity of authorship of 

the Gospel and Apocalypse can certainly not be maintained upon 

the ground of style. The evidence is all in the other direction. 

A few words may be added as to the claim to authorship made 

by the Apocalyptist. He describes himself as ‘John’ simply in 

1.5, 22°; in 1° with the addition of ‘ your brother and companion in 

the tribulation and kingdom and endurance (which is) in Jesus’. 

In 18”, 21% he seems to distinguish himself from the Twelve 

Apostles. In 22° he is ranked among the prophets. Though the 

tone of authority in which he delivers his message is bound up 

with the fact that he is the mouthpiece of the glorified Christ, it is 

clear that he recognizes that his name carries the authority of 

a true mouthpiece, i.e. he is a man well known and of important 

standing in the churches of Asia. His work, though apparently 

utilizing older sources, must almost certainly be dated towards the 

end of the reign of Domitian, i.e. shortly before a.p. 96. 

Now the evidence which we have already reviewed points to the 

conclusion that there was but ome John of great note in Asia at this 

period, viz. John the presbyter, who was known as ‘the disciple of 

the Lord’. Evidence also indicates that this John was the author 

of the Fourth Gospel. Unless, therefore, the Apocalypse is 

pseudonymous (against which see Dr. Charles, i, pp. xxxviiif.), 

the conclusion is certainly cogent that the author who signs him- 

self ‘John’ is John the presbyter. 

Thus the evidence of claim to authorship combines with that of 

Semitic style in suggesting that the author of the Apocalypse is 

one with the author of the Fourth Gospel and Epistles. Whether 

there exist criteria of Theological thought or other internal charac- 

teristics which are sufficient to disprove this inference is a question 

which the writer must leave to others to decide. 
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1. Reminiscences of the teaching of the Fourth Gospel 

(and 1 Jn.) in the Epistles of St. Ignatius. 

To the Ephesians. 

4 > 9 Q s 
2. T Pewov ουν ἐστιν KATA σαντα, 

τρόπον δοξάζειν Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν τὸν. 
ὃ 4 e a, Κ 9 Ὁ ς A ofacavra ὑμᾶς" iva ἐν μιᾷ ὑποταγῇ 

κατηρτισμένοι .. 

ἡγιασμένοι. 

Ν 4 Φ 
«Κατα TWAVTA TE 

AQ aA 3 »“ὅ2) ε 4 ε Le) 4. διὰ τοῦτο ἐν τῇ ὁμονοίᾳ ὑμῶν 
‘ , 3 4 3 A ‘ 

καὶ συμφώνῳ ἀγάπῃ Ἰησοῦς Χριστὸς 

ᾷδεται. 

5. πόσῳ μᾶλλον ὑμᾶς μακαρίζω τοὺς 
3 , φ ε 9 ’ ἀνακεκραμένους οὕτως, ὡς ἡ ἐκκλησία 

3 a “A νε 9 “a ‘ 

Ἰησοῦ Χριστῷ καὶ ws Ἰησοῦς Χριστὸς 

τῷ πατρί, ἵνα πάντα ἐν ἑνότητι σύμ- 
Φ 

φωνα 7. 

7. Christ is ἐν θανάτῳ ζωὴ ἀληθινή. 

Cf. 11. μόνον ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ 

εὑρεθῆναι εἰς τὸ ἀληθινὸν ζῆν. Trall. 

9. ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ, οὗ χωρὶς τὸ 

ἀληθινὸν ζῆν οὐκ ἔχομεν. 

Jn. 177 κἀγὼ τὴν δόξαν ἣν δέδωκάς 

μοι δέδωκα αὐτοῖς, ἵνα ὦσιν ἕν καθὼς 
e a @¢ ἡμεῖς ἕν. 

Jn. 17" ἵνα ὦσιν καὶ αὐτοὶ ἡγια- 

σμένοι ἐν ἀληθείᾳ. 

35 5» , , , 
Jn. 13 ἐν τούτῳ γνώσονται πάντες 

ν 3 Α 469 2 é ὅτι ἐμοὶ μαθηταί ἐστε, ἐὰν ἀγάπην 

ἔχητε ἐν ἀλλήλοις. 

Jn. 177 ἵνα πάντες ἐν ὦσιν, καθὼς 
’ a 4 9 Q 3. ON 9 a, ¢ σύ, πατήρ, ἐν ἐμοὶ κἀγὼ ἐν σοί, ἵνα 
S393 Nd ε α Fa Φ 

και QUTOL ἐν ἡμῖν [ἐν] ωσιν. 

Jn. 11.395. Ἐγώ εἰμι... ἡ ζωή: 

ὁ πιστεύων εἰς ἐμὲ κἂν ἀποθάνῃ 

ζήσεται: κτλ. Cf. also r Jn. 5". 

We may note that the adj. ἀληθινός is specially characteristic 

of Jn. (9 times), 1 Jn. (4 times), and Apoc. (10 times), occurring 

but 5 times besides in the whole remainder of the N.T. 

II. Ἔσχατοι καιροί. I Jn. 2° ἐσχάτη dpa ἐστίν. 
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14. Ὧν οὐδὲν λανθάνει ὑμᾶς, ἐὰν 1 Jn. 4°" ὁ Θεὸς ἀγάπη ἐστίν. 

I Jn. 2° ἀληθῶς ἐν τούτῳ ἡ ἀγάπη 
Cf. ὌΠ 

τελείως εἰς Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν ἔχητε τὴν 

πίστιν καὶ τὴν ἀγάπην ἧτις ἐστὶν τοῦ Θεοῦ τετελείωται. 

ἀρχὴ ζωῆς καὶ τέλος" ἀρχὴ μὲν πίστις, 

τέλος δὲ ἀγάπη" τὰ δὲ δύο ἐν ἑνότητι 

γενόμενα Θεός ἐστιν. 

The Johannine teaching is here combined with that of St. Paul 
in r Cor. 13. 

14. οὐδεὶς πίστιν ἐπαγγελλόμενος 
ε 4 Qa > Ὁ 4 ἁμαρτάνει οὐδὲ ἀγάπην κεκτημένος 

μισεῖ. 

’ὕ > A A 

15. πάντα οὖν ποιῶμεν, ὡς αὐτοῦ ἐν 
ean σ > A 

ἡμῖν κατοικοῦντος, ἵνα ὦμεν αὐτοῦ 
‘ + a \ Fs ε «a , ναοὶ καὶ αὑτὸς ἢ ἐν ἡμῖν Θεός. 

Ἁ A ’ 17. Διὰ τοῦτο μύρον ἔλαβεν ἐπὶ 

τῆς κεφαλῆς [αὐτοῦ] ὃ Κύριος, ἵνα 

I Jn. 3° πᾶς ὁ ἐν αὐτῷ μένων οὐχ 

ἁμαρτάνει. 

1 Jn. 4” ἐάν τις εἴπῃ ὅτι ᾿Αγαπῶ 

τὸν Θεόν, καὶ τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ μισῇ, 

ψεύστης ἐστ. Cf. also 2°". 

1 Jn. 3% καὶ ὁ τηρῶν τὰς ἐντολὰς 
3 “ 9 ϑ “ἃ a, ‘ 3. Ν > αὐτοῦ ἐν αὐτῷ μένει καὶ αὐτὸς ἐν 

αὐτῷ. 

Jn. 12° ἡ δὲ οἰκία ἐπληρώθη ἐκ τῆς 

ὀσμῆς τοῦ μύρον. 

πνέῃ τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ ἀφθαρσίαν. 

The words ἐπὶ τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτοῦ prove that St. Ignatius has in 

mind the narrative of the anointing as recorded in Mk. 145 Ξ 

Mt. 263 According to Jn. 12'# our Lord’s feet were anointed ; 

yet it is difficult to resist the conclusion that Ignatius’s words 

ἵνα πνέῃ κτλ. are based on recollection of the passage from Jn. 

which we have placed as a parallel, ‘the house’ being allegorized 

as referring to the Church. 

