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PREFACE.

—_——

1'HE call for a second edition of this work within six or seven
months of its first appearance gives me a welcome opportunity
of making a good many corrections and additions, without
altering in any way its general plan. Of the scope of these new
features I shall have something to say later; at this point I
have to explain the title-page, from which certain words have
disappeared, not without great reluctance on my part. The
statement in the first edition that the book was “based on
W. F. Moulton’s edition of G. B. Winer'’s Grammar,” claimed
for it connexion with a work which for thirty-five years had
been in constant use among New Testament students in this
country and elsewhere. 1 should hardly have yielded this
statement for excision, had not the suggestion come from one
whose motives for retaining it are only less strong than my
own. SirJohn Clark, whose kindness throughout the progress
of this work it is a special pleasure to acknowledge on such
an opportunity, advised me that misapprehension was fre-
quently occurring with those whose knowledge of this book
was limited to the title. Since the present volume is entirely
new, and does not in any way follow the lines of its great
predecessor, it seems better to confine the history of the
undertaking to the Preface, and take sole responsibility. I
have unhappily no means of divining what judgement either
Winer or his editor would have passeG on my doctrines; and
it is therefore, perhaps, due to Pietdt that I should drop what
Pietdt mainly prompted.

It is now forty years since my father, to whose memory
this book is dedicated, wus invited by Messrs T. & T. Clark
to translate and edit G. B. Winer's epoch-making Grammatik
des neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms. The proposal originated

with Bishop Ellicott, afterwards Chairman of the New Testa-
vil
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ment Revision Company, and the last survivor of a band of
workers who, while the following pages were in the press,
became united once more. Dr Ellicott had been in corre-
spondence on biblical matters with the young Assistant Tutor
at the Wesleyan Theological College, Richmond; and his
estimate of his powers was shown first by the proposal as to
Winer, and not long after by the Bishop’s large use of my
father's advice in selecting new members of the Revision
Company. Mr Moulton took his place in the Jerusalem
Chamber in 1870, the youngest member of the Company;
and in the same year his edition of Winer appeared. My
brother’s Life of our father (Isbister, 1899) gives an account
of its reception. It would uot be seemly for me to enlarge
on its merits, and it would be as superfluous as unbecoming.
I will only allow myself the satisfaction of quoting a few
words from one who may well be called the greatest New
Testament scholar this country has seen for generatioms. In
giving his Cambridge students a short list of reference books,
Dr Hort said (Romans and Ephesians, p. 71):—

Winer’'s Grammar of the New Testament, as translated
and enlarged by Dr Moulton, stands far above every
other for this purpose. It does not need many minutes
to learn the ready use of the admirable indices, of
passages and of subjects: and when the book is con-
sulted in this manner, its extremely useful contents
become in most cases readily accessible. Dr Moulton’s
references to the notes of the best recent English com-
mentaries are a helpful addition.

In 1875 Dr Moulton was transferred to Cambridge,
charged by his Church with the heavy task of building up
from the foundation a great Public School. What time a
Head Master could spare to scholarship was for many years
almost entirely pledged to the New Testament and Apocrypha
Revision. Naturally it was not possible to do much to his
Grammar when the second edition was called for in 1877.
The third edition, five years later, was even less delayed for
the incorporation of new matter; and the book stands now,
in all essential points, just as it first came from its author’s
pen. Meanwhile the conviction was growing that the next
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edition must be s new book. Winer's own last edition,
though far from antiquated, was growing decidedly old;
its jubilee is in fact celebrated by its English descendant
of to-day. The very thoroughness of Winer’s work had made
useless for the modern student many a disquisition against
grammatical heresies which no one would now wish to drag
from the lumber-room. The literature to which Winer
appealed was largely buried in inaccessible foreign periodicals.
And as the reputation of his editor grew, men asked for a
more compact, better arranged, more up-to-date volume, in
which the ripest and most modern work should no longer be
stowed away in compressed notes at the foot of the page.
Had time and strength permitted, Dr Moulton would have
consulted his most cherished wish by returning to the work
of his youth and rewriting his Grammar as an independent
book. But “wisest Fate said No.” He chose his junior col-
league, to whom he had given, at first as his pupil, and
afterwards during years of University training and colleague-
ship in teaching, an insight into his methods and principles,
and at least an eager enthusiasm for the subject to which he
had devoted his own life. But not a page of the new book
was written when, in February 1898, “ God’s finger touched
him, and he slept.”

Since heredity does not suffice to make a grammarian,
and there are many roads by which a student of New Testa-
ment language may come to his task, I must add a word
to explain in what special directions this book may perhaps
contribute to the understanding of the inexhaustible subject
with which it deals. Till four years ago, my own teaching
work scarcely touched the Greek Testament, classics and com-
parative philology claiming the major part of my time. But
I have not felt that this time was ill spent as a prepara-
tion for the teaching of the New Testament. The study of
the Science of Language in general, and especially in the field
of the languages which are nearest of kin to Greek, is well
adapted to provide points of view from which new light may
be shed on the words of Scripture. Theologians, adepts in
criticism, experts in early Christian literature, bring to a task
like this an equipment to which I can make no pretence.
But there are other studies, never more active than now,
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which may help the biblical student in unexpected ways.
The life-history of the Greck language has been investi-
gated with minutest care, not only in the age of its glory,
but also throughout the centuries of its supposed senility
and decay. Its syntax has been illuminated by the com-
parative method; and scholars have arisen who have been
willing to desert the masterpieces of literature and trace the
humble development of the Hellenistic vernacular down to
its lineal descendant in the vulgar tongue of the present day.
Biblical scholars cannot study everything, and there are some
of them who have never heard of Brugmann and Thumb.
It may be some service to introduce them to the side-lights
which comparative philology can provide.

But T hope this book may bring to the exegete material
yet more important for his purpose, which might not otherwise
come his way. The immense stores of illustration which have
been opened to us by the discoveries of Egyptian papyri, ac-
cessible to all on their lexical side in the brilliant Bible Studies
of Deissmann, have not hitherto been systematically treated
in their bearing on the grammar of New Testament Greek.
The main purpose of these Prolegomena has accordingly been
to provide a sketch of the language of the New Testament as
it appears to those who have followed Deissmann into a new
field of research. There are many matters of principle need-
ing detailed discussion, and much new illustrative material
from papyri and inscriptions, the presentation of which will, I
hope, be found helpful and suggestive. In the present volume,
therefore, I make no attempt at exhaustiveness, and often
omit important subjects on which I have nothing new to say.
By dint of much labour on the indices, I have tried to provide
a partial remedy for the manifold inconveniences of form
which the plan of these pages entails. My reviewers en-
courage me to hope that I have succeeded in one cherished
ambition, that of writing a Grammar which can be read.
The fascination of the Science of Language has possessed me
ever since in boyhood I read Max Miiller’s incomparable
Lectures ; and I have made it my aim to communicate what
I could of this fascination before going on to dry statistics
and formulae. In the second volume I shall try to present
ae concisely as I can the systematic facts of Hellenistic acci-
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dence oud syntax, not in the form of an appendix to a
grammar of classical Greek, but giving the later language
the independent dignity which it deserves. ~Both Winer
himself and the other older scholars, whom a reviewer thinks
I have unduly neglected, will naturally bulk more largely
than they can do in chapters mainly intended to describe
the most modern work. But the mere citation of authori-
ties, in a handbook designed for practical utility, must
naturally be subordinated to the succinct presentation of
results. There will, I hope, be small danger of my readers’
overlooking my indebtedness to earlier workers, and least
of all that to my primary teacher, whose labours it is
my supreme object to preserve for the benefit of a new
generation.

It remains to perform the pleasant duty of acknowledging
varied help which has contributed a large proportion of any-
thing that may be true or useful in this book. It would be
endless were I to name teachers, colleagues, and friends in
Cambridge, to whom through twenty years’ residence I con-
tracted debts of those manifold and intangible kinds which
can only be summarised in the most inadequate way: no
Cantab who has lived as long within that home of exact
science and sincere research, will fail to understand what I
fail to express. Next to the Cambridge influences are those
which come from teachers and friends whom I have never
seen, and especially those great German scholars whose labours,
too little assisted by those of other countries, have established
the Science of Language on the firm basis it occupies to-day.
In fields where British scholarship is more on a level with
that of Germany, especially those of biblical exegesis and
of Greek classical lore, I have also done my best to learn
what fellow-workers east of the Rhine contribute to the
common stock. It is to a German professor, working
upon the material of which our own Drs Grenfell and
Hunt have provided so large a proportion, that I owe the
impulse which has produced the chief novelty of my work.
My appreciation of the memorable achievement of Dr Deiss-
mann is expressed in the body of the book; and I must
only add here my grateful acknowledgement of the many
encouragements he has given me in my efforts to glean
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after him in the field he has made his own. He has now
crowned them with the all too generous appreciations of
my work which he has contributed to the Theologische
Literaturzeitung and the ZTheologische Rundschau. Another
great name figures on most of the pages of this book.
The services that Professor Blass has rendered to New
Testament study are already almost equal to those he has
rendered to classical scholarship. I have been frequently
obliged to record a difference of opinion, though never with-
out the inward voice whispering “tmpar congressus .Achilli.”
But the freshness of view which this great Hellenist brings
to the subject makes him almost as helpful when he fails
to convince a8 when he succeeds; and I have learned more
and more from him, the more earnestly I have studied for
mysclf. The name of another brilliant writer on New
Testament Grammar, Professor Schmiedel, will figure more
constantly in my second volume than my plan allows it to
do in this.

The mention of the books which have been most fre-
quently used, recalls the need of one or two explanations
before closing this Preface. ~The text which is assumed
throughout is naturally that of Westcott and Hort. The
principles on which it is based, and the minute accuracy with
which they are followed out, seem to allow no alternative to
a grammatical worker, even if the B type of text were held
to be only the result of second century revision. But in
frequently quoting other readings, and especially those which
belong to what Dr Kenyon conveniently calls the S-text,
I follow very readily the precedent of Blass. I need not
say that Mr Geden’s Concordance has been in continual
use. I have not felt bound to enter much into questions
of “higher criticism.” In the case of the Synoptic Gospels,
the assumption of the “ two-source hypothesis ” has suggested
a number of grammatical points of interest. Grammar helps
to rivet closer the links which bind together the writings of
Luke, and those of Paul (though the Pastorals often need
separate treatment); while the Johannine Gospel and Epistles
similarly form a single grammatical entity. ~Whether the
remaining Books add seven or nine to the tale of separate
authors, does not concern us here; for the Apocalypse,
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1 Peter and 2 Peter must be treated individually as much
as Hebrews, whether the traditional authorship be accepted
or rejected.

Last come the specific acknowledgements of most generous
and welcome help received directly in the preparation of this
volume. I count myself fortunate indeed in that three
scholars of the first rank in different lines of study have
read my proofs through, and helped me with invaluable
encouragement and advice. It is only due to them that I
should claim the sole responsibility for errors which I may
have failed to escape, in spite of their watchfulness on my
behalf. ~ Two of them are old friends with whom I have
taken counsel for many years. Dr G. G. Findlay has gone
over my work with minute care, and has saved me from
many a loose and ambiguous statement, besides giving me the
fruit of his profound and accurate exegesis, which students
of his works on St. Paul's Epistles know well. Dr Rendel
Harris has brought me fresh lights from other points of
view; and I have been particularly glad of criticism from a
specialist in Syriac, who speaks with authority on matters
which take a prominent place in my argument. The third
name is that of Professor Albert Thumb, of Marburg. The
kindness of this great scholar, in examining so carefully the
work of one who is still dyvoovuevos TG mpocwme, cannot
be adequately ackmowledged here. Nearly every page of my
book owes its debt either to his writings or to the criticisms
and suggestions with which he has favoured me. At least
twice he has called my attention to important articles in
English which I had overlooked; and in my illustrations
from Modern Greek I have felt myself able to venture often
into fields which might have been full of pitfalls, had I not
been secure in his expert guidance. Finally, in the necessary
drudgery of index-making I have had welcome aid at home.
By drawing up the index of Scripture quotations, my mother
has done for me what she did for my father nearly forty years
ago. My brother, the Rev. W. Fiddian Moulton, M.A., has
spared time from a busy pastor's life to make me the Greek
index, To all these who have helped me so freely, and to
many others whose encouragement and counsel has been a
constant stimulus—I would mention especially my Man-
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chester colleagues, Dr R. W. Moss and Professor A. S. Peake
—1I tender my heartfelt thanks.

The new features of this edition are necessarily confined
within narrow range. The Additional Notes are suggested
by my own reading or by suggestions from various reviewers
and correspondents, whose kindness I gratefully acknowledge.
A new lecture by Professor Thumb, and reviews by such
scholars as Dr Marcus Dods, Dr H. A. A. Kennedy, and Dr
Souter, have naturally provided more material than I can at
present use. My special thanks are due to Mr H. Scott, of
Oxton, Birkenhead, who went over the index of texts and
two or three complicated numerical computations in the body
of the book, and sent me unsolicited some corrections and
additions, for which the reader will add his gratitude to
mine. As far as was possible, the numerous additions to the
Indices have been worked in at their place; but some pages
of Addenda have been necessary, which will not, I hope,
seriously inconvenience the reader. The unbroken kindness of
my reviewers makes it needless for me to reply to criticisms
here. I am tempted to enlarge upon one or two remarks in the
learned and helpful 4thenaeum review, but will confine myself
to a comment on the “awkward results” which the writer
anticipates from the evidence of the papyri as set forth in my
work. My Prolegomena, he says, “really prove that there can
be no grammar of New Testament Greek, and that the grammar
of the Greek in the New Testament is one and the same with
the grammar of the ‘ common Greek’ of the papyri” I agree
with everything except the “awkwardness” of this result
for me. To call this book a Grammar of the ‘Common’
Greek, and enlarge it by including phenomena which do
not happen to be represented in the New Testament, would
certainly be more scientific. But the practical advantages of
confining attention to what concerns the grammatical inter-
pretation of a Book of unique importance, written in a language
which has absolutely no other literature worthy of the name,
need hardly be laboured here, and this foreword is already
long enough. I am as conscious as ever of the shortcomings
of this book when placed in the succession of one which has
80 many associations of learning and industry, of caution and
flawless accuracy. But I kope that its many deficiencies may
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not prevent it from leading its readers nearer to the meaning
of the great literature which it strives to interpret. The
new tool is certain not to be all its maker fondly wished it
to be; but from a vein so rich in treasure even the poorest
instrument can hardly fail to bring out nuggets of pure gold.

J. H. M.

DipsBurY COLLEGE, 4ug. 13, 1906,

NOTE TO THE THIRD EDITION.

—_——

As it is not yet three years since this book first appeared,
I am spared the necessity of introducing very drastic change.
Several new collections of papyri have been published, and
uther fresh material, of which I should have liked to avail
myself more fully. But the alterations and additions have
been limited by my wish not to disturb the pagination.
Within this limit, however, I have managed to bring in a
large number of small changes—removing obscurities, correcting
mistakes, or registering a change of opinion; while, by the use
of blank spaces, or the cutting down of superfluities, I have
added very many fresh references. For the convenience of
readers who possess former editions, I add below! a note of
the pages on which changes or additions occur, other than
those that are quite trifling. No small proportion of my
time has been given to the Indices. Experience has shown
that I had planned the Greek Index on too small a scale.
In the expansion of this Index, as also for the correction of
many statistics in the body of the book, I have again to
acknowledge with hearty thanks the generous help of Mr

1 See pp. xii., xx.-xxiii., 4, 7, 8, 10, 13-17, 19, 21, 26, 27, 29, 36, 38, 40,
41, 43, 45-50, 52-56, 64, 65, 67-69, 76-81, 86, 87, 93, 95-99, 101, 105, 107,
110, 113-116, 117, 119-121, 123, 125, 129, 130, 134, 135, 144, 145, 150, 156, 159,
161-168, 167, 168, 174, 176-179, 181, 185, 187, 188, 191, 193-196, 198, 200, 204,
205, 214, 215, 223-225, 227-231, 234-237, 239-241, 243-249. Pp. 260-265
have many alterations, Index iii & fow. Index ii and the Addenda are new.



xvi NOTE TO THE THIRD EDITION.

H. Scott. To the kindness of many reviewers and corre-
spondents 1 must make a general acknowledgement for the
help they have given me. One debt of this kind, however,
1 could not omit to mention, due to a learned member of
my own College, who is working in the same field. The
Accidence of Mr H. St. J. Thackeray’s Septuagint Grammar
is now happily far advanced towards publication; and I have
had the privilege of reading it in MS, to my own great
profit. I only wish I could have succeeded in my endeavour
to provide ere now for my kind critics an instalment of the
systematic grammar to which this volume is intended to be
an introduction. It is small comfort that Prof. Schmiedel
is still in the middle of the sentence where he left off ten
years ago. The irreparable loss that Prof. Blasg’s death
inflicts on our studies makes me more than ever wishful
that Dr Schimniedel and his new coadjutor may not keep us
waiting long.

Some important fields which I might have entered have
been pointed out by Prof. S. Dickey, in the Princeton Theological
Review for Jan. 1908, p. 151. Happily, I need not be
exhaustive in Prolegomena, though the temptation to rove
further is very strong. There is only one topic on which
I feel it essential to enlarge at present, touching as it does
my central position, that the New Testament was written
in the normal Kowr of the Empire, except for certain parts
where over-literal translation from Semitic originals affected
its quality. I must not here defend afresh the general thesis
against attacks like that of Messrs Conybeare and Stock,
delivered in advance in their excellent Selections from the
Septuagint, p. 22 (1905), or Dr Nestle’s review of my book in
the Berliner Philologische Wochenschrift for December 8, 1906.
There are many points in this learned and suggestive review
to which I hope to recur before long. But there is one new
line essayed by some leading ecritics of Deissmannism—if
I may coin a word on an obvious analogy—which claims
a few words here. In the first additional note appended to
my second edition (p. 242, below), I referred to the evidence
for a large Aramaic-speaking Jewish population in Egypt, and
anticipated the possibility that “ Hebraists ” might interpret
our parallels from the papyri as Aramaisms of home growth.
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As this argument had not yet been advanced, I did not offer
an answer. But simultaneously Prof. Swete was bringing out
his monumental Commentary on the Apocalypse; and I
found on p. cxx that the veteran editor of the LXX was dis-
posed to take this very line. The late Dr H. A. Redpath also
wrote to me, referring to an article of his own in the American
Journal of Theology for January 1903, pp. 10 {,, which I should
not have overlooked. With two such authorities to support
this suggestion, I cannot of course leave the matter as it
stands in the note referred to. Fuller discussion I must defer,
but I may point out that our case does not rest on the papyri
alone. Let it be granted, for the sake of argument, that we
have no right to delete from the list of Hebraisms uses for
which we can only quote Egyptian parallels, such as the use
of perd referred to on p. 246. There will still remain a
multitude of uses in which we can support the papyri from
vernacular inscriptions of different countries, without encoun-
tering any probability of Jewish influence. Take, for example,
the case of instrumental év, where the Hebrew 2 has naturally
Leen recognised by most scholars in the past. I have asserted
(p. 12) that Ptolemaic exx. of év payacpy (Tb P 16 al.) rescue
Paul's év paBdp from this category: before their discovery
Dr Findlay (EGT on 1 Co 4%) cited Lucian, Dial. Mort.
xxiii. 3. Now let us suppose that the Egyptian official who
wrote Tb P 16 was unconsciously using an idiom of the
Ghetto, and that Lucian’s Syrian origin—eredat ludeus !—
was peeping out in a reminiscence of the nursery. We shall
still be able to cite examples of the reckless extension
of év in Hellenistic of other countries; and we shall find
that the roots of this particular extension go down deep into
classical usus loguendi: see the quotations in Kiihner-Gerth
i. 465, and especially note the Homeric év opfaruoio:
FidégOar (I1. L 587 al.) and é wupl xalew (Il xxiv. 38),
which are quite near enough to explain the development.
That some Biblical uses of év go beyond even the generous
limits of Hellenistic usage, neither Deissmann nor I seek to
deny (see p. 104). But evidence accumulates to forbid my
allowing Semitism as a vera causa for the mass of Biblical
instances of év in senses which make the Atticist stare and
gasp. And on the general question I confess myself uncon-
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vinced that Egyptian Greek differs materially from that
current in the Empire as a whole, or that the large Jewish
population left their stamp on the language of Greeks or
bilingual Egyptians in the Delta, any more than the perhaps
equally large proportion of Jews in Manchester affects the
speech of our Lancashire working men. There is another line
of argument which I personally believe to be sound, but I do
not press it here—the dogma of Thumb (see pp. 17 n. and
94 below), that a usage native in Modern Greek is ipso facto
no Semitism. It has been pressed by Psichari in his valuable
Essai sur le grec de la Septante (1908). But I have already
overstepped the limits of a Preface, and will only express
the earnest hope that the modest results of a laborious
revision may make this book more helpful to the great
company of Biblical students whom it is my ambition to
gerve.

JH M

DipseuBY COLLEGE, Nov. 6, 1908
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ABBREVIATIONS.

—_——

ApBrEVIATIONS for the names of Books of Scripture will explain them-
selves. In the OT and Apocrypha the names of the Books follow the
English RV (except Ca for Song of Songs), as also do the numbers for
chapterand verse : the LXX numbering, where it differs, is added within
brackets.

Centuries are denoted iii/B 0., ii/a.D., etc., except when an exact date
is given. Where the date may fall within wider limits, the notation
is ii/i B.C,, iv/v A.D., etc. Where papyri or inscriptions are not dated,
it may generally be taken that no date is given by the editor.

The abbreviations for papyri and inscriptions are given in Index I (c)
and (d), pp. 251 ff. below, with the full titles of the collections quoted.

The ordinary abbreviations for MSS, Versions, and patristic writers
are used in textual notes.

Other abbreviations will, it is hoped, need no explanation : perhaps
MGr for Modern Greek should be mentioned. It should be observed
that references are to pages, unless otherwise stated : papyri and inscrip-
tions are generally cited by number. In all these documents the usual
notation is followed, and the original spelling preserved.

Abbott JG=Johannine Grammar, by E. A. Abbott. London 1906.

Abbott—see Index I () iii.

AJP=American Journal of Philology, ed. B. L. Gildersleeve, Baltimore
1880 ff.

Archiv—see Index I (c).

Audollent—see Index I (¢).

BCH—see Index I (c).

Blass=Grammar of NT Greek, by F. Blass. Second English edition,
tr. H. St J. Thackeray, London 1905. (This differs from ed.! only
by the addition of pp. 306-333.) Sometimes the reference is to notes
in Blasg's Acta Apostolorum (Gottingen 1895): the context will
make it clear,

Brugmann Dist.=Die distributiven u. d. kollektiven Numeralia der idg.
Sprachen, by K. Brugmann. (4bhandl. d. K. S. Ges. d. Wiss., xxv. v,
Leipzig 1907.)

Burton MT=New Testament Moods and Tenses, by E. D. Burton.
Second edition, Edinburgh 1894.

Buttmann =Grammar of New Testament Greek, by A. Buttmann.
English edition by J. H. Th:av.yel;:1 Andover 1876.

X
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notation is followed, and the original spelling preserved.

Abbott JG=Johannine Grammar, by E. A. Abbott. London 1906.

Abbott—see Index I (¢) iii.

AJP=American Journal of Philology, ed. B. L. Gildersleeve, Baltimore
1880 ff.

Archiv—see Index I (c).

Andollent—see Index I (c).

BCH—see Index I (¢).

Blass=Qrammar of NT Greek, by F. Blass. Second English edition,
tr. H. St J. Thackeray, London 1905. (This differs from ed.! only
by the addition of pp. 306-333.) Sometimes the reference is to notes
in Blass's Acta Apostolorum (Gottingen 1895): the context will
make it clear.

Brugmann Dist.=Die distributiven u. d. kollektiven Numeralia der idg.
Sprachen, by K. Brugmann. (4bkandl. d. K. S. Ges. d. Wiss., xxv. v,
Leipzig 1907.)

Burton MT=New Testament Moods and Temses, by E. D. Burton.
Second edition, Edinburgh 1894.

Buttmann=Grammar of New Testament Greek, by A. Buttmann.
English edition by J. H. Thayer,iAndover 1876.
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BZ = Byzantinische Zeitschrift, ed. K. Krumbacher, Leipzig 1892 fl.

Cauer—see Index I (c).

CGT=Cambridge Greek Testament for Schools and Colleges.

CR=Classical Review (London 1887 ff.). Especially relerence is made
to the writer’s collection of forms and syntactical examples from the
papyri, in CR xv. 31-38 and 434442 (Feb. and Dec. 1901), and
xviii. 106-112 and 161-165 (March and April 1904—to be continued).

0Q=_Classical Quarterly. London 1907 f.

Dalman Words=The Words of Jesus, by G. Dalman., English edition,
tr. D. M. Kay, Edinburgh 1902.

Dalman Gramm.=Grammatik des jidisch-palistinischen Aramiisch, by
G. Dalman, Leipzig 1894.

DB=Dictionary of the Bible, edited by J. Hastings. 5 vols., Edinburgh
1898-1904.

Deissmann BS=Bible Studies, by G. A. Deissmann. Enpglish edition,
including Brbelstudien and Neue Bibelstudien, tr. A. Grieve, Edinburgh
1901.

Deissmann In Christo=Die neutestamentliche Formel *in Christo Jesu,”
by G. A. Deissmann, Marburg 1892.

Delbriick Grundr.=Grundriss der vergleichenden QGrammatik der
indogermanischen Sprachen, by K. Brugmann and B. Delbriick:
Dritter Band, Vergleichende Syntax, by Delbriick, Strassburg 1893-
1900. (References to Brugmann’s part, on phonology and morphology,
are given to his own abridgement, Kurze vergleichende Grammatik,
1904, which has also an abridged Comparative Syntax.)

Dieterich Unters.=Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der griechischen
Sprache, von der hellenistischen Zeit bis zum 10. Jahrh. n, Chr., by
K. Dieterich, Leipzig 1898.

DLZ=Deutsche Literaturzeitung, Leipzig.

EB=Encyclopzdia Biblica, edited by T. K. Cheyne and J. S. Black.
4 vols., London 1899-1903.

EGT=Expositor's Greek Testament, edited by W. Robertson Nicoll.
4 vols. (vol. iv. not yet published), London 1897-1903.

Ezp B=Expositor's Bible, edited by W. R. Nicoll. 49 vols.,, London
1887-1898.

Expos=The Expositor, edited by W. R. Nicoll. Cited by series, volume,
and page. London 1875 ff.

Exp T=The Expository Times, edited by J. Hastings. Edinburgh 1689 ff.

Gildersleeve Studies=Studies in Honor of Professor Gildersleeve, Baltimore.

Gildersleeve Synt.=Syntax of Classical Greek, by B. L. Gildersleeve and
C. W. E. Miller. Part i, New York 1900.

Giles Manual2=A Short Manual of Comparative Philology for classical
students, by P. Giles. Second edition, London 1901.

Goodwin MT=Syntax of the Moods and Tenses of the Greek Verb, by
W. W. Goodwin. Third edition, London 1889.

Goodwin Greeck Gram.= A Greek Grammar, by W. W. Goodwin. London
1894. ’

Grimm-Thayer =Grimm’s Wilke's Clavis Novi Testamenti, translated and
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onlnrged by J. H. Thayer, as “ A Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Tostament.” Edinburgh 1886.

Hatzidakis=Einleitung in die neugriechische Grammatik, by G. N.
Hatzidakis. Leipzig 1892.

Hawkins HS=Hor® Synoptice, by J. C. Hawkins. Oxford 1899.

HR=A Concordance to the Septuagint, by E. Hatch and H. A. Redpath.
Oxford 1897.

IM A —see Index I (¢).

Indog. Forsch.=Indogermanische Forschungen, edited by K. Brugmann
and W. Streitberg. Strassburg 1892 fI.

Jannaris HG=A Historical Greek Grammar, by A. N. Jannaris. London
1897.

JBL=Journal of Biblical Literature. Boston 1881 ff.

JHS—see Index I (c).

JTS=Journal of Theological Studies. London 1900 fI.

Jiilicher Introd.=Introduction to the New Testament, by A. Jiilicher.
English edition, tr. by J. P. Ward, London 1904.

Kiilker=Quastiones de elocutione Polybiana, by F. Kaelker. In Leipziger
Studien 111 ii., 1880.

Kiihner?3, or Kiihner-Blass, Kiihner-Gerth = Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der
griechischen Sprache, by R. Kiithner. Third edition, Elementar- und
Formenlehre, by F. Blass. 2 vols., Hannover 1890-2. Satzlehre, by
B. Gerth. 2 vols., 1898, 1904,

Kuhring Praep.=De Praepositionum Graec. in chartis Aegyptiis usu, by
‘W. Kuhring. Bonn 1906.

KZ=Kuhn’s Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprachforschung. Berlin and
Giitersloh 1852 ff.

LS=A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell and R. Scott. Eighth
edition, Oxford 1901.

Mayser = Gramnmatik der gr. Papyri aus der Ptolemierzeit, by E. Mayser.
Leipzig 1906.

Meisterhans $=Qrammatik der attischen Inschriften, by K. Meisterhans.
Third edition by E. Schwyzer (see p. 29 n.), Berlin 1900.

MG =Concordance to the Greek Testament, by W. F. Moulton and A. S,
Geden. Edinburgh 1897.

Milligan-Moulton = Commentary on the Gospel of St John, by W. Milligan
and W, F. Moulton. Edinburgh 1898.

Mithraslit.—see Index I (d).

Monro HG=Homeric Grammar, by D. B. Monro. Second edition,
Oxford 1891.

Nachmanson =Laute und Formen der Magnetischen Inschriften, by E
Nachmanson, Uppsala 1903.

Ramsay Paul="Paul the Traveller and Roman Citizen, by W. M. Ramsay
Third edition, London 1897.

Ramsay C. and B.—esee Index I (c).

RE3=Herzog-Hauck Realencyclopddie. (In progress.) Leipzig.

REGr=Revue des Etudes grecques. Paris 1888 ff.

Reinhold = De Gracitate Patrum, by H. Reinhold. Halle 1898.
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RhM=Rheinisches Musenm. Bonn 1827 ff.

Riddell= A Digest of Platonic Idioms, by J. Riddell (in his edition of
the Apology, Oxford 1867).

Rutherford NP =The New Phrynichus, by W. G. Rutherford, London 1881,

Schanz Beitr. = Beitriige zur historischen Syntax der griechischen Sprache,
edited by M. Schanz. Wiirtzburg 1882 ff.

Schmid A4tisc.=Der Atticismus in seinen Hauptvertretern von Dionysius
von Halikarnass bis auf den zweiten Philostratus, by W. Schmid.
4 vols. and Register, Stuttgart 1887-1897.

Schmidt Jos.= De Flavii Josephi elocutione, by W. Schmidt, Leipzig 1893.

Schulze Gr. Lat.=Graeca Latina, by W. Schulze, Gittingen 1901,

Schwyzer Perg.=Grammatik der pergamenischen Inschriften, by E.
Schweizer (see p. 29 n.), Berlin 1898,

SH=The Epistle to the Romans, by W. Sanday and A. C. Headlam.
Fifth edition, Edinburgh 1902.

ThLZ="Theologische Literaturzeitung, edited by A. Harnack and E.
Schiirer, Leipzig 1876 ff.

Thumb Hellen.=Die griechische Sprache im Zeitalter des Hellenismus,
by A. Thumb, Strassburg 1901.

Thumb Handb.=Handbuch der neugriechischen Volkssprache, by A.
Thumb, Strassburg 1895.

Ti=Novum Testamentum Graece, by C. Tischendorf. Editio octava
critica maior. 2 vols, Leipzig 1869-72. Also vol. iii, by C. R.
Gregory, containing Prolegomena, 1894.

Viereck SG—see Index I (c).

Vitean = Etude sur le grec du Noveau Testament, by J. Viteau. Vol. i,
Le Verbe: Syntaxe des Propositions, Paris 1893; vol. ii, Sujet,
Complément et Attribut, 1896.

Vélker=Syntax der griechischen Papyri. I Der Artikel, by F. Valker,
Miinster i. W. 1903.

Votaw=The Use of the Infinitive in Biblical Greek, by C. W. Votaw.
Chicago 1896.

Wellh.=Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien, by J. Wellhausen.
Berlin 1905.

WH=The New Testament in the Original Greek, by B. F. Westcott and
F.J. A Hort. Vol. i, Text (also ed. minor); vol. ii, Introduction.
Cambridge and London 1881 ; second edition of vol. ii, 1896.

WH App=Appendix to WH, in vol. ii, containing Notes on Select
Readings and on Orthography, ete.

Witk.=Epistulae Privatae Graecae, ed. S. Witkowski. Leipzig 1908.

WM=A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek, regarded as
a sure basis for New Testament Exegesis, by G. B. Winer. Trans-
lated from the German, with large additions and full indices, by
W. F. Moulton. Third edition, Edinburgh 1882.

WE=G. B. Winers Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms,
Eighth edition, newly edited by P. W. Schmiedel, Géttingen 1894 ff.
(In progress.)

ZNTW = Zeitachrift fir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, editad by
E. Preuschen. Giessen 1800 ff.



A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

PROLEGOMEN A.

—_——
CHAPTER 1.
GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS.

As recently as 1895, in the opening chapter
of a beginner's manual of New Testament
Greek, the present writer defined the language as “Hebraic
Greek, colloguial Greek, and late Greek.” In this definition
the characteristic features of the dialect were expressed
according to a formula which was not questioned then by
any of the leading writers on the subject. It was entirely
approved by Dr W. F. Moulton, who would undoubtedly at
that time have followed these familiar lines, had he been able
to achieve his long cherished purpose of rewriting his English
Winer as an independent work. It is not without impera-
tive reason that, in this first instalment of a work in which
I boped to be my father’s collaborator, I have been com-
pelled seriously to modify the position he took, in view of
fresh evidence which came too late for him to examine.
In the second edition of the manual referred to! “common
Greek ” is substituted for the first element in the definition.
The disappearance of that word “Hebraic” from its pro-
minent place in our delineation of NT language marks a
change in our conceptions of the subject nothing less than re-
volutionary. This is not a revolution in theory alonme. It

New Lights.

! Introduction to the Study of New Testament Greck, with & First Reader.
Second Edition, 1804 (C. H. Kelly—now R. Culley).

I
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touches exegesis at innumerable points. It demands large
modifications in our very latest grammars, and an overhauling
of our best and most trusted commentaries. To write a new
Grammar, so soon after the appearance of fresh light which
transforms 1n very important respects our whole point of
view, may seem a premature undertaking. But it must not
be supposed that we are concerned with a revolutionary
theory which needs time for readjusting our science to new
conditions. The development of the Greek language, in the
period which separates Plato and Demosthenes from our own
days, has been patiently studied for a generation, and the
main lines of a scientific history have been thoroughly estab-
lished. What has happened to our own particular study is
only the discovery of its unity with the larger science which
has been maturing steadily all the time. * Biblical Greek"”
was long supposed to lie in a backwater: it has mow been
brought out into the full stream of progress. It follows that
we have now fresh material for illustrating our subject, and
a more certain methodology for the use of material which
we had already at hand.
. The isolated position of the Greek found
“GBIbhcf'l in the LXX and the NT has been the problem
Teek. N . S,
dividing grammatical students of this liter-
ature for generations past. That the Greek Scriptures, and
the small body of writings which in language go with
them, were written in the Ko7, the “ common ” or “ Hellen-
istic” Greek ! that superseded the dialects of the classical
period, was well enough known. But it was most obviously
different from the literary Kow of the period. It could not
be adequately paralleled from Plutarch or Arrian, and the
Jewish writers Philo and Josephus? were no more helpful
than their “profane” contemporaries. Naturally the pecu-
liarities of Biblical Greek came to be explained from its own
conditions. The LXX was in “translation Greek,” its syntax
determined perpetually by that of the original Hebrew.
Much the same was true of large parts of the NT, where

3 I ehall use the terms Hellenistic, Hellenist, and Hellenism throughout for
the Greek of tbe later period, which had become coextensive with Western
civilisation.

2 See below, p. 233.
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translation had taken place from an original Aramaic. But
even where this was not the case, it was argued, the writers
used Greek as foreigners, Aramaic thought underlying Greek
expression. Moreover, they were so familiar with the LXX
that its idiosyncrasies passed largely into their own style,
which accordingly was charged with Semitisms from two dis-
tinct sources. Hence this “ Judaic” or “ Biblical ” Greek, this
“language of the Holy Ghost,”! found in the sacred writings
and never profaned by common use. It was a phenomenon
against which the science of language could raise no a priors
objection. The Purist, who insisted on finding parallels in
classical Greek literature for everything in the Greek NT,
found his task impossible without straining language to the
breaking-point. His antagonist the Hebraist went absurdly
far in recognising Semitic influence where none was really
operative. But when a grammarian of balanced judgement
like G. B. Winer came to sum up the bygone controversy, he
was found admitting enough Semitisms to make the Biblical
Greek essentially an isolated language still.

It is just this isolation which the new
evidence comes in to destroy.® The Greek
papyri of Egypt are in themselves nothing
novel ; but their importance for the historical study of the
language did not begin to be realised until, within the last
decade or so, the explorers began to enrich us with an output
of treasure which has been perpetually fruitful in surprises.
The attention of the classical world has been busy with the
lost treatise of Aristotle and the new poets Bacchylides and
Herodas, while theologians everywhere have eagerly dis-
cussed new “Sayings of Jesus.” But even these last must
yield in importance to the spoil which has been gathered
from the wills, official reports, private letters, petitions,
accounts, and other trivial survivals from the rubbish-heaps
of antiquity.? They were studied by a young investigator of
genius, at that time known only by one small treatise on the
Pauline formula év Xpior, which to those who read it now
shows abundantly the powers that were to achieve such

Greek Papyri:
Deissmann,

! So Cremer, Biblico-Theological Lexicon of NT Greck, p. iv (E.T.), follow
ing Rothe. (Cited by Thumb, Hellentsmus 181.) [2bSee p. 242
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splendid pioneer work within three or four years. Deiss-
mann's Bibelstudien appeared in 1895, his Neue Bibelstudien !
in 1897. It is needless to describe how these lexical researches
in the papyri and the later inscriptions proved that hundreds
of words, hitherto assumed to be “ Biblical,"—technical words,
as it were, called into existence or minted afresh by the
language of Jewish religion,—were in reality normal first-
century spoken Greek, excluded from literature by the nice
canons of Atticising taste. Professor Deissmann dealt but
briefly with the grammatical features of this newly-discovered
Greek ; but no one charged with the duty of editing a Gram-
mar of NT Greek could read his work without seeing that a
systematic grammatical study in this field was the indis-
pensable equipment for such a task. In that conviction the
present writer set himself to the study of the collections
which have poured with bewildering rapidity from the busy
workshops of Oxford and Berlin, and others, only less
conspicuous. The lexical gleanings after Deissmann which
these researches have produced, almost entirely in documents
published since his books were written, have enabled me
to confirm his conclusions from independent investigation.®
A large part of my grammatical materfal is collected in a
series of papers in the Classical Review (see p. xxi.), to which
1 shall frequently have to make reference in the ensuing
pages as supplying in detail the evidence for the results here
to be described

The new linguistic facts now in evidence
show with startling clearness that we have
at last before us the language in which the
apostles and evangelists wrote. The papyri exhibit in their
writers a variety of literary education even wider than that
observable in the NT, and we can match each sacred author
with documents that in respect of Greek stand on about the
same plane. The conclusion is that “ Biblical ” Greek, except
where it is translation Greek, was simply the vernacular of
daily life’? Men who aspired to literary fame wrote in an

Vernacular
Greek.

1 See p. xxi. above.

3 See Expositor for April 1901, Feb. and Dee. 1903 ; and new series in 1908,

3 Cf Wellhausen (Zini. 8): *‘In the Gospels, spoken Greek, and indeed
Greek spoken among the lower classes, makes its entrance into literature.”
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artificial dialect, & would-be revival of the language of Athens
in her prime, much as educated Greeks of the present day
profess to do. The NT writers had little idea that they
were writing literature. The Holy Ghost spoke absolutely
in the language of the people, as we might surely have
expected He would.  The writings inspired of Him were
those

Which he may read that binds the sheaf,
Or builds the house, or digs the grave,
And those wild eyes that watch the wave
In roarings round the coral reef.

The very grammar and dictionary ery out against men who
would allow the Scriptures to appear in any other form than
that “ understanded of the people.”
A Universal There is one very s;brikin‘g facf, b.rought out
Language. by the study of papyri and inscriptions which
preserve for us the Hellenistic vernacular.
It was a language without serious dialectic differences,
except presumably in pronunciation. The history of this
lingua franca must be traced in a later chapter. Here it
suffices to point out that in the first centuries of our era
Greek covered a far larger proportion of the civilised world
than even English does to-day.® The well-known heroics of
Juvenal (iii. 60 f.)—

Non possum ferre, Quirites,
Graecam Urbem—,

joined with the Greek “ Els “Eavrdv” of the Roman Emperor
and the Greek Epistle to the Romans, serve as obvious evidence
that a man need have known little Latin to live in Rome itself.!
It was not Italy but Africa that first called for a Latin Bible.?
That the Greek then current in almost every part of the Em-
pire was virtually uniform is at first a startling fact, and to
no one so startling as to a student of the science of language.
Dialectic differentiation is the root principle of that science ;3

} Cf A. 8. Wilkins, Roman Education 19 ; SH lii ff.

280 at least most critics believe. Dr Sanday, however, prefers Antioch,
which suits our point equally well. Rome is less likely. See Dr Kennedy in
Hastings' BD iii. b4.

9 Bee, for instance, tho writer's Two Lectures on the Science of Language,
PpP. 21-23. [@ See p, 242
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and when we know how actively it works within the narrow
limits of Great Britain, it seems strange that it should ap-
parently be suspended in the vast area covered by Hellenistio
Greek. We shall return to this difficulty later (pp. 19-39):
for the present we must be content with the fact that any
dialect variation that did exist is mostly beyond the range
of our present knowledge to detect. Inscriptions, distributed
over the whole area, and dated with precision enough to
trace the slow development of the vernacular as it ad-
vanced towards Medieval and Modern Greek, present us
with a grammar which only lacks homogeneity according
as their authors varied in culture. As we have seen, the
papyri of Upper Egypt tally in their grammar with the
language seen in the NT, as well as with inscriptions like
those of Pergamum and Magnesia. No one can fail to
see how immeasurably important these conditions were for
the growth of Christianity. The historian marks the fact
that the Gospel began its career of conquest at the one
period in the world’s annals when civilisation was concen-
trated under a single ruler. The grammarian adds that
this was the only period when a single language was under-
stood throughout the countries which counted for the history
of that Empire. The historian and the grammarian must of
course refrain from talking about “ Providence.” They would
be suspected of “an apologetic bias” or “an edifying tone,”
and that is necessarily fatal to any reputation for sciemtific
attainment. We will only remark that some old-fashioned
people are disposed to see in these facts a omueiov in its
way as instructive as the Gift of Tongues.

. . It is needless to observe that except in
Bilingualism the Greek world, properly so called, Greek
did not hold a monopoly. Egypt throughout the long
period of the Greek papyri is very stropgly bilingual, the
mixture of Greek and native names in the same family, and
the prevalence of double nomenclature, often making it diffi-
cult to tell the race of an individual! A bilingual country

11t ghould be moted that in the papyri we have not to do only with
Egyptians and Greeks. InPar P 48 (155 s.0.) there is a letter addressed to an
Arsb by two of his brothers. The eww., M. Brunet de Presle, remarks a4
follows on this :—** It is worth uw while to notice the rapid diffusicn of Greek,
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is vividly presented to us in the narrative of Ac 14, where
the apostles preach in Greek and are unable to understand
the excited populace when they relapse into Lycaonian. What
the local Greek was like, we may gauge from such specimens
as the touching Christian epitaph published by Mr Cronin in
JHS, 1902, p. 369 (see Exp T xiv. 430), and dated “ little
if at all later than iii/a.D.” We need not develop the evidence
for other countries : it is more to the point if we look at the
conditions of a modern bilingual country, such as we have
at home in the country of Wales. Any popular English poli-
tician or preacher, visiting a place in the heart of the Princi-
pality, could be sure of an audience, even if it were assumed that
he would speak in English. If he did, they would understand
him. But should he unexpectedly address them in Welsh, we
may be very sure they would be “the more quiet”; and a
speaker anxious to conciliate a hostile meeting would gain a
great initial advantage if he could surprise them with the
sound of their native tongue.! Now this is exactly what
happened when Paul addressed the Jerusalem mob from the
gtairs of Antonia. They took for granted he would speak
in Greek, and yet they made “a great
silence ” when he faced them with the gesture
which indicated a wish to address them. Schiirer nods, for
once, when he calls in Paul’s Aramaic speech as a witness of
the people’s ignorance of Greek.? It does not prove even the
“inadequate ” knowledge which he gives as the alternative
possibility for the lower classes, if by “inadequate know-

in Palestine.

after Alexander’s conquest, aAmong a mass of people who in all other respects
jealously preserved their national characteristics under foreign masters. The
pupyri show us Egyptians, Persians, Jews, and here Arabs, who do not appear
to belong to the upper classes, using the Greek language. We must not be too
exacting towards them in the matter of style. Nevertheless the letter which
follows is almost irreproachable in syntax and orthography, which does not
always happen even with men of Greek birth.” If these remarks, published in
1865, had been followed up as they deserved, Deissmann would have come
too late. It is strange how little attention was aroused by the great collections
of papyri at Paris and London, until the recent flood of discovery set in.

Y These words were written before I had read Dr T. K. Abbott’s able, but
not always conclusive, article in his volume of Essays. On p. 164 he gives an
incident from bilingual Ireland exactly parallel with that imagined above. Prof.
T. H. Williams tells me he has often heard Welsh teachers illustrating the
narrative of Ao 21% 222 in the same way : of also A. 8. Wilkins, CR ii. 142f
(On Lystra, see p. 233.) 3 Jewish People, 11. i. 48 (=3 11. 63).
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ledge ” is implied that the crowd would have been unable to
follow a Greek speech. They thought and spoke among
themselves, like the Welsh, exclusively in their native tongue;
but we may well doubt if there were many of them who could
not understand the world-language, or even speak in it when
necessary.! We have in fact a state of things essentially the
same as in Lystra. But the imperfect knowledge of Greek
which may be assumed for the masses in Jerusalem and
Lystra is decidedly less probable for Galilee and Perza.
Hellenist Jews, ignorant of Aramaic, would be found there as
in Jerusalem ; and the proportion of foreigners would be
much larger. That Jesus Himself and the Apostles regularly
used Aramaic is beyond question, but that Greek was also
at command is almost equally certain. There is not the
slightest presumption against the use of Greek in writings
purporting to emanate from the circle of the first believers.?
They would write as men who had used the language from
boyhood, not as foreigners painfully expressing themselves
in an imperfectly known idiom. Their Greek would differ
in quality according to their education, like that of the
private letters among the Egyptian papyri But it does
not appear that any of them used Greek as we may some-
times find cultured foreigners using English, obviously trans-
lating out of their own language as they go along. Even
the Greek of the Apocalypse itself ® does not seem to owe any

1 The evidence for the nse of Greek in Palestine is very fully stated by Zahn
in his Einl. in das NT, ch. ii. Cf also Jiilicher in EB ii. 2007 ff. Mahaffy
(Hellenism, 130f.) overdoes it when he says, ‘‘Though we may believe that
in Galilee and among his intimates our Lord spoke Aramaic, and though we
know that some of his last words upon the cross were in that language, yet
his public teaching, his discussions with the Pharisees, his talk with Pontius
Pilate, were certainly carried on in Greek.” Dr Nestle misunderstands me
when he supposes me to endorse in any way Prof. Mahaffy’s exaggeration here.
It would be hard to persuade modern scholars that Christ’s public teaching
was mainly in Greek ; and I should not dream of questioning His daily use
of Aramaic. My own view is that which is authoritatively expressed in the
remarks of Profs. Driver and Sanday (DB iv. §83a) as to our Lord's occasional
nse of Greek. Cf Ramsay, Pauline Studies 254 ; Nicklin, OR xx. 465 ; Mahaffy,
Silver Age 250 ; Mayor, St James xlii.

3 Dr T. K. Abbott (Essays 170) points out that Justin Martyr, brought up
near Sichem early in ii/a.D., depends entirely on the LXX—a circumstance
which is ignored by Mgr Barnes in his attempt to make a different use of
Justin (J7'S vi. 369). (See further below, p. 233.)

2 On Prof. Swete’s criticism here sce my Preface, p. xvii.
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of its blunders to “ Hebraism.” The author’s
uncertain use of cages is obvious to the most
casual reader. In any other writer we might be tempted to
spend time over 7ds Avyrlas in 1%, where Tdv Avyvidv is
clearly needed: for him it is enough to say that the
neighbouring ofs may have produced the aberration. We
find him perpetually indifferent to concord. But the less
educated papyri give us plentiful parallels from a field where
Semitism cannot be suspected.! After all, we do not suspect
Shakspere of foreign upbringing because he says “between
you and 1.” % Neither he nor his unconscious imitators in
modern times would say “between I and you,” any more
than the author of the Apocalypse would have said dmo o
pdprus 0 maTos (15): it is only that his grammatical sense
is satisfied when the governing word has affected the case of
one object® We shall find that other peculiarities of the
writer's Greek are on the same footing. Apart from places
where he may be definitely translating a Semitic document,
there is no reason to believe that his grammar would have
been materially different had he been a native of Oxyrhynchus,
assuming the extent of Greek education the same# Close to

Apocalypse.

1 See my exx. of nom. in apposition to noun in another case, and of gender
neglected, in CR xviii. 151. Cf also below, p. 60. ('Awd é @», 14, is of course
an intentional tour de force.) Note the same thing in the §-text of 2 Th 18,
"Inoov . . . 8dods (D*FG and some Latin authorities).

3 Merchant of Venice, 111. ii. (end—Antonio’s letter).

3 There are parallels to this in correct English. ‘‘Drive far away the
disastrons Kéres, they who destroy" (Harrison, Prolegomena to the Study of
Greek Religion, p. 168) would not be mended by substituting them.

¢ The grammatical peculiarities of the book are conveniently summarised
in a few lines by Jiilicher, Inirod. to NT, p. 273 : fora full account see the in-
troduction to Bousset’s Commentary, in the Meyer series. It may be well to
observe, & propos of the curious Greek of Rev, that grammar here must play a
part in literary criticism. It will not do to appeal to grammar to prove that
the author is a Jew : as far as that goes, he might just as well have been a
farmer of the Fayim. Thought and material must exclusively determine that
question. But as that point is hardly doubtful, we passon to a more important
inference from the imperfect Greek culture of this book. If its date was
95 A.D, the author cannot have written the fourth Gospel only a short time
after. Either, therefore, we must take the earlier date for Rev, which would
allow the Apostle to improve his Greek by constant use in a city like Ephesus
where his Aramaic would be useless; or we must suppose that someone (say,
the author of Jn 21#) mended his grammar for him throughout the Gospel
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the other end of the scale comes the learned Rabbi of Tarsus
“ A Hebrew, the son of Hebrews,” he calls
" Hobrews” himself (Phil 3%), and Zahn is no doub right
in inferring that he always claimed Aramaic
as his mother tongue. But he had probably used Greek from
childhood with entire freedom, and during the main part of
his life may have had few opportunities of using Aramaic at
all. It is highly precarious to argue with Zahn from “.Abba,
Father” (Rom 8%, Gal 4°), that Aramaic was the language
of Paul’s prayers. The peculiar sacredness of association
belonging to the first word of the Lord’s Prayer in its original
tongue supplies a far more probable account of its liturgi-
cal use among Gentile Christians! Finally, we bave the
Gentile Luke? and the awuctor ad Hebraeos, both of whom
may well have known no Aramaic at all: to the former we
must return presently. Between these extremes the NT
writers lie; and of them all we may assert with some con-
fidence that, where translation is not involved, we shall find
hardly any Greek expression used which would sound strangely
to speakers of the Kows in Gentile lands.

To what extent then should we expect
to find the style of Jewish Greek writers
coloured by the influence of Aramaic or Heb-
rew? Here our Welsh analogy helps us. Captain Fluellen is
marked in Shakspere not only by his Welsh pronunciation of
English, but also by his fondness for the phrase “look you.”
Now “look you” is English: I am told it is common in the
Dales, and if we could dissociate it from Shakspere’s Welsh-
man we should probably not be struck by it as a bizarre
expression. But why does Fluellen use it so often ? Because

Genuine
Semitisms.

