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GALATIANS 1:18 IZTOPHXAI KH®AN

by
G. D. KILPATRICK

OR iotopijoar Knpay (v.). ITérgov), Gal. 1:18, the Authorized

Version has ‘to see Peter’ and the Revised Version ‘to visit
Cephas’. These renderings of the verb come as a surprise when
we recall its use in older Greek as shown for example in the article
on iotopéw in Liddell and Scott with its explicit reference to this
passage: ‘visit a person for the purpose of inquiry, Knpdr, Ep.
Gal. 1:18’. None the less versions and ancient commentators seem
content with the range of meanings indicated by the Authorized
Version and the Revised Version.

The Authorized Versionissupported by the three versions whose
evidence is most important, the Latin, the Coptic and the Syriac.
The Latin according to Wordsworth and White has uniformly
uidere. The Coptic, both Sahidic and Bohairic, treats the word as
the equivalent of ‘see’. The Peshitta and Harclean Syriac use forms
of hz’, the primary meaning of which in both Hebrew and
Aramaic is ‘to see’. Photius refers to this interpretation: 7 offrwo.
napa ITérpov odx Euabov, udvoy eldov adrdv. mapa 'laxdfov odx
dualfov, xdxeivov yap udvoy eldov.!

The later commentators were not content with this interpreta-
tion which they seemed to know. Chrysostom,? to whom
Cramer’s Catenae makes no substantial addition, has three points:
(1) he perceives that {oropficar must here mean more than ‘see’,
0 elnev, idetv ITérgov, AR’ iovopijoat Ilérpov, dneg oi Tao ueydiac
nékews xai Aapmpda xarauavbdvovrea Adyovaw, (2) he will not allow
the meaning ‘to get information, knowledge from Peter’, odx do
pabnaduevéo e mag® avrod 0vdé o didgbwaiy Twva bekduevos, (3)
he decides for the sense ideiv adrov xai Twuioar vij magovoiq.
Theodoret?® concisely supports points (2) and (3), Kai totro mdiw
deixyvawy adrod Ty doetry Tijo yoyijo. Kai yap un deduevos avbpow-
nivye dibaoxaliao, dre b Tadtyy naga tod Ocod Tdw GAwv defduevog,
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iy mpémovaay dnovéuel T xogupaly Ty, Tovtov yag ydow meca
adtov drmeAnAidbe, ody ba T mag® abrod udby, GAN lva udvov Bedon-
tar. Aebwvvor 88 xal 16 pidrgov. The Latin version of Theodore
of Mopsuestia® certainly agrees with (2): euidens est ergo quo-
niam neque tunc ut aliquid disceret ascendit. He may have (3)
in mind also: ‘et ut ne uideatur per omnia contempsisse apostolos:
“deinde post annos tres ascendi Hierosolimis uidere Petrum.” et
ita affectum quem erga Petrum uidendum habebat explicans, et
quod sollicitudinem expenderet, ut redderet ei quod debebat.’

As the Latin has wuidere for ioropijoat, the Latin commentators
cannot easily make Chrysostom’s distinction between et and
{oTogfjoar. Victorinus® has Chrysostom’s point (2) in mind and
develops (3): ‘deinde subiungit causam, uidere Petrum. Etenim
si in Petro fundamentum ecclesiae positum est, ut in euangelio
dictum; cui reuelata erant omnia Paulus sciuit uidere se debere
Petrum; quasi eum, cui tanta auctoritas a Christo data esset, non
ut ab eo aliquid disceret.” Ambrosiaster® has the same inter-
pretation. Jerome? takes it up: ‘nam et quod uisus (Al jussus) sit
ire Hierosolymam, ad hoc isse ut uideret apostolum, non dis-
cendi studio, quia et ipse eumdem praedicationis haberet aucto-
rem; sed honoris priori apostolo deferendi’ Pelagius® could
hardly be briefer: ‘uidendi gratia, non discendi.” Augustine’s®
comment is: ‘Si cum euangelizasset Paulus in Arabia, postea uidit
Petrum, non ideo ut per ipsum Petrum disceret Euangelium; nam
ante eum utique uidisset: sed ut fraternam caritatem etiam cor-
porali notitia cumularet.’