17, 19. The phrase ὁ ἄρχων rod αἰῶνος τούτου occurs six times 

in St. Ignatius’s letters (the other occurrences are Magn.1; Trall. 

4; Rom. 7; Phil. 6). In the Syriac version the equivalent is 

Juor frais ovasd/ (Eph. 19). In Jn. 12", 16" we have the 

phrase ὃ ἄρχων τοῦ κόσμον τούτου, which is rendered by Sin. 

μο frads9 (owsa-x0 12") ομ αοὐῥ, and by Pesh. boo satay bass); 
in 14” ὁ τοῦ κόσμου [τούτου] ἄρχων is rendered by Sin. and Pesh. 

Jsadssy faci’. In Jn. as in Ignatius, the thought is of the 

spiritual ruler of the present age or world-pertod (properly τοῦ αἰῶνος 

τούτου), just as in 1 Cor, 243 τῶν ἀρχόντων τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου denotes 
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the earthly rulers of the present age. 
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Aramaic has but one term 

Νοῦν (Syr. μῶδ δ) to denote αἰών and κόσμος, and the Johannine 

rendering τοῦ κόσμου τούτου is less accurate than τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου, 

and mistranslates the original which must have been Np NID 

ry, It can hardly be doubted, then, that Ignatius drew his 

phrase from Jn., and the form in which he gives it suggests that 

he may have known the Aramaic original of the Gospel. 

To the Magnestans. 

I. ἐν als [ἐκκλησίαις] ἕνωσιν εὔχο- 

μαι σαρκὸς καὶ πνεύματος Ἰησοῦ 

Χριστοῦ τοῦ διὰ παντὸς ἡμῶν ζῆν, 
[4 ’ Α 9 4 e ὑδὲ πίστεώς τε καὶ ἀγάπης ἧς οὐδὲν 

προκέκριται, τὸ δὲ κυριώτερον, Ἰησοῦ 
a 

καὶ πατρός. 

5. ὥσπερ γάρ ἐστιν νομίσματα δύο, 

ὃ μὲν Θεοῦ ὃ δὲ κόσμου, καὶ ἕκαστον 
΄ fal ld 

αὐτῶν ἴδιον χαρακτῆρα ἐπικείμενον 
’ 

ἔχει, οἱ ἄπιστοι τοῦ κόσμου τούτου, 
ε Q Ν 3 ld a οἱ δὲ πιστοὶ ἐν ἀγάπῃ χαρακτῆρα 

Θεοῦ πατρὸς διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ. .. 
Ν a’ 3 a 3 > eon 

δ. τὸ ζῆν αὐτοῦ οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν ἡμῖν. 

6. πάντες οὖν ὁμοήθειαν Θεοῦ 

λαβόντες ἐντρέπεσθε ἀλλήλους. .. 

ἐν Ἰησοῦ Χριστῷ ἀλλήλους διὰ παν- 

τὸς ἀγαπᾶτε. 

7. Ὥσπερ οὖν ὁ Κύριος ἄνευ τοῦ 
Ἁ δνΝ 9 , ε ’ πατρὸς οὐδὲν ἐποίησεν [ἡνωμένος 

ὦν], ... 

Jn. 177 (quoted above on 

Eph, 5). 

Jn. 15” εἰ ἐκ τοῦ κόσμου ἦτε, ὃ 

κόσμος ἂν τὸ ἴδιον ἐφίλει" ὅτι δὲ ἐκ 

τοῦ κόσμου οὐκ ἐστέ, ἀλλ᾽ ἐγὼ ἐξε- 

λεξάμην ὑμᾶς ἐκ τοῦ κόσμον, διὰ 

τοῦτο μισεῖ ὑμᾶς 6 κόσμος. 

1 Jn. 1° ἡ ἀλήθεια οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν ἡμῖν. 

I Jn. 1° 6 λόγος αὐτοῦ οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν 

ἡμῖν. 

Jn. 87 ὁ λόγος ὁ ἐμὸς οὐ χωρεῖ 

ἐν ὑμῖν. 

1 Jn. 3” οὐκ ἔχει ζωὴν αἰώνιον ἐν 
9 «5 la 

αὕτῳ μένουσαν. 
ὃ 

Jn. τ (quoted 

Eph. 4). 

above on 

Jn. 5'° οὐ δύναται ὁ vids ποιεῖν ἀφ᾽ 

ἑαυτοῦ οὐδὲν ἂν μή τι βλέπῃ τὸν 

πατέρα ποιοῦντα. 

Jn. 85 ἀπ᾽ ἐμαυτοῦ ποιῶ οὐδέν, 
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7. ἐπὶ ἕνα Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν τὸν ἀφ᾽ 
en . Lé ‘ > φ . ἑνὸς πατρὸς προελθόντα καὶ εἰς ἕνα 
Ψ 

ὄντα καὶ χωρήσαντα. 

bY g 4 εἰς ἕνα ὄντα. 

καὶ χωρήσαντα. 

φ φ ,’ 9 e ’ 8. ὅτι εἷς Θεός ἐστιν ὁ φανερώσας 
e. a a 53 A A “A ea 

ἑαυτὸν διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ υἱοῦ 
> a 

αὑτοῦ, 
ν 3 3 a , 9. ἡ ~ 
os ἐστιν αὐτοῦ λόγος ἀπὸ σιγῆς 

προελθών, 
a 8 ? > 4 A , 
ὃς κατὰ πάντα εὐηρέστησεν τῷ πέμ- 

ψαντι αὑτόν. 

9. πῶς ἡμεῖς δυνησόμεθα ζῆσαι 

χωρὶς αὐτοῦ; cf. Trall. 9. οὗ χωρὶς 

τὸ ἀληθινὸν ζῆν οὐκ ἔχομεν. 

APPENDIX ; 

ἀλλὰ καθὼς ἐδίδαξέν pe ὃ πατὴρ 

ταῦτα λαλῶ. 

Jn. 10” ἐγὼ καὶ ὁ πατὴρ ἕν ἐσμεν. 

Cf. also τοῦ Ὁ, 

Jn. 16% ἐξῆλθον ἐκ τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ 

ἐλήλυθα εἰς τὸν κόσμον᾽ πάλι ἀφίημι 

τὸν κόσμον καὶ πορεύομαι πρὸς τὸν 

πατέρα. Cf. 8%, 13°. | 

Jn. 1° ὁ ὧν εἰς τὸν κόλπον τοῦ 

πατρός. Cf. 14 5 

Cf. 148, 1601, 

Jn. 17° "Edavépwod σου τὸ ὄνομα. 

Jn. 118: 

Jn. 8” καὶ ὁ πέμψας pe per ἐμοῦ 

ἐστίν"... ὅτι ἐγὼ Ta ἀρεστὰ αὐτῷ 

ποιῶ πάντοτε. Cf. also with τῷ 

πέμψαντι αὐτόν, Jn. 4%, 554208, 
GBM 7161888 85.825. of 145. 

20 24 21 5 21 13”, 14%, 15", 16°, 20”. 

Jn. το. Cf. especially wv. * 

χωρὶς ἐμοῦ. 

To the Tralhans. 

11. Φεύγετε οὖν τὰς κακὰς παρα- 

φυάδας τὰς γεννώσας καρπὸν θανατη- 

φόρον, οὗ ἐὰν γεύσηταί τις, παραυτὰ 

ἀποθνήσκει. 

φυτεία πατρός. 

φΦ ‘ ¥ > 
οὗτοι yap οὐκ εἰσιν 

Jn. 15.525 The Father is the 

husbandman who tends the vine 

and removes the’ worthless 

shoots. 