Otherwise, we must join the Xwplforres. Dr Bartlet (in Exp T for Feb. 1905,
p- 206) puts Bev under Vespasian and essigns it to the author of Jn : he thinks
that Prof. Remsay’s account (Seven Churches, p. 89) does not leave sufficient
time for the development of Greek style. We can now quote for the earlier
date the weightiest of all English authorities: see Hort’s posthumous Com-
mentary (with Sanday’s half consent in the Preface).

1 Cf Bp Chase, in Texts and Studies, 1. iii. 23. This is not very different from
the devout Roman Catholic’s '‘ saying Paternoster” ; but Paul will not allow
even one word of prayer in a foreign tongue without adding an instant transla-
tion. Note that Pader is the Welsh name for the Lord’s Prayer. (See p. 283.)

3 Of Dalman, Words, 40f.
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it translates two or three Welsh phrases of nearly identical
meaning, which would be very much on his tongue when
talking with his own countrymen. For the same reason the
modern Welshman overdoes the word “ indeed.” In exactly the
same way the good Attic interjection {8o? is used by some NT
writers, with a frequency quite un-Attic, simply because they
were accustomed to the constant use of an equivalent inter-
jection in their own tongue.! Probably this is the furthest
extent to which Semitisms went in the ordinary Greek speech
or writing of men whose native language was Semitic. It
brought into prominence locutions, correct enough as Greek, but
which would have remained in comparatively rare use but for
the accident of their answering to Hebrew or Aramaic phrases.
Occasionally, moreover, a word with some special metaphorical
meaning might be translated into the literally corresponding
Greek and used with the same connotation, as when the verb
Pn, in the ethical sense, was represented not by the exactly
answering dvagTpédesfar, but by mepirareiv? But these
cages are very few, and may be transferred any day to the
other category, illustrated above in the case of (30, by the
discovery of new papyrus texts. It must not be forgotten

1 Note that James uses {300 6 times in his short Epistle, Paul only 9 times
(including one quotation) in all his writings. In Ac 1-12 it appears 16 times,
in 13-28 only 7 : its rarity in the Gentile atmosphere is characteristic. It is
instructive to note the figures for narrative as against speeches and OT quotations.
Mt has 33 in narrative, 4 in quotations, 24 in speeches ; Mk 0/1/6; Lk 16/1/40;
Ac(1-12)4/0/12,Ac(13-28)1/0/6 ; Jn0/1/3. Add that Heb has 4 OT quotations
and no other occurrence, and Rev has no less than 26 occurrences. It is
obvious that it was natural to Hebrews in speech, and to some of them (not
Mk or Jn) in narrative. Luke in the DPalestinian atmosphere (Lk, Ac 1-12)
employs it freely, whether reproducing his sources or bringing in a trait of
local character like Shakspere with Fluellen. Hort (Ecclesia, p. 179) says ldob
is ‘“a phrase which when writing in his own person and sometimes even in
speeches [Luke] reserves for sudden and as it were providential interpositions.”
He does not appear to include the Gospel, to which the remark is evidently in-
applicable, and this fact somewhat weakens its application to Ao 1-12, But
with thisreservation we may accept the indepondent testimony of Hort’s instinct
to our conclusion that Luke when writing without external influences upon
him would use /S0 as & Greek would use it. The same is true of Paul. Let
me quote in conclusion a curiously olose parallel, unfortunately late (iv/v a.p.)
toLk 1319; BU 948 (a letter) ywioxew é0éhw 8t elwev 8 wpayparevrys §r i pirnp
oov dofevi, eldob, déxa Tpis uives. (See p. 70.) It weakems the case for
Aramaism (Wellh, 29).

3 Deissmann, BS 194. ITopedouar is thus used in 1 Dot 4® al. Cf srocxeiv.
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that the instrumental év in év payaipn (Lk 22%) and €v pdBde
(1 Co 4%) was only rescued from the class of “Hebraisms"
by the publication of the Zebtunis Papyr (1902), which
presented us with half-a-dozen Ptolemaic citations for it.! )
Grammatical drawAn ::?l']islmppr:astt dlStlné:blOI.lb. must b?
and Lexical . point between Semitisms con
cerning vocabulary and those which affect
syntax. The former have occupied us mainly so far, and
they are the principal subject of Deissmann's work. Gram-
matical Semitisms are a much more serious matter. We
might indeed range under this head all sins against native
Greek style and idiom, such as most NT books will show.
Co-ordination of clauses with the simple «ai? instead of the
use of participles or subordinate clauses, is8 a good example,
It is quite true that a Hebrew would find this style come
natural to him, and that an Egyptian might be more likely,
in equal absence of Greek culture, to pile up a series of geni-
tive absolutes. But 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. A Semitism which definitely
contravenes Greek syntax is what we have to watch for.
We have seen that dmo 'Incod XpioTod 6 pdpTus 0 miaToS
does not come into this category. But Rev 2 év rais
nuépais 'Avrimas o pdpTvs . . . & dmexrdvfn would be a
glaring example, for it is impossible to conceive of 'Awrimas
as an indeclinable. The Hebraist might be supposed to
argue that the nom. is unchanged because it would be un-
changed (stat. abs.) in Hebrew. But no one would seriously
imagine the text sound: it matters little whether we mend
it with Lachmann’s conjecture 'dvtima or with that of the
later copyists, who repeat als after 7uépais and drop &s.
The typical case of éyévero fiAf¢ will be discussed below;

! Expos. v1. vil. 112 ; of CR xviii. 153, and Preface, p. xvii. above.

2 Cf Hawkins HS 120 f., on the frequency of xal in Mk. Thumb observes
that kel in place of hypotaxis is found in MGr—and in Aristotle (Hellenismus
129): here even Vitean gives way. So #pfe raipds i’ dppdorqoer (Abbott 70).
The simple parataxis of Mk 15%, Jn 4% 11%, is illustrated by the uneducated
document Par P 18, & 300 fuépas Exouer xal phdoouer els IInhovac.
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and in the course of our enquiry we shall dispose of others,
like %s T6 BuydTpiov avriis (Mk 7%), which we now find occur-
ring in Greek that is beyond suspicion of Semitic influences.
There remain Semitisms due to translation, from the
Hebrew of the OT, or from Aramaic “sources” underlying
parts of the Synoptists and Acts. The former case covers
. all the usages which have been supposed
Translation . . . -
Greek. to arise from over-literal rendering in the
LXX, the constant reading of which by Hel-
lenist Jews has unconsciously affected their Greek. In the
LXX we may have abnormal Greek produced by the effort of
Greek-speaking men to translate the already obsolete and
imperfectly understood Hebrew: when the Hebrew puzzled
them, they would often take refuge in a barbarous literalness.!
[t is not antecedently probable that such *translation
Greek ” would influence free Greek except by supplying
phrases for conscious or unconscious quotation : these phrases
would not become models to be followed by men who wrote
the language as their own. How far such foreign idioms
may get into a language, we may see by examining our own.
We have a few foreign phrases which have been literally
translated into English, and have maintained their place
without consciousness of their origin: “that goes without
saying,” or “this gives furiously to think,” will serve as
examples. Many more are retained as conscious quotations,
with no effort to assimilate them to English idiom. “ To return
to our muttons ” illustrates one kind of these barbarisms; but
there are Biblical phrases taken over in a similar way without
sacrificing their unidiomatic form. We must notice, however,
that such phrases are sterile: we have only to imagine
another verb put for saying in our version of Cela va sans dire
to see how it has failed to take root in our syntax.
L The general discussion of this important
Hebraism in . . . s
Luke. subject may be clinched with an enquiry into
the diction of Luke, whose varieties of style in
the different parts of his work form a particularly interesting

! My illustration here from Aquila (Gen 1!) was unfortunate: of Swete's
Introd. 4568f. Better ones may be seen in Mr Thackeray’s ‘‘Jer 8" (see JT'S
ix. 94). He gives me ¢o0lewv Thv Tpdmefav in 2 K 19% al—also in the Greek
additions to Esther (C%). Was this from some Greek original of Vergil’s consumere
mensas, or was it a *‘ Biblical * phrase perpetuated in the Biblical stylef
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and important problem.! I restrict myself to grammatical
Hebraisms mainly, but it will be useful to recall Dalman’s
list (Words 20 ff.) to see how far Luke is concerned in it.
He gives as pure Aramaisms (a) the superfluous deeis or
xatalerav and JpfaTo, a8 more Aramaic than Hebrew the
use of elvac with participle as a narrative tense, Either
Aramaic or Hebrew will account for (3) the superfluous
éNOwv? kabicas, éords, and dvagrds or éyepbels. Pure
Hebraisms are (c) the periphrases with mpoowmov, the use of
év ¢ with infinitive® the types éxof axovoere and BAémovres
Bhéyrete (see below, pp. 75 1), and the formule xai éyévero,
éxaknoev Aaldv and amoxpibeis elmev.® In class (a), we find
Luke unconcerned with the first case. The third we must
return to (see pp. 225 ff): suffice to say now that it has its

1In assuming the unity of the two books ad Theophilum, 1 was quite
oontent to shield myself behind Blass; but Harnack bas now stepped in with
decisive sffect. The following pages will supply not a few grammatical points
to supplement Harnack’s stylistic evidence in Luke the Physician.

7 A fair vernacular parallel in Syll.2 807 (ii/A.D.) xal éodifn xal ENOw Snuocie
noxaplornoer Eumpoober rol dHuov.

¥ See Kalker 252, and below, p. 215. Add Par P 63 (ii/.0.) 7is y&p ofrws
éorlv dvdhyros (1) # d\erpos & 1@ Noylleafar xal wpdyuaros Siagpopdv elpelv, 8s
oUd’ alrd Toiro duwfoerar cuwwoely ; ‘‘so0 utterly wanting in reason'’ (Mahaffy).
It is of course the frequency of this locution that is due to Semitic thought:
ef what is said of {30V, above, p. 11. But see p. 249.

¢See Wellh. 16. To class (¢) I may append a note on els dwdvrnow,
which in Mt 27% (3-text) and 1 Th 47 takes a genitive. This is of course a
very literal translation of nx1pb, which is given by HR as its original in 29
places, as against 16 with dative. (Variants swar., marr., and others are
often occurring: I count all places where one of the primary suthorities haa
els dr. with gen. or dat representing 5. In addition there are a few places
where the phrase answers to & different original; also 1 ex. with gen. and
8 with dst. from the Apocrypha.) Luke (Ac 28%) uses it with dat., and in
Mt 256 it appears absolutely, as once in LXX (1 Sa 13%), Now this last may
be directly paralleled in a Ptolemaic papyrus which certainly has no Semitism
—Tb P 43 (ii/B.C.) mapeyeviifnuey els dwdyrnow (a Dewly arriving magistrate).
In BU 362 (215 A.D.) wpds [d]mdsrylow To0)7ryeudvos has the very gen. we want.
One of Strack’s Ptolemaic inscriptions (Archsv iil 129) has b’ eldf #v Eoxnrer
wpds abrdv 7 whhis ebxdpirrov dwdvrnow. It seems that the special idea of the
word was the official welcome of a newly arrived dignitary—an idea singularly
in place in the NT exx. The case after it is entirely consistent with Greek
idiom, the gen. as in our ‘‘to kis inauguration,” the dat. as the case governed
by the verb. If in the LXX the use has been extended, it is only because it
seemed so literal a translation of the Hebrew. Note that in 1 Th Z.c. the
anthorities of the 3-text resd the dat., which is I suspect better Greek. (What
bas been said applies also to els bxdyryow avrg, as in Mt 8%, Jn 1219: the two
words seem synouymous). Sev also p. 242,
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roots in classical Greek, and is at most only a more liberal use
of what i8 correct enough, if less common. But 7jpfaTo raises
an interesting question. In Lk 38 we find xai un dpEnofe
Aéyew év éavrois. Dalman (p. 27) shows that in narrative
“the Palestinian-Jewish literature uses the meaningless ‘ he
began,’” a conventional locution which was evidently parallel
with our Middle-English auxiliary gan. It is very common
in the Synoptists, and occurs twice as often in Luke as in
Matthew. Dalman thinks that if this Aramaic ™ with
participle had become practically meaningless, we might well
find the same use in direct speech, though no example
happens to be known. Now in the otherwise verbally
identical verse Mt 3? we find 8ofnre for dpfnafe, “do not
presume to say,” which is thoroughly idiomatic Greek, and
manifestly a deliberate improvement of an original preserved
more exactly by Luke.! It seems to follow that this original
was a Greek translation of the Aramaic logia-document, used
in common by both Evangelists, but with greater freedom by
the first. If Luke was ignorant of Aramaic? he would be
led by his keen desire for accuracy to incorporate with a
minimum of change translations he was able to secure, even
when they were executed by men whose Greek was not very
idiomatic. This conclusion, which is in harmony with our
general impressions of his methods of using his sources,
seems to me much more probable than to suppose that it was
he who misread Aramaic words in the manner illustrated
by Nestle on Lk 114! (Ezp T xv. 528): we may just as
well accuse the (oral or written) translation he employed.
Passing on to Dalman’s (b) class, in which Luke is con-
cerned equally with the other Synoptists, we may observe that
only a very free translation would drop these pleonasms. In
a sense they are “ meaningless,” just as the first verb is in “ He
wen? and did it all the same,” or “ He got up and went out,”
or (purposely to take a parallel from the vernacular) “So he

! But see E. Norden, Antike Kunstprosa ii. 487. Harnack (Sayings, p. 2)
cites my view without approving it. I cannot resist the conviction that
Harnack greatly overpresses his doctrine of Luke’s stylistic alterations of Q.

2 Luke ‘‘ probably did not understand Aramaic,” says Jitlicher, Introd. 359.
So Dalman, Words 38—41. Harnack (Zuke, pp. 102 f.) observes that in ch,
1 and 2 Luke either himself translated from Aramaic sources or very freely
adapted oral materials to literary form. He prefers the second alternative.
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ups and says” But however little additional information
they may add—and for us at least the “stand praying” is
not a superfluous touch—they add a distinet nuance to the
whole phrase, which Luke was not likely to sacrifice when he
met it in his translation or heard it from the adromra: whose
story he was jotting down. The same may be said of the
pleonastic phrases which begin and end Dalman’s list of
“pure Hebraisms.,” In this class (¢) therefore there remains
only the conmstruction with xai éyévero, answering to the
narrative “1, which is (strangely enough) almost peculiar to
Luke in the NT. There are three constructions :—(a) éyévero
HOe, (b) éyévero xai Hbe, (¢) éyéveto (adTov) énbeiv: The
occurrences of these respectively are for Lk 22/11/5, for
Ac 0/0/172 It may be added that the construction occurs
almost always with a time clause (generally with év): in Lk
there is only one exception, 16%%. The phrase was clearly
therefore temporal originally, like our “It was in the days
of ... that . ..” (This is (¢), but we could use the
paratactic (a) form, or even (b), without transgressing our
idiom.) Driver (Zenses, § 78) describes the * construction
as occurring when there is inserted “a clause specifying the
circumstances under which an action takes place,”—a descrip-
tion which will suit the Lucan usage everywhere, except
sometimes in the (c) class (as 16%), the only one of the three
which has no Hebrew parallel. We must infer that the
LXX translators used this locution as a just tolerable Greek
which literally represented the original;® and that Lk (and
to a minute extent Mt and Mk) deliberately recalled the
Greek OT by using the phrase. The (a) form is used else-
where in the NT twice in Mk and five times in Mt, only
in the phrase éyévero 8te éréhecev xTh. Mt 9% has (b) and
Mk 22 has (¢). There are (a) forms with éorac Ac 2V7-% 3%,
Rom 9% (all OT citations); and (c) forms with ryiveras Mk 2%,

1 Once (Ac 10%), éyévero Tob eigehfeiv Tdv érpov.

3 Blass cites Ac 4% D for (@), and finds (b) in 57. Certainly the latter sentence
may be thus construed (see below, p. 70); nor is it & fatal objection that the
eonstruction is otherwise isolated in Ac. See p. 233.

3 W. F. Moulton (WM 7601.) gives LXX exx. for the (a) and (b) forms: the
only approach to the (c) form is 2 Mac 8%, #» . . . dpdvra . . . TiTpdoresbas
Here Mr Thackeray thinks fi» =#3e, ‘it was impossible not to . . .”
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éav yévprae Mt 181 and &wws pn ~yévprar Ac 208, Now
in what sense is any of this to be called “ Hebraism”? It is
obvious that (b) is a literal translation of the Hebrew, while
it is at least grammatical as Greek, however unidiomatic.
Its retention to a limited extent in Lk (with a single
doubtful case in Ac), and absence elsewhere in NT (except
for Mt 9, which is affected by the author’s love for rai
idov), are best interpreted as meaning that in free Greek
it was rather an experiment, other constructions being
preferred even by a writer who set himself to copy the
LXX style. At first sight (&) would seem worse Greek still,
but we must note that it is apparently known in MGr:! cf
Pallis’s version of Mt 111, kai ovvéBnke, cav Téhwae . . .,
épvye . . ., ete. We cannot suppose that this is an inva-
gion of Biblical Greek, any more than our own idiomatic
“It happened I was at home that day.” What then of (c),
which is characteristic of Luke, and adopted by him in Ac as
an exclusive substitute for the other two? It starts from
Greek vernacular, beyond doubt. The normal Greek cuvréBn
still takes what represents the acc. et inf.: avvéBn &T¢ 7jple
is idiomatic in modern Athenian speech, against érvye va
é\0p which, I am told, is commoner in the country districts.
But éav yévnra: with inf. was good contemporary vernacular:
see AP 135, BM 970, and Pap. Catt. (in Archiv iii 60)—all
ii/ap. So was yivera: (as Mk 2%): cf Par P 49 (ii/B.C.) yiveras
vap évrpamivar. From this to éyévero is but a step, which
Luke alone of NT writers seems to have taken:2? the isolated
ex. in Mk 2% is perhaps a primitive assimilation to Lk 6.3

! Cf Thumb, Hellenismus 123 : *‘ What appears Hebraism or Aramaism in
the Bible must count as Greek if it shows itself as a natural development in the
MGr vernacular.” Mr Thackeray well compares asyndeta like xaAds woujoes
ypdpeis in the papyri.

3 An interesting suggestion is made by Prof. B. W. Bacon in Exzpos., April
1905, p. 174 n., who thinks that the '‘ Semitism " may be taken over from the
‘‘ Gospel according to the Hebrews.” The secondary character of this Gospel,
» judged from the extant fragments, has been sufficiently proved by Dr
Adeney (Hibbert Journal, iii. pp. 139 f.); but this does not prevent our positing
an earlier and purer form as one of Luke’s sources. Bacon's quotation for this
is after the (a) form : ‘“Factum est sutem, cum ascendisset . . ., descendit . . .”
(No, 4 in Preuschen’s collection, Antilegomena, p. 4). The (a) form occurs in
frag. 2 of the ‘' Ebionite Gospel ” (Preuschen, p. 9).

“ Iapawopevesda: (RALA al) may be a relic of Mk’s original text.

2
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. By this time we have perhaps dealt suf-
Oonelusions a2 4 iently with the principles involved, and
o Semitism. y wi e principles involved, and may
' leave details of alleged Semitisms to their
proper places in the grammar. We have seen that the
problem is only complicated in the Lucan writings: else-
where we have either pure vernacular or vernacular tempered
with “translation Greek.” In Luke, the only NT writer
except the author of Heb to show any conscious attention to
Greek ideas of style, we find (1) rough Greek translations
from Aramaic left mainly as they reached him, perhaps
because their very roughness seemed too characteristic to be
refined away; and (2) a very limited imitation of the LXX
idiom, as specially appropriate while the story moves in the
Jewish world. The conscious adaptation of his own style to
that of sacred writings long current among his readers reminds
us of the rule which restricted our nineteenth century Biblical
Revisers to the English of the Elizabethan age.

On the whole question, Thumb (p. 122) quotes with
approval Deissmann’s dictum that “Semitisms which are in
common use belong mostly to the technical language of reli-
gion,” like that of our sermons and Sunday magazines. Such
Semitisms “alter the scientific description of the language
as little &s did a few Latinisms, or other booty from the
victorious march of Greek over the world around the Medi-
terranean.”! In summing up thus the issue of the long strife
over NT Hebraisms, we fully apprehend the danger of going
too far. Semitic thought, whose native literary dress was
necessarily foreign to the Hellenic genius, was bound to
fall sometimes into un-Hellenic language as well as style.
Moreover, if Deissmann has brought us a long way, we must
not forget the complementary researches of Dalman, which
have opened up a new world of possibilities in the scientific
reconstruction of Aramaic originals, and have warned us of
the importance of distinguishing very carefully between
Semitisms from two widely different sources. What we
can assert with assurance is that the papyri have finally
destroyed the figment of a NT Greek which in any
material respect differed from that spoken by ordinary

1 Avt. Hellenistisches Griechisch, in RE® vii. p. 638,
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people in daily life throughout the Roman world. Tt the
natural objection is raised that there must have been dialectic
variation where people of very different races, scattered over
an immense area, were learning the world language, and that
“ Jewish-Greek ” is thus made an a priori certainty, we can
meet the difficulty with a tolerably complete modern parallel.
Our own language is to-day spoken over a far vaster area;
and we have only to ask to what extent dialect difference
affects the modern Weltsprache. We find that pronuncia-
tion and vocabulary exhaust between them nearly all the
phenomena we could catalogue. Englishman, Welshman,
Hindu, Colonial, granted a tolerable primary education, can
interchange familiar letters without betraying except in
trifies the dialect of their daily speech.® This fact should
help us to realise how few local peculiarities can be expected
to show themselves at such an interval in a language known
to us solely from writingg We may add that a highly
educated speaker of standard English, recognisable by his
intonation as hailing from London, Edinburgh, or New York,
can no longer thus be recognised when his words are written
down. The comparison will help us to realise the impression
made by the traveller Paul. (@ See p. 243.
A special NT There ig one gene?al consideration which
diction?  must detain us a little at the close of
this introductory chapter. Those who have

studied some recent work upon Hellenistic Greek, such ag
Blass’s brilliant Grammar of NT Greek, will probably be led
to feel that modern methods result in a considerable levelling
of distinctions, grammatical and lexical, on which the exegesis
of the past has laid great stress. It seems necessary there-
fore at the outset to put in a plea for caution, lest an
exaggerated view should be taken of the extent to which
our new lights alter our conceptions of the NT language and
its interpretation. . We have been showing that the NT
writers used the language of their time. But that does not
mean that they had not in a very real sense a language of
their own. Specific examples in which we feel bound to assert
this for them will come up from time to time in our inquiry.
In the light of the papyri and of MGr we are compelled to
give up some grammatical scruples which figure largely in
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great commentators like Westcott, and colour many passages
of the RV. But it does not follow that we must promptly
obliterate every grammatical distinction that proves to have
been unfamiliar to the daily conversation of the first century
Egyptian farmer. We are in no danger now of reviving
Hatch’s idea that phrases which could translate the same
Hebrew must be equivalent to one another. The papyri have
slain this very Euclid-like axiom, but they must not enslave us
to others as dangerous. The NT must still be studied largely
by light drawn from itself. Books written on the same subject
and within the same circle must always gather some amount
of identical style or idiom, a kind of technical terminology,
which may often preserve a usage of earlier language, obso-
lescent because not needed in more slovenly colloquial speech
of the same time. The various comservatisms of our own
" religious dialect, even on the lips of uneducated people, may
serve as a paralle]l up to a certain point. The comparative
correctness and dignity of speech to which an unlettered man
will rise in prayer, is & very familiar phenomenon, lending
strong support to the expectation that even aypauparor would
instinctively rise above their usual level of exactness in
expression, when dealing with such high themes as those
which fill the NT. We are justified by these considerations
in examining each NT writer'’s language first by itself, and
then in connexion with that of his fellow-contributors to the
sacred volume; and we may allow ourselves to retain the
original force of distinctions which were dying or dead in
every-day parlance, when there is a sufficient body of internal
evidence. Of course we shall not be tempted to use this
argument when the whole of our evidence denies a particular
survival to Hellenistic vernacular: in such a case we could
only find the locution as a definite literary revival, rarely
possible in Luke and the writer to the Hebrews, and just
conceivable in Paul
It seems hardly worth while to discuss
LI::&(ES. in a general way the supposition that Latin
has influenced the Kows of the NT. In the
borrowing of Latin words of course we can see activity
enough, and there are even phrases literally translated, like
NaBeiv To ixavov Ac 17°; moev 16 (. Mk 15 (as early as
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Polybius); merd mwoMAds Tadras Huépas Ac 1% ete. But
grammar we must regard as another matter, in spite of such
collections as Buttmann's (see his Index, s.v. Latinisms) or
Thayer's (Hastings’ DB iii. 40). It will suffice to refer to
Prof. Thumb’s judgement (Hellenismus 152 ff.). Romans writ-
ing Greek might be expected to have difficulties for example
with the article’—as I have noticed in the English efforts
of Japanese boys at school in this country; but even of this
there seems to be no very decisive proof. And though the
bulk of the NT comes to us from authors with Roman names,
no one will care to assert that Latin was the native language
of Paul? or Luke or Mark. Apart from lexical matters, we
may be content with a general negative. “Of any effective
grammatical influence [of Latin] upon Greek there can be no
question: at any rate I knmow nothing which could be
instanced to this effect with any probability.” So says Dr
Thumb, and the justification of his decision in each alleged
example may be safely left till the cases arise. It should
of course be noted that Prof. Blass (p. 4) is rather more
disposed to admit Latinisms in syntax. Greek and Latin
were so constantly in contact throughout the history of the
Kows), that the question of Latinisms in Greek or Graecisms
in Latin must often turn largely on general impressions of
the genius of each language.®

! Foreigners sometimes did find the article a stumbling block : witness the
long inscription of Antiochus 1 of Commagene, OGIS 383 (i/B.0.)—see Ditten-
berger’s notes on p. 596 (vol. i.). We may here quote the lamented epigraphist's
note, on Syll.2 930 (p. 785), that a translator from Latin might fall into a
confusion between 7is and 8s. In a linguist who can render quo minus by
@ Baogov (L. 57), we take such a mistake as a matter of course ; yet we shall see
(p. 93) that its occurrence is very far from convicting a document of Latinising.

2 This does not involve denying that Paul could speak Latin ; see p. 233.

3 How inextricably bound together were the fortunes of Greek and Latin in
the centuries following our era, is well shown in W. Schulze’s pamphlet, Graeca
Latina. He does not, I think, prove any real action of Latin on Greek early
enough to affect the NT, except for some mere trifles. Brugmann (Dist. p. 9),
discussing the idiom Ve dvo (see below, p. 97), speaks of the theory of Semitism
and Thumb’s denial of it, and proceeds: ‘‘The truth lies between the two, as
it does in many similar cases—I am thinking among others of Graecisms in
Latin, and of Latinisms and Gallicisms in German. A locution already in
existence in Greek popular language, side by side with other forms (dvd dvo,
kard dvo), received new strength and wider ocirculation through the similar
Hebrew expression as it became known.” I welcome such a confirmation of my
thesis from the acknowledged master of our craft.



CHAPTER 1I1.
HisTOrRY OF THE “ COMMON” GREER.

WE proceed to examine the nature and
history of the vernacular Greek itself. This
is a study which has almost come into existence in the
present generation. Classical scholars have studied the
Hellenistic literature for the sake of its matter: its language
was seldom considered worth noticing, except to chronicle
contemptuously its deviations from *“good Greek.” In so
suffering, perhaps the authors only received the treatment
they deserved; for to write Attic was the object of them all,
pursued doubtless with varying degrees of zeal, but in al.
cases removing them far from the language they used in
daily life. The pure study of the vernacular was hardly
possible, for the Biblical Greek was interpreted on lines of
its own, and the papyri were mostly reposing in their Egyptian
tombs, the collections that were published receiving but little
attention. (Cf above, p. 7n.) Equally unknown was the
scientific study of modern Greek. To this day, even great
philologists like Hatzidakis decry as a mere patois, utterly
unfit for literary use, the living language upon whose history
they have spent their lives. The translation of the Gospels
into the Greek which descends directly from their original
idiom, is treated as sacrilege by the devotees of a “literary”
dislect which, in point of fact, no one ever spoke! It is
left to foreigners to recognise the value of Pallis’s version
for students who seek to understand NT Greek in the light
of the continuous development of the language from the age
of Alexander to our own time. See p. 243.

As has been hinted in the preceding
paragraph, the materials for our present-day
study of NT Greek are threefold :—(1) the prose literature

22

A New Study.

The Sources.
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of the post-classical period, from Polybius down, and includ-
ing the LXX; (2) the Kows inscriptions, and the Egyptian
non-literary papyri; (3) modern vernacular Greek, with
especial reference to its dialectic variations, so far as these
are at present registered. Before we discuss the part which
each of these must play in our investigations, it will be
necessary to ask what was the Kowzn and how it arose.
We should premise that we use the name here as a convenient
term for the spoken dialect of the period under review, using
“literary Kown"” and similar terms when the dialect of
Polybius, Josephus, and the rest, is referred to. Whether this
is the ancient use of the name we need not stay to examine :*
the curious will find a paper on the subject by Prof.
Jannaris in CR xvii. 93 ff,, which may perhaps prove that he
and we have misused the ancient grammarians’ phraseology.
09 ¢povris Irmorxheidy. (@ See p. 243.
Gresk and its The hlstory,. geography, aI'1d ethnology
Dialects, ©f Hellas are jointly responsible for the
remarkable phenomena which even the

literature of the classical period presents. The very school-
boy in his first two or three years at Greek has to realise
that “ Greek ~ is anything but a unity. He has not thumbed
the Anabasis long before the merciful pedagogue takes him
on to Homer, and his painfully acquired irregular verbs de-
mand a great extension of their limits. When he develops
into a Tripos candidate, he knows well that Homer, Pindar,
Sappho, Herodotus and Aristotle are all of them in their
several ways defiant of the Attic grammar to which his own
composition must conform. And if his studies ultimately
invade the dialect inscriptions,! he finds in Elis and Heraclea,
Lacedaemon and Thebes, Crete 2 and Cyprus, forms of Greek
for which his literature has almost entirely failed to prepare
him. Yet the Theban who said Firre Jdevs and the
Athenian with his {ore Zeds lived in towns exactly as far
apart as Liverpool and Manchester! The bewildering variety
of dialects within that little country arises partly from racial

! An extremely convenient little selection of dialeot imscriptions is mow
svailable in the Teubner series :—Inscriptiones Graecas ad inlustrandas Dialectos
sclectac, by Felix Solmsen. The book has less than 100 pp., but its contents
might be relied on to perplex very tolerable scholars ! 1 See p. 233.
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differences. Upon the indigenous population, represented
best (it would seem) by the Athenians of history, swept first
from Northern Europe! the hordes of Homer’s Achzans, and
then, in post-Homeric days, the Dorian invaders. Dialectic
conditions were as inevitably complex as they became in our
own country a thousand years ago, when successive waves
of Germanic invaders, of different tribes and dialects, had
settled in the several parts of an island in which a Keltic
population still maintained itself to greater or less extent.
Had the Norman Conquest come before the Saxon, which
determined the language of the country, the parallel would
bave been singularly complete. The conditions which in
England were largely supplied by distance, were supplied in
Greece by the mountain barriers which so effectively cut
off each little State from regular communication with its
neighbours—an effect and a cause at once of the passion for
autonomy which made of Hellas a heptarchy of heptarchies.
Survival of the Me.anwhlle, a .st,eady process was going
Fittest. on which determined finally the character
of literary Greek. Sparta might win the
hegemony of Greece at Aegospotami, and Thebes wrest it
from her at Leuktra. But Sparta could not produce a
man of letters,—Alkman (who was not a Spartant!) will
serve as the exception that proves the rule; and Pindar,
the lonely “Theban eagle,” knew better than to try poetic
flights in Beeotian. The intellectual supremacy of Athens
was beyond challenge long before the political unification of
Greece was accomplished; and Attic was firmly established
as the only possible dialect for prose composition. The
post-classical writers wrote Attic according to their lights,
tempered generally with a plentiful admixture of gram-
matical and lexical elements drawn from the vernacular
for which they had too hearty a contempt even to give it
a name. Strenuous efforts were made by precisians to
improve the Attic quality of this artificial literary dialect;
and we still possess the works of Atticists who cry out

1] am sssuming as proved the thesis of Prof. Ridgeway's Early Age
of Greece, which seems to me s key that will unlock many problems of
Greek history, religion, and language. Of course adhuc sub iudice lis est
and with Prof. Thumb on the other side I should be sorry to dogmiatise.
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against the “bad Greek” and “solecisms” of their con-
temporaries, thus incidentally providing us with information
concerning a Greek which interests us more than the artificial
Attic they prized so highly. All their scrupulousness did
not however prevent their deviating from Attic in matters
more important than vocabulary. The optative in Lucian
is perpetually misused, and no Afticist successfully attempts
to reproduce the ancient use of od and w7 with the participle.
Those writers who are less particular in their purism write
in a literary Kow7 which admits without difficulty many
features of various origin, while generally recalling Attic.
No doubt the influence of Thucydides encouraged this
freedom, The true Attic, as spoken by educated people in
Athens, was hardly used in literature before iv/.c.;!
while the Iomic dialect had largely influenced the some-
what artificial idiom which the older writers at Athens
used. It was not strange therefore that the standard for
most of the post-classical writers should go back, for
instance, to the wpdoow of Thucydides rather than the
mpdtrw of Plato and Demosthenes.

Such, then, was the “ Common Greek”
of literature, from which we have still to
derive our illustrations for the NT to a very large extent.
Any lexicon will show how important for our purpose is
the vocabulary of the Kouwr writers, from Polybius down.
And even the most rigid Atticists found themselves unable
to avoid words and usages which Plato would not have
recognised. But side by side with this was a fondness for
obsolete words with literary associations. Take wais, for
example, which is freely found in Aelian, Josephus, and
other Kowr writers. It does not appear in the indices
of eight volumes of Grenfell and Hunt's papyri—except
where literary fragments come in,—nor in those to vol. iii
of the Berlin collection and the small volume from Chicago.
(I am naming all the collections that I happen to have by
me.¥) We turn to the NT and find it once, and that is

Literary Koun.

! Schwyzer, Die Weltsprachen des Altertums, p. 15 n., cites as the earliest
extant prose monument of genuine Attic in literature, the pseudo-Xenophon’s
De republica Atheniensi, which dates from bofore 413 B.0. ¥ In 1905.



26 A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREERK,

in Luke's shipwreck narrative, in a phrase which Blass
(Philology 186) suspects to be a reminiscence of Homer.
In style and syntax the literary Common Greek diverges
more widely from the colloquial. The bearing of all this
on the subject of our study will come out frequently in the
course of our investigations. Here it will suffice to refer
to Blass, p. 5, for an interesting summary of phenomena
which are practically restricted to the author of Heb, and
to parts of Luke and Paul, where sundry lexical and
grammatical elements from the literary dialect invade the
colloquial style which is elsewhere universal in the NT.!
A The writers who figure in Dr W,
odern .1 i
“ Attic.” Schmid’s well-known book, Der Atticismus,
were not the last to found a literary lan-
guage on the artificial resuscitation of the ancient Attic.
Essentially the same thing is being tried in our time,
“The purists of to-day,” says Thumb (Hellenismus 180),
“are like the old Atticists to a hair” Their “mummy-
language,” as Krumbacher calls it, will not stand the test
of use in poetry; but in prose literature, in newspapers,
and in Biblical translation, it has the dominion, which is
vindicated by Athenian undergraduates with bloodshed
if need be* We have nothing to do with this curious
phenomenon, except to warn students that before citing MGr
in illustration of the NT, they must make sure whether
their source is xafapedovoa or outhovuévn, book Greek or
spoken Greek. The former may of course have borrowed
from ancient or modern sources—for it is a medley far
more mixed than we should get by compounding together
Cynewulf and Kipling—the particular feature for which it
is cited. But it obviously cannot stand in any line of his-
torical development, and it is just as valuable as Volapiik to

1For literary elements in NT writers, see especially E. Norden, dntike
Kunstprosa ii. 482ff. In the paragraph alove referred to, Blass suggests that
in Ac 202 Luke misused the literary word &gufis. If so, he hardly sinned
alone : cf the citations in Grimm-Thayer, which are at least ambiguous, and add
Jos. Ant. ii. 18 fin. ph wpodyrdoarres 7@ warpl Tiy éxelve dpifwv, where departure
seems certain, See our note sub voce in Expositor VI1. vi. 376. The meaning
““my home-coming " is hardly likely.

3 See Krumbacher’s vigorous polemlc, Das Problem d. neugr. Schriftsprache,
summarised by the present writer in Bxp T xiv. 550 f. Hatzidakis replies witk
equal energy in REGr, 1903, pp. 210 fi., and further in an 'Axdyryaus (1905).
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the student of linguistic evolution. The popular patois, on
the other hand, i8 a living language, and we shall soon see
that it takes a very important part in the discussions on
which we are entering.

) We pass on then to the spoken dialect
Kl‘lrs't' (gantury of the first century Hellenists, its history
owf) : Sources. . L :

and its peculiarities. = Our sources are, in
order of importance, (1) non-literary papyri, (2) inscriptions,
(3) modern vernacular Greek. The literary sources are
almost confined to the Biblical Greek. A few general words
may be said on these sources, before we examine the origin of
the Greek which they embody.

The papyri have one very obvious dis-
advantage, in that, with the not very import-
ant exception of Herculaneum,! their provenance is limited
to one country, Egypt. We shall see, however, that the
disadvantage does not practically count. They date from
311 B.c. to vii/a.D. The monuments of the earliest period
are fairly abundant, and they give us specimens of the spoken
Kowr from a time when the dialect was still a novelty.
The papyri, to be sure, are not to be treated as a unity.
Those which alone concern us come from the tombs and waste
paper heaps of Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt; and their style
has the same degree of unity as we should see in the contents
of the sacks of waste paper sent to an English paper-mill
from a solicitor’s office, a farm, a school, & shop, a manse, and
a house in Downing Street. Each contribution has to be
considered separately. Wills, law-reports, contracts, census-
returns, marriage - settlements, receipts and official orders
largely ran along stereotyped lines; and, as formul® tend
to be permanent, we have a degree of conservatism in the
language which is not seen in documents free from these
trammels. Petitions contain this element in greater or less
extent, but naturally show more freedom in the recitation of
the particular grievances for which redress is claimed.
Private letters are our most valuable sources; and they
are all the better for the immense differences that betray

(1) Papyri.

! On these see the monumental work of W. Cronert, Memoria (racca Her
culanensis (Teubner, 1903) ; also E. L. Hicks in CRi. 186.
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themselves in the education of their writers. The well-worn
epistolary formula show variety mostly in their spelling ; and
their value for the student lies primarily in their remarkable
resemblances to the conventional phraseology which even the
NT letter-writers were content to use! That part of the
letter which is free from formule is perhaps most instructive
when its grammar is weakest, for it shows which way the
language was tending. Few papyri are more suggestive than
the letter of the lower-school-boy to his father, OP 119
(ii/iii Ap.). It would have surprised Theon pérs, when he
applied the well-merited cane, to learn that seventeen centuries
afterwards there might be scholars who would count his boy’s
audacious missive greater treasure than a new fragment of
Sappho! But this is by the way. It must not be inferred
from our laudation of the ungrammatical papyri that the
NT writers are at all comparable to these scribes in lack of
education. The indifference to concord, which we noted
in Rev, is almost isolated in this connexion. But the
illiterates show us by their exaggerations the tendencies
which the better schooled writers keep in restraint. With
writings from farmers and from emperors, and every class
between, we can form a kind of “grammatometer” by which
to estimate how the language stands in the development of
any particular use we may wish to investigate.

Inscriptions come second to papyri, in
this connexion, mainly because their very
material shows that they were meant to last. Their Greek
may not be of the purest; but we see it, such as it is, in its best
clothes, while that of the papyri is in corduroys. The special
value of the Common Greek inscriptions lies in their corroborat-
ing the papyri, for they practically show that there was but
little dialectic difference between the Greek of Egypt and that of
Asia Minor, Ttaly, and Syria. There would probably be varieties
of pronunciation, and we have evidence that districts differed
in their preferences among sundry equivalent locutions; but
a speaker of Greek would be understood without the slightest
difficulty wherever he went throughout the immense area

(2) Inscriptions.

1 Op this point see Deissmann, BS 21 ff.; J. B. Harris, in Ezpos. V. viiil
161 ff. ; G. G. Findlay, Thess. (CGT), lxi. ; Bobinson, Eph, 275-284.
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over which the Greek world-speech reigned. With the caveat
already implied, that inscription-Greek may contain literary
elements which are absent from an unstudied private letter,
we may use without misgiving the immense and ever-growing
collections of later Greek epigraphy. How much may be
made of them is well seen in the Preisschrift of Dr E.
Schwyzer,! Grammatik der Pergamenischen Inschriften, an
invaluable guide to the accidence of the Koiwz. (It has been
followed up by E. Nachmanson in his Zaute und Formen der
Magnetischen Inschriften (1903), which does the same work,
gection by section, for the corpus from Magnesia.) Next to
the papyrus collections, there is no tool the student of the
NT Kowsn will find so useful as a book of late inscriptions,
such as Dittenberger's Orientis Graect Inscriptiones selectae, or
the larger part of his Sylloge (ed. %).
Finally we have MGr to bring in.2 The
(3)Gﬁg;1:em discovery that the vernacular of to-day goes
’ back historically to the Kow7n was made in
1834 by Heilmaier, in a book on the origin of the
“ Romaic.” This discovery once established, it became clear
that we could work back from MGr to reconstruct the
otherwise imperfectly known oral Greek of the Hellenistic
aged It is however only in the last generation that the
importance of this method has been adequately recognised.
We had not indeed till recently acquired trustworthy materials.
Mullach’s grammar, upon which the editor of Winer had to
depend for one of the most fruitful innovations of his work,*
started from wrong premisses as to the relation between the
old language and the new.®* We have now, in such books

! Ho was Schweizer in 1898, when this book was published, but has changed
since, to our confusion. He has edited Meisterhans' Grammatik der attischen
Inschriften®, and written the interesting lecture on Die Weltsprache named
above,

21 must enter here a caveat as to the use of G. F. Abbott's charming little
volume, Songs of Modern Grecce, as a source for scientific purposes. Prof.
Peiohari and Dr Rouse show me that I have trusted it too much.

8 ] cite from Kretsohmer, Dic Entstehung der Kowd, p. 4.

¢ Cf WM index s.v. ‘*Greek (modern),” p. 824.

® Cf Krumbacher in XZ xxvii. 488, EKrumbacher uses the epithet ¢’ dilet-
tante” about Mullach, ¢b. p. 497, but rather (I fancy) for his theories than his
facts. After all, Mullach came too early to be blameworthy for his unscientifio
position.
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as Thumb’s Handbuck der neugriechischen Volkssprache and
Hatzidakis's Einledtung tn die neugriechische Grammatik, the
means of checking not a few statements about MGr which were
really based on the artificial Greek of the schools. The per-
petual references to the NT in the latter work will indicate
forcibly how many of the developments of modern vernacular
had their roots in that of two thousand years ago. The
gulf between the ancient and the modern is bridged by the
material collected and arranged by Jannaris in his Historical
Greek Grammar. The study of a Gospel in the vernacular
version of Pallis! will at first produce the impression that
the gulf is very wide indeed; but the strong points of con-
tact will become very evident in time. Hatzidakis indeed
even goes 8o far as to assert that “the language generally
spoken to-day in the towns differs less from the common
language of Polybius than this last differs from the language
of Homer.” ®

We are now ready to enquire how this
Common Greek of the NT rose out of the
classical language. Some features of its
development are undoubted, and may be noted first. The
impulse which produced it lay, beyond question, in the work
of Alexander the Great. The unification of Hellas was a
necessary first step in the aceomplishment of his dream of
Hellenising the world which he had marked out for conquest.
To achieve unity of speech throughout the little country
which his father’s diplomatic and military triumphs had
virtually conquered for him, was a task too serious for
Alexander himself to face. But unconsciously he effected
this, as a by-product of his colossal achievement; and the
next generation found that not only had a common language
emerged from the chaos of Hellenic dialects, but a new and

The Birth of
the Koum.

1'H Néa Awbinn, perappacuéyn dwd 7dv "Alef. IdNAn (Liverpool, 1902).
(Pallis has now translated the Jliad, and even some of Kant—with striking
success, in Thumb's opinion, DLZ, 1905, pp. 2084-6.) Unfortunately the
B.F.B.S. version contains so much of the artificial Greek that it is beyond
the comprehension of the common people: the bitter prejudice of the
educated classes at present has closed the door even to this, much more to

Pallis’s version.
t REGr, 1908, p. 220. (See a further note below, pp. 283f.)
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nearly homogeneous world-speech had been created, in which
Persian and Egyptian might do business together, and
Roman proconsuls issue their commands to the subjects of a
mightier empire than Alexander’s own. His army was in
itself a powerful agent in the levelling process which ulti-
mately destroyed nearly all the Greek dialects. The
Anabasis of the Ten Thousand Greeks, seventy years before,
had doubtless produced results of the same kind on a small
scale. Clearchus the Lacedaemonian, Menon the Thessalian,
Socrates the Arcadian, Proxenus the Bceotian, and the rest,
would find it difficult to preserve their native brogue very
long free from the solvent influences of perpetual association
during their march; and when Cheirisophus of Sparta and
Xenophon of Athens had safely brought the host home, it is
not strange that the historian himself had suffered in the
purity of his Attic, which has some peculiarities distinctly
foreshadowing the Kowr.! The assimilating process would
go much further in the camp of Alexander, where, during
prolonged campaigns, men from all parts of Greece were
tent-fellows and messmates, with no cholice but to accom-
modate their mode of speech in its more individual character-
istics to the average Greek which was gradually being
evolved among their comrades. In this process naturally
those features which were peculiar to a single dialect would
have the smallest chance of surviving, and those which most
successfully combined the characteristics of many dialects
would be surest of a place in the resultant “ common speech.”
The army by itself only furnished a nucleus for the new growth.
As Hellenism swept victoriously into Asia, and established
itself on all the shores of the eastern Mediterranean, the
mixture of nationalities in the new-rising communities de-
manded a common language as the medium of intercourse,

! Cf Rutherford, NP 160-174. The same may be said of the language of
the lower classes in Athens herself in v/b.c., consisting as they did of immigrants
from all parts. So [Xenophon] Constitution of Athens 11. 8 :—‘‘The Greeks
have an individual dialect, and manner of life and fashion of their own; but
the Athenians have what is compounded from all the Greeks and barbariana.”
The vase-inscriptions abundantly evidence this, (Kretschmer, Enistchung d.
Kows, p. 84.) The importance of Xenophon as a forerunner of Hellenism is

well brought out by Mahaffy, Progress of Hellenism n Alexander's Empire,
Lecture i.
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and the Greek of the victorious armies of Alexander was
ready for the purpose. In the country districts of the
motherland, the old dialects lived on for generations; but by
this time Greece herself was only one factor in the great
Hellenising movement to which the world was to owe so
much. Besides, the dialects which strikingly differed from
the new Kows were spoken by races that mostly lay outside
the movement. History gives an almost pathetic interest to
an inscription like that from Larissa (Michel 41—end of
iii/B.c), where the citizens record a rescript from King
Philip v, and their own consequent resolutions :—
Tayevovrow 'Advaycirmor ITerfakelor k.7.\., iN\iTrmor Tol
Sacikeios émicToldy dmvoTéANavTos WOT TOS TAYOs Kai TAV
moNw Tav Umoyeypauuévay'
Baginevs Si\imrmos Aapicalwy Tols Tayols kai TH mwoNe
xaipew (and so on in normal Kown).
The old and the new survived thus side
Decay of the by side into the i ial . but Christianit
Dialects. y side into the imperial age; but Christianity
had only a brief opportunity of speaking in
the old dialects of Greece. In one corner of Hellas alone did
the dialect live on. To-day scholars recognise a single modern
idiom, the Zaconian, which does not directly descend from
the Kow#. As we might expect, this is nothing but the
ancient Laconian, whose broad a holds its ground still in the
speech of a race impervious to literature and proudly con-
servative of a language that was always abnormal to an
extreme. Apart from this the dialects died out entirely.®
They contributed their share to the resultant Common Greek ;
but it is an assured result of MGr philology that there are
no elements of speech whatever now existing, due to the
ancient dialects, which did not find their way into the stream
of development through the channel of the vernacular Koun
of more than two thousand years ago. {oSce p. 248.
So far we may go without difference
Belative Contri- o¢ oninjon. The only serious dispute arises
bu;:znuit:?n:he when we ask what were the relative magni-
" tudes of the contributions of the several
dialects to the new resultant speech. That the literary
Kouws was predominantly Attic has been already stated, and
is of course beyond doubt. But was Attic more than one
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among many elements assimilated in the new vernacular?
It has always been taken for granted that the intellectual
queen of Greece was the predominant partner in the busi-
ness of establishing a new dialect based on a combination of
the old ones. This conclusion has recently been challenged
by Dr Paul Kretschmer, a brilliant comparative philologist,
previously distinguished for his studies on the language of
the Greek vase-inscriptions and on the dialects of the Greeks’
nearest neighbours.! In his tractate entitled Die Entstehung
der Kowr, published in the Transactions of the Vienna
Academy for 1900, he undertook to show that the oral
Kown contained elements from Beeotian, Ionic, and even
North-west Greek, to a larger extent than from Attic. His
argument affects pronunciation mainly. That Beeotian
monophthongising of the diphthongs, Doric softening of /3,
8 and «, and Ionic de-aspiration of words beginning with 2,
affected the spoken language more than any Attic influence
of this nature, might perhaps be allowed. But when we turn
to features which had to be represented in writing, as contrasted
with mere variant pronunciations of the same written word,
the case becomes less striking. Baotian may have supplied
3 plur. forms in -cav for imperfect and optative, but these do
not appear to any considerable extent outside the LXX: the
NT exx. are precarious, and they are surprisingly rare in
the papyri2 North-west Greek has the accusative plural in
-e5, found freely in papyri and (for the word téoeapes) in
MSS of the NT'; also the middle conjugation of eiui, and the
confusion of forms from -dw and -éw verbs. Doric contri-
butes some guttural forms from verbs in -fw, and a few lexical
items. JIonic supplies a fair number of isolated forms, and
may be responsible for many - or -& flexions from -u.
verbs, and some uncontracted noun-forms like éoTéwv or
Xpvoép. But the one peculiarly Attic feature of the Kown
which Kretschmer does allow, its treatment of original &, in
contrast with Ionic phonology on one side and that of the
remaining dialects on the other, is so far-reaching in its effects

Y Die griech. V. winsehriften, 1894 ; Einleitung in die Qeschichis der griech.
Sprache, 1896,
% See CR xv. 36, and the addenda in xviii. 110.

3
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that we cannot but give it more weight than to any other
feature. And while the accidence of Attic has bequeathed
to the vernacular much matter which it shared with other
dialects, one may question whether the accidence of sany
single dialect would present anything like the same similarity
to that of the Kows as the Attic does.  We can hardly resist
the conclusion of the experts that Kretschmer has failed to
prove his point. At the same time we may allow that the
influence of the other dialects on pronunciation has been
commonly underestimated. Kretschmer necessarily recognises
that Attic supplied the orthography of the Kow, except for
those uneducated persons to whom we owe so much for their.
instructive mis-spellings. Consequently, he says, when the
Hellenist wrote xyaipe: and pronounced it ckéri, his language
was really Beeotian and not Attic! It is obvious that the
question does not seriously concern us, since we are dealing
with a language which, despite its vernacular character, comes
to us in a written and therefore largely Atticised form.® For
our purpose we may assume that we have before us a Greek
which includes important contributions from various dialects,
but with Attic as the basis, although the exclusive peculiarities
of Attic make but a small show in it. We shall see later on
(pp- 2131f.) that syntax tells a clearer story in at least one
matter of importance, the articular infinitive.
L At this point it should be observed that
Prc;n‘n?ﬁ;mn pronunciation is not to be passed over as a
Tradition, matter of no practical importance by the
modern student of Hellenistic. The undeni-
able fact that phonetic spelling—which during the reign of
the old dialects was a blessing common to all—was entirely
abandoned by educated people generations before the Christian
era, has some very obvious results for both grammar and
textual criticism. That a: and ¢, e (») and ¢, ov and v were
identities for the scribes of our MSS, is certain? The scribe
made his choice according to the grammar and the sense.