These quotations have much in common, enough perhaps for
us to be able to outline the history of the ancient exposition of
this passage. The oldest interpretation is that of the versions which
treat iozogijoar as the equivalent of idetv. As Photius notes this
interpretation and Chrysostom rejects it, it existed in Greek and
the Latin and Syriac renderings suggest that it is as old as the
second century. The fact that much of Chrysostom’s comment is
shared by Latin commentators who were either a little earlier
than he or his contemporaries shows that his interpretation is older
than the middle of the fourth century. Perhaps it belonged to the
Antiochene tradition of exegesis.

The point of departure for this later interpretation is Chryso-
stom’s distinction between iotogijoar and ideiv. The renderings

of the versions are inadequate and even the Latin commentators,
L
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though they have to expound uidere frequently, read more into
the word than it can be expected to mean of itself. The com-
mentators are equally clear that the meaning of iovogeiv ‘to get
knowledge or information’ is inapplicable. They argue that
St. Paul had already received the requisite knowledge by revela-
tion and so had no need to visit St. Peter for that purpose. In
agreement with Chrysostom most commentators make St. Paul
visit St. Peter to pay his respects. For St. Augustine it is merely a
token of friendship. For Victorinus and Ambrosiaster it is an ack-
nowledgment of the primacy of Peter.

In support of Chrysostom’s contention that {orogfjoar is not
merely an equivalent of e is the following evidence on the use
of the word. It appears first in Aeschylus and continues in use
throughout Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine times, but it occurs
only here in St. Paul, and, except for three passages in I Esdras
where it means ‘narrate’, it does not appear elsewhere in the LXX,
the Pseudepigrapha, the New Testament, or the Apostolic Fathers.

It is said that the more we use a word the less it means. If we
may reverse this, the more rarely we use a word, the more of its
full meaning it is likely to retain when it is used. While this maxim
does not hold good universally, it seems applicable to the present
instance. St. Paul we may assume would not have chosen a word
unparalleled in his own vocabulary and so rare in Biblical Greek,
had he not wanted it to bear a meaning which could not have
been expressed as well by a commoner term. To this extent to
treat ioTopfjoar as a mere equivalent of e is unsatisfactory and
unconvincing.

This point being granted, we may examine the other possible
meanings of the word. St. Augustine thought that it described a
fraternal visit, other commentators that it was used of the visit
paid by an apostle to his superior colleague and even read into the
occasion a reference to the primacy of Peter. Modemn suggestions
are that it means ‘to get to know, to become acquainted with’.
Finally, there is the meaning suggested by Liddell and Scott men-
tioned above.

Liddell and Scott's article on iozogéw is probably the best guide
to the meaning of the word. It can be suppTcmentcd by the quota-
tions in Schlier's commentary, in Bauer's Worterbuch and in
Sophocles” Lexicon. These together with the references in the
indices to the principal authors of the time give us enough material
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to discern how the word is used in the New Testament period.
In view of this sufficiency of early evidence and of the possibility
of the word gradually changing its meaning there seems no

reason to enquire how writers later than the beginning of the
second century used it.

Liddell and Scott give as the first meaning of iozogéw ‘inquire
into or about a thing’, ‘inguire about a person’. With this meaning
the verb takes an accusative of the thing or person in question.
As it can also take an accusative of the person of whom inquiry is
made it sometimes takes a double accusative. From this double
use of the accusative our alternatives arise.