᾿ Lightfoot compares Clement Alex. Paed. i. 8 καθυλομανεῖ yap μὴ 

κλαδευομένη ἡ ἄμπελος, οὕτως δὲ καὶ ὁ ἄνθρωπος" καθαίρει δὲ αὐτοῦ τὰς 

ἐξυβριζούσας παραφυάδας ὃ λόγος, κκλ. The word παραφυάς denotes 

ἃ side-growth or worthless sucker which detracts from the fertility 
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of the plant. According to Aristotle, Plant. i. 4 παραφνυάδες δέ εἰσι 

τὰ ἀπὸ. τῆς ῥίζης τοῦ δένδρον βλαστάνοντας Thus the thought of 

Ignatius is allied to that of Jn., with the difference that the μὴ 

φέρον καρπόν of the latter becomes ras γεννώσας καρπὸν θανατηφόρον. 

In the last clause there is allusion to Mt. 15%, Πᾶσα φυτεία ἣν οὐκ 

ἐφύτευσεν ὁ πατήρ μου ὁ οὐράνιος ἐκριζωθήσεται. 

11. καὶ ἦν ἂν ὃ καρπὸς αὐτῶν η. 15 ἵνα... ὃ καρπὸς ὑμῶν 

ἄφθαρτος. μένῃ. 

To the Romans. 

3. μεγέθους ἐστὶν ὁ χριστιανισμός,ἨἮἨ  Jn.15'° εἰ ἐκ τοῦ κόσμον ἦτε, ὃ 

ὅταν μισῆται ὑπὸ κόσμον. κόσμος ἂν τὸ ἴδιον ἐφίλει" ὅτι δὲ ἐκ 

τοῦ κόσμου οὐκ ἐστέ, ἀλλ᾽ ἐγὼ ἐξε- 

λεξάμην ὑμᾶς ἐκ τοῦ κόσμου, διὰ 

τοῦτο μισεῖ ὑμᾶς ὁ κόσμος. 

7 

7. μὴ λαλεῖτε Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν 1 Jn. 2" ἐάν τις ἀγαπᾷ τὸν κόσμον, 
, ν 2. a > Κ᾿ a “ A Ν 9 oA κόσμον δὲ ἐπιθυμεῖτε. οὐκ ἔστιν ἡ ἀγάπη τοῦ πατρὸς ἐν αὐτῷ. 

7. ὕδωρ δὲ ζῶν καὶ λαλοῦν ἐν ἐμοί, Jn. 45 ἔδωκεν ἄν σοι ὕδωρ ζῶν. 

ἔσωθέν μοι λέγον κτλ.. Jn. 4" τὸ ὕδωρ ὃ δώσω αὐτῷ γενή- 

σεται ἐν αὐτῷ πηγὴ ὕδατος ἁλλομένου 

εἰς ζωὴν αἰώνιον. Cf. also Jn. 7*. 

7. ἄρτον Θεοῦ θέλω, 6 ἐστιν aapé Jn. 6 ὁ πατήρ pov δίδωσιν ὑμῖν 

τοῦ Χριστοῦ... καὶ πόμα θέλω τὸ τὸν ἄρτον ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ τὸν ἀληθινόν" 
φ > ~a #3 >. 74 ¥ ε » ¥ A a 3 ‘ ε αἷμα αὐτοῦ, ὅ ἐστιν ἀγάπη ἄφθαρτος. ὁ γὰρ ἄρτος τοῦ Θεοῦ ἐστὶν ὃ κατα- 

, 4 a 3 a Ν ν ‘ 
βαίνων ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ καὶ ζωὴν διδοὺς 

A 4 

τῷ κόσμῳ. ᾿ 

Jn. 6° ἡ γὰρ σάρξ μον ἀληθής ἐστι 
a Ἁ ‘ e 4 3 , 3 βρῶσις, καὶ τὸ αἷμά μου ἀληθής ἐστι 

“πόσις. 

To the Philadelphians. 

2 Τέκνα οὖν φωτὸς ἀληθείας, Jn. 12% ὡς τὸ φῶς ἔχετε πιστεύετε 
, N ‘ “ Q . \ aA σ εν" a 4 

φεύγετε τὸν μερισμὸν Kal Tas κακο- εἰς TO φῶς, ἵνα viol φωτὸς γένησθε. 

* Lightfoot’s verdict is, ‘The reading of the Greek MSS. φωτὸς ἀληθείας ‘of 

the light of truth’, cannot stand; for definite articles would almost certainly be 



158 APPENDIX 
διδασκαλίας: ὅπου δὲ ὁ ποιμήν ἐστιν, Jn. 10* ὅταν τὰ ἴδια πάντα ἐκβάλῃ, 

ἐτεῖ ὃ; τηλ8ϑεγα ἰολυυ}εῖγε πολλοὲ ἔμπροσθεν αὐτῶν πορεύεται, καὶ τὰ 

γὰρ λύκοι... αἰχμαλωτίζουσιν rots πρόβατα αὐτῷ ἀκολουθεῖ, 

θεοδρόμους. v." καὶ ὁ λύκος ἁρπάζει αὐτὰ καὶ 
[4 

σκορπίζει. 

3. ᾿Απέχεσθε τῶν κακῶν βοτανῶν, Jn. 15'F-, 

ἅστινας ov γεωργεῖ Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, 

διὰ τὸ μὴ εἶναι αὐτοὺς φντείαν πατρός. 

Cf. on Trall. rx. 

]. τὸ πνεῦμα οὐ πλανᾶται, ἀπὸ Θεοῦ 7η. 3° τὸ πνεῦμα ὅπου θέλει πνεῖ, 

ὄν: οἶδεν γὰρ πόθεν ἔρχεται καὶ ποῦ καὶ τὴν φωνὴν αὐτοῦ ἀκούεις, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ 

ὑπάγει, καὶ τὰ κρυπτὰ ἐλέγχει. οἶδας πόθεν ἔρχεται καὶ ποῦ ὑπάγει" 

οὕτως ἐστὶν πᾶς ὃ γεγεννημένος ἐκ τοῦ 

. πνεύματος. 

Jn. 3°° καὶ οὐκ ἔρχεται πρὸς τὸ φῶς, 

ἵνα μὴ ἐλεγχθῇ τὰ ἔργα αὐτοῦ. 

8 , “A ’ὔ > “A 

. πιστεύω TH χάριτι Ἰησοῦ Χρι- 
“~ a ~ 

στοῦ, ὃς λύσει ἀφ᾽ ὑμῶν πάντα 

δεσμόν. 

9. αὐτὸς ὧν θύρα τοῦ πατρός, δι᾿ ἧς 

εἰσέρχονται ᾿Αβραὰμ καὶ Ἰσαὰκ καὶ 
3 ᾿ N 
Ιακὼβ καὶ of προφῆται καὶ οἱ ἀπό- 

Jn. 8° καὶ γνώσεσθε τὴν ἀλή- 

θειαν, καὶ ἡ ἀλήθεια ἐλευθερώσει 
ε a aN > ε en e a“ 3 ὑμᾶς... . ἐὰν οὖν ὃ υἱὸς ὑμᾶς ἐλευ- 

θερώσῃ, ὄντως ἐλεύθεροι ἔσεσθε. 

Jn. τοῦ" ἐγώ εἰμι ἡ θύρα τῶν 

προβάτων. .... ἐγώ εἶμι ἡ θύρα: δι᾽ 

ἐμοῦ ἐάν τις εἰσέλθῃ σωθήσεται. 

στολοι καὶ ἡ ἐκκλησία. 

required,” The text might be mended by inserting a καί, as the Armenian Version 

gives ‘‘light and truth’, On such a point however a version has little weight, 

since this would be a very obvious expedient for a translator. I am disposed 
to think that τέκνα ἀληθείας was the original reading of Ignatius; and that φωτός 

was first intended as a substitution or a gloss or a parallel, suggested by the 

familiar scriptural phrase τέκνα (viol) φωτός". It may be remarked, however, that 

the Aramaic method of expressing ‘the true light’ is ΔΟΡῚ 8773, Syr. 