1 Against this emphasising of Beeotian, see Thumb, Hellenismus 228.

2 On the date of the levelling of quantity, so notable a feature in MGr, see
Hatzidakis in ’A@ypva for 1901 (xiii. 247). He decides that it began outside
Greece, and established itself very gradually. It must have been complete, or
nearly so, before the scribes of # and B wrote. [@ See p. 243.
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just as we choose between #kings, king’s, and Kkings’, or
between bow and bough. He wrote of nominative and coi
dative : Mdoasfa: infinitive and Adoasfe imperative  dihels,
eldopey indicative, and ¢ehfs, {8wuer subjunctive ; Bovres verb,
but BovAjj noun—here of course there was the accentual
difference, if he wrote fo dictation. There was nothing
however to prevent him from writing é&édwns, édwibios,
ddepnuévos, etc., if his antiquarian knowledge failed; while
there were times when his choice between (for example)
infinitive and imperative, as in Lk 193, was determined only
by his own or perhaps a traditional exegesis. It will be seen
therefore that we cannot regard our best MSS as decisive
on such questions, except as far as we may see reason to
trust their general accuracy in grammatical tradition. WH
may be justified in printing {va . . . émoxidoer in Ac 5%,
after B and some cursives; but the passage is wholly useless
for any argument as to the use of a with a future. Or let
us take the constructions of o p7 as exhibited for WH text
in the concordance (MG). There are 71 occurrences with aor.
subj., and 2 more in which the -cw might theoretically be
future. Against these we find 8 cases of the future, and 15
in which the parsing depends on our choice between e and 7.
It is evident that editors cannot hope to decide here what
was the autograph spelling. Even supposing they had the
autograph before them, it would be no evidence as to the
author’s grammar if he dictated the text. To this we may
add that by the time x and B were written o and @ were no
longer distinet in pronunciation, which transfers two more
cases to the list of the indeterminates. It is not therefore
simply the overwhelming manuseript authority which decides
us for éywuer in Rom 5% Without the help of the versions
and patristic citations, it would be difficult to prove that the
orthography of the MSS is really based on a very ancient
traditional interpretation. It is indeed quite possible that
the Apostle’s own pronunciation did not distinguish o and
sufficiently to give Tertius a clear lead, without his making
inquiry! In all these matters we may fairly recognise a

! 0 and w were confused in various quarters before this date: cf Schwyzer,
Pergam. 95; Nachmanson, Magnet. 64 ; Thumb, Hellenismus 143. We have
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case nearly parallel with the editor’s clioice between such
alternatives as Tives and Twés in Heb 319, where the tradition
varies. The modern expositor feels himself entirely at
liberty to decide according to his view of the context. On
our choice in Rom, lc., see below, (p. 110).
Gontributions Before we leave dialectology, it may be
of NW Greek, well to make a fev_v more remarks on the
nature of the contributions which we have
noted. Some surprise may be felt at the importance of
the elements alleged to have been brought into the language
by the “ North-west Greek,”! which lies altogether outside
the literary limits. The group embraces as its main consti-
tuents the dialects of Epirus, Aetolia, Locris and Phokis, and
Achaia, and is known to us only from inscriptions, amongst
which those of Delphi are conspicuous. It is the very last
we should have expected to influence the resultant language,
but it is soon observed that its part (on Kretschmer's theory)
has been very marked. The characteristic Achaian accus.
plur. in -es successfully established itself in the common
Greek, as its presence in the vernacular of to-day sufficiently
shows. Its prominence in the papyri? indicates that it was
making a good fight, which in the case of 7éocoapes had
already become a fairly assured victory. Inthe NT réooapas
never occurs without some excellent authority for réooapes:?
cf WH A4pp?157.° Moreover we find that A, in Rev 1%, has
dotépes—with omission of éywy, it is true, but this may
well be an effort to mend the grammar. It is of course
impossible to build on this example; but taking into account
the obvious fact that the author of Rev was still decidedly
dypdupatos in Greek, and remembering the similar phen-
omena of the papyri, we might expect his autograph to
exhibit accusatives in -es, and in other instances beside
récoapes. The middle conjugation of eiui is given by

confusion of this very word in BU 607 (ii/a.D.). See p. 244, and the copious
early papyrus evidence in Mayser, pp. 98 1., 139.

1 Brugmann, Gr. Gramm.® 17. [ See pp. 243 .

3 See CR xv. 34, 435, xviii. 109 (where by a curious mistake I cited Dr Thumb
for, instead of against, Kretschmer’s argument on this point).

Jn11kA; Ac27®and Rev 94 x; Rev 44 n A (WHmy), 7' A bis P semel,
Mr Thackeray says résoapes ace. is constant in the B text of the Octateuch.
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Kretschmer as a NW Greek feature; but the Delphian #ras
and éwvrac are balanced by Messenian #vra: and Lesbian
éaco, which looks as if some middle forms had existed in the
earliest Greek., But the confusion of the -dw and -éw verbs,
which is frequent in the papyri! and NT, and is complete in
MGr, may well have come from the NW Greek, though
encouraged by Ionic. We cannot attermnpt here to discuss the
question between Thumb and Kretschmer; but an e priori
argument might be found for the latter in the well-known
fact that between iii/ and i/B.c. the political importance of
Aetolia and Achaia produced an Achaian-Dorian Kow, which
yielded to the wider Kotwr?} about a hundred years before Paul
began to write: it seems antecedently probable that this
dialect would leave some traces on that which superseded
it. Possibly the extension of the 3rd plur. -cav, and even
the perfect -av, may be due to the same source:? the former
is also Beeotian. The peculiarities just mentioned have in
common their sporadic acceptance in the Hellenistic of i/a.p.,
which is just what we should expect where a dialect like this
contended for survival with one that had already spread over a
very large area. The elements we have tentatively set down
to the NW Greek secured their ultimate victory through
their practical convenience. The fusion of -dw and -éw verbs
amalgamated two grammatical categories which served no
useful purpose by their distinctness. The acous. in -es
reduced the number of case-forms to be remembered, at the
cost of a confusion which English bears without difficulty,
and even Attic bore in wdXews, Bacileis, whelovs, ete.; while
the other novelties both reduced the tale of equivalent
suffixes and (in the case of -oar) provided a useful means of
distinction between 1st sing. and 3rd plur.
We come to securer ground when we
and of Tonic. estimate the part taken iy Tonic in the
formation of the Kows, for here Thumb and Kretschmer
are at one. The former shows that we cannot safely trace
any feature of Common Greek to the influence of some

1 8ee CR xv. 86, 485, xviii. 110. Thumb suggests that the common aor. in
-noa started the process of fusion.

2 The -sar suffix is found in Delphian (Valaori, Delph. Dial. 60) rather pro-
mirently, both in indic. and opt. The oase for -av ($bid.) is weaker.
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particular dialect, unless it appears in that dialect as a distinct
new type, and not a mere survival. The nouns in -ds -a8os
and -ofc -oi8os are by this principle recognised as a clear
debt of MGr to Ionic ¢lements in the Kows. Like the
other elements which came from a single ancient dialect,
they bad to struggle for existence. We find them in the
Egyptian Greek; but in the NT -a¢ makes gen. -d, as often
even in Asia Minor, where naturally -ados was at homel
Kretschmer gives as Ionic factors in the Kows the forms
xifov (=yrrov) and the like? psilosis (which the Ionians
shared with their Aeolic neighbours), the uncontracted noun
and verb forms already alluded to, and the invasion of the
-t verbs by thematic forms (contract or ordinary)® He
explains the declension oweipa omeipns (normal in the Kows)
from i/B.c.) as due not to Ionism, but to the analogy of yAdaaa
yAwoons. To his argument on this point we might add the
consideration that the declension -pd -pns is both earlier and
more stable than -via -vips, a difference which I would connect
with the fact that the combination ¢n continued to be barred
in Attic at a time when pn (from pfa) was no longer objected
to (contrast iy:d and xdpn):"if Ionic forms had been simply
taken over, eiuins would have come in as early as amefprs.
But such discussion may be left to the

D;?ﬂgia‘:iﬁc philological journals. What concerns the NT
per:‘iast? student is the question of dialectic varieties

within the Kow itself rather than in its
previous history. Are we to expect persistence of lonic
features in Asia Minor; and will the Greek of Egypt, Syria,

1 But -ados is rare both at Pergamum and at Magnesia: Schwyzer 139f.,
Nachmanson 120.

2 Kifdw, xvfpa and &vbadra occur not seldom in papyri; and it is rather
curious that they are practically absent from NT MSS. I can only find in Ti
xelfdvas D* (Mt 10°°) and xerdvas B* (Mk 14%—*ut alibi »,” says the editor).
Kvfpn occurs in Clem. Bom. 17 fin. (see Lightfoot) ; also three times in the
LXX, according to great uncials (Thackeray). Bdépaxos, which is found in
MGr (as Abbott 56) I cannot trace, nor mdévy. Cf Hatzidakis 160f.

* The perfect &wxa from Ipue (NT dgéwvrat) is noted as Ionic rather than
Doric by Thumb, ThLZ xxviii. 421 n. Since this was a prehistoric form (cf
Gothic saisé from saia, ‘‘sow™), we cannot determine the question certainly.
But note that the imperative dpedrfw occurs in an Arcadian inscription (Michel
585%—iii/tp.0.). Its survival in Hellenistic is the more easily understood, if it
really existed in two or three dialects of the classical period. [3See p. 244.
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Macedonia, and Italy differ to an extent which we can detect
after two thousand years? Speaking generally, we may
reply in the negative. Dialectic differences there must have
been in a language spoken over so large an area. But they
need not theoretically be greater than those between British
and American English, to refer again to the helpful parallel
we examined above (p. 19). We saw there that in the
modern Weltsprache the educated colloquial closely approxi-
mates everywhere when written down, differing locally to
some extent, but in vocabulary and orthography rather than
in grammar. The uneducated vernacular differs more, but
its differences still show least in the grammar. The study
of the papyri and the Kowsr inscriptions of Asia Minor dis-
closes essentially the same phenomena in Hellenistic. There
are few points of grammar in which the NT language differs
from that which we see in other specimens of Common Greek
vernacular, from whatever province derived. We have already
mentioned instances in which what may have been quite
possible Hellenistic is heavily overworked because it happens
to coincide with a Semitic idiom. Apart from these, we
have a few small matters in which the NT differs from the
usage of the papyriL The weakening of o w7 is the most
important of these, for certainly the papyri lend no coun-
tenance whatever to any theory that o0 w7 was a normal
unemphatic negative in Hellenistic. 'We shall return to this
at a later stage (see pp. 187 ff.); but meanwhile we may note
that in the NT o) u7 seems nearly always connected with
“translation Greek”—the places where no Semitic original
can be suspected show it only in the very emphatic sense
which is common to classical and Hellenistic use. Among
smaller points are the NT construction of évoyos with gen.
of penalty, and the prevailing use of dmwexpifnv for dmexpi-
vaunw: in both of these the papyri wholly or mainly agree
with the classical usage; but that in the latter case the
NT has good Hellenistic warrant, is shown by Phrynichus
(see Rutherford, NP 186 ff.), by the witness of Polybius, and
by the MGr dmokpify«a.

, . The whole question of dialectic differ-
Thumb’s Verdict. ences within the spoken Kown is judicially
summed up by our greatest living authority, Dr Albert
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Thumb, in chap. v. of his book on Greek in the Hel.
lenistic Age, already often quoted! He thinks that such
differences must have existed largely, in Asia Minor especially ;
but that writings like the Greek Bible, intended for general
circulation, employed a Durchschnittsprache which avoided local
peculiarities, though intended for single localities. (The letters
of Paul are no exception to this rule, for he could not be
familiar with the peculiarities of Galatian or Achaian, still
less of Roman, Kown.) To the question whether our autho-
rities are right in speaking of a special Alexandrian Greek,
Thumb practically returns a negative. For nearly all the
purposes of our own special study, Hellenistic Greek may be
regarded as a unity, hardly varying except with the education
of the writer, his tendency to use or ignore specialities of
literary language, and the degree of his dependence upon
foreign originals which might be either freely or slavishly
rendered into the current Greek.

It is however to be noted that the minute dialectic
differences which can be detected in NT Greek are some-
times significant to the literary critic. In an article in
ThLZ, 1903, p. 421, Thumb calls attention to the promin-
ence of éuos in Jn, as against mov elsewhere.? He tells us
that éuos and its like survive in modern Pontic-Cappadocian
Greek, while the gen. of the personal pronoun has replaced it
in other parts of the Greek-speaking area. This circumstance
contributes something to the evidence that the Fourth
Gospel came from Asia Minor. We might add that on the
same showing Luke should come from Macedonia, or some
other country outside Asia Minor, for he hardly uses éuos ;
while Rev, in which out of the four possessive pronouns éuos
alone occurs, and that but once, seems to be from the pen of
a recent immigrant. Valeat gquantum! In the same paper
Thumb shows that the infinitive still survives in Pontie,

1Cf Blass 4 n. ; and Thumb's paper in Neue Jahrb. for 1908.

3'Eubs occurs 41 times in Jn, once each in 3 Jn and Rev, and 34 times in
the rest of the NT. It must be admitted that the other possessives do not tell
the same story : the three together appear 12 times in Jn (Ev and Epp), 12 in
Lk, and 21 in the rest of NT. Blass (p. 168) notes how vudv in Paul (in the
position of the attribute) ousts the emphatic duérepos. (For that position cf
#) oob obrla, Mithraslit. p. 17 and note.)
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while in Greece proper it yields entirely to the periphrasis.
The syntactical conditions under which the infinitive is found
in Pontic answer very well to those which appear in the NT: in
such uses Western Greek tended to enlarge the sphere of iva.
This test, applied to Jn, rather neutralises that from éuds :
see below, p. 205, 211. Probably the careful study of local
MGr patois will reveal more of these minutizz. Another field
for research is presented by the orthographical peculiarities of
the NT uncials, which, in comparison with the papyri and
inscriptions, will help to fix the provenance of the MSS, and
thus supply criteria for that localising of textual types which
is an indispensable step towards the ultimate goal of criticism.!

! One or two hints in this direction are given by Thumb, Hellenismus 179.
Cf Prof. Lake’s Leiden inaugural (Oxford, 1904). See also p. 244.

ApprTioNAL NoTE.—A fow new points may be added on the subjects of this
chapter. First comes the important fact—noted by Thumb in his Hellenismus,
P. 9, 6nd again in reviewing Mayser (4rchiv iv. 487)—that the pre-Byzantine
history of the Kow+# divides about the date .. The NT falls accordingly in the
early years of a new period, which does not, however, differ from its predecessor
in sanything that ordinary observers would notice. The fact needs bearing in
mind, nevertheless, when we are comparing the Greek of the LXX and the NT.

There are difficulties as to the relations of 5, p, and e, which have some
importance in view of the matters noted on p. 35. In Attic y and e: were fused
at an early date ; whereas n remained distinct, being the open ¢, while in the
diphthong it had become close. Ionic inscriptions show the same fusion. In
papyri p, like ¢ and @, sheds its « just as 7 (« and &) can add it, regardless of
grammar ; so that n and g are equivalent, and they remain distinct from e
(=1 till a late period. It is difficult to correlate these facts; but it must be
remembered that the papyri only represent Egypt, which was not necessarily
at one with all other Greek-speaking countries as to the quality of #. There is
also the probability that the p which alternates with 7 is often hysterogenous—
Boulet was replaced by a newly formed Souky because of the  that runs through
the rest of the singular flexion. (I owe many suggestions here to a letter from
Prof. Thumb, March 1908.) See further Mayser 126 ff.

On the question of the contributions of the old dialects to the Kowv4, research
seems progressively emphasising the preponderance of Attic. There are pheno-
mena which are plausibly treated as Doric in origin ; but Thumb reasonably
points to Mayser’s evidence, showing that these did not emerge till the later
period of the Kawvi, as a serious difficulty in such an account of their history.
On the other hand, he rightly criticises Mayser’s tendency to minimise the Ionic
influence : he believes that dialectio elements, and especially Ionisms, found
their way into the spoken Attio of the lower classes, which spread itself largely
through the operation of trade. ‘* The first people to speak a Ko were Ionians,
who used the speech of their Athenian lords. . . . Outside the Athenian empire,
the Macedonians were the first to take up the new language, and joined their
subjeot Greeks, especially Ionians, in spreading it through the world.” The
old dialects worked still in producing local differentiations in the Kouw itself.



CHAPTER IIL
NOTES ON THE ACCIDENCE.

BEFORE we begin to examine the conditions
of Hellenistic syntax, we must devote a
short chapter to the accidence. To treat
the forms in any detail would be obviously out of place in
these [Prolegomena. The humble but necessary work of
gathering into small compass the accidence of the NT writers
I have done in my little Introduction (see above, p. 1 n.); and
it will have to be done again more minutely in the second
part of this Grammar. In the present chapter we shall try
to prepare ourselves for answering a preliminary question of
great importance, viz.,, what was the position occupied by the
NT writers between the literary and illiterate Greek of their
time. For this purpose the forms give us a more easily
applied test than the syntax. But before we can use them
we must make sure that we have them substantially as they
stood in the autographs. May not such MSS as & and B—
and D still more—have conformed their orthography to the
popular style, just as those of the “Syrian” revision con-
formed it in some respects to the literary standards? We
cannot give a universal answer to this question, for we have
seen already that an artificial orthography left the door open
for not a few uncertainties. But there are some suggestive
signs that the great uncials, in this respect as in others,
are not far away from the autographs. A very instruc-
tive phenomenon is the curious substitution of édv for dw
after &8s, éwov, etc., which WH have faithfully reproduced
in numberless places from the MSS. This was so little recog-
nised as a genuine feature of vernacular Greek, that the
editors of the volumes of papyri began by gravely subscribing

“L. dv” wherever the abnormal éav showed itself. They
42

The Uncials and
the Papyri.
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were soon compelled to save themselves the trouble. Deiss-
mann, BS 204, gave a considerable list from the papyri,
which abundantly proved the genuineness of this édr; and
four years later (1901) the material had grown so much
that it was possible to determine the time-limits of the
peculiarity with fair certainty. If my count is right! the
proportion of édv to dv is 13 :29 in papyri dated B.c. The
proportion was soon reversed, the figures being 25:7 for
i/aD., 76:9 for ii/, 9:3 for iii/, 4:8 for iv/. This édv
occurs last in a vi/ papyrus. It will be seen that the above
construction was specially common in i/ and ii/, when édv
greatly predominated, and that the fashion had almost died
away before the great uncials were written. It seems
that in this small point the uncials faithfully reproduce
originals written under conditions long obsolete? This
particular example affords us a very fair test; but we
may reinforce it with a variety of cases where the MSS
accurately reproduce the spelling of i/a.p. We will follow
the order of the material in WH App? 148 ff. (“ Notes on
Orthography ”): it is unnecessary to give detailed references
for the papyrus evidence, which will be found fully stated
in the papers from CR, already cited. @We must bear
in mind throughout Hort's caution (p. 148) that “all our
MSS have to a greater or less extent suffered from the

1 CR xv. 32, xv. 434: for the exx. B,0. I have added figures from papyri
read up to 1906. See further on p. 234 ; and compare Mr Thackeray’s inde-
pendent statistics in J7'S ix. 95, which give the same result.

2 The case of dv, if, is separate. In the NT this is confined apparently to Jn,
where it occurs six times. In the papyri it is decidedly a symptom of illiteracy.
With this agrees what Meisterhans® 255 f. says: ‘' Only six times is d» found
from v/ to iii/s.c. The form dv is entirely foreign to the Attio inscrip-
tions, though it is often found in the Ionicising literary prose of v/
(Thucydides: cf the Tragedians).” Since dv is the modern form, we may
perhaps regard it as & dialeotic variant which ultimately ousted the Attic édr.
It is not clear to what dialect it is to be assigned. Against Meisterhans’
suggestion of Ionic stands the opinion of H. W. Smyth (Jonic Dialect, p. 609)
that its occasional appearances in Ionio are due to Atticising! Certainly » is
the normal Ionic form, but & may have been Ionic as well, though rarer. (So
Dr P. Giles.) Nachmanson (p. 68) gives édv as the only form from Magnesia.
Some peculiar local distribution is needed to explain why dv (if) is absent
from the incorrectly written Rev, and reserved for the correct Jn. Both
dr and édv are found promiscuously in the Herculaneum rolls (Cronert
180).
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effacement of unclassical forms of words” Note also his
statement that the “Western” MSS show the reverse
tendency. “The orthography of common life, which to a
certain extent was used by all the writers of the NT, though
in unequal degrees, would naturally be introduced more
freely in texts affected by an instinct of popular adaptation.”
He would be a bold man who should claim that even Hort
has said the last word on the problem of the &-text; and
with our new knowledge of the essentially popular character
of NT Greek as a whole, we shall naturally pay special
attention to documents which desert the classical spelling
for that which we find prevailing in those papyri that were
written by men of education approximately parallel with that
of the apostolic writers.
We begin with the “unusual aspirated
Orthography. ¢ g™ (p- 8150), ép’ énwids ete., xae’p iSiav,
d¢pude ete.,, and oy ohiyos.” For all these there is a large
body of evidence from papyri and inscriptions. There are a
good many other words affected thus, the commonest of
which, éros, shows no trace of the aspiration in NT uncials.
Sins of commission as well as omission seem to be inevitable
when initia]l 2 has become as weak as in later Greek or in
modern English. Hence in a period when de-aspiration
was the prevailing tendency, analogy produced some cases of
reaction,—«xaf’ &ros due to xal ruépav, dpide to dpopav,
etc. ;1 and the two types struggled for survival. MGr épéro
shows that the aspirated form did not always yield. The
uncertainty of the MS spelling thus naturally follows from
the history of the aspirate. Itis here impossible to determine
the spelling of the autographs, but the wisdom of following the
great uncials becomes clearer as we go on. The reverse
phenomenon, psilosis, exx. of which figure on p. 151, is
part of the general tendency which started from the Ionic
and Aeolic of Asia Minor and became universal, as MGr
gshows. The mention of Tapelov (p. 152—add w=eir frow

1 The curious coincidence that many, but by no means all, of these words
once began with F, led to the fancy (repeated by Hort) that the lost con-
sonant had to de with the aspiration. I need not stay to explain why this
cannot be sccepted. The explamation by enalogy within the Kouws is that
éavoured by Thumb. (See addicional note, p. 234.) [@ See p. 244,
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p. 177) brings up a Hellenistic sound-law, universal after a.p.,
viz. the coalescence of two successive ¢ sounds ; the inf. .aceiv
for -celew (LPg—i/B.c.) will serve as a good example—cf
avao? in Lk 238 8!  Tapuciov, meiv and iyeia are overwhelm-
ingly attested by the papyri of the Roman age, where we
geldom find the reversion seen in Mt 20%2.  In d\eeis (Mk 17 al)
we have dissimilation instead of contraction. Under the head
of Elision (p. 153), it may be worth while to mention that
the neglect of this even in a verse citation, as in the MSS
at 1 Co 153, is in accord with an exceedingly common
practice in inscriptions. The presence or absence of mov-
able » (pp. 153f) cannot be reduced to any visible rule:
the evanescence of the nasal in pronunciation makes this
natural. Cf p. 49 below. Among the spellings recorded on
pp. 155f we note ogupis, vévnua (vegetable product), and
-xvvve * as well attested in the papyri; while the wavering of
usage between pp and po is traceable down through Hellen-
istic to MGr® The case of the spelling dpaBSwr (“only
Western ”) is instructive. Deissmann (BS 183) gives but
one ex. of the pp form, and nine of the single consonant,
from three documents. His natural questioning of Hort’s
orthography is curiously discounted by the papyri published
up to 1905, which make the totals 11 for the “ Western”
and 15 for pp.* The word will serve as a reminder that
only the unanimity of the papyri can make us really sure
of our autographs’ spelling: cf Deissmann, BS 181. The
wavering of inscriptional testimony as to Zuvpva (1b. 185)
makes it impossible to be decisive; but the coincidence of
Smyrnzan coins makes it seem difficult to reject the witness
of ®, on suspicion of “ Western” taint. In words with oo the
papyri show the Attic vr in about the same small proportion
as the NT uncials, and with much the same absence of
intelligible principle. “Opwef (Lk 13% ®D, also banned as
“Western ”) has some papyrus warrant, and survives in the
MGr (Cappadocian) épviy : cf Thumb, Hellen. 90. It started
in Doric Greek. Coming to the note on Técaapes and Tegoa-

1 Buresch RiM xlvi. 213n. Correct Ti sn loc. So dwoxeiv, OP 265 (i/A.D.).

280 MGr (Cyprus), says Thumb in ThLZ xxviii. 423.

5 Thumb l.c. 422. On this and the s, 77, see now Wackernagel's Hellen-
fatica (1907). 4 CR xv. 33, since supplemented.
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parxovta (p. 157), we meet our first dissonance between NT
uncials and papyri. The e forms are in the latter relatively
few, and distinctly illiterate, in the first centuries A.p. Indeed
the evidence for Tésoepa or Tésoepas is virtually nil before
the Byzantine age! and there does not seem to be the
smallest probability that the Apostles wrote anything but
the Attic form. For recoepdrovra the case is a little better,
but it is hopelessly outnumbered by the -ap- form in docu-
ments antedating the NT uncials; the modern oepdvra, side
by side with capavra, shows that the strife continued. No
doubt before iv/A.D. Técaepes -a (not Tecoépwr) had begun to
establish themselves in the place they hold to-day. ’Epavvdw
is certain from i/AD. onward;? and Mayser (pp. 42, 56)
gives a ii/B.c. papyrus parallel for éyyapedo (% bis, B semel).
Spellings like xpiua (p. 158) are supported by a great multi-
plication in Kows documents of -pa nouns with shortened
penultimate. Cf Moeris (p. 28), dvdOnua 'Arrikes, dvdbepa
‘EMAqricds; and note d¢pelpepa bis in Par P 62 (ii/n.c.).
Even ovorepa is found (not *ovorapa), Gen 11°, which shows
how late and mechanical this process was. The convenient
differentiation of meaning between dvdfnua and dvdfeua®
preserved the former intact, though RADX are quotable for
the levelling in its one NT occurrence. The complete estab-
lishment of el wrv after iii/B.c. is an interesting confirmation
of the best uncials. Despite Hort (p. 158), we must make
the difference between el wiv and #% w7y “strictly orthograph-
ical ” after all, if the alternative is to suppose any connexion
with €, if. Numerous early citations make this last assump-
tion impossible* On e and ¢ (p. 1563) the papyri are

1 Pégaapes acc. is another matter : see above, p. 36.

3 But &pevva in the Ptolemaic PP iii. 65 bis, Par P 60% and Tb P 38, al.
S0 also MGr. “Epavwa was limited in range. See Buresch, RAM xlvi. 213f. ;
but note also Thumb, Hellen. 176 f., who disposes of the notion that it was an
Alexandrinism. Kretschmer, DLZ, 1901, p. 1049, brings parallels from Thera
(at- in compounds of e), See papyrus citations in CE xv. 34, zviii. 107.

% Deissmann has shown that dvdfeua, curse, is not an innovation of ‘* Biblical
Greek” (ZNTW ii. 342).

¢ The syntax is decisive in the Messenian ‘‘ Mysteries” inscription (91 B.0.,
Syll. 653, Michel 694): dpxufbrrw Tdv yuvawkovbpov el pav éfeww émieéhear, kTN,
{The same inscription has efrev for elra, as in Mk 4% : this is also Ionic.) Add
Syll. 578 (iii/s.c.), and note. PP iii. 56 (before 260 B.c.) has %, but I have
11 papyrus exx. of el from ii/s.0. to i/A.D.
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entirely indecisive: e: even for I is an everyday occurrence.
At any rate they give no encouragement to our introducing
nelvopar and yewwokw, as WH would like to do: to judge
from mere impressions, fyivoua: is at least as common as
welvopar. This matter of the notorious equivalence of e
and ¢ is adduced by Thumb (reviewing Blass?, 7hLZ, 1903,
421) as a specimen of philological facts which are not always
present to the minds of theological text-critics: he cites
Brooke and M‘Lean (J7'S, 1902, 601 ff), who seriously treat
{dev, i8ov, as various readings deserving a place in the LXX
text. Tidid the same in Rev, where even WH (see 4App? 169,
marked Idoy, ete., as alternative. In this matter no reader
of the papyri would care to set much store by some of the
minuti® which WH 8o conscientiously gather from the great
uncials. It would probably be safer in general to spell
according to tradition ; for even WH admit that their para-
mount witness, B, “has little authority on behalf of e as
against ¢” Finally might be mentioned a notable matter
of pronunciation to which Hort does not refer. The less
educated papyrus writers very frequently use & for av, before
consonants, from ii/B.c. onwards.! Its frequent appearance in
Attic inscriptions after 74 B.C. is noted by Meisterhans?
154. In Lk 2! (AyodoTov) this pronunciation shows itself,
according to 8C*4; but we do not seem to find drds, éaTov,
etc., in the MSS, as we should have expected? An excellent
suggestion is made by Dr J. B. Mayor (Exzpos. V1. x. 289)—
following up one of Hort's—that dxaramaoTovs in 2 Pet
214 AB may be thus explained: he compares ayunmpes 1%° A,
In arguing his case, he fails to see that the dropping of a v
(or rather F) between wvowels is altogether another thing; but
his remaining exx. (to which add those cited from papyri in
CR xv. 33, 434, xviii. 107) are enough to prove his point.
Laurent remarks (BCH, 1903, p. 356) that this phenomenon
was common in the latter half of i/B.c. We need not assume
its existence in the NT autographs.

1 The same tendency appeared in late vulgar Latin, and perpetuated itself
in Romance : see Lindsay, Latin Language 41f. See early exx. in Mayser 114,

2In MGr (see Thumb, Handbuck, p. 69) we find adrés (pronounced afids)
side by side with d7és (obsolete except in Pontus), whence the short form 74,
oto. There was therefore a grammatical difference in the Kows itself.
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We pass on to the noun flexion (p. 163).
Nouns in -pd and participles in -via in the
papyri regularly form genitive and dative in
-ns -7, except that -vias, -via are still found in the Ptolemaic
period. Here again the oldest uncials alone (in NT, but very
rarely in LXX) generally support the unmistakable verdict of
the contemporary documents of the Kowsr;. We saw reason
(above, p. 38) to regard this as the analogical assimilation of
-pd nmouns (and—somewhat later and less markedly— -via
participles) to the other -d@ flexions of the first declension.
rather than as an lonic survival. We may add that as pdyaipa
produced payaipns on the model of Sofa Sofns, so, by a
reverse analogy process, the gen. Nuu¢ns as a proper name
produced what may be read as Nip¢d Niuddv in nom. and
ace.: the best reading of Col 4'® (avrds B) may thus stand,
without postulating a Doric Ndu¢pav, the improbability of
which decides Lightfoot for the alternative.! The heteroclite
proper names, which fluctuate between 1st and 3rd decl., are
paralleled by Egyptian place-names in papyri. Critics, like
Clemen, whose keen scent has differentiated documents by the
evidence of Avorpav and Adorposs in Ac 1488 (see Knowling,
EGT in loc.)? might be invited to track down the “redactor”
who presumably perpetrated either Kepxeaotyn or Kepye-
covywv in GH 46 (ii/ap.). Rawmsay (Paul 129) shows that
Mvpa had ace. -av and gen. -wv. Uncritical people may
perhaps feel encouraged thus to believe that Mt 2! and
Mt 23, despite the heteroclisis, are from the same hand.® The
variations between 1st and 2nd decl. in words like éxaTévrap-
xos (-ns) are found passim in papyri: for conscientious labour
wasted thereon see Schmiedel’s amusing note in his Preface
to WS. In contracted nouns and adjectives we have
abundant parallels for forms like doTéwy, ypuoéwr, and for
xpvodv (formed by analogy of dpyvpav). The good attesta-
tion of the type wods vol, after the analogy of Bods, may
be observed in passing. The fact that we do not find
ghort forms of mouns in -tos -tov (eg. wipes, Taidly)® is a

Inflexion ;—
Nouns.

! See the writer's paper in Proc. Camb. Phil. Soc. Oct. 1893, p. 12, whers
the archaic vocative in -& is suggested as the connecting link. C[ AoiAa as a
proper name (Dieterich, Unlers. 172), and Elpjva in 8 Christian inscr, (Ramsay,
C. & B. il 497 n.). 8 Cf Harnack, Apostely. 88 n. [2® Sce p. 244.
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noteworthy test of the educational standard of the writers,
for the papyri show them even as early as iii/B.Cc, and always
in company with other indications of comparative illiteracy.
These forms, the origin of which seems to me as perplexed as
ever, despite the various efforts of such scholars as Thumb,
Hatzidakis, and Brugmann to unravel it, ultimately won a
monopoly, as MGr shows everywhere. We must not omit
mention of the “Mixed Declension,” which arose from
analogies in the -a- and -o- nouns, and spread rapidly because
of its convenience, especially for foreign names. The stem
ends in a long vowel or diphthong, which receives -¢ for nom.
and -v for acc., remaining unchanged in voc, gen. and dat.
sing. 'Inoovs is the most conspicuous of many NT exx. It
plays a large part in MGr.! Passing lightly over the exact
correspondence between uncials and papyri in the accusatives
of xrels and ydpes (p. 164), we may pause on xeipav in
Jn 20% x*¥AB. The great frequency of this formation in
uneducated papyri, which adequately foreshadows its victory
in MGr,? naturally produced sporadic examples in our MSS,
but it is not at all likely that the autographs showed it (unless
possibly in Rev). Gregory (in Ti, vol ii. 118 f) registers
forms like dodarfv and wodrpny, which also have papyrus
parallels, but could be explained more easily from the analogy
of 1st decl. nouns. Meifwr ace. (Jn 53 ABEGMAJ) is a good
example of the irrational addition of », which seems to have
been added after long vowels almost as freely as the equally
unpronounced ¢® Oune further noun calls for comment, viz.,
'Elaidvos in Ac 1'% (p. 165). The noun éawdv = olivetum
occurs at least thirty times in papyri between i/ and iii/a.D,,
which prompts surprise at Blass's continued scepticism.
‘EXwcadv (salicetum) is an ancient example of the turning of
a similar word into a proper name.*

' See CR xviii. 109, Kiithner-Blass § 1ou.

31t seems most probable that the moderu levelling of 1lst and 3rd decl.
started with this accusative, See Thumb, Handbuch 28, 85; also p. 18 for
the pronunciation of -v final. The formation oocurs often in LXX.

8 Thus #\wt is acc. sing., while #» (=7) is sometimes subjunctive. For
exx. see CR xviii, 108, So doa éav #v in Gen 67 E. See p. 168.

4 See Deissmann, BS 208 ., and the addenda in Ezpos. vI. vii. 111, viii.
420 ; also below, pp. 69 and 235. Ses also p. 244, on ovyyerebo (App.? 165).

4
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Indeclinable . Two curious indeclinables meet us period-
Adjectives. ically among the adjectives. ITAsjpns should
be read in Mk 4% (C*¥, Hort) and Ac 6°
(RAC*DEHP al.), and is probably to be recognised in Jn 1M
(-em D). Cf 2 Jn8 (L), Mk 8 (AFGM al.), Ac 6% (AEHP al.)
19% (AEL 13). Thus in almost every NT occurrence of an
oblique case of this word we meet with the indeclinable form
in good uncials. The papyrus citations for this begin with
LPc (ii/p.c.), which suits its appearance in the LXX. We
cannot well credit educated writers, such as Luke, with this
vulgar form; but I readily concede to Deissmann (Lick¢ v.
Osten 85 1) that it is possible in Jn. (Here B. Weiss and
others would make the adj. depend in sense upon avTod, but
Sofav seems more appropriate, from the whole trend of the
sentence: it is the “ glory ” or “aself-revelation” of the Word
that is “full of grace and truth.”) One might fairly
doubt whether expositors would have thought of making
xai é0ecacdueba . . . mwartpos a parenthesis, had it not been
for the supposed necessity of construing 7A7jpns as a nomina-
tive. We restore the popular form also in Mk.! The other
indeclinables in question are m\eiw and the other forms in -w
from the old comparative base in -yos. Crdnert (in Philologus
Ixi. 161 ff.) has shown how frequently in papyri and even
in literature these forms are used, like mA7pns and Hutov,
without modification for case. In Mt 265 we have a
good example preserved in 8BD, the later MSS duly mend-
ing the grammar with wm\efovs. Is it possible that the
false reading in Jn 10% started from an original pelfw of
this kind ?
Many more noun forms might be cited in which the
MSS prove to have retained the genuine Hellenistic, as evi-
denced by the papyri; but these typical examples will serve.

See the full evidence in Cronert Mem. 179 : add CR xv. 35, 435, xviii. 109 ;
also C. H. Turner in J7'S i. 120 ff. and 561 f. ; Radermacher in RAM lvii. 161 ;
Reinhold 53. Deissmann, New Light 44 f., deals briefly with Jn l.e. Winer,
p. 705, compares the *'grammatically independent” wAvipns clause with the
nom. seen in Phil 3%, Mk 12%. W. F. Moulton makes no remark there, but
in the note on Jn 1M (Milligan-Moulton in Joc.) he accepts the comstruction
found in the RV, or permits his colleague to do so. At that date the case
for the indeclinable wAjpys was before him only in the LXX (as Job 21%
xBAC). See Blass 81n.: Mr R. R. Ottley adds a probable ex. in Is 63% B.
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Verbs naturally supply yet more abundant material, but we
need not cite it fully here. Pursuing the order of WH App?
we pause & moment on the dropped augments,
etc.,, in pp. 168 £, which are well illustrated
in papyri This phenomenon goes back to Herodotus, and
may well be a contribution of Ionic to the
Common Greek. Diphthongs are naturally the
first to show the tendency : it is not likely, for example, that
Drs Grenfell and Hunt would now, as in the editio princeps
of the Oxyrhynchus Logia (1897, p. 7), call oixodounuérn a
“more serious error” than a: for € or e for ¢. The double
augment of dmecaTeardfn in papyri and NT may be noted as
a suggestive trifle under this head of augments before we pass
on. Very satisfactory confirmation of our
Person- . cee .

endings. uncial tradition is supplied by the person-
endings. The functionally useless difference

of ending between the strong and the weak aorist began to
disappear in our period. The strong aorist act. or mid. is
only found in some thirty -@ verbs (and their compounds) in
the NT; and while the great frequency of their occurrence
protected the root-form, the overwhelming predominance of
the sigmatic aorist tended to drive off the field its rival's
person-endings. The limits of this usage in the NT text are
entirely in accord with the better-written papyri. Thus we
find little encouragement for yevdpuevos,! for which any number
of papyrus citations may be made. But when we notice yeva
[...]in BU 1033 (ii/a.D.) corrected to yevo . .. by a second
hand,? we see that education still rebelled against this develop-
ment, which had begun with the Attic elmas centuries before.
The tendency, in fairly cultured speech, mainly concerned the
act., and the indic. middle. For the details see the careful
note in WS p. 111. Whether the same intrusion should

Verbs ;—

Augments.

180 Lk 22% &, Lk 249 B, and Mk 62 and 1542 A : there is no further uncial
support, if Ti is reliable, throughout Mt, Mk, and Lk, in a total of 40 occur
rences. The pte. does not occur in Jn. I have not leoked further.

3 Edpduevos in Heb 9? (all uncials except D,) is perhaps due to the frequency
of 1st aor, in -pa. The pto. itself appears in an inscr. of the Roman age,
IMA iii. 1119. P. Buttmann ocites yevduevos from Archimedes (iii/s.c.), though
Wilamowitz-Méllendorf in his extracts from the Psammiles (Lesebuch 243 ff.)
edits vyevéuevos seven times. But in a Doric author the question concerns us
little MGr shows that yevduevos came to stay.
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be allowed in the imperf, eg. elyav Mk 87, is doubtful, iL
view of the scanty warrant from the papyri. It is for the
same reason more than doubtful whether we can accept
maperdSocav 2 Th 3% x*AD*: I have ounly 4 imperf. and
2 aor. exx. from Ptolemaic times, and the forms é\auBd-
vesav and dpirecav (BM 18, 41, 161 B.c.—cited by WM
91 n’) show that the innovation had not attained great
fixity before i/a.p. The ocular confusion suggested by Hort
in 2 Th lLe. would be furthered by the later currency of this
convenient ending. What we find it hard to allow in a
writer of Paul's culture is a little easier in Jn (152 %
NBL etc.); and édodsodgar Rom 3% (LXX) might have been
written by DPaul himself, apart from quotation—we can
hardly cite any other 3 pl. imperf. from -6w verbs. As
early as ii/Bc. we find 7fwdaoav in Magn. 47: see Nach-
manson’s parsllels, pp. 148 f. The -es of 2 sg. perf, read
by WH in Rev 2*5 11, and in 1lst aor. Rev 2%, may
perhaps be allowed in Rev as a mark of imperfect Greek:
it has no warrant from educated writing outside! The
3 pL perf. in -av is well attested in Ac 16% and Ro 167
xAB, Lk 93 BLX, Col 2! x*ABCD*P, as well as in Jn, Jas
and Rev, where it raises less difficulty. It certainly makes
a fair show in the papyri, from 164 B.c. down (see Mayser
323), but not in documents which would encourage us to
receive it for Luke or even Paul. As the only difference
between perf. and 1 aor.-endings, the -ao« was foredoomed to
yield to the assimilating tendency; but possible occurrences
of -av are relatively few, and the witness of the papyri inde-
cisive, and it is safer, except in Rev, to suppose it a vulgarism
due to the occasional lapse of an early scribe? 1If it were
really Alexandrian, as Sextus Empiricus says, we could
understand its comparative frequency in the papyri; but
Thumb decisively rejects this (Hellenismus 170), on the
ground of its frequent appearance elsewhere® The termina-

! Even B shows it, in Ac 218, Note also drexdAvyes Mt 112 D,

3 Péyovay formed the starting-point of a valuable paper by K. Buresch in
RhM, 1891, pp. 193 ., which should not be missed by the student of Hellenistic,
though it needs some modification in the light of newer knowledge. Thus he
sccepts the Alexandrian provenance of this and the -osav type.

® At Delphi, for example, with imperf. and sor. -ocar (see p. 37).
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tion -aoe invades what is formally, though not in meaning, a
present, in the case of #«ao:, which is a genuine vernacular
form (cf fxapev in Par P 48 (ii/.c.)). WH (App? 176) reject
it a8 “Western” in Mk 88, regarding it as a paraphrase
of etalv (BLA); but it must be observed that the Lewis
Syriac is now to be added to XADN, with the Latin and
other versions, which support it. It is after all a form
which we might expect in Mk, and equally expect to find
removed by revisers, whether Alexandrian or Syrian. By
way of completing the person-endings, we may observe that
the pluperf. act. has exclusively the later -esw form, with
-et- even in 3 pl;! and that the 3 pl. imper. in -7woay and
-g0woav are unchallenged.

Taking up the contract verbs, we note how the confusions
between -dw and -éw forms (p. 173) are supported by our
external evidence, and by MGr. Our first serious revolt from
WH concerns the infinitive in -oiv (and by analogy -a»). The
evidence for it is “small, but of good quality” (p. 173—cf
Introd. § 410): it is in fact confined to B¥D in Mt 133%, B*
in Mk 4%, x* in 1 Pet 25, BD* in Heb 75 (where see Ti),
and a lectionary in Lk 93, This evidence may pass if our
object is merely to reproduce the spelling of the age of B;
but absolutely no corroboration seems discoverable, earlier
than the date of B itself, except an inscription cited in
Hatzidakis (p. 193)% and two papyri, BM iii p. 136 bis
(18 Ap.),and PFi 24 (ii/a.p.). Blass (p. 48) does not regard
the form as established for the NT. We can quote against
it from i—iv/a.D. plentiful exx. of -odv in papyri. (That -ots
and -dv (not @v) are the correct Attic forms, may be seen from
Meisterhans® 175 f, which Hort's hesitation as to -@v
prompts me to quote: for the reason of the apparent
irregularity see Brugmann, Gr. Gramm3 61, or WS 42)
Next may be named, for -dw verbs, the 2nd sing. pres. mid. in
-doar (kavydoai, 6dvvdcac), which has been formed afresh
in the Kown with the help of the -cac that answers to 3rd

1 Theroe are isolated exceptions in the papyri.

3 S0 WS 116 n. Two other inscriptions are cited by Hatzidakis, but
without dates, Vitelli (on PFi le,) refers to Cronert 220 n,, who corrects
Schmiedel’s philology: the form is of course a simple product of analogy—
Adet : Nveww : 1 dnhoi : dnhoiv,
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ging. -Tac in the perfect.! It is well paralleled by the early
fut. yapteicar in GH 14 ¢ (iii/n.c.), for which yaplecas appears
in OP 292 (i/Ao..). Pdyecas and mwlecas, which naturally went
together, give us the only exx. outside -dw verbs, to which
the quotations in G. Meyer GQr. Gram® 549 suggest that
the innovation was mainly confined. The later extensions
may be noted in Hatzidakis 188. Note the converse change
in 86vy. Unfortunately we do not seem to have exx. of the
subj. of -ow verbs, to help the parsing of Wa Ey\oire and
the like (p. 167). Blass (Kithner® i. 2. 587, and Gr. 48)
accepts Hort’s view that the subj. of these verbs became
identical with the indic., just as it always was in the -dw
verbs. (See W. F. Moulton's note, WM 363. Ex 1'¢ jray
patobafe . . . xai dau, there cited, is a very good example.)
But Blass rightly, I think, rejects the supposition that
evoddTar (1 Co 162) can be anything but a pres. subj. To
read evodwras, as perf. indic., is possible, though the editors
do not seem by their printing to have favoured that
alternative. That it is a perf. subj. is extremely unlikely.
The parallels on which Hort (p. 179) relies—set forth with
important additions in Blass’s Kiibner i. 2. 100 f£—do
nothing to make it likely that the Kowr had any perf. subj.
apart from the ordinary periphrastic form.?2 It is hard,
moreover, to see why the pres. subj. is not satisfactory here:
see Dr Findlay's note in loc. (EGT vol. ii). Finally we
note the disappearance of the -jw verbs from the Kouws),
with the exception of {rw and xprouar® (as we ought to call
them); also the sporadic appearance of the uncontracted
é8éeto Lk 8% (B and a few others -eiro, which looks like a
correction). It is supported by Esth 14% A, BU 926 (ii/a.n.)
and the Mithras Liturgy (p. 12): it is probably, as Blass
suggests, a mere analogy-product from &éouac conjugated

1 To suppose this (or ¢dyesar, similarly formed from ¢dyerai) a genuine
survival of the pre-Greek -esas, is characteristic of the antediluvian philology
which still frequently does duty for science in this country. Krumbacher, XZ
xxvii. 497, scoffs at E. Curtius for talking of an ‘‘uralte” -sac.

 To argue this would demand a very technical discussion. It is enough
to say that the Attic xexrdpas and peuvdpat are not derivative verbs, aund that
the three derivative verbs which can be quoted, from Doric, Cretan and
Ionic respectively, supply slender justification for the supposed Kows parallel.

® Xpicfa: was the Hellenistic infin., but there is no example of it in NT.
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like Adopai! and owes nothing to Iomic. It affords no
warrant for suspecting uncontracted forms elsewhere : katéyeer
Mk 143 is an aor., as in Attic.

The verbs in -u¢ continued in Hellenistic to suffer from
the process of gradual extinction which began even in
Homeric Greek, and in MGr has eliminated every form
outside the verb “be.” The papyri agree with the NT

uncials in showing forms like &Ywoua: and

Verbs In -pt_3ero (as  well gas -édoto), and various
flexions after contract verb types. New verbs like tordvw ?
are formed, and new tenses like &rrdxa (transitive). The
most important novelty apart from these is the aor. subj.
8ot and ryvoi,? as to which W. F. Moulton’s view (WM 360 n.)
is finally established by good attestation from papyri. The
pres. subj. &udoi, after the -ow verbs, set the analogy at
work. That in much later documents such forms may be
opt. need not trouble us. The form &gy is more difficult.
Schwyzer (p. 191) quotes Moeris for oign in Common
Greek, and calls in the analogy of Teugm: the further step
to dwn (also attested by Moeris) was eased by the fact
that Soin drew towards d77, and would consequently become
monosyllabic: see p. 45. A4y (subj.) seems a syntact-
ical necessity in Eph 17 (B 8w), 2 Tim 2% (cf later
uncials in Eph 3 and Jn 15): this form, well known in
Homer, survives in Beeotian and Delphian inscriptions, as
Michel 1411 (ii/.c., Delphi), 1409 (do)* It is quite intel-
ligible that NW Greek (cf above, p. 36 f) should have
thus contributed to the Koty an item which (like other
contributions from a single quarter, e.g. Téooapes acc.) kept
only a precarious existence by the side of other forms. We
return to this later (pp. 193 £). From oiéa we have in papyri,
a8 in NT, ordinary perfect indic. flexion? and pluperf. for
7dew, with occasional literary revival of the older irregular
forms. Finally, in the conjugation of elu:, the middle forms

1 See below, p. 234.

2 The form -ordvew in & and D (p. 175) is interesting in that it exactly antici
pates the MGr. So NP 53 (iii/a.p.), in Wilcken’s reading ; Syll. 7377 (ii/A.D.)

3 So in 2nd person also, dmwodois Lk 12% D (as papyri).

4 See G. Meyer®656. Witkowski, p. xxii, reads dmodovm (subj.) in Par P 58

8 Probably Ionic: so Herodotus, and even our texts of Homer (Od. i. 337).
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are well established (fjunv, fjuefa—see above, p. 37), as to a
still further extent in MGr. Even the MGr present eluac is
found already in a Phrygian inscription ap. Ramsay C. and B.
ii. 565 (early iv/ap.). G. Meyer (* 569) regarded &rrat as
the 3rd sing. of this, transferred to future meaning. Note
that the old 1st sing. #v reappearsin D at Ac 2018: elsewhere
fiumy stands alone. The rarer #jrw alternates with éorw, in
papyri and late inscriptions, as in NT.

It is needless to add any details as to
noteworthy forms among the * principal
parts ” of verbs. Papyrus parallels may be cited for fvoiypy,
for the double formation of dpmwdlw and Bactdlw (Hpmwdyny
and fpwdofny, éBdaTaca and éBdartakal), for the alternative
perf. of Tvyydvw (see Ti on Heb 8%), for the 1 aor. of dyw, ete.
Note especially the intrusion of the ux from the present of Aau-
Bdvw into various parts of the verb, and into derivative nouns
(p- 149). This is normal in the papyri after the Ptolemaic
period, in which there is still some lingering of the older forms.
The same phenomenon occwrred partially in Ionic; but the
Ionic fut. Aduyropar, by taking over the & as well as the nasal
of the present, shows that it was an independent development
in the Kows. This will serve as a final example to show that
the late uncials and cursives, in restoring classical forms which
the best MSS set aside, were deserting the Greek of the NT
period in the interests of an artificial grammar.

180 P 1 38 (trightly) in Rev 22; cf SusBdoraxros Lk 11%, It is MGr.

ApprTioNnar NoTes.—Superficially parallel with réooepa, ete. is the curious
variant éxafeplofn, which in Mk 19! immediately follows xadaplofqre. WH
(4pp.2 157) note that this occurs only in augmented or reduplicated tense-forms :
so also in LXX (Thackeray). Cleaily the e came in as a second augment, follow-
ing what looked like xard. For the itacism of ac and e (WH 4b.), cf Mayser
107, who shows that the change of ac was illiterate, and quite rare in Ptolemaic
times. Later it became normal, till ac and e were only distinguished ortho-
graphically. Mr Thackeray sends me statistics as to offels, supplement.
ing the tables of Mayser (pp. 190 ff.). The phenomenon seems to be of Attic
origin, appearing early in iv/s.c. Thence it spread to the Kows, where in
ii/B.c. it greatly predominated. But in i/A.D. otdels was markedly recovering,
and before iii/4.D. it had driven out otfels. The survival of otfels in NT uncials
is therefore significant. The compound éfoufleveiv, born perhaps in ii/n.o., is
found in the more literary LXX writers, and in Luke and Paul : the later LXX
books show éfovdevoiv coined when oldels was reasserting itself. The 8 pl.
opt. in -gav may be noted in D (Ac 177 bis). The agreement of D with the
LXX in & formation markedly absent from the NT is curious ; but it must not
{says Dr Thumb) be used to support any theory of Egyptian origin for the MS.

Miscellaneous.