Let us begin our is7opla or inquiry by examining the first mean-
ing that Liddell and Scott give, that of inquiry into or about a
person or thing. Plutarch?® has an interesting example of the use of
iotopety for ‘getting information’ about both persons and things.
Aristippus is so excited by what he hears of Socrates that he is
beside himself, dyoio o mAcvoac > Abrivale dupdvy xai diaxexavuévos
Aedaato tiic anyijec xal Tov dvdpa xai todo Adyovs abrod xal rry
@thocopiay iotdpnoer. He found out about the man, his utter-
ancesandhis philosophy, But we may exclude at once the explana-
tion that {srogfoar Knpdy meant ‘to inquire into, investigate,
Cephas’.

ioTogety with the accusative of the thing means ‘to inquire into
it, to examine it for the sake of knowledge’. It can then come to
mean ‘to go and examine it’ first for the sake of knowledge and
then out of curiosity. From this comes the sense of visiting famous
monuments or cities to which Chrysostom referred. It is amply
illustrated from the papyri in Moulton and Milligan, The Vocabu-
lary of the Greek Testament. It is noteworthy however that this use
of the term is confined to things. There seems to be no examples
where it is necessarily used of persons. We can see something of
this distinction in English. We can talk of visiting the Tower of
London, but when we speak of visiting Gladstone or Churchill
our meaning is quite different. It is at this point then that Chryso-
stom’s suggestion comes to grief. He refers solely to great cities.
An example of the word used of persons in New Testament
times which demonstrably and necessarily has this sense has still
to be produced. We must not be misled by a clause in Josephus.!?
He describes how Lot’s wife was turned into a pillar (s7jin) of
salt and goes on: iordpnoa & adriy, Eve yap viv Sauéver. Josephus



148 G. D. Kilpatrick

does not mean that he has paid a tourist’s visit or a social call on
Lot’s wife but that he has investigated the pillar.

There remains however one other proposed development of
this meaning of ioropeiv to examine. It is sometimes suggested
that it means ‘visit’ in the sense of ‘pay a call’ on someone, a social
activity. For this there is no convincing Greek example and we
can suspect that the ambiguity of such English words as ‘visit’
has been responsible for the suggestion. Nor is it clear why
St. Paul should visit St. Peter, but should see St. James without
visiting him.

Our examinaton of the construction of ioropsiv with the
accusative of the person as the object of the inquiry has shown
that none of the proposed meanings of the word derived from
this construction are satisfactory. Convincing examples of such
meanings are lacking and the interpretations fail to suggest a
reason why St. Peter alone as distinct from St. James should be
the object of such an activity.

There remains the interpretation suggested by Liddell and
Scott. It requires no linguistic defence. It retains its full meaning,
thus satisfying a condition suggested by the rarity of its occur-
rence in Biblical Greek and Early Christian texts. The only ques-
tion is: does it satisfy the conditions of the context? St. Paul seeks
information from St. Peter and not from St. James. Is there any
information that the one had to give him that the other could not
provide? St. Peter had been an eyewitness and disciple of Jesus.
St. James could not claim to be a comparable informant about the
teaching and the ministry. We know then of one kind of informa-
tion for which St. Paul would go to St. Peter rather than St. James,
information about Jesus’ teaching and ministry.

There may seem to be one difficulty in the suggestion that
St. Paul would have sought information about Jesus from St.
Peter. According to Gal. 1:12 St. Paul did not receive his gospel
from men nor was he taught it but it came to him through a
revelation of Jesus Christ. If St. Paul received his gospel by revela-
tion, what need had he to get information about Jesus from
St. Peter? That would put him in the position of being taught,
which he denies. This difficulty tumns on the meaning of edayyéiiov
in Galatians. If the word there means information about Jesus the
difficulty is insuperable: if however it means something different

then the difficulty disappears.
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In a study of the meaning of dgfomoden? it was argued that
the phrase described some kind of progress toward the truth of
the gospel. This exposition has implications for the meaning of
edayyéliov. Thus the two inquiries into the interpretation of
iovogfioar Kngdv and of defomodeiv find this point of contact in
the significance of edayyéAior.1® For the present we may conclude
that provided that the meaning of edayyéAiov raises no difficulty,
iotogfioar Knpdy at Gal. 1:18 is to be taken as meaning ‘to get
information from Cephas’.
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