J5ind Jsarcuy ‘light of truth’, this latter being used e.g. to translate τὸ φῶς τὸ 

ἀληθινόν in Jn. 1°. Thus φωτὸς ἀληθείας, which, according to Lightfoot ‘is older 

than any existing authorities’, may well be an Aramaism, possibly pointing (like 

ὁ ἄρχων τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου noted on p. 154) to an acquaintance with the original 

Aramaic Gospel. For omission of the definite article in rendering sas a Semitic 

of truth’) = LXX ἐν 880 ἀληθεῖς, Ps, 118 (x ΩΝ ὁδὸν ἀληθείας ἠρετισάμην. 

= ee aE Re A A A REL mets mee 
-_—2 
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To the Smyrnaeans. 

I. πεπληροφορημένους eis tov Jn.3'*” καὶ καθὼς Μωυσῆς ὕψωσεν 

Κύριον ἡμῶν... ἀληθῶς ἐπὶ Ποντίον τὸν ὄφιν ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ, οὕτως ὑὕψω- 

Πιλάτον καὶ Ἡρώδου τετράρχον θῆναι δεῖ τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, ἵνα 

καθηλωμένον ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν ἐν σαρκί πᾶς ὃ πιστεύων ἐν αὐτῷ ἔχῃ ζωὴν 

. ἵνα ἄρῃ σύσσημον εἰς τοὺς αἰώνιον. 

αἰῶνας διὰ τῆς ἀναστάσεως εἰς τοὺς = Jn. 12” κἀγὼ ἂν ὑψωθῶ ἐκ τῆς γῆς, 

ἁγίους καὶ πιστοὺς αὐτοῦ, εἴτε ἐν πάντας ἑλκύσω πρὸς ἐμαυτόν. 

Ἰουδαίοις εἴτε ἐν ἔθνεσιν, & ἑἕὶ Cf. also Jn. 3”. 

σώματι τῆς ἐκκλησίας αὐτοῦ. 

The allusion of σύσσημον seems to be to the D2 ‘ standard’ or 

‘signal-post’ on which the brazen serpent was set, Num. 21°’. 

LXX καὶ θὲς αὐτὸν ἐπὶ σημείου. Ὁ) is rendered σύσσημον by LXX in 

Isa. 5%, 49%, 62°. It is so rendered by Aquila in Ps. 60 (59)%, 
Isa. 11", 33%; by Symmachus in Isa. 11", 33"; and by Theodotion 

in Isa, 33”. 

2. Reminiscences of the Odes of Solomon in the 

Epistles of St. Ignatius. 
The principal passages from which Drs. Rendel Harris and 

Mingana argue that the Odes were familiar to Ignatius are as 

follows : 

Ode 4815 
Mpeik budol> Joo Sid er dee 

us Joo Jans Koo we ἢν pradco 

Jhassge fase sd.o0 θόλος 

Jhaso9 wor Jhadoys έν vo Ipgtno 

‘But Truth proceeds in the right path, 

And whatever I did not know it made clear to me; 

Even all the drugs of error, 

And the plagues of death which men think to be sweetness.’ * 

* In the last line the Syriac construction is somewhat harsh; lit. ‘And the 

plagues which they think to be sweetness, of death’. The separation of ‘ of 

death’ from ‘the plagues’ (if not merely an accidental misplacement) may have 

been dictated by desire to bring it into sharp contrast to ‘sweetness’, the sense 

being, ‘And the plagues which they think to be sweetness, (though they be the 

plagues) of death ’, 
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In Trall. 6 Ignatius warns his readers against the teaching of 

heretics in the following terms: ‘ For these men do even mingle 

poison with Jesus Christ, imposing upon others by a show of 

honesty, like persons administering a deadly drug with honied 

wine, so that one who knoweth not, fearing nothing, drinketh in 

death with a baneful delight’ (ὥσπερ θανάσιμον φάρμακον διδόντες μετὰ 

οἰνομέλιτος, ὅπερ ὃ ἀγνοῶν ἀδεῶς λαμβάνει ἐν ἡδονῇ κακῇ τὸ ἀποθανεῖν). 

In the view of the editors “}} δ, Zalyutha is not merely “ sweet- 

ness ”, but something with which the poison is taken, i.e. a sweet 

drink’. This is substantiated bya passage in which Ephrem states 

that Bardaisan, in composing his Psalter in imitation of David, 

‘was administering to the simple bitters in Aalyutha’. It is a fair 

inference, then, that the οἰνόμελι of Ignatius corresponds to the 

Syr. falyitha. Thus both the Ode and Ignatius compare heretical 

teaching to a poisonous drug concealed in a sweet drink, so that 

men imbibe it unwittingly. The coincidence in thought can hardly 

be accidental. 

Ode 11° 
vlaams asz0 Ix Lisso 

Ῥω. Ip μεβον odraaw eo 

‘And speaking waters drew near my lips 

From the fountain of the Lord, without stint.’ 

Ignatius, Rom. 7; ‘My lust hath been crucified, and there is no 

fire of material longing in me, but only water living and speaking 

in me, saying within me, Come to the Father’ (ὕδωρ δὲ ζῶν καὶ 

λαλοῦν ἐν ἐμοί, ἔσωθέν μοι λέγον᾽ Δεῦρο πρὸς τὸν πατέρα). 

In explanation of λαλοῦν, Lightfoot cites Jortin (Eccles. Hest. 1, 

pp. 356f.) as finding an allusion to the heathen superstition that 

certain waters communicated a prophetic power to the people 

drinking them. As there was one of these ‘speaking’ fountains at 

Daphne (Sozomen, HE. v. 19; Evagrius i. 16), the famous suburb 

of Antioch, Jortin supposes that the image could readily suggest 

itself to Ignatius. Lightfoot himself is inclined to question the 

text, and to prefer the interpolator’s text ἁλλόμενον (cf. Jn. 4"); but 

the correctness of λαλοῦν is now confirmed by the passage in the 

Ode, with which we can hardly fai! to.trace a connexion. 
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In assessing the character of that connexion, in this and the 

former passage, Drs. Harris and Mingana remark with justice that 

‘it is far more likely that Ignatius, writing letters rapidly on his 

western journey, should quote the Hymn-book of the time, than 

that the early Hymn-book should have picked up an obscure 

passage in a letter which had hardly got into circulation at a very 

early date’.* 
Ode i as 

οὐ το ed oleh! pero Ilo 
Meee oi! Li? pesado? δον goo 

κῶν JemxadS ὡςχωὺ ase Ὅς, Loo Silo 

‘And nothing appeared closed to me; 

Because I was the door of everything : 

And I went towards all my bondmen to loose them’. 

Cf. Ignatius, Phil. 8, ‘Christ Jesus shall loose you from every 

bond’. This is followed by the statement (9) that ‘ He is the door 

of the Father, by which enter Abraham and Isaac and Jacob and 

the Prophets and the Apostles and the Church’; i.e. Jesus 

Christ is the door of everybody, which is an explanation of ‘the 

door of everything’ in the Ode. 

Ode 4118, 

The connexion of this passage with Ignatius, Rom. 2, has 

already been noticed on p. 131, ἢ. Τὶ 

These are the principal parallels between the Odes and the 

letters of Ignatius which Drs, Harris and Mingana have collected. 

The few others which they cite are of but slight importance. The 

case for Ignatius’s knowledge of the Odes is, however, considerably 

strengthened when it is noticed that in Eph. 19 he actually seems 

to be quoting at length an ode of a similar character. The passage 

runs as follows: 

Kai ἔλαθεν τὸν ἄρχοντα τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου ἡ παρθενία Μαρίας καὶ 6 

τοκετὸς αὑτῆς, ὁμοίως καὶ ὁ θάνατος τοῦ Κυρίου: τρία μυστήρια κραυγῆς; 
€ ~ an > A ry 

ἅτινα ἐν ἡσυχίᾳ Θεοῦ ἐπράχθη. πῶς οὖν ἐφανερώθη τοῖς αἰῶσιν ; ἀστὴρ ἐν 

οὐρανῷ ἔλαμψεν ὑπὲρ πάντας τοὺς ἀστέρας, καὶ τὸ φῶς αὐτοῦ ἀνεκλάλητον ἦν, 

καὶ ξενισμὸν παρεῖχεν ἡ καινό αὐτοῦ" τὰ δὲ λοιτὰ πάντα ἄστρα ἅμα ἡλίῳ μὸν παρεῖχεν ἧ καινότης ὲ πάντα ἄστρα ἅμα ἡλίς 
® 

* op. cit, ll, p. 43. 