CHAPTER 1IV.
SynTaX : THE Noum.

We address ourselves to the syntax, beginning with that of
the Noun. There are grammatical categories here that
scarcely ask for more than bare mention.
On the subject of Number there is one
obvious thing to say—the dual has gone. Many Greek
dialects, Tonic conspicuously, had discarded this hoary luxury
long before the Common Greek was born;
and no theory of the relation of the Kown} to
the dialects would allow Attic to force on
the resultant speech a set of forms so useless as these. The
dual may well have arisen in prehistoric days when men could
not count beyond two; and it is evidently suffering from
senile decay in the very earliest monuments we possess of
Indo-Germanic language. It had somewhat revived in Attic
witness the inscriptions, and folk-songs like the “ Harmodius ” ;
but it never invaded Hellenistic, not even when a Hebrew
dual might have been exactly rendered by its aid. We shall
see when we come to the adjectives that the disappearance
of the distinction between duality and plurality had wider
results than the mere banishment of the dual number from
declensions and conjugations. The significant new flexion of
8o should be noted here: there is a pluralised dative Sve,
but in other respects Vo is indeclinable. “Apdw has dis-
appeared in favour of the normally declined augporepos.
Apart from this matter the only noteworthy point under
Number is the marked weakening of the old principle that
neuter plurals (in their origin identical with collectives in
-al) took a singular verb. In the NT we have a large

Number :(—

The Dual.
Neuter Plurals.

1 See Giles, Manuald, 264 ff. I might add here that Dr Giles thinks the
dual may have been originally a specialised form of the plural, used (as in
Homer always) to describe natural or artificial padrs. TlLat tlis is its earliest

67



658 A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

extension of what in classical Greek was a comparatively rare
licence, the plural verb being allowed when the individual
items in the subject are separately in view, while the singular
treats the subject as a collective unity.! The liberty of using
the plural freely makes the use of the singular distinctly
more significant than it could be in classical Greek.

. . It may be added that the converse
‘‘Pindaric o
Construction, Phenomenon, known as the oxfjua Ilwda-

pucov, is found in the NT: see Mk 441, Mt 5
6", 1 Co 15%, Rev 912 It is really only a special case of
anacoluthon, no more peculiar to Pindar than to Shakspere.
An interesting communication by Prof. Skeat to the Cam-
bridge Philological Society (Proceedings, lxvii. p. 2) describes
a rule in English, from Alfred downwards, that “ when a verb
occurs in the 3rd person in an introductory manner . . .,
it is often used in the singular number, though the subject
may be in the plural.” Thus “ what cares these roarers for
the name of king ?”—*“and now abideth faith, hope, [love],
these three,”—etc.; the last being as true to English idiom
as to its original Greek. That the construction is also pos-
sible with order inverted, is shown by another citation, * For
thy three thousand ducats here 4s six.” (See also p. 234.)
An idiomatic use of the plural appears
in passages like Mt 2% refvrjkaciw, Lk 122
alrodaw, where there is such a suppression
of the subject in bringing emphasis on the action, that
we get the effect of a passive, or of French on, German
man. Our “they say” is like it. Lightfoot compares the
“rhetorical plural” in Euripides I7 1359, sx\émrovres éx
wis Edava rai Oupmodovs (ie. Iphigenia). Add Livy ix. 1,
“ auctores belli [one man] dedidimus.” Winer gives other
parallels, but rightly refuses to put Mt 98 274, 1 Co 15%
16® into this category. If Heb 10 has not a primitive
error (as Hort suspected), the plural subject of mposdépovaw

Impersonal
Plural.

extant use is certain, but its origin may very well have been as suggested above,
There are savages still who cannot count beyond two: see Tylor, Primitive
Culture, i 242f. The Indo-Germans had numerals up to 100 before their
separation ; but the superfluous dual, T suggest, had been alresdy utilised for
new purpose.

! This is conspicuous in D (Wellh. 12).
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end 8vvavrar might fairly be described in this way; for the
priests are certainly not prominent in the writer’s thought,
and a passive construction would have given the meaning
exactly. So Westcott (for mpos¢.) who quotes Jn 158 202
Rev 126, Mt 719 Mk 103, Lk 17%, See also p. 163, n.2.
On Gender likewise there is not much to
say. There are sundry differences in the
gender of particular words; but even MGr is nearly as much
under the domination of this outworn excrescence on language
as was its classical ancestor. That English should still be almost
the only European language to discard gender, indicating only
distinction of sex, is exceedingly strange. As in the case of
Number, we have to refer to ordinary grammars for some
uses of gender which NT Greek shares with the classical
One or two cases of slavish translation should be mentioned.
In Rom 11¢ the LXX 7o Bda) is cited as ) B., which
occurs however three times in LXX, and in Ascensio Isatae 12.
Prof. F. C. Burkitt (CR xiv. 458), in commenting on this last
passage, accepts the explanation that the gender is deter-
mined by the @'rf NY3, translated aloydvy. In Mk 124
and Mt 214 we have the LXX alrnp=nsr: the translators
may perhaps have interpreted their own Greek by recalling
xepany yovias. Breach of concord in Gender
has been already alluded to in a note on the
Greek of Rev (p. 9)." The very difficult e s
om\dyyva rxai oiktippol of Phil 2! comes in here, involving
as it does both number and gender. We might quote in illus-
tration Par P 15 (ii/B.c.) émi 7o plav Tév . . . olxidv, and
BU 326 (ii/A.D.) €l 8 Tt wepiood ypdppata . . . kaTahirw.
But Blass’s € ¢, read throughout, is a great improvement:
st quid wvalet is the sense required, as Lightfoot practically
shows by his translation. H. A. A. Kennedy (EGT in loc.)
makes independently the same suggestion. Note that the Codex
Amiatinus (and others) read si quid viscera. [*? See p. 244.
A significant remark may be quoted from the great
Byzantinist, K. Krumbacher, ¢ propos of these breaches of
concord. In his Problem d. neugr. Schrifisprache (p. 50) he
observes: “If one finds in Greek literature, between the early
Byzantine age and the present day, mistakes like Neawdv w3
suyywpovrTwy, ¢ulal xatakaBovTes, wdvTWY TOV YUVAIKOY,

Gender :—

Breach of
Concord.
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etc., it shows that we have to do with a half-dend form, in
which mistakes slip in as soon as grammatical vigilance nods.”
When we remember that the MGr present participle, eg.
3évovras, is as indeclinable as our own equivalent “binding,”
we can see some reason for the frequency of non-agreement
in this part of the verb. What became common in the early
Byzantine literature would naturally be incipient in the
vernacular of imperfectly educated persons centuries before,
like the author of Rev!! A few nouns wavering in gender
may be named. Awds is masculine in Par P 22 (ii/.c.) and
feminine in 26, which is written by the same hand; further
parallels need not be sought for the inconsistency between
Lk 4% and Ac 11%, Lk 15" The apparently purposeless
variation between 7 feos and 7 fed in Ac 19 is explained by
inscriptions.? Some masculine -os nouns like &\eos, #yos,
mhoiTos, passed into the neuter declemsion in Hellenistie,
and remain there in MGr: see Hatzidakis, pp. 356 ff.
Case :— We are free now to examine the pheno-
Disappearance mena of Case. To estimate the position of
of the Hellenistic cases along the line of develop-
Local Cases. pment, we may sum up briefly what may be seen
at the two ends of this line. MGr has only the three cases
we ourselves possess—nominative, accusative, and genitive.
(The survival of a few vocative forms, in which MGr and
Hellenistic are on practically the same footing, does not affect
this point, for the vocative is not really a case.) At the
very dawn of Greek language history, as we know it, there ie
only one more, the dative, though we can detect a few
moribund traces of instrumental, locative, and ablative. For
all practical purposes, we may say that Greek lost in pre-

1 Of Reinbold 57 £, and p. 234 below. We may cite typical breaches of con-
cord from the papyri. Firstly, case :—KP 37 (ii/A.D.) "Hpwr Eypaya Umép atrod
ud) eldivs yp(dupata) :—this is quite true as it stands, but Heron meant el5éros !
So BU 31 (eidés!). BU 1002 (i/s.0.) "AvripDov ’ENy . . . lxwdpxns. Letr.
149 (ii/s.D.) 700 48eApol . . . 6 Sidraxos (=5ad.). OP 527 (ii~iii/a.D.) wepl
Zephvov Tob yrapéws 6 owepyatbuevos.” Then gender :—BU 997 (ii/s.0.) miv
imdgyov abrin olxlav. Ib, 577 (iii/A.D.) éx T7s pernp\haxbros yuvaixar. Ib. 1013
(i/a.D.) % ouoNoydv. JIb. 1086 (ii/A.D.) aroniy Newoiv. LPu (iifn.c.) THw Td»
GeGv Avacoov drosoavra. AP 113 (ii/a.D.) 6 rerehevrards alrijs uhrnp.

1 Of Blass on 1977 : ** Usitate dicitur 7 eds (ut v.¥) ; verum etiam inscriptio
Ephesia . . . g peylory 0 'Epecia’ Apréumdi, cum alibi . . . % feds eadem dicatur.
... Itaque formulam sollemnem # weydhn Bed " A. mira diligentia L. conservavit.” ¥

b See p. 244.
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historic times threc out of the primitive seven cases (or eight,
if we include the vocative), viz., the from case (ablative), the
with case (instrumental!), and the af or in case (locative), all
of which survived in Sanskrit, and appreciably in Latin,
though obscured in the latter by the formal syncretism of
ablative, instrumental, and (except in singular of -@- and
-0- nouns) locative. In other words, the purely local cases,
in which the meaning could be brought out by a place-
adverb (for this purpose called a preposition), sacrificed their
distinct forms and usages? Greek is accordingly marked,
like English, by the very fr f preposi-
Encroachment tioxels gThis' cly;aracterisytic ei: :::st? ot?vieorilo:ll
of Prepositions, “1°0% ! eT1E y
intensified in Hellenistic, where we are per-

petually finding prepositional phrases used to express rela-
tions which in classical Greek would have been adequately
given by a case alone. It is needless to illustrate this fact,
except with one typical example which will fitly introduce
the next point to be discussed. We have already (pp. 111.)
referred to the instrumental éy, formerly regarded as a trans-
lation of the familiar Hebrew 3, but now well established as
vernacular Greek of Ptolemaic and later times. The examples
adduced all happen to be from the category “armed with”;
but it seems fair to argue that an instrumental sense for év
is generally available if the context strongly pleads for it,
without regarding this restriction or assuming Hebraism.?
Nor is the intrusion of év exclusively a feature of “ Biblical”
Greek, in the places where the prep. seems to be superfluous.
Thus in Gal 5! the simple dative appears with évéyouas:
Par P 63 (ii/B.c.—a royal letter) gives us Tovs éveoymuévous

! The instrumental proper all but coincided with the dative imn form
throughout the sing. of the 1st and 2nd decl., so that the still surviving
dative of instrument may in these declensions be regarded as the ancient case :
the comitative ** with,” however, was always expressed by a preposition, except
in the idiom adrots dvdpdot, and the ** military dative.’

3 Note that the fo case also disappeared, the ‘‘terminal accusative™ seen in
tre Romam. The surviving Greek cases thus represent purely grammatical
relations, those of subjeot, object, possession, remoter object, and instrument.

8 ] should not wish to exclude the possibility that this év, although correct
vernacular Greek, came to be used rather excessively by translators from
Hebrew, or by men whose mother tongue was Aramaic. The unse would be
explained on the same lines as that of idov on p. 11.
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& Twow ayvorjpacew. In Par P 22 (ii/B.c.) we have 74 hepud
Siahvbivai, while the contemporary 28 has Siadvéuevar év
76 Mpd. What gave birth to this extension cf the uses
of év? It seems certainly to imply a growing lack of
clearness in the simple dative, resulting in an unwilling-
ness to trust it to express the required meaning without
further definition. We may see in the multiplied use of pre-
positions an incipient symptom of that simplification of cases
which culminates in the abbreviated case system of to-day.
The NT student may easily overlook the
fact tkat the dative has already entered
the way that leads to extinction. I take
a page at random from Mk in WH, and count 21 datives
against 23 genitives and 25 accusatives. A random page
from the Teubner Herodotus gives me only 10, against
23 and 29 respectively; one from Plato 11, against 12
and 25. Such figures could obviously prove nothing con-
clusive until they were continued over a large area, but
they may be taken as evidence that the dative is not dead
yet. Taking the NT as a whole, the dative
with prepositions falls behind the accusative
and genitive in the proportion 15 to 19 and
17 respectively. This makes the dative considerably meore
prominent than in classical and post-classical historians.!
The preponderance is, however, due solely to év, the commonest
of all the prepositions, outnumbering eis by about three to
two: were both these omitted, the dative would come down
to 2} in the above proportion, while the accusative would still
be 10. And although év has greatly enlarged its sphere of
influence? in the NT as compared with literary Kowr, we

Decay of the
Dative :—

Uses with
Prepositions.

1 Helbing, in Schenz's Beitrage, No. 16 (1904), p. 11, gives a table for the
respective frequency of dat., gen., and accus. with prepositions, which works out
for Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon, taken together, at 1:1-2: 3; for
twelve post-classical historians, from Polybius to Zosimus, at 1 : 1°5: 2°4.

? This is well seen by comparing the statistics of Helbing, pp. 8f. He gives
the figures for the three favourite prepositions of the historians. 'Ev is one of
the three in every author except Polybius, Diodorus, and Josephus; els falls out
of the list in Fusebius only. The total occurrences of els in the three classical
historians amount to 6,531, those of év to 8,031 ; while in the twelve Hellenistic
writers els comes to 31,651, and & to only 17,130. Contrast the NT, where
els is preferred to év only in Mk and Heb, and the total occurrences amount te
1,743 and 2,698 respectively, See the list in p. 98 below : note there also the
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find very clear examples of eis encroaching on its domain.*
There are many NT passages where a real distinction between
els and év is impossible to draw without excessive subtlety,
for which all the motive is gone when we find in MGr o714
with accusative ( = eis Tov) the substitute for the now obsolete
dative; while the language in its intermediate stages steadily
tends towards this ultimate goal! By the side of this we
may put the disappearance of ¢mo with the dative, the
accusative serving to express both motion and rest: in the
classical historians the dative is nearly as frequent as the
accusative, and some of their successors, notably Appian and
Herodian, made it greatly cutnumber its rival—see Helbing,
op. cit., p. 22. Similarly mwpos with dative stands in NT in
the ratio of less than *01 to wpds with accusative: in the three
classical historians it averages nearly ‘12 ; in the later twelve,
‘01 again. 'Ew{ and wapa are the only prepositions in which
the use with three cases is really alive; and even ém( rather
illustrates our tendency than contradicts it—see p. 107.
Other cases We Ppass on to other symptoms ?f gen-
substituteq. ©scence in the dative. In the papyri there
are some clear examples of an accusative
expressing point of time instead of duration (see CR xviii.
152); and in Ac 20® and Jn 4%, Rev 32 we may recognise the
same thing? Of course the dative of “ time when ” was still
very much more common. There were not wanting, indeed,
instances where a classical use of the accusative, such as that of
specification (Goodwin Greek Gram. § 1058), has yielded to a
dative of reference (instrumental)® We have examples of
its survival in Jn 6% al (WM 288 f.); but, as in the papyri,
the dative is very much commoner. The evidence of-the
decay of the dative was examined with great minuteness by
F. Krebs in his three pamphlets, Zur Rection der Casus in der
spdteren historischen Grdcitdt (1887-1890). He deals only

marked drop in the total for érxl, which in the twelve writers of literary Kows
comes not far behind é» (14,093).

1 See below, p. 234.

2Thus OP 477 (ii/a.D.) 78 méumrov &ros, **in the filth year”—a recurrent
formula. Add Gen 43 (Dieterich, Unfers. 161). With &par, however, the
use began in olassical times: see Blass 94. See also p. 245.

8 Cf CR xv. 438, xviii. 1568, and the useful Program by Compernass, De
Sermone Gr. Volg. Pisidias Phrygiaeque meridionalis, pp. 20 . [“See p. 245.
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with the literary Koewsr; but we may profitably take up his
points in order and show from the NT how these tendencies
of the artificial dialect are really derived from the vernacular.
Krebs starts with verbs which are beginning to take the
accusative, having been confined to the dative in the earlier
language. The distinction in meaning between transitive
verbs and verbs whose complement was properly instrumental
(as with ypdgfar—which itself takes an abnormal accus. in
1 Co 7%1),% or the dative of person interested, inevitably faded
away with time, and the grammatical distinction became
accordingly a useless survival. Of Krebs' exx., moleueiv
takes accus. also in vernacular, évedpevew and evSoxeiv in the
NT; but £evilecbat, amavrav and vmavrdv retain the dative
there! The movement was accompanied with various
symptoms of reaction. Ilpoosxkuvvetv in the NT takes the
dative about twice as often as the accusative.? The phrase
wapaBdaiheabar i Yuxs (Polybius) is matched in respect of
its innovating dative by wapaBokevesfac in Phil 2%. We
will dismiss the decay of the dative with the remark that
the more illiterate papyri and inscriptions decidedly show it
before the NT had acquired any antiquity. The schoolboy
of OP 119, referred to already (p. 28), uses oé for oo/ after
ypddw ; while later samples (see CR as above) include such
monstrosities as T Adyov, ovv TéY vidy, yapilere éuov.3®
Dittenberger would actually recognise the same thing in
O0GIS 17 "Abnvai Swreipa Nixy xai Baginéws IITohepaiov,
But at the beginning of iii/p.c. this confusion is surely
unthinkable, and there is & curious asyndeton left: should
the xai be transposed ¢4 Even OP 811 (A.D. 1), ebyapiaTéw
‘Eppimmov, seems much too early to be intentional. We may
follow Krebs further as he shows the encroachments of the
accusative upon the genitive, and upon the field of verbs
which were formerly intransitive. It will be seen that the

1 Also, we may add, re:fapxeiv, which takes a gen. (like dxotw) in Tb P 104
(i/s.c.), OP 265 (i/a.n.), and the *‘Gadatas” inscr. (Michel 82). For the dat.,
as in NT, cf Magn. 114, eto. Bédoxei o. ace. is only in & guotation (Mt 12'6),

3 Contrast the inscriptions: see CR xv. 436. But note Par P 51 (ii/B.c.)
tra wpookwwiops abrby. 8 See other exx. in Dieterich, Unters. 160.

« D.’s further ex., No. 87 (iii/B.c.) bmép Baoihéws . . . xal PaciMoays .
wal Trohepalwe 7dn vlGe seems merely 8 mason’s carelessness. See his note on
No. 364 (18 B.0.), and exx. in his Index, p. 238. [a? See p. 245.
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NT does not tally in details with the literary Kouwsj, though
it independently shows the same tendencies at work. In
his second part Krebs turns to the genitive.
The first verb in which we are interested is
the late compound dmeimilew, which gene-
rally takes acc. instead of the natural gen. This it seems
to do in Lk 6%, if we read undéva with N ete. and the
Lewis Syriac:! so Ti WHmg RVmg  Kpareiv (Krebs
il. 14) takes the gen. only 8 times in NT, out of 46 occur-
rences, but &iapépery (“surpass”) has gen. always. ’Ev-
Tpémeabai (p. 15) takes only the acc.,? and so does kAgpovoueiv.
dpdoaopar (p. 17) has the acc. in the only place where it
occurs (1 Co 3%, altered from LXX). ’Emifvud may be added
to this list, if we may follow BD al. in Mt 5%, Add likewise
the sporadic exx. of acc. with verbs of filling (Rev 173 al.;
see Blass 102): Thumb observes (7ALZ xxviii. 422) that
the usage lives on in MGr3 There follows a category
of intransitive verbs which in Hellenistic
have begun to take a direct object in the
ace. Of these we recognise as NT examples
évepyetv (six times), ovvepyeiv (in Rom 8% AB and Origen),
mheovextely (four times, and once in passive), and yopnyeiv.
The third part of Krebs' work deals with
and from dat. ;1 0und  verbs and their cases. Here
and gen. after - . .
compounds., TPOopwrey c. acc. may claim Lk 6% but it
has the dat. four times; dmorpéyew has ace.
in its only occurrence; émwépyesfas has only dat. or prepositional
phrase; kaTaBapeiv occurs once, ¢. ace. ; karalaXeiv takes gen. in
NT, but is once passive, as is xaTamoveiv in its two occurrences ;
while xaTioyvew shows no sign of the ace. construction.

. It would of course be easy to supplement
13)[1.1m1.ts ofthe fom the NT grammar these illustrations of
urring of old R . i

distinctions. & general tendency, but exhaustive discussion

is not needed here. We must proceed to

note a few special characteristics of the individual cases as
they appear in NT Greek, in uses deviating from earlier

Accusative gains
from genitive,

from intransitive
construction,

¥ Mndéy, if not to be read undé’, is an internal accus., nil desperantes.

9 A passage from Dionysius (Krebs 16), ofre Ociov @ofnliévrel xSNov obre
&vbpwmwlvyy évrpamévres véueoiv, bears a curiously close resemblance to LA 18*

% See further, p. 236,

5
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language. Before doing so, however, we must make some
general observations, by way of applying to noun syntax the
principles noted above, p. 20. We should not assume, from
the evidence just presented as to variation of case with verbs,
that the old distinctions of case-meaning have vanished, or
that we may treat as mere equivalents those constructions
which are found in common with the same word. The very
fact that in Jn 42 wpoorvrewy is found with dat. and then
with acc. is enough to prove the existence of a difference,
subtle no doubt but real, between the two, unless the writer
is guilty of a most improbable slovenliness. The fact that
the maintenance of an old and well-known distinction between
the acc. and the gen. with dxodw saves the author of Ac 97
and 22° from a patent self-contradiction, should by itself be
enough to make us recognise it for Luke,and for other writers
until it is proved wrong. So with the subtle and suggestive
variation in Heb 64* from gen. to acc. with yeveofac.!®
Further, the argument that because els often denotes rest
tn or at, and sometimes represents that motion fowards (as
distinguished from motion ¢o) which may perhaps have been
the primitive differentia of the dat., therefore it is immaterial
whether es or év or the simple dat. be used with any par-
ticular word, would be entirely unwarrantable. It depends
upon the character of the word itself. If its content be
limited, it may well happen that hardly any appreciable
difference is made by placing it in one or another of cer-
tain nearly equivalent relations to a noun. But if it isa
word of large content and extensive use, we naturally expect
to find these alternative expressions made use of to define the
different ideas connected with the word they qualify, so as to
set up a series of phrases havinga perfectly distinct meaning.
In such a case we should expect to see the original force of
these expressions, obsolete in contexts where there was no-

1To illustrate with a lexical example, we need not think that the ‘evidence
which proves épwrdv in the vernacular no longer restricted to the meaning
question (cf Ezpos. v1. viii. 481), compromises the antithesis between the verbs
in Jn 163, rightly given by RVmg. Our English as is the complete equivalent
of the Hellenistic épwrdv ; and if we translated alrfonre by some other word, say
beg or petition, we should naturally take ask to mean guestion there. See West
cott or Milligan-Moulton in loc., or Loisy, Le Quatriéme Evangile, p. 789.

@ See p. 245.
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thing to quicken it, brought out vividly where the need of a
distinction stimulated it into new life. A critical example
is afforded by the construction of mioTedw, as to which Blass
(p- 110) declares that (beside the prepositional
construction, with the meaning “ believe in )
it takes the dat. “passim even in the sense
“to believe in,’ as in Ac 5 188”1 Again, p. 123, “ mioTevew
els alternates with mwor. év (Mk 1%) and mor. émi, in
addition to which the correct classical mior. Tw( appears.”
Let us examine this, In classical Greek, as LS observe,
“the two notions [believe and bdelieve ¢m] run into each
other.” To be unable to distinguish ideas so vitally different
in the scheme of Christianity would certainly have been a
serious matter for the NT writers. Blass allows that with
the preposition the meaning is belicve in. Is this meaning
ever found with the simple dat., or is miorevew Tw( appro-
priated entirely for the other idea? The answer must, it
would seem, come from examination of the NT passages,
rather than from outside. There are about forty occurrences
of marevesy with dat., apart from those where the verb means
entrust. It will be admitted that in the great majority of
these passages the meaning is believe. There remain a few
passages where the alternative is arguable, such as Jn 5% 3
(in which the Adyos just preceding shows that believe is more
appropriate), 8% (where the variation from the previous . eis
cannot be merely accidental), Ac 5% (where the dat. may be
construed with mpooerifevro, as in RV), 163 and 188 (where
accepting the truth of God’s word satisfies the connexion).
(See p. 235.) It might be said that the influence of the
LXX tends to weaken the normal distinetion in the phrase
m. 70 fed. But it is very clear that the LXX is not re-
sponsible for the NT use of mioTeverr. The only pre-
positional phrase used in the LXX is that with év, which
ig itself very rare, and this occurs in only one NT passage?
Mk 1%, where there can be little doubt that Deissmann
is right® in translating “believe in (the sphere of) the

Construction of
moTelw.

1 The second passage is dropped in 2, but not in the English edition.

2 Eph 11 i3 only an apparent exception, for the second év ¢ is assimilated te
the first, and its sense is determined by éogpaylotyre (II. ézl oe in Wis 122)

8 In Chrisin 46 ¢ Cf Gal 8% (B) év véug. [2 See p. 245.
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Gospel ”: he compares 1 Th 32 Rom 1% 2 Co 818 10!, etc
The construction meor. émwl, which outside John is commoner
than ecs, is found in Is 28, where B omits éf, and conformity
to the NT application of the passage may well have occasioned
its insertion in NAQ. It would seem therefore as if the
substitution of eis or ém for the simple dative may have ob-
tained currency mainly in Christian circles, where the import-
ance of the difference between mere belief (? MN7) and personal
trust (3 "N) was keenly realised. The prepositional construc-
tion was suggested no doubt by its being a more literal
translation of the Hebrew phrase with 3. But in itself it
was entirely on the lines of development of the Greek
language, as we have seen. There was, moreover, a fitness
in it for the use for which it was specialised. To repose
one’s trust upon God or Christ was well expressed by mioTedew
émi, the dative suggesting more of the state, and the accus-
ative more of the initial act of faith ; while eis recalls at once
the bringing of the soul info that mystical union which Paul
loved to express by év Xpior@d. But as between éml and
els, we may freely admit that it is not safe to refine too
much : the difference may amount to little more than that
between our own believe on and believe in! The really im-
portant matter is the recognition of a clear distinction between
believe on or in and believe with the dative simply.?

1 For a closely allied equivalence, cf that of év and éxl r@ dvépar, 83 de-
monstrated by Heitmiiller, Jm Namen Jesu (1903), I. ch, i.

3 We may give a table of the constructions of ioretw, when not absolute, and
not=entrust. As elsewhere, it depends on WH text, ignoring passages in [[ ]}

¢ €éwl
cels | cév ¢. dat. | Total.
dat. acc.
Mt 1 — 1 — 4 6
Mk . . . —_ — — 1 1 2
Lk and Ac . 3 1 4 — 9 17
Jn and 1 Jn. 37 — — — 18 b5
Paul . . . 3 4 2 — 6 15
Jas . . . . —_ — — — 1 1
1Pet. . . 1 1 — —_ — 2
Total . 45 8 7 1 39 08

1 Jn 418 is omitted, as éyviraues determines the construction ; also Ac 5 and
Eph 1'%, for reasons given above, See Thumb, Neue Jakrd. 1908, . 253.
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Soectal Woe have still to gather some noteworthy
of %)1:: %E:::?_ points in the use of the cases, particularly
Nominative, the Nominative, on which nothing has been
said hitherto. The case has a certain tend-
ency to be residuary legatee of case-relations not obviously
appropriated by other cases. We have its use as the name-
case, unaltered by the construction of the sentence, in Rev
911: the fact that this has classical parallels (see Blass 85)
is perhaps only accidental, for we have already seen that
ungrammatical nominatives are prevalent in Rev (see p. 9),
and the general NT usage is certainly assimilation (Mt 12,
Mk 31, Ac 27Y). The classical parallels may serve for a
writer such as Luke, if we are to write éAaior in Lk
19% 21¥, In WH and the RV it is é\atay, gen. pl, and so
Blass. We noted above (p. 49) the conclusive evidence which
compels us to accept the noun é\awww, olivetum, as a word
current in the Kow. WH (dpp? 165) regard the presence
of 'EXaidvos in Ac 1'% as corroborating the argument drawn
from the unambiguous 7o 8pos Tdv éAaidr. Tertullian's in
Elaconem secedebat, the prevalence of olivetum in the Latin
versions, and the new fact (unknown to WH) that é\awv is
a word abundantly occurring in the vernacular, may together
perhaps incline us rather to the other view, with Deissmann.
Tischendorf, Tregelles, and Weiss (¢f W. F. Moulton’s note in
WM 227). Certainly, if we were forced to emend on
conjecture, to substitute ’Elaidva in Lk ll.cc.—in one of which
places the initial 4. following makes it especially easy—would
cause much less disturbance than to force Blass's éAataw
upon Acts and Josephus. (See further on p. 235.)

The nominative which stands at the
head of a eclause without construction is
a familiar phenomenon hardly needing to
be illustrated: it is one of the easiest of anacolutha,
and as much at home in English as in Greek. The
special case in which the participle is concerned will en-
gage our attention later (p. 225). Typical exx. are Lk 218,
Ac 7%, Mt 5% D (o Oehwwv . . . dpes alred —a plausible
reading, as 7¢ félovte is an easy correction), 1 Jn 2%,
Rev 226, etc. Note Mt 174 and Mk 13 in D.

The parenthetic nominative in-expressions of time is well

‘ Nominativus
Pendens.”
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seen in Mt 15%, Mk 8% also Lk 928, In popular Attic the
construction goes as far back as v/B.c! Viteau (Sujet 41) cites
Parenthetic Eccles 21 (note emendation in A and xe-».) and
Nominative. 905 1'% On the latter Nestle notes (Exp T
xvi. 429) that B (érv juépar Tpeis xal Sa-
Baivete) gives the rationale® Deissmann adds from the Acta
Pauli et Theclae (in OP i. p. 9) fuépac yap 1180 Tpeis xai vixtes
Tpeis Ockha olk éynyeprar  We must leave it an open ques-
tion whether Ac 57 (see p. 16) belongs to this category: it
means an isolated return to the construction of éyévero which
Luke used in his Gospel, but then abandoned. This may not
however be quite decisive. The use of parenthetic nominat-
ives appears in the papyri most abundantly in descriptions
with odA7 or yeiroves. Thus “eixoves ”2 will run, “to A,
long-faced, straight-nosed, a scar on his right wrist ”; and a
piece of land or a house is inventoried with “belonging to
A, its neighbours on the south the open street, on the west
the house of B.”—all nominatives without construction. We
compare such examples as Jn 1%
. There is a very marked increase in the
Articular ..o of the articular mominative in address
Nominative . . .
in address. Nearly sixty examples of it are found in the
NT. There seems no sufficient reason for
assigning any influence to the coincident Hebrew use, for
classical Greek shows the idiom well established. The rough
and peremptory tone which characterises most of the other
examples seems to have disappeared. Contrast the Aristo-
phanic 6 wais dxolovfe:, “you there! the lad, I mean”
(Blass), with the tender 7 mais &yewpe? in Lk 8%: we may
still recognise a survival of the decisiveness of the older use.
Descriptiveness, however, is rather the note of the articular
nom. of address in the NT: so in Lk 12%, Jn 193 where we
may represent the nuance by “Fear not, you little flock!”
“ Hail, you ‘King’!” In the latter passage we can easily
feel the inappropriateness of the Baciieb found in &, which
would admit the royal right, as in Ac 267. Its appearance

1 Meisterhans® 203. See CR xvii. 197, where Crénert reads in BM ii. 299
(no. 417—iv/A.D.) émweids) doxohd éNGiv wpds ol atre (=-al) Juépe, “‘his diebus ”
—a violent example if true. Cf p. 11 n.! gd fin. [%See p. 245.

? See p. 235.
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in Mk 15 is merely a note of the writer's imperfect
sensibility to the more delicate shades of Greek idiom.
Note that Lk, and perhaps Mt (RAL), cor-
rect Mk here. The anarthrous nom. should
probably be regarded as a mere substitute for the vocative,
which begins from the earliest times to be supplanted by
the nominative. In MGr the forms in -e are practically the
only separate vocatives surviving. Hellenistic has little
more, retaining some in -a and -¢f, with the isolated yuvae,
wdtep, and Ovyatep; but the nom. is beginning to assert
itself even here, for matijpl® and Ouydrnp are well attested
(see the evidence in Blass 86 n.). The vocative itself need
not detain us, the presence or absence of & being the only
feature calling for comment. In the Lucan writings only is
the interjection used in the classical manner without emphasis.
Elsewhere it is mostly used as we use 0, except that this is
with us appropriate in prayer, from which it is markedly
absent in the NT, though not entirely in the translation
Greek of the OT. The progressive omission of & is not wholly
easy to explain, for the classical examples (see Gerth’s
Kithner® § 357. 4) show that the simple voc. has normally
a touch of dignity or reserve. A specially good ex. occurs in
Plato Crito 52a, Tavrais 87 daper rai oé, Zwrpates, Tals
aitiats évéfealai, where “the effect of omitting @& is to
increase the impressiveness, since & Swkpates is the regular
mode of address: in English we obtain the same effect by
exactly the opposite means” (Adam). NT use has thus
approximated to our own, and may well have travelled upon
the same path without any outside interference, such as A.
Buttmann would find in Latinism.?

Common to nominative and accusative is the use of eis
with acc. to replace a predicate, in such phrases as elvac eis
and éyeipew els (Ac 8% 13%2). This cannot fairly be described

Vocative.

! There seems no adequate reason to write wdrqp, as WH (App* 165).

1J. A. Scott, in AJP xxvi. 32-43, has a careful study of the classical use
of & He shows that & ‘“with the vocative was familiar, and was not freely
used until the familiar language of comedy, dialectic, and the law courts became
the language of litorature, when the vocative rarely appears without the inter-
jection.” The Attic sermo vulgaris in this case did not determine the usage of
the Hellenistic vernacular. [® See p. 245.
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as & Hebraism, for the vernacular shows a similar extension
of the old use of els expressing destination: so for example
KP 46 (ii/a.n.), éoyor map’ Yudv els dd(veiov)
amépuata, a recurrent formula. It is obvious
that “I received it as a loan” and “for a
loan” do not differ except in grammar. The fact that this
els is mainly found in translation falls into line with other
phenomena already discussed—the overdoing of a correct
locution in passages based on a Semitic original, simply
because it has the advantage of being a literal rendering.

We may pass over the accusative, as
little remains to be said of it except on
points of detail. As to the genitive, readers of Winer will
perhaps hardly need reminding now-a-days that to call the
case “ unquestionably the whence-case” is an utterly obsolete
procedure. The Greek genitive is syncretic (cf.p. 61); and
the ablative, the only case which answers to Winer’s “case
of proceeding from or out of,” is responsible for a part of the
ases of the genitive in which it was merged. Most of the
ordinary divisions of the case we find still in extensive use.
The objective gen. is very prominent, and exegesis has often
o0 discuss the application of this or the subjective label to a
particular phrase. It is as well to remember that in Greek
this question is entirely one of exegesis, not of grammar.
There is no approximation to the development by which we
have restricted the inflexional genitive in our language almost
entirely to the subjective use. The partitive gen. is largely
replaced by the abl. with amd or éx,® but is still used freely,
sometimes in peculiar phrases. In Mt 28! (RV) we have
éré with this gen., “ late on the sabbath :” f Tb P 230 (ii/s.c.)
&\rirepov Tiis pas, and Par P 35, 37 (ii/B.C.) éyr¢é Tijs dpas, and
Philostratus (ap. Blass? 312) oyré 7av Tpwikdv, “at a late
stage in the Trojan war.” This last writer however has also
oyré TovTwY, “ after these things,” and Blass now (/.c.) adopts
this meaning in Mt, giving other quotations. This use of
&yé =after involves an ablative gen., “late from.” There
remains the vespere sabbati of the Latt. and the Lewis Syr,
favoured by Weiss, Wright, etc. Since oyré could be used
practically as an indeclinable noun (see Mk 11 al), this seems

a natural development, but the question is rot easy te
2See p. 245.

Predicates
with eis.

GQenitive.
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decide! How freely the partitive gen. was used in the Kow)
may be seen in passages like Ac 218, where it is subject of a
sentence. See WM 253 for classical parallels: add OGS 56
o mpodTYS % TOY . . . lepéwv . . . oloer. How unnecessary
it was there for Dittenberger to insert 7¢s, may be seen from
the standing phrase o 8eiva Tav ¢pilwy, “ X., one of the Privy
Council ” (as Par P 15 (ji/B.c.), etc.).

The papyri show us abundantly the
genitive of time and place, like vorov “on
the south,” érovs B “in the 2nd year.” It
comes most naturally from the simplest of all genitives, that
of possession, “belonging to”; but the abl. is possible, as we
find the place idea expressed in Rev 218 by dwo wvérov.
“Time or place within which”—cf Tod 8vros umués “ within
the current month,” FP 124 (ii/A.p.)—is the normal differentia
of this genitive, which has thus perhaps its closest affinity
with the partitive. For ¢ime, this genitive is common in
NT, as in phrases like vukrds, yecpdvos, 8pfpov Babéws, Tod
Movmod. For place, we have mostly stereotyped words and
phrases like woias Lk 5%, and ancient words like adrod,
mod. It is strange that the commentators and grammarians
have so much neglected the difficult gen. in Ac 19%. Dr
Knowling merely declines Hackett’s suggestion that *E¢éoouv
and wdons 7is "Aoilas depend on &yhow, for which however
we might quote a good parallel in Sophocles 07 236 (see
Jebb). The gloss éws (D), “ within,” may possibly express
the meaning; but the vernacular supplies no parallel, except
the stereotyped phrases for points of the compass, nor was it
ever normal in classical Greek after the Epic period: see the
exx., nearly all poetical, in Kiihner-Gerth i. 384f. On the
whole, one feels disposed to make &ylov responsible after all.

The question of Hebraism is raised again by the genitive
of definition. Some of the “long series of phrases” coming

Genitive of
Time and Place.

1 See below, p. 101, for a construction which may be parallel. There is a
vote in Dalman’s Gram. d. jid.-pal. Aram. p. 197, in which Lightfeot’s *pora
(Hor, Hebr. 500) is tentatively approved as the original of y¢. The phrase
““meany always the time immediately after the close of the Sabbath.” In Mt 28!,
accordingly, ““at most a late hour of the night would be designated : the term
is impossible for dawn. A reckoning of the Sabbath from sunrise to sunrise
{Weiss ¢n loc.) is unheard of.”
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under this head “obviously take their origin from Hebrew,”
says Blass (p. 98). The poctical examples collected in
Jebb’s note on Sophocles, Antig. 114 (or
more fully in Kithner-Gerth, i. 264), include
some which are quite as remarkable as the
“ Hebraisms ” quotable from the NT. Thus xapdia mwovnpa
amorias (Heb 31%) will pair off well with Tdoovde ToAuns
mpocwmov (Soph. OT 533). That many of these phrases
really are literal translations from the Hebrew need not be
questioned ; and if an existing usage was available for the
purpose, we can understand its being overstrained. Our
only concern is with passages where no Semitic original
is admissible. In these it seems fair to assume that the
poetical phraseology of the Attic period had come down
into the market-place, as happened also, for example, in
amelpactos xaxdv Jas 1%, dxaramwdoTovs (p. 47) duaptias
2 Pet 214, which have plentiful illustration from papyri!

The rapid extension of the genitive
absolute is a very obvious feature of Hel-
lenistic Greek—so obvious, indeed, that we
are not tempted to dwell on it here. In the papyri it may
often be seen forming a string of statements, without a finite
verb for several lines. We also find there a use frequently
gecn in the NT—eg., in Mt 18 81 918, Mk 13%, Lk 12%, Ac
2217, etc.—the gen. abs. referring to a noun or pronoun already
in the sentence, without any effort to assimilate the cases.
Rarely in NT, but frequently in papyri, we find a participle
standing by itself in gen. abs. without & noun or pronoun in
agreement : thus Mt 17%, Ac 21%. A violent use occurs in
Heb 8° (LXX) év ruépa émhaPBouévov pov: so Blass, but
the construction was probably suggested immediately by the
original Hebrew. Westcott compares Barn 2% év Huépa évtei-
Aapévov cov adrd. The old accus. abs., belonging to impersonal
verbs, has vanished except in the word Tuyov “ perhaps” (1 Co
16%): Blass points out how Luke avoids it in Ac 23%, where
classical Greek would demand unvufév e. ace. et inf. The papyri
show éEorros passim for the classical éfov, it being allowed.

Genitive of
Definition.

Genitive
Absolute.

1 Bee p. 235.
% Cf exx. from Polybius in Kilker 281 ; and below, p. 236.
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One example of a noteworthy pure dative, the dativus
incommedi, may be briefly referred to. 1In Rev 2518 épyopal
coi is used rather markedly in place of & mpos oe: a reason

. for the peculiar phraseology is offered in
Dative of — ;7g i 516. It should however be added
Disadvantage. .
now that the very phrase occurs in a recently
published papyrus, BU 1041 (ii/A.n.), an illiterate document,
with context less clear than we should like. See p. 245.

Side by side with the common locative

i Da.tiv:s of  dative of time (point of time), we have an
3321;::11:12;? instrumental dative of extension of time,

which is not always easy to distinguish from
it. Thus in Lk 82 wo\\ols ypivois is “oftentimes” (loc.)
in RV text, “of a long time” (instr.) in mg. The latter,
which is clearly found in ypove ixavé Lk 8%, and ypovoss
alwvioss Rom 16%, is supported by the recurring formula in
private letters, éppdofal ae elyopar mworhois xpovos.! The
field of accusative and instrumental is contiguous also in the
“ Jative of reference”: yéves in Mk 7%, Ac 4 al,as in BU 887
(ii/aD.) yéver Ppvylav. Jn 61° affords one of the few NT exx.
of the acc. in similar construction. TP 1 (ii/B.c.) mpoSeBn-
kéTas 70n Tols €requw (class.), compared with Lk 17-18 23
shows how the ubiquitous év came in with datives that did
not need it: here we may presume an Aramaic background.
A difficult dative in Rev 84, tais mpogevyais (RV text “ with
the prayers,” and so Milligan and Holtzmann), is probably
to be taken as the sociative instrumental : cf BU 69 (ii/a.p.)
&s xal dmoddow goi TS EvyioTa Sobnoouéve SYwuip, “ with
(t.e. at the time of) my next wages.” Ci Abbott Jok.Gr. 519.
. Finally, we may speak of one more dative

‘ Hebraic . 2 s
Dative. use, that of which axof arovgere, Mt 1314
will serve as a type. In giving a list of
these phrases, Blass (p. 119) remarks that “ the usage is an
imitation of the Hebrew infinite absolute like M=} nin, and
is consequently found already in the LXX ”; also that “the
analogous classical phrases such as ydue yauelv (‘in true

1 W. Schulze (Gr. Lat. 14) would make Latin rosponsible for the first start
of this extension. But it must be allowed that the classical phrase r¢ xpére,
¢‘by lapse of time,” was capable of giving the impulse. For the antiquity of
this instrumental, sea Delbriick, Grundr. § 109. Cf CR xv. 438, xviii, 153.



76 A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

wedlock’), puyf ¢pedyew (‘to flee with all speed’) are only
accidentally similar to these.” I should state this rather differ-
ently. It may be allowed that this construction, and that
with the participle (8\érovres BAéyrere) are examples of
“translation Greek.” But in what sense are they imitations of
the Hebrew ? 1t seems to me that such a description implies
something much nearer and more literal, such as drovew
axovgerel Is it then mere accident that we find the Hebrew
locution represented by Greek which recalls respectively the
yapw yapelv and Pvyy Pevyerr quoted by Blass, and the well-
known Aeschylean

of mpdTa pév BAémovres EBNemov pdryy,

K\ VovTes odk fxovov (P.V. 447 £)3
or the ¢etywr éndelryes of Herodotus ? The Greek translator,
endeavouring to be as literal as he could, nevertheless took care
to use Greek that was possible, however unidiomatic *—a
description well suiting the kind of language used in every
age by translators who have gained the conscientious accuracy,
but not the sure-footed freedom, of the mature scholar.

1 As we actually find in Jos 17 éfohefpedoacr 5¢ alrods oix ¢fwhéfpevoar .
A emends S\efpevoe. (I owe this to Votaw, p. 56.) 3 The idea of these
words became proverbial : cf [Demosthenes) 797, &ore, 16 T4s wapoiulas, dpdvras
uh 6pdv kai dxovorras uh drovew. Of course the resemblance to Mt lc. is more
superficial than real, for Aeschylus means ‘‘ though they saw, they saw in vain.”
But there is enough nearness to suggest the NT form as possible Greek. An
exact parallel is quoted by Winer from Lucian (Dial. Marin. iv. 8) ldow elfov :
the participle has vanished in the Teubner text, whether with or without MS
suthority I cannot stop to examine. It should be made penal to introduce
emendations into classical texts withont a footnote ! (@ See p. 245.

AppITIoNAL NoTks.—The predicative els occurs in M, Aurelius vi. 42—see
Wilamowitz, Leseb. ii 198. Marcus at any rate will not be suspected of
Semitism | A similar use of év is quotable from Hb P 42 (iii/n.0.) ddoouer ¢&v
dpefuar: ‘“as a debt.” The freedom with which the dative was used in the
days of its obsolescence may be further illustrated with vernacular oxx. For
the dat. ethicus cf €ppwod pot, Tb P 315, 314 (both ii/a.D). Dat. commods, BM
ifi. p. 1 (iti/B.c.) compel him éxxwpijoal poc r@v éudy pepdv. The instrumental
of time-duration is common. So Polyb. xxxii. 12 moANois xpévos. Syll. 784
(ii/A.D.) moMhois Ereoe (rov detva)=""long live X 1" Str P 22 (iii/A.D.) % ywd &
77 vouf yéyover woMAG xpévyp. OGIS 710 (ii/A.D.) xpéry [Siagbaptly dvdpfuoey
(classical). Note the remarkable instr. in Ep. Diogn. 7, ¢ Tods obpavods Exrivey :
see Gildersleeve in loc. Instr. also is PFi 2 (iii/A.D.), we appoint X. in charge of
the gaol xkwdtwy hudy kT, Locative uses are presumable in BMiii. p. 105 (i/A.D.)
¢av deuorepn xavuass *‘is deficient in fuel.” OP 742 (2 3,c., Witk. 84) Iva 9
dvaBdoe alrds &fwpev (1st sor.), “‘at our return.” In the same papyrus is a
curiousinstrumental: wapddos. .. dpefudi abrds, ‘‘ carefully counted” (Wilcken)



CHAPTER V.
ADJECTIVES, PRONOUNS, PREPOSITIONS.

. THERE is not much to be said under the
‘.‘}’;ﬁ:;,’.._ head of Adjectives, except on the important
“ Duality ” question raised by the phenomena

of comparison. The question touches the use of dual
pronouns of the érepos class, as well as the relation between
comparative and superlative. The abolition of a dis-
tinction between duality and plurality is almost inevitable
sooner or later in language history. English affords us
instructive parallels. The simplicity and convenience of our
suffixes -er and -est have helped to preserve in common speech
the old degrees of comparison. But how often does the man
in the street say “the better of the two”? One would not
like to say offhand how far in this matter modern litera-
ture is impeccable on Lindley Murray rules; but in conver-
sation the most correct of us may at times be caught
tripping, and even when the comparative is used we are most
of us conscious of a kind of pedantic accuracy. That “the
best of the two” is the English of the future is a fairly safe
assertion. Whether, adjectivally, is as archaic as worepos:?!
when we translate Ttiva dwo Tdv 3o (Mt 272) by the
archaism “whether of the twain,” we are only advertising
the fact that the original was normal speech and our trans-
lation artificial. We have not yet arrived at “either of the
three,” but people say “either A. or B. or C.” without a
qualm. Of course the first step was taken ages ago in the
extinction of the dual, the survival of which in Germanic

1In twelve papyrus collections there is one occurrence of mérepos in the
indices, and that is nearly illegible and (to me, at least) quite unintelligible
(AP 135, ii/a.D.). It is replaced by ris already in the LXX,
w
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is evidenced, centuries after the NT, by Wulfila’s Gothic.
Other modern languages tcll the same tale. In the NT the
obsolescence of the superlative, except in the elative sense, is
most marked. It is mere chance that only
one example of the -raros superlative has
survived,! for there are scores of them in the papyri. Of the
genuine superlative gense, however, the examples there are
very rare; practically we may say that in the vernacular
documents the superlative forms are used to express the
sense of our “very.” The confusion of comparative and
superlative is well seen in some illiterate papyri, where
phrases like 70 wéyioTor xai yvnoudrepov occur. One or
two typical examples of irregular comparatives may be cited
—the references will be found, with other examples, in
CR xv. 439 and xviil 154. Specially instructive is the
papyrus of the astronomer Eudoxus, written in ii/B.c. There
we have kaf v o fhios Pepopcvos Ty pév fuépav Bpayv-
Tépav Toiel 1Y 8¢ vixTa paxporépav. The context demands
a superlative, and Blass no doubt rightly assumes that the
author (iv/B.c.) wrote Bpayvrérygv and paxpordrnv. In that
case the scribe’s alteration is very significant. He has in the
same way altered peyiorp to pefover in another place, and
he writes év éxarépwt TaOVY {widlwv for “in each of the
(twelve) signs.” In Tb P 33 (ii/B.c.) we have év uelfows
dEwopars, an elative? It is in fact clear that péyioros is
practically obsolete in Hellenistic: its appearance in 2 Pet
is as significant as its absence from the rest of the NT.
The Revisers’ scrupulous margin in 1 Co 13 and Mt 18!
may be safely dispensed with, on the new evidence. KpeirTwy
and yeijpwv are always strictly comparative in NT, but they
have no superlatives:? xpdTioTos is only a Sitle. BerTiwv?
(in adv.) occurs once,in 2 Tim 1% but does not appear in any
of Grenfell and Hunt's papyri, except in an official Ptolemaic
document :3 BéATioros (not in NT) has a somewhat better
claim (ter in ii/B.C). ’Apeivov and dpioTos (not NT) appear
occasionally. Note especially OP 716 (ii/a.n.) v ducivova

in Comparison,

1 Ac 26°, in true superlative sense ; this speech is much affected by literary

style.
* Sec p. 236 below. *Tb P 27% (113 B.C.).
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aipeaw 8u8ovre, “ to the highest bidder.” Yet édpearos is found
in O’ 292 (i/A.n.), a vernacular document, but the sole witness
among the papyri named. 'EMdoowy is common, but é\dyioTos
(a true superl. in 1 Co 15 as in Tb P 24 (ii/.c.)—an official
document, but in very bad Greek) has not wholly disappeared.
IT\elwv and mAeloTos are common, but the latter is generally
elative in the papyri—note however Tb P 105 (ii/B.c.) 7w
éoopévny whelotyy Ty, and other exx. which may support
1Co 14%. Mt 11% may show the elative—*“those very
numerous mighty works”; but the other rendering is as good.
In Jn 1% 7pdros wov, and 15 wpdrov Judv, we have the
superlative ousting the comparative. Winer quotes Aelian
(WM 306), and we can add ood mparés el from LPw
(ii/iii A.p.—magic).*® There seems no longer adequate reason
to question that mpoTepos has here been superseded; for the
great rarity of the comparative form in the papyri reinforces
the natural inference from Jn e In the Grenfell-
Hunt volumes it only occurs 9 times, in 7 documents.
The mere use of mpd7Tos in Ac 1%, it must be allowed, proves
very little as to the author’s intention to write a third
treatise. Ramsay himself (Paul, p. 28) admits that the
absence of wpoTepos from the Lucan writings precludes
certainty for the hypothesis. See further p. 236. [2See p. 245.

The case is not quite so strong for the
pronouns. There are plenty of places where
érepos, éxaTepos, 0moTepos, etc., are used of more
than two, and &A\Xos of two only; but also places where the
pronouns are used carefully according to classical precedent.
It seems a fair assumption that these words held much the
same relative position as was described just now for our own
comparative and superlative in phrases like “ the better (best)
of two.” Educated men would know the distinction and
observe it, unless off their guard. In these cases we must let
the context decide, paying due attention to the degree of
grammatical precision usually attained by each several author.
It is remarkable that in this respect we find Luke by no
means particular. In Lk 8% he actually substitutes €érepos
for the correct dAAos which appears in his presumed source,
Mk 458 (cf Mt 13%8); and in Lk 6% he does not alter 7y
@My (awayova ) which appears also in Mt 5%, but is corrected

and in
Pronouns.
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in Clem. Hom. 15% This will clearly need remembering
when we examine other “ dual ” words in Luke.! See pp. 245f.

A difficulty under this head is raised by
Ac 19 The probability that audorepos
was used for wdvres in BM 336 (ii/a.p.), and two clear
examples of it in NP 67 and 69 (iv/A.n.)2 with the undeniable
Byzantine use, form a strong temptation where the relief would
be 80 great.® I cannot but think that Ramsay is quite right
in saying (Paul, p. 272), “ The seven sons in v.! change in an
unintelligible way to two in v.!1® (except in the Bezan text).”
Luke must have been a very slovenly writer if he really
meant this, and the Bezan reading of v.4 does not help us to
understand how the more difficult “neutral text” arose if it
really was secondary. On the other hand, Luke is one of
the last NT writers whom we should expect to fall into a
colloquialism of which early examples are so rare: that he
shares the loose use of érepos, etc., current in his time, does
nothing to mitigate this immprobability. If we are to defend
these verses from Ramsay’s criticisms—and in a purely
grammatical discussion we cannot deal with them except on
this side—must we not assume that the original text of v.14
is lost 2 If this contained a fuller statement, the abruptness
of te wvebpa TO wovmpov in v.4, and of our dudorépwy,
might be removed without compromising the characteristic
émrd: we might also have a clearer term to describe Sceva's
office. The alternative is to suppose the verses an interpo-
lation from a less educated source, which has been imperfectly
adapted to Luke’s style.!

We pass on to the Article, on which there is not very
much to say, since in all essentials its use is in agreement

"Apdérepor =all ?

1 Note in the Messenian Syll. 6537 (91 B.C.) rév uév &va . . . 7dv & d\hov,
of two. The aberrant &repov . . . dA\\ov in Lk 71 B is most simply explained
by supposing that the seribe has found a place for two variants. If we press
the reading, the messengers are represented as softening the message, no longer
«gpnother kind of Messiali,” but ‘‘another of the same kind": cf Gal 1%,
The meaning ** different " naturally developed out of *‘ the other class (of two),”
and it survived when the normal use of &repos had faded out. See also p. 246.

2 BU 1057 (13 B.c.) must, I think, be otherwise explained.

3 See notes in Exzpos. VL viii. 426 and CR xv. 440.

¢ The Sahidic and some later versions took dugorépwy as ‘‘all.” Were this
better sapported, we should find another ez. in Ac 23%. Dr Nestle thinks me
unduly tinid as to adopting this interpretation. [ Sce p. 248,
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with Attic. It might indeed be asserted that the NT is in
this respect remarkably “correct” when compared with the
) papyri. It shows no trace of the use of the
'J!."hg Article ‘=, article as a relative, which is found in classical
orrectness . L .
of NT Greel, COreek outside Attic, in papyri from the first,!
and to some extent in MGr. The papyri
likewise exhibit some examples of the article as demonstra-
tive, apart from connexion with uév or 8! whereas the NT
has no ex. beyond the poetical quotation in Ac 17%. Further,
we have nothing answering to the vernacular idiom by which
the article may be omitted between preposition and infini-
tive. In family or business accounts among the papyri we
find with significant frequency an item of so much els meiv,
with the dative of the persons for whom this thoughtful
provision is made. There are three passages in Herodotus
where dvt{ behaves thus: see vi. 32, dvri elvai, with
Strachan’s note, and Goodwin, M7 § 803 (see further below,
p. 216). In these three points we may possibly recognise
Ionic influence showing itself in a limited part of the
vernacular; it is at least noteworthy that Herodotus will
supply parallels for them all. The Ionic elements in the
Kown were briefly alluded to above (pp. 37 £.), where other
evidence was noted for the sporadic character of these
infusions, and their tendency to enlarge their borders in the
later development of the Common Greek.

We are not much troubled with Hebra-
ism under the article? Blass (p. 151)
regards as “thoroughly Hebraic” such phrases as mpo
mpocwmov Kupiov, év opBatuois nudv, év fuépa opyhs; but
kar olkov alrdv “is a regular phrase and perhaps not
& Hebraism.” Where Semitic originals lie behind our
Greek, the dictum is unobjectionable ; but the mere admis-
sion that xar olkov adrdv is Greek shows how slightly
these phrases diverge from the spirit of the translator’s
language. Phrases like Tods év oixw, &ia yeipds €€ olxov.
etc., are recurrent in the papyri, and the extension, such as
it is, lies in the addition of a dependent genitive® The
prineciple of “correlation” (on which see the note in WM,

Hebraisms ?

1 See Vilker 5 f.; also CR xviii. 166, 2 See p. 236.  ® See pp. 99f.
6
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p- 175) here supports the strong tendency to drop the
article after a preposition. This is seen working in the
papyri: cf Volker, Der Artikel pp. 15-17. Without laying
down a law that the noun is naturally

PAI:;‘::&?E;‘:J anarthrous when attached to a preposition,
Phrases. we may certainly say that the usage is so pre-
dominant that no refinements of interpreta-

tion are justifiable. Obviously év oixe (Mk 2!) is not “in a
house,” nor €v dyopa (Lk 7%) “in a market-place,” nor
év dywig, in the current papyrus formula, “in a street.” We
say “down town,” “on ’'Change,” “in bed,” “from start to
finish.”! If we substitute “in my bed,” “from the beginning
to the end,” we are, it seems, more pictorial; we point, as it
were, to the objects in question. There is nothing indefinite
about the anarthrous noun there; but for some reason the
qualitative aspect of a noun, rather than the deictic, is
appropriate to a prepositional phrase, unless we have special
reason to point to it the finger of emphatic particularisation.
To this Dr Findlay adds the consideration that the phrases
in question are familiar ones, in which triteness has reduced
their distinctiveness, and promoted a tendency to abbreviate.
It would seem that English here is on the same lines as Greek,
which, however, makes the anarthrous use with prepositions
much more predominant than it is with us. Pursuing further
the classes of words in which we insert the
in translation, we have the anarthrous use
“in sentences having the nature of headings”
(Hort, I Peter, p. 15b). Hort assigns to this cause the
dropped articles before 6eod, mvevpatos and alpatos in
1 Pet 12; Winer cites the opening words of Mt, Mk, and
Rev. The lists of words which specially affect the dropped
Qualitative article will, of course, need careful examina-
Force in tion for the individual cases. Thus, when
Anarthrous Winer includes mamjp in his list, and quotes
Nouns, Jn 1% and Heb 127, we must feel that

in both passages the qualitative force is very apparent—

Anarthrous
‘‘Headings.”

1 According to Ramsay (Paul, p. 195), mapd woraudy, Ac 16, shows famili-
arity with the locality. To accept this involves giving up évoulfopev wpooeuxir
lvau, & step not to be lightly taken. (See further, p. 236.)
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*“what son is there whom his father, as @ futher, doea not
chasten ?”  (On the former passage see RV margin, and
the note in WM 151.) For exegesis, there are few of the
finer points of Greek which need more constant attention
than this omission of the article when the writer would lay
stress on the quality or character of the object. Even the
RV misses this badly sometimes, as in Jn 6,1
Scholarship has not yet solved completely
the problem of the article with proper names.
An illuminating little paper by Gildersleeve may be referred
to (4JP xi. 483-7), in which he summarises some elaborate
researches by K. Schmidt, and adds notes of his own. He
shows that this use, which was equivalent to pointing at a
man, was originally popular, and practically affects only prose
style. The usage of different writers varies greatly ; and the
familiar law that the article is used of a person already
named (anaphoric use), or well known already, is not uni-
formly observed. Deissmann has attempted to define the
papyrus usage in the Berlin Philol. Wochenschrift, 1902,
p- 1467. He shows how the writers still follow the classical
use in the repetition with article of a proper name which on
its first introduction was anarthrous. When a man’s father’s
or mother’s name is appended in the genitive, it normally has
the article. There are very many cases where irregularities
occur for which we have no explanation. See also Volker
P- 9, who notes the curious fact that the names of slaves and
animals receive the article when mentioned the first time,
where personalities that counted are named without the article.
The innumerable papyrus parallels to Xaitos o xai ITadAos
(Ac 13° may just be elluded to before we pass from this
subject : see Deissmann BS 313 ff,, and Ramsay, CR xix. 429.
. The position of the article is naturally
Position of .
Article. much affected by the colloquial character of
NT language. In written style the ambi-
guous position of els Tov Odvarov, Rom 64 would have been
cleared up by prefixing 7od, if the meaning was (as seems

Proper Names.

! The marginal reading stood in the text in the First Revision. It is one
smong very many places where a conservative minority damaged the work by
the operation of the two-thirds rule
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probable) “ by this baptism into his death.” In most cases,
there is no doubt as to whether the prepositional phrase
belongs to the neighbouring noun. A very curious misplace-
ment of the article occurs in the o §yhos morvs! of Jn 129
As Sir R. C. Jebb notes on Sophocles, 07 1199 f., the noun
and adjective may be fused into a composite idea; but Jebb's
exx. (like 1 Pet 1® and the cases cited in W. F. Moulton's
note, WM 1686) illustrate only the addition of a second
adjective after the group article-adjective-noun (cf OP 99
—i/AD.—7fis Imapyolons adrd unTpikis oixias TpioTéyov).
We cannot discuss here the problem of Tit 23, for we must,
as grammarians, leave the matter open: see WM 162, 156 n.
But we might cite, for what they are worth, the papyri
BU 366, 367, 368, 371, 395 (all vii/a.n.), which attest the
translation “ our great God and Saviour” as current among
Greek-speaking Christians. The formula runs év évéuare Tob
kuplov xai Secmorov 'Incob Xpiotod Tob Oeod xal cwripos
Hudy, kal Ths Secmolvns fudy Ths dylas Oeotowov, kTN, A
curious echo is found in the Ptolemaic formula applied to the
deified kings: thus GH 15 (ii/B.C.), Tod peydhov Ocod edep-
vétov kal cwTipos [émipavovs] ebyapiotov. The phrase here
is, of course, applied to one person. One is not surprised to
find that P. Wendland, at the end of his suggestive paper
on Swrip in ZNTW v. 335 ff,, treats the rival rendering
in Tit lLc. summarily as “an exegetical mistake,” like the
severance of Tod Oeod Hudv and cwripos 'I. X. in 2 Pet 11
Familiarity with the everlasting apotheosis that flaunts itself
in the papyri and inscriptions of Ptolemaic and Imperial times,
lends strong support to Wendland’s contention that Christians,
from the latter part of i/a.D. onward, deliberately annexed for
their Divine Master the phraseology that was impiously
arrogated to themselves by some of the worst of men.
Personal From the Article we turn to the Per-
Pronouns:— sonal Pronouns. A very short excursion
“Semitic  here brings us up against another evidence
Bedundance.” .t «the dependence of [NT] language on

1 If it is merely careless Greek, one may compare Par P 60 (ii/n.o, 1) dmd rd»
YAnpwudrwy dpxalwr. (On the whole subject, see further p. 236.)
9 See note in CR xviil 154a.
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Semitic speech,” in the “extraordinary frequency of the
oblique cases of the personal pronouns used without emphasis ”
(Blass 164). Dependence on Semitic would surely need
to be very strongly evidenced in other ways before we
could readily accept such an account of elements affecting
the whole fabric of everyday speech. Now a redundance
of personal pronouns is just what we should expect in
the colloquial style, to judge from what we hear in our own
vernacular. (Cf Thumb, Hellen. 108 £). A reader of the peti-
tions and private letters in a collection of papyri would not
notice any particular difference in this respect from the Greek
of the NT. For example, in Par P 51 (ii/B.c.) we see an
eminently redundant pronoun in édvdyw (= avoiyw) Tovs
opfarpots pov. A specially good case is OP 299 (i/a.n.)
Adumwve pvolnpevry &wrka adrte . . . Spaypas m: the
syntax is exactly that of Rev 27, etc. Kilker (Quest. 274)
quotes 8:0 xal wdkiw émeppdrOnaav Sia TaiTa from Polybius,
with other redundances of the kind. Such a line as this
from a Klepht ballad (Abbott 42),

xal otpiBet To povoTdrt Tov, Krwber kal T& pailia Tov
(“and he twirls his moustache and dresses his hair ") illus-
trates the survival of the old vernacular usage in MGr. In
words like rkeda)sj, where the context generally makes the
ownership obvious, NT Greek often follows classical Greek and
is content with the article. But such a passage as Mt 677,
d\ewjrai oov v kepaldy, where the middle voice alone
would suffice (cf p. 236), shows that the language already
is learning to prefer the fuller form. The strength of this
tendency enhances the probability that in Jn 8% rod waTpds is
“the Father” and not “your father”: see Milligan-Moulton.

It is perhaps rather too readily taken for
granted that the personal pronouns must
always be emphatic when they appear in
the nominative case. H. L. Ebeling (Gildersleeve Studies,
p. 240) points out that there is no necessary emphasis in
the Platonic #v & éyo, édnr éyo, ds av ¢ys, ete.; and
Gildersleeve himself observes (Synt. § 69): “ The emphasis of
the 1st and 2nd persons is not to be insisted on too much
in poetry or in familiar prose. Notice the frequency of
éy@da, éydpar” Are we obliged then to see a special

Emphasis in
Nominative.
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stress in the pronoun whenever it denotes the Master, like
the Pythagorean avros &pa? We may perhaps better
describe it as fairly represented to the eye by the capital in
“He,” to the ear by the slower pronunciation which reverence
likes to give when the pronoun refers to Christ. Generally
the pronoun is unmistakably emphatic in nom., from Mt 12
onwards; but occasionally the force of the emphasis is not
obvious—ef Lk 192 The question suggests itself whether
we are compelled to explain the difficult o9 elmas and the
like (Mt 26% 27", Mk 152 Lk 227 233, Jn 18%) by putting
a stress on the pronoun. Can we drop this and translate,
“You have said it,” .. “ That is right ”? It is pointed out
however by Thayer (JBL xiii. 40-49) that the wA\jv in
Mt 268 is not satisfied by making the phrase a mere
equivalent of “Yes"”—to mention only one of the passages
where difficulties arise. We seem thrown back on Thayer’s
rendering “ You say it,” “ the word is yours.”

There remains here the difficult question
of the use of 7jueis for éyw. The gram-
marian's part in this problem is happily a small one, and
need detain us only briefly. K. Dick, in his elaborate study
of the question,! gives a few apposite examples from late
Greek literature and from papyrus letters, which prove
beyond all possible doubt that I and we chased each other
throughout these documents without rhyme or reason. We
may supplement his exx. with a few more references taken at
random. See for example Tb P 58 (ii/B.c.), and AP 130 (i/a.D.
—a most illiterate document): add Tb P 26 (ii/B.c.) dvre pot év
IItohepaides . . . wpooémeaey fuiv, JHS xix. 92 (ii/A.D.) yaipé
pot, uiiTep yAukvTdTY, Kai Gpovtilere Nudv doa év vexpols, and
BU 449 (ii/iii AD.) dxovoas é1c vwbpely ayovioduev. For
the grammar of the last ex. of Par P 43 (ii/n.c,=Witk.
p. 54 1) &ppwpar 8¢ xadroi, EP 13 (222 B.C.) 7i dv moloivres
xapwbocuny, al. Dick succeeds in showing—so Deissmann
thinks—that every theory suggested for regularising Paul’s
use of these pronouns breaks down entirely. It would seem
that the question must be passed on from the grammarian to

‘Hpets for "Eyd ?

) Der schrifistellerische Plural bei Paulus (1900), pp. 186  See alsc
Deissmann's sumnmary of this book, Theol. Rundschau v. 85.
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the exegete; for our grammatical material gives us not the
slightest evidence of any distinction between the two
numbers in ordinary writing. It is futile to argue from
Latin to Greek, or we might expect help from Prof. Conway’s
careful study of mos in Cicero’s Letters;! but the tone of
superiority, in various forms, which the nos carries, has no
parallel in Greek.

The reflexive pronouns have developed
some unclassical uses, notably that in the
plural they are all fused into the forms
originally appropriated to the third person. The presence
or absence of this confusion in the singular is a nice test of
the degree of culture in a writer of Common Greek. In the
papyri there are examples of it, mostly in very illiterate docu-
ments,? while for the plural the use is general, beginning to
appear even in classical times?® This answers to what we
find in the NT, where some seventy cases of the plural occur
without a single genuine example of the singular;* late
scribes, reflecting the developments of their own time, have
introduced it into Jn 183 and Rom 13° (Gal 5%). As in the
papyri, éavrods sometimes stands for @AAnhovs,” and some-
times is itself replaced by the personal pronoun. In
translations from Semitic originals we may find, instead of
éavrov, a periphrasis with Yruys;® thus Lk 9%, compared
with its presumed original Mk 8%, But this principle will
have to be most carefully restricted to definitely translated
passages ; and even there it would be truer to say that éavrdy
has been levelled up to v Yvxnv adrod, than that uyn
has been emptied of meaning.®

. . In one class of phrases éavrod is used
Exhansted ™ cih ong emphasis,in & way that brings up the
€éavtov and . . . v b

Tuos. discussion of its fellow {8.w5.” In sepulchral
inscriptions we find a son describing his

Reflexive
Pronoun.

! Transactions of Cambridge Philological Society, v. i., 1899.

2 Seo CR xv. 441, xviii. 154, Mayser 304. It is rather perplexing to find it
in literature: e.g. Lucian, Dial. Marin. iv. 8 ; Polybius xxxii. 10; Marcus vii.
13 ; Aristeas 215,

? Polybius always uses abrdv (Kilker, Quaestiones, p. 277).

4In 1 Co 10%® éavrol="* one’s.”

8 Seo J. A. Robinson, Study of the Gospels, p. 114.

% On the shorter forms atrod, ste. see Mayser 305 ff. [2® See p. 246
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father as 6 wamip, 6 {8ios marip, or 6 éavrod warip, and the
difference between the three is not very easily discernible,
In a number of these inscriptions contained in vol. iii. of the
IMA 1 count 21 exx. with idwos, 10 with €avrod, and 16
with neither. The papyrus formula used in all legal
documents where a woman is the principal, viz. uerd xvpiou
Tov éavrhis dvdpos (aSehdod, etc.), gives a parallel for this
rather faded use of the reflexive. It starts the more
serious question whether 8ios is to be supposed similarly
weakened in Hellenistic. This is often affirmed, and is
vouched for by no less an authority than Deissmann (BS
123 £). He calls special attention to such passages in the
LXX as Job 24 (oixwv idiwv), Prov 27 (tob idlov olxov),
912 (7o éavtod dapmeldvos . . . Tob idlov yewpryiov), 227
(i8{ows SeamoTass), in which the pronoun has nothing what-
ever answering to it in the original. He reminds us that
the “exhausted i8ios” occurs in writers of the literary
Kowi, and that in Josephus, even olxefos comes to share this
weakening: a few Attic inscriptions from i/B.c. (Meisterhans®
235) show ibwos with the like attenuated content. Our
inference must be that in Ac 24% Luke is not ironically
suggesting the poverty of Felix’s title, and that in Mt 225
there is no stress on the disloyal guest’s busying himself with
his own farm instead of someone else’s. (Cf p. 237 below.)
Perhaps, however, this doctrine of the exhausted {8tos 18
in some danger of being worked too hard. In CR xv.
440 f are put down all the occurrences of idios in BU vols.
i, and ii, which contain nearly 700 documents of various
antiquity. It is certainly remarkable that in all these
passages there is not one which goes to swell Deissmann’s
list. Not even in the Byzantine papyri have we a single
case where idios is not exactly represented by the English
own. In a papyrus as early as the Ptolemaic period we
find the possessive pronoun added—é&vta 7udv !8.0v, which
is just like “our own.” (Cf 2 Pet 3% Tit 1'%, Ac 2%)
This use became normnal in the Byzantine age, in which idios
atill had force enough to make such phrases as diav «xal
vopiumy yuvaika. Now, in the face of the literary examples,
we cannot venture to deny in fofo the weakening of idos,
still less the practical equivalence of {8ios and éavrod, which
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is evident from the sepulchral inscriptions above cited, as
well as from such passages as Prov 92 and 1 Co 72. But
the strong signs of life in the word throughout the papyri
have to be allowed for.

In correlating these perplexing phenomena, we may
bring in the following considerations:—(1) The fact that
Josephus similarly weakens oixelos seems to show that the
question turns on thought rather than on words. (2) It is
possible, as our own language shows, for a word to be
simultaneously in possession of a full and an attenuated
meaning! People who say “It's an awful nuisance,” will
without any sense of incongruity say “ How awful!” when
they read of some great catastrophe in the newspaper. No
doubt the habitual light use of such words does tend in
time to attenuate their content, but even this rule is not
universal. “To annoy” is in Hellenistic oxiAAew,? and in
modern French géner. There was a time when the Greek
in thus speaking compared his trouble to the pains of flaying
alive, when the Frenchman recalled the thought of Gekenna;
but the original full sense was unknown to the unlearned
speaker of a later day. Sometimes, however, the full sense
lives on, and even succeeds in ousting the lighter sense, as
in our word wast, the adverb of which is now rarely heard
as a mere synonym of very. (3) The use of the English
own will help us somewhat. “Let each man be fully
assured in his own mind” (Rom 14%) has the double
advantage of being the English of our daily speech and
of representing literally the original év 7@ i8(p vol. What
function has the adjective there ? It is not, as normally, an
emphatic assertion of property: I am in no danger of being
assured in someone else’s mind. It is simply a method of
laying stress on the personal pronoun: év 7¢ wol and “in
his mind ” alike transfer the stress to the noun.® This fact
at once shows the equivalence of dcos and éavrov in certain
locutions. Now, when we look at the examples of “ exhausted
{8105, we find that they very largely are attached to words
that imply some sort of belonging. Husband and wife
account for seven examples in the NT, and other relation-

! Of p. 287 below, 2 See Eapos. vi, lil. 273 f. [® See p. 246,
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ships, including that of master and slave, for a good many
more. A large number come under the category of the
mind, thoughts and passions, and parts of the body. House,
estate, riding-animal, country or language, and similar very
intimate possessions receive the epithet. If occasionally
this sense of property is expressed where we should not
express it, this need not compromise the assertion that
Bios itself was always as strong as our English word own.
There are a host of places in the NT, as in the papyri,
where its emphasis is undeniable; eg. Mt 97, Lk 64, Jn 14
(note its position) 5 etc., Ac 1%, 1 Co 3%, Gal 65, Heb 7%,
and many others equally decisive. One feels therefore quite
justified in adopting the argument of Westcott, Milligan-
Moulton, etc., that the emphatic position of 7év iSiov in Jn 14
was meant as a hint that the unnamed companion of Andrew,
presumably John, fetched Ais brother. What to do in such
cases a8 Ac 242¢ and Mt 225 is not easy to say. The Revisers
insert own in the latter place; and it is fair to argue that
the word suggests the strength of the counter-attraction,
which is more fully expressed in the companion parable,
Lk 148, The case of Drusilla is less easy. It is hardly
enough to plead that iSios is customarily attached to the
relationship; for (with the Revisers) we instinctively feel
that own is appropriate in 1 Pet 3! and similar passages,
but inappropriate here. It is the only NT passage where
there is any real difficulty; and since B stands almost alone
in reading i8/g, the temptation for once to prefer X is very
strong. The error may have arisen simply from the common-
ness of the combination 7 (8{a yuvy, which was here trans-
ferred to a context in which it was not at home.

Before leaving i8ios something should
be said about the use of 6 idios without a
noun expressed. This occurs in Jn 1% 131, Ac 4% 24
In the papyri we find the singular used thus as a term
of endearment to near relations: eg. ¢ &civa TE (Bip
yatpew. 1In Ezpos. VL iii. 277 1 ventured to cite this as a
possible encouragement to those (including B. Weiss) who
would translate Ac 202 “the blood of one who was lis
own.” Mt 27%, according to the text of XL and the later
authorities, will supply a parallel for the grammatical

‘0 Tios.
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ambiguity : there as here we have to decide whether the
second genitive is an adjective qualifying the first or a noun
dependent on it. The MGr use of 6 i8ios, as substitute for
the old ¢ avrds, has nothing foreshadowing it in the NT;
but in the papyrus of Eudoxus (ii/B.c.) we find a passage
where 77t (8iac is followed by 77 ad7#¢ in the same sense,
g0 that it seems inevitable to trace, with Blass, an anti-
cipation of MGr here. Perhaps the use was locally
restricted.

There is an apparent weakening of
attos ¢ in Hellenistic, which tends to blunt
the distinction between this and éxeivos 6.
Dean Robinson (Gospels, p. 106) translates Lk 102! “in that
hour” (Mt 11% év éxeivep 16 xaipd), and so Lk 1212 (Mk 13V
éxelvy), and 107, It is difficult to be satisfied with “ John
himself” in Mt 34; and in Luke particularly we feel that
the pronoun means little more than “that.” Outside Luke,
and the one passage of Mt, adros o has manifestly its full
classical force. From the papyri we may quote OP 745
(i/aD.) adrov Tov 'Avrdv, “the said A.”: note also GH 26
(ii/B.C.) 6 adros "f2pos, “ the same Horus,” s.e. “ the aforesaid,”
and so in BU 1052 (i/s.c.). We find the former use in
MGr, eg. a¥To To Kpipa, “this sin” (Abbott 184), etc. We
have already seen (p. 86) that the emphatic adros standing
alone can replace classical éxeivos. (See now Wellh. 26 f.)

. Turning to the Relatives, we note the
Relatlves:— i miting of or icuous trait of th
Use of Soms. g of 8o, a conspicuous trait of the

vernacular, where the nominative (with the
neuter accusative) covers very nearly all the occurrences of
the pronoun. The phrase &ws &rov is the only exception in
NT Greek. The obsolescence of the distinction between &s
and doTis is asserted by Blass for Luke, but not for Paul
A type like Lk 24 els monw daveld fris raleirar Bnoiedu,
may be exactly paralleled from Herodotus (see Blass 173)
and from papyri: so in an invitation formula adpiov ris
éoTiv 7€, “to-morrow, which is the 15th”—cf Mt 2762 Hort,
on 1 Pet 211 (Comm. p. 133), allows that “there are some
places in the NT in which 8o7es cannot be distinguished from
8s.” “In most places, however, of the NT,” he proceeds, “éoTis
apparently retains its strict classical force, either generic,
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‘ which, as other like things,’ or essential, ‘ which by its very
nature.’” A large number of the exceptions, especially in
Lucan writings, seem to be by no means cases of equivalence
between & and éoris, whether agreeing or disagreeing with
classical use. Some of them would have been expressed
with domep in Attic: thus in Ac 11% we seem to expect
%wep éyévero. Others throw a subtle stress on the relative,
which can be brought out by various paraphrases, as in Lk 12°,
“which for all that.” Or 8oris represents what in English
would be expressed by a demonstrative and a conjunction, as
in Lk 10%, “and it shall not be taken away.” In Mt we
find éoris used four times at the beginning of a parable,
where, though the principal figure is formally described as
an individual, he is really a type, and 8o7es is therefore
appropriate. ='We may refer to Blass 173, for examples
of 85 used for Goris, with indefinite reference. The large
number of places in which dores is obviously right, according
to classical use, may fairly stand as proof that the distinction
is not yet dead. We must not stay to trace the distinction
further here, but may venture on the assertion that the
two relatives are mnever absolutely convertible, however
blurred may be the outlines of the classical distinction in
Luke, and possibly in sporadic passages outside his writings.
Kilker (Quemst. 245 1) asserts that Polybius uses 8ares for s
before words beginning with a vowel, for no more serious
reason than the avoidance of hiatus; and it is curious that
among twenty-three more or less unclassical examples in the
Lucan books fourteen do happen to achieve this result. We
chronicle this fact as in duty bound, but without suggesting
any inclination to regard it as a key to our problem. If
Kilker is right for Polybius—and there certainly seems
weight in his remark that this substitution occurs just where
the forms of s end in a vowel—we may have to admit that
the distinction during the Kowr period had worn rather
thin. It would be like the distinction between our relatives
who and that, which in a considerable proportion of sentences
are sufficiently convertible to be selected mostly according
to our sense of rhythm or euphony: this, however, does not
imply that the distinction is even blurred, much less lost.
The attraction of the Relative—which, of course, does
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not involve do7is—is a construction at least as popular in late
as in classical Greek. It appears abundantly
in the papyri, even in the most illiterate
of them; and in legal documents we have the principle
stretched further in formule, such as apovpdv &éxa &vo
7 8owv éav dow obodv. There are to be noted some
exceptions to the general rule of attraction, on which see
Blass 173. In several cases of alleged breach of rule we may
more probably (with Blass) recognise the implied presence
of the “internal accusative”: so in 2 Co 14, Eph 18 4!, where
Dr Plummer (CGT, 2 Co lLc) would make the dative the
original case for the relative.

. Confusion of relative and indirect inter-
Relatives and ,,00¢ive is not uncommon. ““Osos, olos,
Interrogatives . . e~ / . ...

confused. omotos, fhixos occur in the NT as indirect
interrogatives, and also—with the exception

of fH\ixos—as relatives,” W. F. Moulton observes (WM 210 n.);
and in the papyri even s can be used in an indirect question.
Good examples are found in PP ii. 37 (ii/B.c.) xa\ds odv
roujaets Ppovrigas 80 dv Oel Taira épyacbhivar, and RL 29
{lii/B.c.) ¢pdlovres [16 Te] alTdv dvopa rai év Hi Kwpm
olkobow kal m[ooov Tipdv]Ttar.  So already in Sophocles, Antig.
542, 0T 1068 (see Jebb’s notes); and in Plato, Euth. 14E
& pev yap Su8oagiw, wavri Sijhov. It is superfluous to say
that this usage cannot possibly be extended to direct question,
go as to justify the AV in Mt 268, The more illiterate
papyri and inscriptions show s for relative 8oTes or &8s not
seldom, as eJpov qeopyov Tis adtd é\wdop—rivos éav xpiav
éxns—ris v kards moujoe,! etc. Jebb on Soph. OT 1141
remarks that while “ 7/s in classical Greek can replace doTis
only where there is an indirect question, . . . Hellenistic Greek
did not always observe this rule: Mk 143%.” There is no ade-
quate reason for punctuating Jas 3'® so as to bring in this
misuse of 7és. But Mt 10 and Lk 178 are essentially similar;?
nor does there seem to be any decisive reason against so reading
Ac 13%, Dieterich (Unters. 200) gives several inscriptional
exx., and observes that the use was specially strong in Asia

Attraction.

1 BU 822 (iii/.D.), BM 239 (iv/A.D.), JHS xix. 299. See p. 21 above. Gn 38%
is a clear ex. from LXX. 31 must retract the denial I gave in CR xv. 441.
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Minor. It is interesting therefore to note Thumb’s statement
(ThLZ xxviil. 423), that the interrogative is similarly used in
Pontic now—a clear case of local survival. The NT use of
o7 for 7¢ in a direct question is a curious example of the
confusion between the two categories, a confusion much
further developed in our own language.
MGr developments are instructive when
Developments . . .
in MGr. we are examining the relatives and inter-
rogatives. The normal relative is mod, fol-
lowed by the proper case of the demonstrative, as 6 yiarpos
moi Tov éareha, “the doctor whom I sent” ete. The
ingenious Abbé Viteau discovers a construction very much
like this, though he does not draw the parallel, in Jn 977 §7¢
népféy aov Tods dpbatpovs, “thou whose eyes he hath
opened ”: he cites Mk 617 8% ag further exx. Since 8 7«
and WX are passable equivalents, we have here a “pure
Hebraism "—a gem of the first water! We might better
Viteau’s instruction by tracing to the same fertile source
the MGr idiom, supporting our case with a reference to
Jannaris HG § 1439, on MGr parallels to Mk 7% (s . . .
atr7s) and the like! It will be wise however for us to sober
ourselves with a glance at Thumb’s remarks, Hellen. 130,
after which we may proceed to look for parallels nearer home
than Hebrew. In older English this was the regular con-
struction. Thus, “thurh God, the ic thurh A:s willan hider
dsend was” (Gen 45%); “ namely oon ZThat with a spere
was thirled Ais brest-boon ” (Chaucer, Knightes Tale 1851 £.).
Cf the German “der du bist”=who art? The idiom is
still among us; and Mrs Gamp, remarking “ which her
name is Mrs Harris,” will bardly be suspected of Hebraism !
The presence of a usage in MGr affords an almost decisive
disproof of Semitism in the Kowrj, only one small corner of
whose domain came within range of Semitic influences ; and we
have merely to recognise afresh the ease with which identical
idioms may arise in totally independent languages. It does
not however follow that Blass is wrong when he claims

1 See below, p. 287 ; also Wellh. 22, who adds exx. from D.
% See Skeat's Chaucer, Prologue and Knightes Tale, p. xxxvi. I owe the sug:
gestion to my friend Mr E. E. Kellett.
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Mk 7% 17 139, Lk 3% and passages in Rev, as “specialy
suggested by Semitic usage.” The phenomenon is frequent
in the LXX (see WM 185), and the NT exx. are nearly
all from places where Aramaic sources are presumed. A
vernacular use may be stretched (cf pp. 10 £) beyond its
patural limits, when convenient for literal translation. But
Blass’s own quotation, o0 % wvoey airod év Huiv éaTiv! comes
from a piece of free Greek. That this use did exist in the
old vernacular, away from any Semitic influence, is proved
by the papyri (p. 85). The quotations in Kiihner-Gerth
§ 561 n and in Blass and Winer llcc., show that it had
its roots in the classical language. As was natural in a
usage which started from anacoluthon, the relative and
the pleonastic demonstrative were generally, in the earlier
examples, separated by a good many intervening words.

The modern Interrogative is mostly mowos, for 7.5 has
practically worn down to the indeclinable 7/, just as our
what (historically identical with the Latin guod) has become
indifferent in gender. The NT decidedly shows the early
stages of this extension of roies. It will not do for us to
refine too much on the distinction between the two pronouns.
The weakening of the special sense of mofos called into being a
new pronoun to express the sense qualis,namely, moramos, which
was the old modamés (“ of what country ?”), modified by popular
etymology to suggest more, and thus denuded of its associa-
tion in meaning with d\\o8-awos, 7jued-amos, and Vued-amas.?

We take next the Numerals. The use

Numerals :— . s
els as ordinal; of els as an ordma.l. is “undoubtedly s
Hebrew idiom,” according to Blass, p. 144.
Our doubts, nevertheless, will not be repressed; and they
are encouraged by the query in Thumb’s review. To
begin with, why did the Hebraism affect only the first
numeral, and not its successors ? If the use was vernacular
Greek, the reason of the restriction is obvious: mpaTes is
the only ordinal which altogether differs in form from the

! Clement ad Cor. 21 fin. (Lightfoot, p. 78). Nestle (ZNTH i. 178 f1.)
thinks the writer was of Semitic birth. Gal 21° will serve instead.

2 The suffix is that of Latin prop-inquos, long-inquos, Skt. anv-aftc, etc. : wod-
and dANod- are quod, what, aliud, while #Hued-, Vues-, answer to ablative forms
in Skt.
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cardinal!  When we add that both German and English say
“page forty” (WM 311), we are prepared for the belief that
the Greek vernacular also had this natural use. Now, although
els kai elxosTos, unus et vicesimus, one and twentieth, are (as
Blass says) essentially different, since the ordinal element is
present at the end of the phrase, this is not so with 75 ud xai
eteddi BU 623 (iifiii A.D.). But the matter is really settled
by the fact that in MGr the cardinals beyond 4 have ousted
the ordinals entirely (Thumb, Handbuch 56); and Dieterich
(Unters. 187 £) shows from inscriptions that the use is as old
as Byzantine Greek. It would seem then that the encroach-
ment of the cardinal began in the one case where the ordinal
was entirely distinet in form, spread thence over other
numerals, and was finally repelled from the first four, in which
constant use preserved alike the declension and the distinct
ordinal form. Had Semitic influence been at work, there is
no conceivable reason why we should not have had 74 wévre
at the same time. Simultaneously with this process we note
Simplification the firm establishment (.)f simplified or.q.inals
of the *teens”; from 13th to 19th, which now (from iii/s.c
onwards) are exclusively of the form Tpiorai-
déxaros, Tegoapearaidéixaros, ete., with only isolated exceptions.
Similarly we find 8éxa Tpels, Séxa &E, etc., almost invariably in
papyti, and 8éxa SYo as well as wdexa® These phenomena
all started in the classical period: cf Meisterhans® 160.
e as Indefinite There is a further use of. els wl?ich ca}ls
Article. or remark, its development into an indefinite
article, like etn in German, wn in French, or
our own an: in MGr the process is complete. The fact that

1 Aetrepos is not derived from &vdo, but popular etymology would naturally
connect them. Curiously enough, Hebrew shares the peculiarity noted above,
which somewhat weakens our argument : Aramaic, like Latin and English, uses
a word distinet from the cardinal for second as well as first. Hebrew has lost
all ordinale beyond 10, and Aramaic shows them only in the Jerus. Targ. See
Dalman, Gramm. 99f. For days of the month, the encroachment of cardinals
has gone further still in both dialects. The fact that the ordinals up te 10 are
all treated alike in Helrew, reinforces our view.

2 Elxds, like rpids, Sexds, rpiands, etc., was originally either No. 20 or a set
of 20, though used only for the 20th of the month. Cf in Phile rpds =9rd day
(LS), and rerpds, the usual name for Wednesday, surviving in MGr : see p. 237.

3 Wellhausen notes that D has only &éxa 30 and ¢B. [® Sce ). 2486,
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els progressively ousted T¢s in popular speech, and that even
in classical Greek there was & use which only needed a little
diluting to make it essentially the same,! is surely enough to
prove that the development lay entirely within the Greek
language, and only by accident agrees with Semitic. (See
Wellh. 27.) We must not therefore follow Meyer (on Mt
81), in denying that els is ever used in the NT in the sense
of Tis: it is dangerous to import exegetical subtleties into the
8 ds NT, against the known history of the Common
’ Greek. The use of ¢ els in Mk 141 ig, as

noted in Ezpos. V1. vii. 111, paralleled in early papyri?

In Blass's second edition (p. 330) we find a virtual sur-
render of the Hebraism in 8o 8io, cuumdaia
cvpmocia (Mk 63%), Secuas Seauds (Mt 133
in Epiphanius—a very probable reading, as accounting for the
variants) : he remarks on piav piav in Sophocles (Frag. 201)
that “ Atticists had evidently complained of it as vulgar, and
it was not only Jewish-Greek.” Winer compared Aeschylus
Perse 981, pvpia pvpla mepmastdy. Deissmann (ThLZ,
1898, p. 631) cites &joy Tpia Tpia from OP 121 (iii/aD.);
and (a8 W. F. Moulton noted WM 312 n.) the usage is
found in MGr® Thumb is undeniably right in calling the
coincidence with Hebrew a mere accident. In the papyri
(eg. Tb P 635—ii/p.c.) the repetition of an adjective produces
an elative = peydhov peydhov = peyicTov. It should be added
that in Lk 10! we have a mixed distributive dva &Jo 8o
(B al): so in Ev. Petr. 35, as Blass notes, and Acta Philippt
92 (Tisch.)* See Brugmann, Distributiva (cited above, p. 21).

Two single passages claim a word before
. we pass on from the numerals. “Oyoov
Naoe épvrafer in 2 Pet 2° presents us with

Distributives.

*“Noah the
eighth person.

11t is difficult to see any difference between els and 7i¢s in Aristophanes,
Av. 1292 :—
wépdik piv els xdmyhos dvoudfero
xwhds, Mevlrmyp 8 v xehdow rolvoua, x.7.\

From the papyri we may cite as exx. AP 30 (ii/p.0.) Kovdihov évds 7dv dNelwr
(sc. wpoaxAnBévros); BU 1044 (iv/A.D.) &vos (sic=els) heybuevoy (= -os) Pafous.

2 We may add good exx. from Par P 15 (ii/B.c.) rdv &va adrdy "Dpov—roi évds
1@y dyxadovuévwy Nexovfod. Tb P 357 (ii/A.D.) Tob Tod évds abrdv marpés.

8 Thumb, Hellen. 128, Handbuch 57.

4 See W. Schulze, Gracca Latina 18. Add now Wellh. 31.

7
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a classical idiom which can be shown to survive at any rate in
literary Common Greek: see exx. in WM 312, and Schaefer Lec.
[ have only noticed one instance in the papyri (p. 107), and
in 2 Pet we rather expect bookish phrases. The AV of
this passage is an instructive illustration for our inquiries
as to Hebraisms. “Noah the eighth person” is not English,
for all its appearing in a work which we are taught to regard
as the impeccable standard of classic purity. It is a piece of
“ translation English,” and tolerably unintelligible too, one
may well suppose, to its less educated readers. Now, if this
specimen of translators’ “nodding” had made its way into
the language—like the misprint “strain af a gnat”—we
should have had a fair parallel for “ Hebraism” as hitherto
understood. As it stands, a phrase which no one has ever
thought of imitating, it serves to illustrate the over-literal
translations which appear very frequently in the LXX and in
the NT, where a Semitic original underlies the Greek text.
(Compare what is said of Gallicisms in English on p. 13.)
. Last in this division comes a note on
“ seventiﬁmes Mt 182  Blass ignores entirely the ren-
sev dering “seventy-seven times” (RVmargin),
despite the fact that this meaning is unmistakable in Gen 4*
(LXX). It will surely be felt that W. F. Moulton (WM
314) was right in regarding that passage as decisive. A
definite allusion to the Genesis story is highly probable:
Jesus pointedly sets against the natural man’s craving for
seventy-sevenfold revenge the spiritual man’s ambition to
exercise the privilege of seventy-sevenfold forgiveness. For .
a partial grammatical parallel see lliad xxii. 349, Sexdres [7e]
kai Felroau, “ tenfold and twenty-fold,” if the text is sound.
It will be worth while to give statistics

Prepositions :— o t}o relative frequency of Prepositions in
e e the NT ing to those cited from Helbin
Frequency. U2e N1, answering to those cited Irom tlelbmg

(above, pp. 62 £.) for the classical and post-
classical historians, If we represent év by unity, the order of
precedence works out thus:—eis 64, éx 34, émi '32, mpos
95, &d 24, amé ‘24, kard ‘17, perd ‘17, wepl *12, Umo
‘08, mapa 07, wép ‘054, aidv 048, mpo 018, dvri 008,
dvd ‘0045, We shall have to return later to prepositions
compounded with verbs, following our present principle of
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dealing with them in connexion with the parts of speech
with which they are used. A few miscellaneous matters
come in best at this point. First let us notice the pro-
L minence in Hellenistic of combinations of
Ij’;'i?:;l:;fg prepositions w"ith adverbs. In papyri we
Adverbs.  find such as ée 7ore, OP 486 (ii/a.D.), dmo
mépvoe (Deissmann BS 221), and even d¢’

8re énovaduny, “since I last bathed,” OP 528 (ii/ap.). In
NT we have amo 7ote, amo mépuot, am’ &pri, éx makai, éd'
dmaf, émi Tpls, etc. The roots of the usage may be seen in
the classical és dei and the like. Some of these combinations
became fixed, as UmowdTw, Vmepdvw, watévavri. This may
be set beside the abundance of “ Improper ” prepositions. All
of these, except éyyvs and dua, take gen. only! Thumb
comments 2 on the survival of such as é&ws, éwrdvw, oricw,
vmokdTtw, in MGr. Hebraism in this field was supposed to
have been responsible for the coining of évariov, till Deiss-
mann proved it vernacular® The compound preposition ava
péaov was similarly aspersed ; but it has turned up abundantly
in the papyri,—not however in any use which would help
1 Co 6%, where it is almost impossible to believe the text
sound. (An exact parallel occurs in the Atheneum for Jan.
14, 1905, where a writer is properly censured for saying,
“T have attempted to discriminate between those which are
well authenticated,” i.e. (presumably) “[and those which are
not].” It is hard to believe Paul would have been so slovenly
in writing, or even dictating) We have a further set of
“Hebraisms ” in the compound prepositions which are freely
made with mpéocwmov, xeip and oroua (Blass 129f): see
above, p. 81. Even here the Semitism is still on the
familiar lines: & phrase which is possible in native Greek
is extended widely beyond its idiomatic limits because it
translates exactly a common Hebrew locution; and the
conscious use of Biblical turns of speech explains the appli-
cation of such phrases on the lips of men whose minds are
saturated with the sacred writers’ language. As early as iii/B.c.,

} MapamAhowov Phil 277 R ACD has dat. 2 ThLZ xxviii. 422. 3 BS 213.
Cf Expos. vI. vii. 113: add OP 658 (iii/a.D.), and Tb P 14 (114 B.C.) wapryyeA-
xbres dvdmiov, ‘1 gave notice in person.” Hb P 30 (before 271 B.c.) is the
earliest ex. Cf Par P 63 (ii/B.0.) évowloes (so Mahafly); and see Mayser 457.
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in a Libyan’s will, we meet with xard mwpocwmdy Twos ;' and
in mercantile language we constantly find the formula &:2
xetpos, used absolutely, it is true—eg. MP 25 (iii/s.c.), “ from
hand to hand,” as contrasted with “ through an intermediary.”
We may refer to Heitmiiller’s proof 2 that the kindred phrase
els To dvoud Twos is good vernacular. The strong tendency
to use compound prepositional phrases, which we have been
illustrating already, would make it all the easier to develop
these adaptations of familiar language.
Prepositions The eigbteen classical preposition‘s are,
with one case, 38 We have just seen, all represented in NT
Greek, except dudi, which has disappeared
as a separate word, like ambi in Latin, and like its correlative
in English, the former existence of which in our own branch
is shown by the survival of wm in modern German. It
was not sufficiently differentiated from mepi to assert itself
in the competition; and the decay of the idea of duality
weakened further a preposition which still proclaimed its
original meaning, “on both sides,” by its resemblance to
apdorepor. Avd has escaped the same fate by its distributive
use, which accounts for seven instances, the phrase dva uéoov
for four, and dva pépos for ome. ’'Awri occurs 22 times,
but 4vf &v reduces the number of free occurrences to 17.
Rare though it is, it retains its individuality. “In front of,”
with a normal adnominal genitive, passes naturally into “in
place of,” with the idea of equivalence or return or substitu-
tion, our for. For the preposition in Jn 1%, an excellent
parallel from Philo is given in WM (p. 456 n.)3 IIpé occurs
48 times, including 9 exx. of mpo Tod c. inf,, which invades
the province of mpv. In Jn 12! we have mpo &€ nuepdv
T00 wdoya, which looks extremely like ante diem tertium
Kalendas. The plausible Latinism forces itself on “our
attention all the more when we compare /M4 iii. 325 (ii/A.D.)

! Deissmann BS 140.

2 Im Namen Jesu 100 ff. 8o p. 63, for év évbuare &ri, Mk 94,

3 Blass compares vijy wpd vfis éAavvesbar, ‘‘from one land to enother,”
Orlow éE Owldwy, and the like (p. 124). The Philonic passage is from De
Poster. Caini § 145 (p. 254 M.): 8 ras wpdras alel xdpiras, wplv xopesbévras
ékuBplaar Tobs Naxdrras, émwaxiv kal Tamevoduevos eloudfus erépas dvr’ éxelvaw,
«al Tplras drl v devrépwy Kai alel véas dvrl madacordpwy . . . émdldwot.
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mpo i€ Kalav8dw Aidvyolorwy, and parallels in translated
documents to be seen in Viereck’s Sermo Grecus (see pp. 12,
13, 21, etc). And yet it i8 soon found that the same
construction occurs in phrases which have nothing in
common with the peculiar formula of Latin days of the
month. In the Mysteries inscription from Andania (Miche!
694, i/p.c.) we recognise it in Doric—mpd duepav Séxa Tiv
pvarnpiwv; and the illiterate vernacular of FP 118 (ii/a.n.),
mpw 8o 7uepdy dyopacov Ta dprifldpia Ths elopriis (“ buy the
fowls two days before the feast”), when combined with Jn lec.,
makes the hypothesis of Latinism utterly improbable. The
second genitive in these three passages is best taken as an
ablative—" starting from the mysteries,” etc. It is found as
early as Herodotus, who has (vi 46) Sevrépp éter TovTwV, “in
the second year from these events”: cf also OP 492 (ii/A.D.) per’
éviavtov &va Tis TeheuTsis mov, “a year after (starting from)
my death.” See also the note on oy-é, supr. p. 72. There
remains the idiomatic use of mpé, seen in 2 Co 122 mpo érdw
dexareaoapwy, “fourteen years before.” Blass (p. 127 n.)
cites mpo auepdv Séxa from the will of Epicteta (Michel
1001), written in the Doric of Thera, “end of ii/B.c. or
beginning of ii/B.c., therefore pre-Roman”—to cite Blass’s own
testimony.! It becomes clear that historically the resem-
blance between the anfe diem idiom and the Greek which
translates it is sheer coincidence, and the supposed Latinism
goes into the same class as the Hebraisms we have so often
disposed of already.? This enquiry, with the general con-
siderations as to Latinisms which were advanced above (pp.
20 £), will serve to encourage scepticism when we note the

1 Add FP 122 (ifii A.p.), BU 180 (ii/iii 4.p.), 592 (ii/a.p.), NP 47 (iii/a.n.),
Ch P 15 (iv/a.D.), BU 836 (vi/a.D).

2 W. Schulze, Gracc. Lat. 14-19, has a long and striking list of passages
illustrating the usage in question, which shows how common it became. His
earliest citation is wpd Tptdr Auepdv Tis Tedevriis from Hippocrates (v/B.o.),
which will go with that from Herodotus given above. We have accordingly
both Ionio and Dorie warrant for this Kouw construction, dating from a period
which makes Latin necessarily the borrower, were we bound to deny independent
development. Schulze adds a parallel from Lithuanian! Our explanation of
the dependent gen. as an ablative is supported by mpd wds huépas ) c. ace. et inf.,
in OG/S 436 (ii/n.0.) and Joa. 4nt. xiv. 317 : 4 replaces the ablative genitive
exactly as it does alter comparatives.
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resemblance of as dmo aradiwy Sexamévre (Jn 1118) to @ milli-
bus passuum duobus (Blass 95). Blass cites Jn 218, Rev 14%,
and the usage of Kow writers like Diodorus and Plutarch.
Mutatis mutandis, this idiom is identical in principle with that
just quoted for mpe. After noting the translation-Hebraism
¢oBeicfar dmo in Mt 10% (= Lk 124) we proceed to observe
the enlargement of the sphere of dmé, which encroaches upon
ée, vmé, and mapd”® The title of the modern vernacular
Gospels, “ uetadpacuévny dme Tov 'Ahef. IId\\n,” reminds us
that awd has advanced further in the interval. Already in
the NT it sometimes expressed the agent after passive verbs
(eg. Lk 8%), where it is quite unnecessary to resort to
refinements unless the usage of a particular writer demands
them. The alleged Hebraism in «xafapsés ame is dispelled by
Deissmann’s quotations, BS 196. The use of prepositions,
where earlier Greek would have been content with a simple
case, enables éx in NT to outnumber &mé still, though
obsolete to-day,” except in the Epirot dy or éx.? Thus dmé
is used to express the partitive sense, and to replace the
genitive of material (as Mt 27% 3%); éx can even make a
partitive phrase capable of becoming subject of a sentence, as
in Jn 167, For present purposes we need not pursue further
the NT uses of dmo and éx, which may be sought in the
lexicon; but we may quote two illustrative inscriptional
passages with ée. Letronne 190 and 198 have cwfeis éx,
«gafe home from” (a place), which has affinity with Heb 57;
and Umdpywv Oeos éx feod xai Oeds, from the Rosetta stone
(0GIS 90—i1'/B.c.), will elucidate Phil 35, if the reader of
the Greek should, conceivably, fall into the misconceptions
which so many English readers entertain. It gives us an
unpleasant start to find the language of the Nicene Creed
used centuries earlier of Ptolemy Epiphanes!?

We have already (pp. 62 f.) sketched the developments of

1 Were the active gofeiv still extant (below, p. 162), this might be taken as
1 do not be panic-stricken by.” It is like mpoaéxew dwé, Lk 12, See p, 107.