2520 M 
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καὶ σελήνῃ χορὸς ἐγένετο τῷ ἀστέρι, αὐτὸς δὲ ἦν ὑπερβάλλων τὸ φῶς αὐτοῦ 

ὑπὲρ πάντα" ταραχή τε ἦν πόθεν ἡ καινότης ἣ ἀνόμοιος αὐτοῖς. ὅθεν ἐλύετο 

πᾶσα μαγεία, καὶ πᾶς δεσμὸς ἠφανίζετο κακίας, ἄγνοια καθῃρεῖτο, παλαιὰ 

βασιλεία διεφθείρετο," Θεοῦ ἀνθρωπίνως φανερουμένου εἰς καινότητα ἀϊδίου 

ζωῆς. ἀρχὴν δὲ ἐλάμβανεν τὸ παρὰ Θεοῦ ἀπηρτισμένον. ἔνθεν τὰ πάντα 

συνεκινεῖτο διὰ τὸ μελετᾶσθαι θανάτου κατάλυσιν. 

It seems clear that the description of the Incarnation introduced 

by the query πῶς οὖν ἐφανερώθη τοῖς αἰῶσιν; which is poetical in 

character and not in Ignatius’s usual style, is a hymn which he is 

quoting. Translated into Syriac it is seen to consist of four 

stanzas, carefully constructed to consist of 4, 6, 6, 4 lines. The 

following translation is based, from ὅθεν éAvero πᾶσα μαγεία, upon the 

Syriac version of the letter, in which the earlier part of the poem 

is not included. : 

. Sow buses lasas 

+ ooo ἰοῦ wo uh. 

Joo SXxwhoo Ip odccs0 

eLoo Jookiso obol wo 

Corso hace? jorno 

)δομοο bacon po 

θοῦ dpm 000 grmiriro 

θόλο 2 cH Joo Shur? 

Jhobgne Jas? exo Joo Loto 

ors μον ἤν or 

Jhamiw Ipstro λα 

τας Jlaacye J5acolo 

Loo )λλώωαδο Jla sy 

2 Jed? Jasbir Jhaadswo 

"αν Jod? week? oo 

prody bse Jhobeds 

* Following the older punctuation. Lightfoot punctuates ὅθεν éAvero πᾶσα μαγεία 

καὶ πᾶς δεσμός, ἠφανίζετο κακίας ἄγνοια, καθῃρεῖτο παλαιὰ βασιλεία, [διεφθείρετο], 

regarding the last verb as a gloss, This, from the poetical point of view, upsets 

the balance altogether. 
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poos Liam Joao | 

prdeso Jod/ Lads 
prass as tlh? jose ene 

Ihaso? ὁμοία Joor Nawbroe 

1.A star shone forth in the heaven, 

Surpassing all the stars; 

And its light was not to be uttered, 

And its newness caused amaze. 

. Then all the rest of the stars, 

Together with sun and moon, 

Joined in concourse round the star; 

But its light outshone them all. 

Bewildered, they questioned whence came 
The new thing, unlike to themselves. 

Y) 

3. Thenceforth was magic annulled, 

And bonds of evil dissolved ; 

Error was swept away, 

And the ancient kingdom passed ; 

When God appeared in the flesh 

Unto newness of life without end. 

4. Thus was begun the scheme 

Perfected in God’s design : 

Hence all things were perturbed 

For that death’s destruction was planned. 

In this ode the following points of connexion with the thought 

of the Odes of Solomon may be noticed : 

1. Conception of the star shining in the world. 

Ode 8° ‘Let not the Luminary be conquered by darkness ; 

Nor let Truth flee away from falsehood’. 

Ode 41" ‘And Light dawned from the Word 

That was beforetime in Him’. 

2. The stars gather round the new star, and express their 

wonder. | 

Ode 12* ‘And the Most High hath given Him to His worlds, 

(Worlds) which are the interpreters of His own beauty, 

And the repeaters of His praise’. 
M 2 
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3. ‘And bonds of evil dissolved’. 

Ode 17° ‘My choking bonds were cut off by His hand’. 

Ode 21? ‘ Because He hath cast off my bonds from me’. 

Ode 25! ‘I was rescued from my bonds’. 
Ode 42" ‘And bring me out from the bonds of darkness’. 

Ode 17"! (Christ speaks) 

‘And I went towards all my bondsmen to loose them, 

That I might not leave any man bound and binding’. 

‘Error was swept away ’. 

Ode 7” ‘For ignorance hath been destroyed, 

Because the knowledge of the Lord hath arrived’. 

We have adopted Jhassy ‘error’ in our rendering, following the 

Syriac text. The Greek, however, has ἄγνοια, which is exactly 

JXNxo0 I (lit. ‘not-knowledge’) of the Ode. We have both terms 
in the following passage : 

Ode 18" ‘And error (JLa.sy) Thou knowest not, 
For neither doth it know Thee. 

And ignorance (JK ἢ) appeared like dust, 
And like the scum of the sea’. 

Ode 38° ‘And error fled away before Him, 

And would not meet Him’. 

With the whole passage cf. Ode 22°" (where Christ is represented 

as speaking): 

‘He who scattered My enemies 

And My adversaries ; 

He who gave Me authority over bonds, 

That I might loose them ; 

He that overthrew by My hand the dragon with seven heads, 

And set Me at his roots that I might destroy his seed— 

Thou wast there and didst help Me; 

And in every place Thy name was round about Me’. 

Later on in the same Ode we read— © 

‘Thou didst bring Thy world to corruption, 

That everything might be dissolved and renewed, 

And on it Thou didst build Zhy kingdom ; 

And it became the dwelling-place of the saints’. 
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This recalls the passage in our Ignatian ode— 

‘And the ancient kingdom passed (\.3( perished) ; 

When God appeared in the flesh 

Unto newness of life without end’, 

4. ‘Hence all things were perturbed, &c.’ 

What is covered by the expression ‘all things’? It is difficult 

to think that the whole universe is intended; since, though the 

verb συνεκινεῖτο = aSsjLL? might mean simply ‘were moved’ or 

‘excited ’, we hardly expect the terror and disquiet of the powers 

of evil and the joyous excitement of mankind destined to be 

redeemed to be included under one term. Probably the thought 

uppermost in the poet’s mind is of the powers belonging to the 

ancient kingdom, responsible for the magic, the bonds of evil, and 

the error mentioned in stanza 3. The somewhat obscure Ode 24 

seems to describe a similar state of perturbation caused by our 

Lord’s baptism in the ancient order of things which through this 

event was condemned to pass away ; and this is perhaps pictured 

as universal, τὴν τῶν σαλευομένων μετάθεσιν ὡς πεποιημένων, iva μείνῃ τὰ 

μὴ σαλενόμενα. 

‘The Dove flew over the head of our Lord the Messiah, 

Because He was her Head; 

And she sang over Him, 

And her voice was heard ! 

And the inhabitants were afraid, 

_ And the sojourners trembled ; 

The birds took to flight, 

And all creeping things died in their holes. 

And the abysses were opened and closed ; 

And they were seeking for the Lord, like (women) in travail : 

But He was not given to them for food 

Because He did not belong to them: 

And the abysses were submerged in the submersion of the 

Lord ; 

And they perished in the thought in which they had existed 

from the beginning. ᾿ 
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For they travailed from the beginning, 

And the end of their travail was life. 

And every one of them that was defective perished ; 

For it was not permitted to them to make a defence for 

themselves that they might remain’. 

Drs. Harris and Mingana compare a somewhat similar passage 

at the beginning of Ode 31: 

‘The abysses were dissolved before the Lord; 

And darkness was destroyed by His appearance. 