3 Thus éx 78 Bowrs, ** from the hill,” occurs in a modern song, Abbott 1281,

® Epiphanes=Avatar: the common translation *illustrious "” is no longer
tenable. See Dittenberger’s note, OGIS i. p. 144. So this title also antici-
pates the NT (émgdvera). Cf what is eaid on Christian adaptations of heathen
terms, above, p. 84. (On dé see also below, p. 237.) {2 Y See p. 246



ADJECTIVES, PRONOUNS, PREPOSITIONS. 102

els, and need say no more of the single-case prepositions,
with one very large exception.? The late Greek uses of
év would take too much space if discussed in
Further uses .

of é. full here. It has become so much a maid-of-
all-work that we cannot wonder at its ulti-

mate disappearance, a8 too indeterminate. Students of Pauline
theology will not need to be reminded of Deissmann’s masterly
monograph on “ The NT Formula év Xpiotd "Incod,” with its
careful investigation of LXX uses of év, and proof of the
originality of Paul's use. But SH (on Rom 6) seem rightly
to urge that the idea of the mystic indwelling originated with
the Master’s own teaching: the actual phrase in Jn 15* may
be determined by Pauline language, but in the original Aramaic
teaching the thought may have been essentially present.
While there are a good many NT uses of év which may be
paralleled in vernacular documents, there are others beside
this one which cannot: in their case, however, analogy makes
it highly improbable that the NT writers were innovating.
If papyri have wpoBeBn«dres 78y Tois érecw (TP 1—ii/B.C.),
we need not assume Hebraism in Lk 17 merely because the
evangelist inserts év: his faithful preservation of his source’s
nuépars 18 another matter. See pp. 61f. above. In Ac 7%
(LXX) we have év=“amounting to,” from which that in
Mk 48 bis does not greatly differ. This is precisely paralleled
by BU 970 (ii/A.D,) mpooika év Spaypais évvaxoaiaws, OP 724
(ii/aD.) Eoyes Ty wpdTY Sdow év Spayuals Tecoapdrovra,
BU 1050 (i/AD.) iudmia . . . év . . . Spaypals éxatov (“to
the value of ”). The use in Eph 2% éy 8cypacv, “ consisting
in,” is akin to this. For év Tois =“in the house of” as in
Lk 2%, we have RL 382 (iii/B.c.) év Tois 'AmoA\wviov, Tb P 12
(ii/B.0.) & 7ols 'Apevvéws “in A’s office,” OP 523 (ii/a.D.)
év Tols Khavdiov: cf Par P 49 (ii/Bc) els 72 Ilpwrapyov
kaTalow, and even év Td: "fpov in Tb P 27. We have in
official documents év meaning “in the department of ”: so
Tb P 27 (ii/B.C.) 70 év adrde dperrdpevor, T2 s év Mappel
Tomoypappatel, al. I do not recall an exact NT parallel, but
1 Co 62 el &v Opiv xplvetar o kdopos, is not far away. We
have another use of év with a personal dative in 1 Co 14"
“in my judgement”: possibly Jude! év ©eg is akin to this.
Such uses would answer to mapd c. dat. in classical Greek

2 See p. 246,



104 A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

The last might seem to be expressed more naturally by the
“dative of person judging” (like Ac 7% doreios 1@ Ocg, or
1 Co le. éoopar 7@ Nalodvrs BapBapos). But the earliest
uses of dative and locative have some common ground, which
is indeed the leading cause of their syncretism. Thus we find
loc. in Sanskrit used quite often for the dat. of indirect object
after verbs of speaking. How readily év was added to the
dative, which in older Greek would have needed no preposi-
where “more . . . by one aroura” is expressed by év. This
particular dative is an instrumental—the same case as our
“the more the merrier "—, and is therefore parallel to that
of év payaipy, “armed with a sword,” which we have already
mentioned (pp. 12,61). We may fairly claim that “ Hebraistic”
év is by this time reduced within tolerably narrow limits. One
further év may be noted for its difficulty, and for its bearing
on Synoptic questions,—the ouoloyeiv &v T which is common
to Mt 10% and Lk 128: this is among the clearest evidences
of essentially identical translations used in Mt and Lk. W. F.
Moulton (WM 283 n.) cites, apparently with approval, Godet’s
explanation—* the repose of faith ¢n Him whom it confesses”:
so Westcott, quoting Heracleon, who originated this view
(Canon® 305 n.). Deissmann ([n Christo 60) quotes Delitzsch’s
Hebrew rendering '3 77, and puts it with Mt 37 93 11¢
232, ag an example of a literal translation “mit &dngstlicher,
die hermeneutische Pedanterie nahelegender Pietdt.” Dr
Rendel Harris recalls the Grazcised translation in Rev 3%, and
gives me Syriac parallels. On the whole, it seems best not
to look for justification of this usagein Greek. The agreement
of Mt and Lk, in a point where accidental coincidence is out
of the question, remains the most important element in the
whole matter, proving as it does that Luke did not use any
knowledge of Aramaic so as to deal independently with the

translated Logia that came to him.!
» Of the prepositions with two cases, Sia
Prepositions .4 ,erd show no signs of weakening their

with two ,

Cases ; hold on both; but xard c. gen. and wepl
tmép and vmé c. ace. distinetly fall behind

1 Of the similar agreement a8 to pofeicfas dwé, above, p. 102,
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We may give the statistics in proof. J:d gen. 382, acc
279; perd gen. 361, acc. 100; vard gen. 73, acc. 391,
mepi gen. 291, acc. 38; mép gen. 126, ace. 19; o3 gen.
165, ace. 50. Comparing this list with that in a classical
Greek grammar, we see that perd, mepl and Umé! have been
detached from connexion with the dative—a fact in line
with those noted above, pp. 62 ff. Turning to details, we
find that xard¢ (like avd, Rev 21%) is used a8 an adverb
distributively, as in 70 xaf els or els xata els Mk 1418 [Jn] 8°,
Rom 125 The MGr «afels or xabévas, “ each,” preserves this,
which probably started from the stereotyping of 76 xaf éva,
& «kaf &, etc., declined by analogy: cf évdnuos from év
Sipe (dv), or proconsul from pro consule. The enfeebling of
the distinction between rep/ and dmép c. gen. is a matter of
some importance in the NT, where these prepositions are
used in well-known passages to describe the relation of the
Redeemer to man or man’s sins. It is an evident fact that
Umép i8 often a colourless “about,” as in 2 Co 8%: it is used,
for example, scores of times in accounts, with the sense of
our commercial “to.” This seems to show that its original
fullness of content must not be presumed upon in theological
definitions, although it may not have been wholly forgotten.
The distinction between avri and the more colourless mép, in
applying the metaphor of purchase, is well seen in Mk 10%
(=Mt 20%) Nd7pov avri moAAdy, and the quotation of this
logion in 1 Tim 2% dvrli\vtpor Umép mdvrwv? did e. acc.
mostly retains its meaning “for the sake of” “because
of, distinct from *through,” “by the instrumentality of,
which belongs to the genitive. As early as MP 16 and
20 (iii/B.c.), we have fva 8ia o¢ Bacuhed Tob Sikaiov Tiyw;
but if the humble petitioner had meant “zhrough you,”
he would have addressed the king as a mere medium of
favour: referring to a sovereign power, the ordinary meaning
“ because of you"” is more appropriate. This applies exactly
to Jn 657, So Rom 8%, where Winer's explanation is correct
(p-498). In much later Greek, as Hatzidakis shows (p. 213)

1 For 0wé c. dat. can be quoted OGIS 54 (iii/B.0.) 3¢’ davrdi womoduevos,
and OP 708 (as late as ii/A.D.) éx 700 omd gol vopol. LXX has wepl c. dat.

2 Note that 8ods éavrév is substituted for the translation-Greek doivac Th»
Yuxh» adroi : on this see above, p. 87, See further on vmép, p. 237.
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8iud c. acc. monopolised the field, which it still holds in
MGr! With the genitive, 8:td is often contrasted with
éx, Umro, etc., as denoting mediate and not original authorship,
as 1 Co 85, Mt 122 In Heb 210 it is used of God, who is “ the
final Cause and the efficient Cause of all things ” (Westcott).
There seems no adequate reason for accepting Blass's con-
jectural emendation, 8" dofevelas, in Gal 4'3: “because of an
illness” is an entirely satisfactory statement (see Lightfoot
tn loc.), and the Vulgate per is not strong enough to justify
Blass’s confidence? Me7a c. gen. has in Lk 18 a uge
influenced by literal translation from Semitic.* Its relations
with ovv are not what they were in Attic, but it remains
very much the commoner way of saying with. Thumb
points out (Hellen. 125) that MGr use disproves Hebraism
in mo\eueiv peta tiwos, Rev 127 al’ Thus, for example, Abbott
44 : monéunoe pé Tpeis xthddes Tolprouvs, “he fought with
3000 Turks.”
and with The cate.gory of.prepositions use.d V\.rith
three. three cases is hurrying towards extinction,
as we should expect. Merd, mepl{ and vmé
have crossed the line into the two-case class; and in the NT
wpos has nearly gone a step further, for its figures are
c. gen. 1 (Ac 273, literary), dat. 6 (=“close to” or “at,”
in Mk, Lk, Jn fer and Rev), ace. 679. With the dative,
however, it occurs 104 times in LXX, and 23 times c. gen.:
the decay seems to have been rapid. Cf however PFi 5
mpos ¢ Tk, as late as 245 A.D. For mapa the numbers
are, c. gen. 78, dat. 50, acc. 60. Blass notes that c. dat. it
is only used of persons, as generally in classical Greek, except
in Jn 19%. One phrase with mapd calls for a note on its
use in the papyri. O map’ airob is exceedingly common
there to denote “his agents” or “representatives.” It has
hitherto been less easy to find parallels for Mk 3%, where
it must mean “his family”: see Swete and Field un loc.
We can now cite GH 36 (ii/B.Cc) of map' #udv mavres,

1 Contrast Ac 242 with OP 41 (ilifiv A.D.) moAAGy dyafily dworaloper
8ud oal.

2 Op dwwduevos 8 doféveiav mhefoar may be quoted from OP 726 (ii/A.p.),
and a like phrase from OP 261 (i/a.D.), but of course they prove little of
notbing. {2 See pp. 248 £. ; Psee p. 247.
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BU 998 (ii/p.c.), and Par P 36 (ii/p.c)! Finally we come
to ém{, the only preposition which is still thoroughly at home
with all the cases (gen. 216, dat. 176, acc. 464). The
weakening of case-distinctions is shown however by the very
disproportion of these figures, and by the confusion of meaning
which is frequently arising. In Heb 8'° 10% we construe
xapdias as acc. only because of émi Tv Siavorav which follows
it in the latter passage: on the other hand, the original in
Jer 31(38)® ig singular, which favours taking it as genitive.?
Our local upon can in fact be rendered by émi with gen.,
dat., or acc, with comparatively little difference of force.
Particular phrases are appropriated to the several cases, but
the reason is not always obvious, though it may often be
traced back to classical language, where distinctions were
rather clearer. Among the current phrases we may note
éml 70 alTo “together,” “in all” perpetually used in arith-
metical statements: see Ac 1% 24, Cf Blass? 330. Thae
common é¢’ ¢ c. fut. indic. “ on condition that,” does not appear
in the NT. But with a pres. in 2 Co 5%, and an aor. in Rom 5%,
the meaning is essentially the same (“in view of the fact that "),
allowing for the sense resulting from a jussive future.

! Expos. vI. vil. 118, viil. 436. See Witkowski’s note, p. 72.

2 For Mk 6% éri 70 xdpre, Mt 1410 substitutes énl Tob x., but with éxl 7dr x.
in D. In Ao 7" D has gen. for ace., and in 8¢ acc. for dat. In Eph 1% it
seems difficult to draw any valid distinction between the cases of émwl rois
oUpavols and éwl 745 vis. Nor can we distinguish between ér’ éoxdrov in Heb 1?
and the dative in Tb P 69 (ii/B.0.), &v 7 diolunois én’ éoxdry Téraxrar.

ApprTioNAL NoTES,—P, 79. Mr Thackeray says mpdros is used for mpdrepos
regularly in LXX, The latter occurs not infrequently in Ptolemaic papyri, but
seems to lave weakened greatly in the Roman period.—P. 98. The Ptolemaic
PP iii. 28 has ¢8payuaroxhémre. Tplros &v, Cf Abbott JG 562 on wévos avrds
Jn 6%, On Mt 182 W. C. Allen takes 70x7 in Gen and Mt l.cc. alike.
A further parallel for cardinal in place of adverb is BU 1074 (late iii/a.D.)
rpwomvfiovelkns, but dexaohvumiovelkns, etc.—P. 99. In Syll. 385° Hadrian says
he could not find éx wére pépew alrd fiptacfe. This is a fairly close parallel to
the &ws wére which Dr Nestle brings up against my argument about Semitisms.
If it ‘‘may be quotable from early Greek,” I canmot quite see why it is for
Dr Nestle ‘“a Hebraism, even if it is still used by Pallis in his MGr translation.”
I seem to hear the shade of Hadrian demauding **Am I a Jew $"—P. 102,
BU 1079 (41 A.D.) B\éme cardy drd &y 'Tovdalwr, ¢ take heed to yourself against
the Jews (i.c. moneylenders),” contains an idicm which the Hebraists will
hardly cere to olaim now {—P. 108. Fresh exx. of év accumulate in a great
variety of meanings. Amongst them I have only room for the Delphian inser.,
Syll. 8508 (iii/n.c.) xptfévrw év fvdpois Tplows, *let them be tried before three
judges,” u good illustration of év in Ao 17%,



CHAPTER VI.
THE VERB: TENSES AND MODES OF ACTION.

Our first subject under the Verb will be one which has
not yet achieved an entrance into the grammars. For
the last few years the comparative philologists—mostly in
Germany—have been busily investigating
the problems of Aktionsart, or the “kind of
action ” denoted by different verbal formations. The subject,
complex in itself, has unfortunately been entangled not a
little by inconsistent terminology ; but it must be studied by
all who wish to understand the rationale of the use of the
Tenses, and the extremely important part which Compound
Verbs play in the Greek and other Indo-Germanic languages.
The English student may be referred to pp. 477 ff. of Dr P.
Giles’s admirable Manual of Comparative Philology, ed. 2.
A fuller summary may be found in pp. 471 ff. of Karl Brug-
mann’s Griech. Gramm., ed. 3, where the great philologist sets
forth the results of Delbriick and other pioneers in compara-
tive syntax, with an authority and lucidity all his own.

. The student of Hebrew will not need
Conjugation (o))ins that a Tense-system, dividing verbal
and Tense . . Jo .

Stems. action into the familiar categories of Past,
Present and Future, is by no means 8o

necessary to language as we once conceived it to be. It
may be more of a surprise to be told that in our own
family of languages Tense is proved by scientific inquiry to
be relatively a late invention, so much so that the elementary
distinction between Past and Present had only been developed
to a rudimentary extent when the various branches of the
family separated so that they ceased to be mutually intel-
ligible. As the language then possessed no Passive whatever,

and no distinet Future, it will be realised that its resources
108

¢« Aktionsart.”
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needed not a little supplementing. But if they were scanty
in one direction, they were superabundant in another. Brug-
mann distinguishes no less than twenty-three conjugations,
or present-stem classes, of which traces remain in Greek;
and there are others preserved in other languages. We
must add the aorists and perfect as formations essentially
parallel. In most of these we are able to detect an
Alktionsart originally appropriate to the conjugation, though
naturally blurred by later developments. It is seen that the
Aorist has a “ punctiliar” action,! that is, it
regards action as a point: it represents the
point of entrance (Ingressive, as Bakety “let fly,” Bacihevoar
“come to the throne”), or that of completion (Effective, as
BaXeiv “hit”), or it looks at a whole action simply as having
occurred, without distinguishing any steps in its progress
(Constative? as Bagileboar “reign,” or as when a sculptor
says of his statue, émoinocer 6 Sciva “X. made it”). On
the same graph, the Constative will be a
line reduced to a point by perspective. The
Present has generally a durative action—
*linear,” we may call it, to keep up the same graphic
Linear Action: illustration—as in BdAiew “to be throw-

' ing,” PBacihedeww “to be on the throne.”
The Perfect action is a variety by itself, denoting what
began in the past and still continues: thus
from the “point” root weido, “ discover,
descry,” comes the primitive perfect oia, “I discovered (eiSov)
and still enjoy the results,” de. “I know.” The present
stems which show an c-reduplication (fornu:, yiyvouas) are
supposed to have started with an Jierative
action, so that eiyvopar would originally
present the succession of moments which are
individually represented by éyevounmr. And so throughout
the conjugations which are exclusively present. Other con-
jugations are capable of making both present and aorist

Point Action;

Action in
Perspective ;

Perfect Action;

Iterative
Action.

11 venture to accept from a correspondent this new-coined word to represent
the German punktuell, the English of which is preoccupied.

3 Unity of terminology demands our accepting this word from the German
pioneers, and thus supplementing the stores of the New Euglish Didionary.
Otherwise one would prefer the clearer word ‘‘ summary.”
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stems, as €pnyv compared with &Bnv, ypadew with Tpamely,
oTevey with yevéofar.  In these the pure verb-root is by
nature either (@) “ punctiliar,” (b) durative, or (c) capible of
being both. Thus the root of éveyxeiv, like our dring, is
essentially a “point” word, being classed as “Effective”:
accordingly it forms no present stem. That of ¢épw, fero,
bear, on the other hand, is essentially durative or “linear”,
and therefore forms no aorist stem.! So with that of &y, est,
is, which has no aorist, while éyevouny, as we have seen, had
no durative present. An example of the third class is &ym,
which (like our own Aave) is amhiguous in its action. “I had
your money ” may mean either “I received it ” (point action)
or “I was in possession of it” (linear action). In Greek
the present stem is regularly durative, “ to hold,” while éoyov
is a point word, “ I received” : thus, éoyov mapa or amo cod
is the normal expression in a papyrus receipt? Misappre-
hension of the action-form of éyw is responsible for most of
the pother about &ywuev in Rom 5! The durative present
can only mean “let us enjoy the possession of peace ”: (Surasw-
Bévres) éoyouev elpnyny is the unexpressed antecedent premiss ;
and Paul wishes to urge his readers to remember and make
full use of a privilege which they ex hypothesi possess from
the moment of their justification. See p. 247,
It is evident that this study of the kind
Bationale of ¢ gotion denoted by the verbal root, and the
Defective . . .
Verbs. modification of that action produced by the
formation of tense and conjugation stems,
will have considerable influence upon our lexical treatment
of the many verbs in which present and aorist are derived
from different roots. ‘Opdw (cognate with our “beware”)
is very clearly durative wherever it occurs in the NT; and

1 The new sorist (historically perfect) in the Germanic languages (our bore)
has a constative action.

2 Note also a petition, Par P 22 (ii/p.0.), in which the tenses are
carefully distinguished, as the erasure of an aorist in favour of the imperfect
shows. Two women in the Serapeum at Memphis are complaining of their
mother, who had deserted her husband for another man: xal rolro Tojoaca

€ .
ot Eoxe 70 Tis dSunodons wpbowmwov, &AL guvnpydoaTe &s éravehelrar abrov é
Snhovuevos, *‘she did not put on the face of the wrong-doer, but (her pars-
mour) began to intrigue with her to destroy (her husband).”
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we are ab liberty to say that this root, which is incapable of
forming an aorist, maintains its character in the perfect, “I
have watched, continuously looked upon,” while émwmra wonld
be “I have caught sight of.” Eidov “I discovered,” and
&pOny “I came before the eyes of,” are obviously point-
words, and can form no present. Elmov has a similar dis-
ability, and we remember at once that its congeners (F)éros,
vox, Sanskrit vae, etc., describe a single utterance: much the
same is true of éppéfmy, and its cognate nouns (F)pfiua,
verbum, and word. On the other hand, Aéyw, whose constative
aorist é\efa is replaced in ordinary language by elmoy, clearly
denotes speech in progress, and the same feature is very
marked in Adyos. The meaning of Adyos has been developed
in post-Homeric times along lines similar to those on which
the Latin sermo was produced from the purely physical verb
sero. One more example we may give, as it leads to our
remaining point. 'Ecfiw is very obviously durative: o éoflwy
uer’ éuod, Mk 1418 is “he who is taking a meal with me.”
The root ed is so distinctly durative that it forms no aorist,
but the punctiliar ¢aryeiv (originally “ to divide ”) supplies the
defect. It will be found that ¢ayeiv in the NT is invariably
constative:! it denotes simply the action of éo9ieiv seen in
perspective, and not either the beginning or the end of that
action. But we find the compound «ateo8lew,

c°%£zfu;?;§‘vznd xatapayeiv, used to express the completed
Action. act, eating something till it is finished. How
little the preposition’s proper meaning affects

the resulting sense is seen by the fact that what in Greek
is xatesfiew and in Latin “devorare,” is in English “eat
up” and in Latin also “comesse.” In all the Indo-Germanic
languages, most conspicuously and systematically in the
Slavonic but clearly enough in our own, this function of verb
compounds may be seen. The choice of the preposition which
is to produce this perfective action? depends upon conditions

! There is ome apparent exception, Rov 10'°, where 8re &payor airé is
‘““when I had eaten it up.” But &payor is simply the continuation of
karépayor (see below, p. 115).

3 Qune could wish that a term had been chosen which would not have
suggosted an echo of the tense-name. ‘‘Perfective action” has nothing
whatever to do with the Perfect tense.
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which vary with the meaning of the verbal root. Most of them
are capable of “ perfectivising ” an imperfective verb, when the
original adverb's local sense has been sufficiently obscured.
We may compare in English the meaning of bring and bring
up, sit and sit down, drive and drive away and drive home}
knock and knock in and knock down, take and overtake and
take over and betake, carry and carry off and carry through,
work and work out and work off, fiddle and fiddle in (Tenny-
son’s “ Amphion ), set and set back and set at and overset, see
and see to, write and write off, hear and hear out, break and
to-break (Judg 9% AV), make and make over, wake and wake
up, follow and follow up, come and come on, go and go round,
shine and shine away (= dispel by shining). Among all the
varieties of this list it will be seen that the eompounded
adverb in each case perfectivises the simplex, the combination
denoting action which has accomplished a result, while the
simplex denoted action in progress, or else momentary action
to which no special result was assigned. In the above list
are included many exx. in which the local force of the
adverb is very far from being exhausted. Drive in, drive out,
drive off, drive away, and drive home are alike perfective, but
the goals attained are different according to the distinct
sense of the adverbs. In a great many compounds the
local force of the adverb is so strong that it leaves the action
of the verb untouched. The separateness of adverb and
verb in English, as in Homeric Greek, helps the adverb to
retain its force longer than it did in Latin and later
Greek. In both these languages many of the compound
verbs have completely lost consciousness of the meaning
originally borne by the prepositional element, which is
accordingly confined to its perfectivising function. This is
especially the case with com (con) and ez (¢) in Latin, as in
consequi “ follow out, attain,” efficere “ work out” ;2 and with
amd® 8ud, kard and ovv in Greek, as in dwofavely “die”
(Bvioxew “be dying”), Siaduyeiv “escape” (pedyew =
“flee”), karadidkew “hunt down” (8uwxw =" pursue”),

1 ¢ Prepositions,” when compounded, are still the pure adverbs they were
at the first, so that this accusative noun turned adverb is entircly on all fours
with the reat. 3 See p. 237. L@ See p. 247,
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xatepydleafas “ work out,” ocvvrnpeiv “keep safe” (Tnpeiv
= “watch”). An example may be brought in here to
illustrate how this principle works in details of exegesis.
In Lk 8% the true force of the pluperfect, combined with the
vernacular usage of moA\ois ypovoss (see p. 75), goes to show
that the meaning is “it had long ago obtained and now
kept complete mastery of him.” ZISwapmdlw then, as the
perfective of gpmalw, denotes not the temporary paroxysm,
but the establishment of a permanent hold. The inter-
pretation of oUv here depends upon the obvious fact that
its normal adverbial force is no longer at work. It is
however always possible for the dormant ovr to awake, as
a glance at this very word in LS will show. ¢Seize and
carry away ” is the common meaning, but in £vvaprdoaca:
Tas éuas elyov xépas (Euripides Hee. 1163) we may recognise
the original {fogether.  Probably the actual majority of
compounds with these prepositions are debarred from the
perfective force by the persistency of the local meaning: in
types like Siamopetesbfar, varaBaivew, auvépyesbas, the pre-
position is still very much alive. And though these three
prepositions show the largest proportion of examples, there
are others which on occasion can exhibit the perfectivising
power. Lightfoot’s interpretation brings émiywwoxe under
this category. The present simplex, yuwwokew, is durative,
“to be taking in knowledge.” The simplex aorist has point
action, generally effective, meaning “ascertain, realise,” but
occasionally (as in Jn 17%, 2 Tim 2%) it is constative : éyvov
oe gathers into one perspective all the successive moments of
ywodoxwos oé in Jn 178, Emwyvdvas, “find out, determine,”
is rather more decisive than the yvdva: (effective); but in
the present stem it seems to differ from syw@okew by includ-
ing the goal in the picture of the journey there—it tells
of knowledge already gained. Thus 1 Co 13! would be
paraphrased, “ Now I am acquiring knowledge which is only
partial at best: then I shall have learnt my lesson, shall know,
a8 God in my mortal life knew me.” DBut I confess I lean
more and more to Dean Robinson’s doctrine (Ephes. 248 ff):
the vernacular is rich in émi compounds of the kind he describes.

The meaning of the Present-stem of these perfec-
tivised roots naturally demands explanation. Since 6y-

8
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grew i8 “to be dying” and dwefavely “to die,” what is
there left for dmwofvijoxew? An analysis of the occur-
rences of this stem in the NT will anticipate
Present Stem o116 important points we shall have to make
of perfectivised . . .
Verbs, under the heading of Tenses. Putting aside
the special use pé\\w amwofviorew,! we find
the present stem used as an #terative in 1 Co 15%, and as
Srequentative in Heb 78 10%, 1 Co 152, Rev 1418: the
latter describes action which recurs from time to time with
different individuals, as the iterative describes action repeated
by the same agent? In Jn 212 and 1 Co 15% it stands
for a future, on which usage see p. 120. Only in Lk 8%,
2 Co 69 and Heb 112 is it strictly durative, replacing the
now obsolete simplex Ovyoxw® The simplex, however,
vanished only because the “linear perfective ” expressed its
meaning sufficiently, denoting as it does the whole process
leading up to an attained goal. Katadelyew, for example,
implies that the refuge is reached, but it depicts the journey
there in a coup d'@il: xataguvyelv is only concerned with the
moment of arrival. A very important example in the NT
is the recurrent of dmwoAAdupevor “the perishing.” Just as
much as dwoxTelvw and its passive amofvjoxw, dmérivuact
implies the completion of the process of destruction. When
we speak of a “dying” man, we do not absolutely bar the
possibility of a recovery, but our word implies death as the
goal in sight. Similarly in the cry of the Prodigal, Miud
amoMwvpar, Lk 157, and in that of the disciples in the storm,
odaov, aroa\vueba, Mt 8%, we recognise in the perfective
verb the sense of an inevitable doom, under the visible con-
ditions, even though the subsequent story tells us it was
averted. In of dwoaiduevor, 1 Co 18 al, strongly durative
though the verb is, we see perfectivity in the fact that the
goal is ideally reached: a complete transformation of its

I MOw c. pres. inf. occurs eighty-four times in NT; c. fut. thrice in Ac
(u. €oeabar) ; c. aor. six times (Ac 12% Rom 8%, Gal 3%, Rev 32 (dmofaveiv) 316
12¢; also Lk 20% in D and Marcion).

2 Both will be (. . .), & series of points, on the graph hitherto used.

B Téfymka is really the perfect of dmofviokw: a perfect needed no per-
fectivising in a *‘ point-word ” like this.

¢ Note that in all three the simplex is obsolete, for the same reason in
each case
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subjects is required to bring them out of the ruin implicit
in their state.

Before passing on, we may note the
survival in NT Greek of a classical idiom
by which the preposition in a compound is
omitted, without weakening the sense, when the verb is
repeated. Thus in Euripides, Bacch. 1065, xatijyov, yov,
7ryov, answers to the English “pulled down, down, down.”
I do not remember seeing this traced in the NT, but in
Rev 10 (supra, p. 111 n.) éparyor seems to be the continuation
of xarépayov; in Jn 1'2 éaBov takes up mwapélaBov, and in
Rom 15* mpoeypddn is repeated as éypady. So also épav-
vorres 1 Pet 1'%, évdvaauevor 2 Co 58, and orijva: Eph 613 (?):
add 1 Co 10° Phil 12#not, I think, Rom 2% or Mt 517-1°
The order forbids 1 Co 122 In all these cases we are justified
in treating the simplex as a full equivalent of the compound;
but of course in any given case it may be otherwise explicable.

“The perfective 4ktionsart in Polybius,”

Growth of 4}, oarliest of the great Kowr} writers, forms

Constative .

Acorist, the subject of an elaborate study by Dr

Eleanor Purdie, in Indog. Forsch. ix. 63—153
(1898). In a later volume, xii. 319-372, H. Meltzer con-
troverts Miss Purdie’s results in detail; and an independent
comparison with results derivable from NT Greek shows
that her conclusions may need considerable qualification. Re-
search in this field is, as Brugmann himself observes (Griech.
Gram3 484), still in its initial stages; but that the Newnham
philologist is on the right lines generally, is held by some
of the best authorities, including Thumb, who thinks her
thesis supported by MGr.” Her contention is that since
Homer the aorist simplex had been progressively taking
the constative colour, at the expense of its earlier punc-
tiliar character; and that there is a
andof growing tendency to use the compounds,

‘ Perfective . . , . ,
Compounds, especially those with 3ud, xara, and oiv, to
express what in the oldest Greek could be
sufficiently indicated by the simplex. To a certain extent
the NT use agrees with that of Polybius. Thus ¢uyeiv is
constative eleven times, “ to flee,” with no suggestion of the

prolongation of flight (¢edyew) or of its successful accom-
@ Seo p. 247.

Preposition
not repeated.
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plishment (S:aduyeiv or xataduyeiv). (It seems to me clear
that in Heb 11% we have épuyor for the beginning of action,
—not the goal of safety attained, but the first and decisive step
away from danger. Similarly in Mt 23% we should read
“how are ye to flee from the judgement of Gehenna 7”—just
as in 3". The thought is not of the inevitableness of God’s
punishment, but of the stubbornness of men who will not take
a step to escape it. The perfective therefore would be inap-
propriate.) The papyri decidedly support this differentiation
of simplex and compound. In the same way we find that
Sudkac is always constative in NT, while the perfective
xatadidfar, “hunt down,” occurs once in Mk 1%, where
“followed after” (AV and RV) is not exact. 'Epydoadfa
is certainly constative in Mt 25, 3 Jn?% and Heb 11%: it
surveys in perspective the continuous labour which is so often
expressed by épydfecfac. In Mt 2619 and even 2 Jné, the
same is probably the case: the stress lies on the activity rather
than on its product This last idea is regularly denoted
by the perfective compound with xard. PuvAdfar “guard”
seems always constative, Siadpurdfac “ preserve” occurring
in Lk 4° Similarly Tnpficac “watch, keep,” a continuous
process seen in perspective : cup- and Sua-Tnpeiv (present stem
only) denote “watching” which succeeds up to the point of
time contemplated. (See p. 237.) ’Aywvileafasis only used
in the durative present, but xaraywvicacfac (Heb 11%) is
a good perfective. Payeiv and xatagayelv differ quite on
Polybian lines (see above). On the other hand, in the
verbs Miss Purdie examines, the NT makes decidedly less
use of the compound than does Polybius; while the non-
constative aorists which she notes as exceptions to the
general tendency are reinforced by others which in Polybius
are seldom such. Thus ¢Sy is comparatively rare in
Polybius: “in several cases the meaning is purely constative,
and those exx. in which a perfective! meaning must be
admitted bear a very small proportion to the extremely
frequent occurrences of the compound verb in the like

! That is, ‘* punctiliar” : Miss Purdie does not distinguish this from per-
fective proper (with preposition). Brugmann, following Delbriick, has lately
insisted on reserving *‘ perfective'’ for the compounds. Uniformity of ter-
winology is s0 important that I have altered the earlier phraseology throughout.
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sense ” (op. cit. p. 94f). In the NT, however, the simplex
idetv is exceedingly common, while the compound (kafopav,
Rom 1%) only appears once. It is moreover—so far as I can
judge without the labour of a count—as often punctiliar
(ingressive) as constative: Mt 2%, “when they caught sight
of the star,” will serve as an example, against constative
uses like that in the previous verse, “the star which they
saw.” (In numerous cagses it would be difficult to dis-
tinguish the one from the other.) Here comes in one of
Meltzer’s criticisms, that the historian’s strong dislike of
hiatus (cf above, p. 92) accounts for very many of his
preferences for compound verbs. This fact undeniably
damages the case for Polybius himself; but it does not dis-
pose of inferences—Iless decided, but not unimportant—
which may be drawn from NT Greek and that of the papyri.
We are not surprised to find that the NT has no perfective
compounds of fedopar, fewpéw, Noyilouas, mpdoow, kuwduvvevw,
dpyouat, péAw, dpyilopar, 8vvw (unless in Col 3°), or pioyew
(niyvupe), to set beside those cited from the historian. Noew
is rather difficult to square with the rule. Ifs present
simplex is often obviously linear, as in vowv xai ¢povaw, the
standing phrase of a testator beginning a will: the durative
“understand ” or “conceive” is the only possible translation
in many NT passages. The aor. in Jn 124" and Eph 34 may
be the constative of this, or it may be ingressive, “realise.”
But it is often difficult to make a real perfective out of the
compound xaravoficat, which should describe the completion
of a mental process. In some passages, as Lk 20 (“he
detected their craftiness”), or Ac 7% (“ to master the mystery ”),
this will do very well; but the durative action is most cer-
tainly represented in the present xatawvoeiv, except Ac 27%
(? “noticed one after another”). Mafeiv is sometimes con-
stative, summing up the process of pavfdvew; but it has
often purely point action, “ascertain”: so in Ac 23%, Gal 32,
and frequently in the papyri In other places moreover it
describes a fully learnt lesson, and not the process of study.
On Miss Purdie’s principle this should be reserved for
xatapabeiv, which occurs in Mt 6%: both here and for
xatavorjcate in the Lucan parallel 12% % the RV retains
the durative “consider.” It may however mean “understand.
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take in this fact about.” The NT use of Tehéw, again, differs
widely from that of Polybius, where the perfective compound
(ovrt.) greatly predominates: in NT the simplex outnumbers
it fourfold. Moreover the eorist in the NT is always punctiliar
(“finish”): only in Gal 5 is the conmstative “perform” a
possible alternative. 'Opyio@ijva: is another divergent, for
instead of the perfective &iopy., “fly into a rage,” we six
times have the simplex in the NT, where the constative
aorist “be angry” never occurs! Finally we note that
xaléfecbar is always purely durative in NT (“sit,” not “sit
down,” which is xaflicat), thus differing from Polybian use.
A few additions might be made. Thus Lk 19% has the simplex
wpayparevoacbar “trade,” with the perfective compound in
v.15 Siemparypateicavro “gained by trading” But the great
majority of the 8:d compounds retain the full force of the 8id.
Provisional The net result of this corfll.)arison may
Besults. perhaps be stated thus, provisionally: for
anything like a decisive settlement we must
wait for some yalkévrepos grammarian who will toil right
through the papyri and the Kouwvrj literature with a minuteness
matching Miss Purdie’s over her six books of Polybius—a
task for which a year's holiday is a condicio sine qua non.
The growth of the constative aorist was certainly a feature
in the development of later Greek: its consequences will
occupy us when we come to the consideration of the Tenses.
But the disuse of the “point” aorist, ingressive or effective,
and the preference of the perfective compound to express
the same meaning, naturally varied much with the author.
The general tendency may be admitted as proved ; the extent
of its working will depend on the personal equation. In the
use of compound verbs, especially, we cannot expect the negligé
style of ordinary conversation, or even the higher degree of
elaboration to which Luke or the auctor ad Hebreeos could rise,
to come near the profusion of a literary man like Polybius.?
Perhaps this brief account of recent re-
searches, in a field hitherto almost untrodden
by NT scholars, may suffice to prepare the

Time and
Tense.

1 Rev 113¢ might mean *‘were angry,” but the ingressive ‘‘ waxed angry”
{at the accession of the King) suits the context better. 2 See p. 237.
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way for the necessary attempt to place on a scientific baais
the use of the tenses, a subject on which many of the most
crucial questions of exegesis depend. It has been made
clear that the notion of (present or past) ¢ime is not by any
means the first thing we must think of in dealing with tenses.
For our problems of Aktionsart it is a mere accident that
¢ebyw is (generally) present and épevyov, épuyor, and Puyow
past: the main point we must settle is the distinction between
devy and vy which is common to all their moods.

On the Present stem, as normally denoting
linear or durative action, not much more
need now be said. The reader may be reminded of one idiom
which comes out of the linear idea, the use of words like
mdlas with the present in a sense best expressed by our
perfect. Thus in 2 Co 12 “have you been thinking all
this time ?” or Jn 15%, “you have been with me from the
beginning.” So in MGr, éfjvra pijvas o’ayard (Abbott 222).
The durative present in such cases gathers up past and pre-
gent time into one phrase. It must not be thought, however,
that the durative meaning monopolises the present stem. In
the prehistoric period only certain conjugations had linear
action ; and though later analogic processes mostly levelled
the primitive diversity, there are still some survivals of
importance. ~The punctiliar force is obvious in certain
presents. Burton (M7 9) cites as “aoristic presents” such
words as mwapayyéXie Ac 1618, dpilevrar Mk 2% (“are this
moment forgiven,”—contr. adéwvrac Lk 5B), ldtar Ac 9%,
etc. So possibly dplopev Lk 114, which has d¢rixauer as
its representative in Mt  But here it seems better to
recognise the dferative present—* for we habitually forgive ”:
this is like the difference between Lk and Mt seen in their
versions of the prayer for daily bread. (Cf also Lk 63°.) Blass
(p. 188) adds dowdferas as the correlative to the regular aord-
cgaagbfe, 1t is very possible that in the prehistoric period a
distinet present existed for the strong aorist stem, such as
Giles plausibly traces in @pyeafac compared with the durative
épxeabfail The conjecture—which is necessarily unverifiable

The Present:—

! Manual? 482, The ap is like pa in rpameiv against rpéwew, the familiar
Greek representative of the original vocalic .
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—would sufficiently explain this verb’s punctiliar action.
But it may indeed be suspected that point and line action
were both originally possible in present and aorist-stem for-
mations which remained without formative prefix or suffix.
On this assumption, analogical levelling was largely responsible
for the durative character which belongs to most of the
special conjugation stems of the present. But this is con-
jectural, and we need only observe that the punctiliar roots
which appear in the present stem have given
rise to the use of the so-called present tense
to denote future time! In adpiov dwobvy-
arxoper (1 Co 15%2) we have a verb in which the perfective
prefix has neutralised the inceptive force of the suffix -ioxw :
it is only the obsoleteness of the simplex which allows it ever
to borrow a durative action. Elu: in Attic is a notable
example of a punctiliar root used for a future in the present
indicative. But though it is generally asserted that this use
of present tense for future originates in the words with
momentary action, this limitation does not appear in the
NT examples, any more than in English. We can say,
“I am going to London to-morrow” just as well as “I go”:
and Siépxopar in 1 Co 16° yiverar in Mt 262 and other futural
presents that may be paralleled from the vernacular of the
papyri, have no lack of durativity about them. In this stage
of Greek, as in our own language, we may define the futural
present as differing from the future tense mainly in the tone
of assurance which is imparted. That the Present is not
primarily a femse, in the usual acceptation of the term, is
shown not only by the fact that it can
stand for future time, but by its equally
well -known use as a past. The “Historic” present
is divided by Brugmann (Gr. Gram® 4841) into the
“dramatic” and the “registering” present. The latter
registers a date, with words like «iyvera:, Tehevrg, ete.
I cannot recall a NT example, for Mt 2* is not really
parallel. The former, common in all vernaculars—we have
only to overhear a servant girl's “so she says to me,” if we

denoting future
time;

and past time;

! Compare the close connexion between aorist (not present) subjunctive and
the future, which is indeed in its history mainly a specialising of the former.
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desiderate proof that the usage is at home among us——ia
abundantly represented in the NT.! From that mine of
statistical wealth, Hawkins's Hore Synoptice, we find that Mk
uses the historic present 151 times, Mt 93 times, Lk 8 times,
with 13 in Ac; also that it is rare in the rest of the NT, ex-
ceptin Jn. But it is not true that it was “ by no means common
in Hellenistic Greek.” Sir Jobn Hawkins himself observes
that it is common in Josephus and in Job: Mr Thackeray
notes 145 exx. in 1 Sam alone—its rarity in LXX was only
inferred from the absence of Aéye.. That Luke invariably
(except in 8%°) altered Mark’s favourite usage means that it
was too familiar for his liking. I have not catalogued the
evidence of the papyri for this phenomenon, but it is common.
OP 717 may be cited a8 a document contemporary with the
NT, in which a whole string of presents does duty in nar-
rative. It may be seen alternating with past tenses, as in
the NT: cf the curious document Par P 51 (ii/s.c.), recording
some extremely trivial dreams. Thus dvdye . . . épd . . .
Khaiyw . . . émopevouny . . . xai épyopar . . . é\eyov, etc.
It was indeed a permanent element in prose narrative,
whether colloquial or literary;% but it seems to have run
much the same course as in English, where the histaric
present is not normally used in educated conversation or in
literature as a narrative form. It carries a special effect of
its own, which may be a favourite mannerism of a particular
author, but entirely avoided by others. Applying this prin-
ciple, we conceive that Josephus would use the tense as an
imitator of the classics, Mark as a man of the people who
heard it in daily use around him; while Luke would have
Greek education enough to know that it was not common in
cultured speech of his time, but not enough to recall the
encouragement of classical writers whom he probably never
read, and would not have imitated if he had read them.
The limits of the historic present are well seen in the fact
that it is absent from Homer, not because it was foreign to

1 An instructive parallel for Aéye: 'Inoolis, especially as in the Oxyrhynchus
Logia, may be seen in Roman edicts. Thus Sy¥. 876 Kaicap (Nero) Méye:;
tb. 656 (iifA.D.—a proconsul); OGIS 665 (49 A.D.), etc.

7 A peculiar use of the historic present is noticeable in MGr, where it fre.
quently takes up a past tense : thus, é Teéhxas ébeordfuwre, xpdfer Té TalAnxdpa,
‘“drew his sword and calls” (Abbott 44—see also 22, 26, eto.). See p. 139 u.
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the old Achaian dialect, but because of its felt incongruity in
epic style: it is absent from the Nibelungenlied in the same way.
The Moods of the present stem will be treated under their
separate heads later. But there are two uses which should
come in here, as bearing on the kind of action belonging to
the tense-stem. The first concerns the two
Pi'\ese_nt and  pormal methods of expressing Prohibition in
orist in . . O
Prohibitions: classical Greek, which survive in NT Greek,
though less predominant than before. There
is a familiar rule that w# is used with present imperative
or aorist subjunctive; but the distinction between these,
expounded by Gottfried Hermann long ago, seems to have
been mostly unnoticed till it was rediscovered by Dr
Walter Headlam in CR xvii. 295, who credits Dr Henry
Jackson with supplying the hint. Dr Jackson himself con-
tributes a brief but suggestive note in xviil 262f. (June
1904), and Dr Headlam then writes in full upon the subject
in xix. 30-36, citing the dicta of Hermann from which the
doctrine started, and rebutting some objections raised by Mr
H. D. Naylor.® Dr Jackson’s words may be cited as linking
the beginning and end of the language-history, and proving
incidentally that the alleged distinction must hold for the NT
language, which lies midway. “Davidson told me that, when
. he was learning modern Greek, he had been
in Modern 1 uzzled about the distinction, until he heard
' a Greek friend use the present imperative to
a dog which was barking. This gave him the clue. He
turned to Plato’s Apology, and immediately stumbled upon
the excellent instances 20E w3 BopuBrjante, before clamour
begins, and 214 uy OopuBeire, when it has begun.” The
latter means in fact “desist from interrupting,” the former
“do not interrupt (in future).” Headlam shows how the
present imperative often calls out the retort, “But I am not
doing 80,” which the aorist locution never does: it would
require “ No, I will not.” This is certainly the case in MGr,
where p% ypddps is addressed to a person who is already
writing, pn ypdyys to ome who has not begun. The
facts for classical and for present-day Greek
may be supplemented from the four volumes
of OP: we need not labour the proof of a canon which

could hardly be invalid for a period lying between periods
o See p. 247.

in Papyri;
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in which it is known to have been in force. I have
noted in OP six cases of w7 c. aor. subj. referring to
requests made in a letter, which of course cannot be
attended to till the letter arrives. Thus w9 dueljoyps,
uy dAN\ws moujops, Spa umdevl . . . mpookpovoys, ete. (all
ii/oDn.). One other (OP 744, i/.c.) is worth quoting as a
sample of such requests followed by a reply: eipnras . . .
o1 M1j pe émndlps. Ilds 8bvapai oe émhalbelv; On the
other hand, we have four cases of ui c. pres. imper., all clearly
referable to the rule. TodTo un Aéye (what he had said)}—puy
dywvia (bis) “don’t go on worrying "—mun crAUAAe éaTiv
evmijvas (sic ) “ don’t bother to give information (??)”: in the
last case (295—i/A.D.) the writer had apparently left school
young, and we can only guess her meaning, but it may
well be “stop troubling.” As we shall see, the crux is the
differentia of the present imperative, which is not easy to
illustrate decisively from the papyri. Hb P 56 (iii/B.C.) 0¥ otw
un évoxhe abrov (as you are doing) is good. FP 112 (i/aD.)
—the only case there—is obscured by hiatus. The prevalence
of reports and accounts in Tb P i. gives little opportunity
for the construction; but in the royal edict Tb P 6 (ii/B.c.),
we find xal unbevi émirpémere kal ovrTwodv Tpémov mWpdsoew
L Tdv wpodednrwpévov, the conformity of which with
the rule is suggested by the words “as we have before
commanded,” with which the sentence apparently opens:
a hiatus again causes difficulty. The frequency of these prohi-
. bitions in NT presents a very marked contrast
and in NT. .

- to the papyri, but the hortatory character of
the writing accounts for this. The following table gives the

statistics for p7 with the 2nd person :—

c. pres. imp. o. aor. subj.

Mt. . . .12 29
Mk . . . 8 9
Lk. . . .27 19
Ac . . . . b {
Jonand Epp . .19 1
Rev . . . 3 [
Paul . . . 47 8
Heb . . . 5 ]
Jas. . . . 7 2
1Pt . . 1 3

134 84
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We have included the cases where u7 is preceded by &pa or
the like. But sometimes this is not (as in the Gospels) a
mere compound prohibition, like our “ take care not to . . .”
In Gal 5% “take heed lest” can hardly be classed as a
prohibition at all; while in Mk 1%, pa undevl elmrys, there
is virtual parataxis, 8pa being only a sort of particle adding
emphasis. The analysis of the list raises several suggestive
points. In Mt we note that except 1% and 3° all the
examples are from sayings of Christ, 39 in all, while in
Lk 32 are thus described (36 if we include a citation of
four precepts from the Decalogue). Since Mt has 12 pres.
to 27 aor.,but Lk 21 to 11, we see that there was no sort of
uniformity in translating from the Aramaic. There is no
case where Mt and Lk have varied the tense while using
the same word in reporting the same logion;! but we find
Mt altering Mk in 24%, manifestly for the better, if the
canon is true. In Mk the balance is heavily inclined to
the pres., for 5 out of 9 aor. examples are in the recitation
of the commandments. In Jn there is only one aor., 37,
an exception the more curious in tHat desine mirari seems
clearly the meaning; but see below. Paul uses the aor.
even less than he appears to do, for Rom 10% is a quotation,
and Col 22 ter virtually such: this leaves only 2 Th 3%,
1 Tim 51, 2 Tim 18, with Gal 55, on which see above. Heb
has only two aorists (10% 12%—the latter with SAémere),
apart from a triple quotation 3% * 47, The very marked
predominance of the u# moler type is accordingly unbroken
except in Mt, and in Rev and 1 Pet so far as they go. In
the NT as a whole the proportion is 61 p.c. to 39, which
does not greatly differ from the 56 to 44 noted in the
Attic Orators by Miller (4JP xiii. 423).

Before we proceed to draw our deduc-
tions from the canon thus applied to the NT,
it will be well to present a few of the
passages in which it obviously holds. In the following
places the reply to the uy ol must clearly be either
«I am not doing so” or “I will stop doing it”:—Mk 5%

Passages
agreeing.

1 D uses xwhbogre in Lk 181, where Mt and Mk, as well as the other MSS
in Lk, have the much more appropriate present.
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9% and parallels, Lk 7% 8% 852 (cf Mk 7( wlaiere;) 10%
117 1412 233, Jn 29 514 192 2017 21 Ac 1018 18° 2010
Rom 118 20 142, 1 Co 7%, 1 Tim 5%, Jas 21, 1 Pet 4!2
Rev 55 In the following, the u) moujons would be answered
with “I will avoid doing so”:—Mt 68 10? 179, Mk 8%
9%, Lk 6% 10* (contrast the two prohibitions) 148 218,
Ac 7% 988 162 23%, 1 Tim 5%, 2 Tim 18 Rev 6% 7% 104
(following #juerAov rypaperv—he had not begun).
. . It must however be admitted that rather
Difficulties. .
strong external pressure is needed to force
the rule upon Paul. It is not merely that his usage is very
one-sided. So is that of Jn, and yet (with the doubtful
exception of 10%) every present he uses fits the canon
completely. But does py duéres in 1 Tim 4! require us to
believe that Timothy was “ neglecting” his *charism "—
pundevi émitifer and pndé rowwver in 5%, that he was warned
to stop what he was hitherto guilty of 7 May we not rather
say that p7 duéhes is equivalent to wdvrore pedéra or the
like, a marked durative, with a similar account of unbé
xowwwver? If we paraphrase the first clause in 52 “always
be deliberate in choosing your office-bearers,” we see the
iterative® force of the present coming in; and this we
recognise again in typical passages like Lk 107, Rom 613,
Eph 42, Heb 13°% 2 Jn'® 1 Jn 41, Then in 1 Co 143 how
are we to imagine Paul bidding the Corinthians “ desist from
forbidding” the exercise of their darling charism? His
p) kohvere means “do not discourage glossolaly, as after
my previous words you might be inclined to do.” In other
words, we have the conative! which is clearly needed also in
such passages as Gal 5. My moler accordingly needs
various mental supplements, and not one only. It is “ Stop
doing,” or “Do not (from time to time),” or “Do not
(as you are in danger of doing),” or “ Do not attempt to do.”
We are not justified in excluding, for the purposes of the
present imperative in prohibitions, the various kinds of
action which we find attached to the present stem elsewhere.

! See below, p. 128. Iu 1 Co l.c. we might also trace the iterative, if the
meaning is *‘ Do not repress glossolaly, wheuever it bresks out.” So Dr Findlay.
Dr Abbott (JG 318 ff.) cites Mk 132 against the ‘‘Do not persist” rule; and
Mr Naylor points to the &r: required in 1 'Ti 52,
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But since the simple linear action is by far the commonest
in the present stem, it naturally follows that us) mwole usually
means “stop doing,” though (as Headlam admits, CR
xix. 31) it does not always mean this. To account for
such difficulties on the other side as Jn 37, we may well
pursue the quotation from the scholar wlho started us on
this discussion. “ M9 8pdops always, I believe, means /
warn you against doing this, I beseech you will not; though
this is sometimes used when the thing is being done ; notably
in certain cases which may be called colloquial or idiomatic,
with an effect of impatience, uy ppovriaps Ok, never mind !
un Selays Never fear ! uy Oavpdans You mustn’t be surprised.”
One of my main motives in pursuing

prseffrzul this long discussion has been to solve a
ph molew. question that has consequences for our

Church History. What are we to infer
when we find Paul bidding his converts w7y uefioresOe
(Eph 5%), up +retdecfe (Col 39), or James changing the
logion of Mt 53¢ 3 jnto the suggestive present (51%)¢?
What has been said will make it clear that such commands
were very practical indeed,—that the apostles were not
tilting at windmills, but uttering urgent warnings against
sins which were sure to reappear in the Christian com-
munity,or were as yet only imperfectly expelled. The critics
who make so much of lapses among Christian converts of the
first generation in modern missions might have damned Paul’s
results with equal reason. Time has shown—time will show.!

The second point in which we shall
anticipate later discussion concerns the uses
of the Participle. Like the rest of the verb,
outside the indicative, it has properly no sense of time
attaching to it: the linear action in a participle, connected
with a finite verb in past or present time, partakes in the time
of its principal. But when the participle is isolated by the
addition of the article, its proper timelessness is free to
come out. This can hardly happen with the aorist, where
point action in such a connexion cannot well exist without
the suggestion of past time: % Texodca must be rendered
“ghe who bore a child” not because Texoboa is past in

1 See p, 238.

Present
Participle,
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time like érexe, but because the action is mot in progress
and therefore must be past. But % TikTovee is common
in tragedy (cf Gal 4%) as a practical synonym of % wrqjmyp,
the title of a continuous relationship. Winer (p. 444) gives
a good selection of classical exx.: add from the papyri such
as CPR 24 ete. (ii/AD.) 7Tois yapoio:, “the contracting
parties,” who are called of yeyaunrores in a similar docu-
ment, CPR 28 (ii/a.n.). So ¢ kMémTwy, Eph 4%, is not “ he who
stole” or “he who steals,” but simply “ the stealer,” differing
from o #MémTns “the thief” only in being more closely
associated with the verb «Aemréro which is coming. If the
Baptist is called o BawTilwy (Mk 61+ 24), “the baptiser,” the
phrase is less of a technical term than the noun, but is other-
wise synonymous therewith. An agent-noun almost neces-
sarily connotes linear action: there are only a few exceptions,
like “murderer,” “bankrupt,” where the title is generally
given in respect of an act committed in the past. Hence
it coincides closely with the action of the present participle,
which with the article (rarely without—see Kiihner-Gerth
i. 266) becomes virtually a noun. We return to the aorist
participle later, and need not say more on the minute part
of its field which might be connected with the subject of
this paragraph. But it must be remarked that the principle
of a timeless present participle needs very careful application,
since alternative explanations are often possible, and grammar
speaks to exegesis here with no decisive voice. In my
Introduction® (p. 199) Mt 274, 6 katariwv Tov vady, “the
destroyer of the temple,” was given as an ex. of a participle
turned noun. But the conative force is not to be missed here :
“you would-be destroyer” gives the meaning more exactly.
Another ambiguous case may be quoted from Heb 10%: is
Tods dyafouévous timeless, “ the objects of sanctification,” or
iterative, “ those who from time to time receive sanctification,”
or purely durative, “ those who are in process of sanctifica-
tion”? The last, involving a suggestive contrast with the
perfect Tereheiwxev—telling (like the unique éoré ceopouévor
of Eph 25 8) of a work which is finished on its Author’s
side, but progressively realised by its objects,—brings the
tense into relation with the recurrent oi o@fouevor and
of amoM\Uuevoi, in which durative action is conspicuous.
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The examples will sutlice to teach the importance of
caution.

The Imperfect. We turn to the Imperfect, with which we

enter the sphere of Tense proper, the idea of
past time being definitely brought in by the presence of the
augment. This particle—perhaps a demonstrative base in
its origin, meaning “ then”—is the only decisive mark of
past or present time that the Indo-Germanic verb possesses,
unless the final -¢ in primary tenses is rightly conjectured to
have denoted present action in its prehistoric origin. Applied
to the present stem, the augment throws linear action
into the past; applied to the aorist, it does the same for
punctiliar action. The resultant meaning is naturally various,
We may have pictorial narrative, as contrasted with the
summary given by the aorist. Thus the sculptor will some-
times sign his work o Selva émoiei, sometimes émoinae: the
former lays the stress on the labour of production, the latter
on the artist’s name. When the difference is a matter of
emphasis, we naturally find it sometimes evanescent. “Edn,
imperfect in form, is aorist in meaning, because ¢a is a
punctiliar root. But &eyer often differs very little from
elmev—its pictorial character is largely rubbed off by time,
and in MGr the two forms are mere equivalents. In words
less worn the distinction can hardly ever be ignored. The
categories to which we were alluding just now, in discussing
the participle, are everywhere conspicuous in the imperfect
indicative. Thus we have frequently the iferative, its graph
[ ) instead of ( ), describing past action that was
repeated. Especially important, because more liable to be
missed, is the conative imperfect, for which we might give the
graph ( ). Action going on implies the contingency
of its failure to reach an end : our linear graph may either
be produced beyond our vision, or reach a definite terminus
in view (xatjofiov, perfective, see above, p. 111), or stop
abruptly in vacuo. How important this is for the NT may
be seen from some of the passages in which the Revisers have
earned our gratitude by their careful treatment of the Tenses,
a specially strong point of their work. Ac 26 is a notable
example: the AV commits Paul to the statement that he had
actually forced weak Christians to renounce their Master
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Now in itself 7vdyxalor might of course be “I repeatedly
forced,” the iterative imperfect just referred to. But the
sudden abandonment of the aorist, used up to this point, gives
2 strong grammatical argument for the alternative “ I tried to
foree,” which is made certain by the whole tone of the Apostle
in his retrospect: we cannot imagine him telling of such a
guccess 8o calmly !® Other typical exx. are Mt 3% Lk 1%,
Ac 7%, the RV being right in all: in Ac le. the AV curiously
blundered into the right meaning by mistranslating a wrong
text. (Their cvrijhacer would naturally mean that he “ drove ”
them to shake hands! Did the franslators (Tyndale and
his successors) mistake this for ewwijAlaccey, or did they
consciously emend? The Vulgate reconciliabat may have
encouraged them.) In Mk 93 the Revisers unfortunately
corrected the text without altering the translation: it seems
clear that the imperfect is conative, the man refusing to be
stopped in his good work. So also in Heb 11V mpocédpeper
appears to be a conative imperfect, as the RV takes it: the
contrast between the ideally accomplished sacrifice, as per-
manently recorded in Scripture (wpooevivoyev), and the
historic fact that the deed was not finished, makes an
extremely strong case for this treatment of the word. I
cannot therefore here agree with Thumb, who says that we
expect an aorist, and suggests that épepor had already begun
to be felt as an aorist as in MGr é¢epa, the aorist of ¢épvew
(ThLZ xxviii. 423). He cites no ancient parallel ;! and of
all NT writers the author of Heb is the least likely to start
an innovation of this kind.” (See p. 238.)

In the Aorist indicative, as in the Imper-
fect, we have past time brought in by the
use of the augment. To appreciate the essential character of
aorist action, therefore, we must start with the other moods.
The contrast of its point action with the linear of the present
stem is well seen in &os orjuepov in Mt 61, against 8iSov To
xad’ fuépav in Lk 113: cf also Mt 5% vd aitodvre &os, but
mavti altobvt, 88ov in Lk 6%; and (with respective parts
reversed) Mt 5% yaipere, without note of time, but Lk 6%
XxdpnTe év éxelvy ) nuépa. The Imperative shows the con-
trast so well that we may add another example :° Rom 6! gives
us present wapiordvere (see pp. 122 ff) and wapasTicare to-

09 1 ®éperein Hb P 45 might serve. So possibly Mk 112 [32¢Sec p. 247.

The Aorist:—
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gether in marked antithesis—the daily struggle, always ending
in surrender, and the once-for-all surrender to God which
brings deliverance. Note further the delicate nuance in Ac
1587t : Barnabas, with easy forgetfulness of risk, wishes auvv-
mapahaBeiv Mark—Paul refuses cvvmrapalapBdvew, to have
with them day by day one who had shown himself unreliable.
Examples are very numerous, and there are foew of the finer
shades of meaning which are more important to grasp, just
because they usually defy translation. The three kinds of
point action, Ingressive, Effective, and Constative,! are not
Classified. always easy to distinguish: T_wo or even
three of them may be combined in one verb,
as we saw above with Saketv (p. 109); for of course this may
be the summary of BdA\ew “ throw,” as well as “let fly ¥ and
“hit”. In usage however nearly all verbs keep to one end
or other of the action; though the marked growth of the
constative enlarges the number of cases in which the whole
action is comprised in one view. Thus from Baci\eder we
have the ingressive aorist in Bagi\evoas avamwaijoeras, “ having
come to his throne he shall rest” (Agraphon, OP 654 and
Clem. Al), and the constative in Rev 20% “they reigned
a thousand years.” The ingressive especially belougs to
verbs of state or condition (Goodwin MT 16)2 TFor the
effective aorist, we may compare durative Teketv “fulfi], bring
to perfection” (2 Co 12° “my power s being perfected in
wealkness ) with the aorist Tehéoas “ finish ” (Lk 2% ete.): for
constative in Gal 56 see above, p. 118.
The aorist participle raises various ques-
Aorist Participle ;¢ of its own, which must be considered
of Coincident .
Action. here in so far as they concern the nature of
aorist action. The connotation of past time
has largely fastened on this participle, through the idiomatic
use in which it stands before an aorist indicative to qualify
its action. As point action is always completed action, except
in the ingressive, the participle naturally came to involve

! We may express them by the graph A — B, denoting motion from
A to B. A will be Ingressive, B Effective, and the Coustative would be the
line reduced to a point by perspective. 2 Thus dmrodnueiv=1live abroad )
dwedhuncer =went abroad, Lk 15%, L1 P 1 (iii/s.0.) with date of leaving,
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past time relative to that of the main verb. Presumably
this would happen less completely when the participle stood
second. The essumption of past time must not however be
regarded as 8 necessary or en accomplished process. In
many cases, especially in the NT, the participle and the
main verb denote coincident or identical action. So dmo-
xpilels elmev Mt 22! etc,! kalds émoincas maparyevduevos
Ac 103, The latter puts into the past a formula constantly
recurring in the papyri: thus FP 121 (i/ii AD.) b woujoes
Sovs “you will oblige me by giving ”—st¢ dederis in Latin.
In Jn 11% we have elmodoa first for past action and then
eimaca (BC*) for coincident: the changed form is suggestive,
but is perhaps without conscious significance. One probable
example of coincident action may be brought in here because
of its inherent difficulty, though it belongs rather to lexicon
than to grammar. The participle émiBarey (Mk 1472)—
which may well have been obscure even to Mt and Lk. who
both dropped it—has now presented itself in the Ptolemaic
papyrus Tb P 50, émBarev cvvéywoev 1 év T éavTob yij
pépn Tob onuawopévov H8payayod, which I translate, “ he set
tc and dammed up.” It is true that in Tb P 13 émBory
means “ embankment,” as Dr Swete has pointed out to me.?
But Dr F. G. Kenyon has since observed that if émBad\w
were here used of casting up earth, it would add uothing to
owéywoev alcne. Moreover, since Miark’s phrase has to be
explained in any case, there is good rivason for taking the
word in the same seuse in both places. Many versions
either take this view of émBarwv (cf Euthymius’ gloss
apEduevos), or translate the paraphrase fjpfato found in D.
Mt and Lk substitute the ingressive aorist éxhavoev. If this
account is right, émiBaldv is the aorist coincident with the
first point of the linear éxAaev, and the compound phrase
expresses with peculiar vividness both the imitial paroxysm

! This phrase, excopt for Ac 19'® 25°, occurs in the Semitic atmosphere alone ;
8o that we should look at the Hebrew pi) jun, which suggested it through the
medium of the LXX. (It is not Aramaie, Dalman thinks, Words 24 f.) The
form of the Hebrow prompts Dr Findlay to suggest that droxpibels is ingressive,
elrev consecultve upon it. It is not fatal that dwoxpfivar is generally con-
stative. Weshould note here Ao 192, where the coincident aor. pte. is doctrin-
ally important: cf RV, 9 See notes in £zpos V1. vii. 113 and viii. 430
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and its long continuance, which the easier but tamer word of
the other evangelists fails to do.
. There are even cases where the participle
N&ﬁn‘;‘g‘;&:‘_’r seems to involve subsequent action. Thus in
quent Action. findar Pyth. iv. 189 we have, “ when the
flower of his sailor-folk came down to Iolcos,
Jason mustered and thanked them all (Aéfaro émawijoars).”
This is really coincident action, as Gildersleeve notes; but
of course, had the poet felt bound to chronicle the exact
order of proceedings, he would have put the muster first.
I am strongly disposed to have recourse to this for the
much - discussed domacdpevor in Ae 25, though Hort's
suspicions of “prior corruption” induce timidity. It might
seem more serious still that Blass (p. 197) pronounces
“the reading of the majority of the MSS . . . not Greek,”?
for Blass came as near to an Athenian revenant as any
modern could hope to be. But when he says that the
“accompanying ecircumstance . . . cannot yet be regarded
as concluded,” may we not reply that in that case Pindar's
érawnoars equally needs emending ? The effective aorist
kaTijyTnoav is very different from a durative like émopedovro,
which could only have been followed by a word describing
the purpose before them on their journey. But in “they
arrived on a complimentary visit” I submit that the case is
really one of identical action. The RV text gives the meaning
adequately.? There are a good many NT passages in which
exegesis has to decide between antecedent and coincident
action, in places where the participle stands second : Heb 912
will serve as an example. It would take too much space

1 Blass here slurs over the fact that not one uncial reads the future. The
paraphrastic rendering of the Vulgate cannot count, and a reading supported
by nothing better than the cursive 61 had better be called a conjecture outright.
(Blass’s misquotation xarjhfov, by the way, is not corrected in his second
edition.) As little can I share his confidence that Jn 112 ‘‘is certainly an
interpolation” (p. 198 n.). What difficulty is there in the explanation he
quotes, “who as i3 well known did (or, has done) this” ¥ (Ses p. 238.)

3 We may quote an example from the vernacular: OP 630 (ii/a.D.) éf d»
Booas Zaparwiwn 76 Py . . . Wurpdoasd pov 7 ludTia Sp, éxarby, *‘of which
you will give ‘my uncle’ Sarapion 100 drachme ond redeem my clothes.” We
should add that Dr Findlay would regard dor. in Ac lc. as denoting the
initial act of xarjrrnoar, See further p. 238.
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to discuss adequately the alleged examples of subsequent
action participles for which Ramsay pleads (Paul, p. 212),
but a few comments must be ventured. In Ac 16% (WH)
—the first of a series of passages which Rackham (Acts,
p- 184) regards as “decisive”—we really have nothing to
show when the Divine monition was given. Assuming
Ramsay’s itinerary correct, and supposing that the travellers
realised the prohibition as far on as Pisidian Antioch, the aorist
remaing coincident, or even antecedent, for they had not yet
crossed the Asian frontier. In 23% (and 22%) it is entirely
arbitrary to make assumptions as to the order of the items.
The former is “he said . . ., meanwhile ordering him . . .,”
which may perfectly well mean that Felix first told his
goldiers where they were to take Paul, and then assured
the prisoner of an early hearing, just before the guards led
him away. In 22% Lysias presumably said in one sentence,
“Bring him in and examine him.” In 17% the opicas is not
“later” than the émoincer in time: the determination of
man’s home preceded his creation, in the Divine plan.
Rackham’s other “decisive” exx. are 2422 in which elmras
and Swatafduevos are items in the action described by ave-
Bdreto; and 7%, where the constative éfjyayer describes
the Exodus as a whole. Rackham’s object is to justify
the reading of NBHLP al in 12%, by translating “they
returned to J. and fulfilled their ministry and took with
them John.” Now “returned . . . in fulfilment . . .”is a
good coincident aorist and quite admissible. But to take
ovvmaparaBovtes in this way involves an unblushing aorist
of subsequent action, and this I must maintain has not yet
been paralleled either in the NT or outside. Hort's conjecture
—mw eis 'I. wAppocavres Siaxoviav—mends this passage
best. The alternative is so flatly out of agreement with the
normal use of the aorist participle that the possibility of it
could only introduce serious confusion into the language.
Prof. Ramsay’s appeal to Blass will not lie, I think, for any
“gubsequent action” use: we have already referred to the
great grammarian’s non possumus for Ac 253, which entirely
bars his assent to any interpretation involving more than
coincident action. All that he says on 23% is that xelevoas
= éxércvoér Te, which is not warrant for Ramsay’s inference.
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On the whole case, we may safely accept the vigorous state-
ment of Schmiedel on Ac 16% (EB il 1599): “It has to
be maintained that the participle must contain, if not
something antecedent to ‘they went’ (3ujAfov), at least
something synchronous with it, in no case a thing subsequent
to it, if all the rules of grammar and all sure understanding

of language are not to be given up.”!
Timeless - The carefu.l 'study of tht? aorigt.partic:,iple
Aorists, Wil show surviving uses of its original time-
less character, besides those we have noted
already. Lk 10'® éfecwpovw (durative) Tov Satavdv . . . éx Tod
ovpavod megovra,—which is nearly like Aeschylus PV 956 f.,

odx éx ToOVd éyw [sc. wepydpwy]
Sicools Tupdvvous éxmeaovras fabouny?
or Homer J7.vi. 284 (also, however, with aorist in the main verb),
€L xetvoy e Fidotps kateNfovt’ *Aidos elow—

belongs to a category of which many exx. are given by
Goodwin MT § 148, in which the sense of past time does
not appear: cf Monro HG& 212, 401. “I watched him fall”
will be the meaning, the aorist being constative: wimrovra
“falling ” (cf Vulg. cadentem) would have been much weaker,
suggesting the possibility of recovery. The triumphant
éwecey émeoev of Rev 182 (cf next page) is the same action.
We need not stay to show the timelessness of the aorist in
the imperative, subjunctive and infinitive: there never was
any time connotation except when in reported speech an
optative or infinitive aorist took the place of an indicative.
Cases where an aorist indicative denotes present time, or even
future, demand some attention. 'EBA7fp in Jn 15° is
paralleled by the well-known classical idiom seen in Euripides
Ale. 386, amorouny € pe eiYrets, “ I am undone if you leave
me.” 3¢ Similarly in égéory, Mk 32, English again demands the
perfect, “he has gone out of his mind.” Jannaris HG § 1855
notes that this idiom survives in MGr. In Rom 142 an
analogous use of the perfect may be seen. The difficult
aorist of Mk 11 and parallels, év ool ed86xnaa,is probably “on
thee I have set the seal of my approval”: literally “I set,”

1 Ac 21% may be rendered * we ceased, with the words . . ."
1 Suggested by my friend Mr H, Bisseker,
3 Bee Giles, Manual? 499. [ See p. 247.
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rt a time which is not defined. None of these exx. are
really in present time, for they only seem to be so through
a difference in idiom between Greek and English. We have
probably to do here with one of the most ancient uses of
the aorist—the ordinary use in Sanskrit—expressing what hags
Just happened:® f Mk 166 Lk 76 14% 1532 243 Jn 11%
1210 131 (5\fev) 133 217, Rev 14° 182 ete., and see p. 140.!
In two other uses we employ the present, the “epistolary”
(as Eph 6%), and the so-called “gnomic” aorist. Goodwin
(MT § 155) observes that the gnomic aorist and perfect
“give a more vivid statement of general truths, by employ-
ing a distinct case or several distinct cases in the past to
represent (as it were) all possible cases, and implying that
what has occurred is likely to occur again under similar
circumstances.” The present is much commoner than the
aorist,? which generally (Goodwin § 157) refers to “a
single or a sudden occurrence, while the present (as usual)
implies duration.” The gnomic aorist survives in MGr
(Jannaris HG § 1852), and need not have been denied by
Winer for Jas 1 and 1 Pet 1*: see Hort’s note on the
latter. Jas 1% combines aor. and perf. in a simile, reminding
us of the closely allied Homeric aorist in similes.
English This is not, however, the only usage in
Rendering  Which the Greek has to be rendered in English
of Aorist  idiom by what we call our Perfect Tense.
Indicative.  Qur English Past— historically a syncretic
tense, mostly built on the Perfect—is essentially a definite
tense, connoting always some point or period of time at which
the action occurred. But in Greek this is not necessarily
involved at all. Idiomatically we use the past in pure narra-
tive, where the framework of the story implies the continuous
dating of the events; and though the Greek aorist has not this
implication, we may regard the tenses as equivalent in practice
But outside narrative we use the periphrastic have tense as an

! In classical Greek we may find an aorist of this kind used with a sequence
which would vaturally suggest a foregoing perfect, as Euripides, Medea, 213 f. :
eEANGor Sbuwy i pol Ti péudnad’. See Verrall's note.

% In the important article quoted below (p. 247, additional note upon p. 115),
Prof. Thumb observes that the perfectivising preposition enabled a present or
imperfect to replace the gnomic aorist in similes, [a See p. 247.
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vndefinite past ; and it thus becomes the inevitable representa
tive of the Greek aorist when no time is clearly designed: eg
1 Co 15° Twes écoyunOnaav, “fell asleep (at various times),”
and so “have fallen asleep.” This has two unfortunate
results. We have to decide for ourselves whether a Greek
aorist refers to definite or indefinite time—often no easy
task. And we have to recognise that our own perfect is
ambiguous : it is not only the genuine Perfect, describing action
in the past with continuance into present time, but also the
simple indefinite Past. As Dr J. A, Robinson says (Gospels,
p- 107), on éxpwvyras and dmexdivyras in Mt 11%: “If we
render, ‘ Thou didst hide . . . Thou didst reveal’ . . . our
minds are set to search for some specially appropriate
moment to which reference may be made. The familiar
rendering, ‘ Thou hast hid . . . Thou hast revealed,’ expresses
the sense of the Greek far more closely, though we are using
what we call a perfect.’” The fact needs to be recognised
that our simple past and our perfect tense do mnot exactly
coincide in meaning with the Greek aorist and perfec§
respectively. The translation of the aorist into English
must be determined partly by the context and partly by
considerations of euphony.”! The use of the English perfect
to render the aorist evidently needs careful guarding, lest the
impression of a true perfect be produced. Take for example
Rom 1°%. The AV “we have received” decidedly rings as a
perfect : it means “I received originally and still possess.”
This lays the emphasis on the wrong element, for Paul
clearly means that when he did receive a gift of grace and a
commission from God, it was through Christ he received it.
This is not an indefinite aorist at all. If a man says to his
friend, “ Through you I got a chance in life,” we should
never question the idiom: “have got” would convey a
distinet meaning. Among the paraphrasers of Rom, Moffatt

1 This thesis was elaborately worked out by Dr R. F. Weymouth in 2
pamphlet, OUn the Rendering into English of the Greek Aorist and Perfect (1890 :
gince in 2nd ed.). His posthumous N7 ¢n Modern Speech was intended to give
eflect to the thesis of the pamphlet. Weymouth's srgument is damaged by
some Dot very wise language about the BV ; but in this one point it may
be admitted that the Revisers’ principles were (very rarely) applied in rather
too rigid & manner, See however pp. 137 [T,
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and the Twentieth Century NT rightly give the past tense
here with the RV: Rutherford, Way and Weymouth less
accurately give the perfect. The limitations of our idiom
are evident in the contrasted tenses of Mk 16% and 1 Co
154 ’Hvyepbn states simply the past complete fact, the
astounding news of what had just happened—see above on
this use of the aorist. 'Evyrjyeprac sets forth with the utmost
possible emphasis the abiding results of the event, which supply
the main thought of the whole passage. But “ He is risen”
is the only possible translation for the former; while in the
latter, since a definite time is named, our usage rather rebels
against the perfect which the sense so strongly demands.
We must either sacrifice this central thought with the AV
and the free translators, who had a chance that was denied
to the literal versions, or we must frankly venture on
“ translation English ” with the RV : to fit our idiom we might
detach the note of time and say “that he hath been raised
—raised on the third day, according to the scriptures.”
AV and RY Greih:.orsi:: JiZcZo (1')1f]1 z&:anielt];g:zlig o lthe
in M, P o apology
is needed for an extended enguiry. We will
examine the usage of AV and RV in Mt, which will serve
as a typical book. If my count is right, there are 65
indicative aorists in Mt which are rendered by both AV and
RV alike with the English perfect! or in a few cases the
present ; while in 41 the AV is deserted by the RV for the
simple past? These figures alone are enough to dispose
of any wholesale criticism. In 11 of the 41 Weymouth
himself uses the past in his free translation. His criticism
therefore touches between a quarter and a third of the

1 Including 6%, where the AV would certainly have translated dg¢drauer as
the RV has done. In a private memorial which was sent to the Revisers by an
unnamed colleague, before their final revision, it is stated that out of nearly
200 places in the Gospels where the aorist was rendered by the English perfect,
the Revisers had only followed the AV in 66. The figures above for Mt show
that the appeal took effect ; but in Jn 17, which is specially named, the 21 exx.
remain in the published text. That the majority were right there, I cannot
doubt: the English perfect in that chapter obscures a special feature of the
great prayer, the tone of detachment with which the Lord contemplates His
earthly life as a period lying in the past.

9 One passage, 181, is only in RVmg.
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passages which come under our notice in Mt. From which
we may fairly infer that the Revisers’ English was, after
all, not quite as black as it was painted. In examining the
material, we will assume in the first instance that the aorist
is rightly rendered by our perfect (or present) in all the
places where AV and RV agree. (This is only assumed for
the sake of argument, as will be seen below.) Our first task
then is with the 41 passages in which there is a difference.
Of these Weymouth’s own translation justifies 2% (a very
definite aor.—see Hos 1171) 531.33.83. 43 (here AV was misled
by its wrong translation of Tois dpyaioss—it is right in
vv.2-27) 10%t (AV came in one of the three) 172 2142
254%,  We may further deduct 216 as justified by the AV
in v, and 252+ % as on all fours with the past “I sowed.”
It remains to discuss the legitimacy of the English past in
the rest of the exx. Our test shall be sought in idiomatic
sentences, constructed so as to carry the same grammatical
conditions: they are purposely assimilated to the colloquial
idiom, and are therefore generally made parallel in grammar
only to the passages they illustrate. In each case the pre-
terite tacitly implies a definite occasion; and the parallel
will show that this implication is at least a natural under-
standing of the Greek. Where the perfect is equally idiomatie,
we may infer that the Greek is indeterminate. Taking them
as they come, 2° elSouev seems to me clearly definite: “I saw
the news in the paper and came off at once.” 37 dmédefev:
“has warned ” may be justified, but “ Who told you that?”
is presumably English. We may put together 57 10%*
(Afov) 15% (dmecrdAnv). As we have seen, the AV and
Weymouth use the past in one of these passages, and they
are all on the same footing. “I came for business, not
for pleasure” is good enough English, even if “have come”
is likewise correct and not very different. Or compare
Shakspere’s

“Why came I hither but for that intent”

In 7% (émpodnyrevaaucy, éEeSdrouey, émroujoaper) the perfect
would be unobjectionable, but the past is quite idiomatic:
cf such a sentence as “ Now then—didn’t I make speeches
all over the country ? Didn’t I subscribe liberally to the
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party funds?” 10 (érdBere): cf “ What do you expect
You paid nothing: you get nothing” 11V (npiAiloapey,
etc.): cf “There's no pleasing you. 1 made small talk, and
you were bored: I gave you a lecture, and you went to
sleep.” 11% (améxpuviras, amexdlvyras—see above): cf
“] am very glad you kept me in the dark, and told my
friend.” 13V (émefiunoav, eidov, fjxovcav): here no better
justification is needed than Watts’s
“ How blessed are our ears
That hear this joyful sound,
Which kings and prophets waited for,
And sought, but never found.”

134 (Ecprre): the aorist is almost gnomic, like Jas 1%, but
it would be wrong to obliterate the difference between the
aorist and the present (historic) which follows! 1513 é¢y-
tevoer): cf “ Every movement which you didn’t start is
wrong.” 167 (éraBopev): cf “I brought no money away
with me.” 19 (edwolyioav) is to my mind the only decided
exception. Unless Origen’s exegesis was right, the third
verb does not refer to a single event like the other two,
except so far as may concern & moment of renunciation in
the past: the perfect therefore would perhaps be less mis-
leading, despite apparent inconsistency. 212 (éfnpavfn): cf
“ How on earth did that happen?” (AV wrongly joins was
and mapaypiua) 214 (éyevnbfn—rfor éyévero see p. 138) is
ambiguous: if it is the aorist of an event just completed,
the AV is right, but this may well be pure narrative. 28
(Svepnuiobn) : here the added words “[and continueth]”
leave the verb to be a narrative aorist. Finally 282 (évere:-
Adunv) is obviously idiomatic: cf “ Mind you attend to
everything I told you.” In all these passages then, with one
possible exception, the simple past is proved to be entirely
idiomatic; and if this is allowed, we may freely concede the
perfect as permissible in several cases, and occasionally
perhaps preferable.

Let us go back for a moment to our lists for Mt, to

1 For this idiom see p. 121 n. above. Wellhausen, on Mk 7% (Einl. 16),
makes it an Aramaism. In view of the MGr usage, we can only accept this
with the proviso that it be counted good vernacular Greek as well.



140 A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

draw some inferences as to the meaning of the aorist wherae
simple narrative, and the reference to a specific time, are
mostly excluded. Parenthetically, we might strike out a few
of the passages in which AV and RV agree on the English
perfect. 13% is not indefinite: “ You did that ” is quite as
correct as “ You have done it,” and seems to me more suitable
where the emphasis is to lie on the subject. In 198 suvéfever
carries the thought immediately and obviously to the wedding
day: “those whom God joined together” is on this view
preferable.  Similarly d¢rnxauer (-xev) in 19%-® calls up
unmistakably the day of the sacrifice. In 207 we cannot
object to rendering “ has hired”; but it may be observed
that “nobody asked you” is not exactly a Grecism. And
surely #uaprov mwapadovs (274) is definite enough— I sinned
when I betrayed”? We may end this section by putting
together the exx. of two important categories. Under the
head of “things just happened ” come 9'® érerevrnoer (with
dpri); 5B époiyevaev and 14 wapiirer and 172 7\fe (with
#8n); 612 dgrjcapey, 128 Epbacev, 142 ° fyépfy, 1617 dme-
xd\re, 185 éxépdnoas, 202 émoipgav -as, 26 spydcare
2613 eroinoe, 26% éBracdriuncer, nrovoarte, 26%- % elras, 271
¢ralov, 274 éyrxaréhmes, 287 elmov, 28 é8600n (unless 11%
forbids), and perhaps 214 éyevrifly. Some of these may of
course be otherwise explained. If they rightly belong to this
heading, the English perfect is the correct rendering. Equally
tied to the have tense are the aorists of indefinite time-refer-
ence; but we must be ready to substitute our preterite as soon
as we see reason to believe that the time of occurrence is at
all prominently before the writer'’s mind. Clear examples of
this are 5% ®% Jxoloare, 8% epov, 10% émexdhecav, 123 *%
dvéyvore (008émore in 21'° brings in the note of time: cf
Shakspere, “ Why dost thou wrong her that did ne'er wrong
thee ?), 131 émayivln ete, 15° sxvpwcare, 13% 188 227
duowbfn (probably because the working out of the comparison
included action partially past: Zabhn compares Jn 3'), 211
karnpricw, 23B dprixare, 24 karéornoey, 25% 2 éxépdnoa,
272 émoinoe.

Our study of the English periphrastic
perfect prepares us for taking up the most
important, exegetically, of all the Greek Tenses. In Greek, asin

The Perfect :—
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English, the line between aorist and perfect is not always easy
to draw. The aorist of the event just passed has inherently
that note of close connexion between past and present which
is the differentia of the Greek perfect; while the perfect was
increasingly used, as the language grew older, as a substitute
for what would formerly have been a narrative aorist. A
cursory reading of the papyri soon shows us how much more
the vernacular tends to use this tense; and the inference
might be drawn that the old distinction of aorist and perfect
was already obsolete. This would however be entirely
unwarrantable. There are extremely few passages in the
papyri of the earlier centuries A.D. in which an aoristic perfect
is demanded, or even suggested, by the context. It is simply
that a preference grows in popular speech for the expression
which links the past act with present consequences.” A casual
Used in place example from the prince of Aftic writers
of Aorist,  Will show that thiz is not only a feature of late
Greek. Near the beginning of Plato’s Crito,

Socrates explains his reason for believing that he would not
die till the third day. “ This I infer,” he says in Jowett’s
English, “ from a vision which I %ad last night, or rather only
just now.” The Greek, however, is Texuaipopar éx Twos
évumviov, b édpaxa S\iyov TpoTepov TaiTns Tis vurTds, where
point of time in the past would have made eldov as inevitable
as the aorist is in English, had not Socrates meant to em-
phasise the present vividness of the vision. It is for exactly
the same reason that éyjyepras is used with the point of time
in 1 Co 15* (see above). So long as the close connexion of
the past and the present is maintained, there is no difficulty
whatever in adding the note of time. So in Rom 167 we have
to say either “ who were in Christ before me,” or (much better)
“who have been in Christ longer than 1.” A typical parallel
from the papyri may be seen in OP 477 (ii/a.n.) 7dv 76 mépmroy
éros . . . épnBevkoTwv—a fusion of “ who came of age in” and
“who have been of age since the fifth year.” Now, if the
tendency just described grew beyond a certain limit, the
fusion of aorist and perfect would be complete. But it must
be observed that it was not the perfect which survived in the
strnggle for existence. In MGr the old perfect forms only

survive in the passive participle (with reduplication syllable
2 See pp. 2471,
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lost), and in the -xa which was tacked on to the aorist
passive (é8é0nxa for é8é0yv): there is also the isolated eJpnra
or Bpixa (Thumb, Handb. 94), aoristic in meaning. It does
not appear that the perfect had at all superseded the aorist
—+though in a fair way to do so—at the epoch when it was
itself attacked by the weakening of reduplication which
destroyed all chamce of its survival as a distinet form, in
. competition with the simpler formation of
Ultimate decay ¢, oorist. But these processes do not fair]
of the Perfect. : i ¥y
set in for at least two centuries after the
NT was complete. It is true that the LXX and inscrip-
tions show a few examples of a semi-aoristic perfect in
the pre-Roman age, which, as Thumb remarks (Hellenismus,
p- 153), disposes of the idea that Latin influence was work-
ing; cf Jannaris, § 1872. But it is easy to overstate their
number.® Thus in Ex 32! xeypovice is not really aoristic
(a8 Thumb and Jannaris), for it would be wholly irregular
to put an aorist in oratio obligua to represent the original
present or perfect “Moses is tarrying” or “has tarried”:
its analogue is rather the ypoviler of Mt 24%. Nor will it
do to cite the perfects in Heb 11 al (see pp. 129, 143 ff),
where the use of this tense to describe what “stands written ”
in Scripture is a marked feature of the author’s style: ef
Plato, Apol. 28¢, daos év Tpola TeTehevTrikaciv, a8 written in
the Athenians’ “ Bible.” In fact Mt 13 wémpaev kai fyopa-
cev is the only NT example cited by Jannaris which makes any
impression. (I may quote in illustration of this OP 482 (ii/a.D))
ywpis &v ameypayrdpny kai mémpaxa.) The distinction is very
clearly seen in papyri for some centuries. Thus T7s yevopévns
kai dmomemeupévns yuvaikos NP 19 (ii/A.p.), “ who was wy
wife and 7s now divorced”; éNov Tov yahxov [Sebalm  yxa els
adrd BU 814 (iii/A.D.), where an erased ¢- shows Lirut the scribe
meant to write the aorist and then substituted the more appro-
priate perfect. As may be expected, illiterate documents show
confusion most: eg. OP 528 (ii/A.D.) odx éxov-
Perfect and ;. o0k Jhipe (= Hhewupar) péxyper 13" A60p.
‘ﬁ"_fé::h::ed It is in the combinations of aorist and perfect
" that we naturally look first for the weaken-
ing of tle distinction, but even there it often appears clearly
drawn. At the same time, we may find a writer like Justin
9% 8eo p. 248.
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Martyr guilty of confusion, as in Apol. i. 22 wemomnxévas .
aveyeipae, 32 éxdabioe rai eloenihvber, 44 voficas SeSdvnvTas xai
éénynoavro. Other aoristic perfects may be seen in 60 éEfndor
... kal yeyovagr, 62 drrjroe...xal.., E\aBe, ii. 2 wemoinke. ..
kal . .. écohdoato,etc. We may compare from the LXX such
a mixture as Is 53° érpavuatioly ... pepaldxioras (aor. in A).
The NT is not entirely free from such cases: ¢f Mt 134 (above).
In Jn 3% éparer and fjxovoev—contrast 1 Jn 13—is explained
by Blass as due to the greater stress laid on the seeing.
Mk 5 8oa... oot memoinker kai Hiéncév oe shows the
proper force of both tenses. In Lk 4! it seems best, with
Nestle and Wellhausen, to put a stop after éypioé ue, so that
améarahke is the governing verb of all the infinitives, and is
not parallel with éypioe. Ac 21%, elanyayer kal kexolvorey,
needs no explaining. To Rev 3% 57 and 8% we must return
later. There are other places where aorist and perfect are
used in the same context, but they do not belong to this
category of aorist and perfect joined with xai and with
identical subject. When the nexus is 8o close, we might
fairly suppose it possible for the tenses to be contaminated by
the association, even where a perfect would not have been
used aoristically by itself. But there are evidently no NT
exx. to place by the side of those from Justin, except Mt 134

and the passages from Rev. (See further p. 238.)

L. We come then to the general question of
Aoristic the existence of aoristic perfects in the NT
Perfects in NT ? p )
It is a question which must be settled on its
merits, without any appeal to the a priori, for aoristic
perfects may certainly be found in and even before the epoch
of the NT writings. We are entirely at liberty to recognise
such perfects in one writer and deny them to another, or to
allow them for certain verbs and negative the class as a
whole. Among the authorities we find Blass (p. 200)
admitting them for Rev and most sparingly in other places.
Even less concession is made by W. F. Moulton (WM 340 n.).
Burton (M7 44) allows rather more, but says, “ The idiom is
confined to narrow limits in the NT.” The extremely small
proportion of even possible exx. will naturally prevent us
from accepting any except under very clear necessity. We
begin by ruling out the alleged exx. from Heb (7' 918 117
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11%), since they are obviously covered by the author’s wusus
loquendi described above (p. 142). Some isolated cases may
also be cleared out of the way. Lk 9% éwpaxav seems to
be virtually reported speech: & éwpdxapev takes this form
regularly in orat. obl., which the form of this sentence suggests.
In Jas 1%, katevoncey xali amenilvler kai ebféws émrendbero,
the aorist expresses two momentary acts, which are thrown
into narrative form, and the perfect accurately describes the
one action with continuance! In Ac 7%, améoralker, with
the forest of aorists all round, is more plausibly conformed
to them, and it happens that this word is alleged to have
aoristic force elsewhere. But, after all, the abiding results of
Moses’ mission formed a thought never absent from a Jew's
mind. Then there is an important category in which we are
liable to be misled by an unreal parallelism in English.
Burton rightly objects to our deciding the case of vvyBruepov
év 7@ Bulp memoinka (2 Co 11%) by the easy comment that
it “ goes quite naturally into English” (Simcox). But it does
not follow that we have here a mere equivalent for émwoinca.
That would only place the experience on a level with the
others: this recalls it as a memory specially vivid now.
There is in fact a perfect of broken as well as of unbroken
continuity : in the graph “A...s...%” which leads from a
past moment to the moment of speech, the perfect will
tolerate the company of adjuncts that fasten attention on the
initial point (as in Rom 167, above) or on some indeterminate
point in its course (as here), or on several points in its course.
Cf Lucian Pisc. 6 mod yap éyw duds IBpica;—Plato Thewt.
144B dxijroa wév Tobvopa, uvnuovedw & ol (see Goodwin
MT § 46)—BU 163 (ii/oD.) ¢aci oi wapovres éxeivor palhoy
(2 “often”) TobTo Temoinkévas, Kai ydp dNNov b5 TANYEVTES
Umo abrob dvapipiov Seddraci—EP 11 (222 B.C.) mheovdris
yeypdpauer. To this category belong perfects with wamore,
as Jn 118 5% 88 and such cases as 2 Co 127, dv dmésralka,
“of those whom (from time to time) I have sent.” The
aorist is obviously much commoner; but the perfect may
still be used to express a close nexus with present time.

We turn finally to the residuum of genuinely aoristic

1O Syll. 807V (ii/A.D.) xal dvéBheyer xal éNfAvber kal nixaploTnoey dnpooly
r¢ 8¢ (sc. Asclepios).
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perfects, or those which have a fair claim to be thus regarded.
First, we may frankly yield those alleged for Rev, viz. 57
and 8° eiA¢pev (and by consequence probably
3% 11V and 2%), 7" and 193 elpnka (-av).
Since these are without apparent reduplication, they may
well have been actual aorists in the writer's view: Bousset
remarks how little Rev uses éraBov. Secondly, we have
éoymxa in 2 Co 2 1° 75, Rom 5%°—outside
Paul only in Mk 5. We must, I think,
treat all the Pauline passages alike, though Blass believes the
perfect justifiable except in 2 Co 28, It seems clear that an
aorist would suit all passages in 2 Co; and in the first of them
it seems hopeless to squeeze a natural perfect force into the
Greek:! an aorist would suit Mk [l.c. perfectly, but that
matters less. Now, if we may take them together, we can
see an excellent reason why éoynxa should have been used
as an aorist. There is no Greek for possessed, the constative
aorist, since éoyov is almost (if not quite) exclusively used
for the ingressive gof, received® “Eayov occurs only 20
times in the NT, which is about 3 per cent. of the whole
record of éyw. There is not one place where éayov must be
constative: Jn 4!° may be rendered “ thou hast espoused "—
a8 in Mk 123, the forming of the tie is the point. The NT
does not contravene Dr Adam’s dictum (p. 49 of his notes on
Plato’s Apology) that “the aorist means gof, acqguired, not
had” The similarity of &oynra to the aorists éf0nrxa and
a¢iixa gave a clear opening for its appropriation to this
purpose, and the translation “ possessed” will generally suit
the case. We thus get in the required aoristic perfects in
Rev and in Paul without sacrificing a principle. Passing
over mwempaxa (Mt 13%), where the absence of an aorist from
the same root may have something to do with the usage, we
come to the perplexing case of éyova. Its
affinities would naturally be with the present,
and there seems small reason for letting it
do the work of the common éyevounv. Yet even Josephus

In Rev.

“Eoxn«a.

Néwpaxa.
Féyova.

! Plummer (CGT in loc.) says, ‘‘ Asin 1°, the perfect shows how vividly he
recalls the feelings of that trying time”: so Findlay. This means applying
what is said above on mewolygka in 2 Co 11%°. But is this natural, when the
coming of Titus with good news had produced dvegis so completet (See p. 236.}

10 ab Seo . 248.
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(c. Apion. i 21) has o\iye mpérepov Tis IewioTpdTon
Tupavvidos dvBpwmov yeyovdtos, “who flourished a little
before P.” From the papyri we may cite two exx. (both from
ii/ap). OP 478, “I declare that my son . . . has reached
(mpooBeBnkévar) the age of 13 in the past 16th year of
Hadrian . . . and that his father was (yeyovéva:) an in-
habitant . . . and is now dead (teTehevrniévar)” BU 136
diaBeBatovuévoy Tod II.  p9 wqeyovévar Tov mwarépa Tis
éxducoupévns ovnhdrny. Now there are not a few NT passages
in which it is far from easy to trace the distinct perfect force
of yéyova, and exx. like those above make it seem useless to
try. But aoristic sense is not really proved for any of the
45 NT passages in which ~éyova (indie.) occurs, and in the
great majority it has obviously present time. Lk 10% and
Jn 6% are unpromising for our thesis. But the first has the
vivid present of story-telling—*seems to have shown himself
neighbour.” The second — inevitably translated *when
camest thou hither ? ”—is only another instance of the perfect
with point of time, dealt with already: it is the combination
of “when did you come?” and “how long Aave you been
here ?” The aoristic use of wéyova is said by Burton to be
general in Mt: Blass only admits it in 258 Even this last
is more like a historic present. The remaining passages
mostly belong to the formula which tells us that the abiding
significance of an event lies in its having been anticipated in
prophecy. In general, it would appear that we can only
admit a case of the kind with the utmost caution. K.
Buresch, in his valuable article “ I'éyovav” (RRM 1891,
pp. 193 ), noting an example of aoristic yeysvaos in Plato (?)
Aleib, 1244 observes that this is never found in Greek that
is at all respectable. In later Greek, he proceeds, the use of
wéyova greatly increases. “It has present force always where
it denotes a state of rest, preterite force where it denotes
becoming. Hence in innumerable cases it is quite an
equivalent of elu:, as with exsfils, factus or natus sum,
veni, etc” (p. 231 n). It may be doubted however
whether this canon will adequately account for the exx.
from Josephus and the papyri with which we began.®

Since the earliest period of Greek, certain perfects pos-

1 But see p. 238. % Note yéyova there is constative: éyevbuny is mostly ingressive.
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sessed a present meaning, depending upon the mode of
action belonging to the root, and on that exhibited in the
present. Thus the markedly conative present
melfw, “apply persuasion,” with its new per-
fect mémeika and aorist émeioa to match, kept
its ancient perfect mémwoifa, which is intransitive (like most
early perfects—see below, p. 154), with meaning I frust.
Monro’s account of the Perfect in its Homeric stage of
development may be quoted: “If we compare the meaning
of any Perfect with that of the corresponding Aorist or
Present, we shall usually find that the Perfect denotes a
permanent sfate, the Aor. or Pres. an action which brings
about or constitutes that state. Thus, . . . d\eto was lost,
8rw)e is undone. . . . Thus the so-called Perfecta presentiz,
. &otnra, . . . pépvnuar, mémofa, olda, Eowka, réxTrua,
ete., are merely the commonest instances of the rule. .
Verbs expressing sustained sounds . . . are usually in the
Perfect ” (H@ 31). This last remark explains xéxparya, which
has survived in Hellenistic, as the LXX seems to show
decisively. W. F. Moulton (WM 342 n.) says, “In Jn 1
hath cried seems the more probable meaning,” observing that
the pres. kpdlw is rare in classical writers. It is common
in NT, a fact which probably weighed with him in making
kéxparyev a normal perfect. But the LXX, when exx. are
so numerous and well distributed, must certainly count as
evidence for the vernacular here; and when we find xéxpaya
14 times, sometimes indisputably present, and never I think
even probably perfect—cf esp. Ps 141(140)! wpos a¢ éxéxpata
. mpoaxes Th Pwvf Tis Senoeds pov €v TY kexparyévar pe
mwpos oé (Heb. "¥03); and Job 30%, where «éxpaya translates
the impf. YR , it is difficult to suppose the word used
as a true perfect in NT. It has not however been “ borrowed
from the literary language in place of the Hellenistic xpdfe:”
(Blass 198). Kpalw has its own distinction as a durative
—cf Ps 32(31) dmo Tob xpdlew pe Sy Thv fuépav; and
xéxparya, with rexpdfopar and éxékpake, may well have been
differentiated as expressing a single cry. In any case we
cannot treat the LXX as evidence for the literary character
of the survival. One may doubt the necessity of putting
fizmica and mémeopar into this category; but Téfvnra

Perfects with
Present Force.
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naturally belongs to it; and #ypua¢ in Ac 262 (contr. Phil 37)
is one of the literary touches characteristic of the speech
before Agrippa: see Blass ¢n loc. (See further p. 238.)
The Pluperfect. . The Pluperfect, which throws the Perfefst
into past time, was never very robust in
Greek. It must not be regarded as a mere convenience
for expressing relative time, like the corresponding tense in
English. The conception of relative time never troubled
the Greeks; and the aorist, which simply states that the
event happened, is generally quite enough to describe what
we like to define more exactly as preceding the time of the
main verb. A typical case of a pluperfect easily misunder-
stood is Lk 8%, which we referred to on p. 75 in connexion
with the concurrent ambiguity of woA\ois xpdvocs, and again
(p. 113) in connexion with the perfectivising force of aiv.
Since vernacular usage so clearly warrants our rendering the
former “for a long time,” we are free to observe that to
render “ oftentimes it had seized him” (RV text) involves a
decided abnormality. It would have to be classed as the
past of the “ perfect of broken continuity ” which we discussed
above (p. 144) on 2 Co 11%. But it must be admitted that
the extension of this to the pluperfect is complex, and if there
is a simple alternative we should take it; RVmg is essen-
tially right, though “ held fast” would be better than “seized.”
We need not examine further the use of this tense, which
may be interpreted easily from what has been said of Perfect
action. It should be noted that it appears sometimes in
conditional sentences where an aorist would have been pos-
sible: eg. 1 Jn 2% pepevijketoarv dv. The pluperfect expresses
the continuance of the contingent result to the time of speak-
ing. In Mt 127 éyvdrerre is virtually an imperfect to a
present &yvwoxa, in which the perfect form has the same
rationale as in olda; and in Jn 19 é860n ! would have only
pictured the original gift and not the presemce of it with
Pilate at the moment.
Last comes the Future. The nature of
its action may be looked at first. This may
be examined in the history of its form. Its

The Future :—
Its Action.

' On the periphrastic pluperfect, #v Sedouévoy, see pp. 226 .
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close connexion with the sigmatic aorist act. and mid., and
the two aorists pass., is obvious. Except in the passive, in
fact, the future was mainly a specialised form of the aorist
subjunctive.!  As such it will naturally share the point action
of the aorist. We cannot however decisively rule out the
possibility that another formation may have contributed to
the Greek future, a formation which would be originally
linear in action. The Aryan (Indo-Iranian)and Letto-Slavonic
branches of the Indo-Germanic family have a future in -sy3,
which however was very moderately developed in these con-
tiguous groups before they separated. Greek, geographically
contiguous with Aryan on the other side in prehistoric times,
may have possessed this future; but the existing Greek future
can be very well explained without it, though it might be
safest to allow its probable presence. In any case there is no
question that the action of the Future is in usage mixed.
*Afw is either “I shall lead ” or “I shall bring "—the former
durative, the latter effective. Thus in Mk 142 wpodfw vuds
is probably “I shall go before you,” while &fwr (Ac 225) “to
bring,” and &€e. (1 Th 4'4) “he will bring,” refer to the end of
the action and not its progress. An ingressive future may
probably be seen in dmrorayrgerar, 1 Co 15%: the Téve seems
to show that the Parousia is thought of as initiating & new kind
of subordination of the Son to the Father, and not the per-
petuation of that which had been conspicuous in the whole of
the mediatorial @&on. The exposition of this mystery must
be taken up by the theologians. We pass on to note
another example of the ingressive future, to be found in
Jn 8%2 ’EXevfepoiv appears to be always punctiliar in
NT, but it is not necessarily so: ¢f Sophocles OT 706 7o o
els éavrov mav éhevbepol aropa, “as for himself, he keeps his
lips wholly pure” (Jebb). (It is true Sir R. Jebb uses “set
free” in his note, but the durative force of his translation
seems more suitable.) It is therefore noteworthy that in v.%
we have the paraphrase éxevfepor yevnaoeabe, to bring out the
(ingressive) point action of the future that precedes. Some-
times the possession of two future forms enabled the language
to differentiate these meanings. Thus & was associated

1 See Giles, Manual? 446-8.
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with &ye, and meant “I shall possess”; oyroe with éoyov,
and so meant “I shall get.”! There is one possible ex.
in NT: in 1 Pet 4 ¢avetrar may well be durative as in
Attic—note the durative owlerac preceding it in the same
clause; while ¢amjoeras (Mt 243°) has obviously point action.
See the classical evidence marshalled in Kithner-Gerthi. 114 ff,
170 ff.: add the note in Giles, Manual?2 483 n. Since Hellen-
istic generally got rid of alternative forms—even oyrow is
entirely obsolete,2—this distinction will not be expected to
play any real part in NT Greek. Indeed even those futures
which by their formation were most intimately connected with
the aorist, such as ¢poBnfnoopar (for which Attic could use a
durative ¢oBrioouar), exercised the double mode of action
which was attached to the tense as a whole: ef Heb 135,
where “ be afraid” (durative) seems to be the meaning, rather
than “become afraid.” This question settled, we next have

., to decide between shall and will as the
Shall and Will. appropriate translation. The volitive future
involves action depending on the will of the speaker or of the
subject of the verb: in I will go, you shall go, it is the former;
in will you go? it is the latter. Side by side with this
there is the purely futuristic we shall go, they will go.
It is impossible to lay down rules for the rendering of the
Greek future—the case is almost as complicated as are the
rules for the use of shall and will in standard English.
Not only are the volitive and the futuristic often hard to
distinguish, but we have to reckon with an archaic use of
the auxiliaries which is traditional in Bible translation. For
instance, in such a passage as Mk 13%% we have shall
seven times where in modern English we should undeniably
use will8 But in v.»» (“the same shall be saved”) the
substitution of will is not at all certain, for the words may
be read as a promise (a volitive use), in which shall is

! See Brugmann, Kurze vergl. Gramm. 568, for this as seen in xahds oxzjoe
and xahds &e:: also his Gr. Gram.® 480.