Error went astray 

And disappeared from Him, 

And (as for) Falsehood, I gave it no path, 

And it was submerged by the Truth of the Lord’. 

‘For that death’s destruction was planned’. . 

Ode 15° ‘ Death hath been destroyed before my face ; 

And Sheol hath been abolished by my word. 

And there hath gone up deathless life in the Lord’s 

land’. 

Thus our Ignatian ode appears throughout to be thoroughly in 

keeping with conceptions contained in the Odes of Solomon. 

3. Reminiscences of the Johannine literature in the 

Odes of Solomon. 

The list includes some points of connexion with the Apocalypse. 

Ode 1° ‘For I should not have 1 Jn. 4° ‘We love (Him) be- 

nown how to love the Lord, if cause He first loved us’. 

He had not loved me’. 

Ode 1° ‘And where His rest Jn.14° ‘That where 1 am, there 

is, there also am |’. ye may be also’. 

Ode 1° ‘For he that is joined Jn. 14'*‘ Because I live, ye shall 

_to Him that is immortal, will _ live also’. 

himself also become immortal ; 

and he that hath pleasure in the 

Living One, will become living’. 
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. Ode 1" ‘This is the Spirit of 

the Lord, that doth not lie’. 

Ode 7‘ ‘He became like me, 

that I might receive Him; in 

fashion was he reckoned like 

me, that I might put Him on’. 

Ode 85 ‘ Pray, and continue 

in the love of the Lord; 

Ye beloved ones, in 

Beloved ; 

And ye that are kept, in Him 

that lived (again)’. 

the 

Ode g" ‘And all those that 

have overcome shall be written 

in His book’. 

Ode 9g” ‘For their inscription 

is the victory, which is yours’. 

Ode τοὶ ‘I (Christ) took the 

world captive ’, 

Ode 10° ‘And the nations were’ 

gathered together as one that 

were scattered abroad’. 

Ode τοῦ ‘ And the traces of the 

light were set upon their heart ; 

and they walked in My life and 

were saved; and they became 

My people for ever and ever’. 

167 

Cf. r Jn. 43, 

}π. 1 ‘And the Word became 

flesh, and tabernacled among 

us’. 

Jn. 1? ‘But as many as re- 

ceived Him, to them gave He 

power to become the sons of 

God’. 

Jn. 15° ‘Continue ye in My 

love’. 

Jn. 15° ‘As the Father hath 

loved Me, so have I loved you’. 

Jn. 17" ‘Keep them in Thy 

name’. 

v.” ‘T have kept them in Thy 

name’. 

v.” ‘That Thou shouldest keep 

them from the evil (one)’. 

Jn. 14” ‘ Because I live’. 

Apoc. 3° ‘He that overcometh 

...I will in no wise blot his 

name out of the book of life’. 

1 Jn.5* ‘And this is the victory 

that overcometh the world, even 

our faith’, 

Jn. 16% ‘I have overcome the 

world’. 

Jn. 11° ‘That He might gather 

together into one the children of 

God that are scattered abroad’. 

Apoc. 21% (Pesh.) ‘And the 

nations that are saved shall walk 

by the light thereof’. 

Apoc. 21° ‘And they shall be 

His peoples’ (Pesh. ‘ people’). 

Apoc. 11” ‘The kingdom of the 

world has become our Lord’s 
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Ode 17° ‘And nothing ap- 

peared closed to Me, because 

I was the door of everything’. 

Ode 18'* ‘O Lord, for the sake 

of them that are deficient, do not 

deprive me of the Word... Let 

not the luminary be conquered 

by the darkness, nor let Truth 

flee away from falsehood ’, 

Ode 22° (Christ speaks) ‘He 

that overthrew by My hands the 

dragon with seven heads, and 

set Me at his roots that I might 

destroy his seed’. 

Ode 30'? ‘Fill ye water for 

yourselves from the living foun- 

tain of the Lord ; for it hath been 

opened to you: 

And come, all ye thirsty, and 

take a drink, and rest by the 

fountain of the Lord’. 

Ode 36° (Christ speaks) ‘And 

although a Son of Man, I was 

named the Luminary, the Son 

of God’. 

Ode 41" ‘And His Word was 

with us in all our way, even the 

Saviour who giveth life and doth 

not reject our souls’. 

Ode 41% ‘And light dawned 
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and His Christ’s, and He shall 

reign for ever and ever’. 

Jn. τοῦ ‘I am the door; by Me 

if any enter in, he shall be 

saved ’. 

Jn. 1% ‘The Word’. 

v.* ‘And the Light shineth in 

the darkness, and the darkness 

obscured it not’. 

Apoc, 12* ‘And there was seen 

another sign in heaven: and, 

behold, a great red dragon, 

having seven heads, ἄς. Cf. 

the whole chapter. 

Jn. 4° ‘Thou wouldest have 

asked of Him, and He would. 

have given thee living water’. 

v.* ‘The water that I shall give 

him shall become in him a fount 

of water for life eternal’.* Cf. 

Jn. 7* as emended on p. IIo. 

Jn. 7” ‘If any man thirst, let 

him come unto Me and drink’. 

Jn. 1° ‘That was the true 

Light’. 

Jn. τᾶ ‘The Word’. 

Jn. 65 ‘That giveth life to the 

world ’. 

v.77 ‘Him that cometh to Me 

I will in no wise cast out’. 

Jn. τ΄ ‘In Him was light, and 

* So Sin. and Cur., omitting ‘springing up’. 
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from the Word, that was before- 

time in Him’. 

Ode 41° ‘The Messiah is truly 

One; and He was known 

before the foundation of the 

169 

the light was the life of men. 

And the light shineth in dark- 

ness’. 

Jn. 177" ‘For Thou lovedst Me 

before the foundation of the 

world’. 

world ’. 

From the poetical character of the Odes it is obvious that more 

or less exact quotations could hardly be expected; yet even so, 

some of the above-noticed coincidences are very remarkable. 

Ode 8” is entirely built up upon thoughts derived from the Last 

Discourses of Jn. Ode g" is a fairly close representation of 

Apoc. 3. Ode τοῦ is a passage which illustrates very remarkably 

the poet’s use’ of the Johannine writings. His theme is the 

gathering of the Gentile nations into the Church; and he seems 

deliberately to have selected outstanding passages on this subject 

. from Jn. and Apoc., and worked them up in a manner which utilizes 

their most striking phrases. This appears very clearly through 

comparison of the Syriac text with the corresponding phrases of 

Pesh. in Jn. and Apoc. 

‘And were gathered together that were scattered 
the nations 

᾿ς as one abroad ; 

.»οὐ aatolio roses OOO gedprro? 

He might paier together ‘the nations’ | that were oie 

into one abroad 

Jn. 11? Apoc. 217 Jn. rr” 

heir | é and were set the of light upon their and they walked 

traces heart, in My life 

J\aas comallio Jiorass yooas Sa] war aaron 

Jdoras gad (aa rovo 
Σ ἢ ‘and they shall 

by the light walk? 

Apoc. 21” Apoc. 21% 
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and were saved ;|and they became My people | for ever and ever’. 

αριολίο WA C000 qreadsaodss 
assolls LOCO οὐδοῦ μα. (wor ον ΣΝ. 

‘and they shall be His 

people’ 

Apoc, 217 Apoc. 21° Apoc. 11" 

‘that are saved’ ‘for ever and ever’. 

We notice incidentally that the text of Pesh. appears to be 
presupposed in Apoc. 215 (ass@hly=rav σωζομένων. WH. om.) and 

Apoc. 21° (oSs9 fsas=Aads αὐτοῦ, WH. λαοὶ αὐτοῦ). 

These three lines of evidence taken together form an argument 

for the early date of the Fourth Gospel which is exceedingly 

weighty. St. Ignatius, writing in Α. Ὁ. 110, was thoroughly familiar 

with the Theology of Jn. and 1 Jn., and therefore (we must surely 

infer) with the documents themselves. He also appears to have 

known the Odes of Solomon, and at any rate quotes an ode which | 

is marked by the same lines of thought. Lastly, the Odes of 

Solomon appear unmistakably to have known not merely Jn. and 

I Jn., but also the Apocalypse. The knowledge of the Apocalypse 

᾿ς shown in the Odes is perhaps the most surprising fact of all. 

If Ignatius knew the Odes, they are carried back, if not to the 

first century, at any rate to the very beginning of the second. 

But if the Apocalypse is, as is commonly thought, not earlier than 

the last years of Domitian’s reign, i.e. c. A.D. 95, there scarcely 

seems sufficient time for the book to have influenced the Odes; 

even when we make full allowance for the facts that intercourse 

between Ephesus and Antioch was easy, and that the Apocalypse 

was precisely the kind of work which was likely to gain ready 

circulation in the east, and to be speedily utilized in time of 

persecution. This difficulty seems, however, to be resolved by 

the consideration that the book, if as late as Domitian, is generally 

admitted to embody much earlier elements ; and it may be from 

these that the reminiscences in the Odes are drawn. 

The weakest strand in our threefold cord is undoubtedly that 

which postulates Ignatius’s knowledge of the Odes of Solomon. 

Though it will probably be admitted, upon the evidence adduced, 

that Ignatius quotes a hymn like the Odes, and though the evidence 

that he was interested in hymnology and actually knew some of 
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the Odes is sufficiently striking, it has not been proved that he 
knew all the Odes, or that they are all by one hand, and not (like 

a modern hymn-book) the work of different authors at various 

dates. At present, however, the fact which principally concerns 

us is Ignatius’s knowledge of the Fourth Gospel, which seems to 

be proved to demonstration. The manner in which he utilizes 

its teaching shows further that his acquaintance with it was not 

merely superficial, but that he had assimilated it through a familiarity 

extending over many years. This thoroughly favours the theory 

of the Antiochene origin of the Gospel.* 

* The peculiar character of Ignatius’s indebtedness to the thought of the Fourth 

Gospel is emphasized by Freiherr von der Golz (Jgnatius von Anttiochien als Christ 

und Theologe, in Texte und Untersuchungen, Band xii), and by Dr. Sanday (Criticism 

of the Fourth Gospel, pp. 242ff.). The former scholar concludes (p. 130) that 

‘Ignatius must have come under the prolonged influence of a community itself 

influenced by Johannean thought’. Dr. Sanday says, ‘I.do not think there can be 

any doubt that Ignatius had digested and assimilated to an extraordinary degree 

the teaching which we associate with the name of St. John... I had occasion 

a few years ago to study rather closely the Ignatian letters, and I was so much 

impressed by it as even to doubt whether there is any other instance of resemblance 

between a biblical and patristic book, that is really so close. Allowing for a 

certain crudity of expression in the later writer and remembering that he is a 
perfervid Syrian and not a Greek, he seems to me to reflect the Johannean 

teaching with extraordinary fidelity.’ The writer concludes by expressing his 

belief that, to explain the connexion in thought, the alternative lies between falling 

back upon the tradition that Ignatius was an actual disciple of St. John, or ‘had 

actually had access to the Johannean writings years before the date of his journey 

to Rome, and that he had devoted to them no mere cursory reading but a close and 

careful study which had the deepest effect upon his mind’. Elsewhere in the same 

work (p. 199) Dr. Sanday remarks, ‘I have long thought that it would facilitate our 

reconstruction of the history of early Christian thcught, if we could assume an 

anticipatory stage of Johannean teaching, localized somewhere in Syria, before the 

Apostle reached his final home at Ephesus. This would account more easily than 

any other hypothesis for the traces of this kind of teaching in the Didache, and in. 

Ignatius, as well as in some of the early Gnostic systems.’ 
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Greek words and phrases : 

ἀκολουθεῖν ὀπίσω, 8 
ἀληθινός, 153 
ἀμνός = falyd, 107 ἴ. 
ἄνθρωπος = Tis, 99 
ἄνθρωπος ἐξ οὐρανοῦ, ὁ δεύτερος, 117 
ἀπεκρίθη, ἀπεκρίθησαν as asyndeton 

opening of sentence, 52 ff. 
ἀπὸ προσώπου, 15 
ἄρχων τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου, 6, 154 

γάρ, 69, 151 
γέγραπται, 46 
δέ, sparse use of, in Fourth Gospel and 

Mark, 18, 69; extreme rarity of, in 
Apocalypse, 151 

δίδωμι in wide range of senses, 15 
δόξα, 36 ff. 
ἐγένετο introducing time-determina- 

tion, 11 f. 
ἔλεγεν, ἔλεγον, frequency of Imper- 

fects, 18, 92, 93 
ἔναντι, ἐναντίον, 14 
ἐνώπιον, 14 
ἐπὶ πρύσωπον (προσώπου), 15 
ἐσκήνωσεν, 35 ff. 
εὐθύς in Mark, 68 
ἤρξατο auxiliary, 19 
iva, frequency of, in Fourth Gospel, 69, 

70; Mark’s iva avoided by the other 
Synoptists, 70 ff.; Aramaic character 
of ἵνα construction, 70, 72 ff. ; ἵνα = 
conjunctive ‘ that’, 18, 19, 70 ff. ; 
mistranslation of Aramaic relative, 
18, 19, 32, 75f., 101 ; mistranslation 
of 3 = ‘when’, 19, 78. 

iva μή, 19, 69, 70, 100, 151. 
καί linking co-ordinate sentences, 5 ὦ, 

56; linking contrasted statements, 18, 
33, 66f., 151 ; introducing apodosis 
after time-determination, 11 f. 

λαμβάνειν πρόσωπον, 15 
λέγει, λέγουσιν, asyndeton, 54 ff. ; 

Historic Presents, 87, 89. 

μαγδωλοφύλαξ, 5 
μέν, 68 
ὁμολογεῖν ἐν, ὃ 
ὄνομα αὐτῷ, 30 f., 151 
ὅτε introducing temporal clause, 58 ff. 
ὅτι mistranslation of Aramaic relative, 

18, 76f.; mistranslation of  - 

‘when’, 78 
ov... ἄνθρωπος = ‘no one’, 19, 99 

. ov pn... els τὸν αἰῶνα, 18, 99 
οὖν͵ 66, 68 
πᾶς (wav)... οὐ (uh), 98 
πιστεύειν eis, 18, 34 
πλήρης, 39 
πνεῦμα ζωοποιοῦν, 45 f. 
πολλά, adverbial, 19 
πορεύεσθαι (ὑπάγειν) εἰς εἰρήνην, 14 
πρὸ προσώπον, 15 

INDEX 

πρός = ‘with’, 18, 28 f. 
προστίθημι in place of πάλιν or similar 

adverb, 14 
προσωπολήμπτης, προσωπολημψία, 15 
ῥῆμα = ‘thing’, 108 f, 
odpf and πνεῦμα, 45 
στηρίζειν τὸ πρόσωπον, 15 
τέκνα puris ἀληθείας, 157 ἴ. 
φοβεῖσθαι ἀπό, 8 
Χριστός not employed as title by the 

Baptist, 106 
ws introducing temporal clause, 58 

Grotius, H., 2 
Giidemann, Dr., 143 

Haggada, 23, 132 
Halakhd, a3 
Harnack, Prof. A., 135 . 
Harris, Dr. J. Rendel, a9, 131, 159 ff. 
Hawkins, Sir J. C. (H/S.?), 8, 16, 69, 70, 

87, 88, 92 
Hebraisms, 7 ff. 
Hebrew, New, contrasted with Biblical 

Hebrew, 17, 150 
Hebrew Bible employed by writer of 

Fourth Gospel, 114 ff.; by writer of 
Apocalypse, 150 

Hegesippus, 77 
Hillel, R., 22, 24 
Historic Present in Fourth Gospel, 18, 
54 ff., 87 ff.; in Mark, 16, 18, 88, 89; 
in LXX, 16 

Hiya, R., 116, 117 
Hoshaiah, R., 45 

Ignatius, Epistles of, 130f.; reminis- 
cences of Fourth Gospel and First 
Epistle of St. John in, 153 ff., 170, 
171; Syriac ode quoted in, 161 ff. 

Imperfect in Fourth Gospel, go ff. 
Inge, Dr. W. R., 131 
Irenaeus, 135, 136, 138 ff. 

Jacob, 115 ff. 
Jerome, 137 
Jerusalem, predominance of scenes at or 

near, in Fourth Gospel, 143, 148 
John, Epistles of, 137, 149; First Epistle 

of, 131, 153 ff., 166f.; Second and 
Third Epistles of, 137 

John, Gospel of, style of, 5 ff., 149; a 
product of Palestinian thought, 39, 
126 f. ; written in Palestine or Syria, 
127 ff.; date of, 128 ; glosses in, 129 ; 
author of, 133 ff. ; discourses in, 143 

John the Baptist, 104 ff.; the disciples 
of, 147 

Jobn the presbyter, 135 ff., 152; author 
of the Fourth Gospel, 137 

John the son of Zebedee, 133, 134, 135f., 
138, 141, 146ff.; tradition of martyr- 
dom of, 136, 137 
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Jonathan ben Uzziel, 24 
Joseph of Arimathaea, 134 
Joseph of Pumbeditha, R., 24 
Joshua ben Levi, R., 22 

Κοινή dialect, 4 ff., 57, 65, 70 

Last Supper, 144 
Lewis, Mrs., 26 
Lightfoot, Dr. John, 33 
Lightfoot, Dr. J. B., 1, 11, 130, 135) 137; 

156, 157, 160, 162 
Logos-conception, origin of, 37 ff. 
Luke, nationality of, rof.; Gospel of, 

style of, 8ff.; Hebraisms in, 11 ff. ; 
Birth-narrative of, 16, 44, 47 f. 

Luthardt, Prof. C. E., 2 

Malchus, 134 
Mark, Gospel of, Aramaic style of, a, 7f., 

16 ff.. 29; comparison of style with 
that of Fourth Gospel, 18 f. 

Marmorstein, Dr., 143 
Martin, Raymund, 46 
Matthew, Gospel of. See Q document. 
Mechilta, 3, 33, 64 
Mémra, 38 f. 
Messiah in Rabbinic Literature, 44, 

110f. 
Midrashim, 17, 25 
Midrash Rabba, 3, 9, 33, 44, 45, 46, 56, 

110, 112, 116 f. 
Milligan, Prof. G., 4, 5 
Mingana, Dr., 131, 159 ff. 
Mishna, 17, 22, 50 
Mistranslation of an Aramaic original, 

in Q, 9f.; in Fourth Gospel, 18, 19, 
29, 30, 32, 34, 39, 40, 75 ff., τοι ἢ. ; in 
Mark, 76, 77 

Moffatt, Dr. J., 135, 136 
Moses had-Darshan, 46 
Moulton, Prof. J. H., 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 39, 

57, 65 
Muratorian Canon, 128 | 
Mysticism in Fourth Gospel and 

St. Paul, 132 

Negatives, 98 ff. 
Nestle, Dr. E., 25 
Nwé shalom, 45 
Nicodemus, 134 
Noldeke, Prof. T., 23, 24 

Old Testament quotations in Fourth 
Gospel, 114 ff. 

Onkelos, origin of name, 23 

Palestinian Syriac Lectionary, 25, 26 
Papias, 134 ff., 141 
Papyri, modern discoveries of Greek, 

3 e 

arataxis, in papyri, 5f.; in Semitic 
literature, 6; in Fourth Gospel, 5f., 
18, 56ff.; in Mark, 18; in Apoca- 
lypse, 151 

Participle, change of construction after, 

19, 96, 152 
Participle in Aramaic, 88f.; with Sub- 

Stantive verb, 92f.; as Fulurum in- 
Stans, 94 

Paul, St., Aramaic influence upon style 
of, 29; Theological conceptions of, 
43. ; Rabbinic influence upon, 45 f., 
132; relation of writer of Fourth 

Gospel to, 45, 47, 132, 145 f. 
Payne Smith, Dr. R., 10, 30, 111 
‘Perez, the son of’, 46 
Personal Pronouns, frequency of, in 

Fourth Gospel, 79 ff. ; in Semitic, 8of. 
Peshittaé, O.T., 25; N.T., 26 
Peter, St., association of, with writer of 

Fourth Gospel, 146 f. 
Pfannkuche, H. F., 2 
Philip the Apostle, 134 
Philippus Sidetes, 136 
Plummer, Dr. A., 11, 144 
Polycarp, 130, 135, 138 
Polycrates, 134 
Present as Futurum instans, 19, 94 f., 

151 
‘Prince of this world, the’, 154 f. 
Prologue of Fourth Gospel, 28 ff. ; poeti- 

cal form of, 40 ff. ; climactic parallelism 
of, 4a f. 

Pronoun anticipating direct object of 
verb, 19, 86; marking subject of Par- 
ticiple in Semitic, 80 

Q document, original language of, 8 ff. ; 
Mark’s knowledge of, 9 

Rabbinic influence on Fourth Gospel, 
35 ff., 43 ff., 110, 111, 116, 132, 133, 
145f, 150; on Apocalypse, 150 

Rabbula, bishop of Edessa, 26 
Relative completed by a Pronoun, 18, 70, 

84, 151 
Relative particle invariable in Aramaic, 

70, 84, τοι ff. 
Richards, Mr. G. C., 4 
Robertson, Dr. A. T., 5 

Salmasius, C., 2 
Samuel ben Isaac, R., 22 
Sanday, Prof. W., 46, 133, 135, 17! 
Schechter, Dr., 143 
Schlatter, Prof. A., 2 f., 33, 56, 64 
Schmiedel, Prof. P. W., 7, 8, 9, 16 
Semitic Influence on Biblical Greek, 4 ff. 
Semitic Studies, importance of, to N.T. 

research, σ ff. 
Semitisms, 4, 17 
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Servant of Yahweh, the ideal, 104 ff. Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan on the 
Sh'kind, Sh®kinta, 35 ff. Pentateuch, 23 
Simeon, 106 Tatian, 25, 139 
Siphré, 3, 33 Temporal clauses, 58 ff. 
Socrates, 131 Testimonia, early Christian, 46 
Solomon, Odes of, 131; reminiscences | Thackeray, Dr. H. St. }.. 12, 45 

of, in Epistles of Ignatius, 159 ff. ; | Theodotion, 53 f.,81, 82, 88, 92, 123, 159 
Johannine literature known to, 132, | Theophilus of Antioch, 131 
166 ff. Thumb, Prof. A., 4 

Son of Man, the, 112, 115 ff. Turner, Prof. C. H., 39 
Sozomen, 160 ᾿ | 
Stenning, Mr. J. F., 26 | Verbal sequences in Fourth Gospel, 95 f. 
Swete, Prof. H. B., 4, 123, 149 ' Virgin-Birth, the, 34 f., 43 ff. 
Symmachus, 121, 123, 159 | 
Syriac version of the Gospels, Old, 26 Waw consecutive in Hebrew, 68 

Wellhausen, Prof. J., 2,9, 19, 76, 77, 85,90 
Tannaim, 22, 23 Westcott, Dr. B. F., 28, 32, 33, 78, 102, 
Talmud, 22, 46; Palestinian, 3, 25 110, 135, 146, 147, 148 
Targums, 20 ff.; Hebraizing renderings | ‘ Word of the Lord, the’, 38 

of, 13,14 24,61; conceptions derived 
from, 35 ff. Yannai, R., 44, 46, 116, 117 

Targum, Jerusalem, 23, 24, III | Y*kard, 36 ff. 
Targum of Jonathan on the Prophets, 24 | Yi#udn as Messianic title, 46 
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