2 It oceurs in OGIS 751 (ii/B.c.) dofevds [rxHloere—see note—and in the
srchaising Lp P 41 (iv/4.D.) map[acxioesfa: : both are only ex suppl.

8 The use of shall when prophecy is dealing with future time is often par-
ticulerly unfortunate. I have heard of an intelligent child who struggled under
perplexity for years because of the words ‘‘ Thou shalt deny me thrice”: it
could not therefore be Peter's fault, if Jesus commanded him! The child’s
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correct. Speaking generally, it may fairly be claimed that
unless volitive force is distinctly traceable from the context,
it would be better to translate by the futuristic form. The
modernising of our English NT in this respect would involve
the sacrifice of a very large number of shalls in the 3rd
person, for our idiom has changed in many dependent
clauses, in which neither skall nor will is any longer correct.
In Mk 14, for example, we should certainly say, “ Follow
him, and wherever he goes in. . . .” It is one of the points
in which modernising is possible without sacrificing dignity
—a sacrifice too palpable in some of the attempts to render
the NT into twentieth century English.

What remains to be said about the
Future will most appropriately come in when
we discuss categories such ags Commands and
Prohibitions, Conditional Sentences, etc. It will suffice to
remark here that the moods of the Future have in Hellenistic
Greek receded mostly into their original non-existence, as
experiments that proved failures. The imperative and sub-
junctive never existed : a few lapsus calami like xavfijocwpar,
or analogically formed aorist subjunctives like &ymafe, Swop
(WH App?® 179), will not be counted as efforts to supply the
gap. The optative, which only performed the function of orat.
obl. substitute for fut. indic., has disappeared entirely. The
infinitive, originally limited in the same way, except for the
construction with zéA\\e,! has shrunk very considerably, though
not obsolete. With wé\\w it is only found in the word
éoecfar. The innumerable confusions in the papyri, where a
future form often is a mere blunder for an aorist, show that
the tense was already moribund for most practical purposes:
see Hatzidakis 190 ff. Finally the participle, the only modal
form which may claim prehistoric antiquity, retains a limited
though genuine function of its own. The volitive force (here
final or quasi-final) is the commonest, as Brugmann remarks,?
and the papyri keep up the classical use; but futuristic forms
are not wanting—cf 1 Co 15%, Heb 35, Ac 20%.

Moods of the
Future.

determinism is probably more widely shared than we think ; and a modernised
version of many passages like Mk 14%—e.g. ** you will be renouncing me thres
timea "’——would relieve not a few half-conscious difficulties.

! Goodwin MT § 75. 3 Gr. Gram.® 496.



CHAPTER VIL
THE VERB: VOICE.

THE phenomena of Voice in Greek present
us with conditions which are not very easy
for the modern mind to grasp. Active we know, and Passive
we know, nor can we easily conceive a language in which
either is absent. But nothing is more certain than that the
parent language of our family possessed no Passive, but only
Active and Middle, the latter originally equal with the
former in prominence, though unrepresented now in any
language save by forms which have lost all distinction of
History of the meaning. What the prehistorifz dist.incti.on
Middle. was, we can only guess. It is suggestive
that in the primitive type which is seen

in the Greek Tifnui—7ifepas, the principle of vowel-grada-
tion (Ablaut) will account for -fe- as a weakening of -0y-,
and -pi a8 a weakening of -uas, if we posit an accent on the
root in one form and on the person-ending in the other.
Such an assumption obviously does not help with T/feuer—
Ti0éueba, nor with Ado—Adouar; but if it accounts for part
of the variation, we have enough to suggest a tentative inter-
pretation of the facts. If such be the origin of the two forms,
we might assume a difference of emphasis as the starting-
point: in the active the action was stressed, in the middle
the agent. We may illustrate this by the different emphasis
we hear in the reading of the sentence in the Anglican liturgy
which reminds the penitent of the Divine forgiveness. One
reader says “ He pardoneth,” wishing to lay all stress on
the one Source of pardon, another “ He pardoneth,” the pardon
itself being the uppermost thought with him. We could easily
suppose the former represented by d¢lerar and the latter
by d¢inoe in a language in which stress accent is free to
alter the weight of syllables as it shifts from one o another.!

1 See below, p. 238,
152

Volce :—
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. . Out of these postulated conditions, which

The Middle in .
Sanskrit, are of course the merest conjecture, we could
readily derive the nuance which meets us in
the earliest accessible developments of Indo-Germanic speech.
The Indian grammariens acutely named the active parasmasi-
pada and the middle atmane-pada, “a word for another ” and
“ for oneself ” respectively. Thus ydjate would be “ he sacrifices
for himself,” while ydjati, unless the dat. d¢mane is present in
the context, is “ he sacrifices for another.” The essence of the
middle therefore lies in its calling attention to the agent as
in some way closely concerned with the action. The same
characteristic is ultimately found in other
languages. In Latin the middle hasbeen some-
what obscured formally by the entrance of the r suffix, which
it shares with its most intimate relative, the Keltic branch.
But this has not caused any confusion with the active ; so that
the Latin,Greek, and Sanskrit middle voice may be put together,
the differentia of Latin being that it has made no reserve like
the Greek aorist and future middle, in lending its middle
forms to the invading passive. In our inquiry into the
, MDeaning conveyed by the middle, we naturally
start with the verbs which are found in active
only or middle only, to both of which classes the unsatisfactory
name “deponent” should be given, if retained for either.
Typical words not used in the middle, in the parent language,
are the originals of our verbs eat, come, am, and the Greek
8i8wps (simplex) and péw; while no active can be traced for
véopar, Emopar (= sequor), paivopar, untiouast (= métior),
xafnpar, xetparl The former class will be seen to denote
“an action, an occurrence, or a state”; as likewise do the
latter, but “ prevailingly such as take place in the sphere of
their subject, the whole subject being concerned in the action.”
Where the distinction is so fine, it is easily seen that many
cages must arise in which we can no longer detect it, and are in
danger of over-refining if we try. Our investigation must take
account of the rather extensive categories in which one part
of the verb aflects the middle and another the active form. We

and in Latin.

* Deponents.

1] quote from Brugmann, Kurze vergl. Gramm. § 799, and mainly follow
his account throughout this paragraph.
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have a number of cases in which the “strong " perfect active
attaches itself in meaning to the middle, either figuring
o among the parts of a verb which has no other
Int;::_?;zwe active forms, or siding with the intransitive
Perfects.  Mmiddle where the rest of the active is tranei-
tive. So conspicuous is this, that the grammars

in which we learnt Greek thirty years ago actually gave
“ rérvma "—the product, by the way, of an inventive imagina-
tion-—as the perfect middle of that highly irregular and defec-
tive verb which in those days was our model regular! As
exx. of this attachment we may cite yéyova from vyivopar and
avba from épyopar? with dvépya, éordvai, dmorwha,
céonma, and mémofa as intransitive perfects from transitive
verbs. Among the few remaining strong perfects occurring
in the NT, we note derjxoa, xéxpaya? mémovfa, Tér(e)vya, and
ciAna, as from verbs with a future middle. We have the
defectives olda, €oixa, and elwfa ; and the two isolated actives
évvoya and vyéypada remain the only real exceptions to the
rule which finds some link with the middle in each of the
relatively few survivors of the primitive perfect active. The
list might perhaps be slightly extended from other vernacular
Greek: thus dyroya (ayeloya, dryéwya) is found freely in
papyri, and belongs to a purely active verb. The conjecture
that the perfect originally had no distinction of active and
middle, its person-endings being peculiar throughout, affords
the most probable explanation of the facts: when the much
later -xa perfect arose, the distinction had become universal.
Parallel with this peculiarity, but much more
extensive, is the category of middle futures
attached to active verbs. As an abnormality
for which no reason could be detected, it naturally began to
suffer from levelling in Hellenistic, but is still prominent. We
have in NT dxovow as well as dxodoopar, kpdfw beside xexpd-
Eopai, ye\dow, éumrriow, dTavrice, Sibfw, peicw, omovddow,

Future Middle
in Active sense.

) In this the grammars followed ancient authority : thus Dionysius Thrax
says, ‘‘ peabrns 8¢ ) word pdv évépyear mord 3¢ mdfos wapwordaa, olov wémwoda,
Suégbopa, émoinaduny, éypaypduny.”

3 The aorist #\fov is really due to the influence of a third constituent root in
this defective verb.

¢ Kexpdfouar is only formally passive.
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xwpiow, éuralfo, dprdow, KAéYo, duaptriow—all these from
the melected list of such verbs in Rutherford’s small grammar
of Attic Greek, which supplies only about as many exx. of the
preservation of the old future middle. (Some of these active
futures, indeed, have warrant in classical Greek of other
dialects than Attic, even from the Homeric period; but the
list will sufficiently illustrate the weakening of this anomaly.)
In spite of this, we still find in NT é&vopar, -Brcouar,
yvogopal, ddyopas, amobavoiuar, ropicopar and xopobuar,
Mpropar, miopar, mweocobuar, Téfouatr, dedfopar, which are
enough to show that the phenomenon was anything but
obsolete. Rutherford classes most of them as “ verbs which
denote the exercise of the bodily functions” or “intellectual
or emotional activity”; and he would suggest that “the
notion of willing implied in the future tense” may be the
reason of the peculiarity. Brugmann connects it with the
tendency of the strong aorist to be intransitive. This
would naturally prompt the transitive use of the sigmatic
aorist and consequently the future, so that the middle future
attaches itself to the active intransitive forms. The explana-
tion is only invoked for cases like Srooua:, and does nof
exclude Rutherford’s suggestion. We may fairly take the
existence of this large class of futures as additional evidence
of a close connexion between the middle flexion and the
stressing of the agent's interest in the action of the verb.

Use of the Wl'lat has been said of the history of

Middle: how the Middle prepares us for the statement
far is it that this voice is quite inaccurately described
reflexive ?

by empiric grammarians as essentially re-
flexive. As a matter of fact, the proportion of strictly
reflexive middles is exceedingly small. In NT we may cite
amijykaro (Mt 275) as the clearest example, and a survival
from classical Greek.. But even here one may question
whether the English intransitive choke is not a truer parallel
than the reflexive hang oneself. It is curious that in
Winer’s scanty list of exx. (WM 316), presumably selected as
the most plausible, we have to discount all the rest. Aovopar
nccompanies its correlate vimrTopar; and its one decisively
middle form (Js Aovoapévy, 2 Pet 22) would raise diffi-
culties if it occurred in a better Hellenist. Certainly, if the
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pig’s ablutions are really reflexive rather than passive, sundry
current notions need revising. To our author at any rate
Aovoauévn did not suggest willing co-operation! In citing
xpUmTopas (Jn 8%), bonus dormitat Homerus: éxpyBn is not
middle in form, nor does the verb show any distinct middle
in NT. In mwaepacxevacerar (1 Co 148) the intransitive
prepare, make preparations, gives a better sense than the
reflexive. 'We might bring in such an example as w9
okulov Lk 76, compared with the illiterate contemporary
papyrus OP 295, un ox\iA\e éarriv. But though no doubt
a reflexive meaning ultimately accrued to the Middle, and
in MGr almost drives other uses off the field, it would
be wrong to suppose that it was originally there. If the
active is transitive, the middle indicates that the action
goes no further than the agent himself, a sense which
naturally comes out of the concentration on the agent
characteristic of the middle. Thus wimrTopas is “ 1 wash,”
with or without object, but implying that the action stops
with myself. If then there is no object, viwropar =1 wash
myself ”: if there is, wvimropar Tds yeipas=“1 wash my
Bearing of the hands.” This characteristic produced a passive
Passive upon use of the middle, in Brugmann’s opinion,
Theory of  before the dialectic differentiation of Indo-
Middle. Germanic speech. Intransitive use is a
natural development from the fundamental idea of the
middle; and from intransitive to passive is but a step.
The well-known classical use of dmofvioxer Umé Twos, as
correlative to dmoxtelver Tus, illustrates the development.
It may seem to us strange that the same form should be
used indifferently as active or passive in meaning—that,
for example, évepyoupévn in Jas 519 should be translated
“working ” (RV) or “inwrought,”? with only the context
to decide. Our own coincident trapsitive and intransitive,

1 The rhythmical conclusion of the proverb suggests that it originated in
an iambic line from comedy. Was 2 Pet citing from memory a verse the
metrical nature of which he did not realiset If so, the original would of course
not adinit hovrapuérn—it would run Nehovpdwn 8' Js els kuhioudy BopBbpov, or hovbeto’
drat s, or the like, But see below, p. 238, and J. B. Mayor, Comm. p. lxii.

2 See Mayor in loc., and J. A. Robinson, Eph. 247. W. F. Moulton strongly
favoured the second rendering. Why the Revisers did not give it even s
warginal place, is Liard to divine : it was there in their first revision.
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however, is almost equally capable of producing ambiguity,
or would be if it were not for the studied avoidance of
ambiguity which is necessarily characteristic of an analytic
language. “He who hides can find,” “ He who hides is safe,”
exhibit the same form both as transitive and intransitive;
and it would be easy to devise a context in which the second
would become really ambiguous.
The Middle From what has been said, it is clear that
paraphrased the most practical equivalent of the Middle
by Reflexive will generally be the active with the dative
in Dative case. of the reflexive pronoun. This is in fact
the nearest approach to a general statement which we can
formulate, premising of course that it is rough in itself,
and an exaggeration of the differentia. In wpooéyere
éavtois (Lk 12'), “ pay attention for yourselves,” we have a
phrase differing little from ¢uvhdooeafe (v.1%), “ be on your
guard,” being only rather more emphatic. Mk 14¥ owaca-
pevos Ty pdyaipav is paraphrased by Mt (26%) dwéomacer
. . adrob : here, as in Ac 14, where Siapprifavres Td ipdTia
éavtdv replaces the more idiomatic Siappnfduevo. Ta .,
we see the possessive gen. expressing the same shade of
meaning. Sometimes we find redundance, as when in Jn 19%
Swepeploavro . . . éavtols stands against the unaccompanied
. verb in the same quotation Mt 27%. A few
Typical  yypical illustrations of th 1 principl
Middles:— typical illustrations of the general principle
may be added. IIpooxaloiuas, “I call to
myself,” i8 clear: its opposite dmwfoiua:, “I thrust away
from myself,” is not really different, since amwld épavre
would show a legitimate dativus commodi. We have in fact
to vary the exact relation of the reflexive perpetually if we
are to represent the middle in the form appropriate to
the particular example. JuvveBoviedoavro Mt 26* answers
to ovveBolhevaav éavrols, “they counselled
one another”: here we have the reciprocal
middle, as in pdyecbarl 'Efehéyovro Lk 147 “they picked
out for themselves,” and so “chose”: cf the distinction

Reciprocal,

1 Cf the closeness of é\A#hovs and éavrode. Brugmann has some notes on
this middle in Indog. Forsch. v. 114. Cf MGr vd wapyyopnfoiue, ‘‘ that we
may comfort one another " (Abbott 228, distich 56).
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of alpd and aipodpar. ITei@ew is “to exeroise suasion”:
in the middle it keeps the action within the sphere of the
agent, and consequently means “to admit suasion to oneself.”
Xpopua:, from the old noun yp# “necessity,” is “I make
for myself what is necessary with something "—hence the
instrumental, as with the similar middle utor in Latin. Less
easy to define are the cases of *“dynamic”
middle, where the middle endings only
emphasised the part taken by the subject in the action of
the verb, thus w»jyw and wijyopar (not NT) “to swim,”
The category will include a number of verbs in which it is
useless to exercise our ingenuity on interpreting the middle,
for the development never progressed beyond the rudimentary
stage. We need not stay to detail here the cases where the
middle introduces a wholly new meaning. On the point of
principle, it should however be nofed that mental as opposed
. to physical applications of the idea of the
Mental Action. ©_ 70 tten bo inteoduced in this way,
since mental action is especially confined within the sphere of
the agent. Thus xataAapSdvw “ seize, overtake ” (Jn 16 12%),
in the middle denotes mental “ comprehending,” as Ac 41%
“On the whole the conclusion arrived at
Hellenistic ;) 5¢ pe that the NT writers were perfectly
Use of the . e .
Middle. capable of preserving the distinction between
the active and middle.” Such is the authori-
tative summary of Blass (p. 186), which makes it superfluous
for us to labour any proof. Differences between Attic and
Hellenistic nse in details are naturally found, and the un-
classical substitutions of active for middle or middle for
active are so numerous as to serve the Abbé Viteau for proof
of Hebraism on a large scale. As Thumb remarks (Hellen-
ismus 127), a mere glance into Hatzidakis's Einleitung—an
indispensable classic, the absence of which from Viteau's list
of works consulted accounts for a great deal—would have
shown him that in the Hellenistic period Greeks by birth
were guilty of many innovations in the use of the voices
which could never have owed anything to Hebrew. The NT
exx. which Hatzidakis gives (pp. 195 ff) are not at all in-
consistent with the dictum of Blass quoted above. The
sphere of the middle was, as we have seen, not at all sharply

Dynamic,
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delimited, and usage inevitably varied in different localities
and authors. There are plenty of middles in Attic, and
even in Homer, in which the rationale of the voice is very
hard to define. Naturally such words may have dropped
8 no longer intelligible distinction, just as popular Latin
did in such words as sequor and wfor, while in other
words the distinction may have been applied in a dif-
ferent manner. We can see why waueicOai = nubere fell
out of use in Hellenistic:! even if a need was still felt
for a separate word to suit the bride’s part in a wedding,
the appropriateness of the middle voice was not clear, and
the distinction was liable to lapse. The accuracy with which
the middle was used would naturally vary with the writers’
Greek culture. Note for example how Mt and Lk correct
the épvhabdunv (legem observare) of their source in Mk 102,
In Mk 22 they have removed another incorrect use, unless
68omoiely is to be read there with B etc. (WHmg); for
080y mowlv means “construet a road” (Gildersleeve Synt.
69), and the middle should have been used instead. In the
less educated papyrographers we find blunders of this kind
considerably earlier than the time when the more subtle
meanings of the middle disappeared® As early as 95 B.c.
we find éav aipijre and édv aipijofe used side by side for “if
you like” (GH 36), and in the preceding century diaAdwper
appears in the sense of Siahvwuefa in LPe. These are of
course sporadie, but some violations of classical usage have
almost become fixed. This especially applies to the idiom-
atic use of mowtofac with a noun as substitute for a verb.
Here the middle sense was not clearly discernible to the
plain man, and mowelv invades the province of the middle
very largely. We still have wvelav moieiofas (as in Eph 116)
BU 632 (ii/aD.), xata¢uyyy moweicfas TP 5 (ii/i B.cC.),
BU 970 (ii/aD.), etc. But the recurrent phrase o mpooi-
vnud (oov) moud only twice (Letr. 117, Tb P 412) has the
middle. Mt 62 7. érenuootvny, Mk 15" ouvuBoviiov .2 Lk
187 mr. éxdiknauv, etc., will serve as specimens of a fairly large

! Speaking generally : it survives in the legal language of marriage contracts,
as OP 496 (early ii/a.p.), and even Lp P 41 (iv/a.D.). (@ See p. 248.

3 Of the modern phrase cvuSotAio yid ¥d xduovr *‘ to consult,” of physicians
(Abbott 200). (On woieiv in such phrases, of Robinson, Eph. 172.)
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class of usages, in which we cannot accuse the writers of
ignorance, since the middle could only defend itself by pre-
scription. So when a new phrase was developed, there might
be hesitation between the voices: ouvdpar Adyov appears in
Mt 18% 25%, BU 775 (ii/A.D.), but the middle, as in FP 109
(i/a.n.), OP 113 (ii/A.D.), is more classical in spirit. In places
however where an educated Hellenist like Paul markedly
diverges from the normal, we need not hesitate on occasion
to regard his variation as purposed: thus jpuoaduny 2 Co 112
fairly justifies itself by the profound personal interest the
apostle took in this spiritual mpouvnoTens.

This is not the place for discussing, or
even cataloguing, all the verbs which vary
from classical norm in respect of the middle
voice; but there is one special case on which we must tarry
a little longer. The distinction between aird and aitoduat
claims attention because of the juxtaposition of the two in
Jas 4%, 1 Jn 58, Mk 6%2-% 10%-38 (=Mt 20%2), The
grammarian Ammonius (iv/A.D.) declares that alrd means to
ask simpliciter, with no thought of returning, while aitotuat
involves only request for a loan. This remark serves as an
example of the indifferent success of late writers in their
efforts to trace an extinct subtlety. Blass (p. 186) says that
aiTobuas was used in business transactions, a/7d in requests of
a son from a father, a man from God, and others on the
same lines. He calls the interchange in Jas and 1 Jn ll.ce.
“ arbitrary ”; but it is not easy to understand how a writer like
James could commit so purposeless a freak as this would be.
Mayor in his note cites grammarians who made airofuat=
ask peld ixeclas, or perd mapaxijoews, which certainly suits
the idea of the middle better than Ammonius’ unlucky guess.
“ When aireire is thus opposed to ailrelofe,” Mayor proceeds,
“it implies using the words, without the spirit, of prayer.”
If the middle is really the stronger word, we can understand
its being brought in just where an effect of contrast can be
secured, while in ordinary passages the active would carry as
much weight as was needed. For the alternation of active
and middle in the Herodias story, Blass’s ingenious remark
may be recalled, that “the daughter of Herodias, after the
king's declaration, stands in a kind of business relation te

Alto and
Aitoipal.
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him " (p. 186 n.), so that the differentia of the middle cited
above will hold.
. The line of demarcation between Middle
Middle and .
Passive Aorists, @'d Passive is generally drawn by the help
of the passive aorist, which is supposed to be
a sound criterion in verbs the voice of which is doubtful
It should however be pointed out that historically this
criterion has little or no value. The “strong” aorist passive
in -pv is nothing but a special active formation, as its
endings show, which became passive by virtue of its pre-
ference for intransitive force. The -Onw aorist was originally
developed, according to Wackernagel's practically certain
conjecture, out of the old aorist middle, which in non-
thematic formations ran like é8ounv—édofns—E8oto: when
the thematic -co displaced the older -Ons (Skt. -thas), the
form é30fps was set free to form a new tense on the
analogy of the -nv aorist, which was no more necessarily
passive than the identic formation seen in Latin habes, habet.
Compare éydpnyv from yaipe (later also yaipopat, by formal
levelling),! where the passive idea remained impercep-
tible even in NT times: the formally passive éxpuBn, from
kpumTo, in Jn 8% (cf Gen 3'%) will serve as an ex. of a pure
intransitive aorist from a transitive verb? In Homer (cf
Monro HG 45) the -Onv aorist is very often indistingnishable
in use from the aorist middle; and it is unsafe to suppose
that in later periods of the language the presence of an aorist
in -@nv or -nv is proof of a passive meaning in a “deponent”
verb, Of course the -8qv forms, with their derivative future,
were in the very large majority of cases passive; but it may
be questioned whether there was markedly more passivity in
the “feel” of them than there was in the present or perfect
formations. For example, from dmokpivouar, “answer,” we
have dmexpiwduny in Attic Greek and predominantly in the
papyri, while dmexpifnv greatly outnumbers it in the NT:
but the evidence noted above (p. 39) shows that the two
forms were used concurrently in the Kown, and without

180 Ao 38D : cf Trygaeus in Arist. Paz 291 (Blass).

3 To match these specimens of formal passives with middle meaning, we may
cite middles in passive semse. Thus BU 1053, 1055 (i/B.0.) 70 é» ¢l
Onabuevor, ** the amount that shall be charged as due.”

11
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the slightest difference of sense. W. F. Moulton was inclined
to see “a faint passive force . . . in most of the instances”
of éordfnpy in NT, though observing that it “is in regular
use as an intransitive aorist” in MGr! (WM 315n.). He
also suggested the possibility that éwocuifny in 1 Th 414
might be a true passive, “was put to sleep,” which gives a
strikingly beautiful sense. A purely middle use of xoiun@iva.,
“fell asleep,” is patent in such phrases as Ch P 3 sjvixa
flueAhov Kotunbipar éypayra émioroha B (iii/B.c). The active
xotudv however, though apparently dormant in classical prose,?
revives in the LXX, as Gen 24", We may also compare the
clear passive in FP 110 (i/o.D.) Wwa Ta mpdBara ékel wotunbiy,
“may be folded,” as the edd. translate. It seems possible
therefore to conceive the passive force existing side by side
with the simple intransitive, as apparently happened in éord-
6nv (see note! below); but we cannot speak with confidence.

Perhaps the matter is best summed up
with the remark that the two voices were not
differentiated with anything like the same
sharpness as is inevitable in analytic formations such as we
use in English. We have seen how the bulk of the forms
were indifferently middle or passive, and how even those
which were appropriated to one voice or the other are
perpetually crossing the frontier. Common ground between
them is to be observed in the category for which we use the
translation “submit to,” “let oneself be,” etc® Thus in Th P
35 (ii/B.C.) éavtov aimidoerar, “will get himself accused,” is
a middle; but in 1 Co 67 ddirelafe and amooTepeiafe are
described as passives by Blass, who says that “‘to let’ in the
sense of occasioning some result is expressed by the middle”
(p- 185). The dividing line is a fine one at best. ’Ao-
ypdyragfa: in Lk 2° might seem to determine the voice of
the present in vv.-23 but Blass finds a passive in v.!' Is

Common
Ground.

1'Egqrdfyra is used as aor. to oréxw ‘‘stand,” and dorifyxa to arirw ‘‘place”
{Thumb Handb. 92).

3 Cf mopeverv and @ofiely, which have entirely given up their ective: we
should hardly care to call mopevivac and gofyfivar passive. In MGr we have
some exx, of the opposite tendency, as dueuovifw ‘‘drive mad" (Abbott 224,
no. 47): in older Greek this verb is purely middle. See other exx. in Hatzi
dakis 198 f. 3 (al 52 wepiréuvnobe will 1evve as a good example.
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there adequate evidence for separating them ? Formally
amoxdoyrovras, Gal 512 (Dt 231), is middle,’ and so are Bd7Tioa.
and dmolovoas, Ac 221 (cf 1 Co 611 102); but if the tense
were present or perfect, could we decide ? The verb Imordcow
furnishes us with a rather important application of this
question. What is the voice of Imorayneerasin 1 Co 15%7?
Is it passive—* be subjected ” by as well as “fo him that did
subject all things to him "? Or is it middle—“be subject ”?
F mdla.y (EGT in loc.) calls it £%middle in force, like the 2nd aor.
pass. in Rom 103, in consistency with the initiative ascribed to
Christ throughout.” I incline to this, but without accepting
the reflexive “subject himself,” which accentuates the differ-
ence between the identical Vmotayj and Imorayrioerar; the
neutral “be subject” explains both, and the context must
decide the interpretation. In Rom 102 the RV renders “did
not subject themselves,” despite the passive; and the reflexive
is an accurate interpretation, as in Umwordooesfe Col 318
The question next presents itself whether we are at liberty
to press the passive force of the aorist and future and perfect
of éyeipw, when applied to the Resurrection of Christ. A
glance at the concordance will show how often #yépfnv etc.
are merely intransitive ; and we can hardly doubt that zyépfn,
in Mk 169 and the like, translated op (¢f Delitzsch). But if
the context (asin 1 Co 15) strongly emphasises the action of
God, the passive becomes the right translation. It is in fact
more for the exegete than for the grammarian to decide
between rose and was raised, even if the tense is apparently
unambiguous : one may confess to a grave doubt whether the
speaker of Greek really felt the distinction.?

! The verb must be similarly treated with reference to its voice, whether we
translate with text or margin of RV. The various arguments in favour of
the margin, to whioh the citation of Dt I.¢. commits us above, are now reinforced
by Ramsay’s advocacy, Eaxpos. for Nov. 1905, pp. 358ff. He takes the wish
rather more seriously than I have done (infr. 201) ; but I should be quite ready
to go with Mr G. Jackson, in the same Expos., p. 8378. See also Findlay vn loc.
(Ezp. B 8281.).

2 On the Passive, reference should be made to Wellh. 25 f., for exx. showing
how this voice was largely replaced by other locutions in Aramaic (especially
the impersonal plural, p. 68 f. above), and consequently in Synoptic translations.
One or two other problems, in which Voice is concerned, must be reserved. On
Budferac in Mt 1113, Lk 16'¢, see Expositor, Oct. 1908, ¢‘ Lexical Notes,” s.v.



CHAPTER VIIL
TaE VERB: TAE Moobs.

TaE Moods which we have to discuss will be
the Imperative, Subjunctive, and Optative, and
those uses of the Indicative which make it
8 “modus irrealis” In this preliminary chapter we shall
aim at evaluating the primary meanings of the Moods,
leaving to the systematic grammar the exhaustive classi-
fication of their wuses, especially in dependent -clauses.
The moods in question are characterised by a commcen
subjective element, representing an attitude of mind on
the part of the speaker. It is not possible for us to
determine with any certainty the primitive root-idea of each
mood. The Imperative is tolerably clear: it represented
command—prohibition was not originally associated with it,
and in Greek only partially elbowed its way in, to be elbowed
out again in the latest developments of the language. The
Subjunctive cannot be thus simply summarised, for the only
certain predication we can make of its uses is that they all
concern future time. We shall see that its force can mostly
be represented by skall or will, in one of their various senses.
Whether the Subjunctive can be morphologically traced to a
single origin is very problematic. A possible unification, on
the basis of a common mood-sign -d-, was conjectured by the
writer some years ago (4JP x. 285f.: see the summary in
Giles, Manual? 460 n.). It is at least a curious coincidence
that the mood-sign thus obtained for the Subjunctive should
functionally resemble the -yé- under which the Optative can
confessedly be unified ~We are dealing with prehistoric
developments, and it is therefore futile to speculate whether it
would be more than a coincidence, should these two closely

allied moods prove to have been formed by sulfixes which
164

The Moods
in general.
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make nouns of nearly identical function. However clearly
the Optative may be reduced to a single formation, it gives
us nevertheless no hope of assigning its meanings to a single
root-idea: Optative and Potential, may and might in their
various uses, defy all efforts to reduce them to a unity. In
this book the discussion of the Potential might almost be
drawn on the lines of the famous chapter on snakes in Iceland,
but for literary survivals in the Lucan writings. (See pp.197ff)
No language but Greek has preserved both Subjunctive and
Optative as separate and living elements in speech, and
Hellenistic Greek took care to abolish this singularity in a
fairly drastic way. It ought to be added, before we pass
from this general infroduction, that in a historical account
of the Moods a fourth, the Injunctive, has to be interpolated,
to explain certain phenomena which disturb the development
of the others, and perhaps of the Indicative as well. The
Injunctive was simply an imperfect or aorist indicative
without the augment. Avov, Meale, AMloacbe, AifnTe, AdeTe,
Aaate and oyés will suffice as specimens, enough to illustrate
how largely it contributed to the formation of the Imperative.
Syntactically it represented the bare combination of verbal
idea with the ending which supplies the subject; and its
prevailing use was for prohibitions, if we may judge from
Sanskrit, where it still remains to some extent alive. The
fact that this primitive mood thus occupies ground appropriate
to the Subjunctive, while it supplies the Imperative ulti-
mately with nearly all its forms, illustrates the syntactical
nearness of the moods. Since the Optative also can express
prohibition, even in the NT (Mk 11¢), we see how much
common ground is shared by all the subjective moods.
Before taking the Moods in detail, we
Particles affect- ;6 tarry a little over the consideration
ing Moods :(— . . . .
"Av. of two important particles which vitally
affect their constructions, dv and wyq. The
former of these is a very marked peculiarity of Greek. It is
a kind of leaven in a Greek sentence: itself untranslatable,
it may transform the meaning of a clause in which it is
inserted. In Homer we find it side by side with another
particle, «év or & (probably Aeolic), which appears to
be somewhat weaker in force: the later dialects generally
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select one or the other for exclusive use. The general
definition of its meaning is not very easily laid down.
“Under the circumstances,” “in that case,” “anyhow,” may
express it pretty well! The idiomatic use of “just,” common
in Scotland, approximates to &v (xev) very fairly when used
in apodosis: éyw 8¢ xev adros E\wpat, “ I'll jist tak her mysel’.”
(See p. 239.) It had become stereotyped by the time we
reach Hellenistic Greek, and we need not therefore trace its
earlier development. Two originally connected usages are
now sharply distinguished. In one, dv stands with optative
or indicative, and imparts to the verb a contingent meaning,
depending on an 4f clause, expressed or understood, in the
context. In the other, the &v (in the NT period more often
written édv—see pp. 42 f,, 56) has formed a close contact with
a conjunction or a relative, to which it generally imparts the
meaning -soever : of course this exaggerates the differentia in
most cases. Here the subjunctive, invariable in Attic, does
not always appear in the less cultured Hellenistic writers.
How greatly this use preponderates in the NT will best be
shown by a table 2:—

"Aw (édv) with subj. (or indic.) “Av conditional, with verb.
joined with relative or With indie. With opt.
conjunction. -~ ~ *
Impf.  Aor. Pluperf Pres. Aor.
Mt . . . 55 1 7 0 0 0
Mk . . . 30 0 1 0 0 0
Lk . . . 28 2 4 0 3 1
LAc . . . 10 0 1 0 3 2
Jn,1Jn,3Jn . 15 7 7 1 0 0
(incl. fjdecre bis)

Rev . . . b 0 0 0 0 0
Paul . . .27 3 3 0 0 0
Heb . . . 1 4 1 0 0 0
Jas . . .1 0 0 0 0 0
Total . 172 17 24 1 6 3

! Brugmann Gram.? 499 gives *“ allenfalls, eventuell, unter Umstinden.”

2 The corresponding figures for the LXX will be instructive. A rough count
in HR gives 739 as the total occurrences of &v (including x&»), apart from
ddv=fv. Out of these 26 are with aor. opt. ; efy comes 3 times and &xotu once
(in 4 Mac, an artificial work which supplies by itself 11 out of the exx. just
noted) ; 22 can be classified asiterative ; 41 are with aor. indie., 6 with imperf,
and 1 with pluperf. ; and 8 are abnormal (8 with relative and fut. indic., and
1 each with pres. indic. and fut, indic.). I have included all cases in which s
was read hy any of the authorities cited in Swete's manual edition.
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The disproportion between these totals—172 and 51—would
be immensely increased if éiv (¢f) and rav were added, We
ghall see later (pp. 198 and 200) that the conditional &v is
rapidly decaying. The other use, though extremely abundant
in our period, falls away rapidly long before the papyri fail
us; and even within the NT we notice some writers who
never show it, or only very seldom. This prepares us for
the ultimate disappearance of the particle except in composi-
tion (MGr &v if, from the old @v;! odv as or when, from s
dv—-see below ; and «x&v even, used like the NT xdv = «xai, not
affecting construction).

We proceed to mention a few miscellaneous points in
the NT use of dv. There are three places in which the old
iterative force seems to survive: Ac 2% and
4% gabory dv Tis ypelav elyev, and 1 Co 122
os v dpyecfe?  “ As you would be led (from day to day)”
translates the last by an English iterative construction which
coincides with the conditional, as in Greek: Goodwin M7
§ 249 pleads for a historical connexion of these two uses of
av, The aorist no longer appears in this construction as in
classical Greek. Then we should note the
appearance of @s &v in constructions which
foreshadow the MGr idiom just mentioned® Rom 15 is
an interesting case, because of the present subjunctive that
follows: “when I am on my way” (durative) transfers into
the subjunctive the familiar use of present for future. In
1 Co 118 it has the easier aorist, “ whenever I shall have
arrived,” and so in Phil 228, In 2 Co 109 however, it
means “as it were.”* MGr odv has gone further, and takes
the indicative as an ordinary word for when. The weakening
of the connexion between compounds of &v and the sub-
junctive is seen in the appearance of the indicative with

Iterative dv.

bs dv.

1 On & and édv (4f) in NT see above, p- 43n.

2 Winer (p. 384) would make all these parallel with the use of dmov &»c.
indic. in Mk 6% and the like. I deal with the question below.

8 For vernacular evidence see Par P 26 (ii/B.c.—with gen. abs.}, 46 (ii/s.c.—
with aor. subj.); BM 20 (ii/B.0.) owwérafas &s & eis Méugw; OGIS 90%
(ii/n.0.—the Rosetta Stone) &s & . . . owesrykvias, ete. Exx. are numerous.

4 Both the cxx. of dv ¢. partic. quoted by Winer (p. 378) are ws dv : add 2 Mac
124, I have noted one ex. of genuine dv c. pte. in & Kows inser., JM/ 4 iii. 174
Sikatbrepov 8y cwlévra (=Syll. 856, a despatch of Augustus).
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érav and édv (if), and other words of the kind. So not
infrequently in Mk, as 3! rav éfewpovy, 11% Grav omjrete,
11" §rav éyéveto: add Rev 4° §rav ddoovow,
8! 8rav tvoifer. Parallel with these are
Mk 65 dmov dv eloemopeveto and 8oos dv
ravro, Rev 14* dmov &v Umayer (where however we are
entirely free to spell vmdyn if we like). Since these are
in the least cultured of NT writers, and include presents and
futures as well as past tenses, we should hardly class them
with the cases of iterative dv just given from well-educated
writers such as Luke and Paul, though there is an obvious
kinship. If dv added -ever to the force of a relative or con-
junction, there seemed no reason to forbid its use with a past
tense where that meaning was wanted. The papyri yield
only a small number of parallels, showing that in general
the grammatical tradition held. Thus BU 607 (ii/a.n.)
omoTay avawpovvrar, FP 126 (iV/A.D.) 86" dv mdoyere,
Par P 26 (ii/B.c) &rav &Bnuev rxat apyas els 10 lepov
(=merely when), BU 424 (ii/iii A.D.) émrav émvfouny (alsc
=when), BM 331 1ii/oAD) 8ca éav wapenaBounv.® The
tendency to drop the distinction of when and whenever® may
be connected with the fact that omore is freely used for when
in papyri—so the later uncials in Lk 6% ’'Edv with indica-
tive is found in 1 Th 38 omjkere, 1 Jn 5 oidapev, to mention
only two cases in which indic. and subj. are not formally
identical in sound. Winer quotes even éav fofla, from Job
293 (s A), just as in Hb P 78 (iii/B.c.), where fjofa is cer-
tainly subj., and éav fjoav in Tb P 333 (iii/an.). They are
probably extensions from the ambiguous édv iy, which is
normally to be read 7: see CE xv. 38, 436, and above, p. 49.
We may add a selection from papyri:—Par P 18 édv payoiow
per’ éoob. 62 (ii/B.C.) édvmep éxmimpdoovow. Tb P 58
(ii/s.c.) éav 8ei. BU 546 (Byz) éav oidev. OF 237 (ii/a.p.)
dav & eloly. AP 93 (ii/aD.) édv ¢avera.

The same lesson is taught by conjunctions
which still take the subjunctive, though dv has
been allowed to fall out. It does not seem to
make any difference whether &ws or &ws dv is written. So
with many other compounds. Thus PP i 13 (Ptol) oa

8 See p, 239, b See p. 248.

“Orav, etc.
c. indic.

“Av dropped from
its compounds.
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épeiwaly Twes, CPR 24, 25 (ii/aD.) é¢’ bv 7§ ypovow, 237
bca al7g wpooréxnrar, Th P 6 (ii/B.C.) éws pévwo:, GH 38
(i/B.0.) éws raTafBhs, OP 34 (ii/A.D.) prite 8ibérw . . . mpiv adrg
émioTéAyTar, etc., etc. The prevalence of this omission in
the papyri with conjunctions meaning wuntil (&ypt, péxpr,
wéxpe ob, éws, mply, mpo Tod, etc.), i3 paralleled in the NT:
of Mk 14% 2 Pet 119, Lk 138, etc.—see the list in WM 371.
With mrpiv (7)), however, the &v occurs in the only place (Lk
2%%) where it is used with subjunctive.!

In 1 Co 7% un dmooTepeite dANfhovs,
e unTe dv [om. B, probably to ease a diffi-
culty] éx ovuddvov mpos xaipov, we have a curious combina-
tion which seems to he matched in the papyri? So BU 326
(ii/A.D.) €l T¢ éav avbpdmivov wd[0p), and e T éav pera TaiTa
veypappéva xatahimw, “if I should leave a codicil ”: the
latter phrase is repeated subsequently without édv in this
rather illiterate will. OP 105 (ii/A.D.) € 7¢ &AXo alav (&)yo.
FP 130 (ili/a.D.) € 7wos sav ypia coi éoTw. BM 233
(iv/ap.) € Tv &v dmafamAhds dvalwops. These documents
are too illiterate for illustrating Paul: some early scribe is
more likely to he responsible than the apostle. Note that
Origen quotes éav u7j7.. This explanation (Deissmann’s) seems
on the whole preferable to the alternative cited from Buttmann
in WM 380 n. Winer's editor himself compared the v to
that in «dv and @s &v which does not affect construction :
cf Tb P 28 (ii/B.C.) € xdv Stvarau.

More important still in its influence on
the moods is the subjective negative u7, the
distinction between which and the objective n¢ (replaced in
Greek by o0) goes back to the period of Indo-Germanic unity,
and survives into the Greek of the present day. The history
of pu7 has been one of continuous aggression. It started in
principal clauses, to express prohibition. As early as Homer

Ei pfe dv.

M.

1 Tiuke once uses it with subj. and once with opt., both times correctly with
a negative clause preceding (Lk l.c., Ac 25'%). The papyrus writers are not so
particular. Elsewhere in NT the infin. construction is found.

3 See Deissmann BS 204 n. He quotes BU 326, but will not allow that e
whre &v is o kind of analysis of éd» e, though this gives the meaning correctly.
Blass?, p. 821, has not summarised him quite adequately, if I understand Deiss-
mann correotly. The point is that 4» is added to e/ u#re as it might be to dweu
or dre, meaning unless in a given case, unless perhaps. See further p. 239.
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un had established itself in a large and complex variety of
uses, to which we have to appeal when we seek to know
the true nature of the modal constructions as we come to
them. Since every Greek grammar gives the ordinary rules
distinguishing the uses of ov and w4, we need not examine
them here in their historical relationship: what must be said
will come up best as we deal with the moods sertatim. But
the broad differences between Hellenistic and earlier Greek in
this respect raise questions affecting the moods as a whole,
and especially the verb infinitee. We must therefore sketch
the subject briefly here.
Blass’s Canon. T}le difference between oU and uy m the
Kown of the NT becomes a very simple
matter if we accept the rule which Blass lays down (p. 253).
“ All instances,” he says, “ may practically be brought under
the single rule, that ov negatives the indicative, u7 the other
moods, including the infinitive and participle.” In review-
ing Blass, Thumb makes the important addition that in
MGr v (from od8év, which stepped into the place of e,
as we can easily understand from many of its adverbial
uses in NT) belongs to the indicative and ws(») to the sub-
junctive. The classical paper of Gildersleeve in the first
number of his 4JP (1880), on encroachments of pu7 upon o
in the later Greek, especially in Lucian, makes it very clear
that the Attic standard was irrecoverable in Lucian’s day
even by the most scrupulous of Atticists: cf the parallel case
of the optative (below, p. 197). It is of course obvious
that the ultimate goal has not been completely reached in
NT times. M7 has not been driven away from the indicative.
Its use in questions is very distinct from that of o' and is

! Blass (p. 254 n.) thinks that u#re in Jn 21° ¢ hardly lends itself to the
meaning *certainly not I suppose.’” But the tone of this word, introducing a
hesitant question (as Jn 4%), is not really inappropriste, We often hear ¢“I
suppose you haven't got . . . on you, have you?” Moreover, the papyri show
us that mpoogd-yiov is not so broad a word as ‘‘something to eat.” See my note.
Ezpos. V1. viii, 437, to which I can now add OP 736 and 738 (cir. A.D. 1). The
apostles had left even &proc behind them once (Mk 8): they might well have
left the ‘““relish” on this occasion. It would normally be fish; cf Mk 6%,
(While spesking of Jn Le., I should like to add that the address Ilaidla,
“Lads!”, may be paralleled in MGr, ¢.g. in the Klepht ballad, Abbott 42—
vacbia pov and rwdia, to soldiers.) See further p. 239,
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maintained in NT Greek without real weakening. My re-
maing after e c. indic. in unfulfilled conditions, except in
Mk 14% (and Mt). But insimple conditions e; 0¥ is common
Luke hes 6, Ju 3, Paul 16, Jas 2, and Mt, Heb, 2 Pet, and
Rev one each. Against this total of 31, we have 4 exx. of
el pn in simple conditions with verb expressed, and three of
these (1 Co 152, 2 Co 138, Gal 17) are anything but normal :!
1 Tim 62 is more ordinary, according to classical standards.
Blass adds e 8¢ un oldas from the agraphon in D at Lk 64
Ei p7 is three times as common in NT as e o?, but we
soon see that it is restricted to three uses: (1) in protasis
of unreal conditions; (2) meaning exrcept, much like wAzy;
(3) with 8, meaning otherwise, without verb expressed. Lk
918, with a deliberative subjunctive following, is exceptional.
Such being the facts, it is difficult to combat the assertion
that € o0 came to be the norm ;? though doubtless several of
its exx. were correct according to classical standards, as in
Rom 8% where a single word is negatived rather than a
sentence. A few survivals of w7 in relative sentences pre-
gerve literary construction; so Ac 152 D, 1 Jn 43 (unless we
desert the extant MSS for patristic evidence and read Ade,
with WHmg and Blass), Tit 1, 2 Pet 1% A genuine
example of the old distinction is traceable in the otherwise
identic phrases of Jn 3 and 1 Jn 52°: the former states
the charge, quod non crediderit, the latter the simple fact, qguod
non credidit. But it must be allowed that this is an isolated
casel We will leave to the next chapter the only other excep-
tion to Blass's canon, the limited use of o¥ with the participle.

First among the Moods we take up the
Imperative. It is the simplest possible form
of the verb. “Ave the imperative of dyw,and
ayé the vocative of dyds, are both of them interjections formed
by isolating the root and adding no suffix—the thematic vowel
¢ is now generally regarded as a part of the root rather than
a suffix. In our own language, where nouns and verbs have
in hosts of cases reunited through the disappearance of suffixes,
we can represent this identity easily. “Murder!”, in Russia
or Armenia, might be either verb or noun—a general order to

The
Imperative :—

4 See below, p. 239, 7 Soe p. 240.
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soldiers charging a crowd, or the scream of one of the victims,
The interjection, as we might expect, was indifferently used
for 2nd and 3rd person, as is still shown by the Latin agito,
Skt. ajatat, (= age + tod, the ablative of a demonstrative pro-
noun, “from this (moment),” added to make the command more
peremptory). How close is the kinship of the interjection
and the imperative, is well shown by the demonstrative
adverb 8edpo, “ hither,” which only needs the exclamation
mark to make it mean “ come here”: it even forms a plural
8cire in this sense. We shall recall this principle when we
describe the use of the infinitive in commands.

There being in Greek a considerable
variety of forms in which one man may
express to another a wish that is to control
his action, it will be necessary to examine the tone of that
mood which is appropriated to this purpose. As we might
expect from our own language, the imperative has a very
decided tone about it. The context will determine how much
stress it is carrying: this may vary from mere permission, as
in Mt 8% (cf émérpeyrer in the presumed source Mk 58) or
1 Co 7', to the strongest command. A careful study of the
imperative in the Attic Orators, by Prof. C. W. E. Miller
(AJP xiii. 399 ff), brings out the essential qualities of the
mood as used in hortatory literature. The grammarian Her-
mogenes asserted harshness to be a feature of the imperative;!
and the sophist Protagoras even blamed Homer for addressing
the Muse at the beginning of the Iliad with an imperative.?
By a discriminating analysis of the conditions under which
the orators use the imperative, Miller shows that it was
most avoided in the proem, the part of the speech where con-
ciliation of the audience’s favour was most carefully studied;
and the ecriticism of Protagoras, which the ancients took
more seriously than many moderns have done, is seen to
be simply due to the rhetorician’s applying to poetry a rule
that was unchallenged in rhetoric. If a cursory and limited
observation may be trusted, the éthos of the imperative
had not changed in the age of the papyri. Imperatives

Tone of
Imperative.

) Zyduara 8¢ Tpayéa pdhiora udv T4 mposraxTind.
3 Ap. Aristotle Poetics ch. 19.
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are normal in royal edicts, in letters to inferiors, and among
equals when the tone is urgent, or the writer indisposed to
multiply words: they are conspicuously few in petitions.
When we come to the NT, we find a very different state
of things. The prophet is not accustomed to econciliate
his hearers with carefully softened commands; and in the
imperial edicts of Him who “taught with authority,” and
the ethical exhortations of men who spoke in His name,
we find naturally a large proportion of imperatives. More-
over, even in the language of prayer the imperative is at
home, and that in its more urgent form, the aorist. Gilder-
sleeve observes (on Justin Martyr, p. 137), “ As in the Lord’s
Prayer, so in the ancient Greek liturgies the aor. imper.
is almost exclusively used. It is the true tense for ‘instant’
prayer.” The language of petition to human superiors is
full of 8éoua:, kahds Towujoess, and various other periphrases
whereby the request may be made palatable. To God we
are bidden by our Lord's precept and example to present
the claim of faith in the simplest, directest, most urgent
form with which language supplies us.

The distinction between present and
aorist imperative has been drawn already,
to some extent, in the discussion of pro-
hibitions; for though the subjunctive has to be used in the
aorist, it is difficult to question that for this purpose the
two moods hardly differ—the reason for the ban on pmy
woinoov lies buried in the prehistoric stage of the language.
And whatever the distinction may be, we must apply the
same essential principles to commands and prohibitions,
which were felt by the Greeks to be logically identical
categories: see Miller op. cit. 416. The only difference
will be that the meaning of w7 moujaps (above, pp. 122 ff)
comes from the future sense inherent in the subjunctive,
while in estimating the force of moinsov we have nothing
but the aorist idea to consider. This, as we have often
repeated, lies in the “point action” involved. In the
imperative therefore the conciseness of the aorist makes it a
decidedly more sharp and urgent form than the present. The
latter may of course show any of the characteristics of linear
action. There is the iterative, as in Lk 113, the conative.

Tenses of
Imperative.
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as in Mk 9% (“do not try to stop him, as you are doing"),
Phil 2 (“set to working out”); and of course the simpla
durative passim. Writers differ in their preferences between
the tenses. Thus 1 Pet shows a marked liking for the aorist,
which he has 22 times in commands (2nd pers.), against
6 presents; on the other hand Paul has 9 presents to 1
aorist (apart from LXX citations) in Gal, and 20 to 2 in
Phil. In Mt 5-7 the presents (still 2nd pers.) are 19 to
24, and in corresponding parts of Lk 21 to 16. In seven
passages only do the two evangelists use different tenses, and
in all of them the accompanying variation of phraseology
accounts for the difference in a way which shows how delicately
the distinction of tenses was observed. Mt 5% =1Lk 6%, and
Mt 61=Lk 118 we have dealt with. Mt 52 has continuous
presents, following 8rav c. aor. subj.: in Lk 62 a little more
stress on the ingressive element in these aorists makes the
addition év éxelvy T) fpuépa suitable, and this carries with it
the aor. imper. In Lk 12% 8ds is natural with év 7§ 0dc:
Mt 5% has ic0: edvodv, which is curious in view of Tayd.
But since elui has no aorist, it is not surprising that its
imperative is sometimes quasi-ingressive: cf Mk 5%, Lk
1977, and the pbrase yvworov éo7w (Ac fer). The punctiliar
aTpéyrov, turn, in Mt 5% answers well to the linear wdpeye,
hold out, offer, in Lk 6%, The vivid phrase aywvifesfe
eloenfeiv of Lk 13% may well preserve more of the original
than the constative elcér@a7e of Mt 7% 1In all these cases
some would recognise the effects of varying translation from
an Aramaic original, itself perhaps not wholly fixed in
detail ; but we see no trace of indifference to the force of
the tenses. The remaining example is in a quotation from
Ps 69, in which Mt 72 preserves the LXX except in the verb
dmoywpeite, while Lk 137 modifies the address to épyarai
aducias : here it i8 enough to say that the perfective dmo-
ywpeire may have quasi-ingressive sense even in the present.

We have so far discussed only commands
and prohibitions in the 2nd person. Not
much need be added as to the use of the
3rd. Here the veto on the aorist in prohibition is with-
drawn: we need not stay to ask why. Thus in Mt 6% uj
ywote, 2478 up xataBdte . . . p émerpeyrdate, which

Third Person
Imperative.
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all come under ordinary aorist categories. As in classical
Greek, the 3rd person is naturally much less common than
. the 2nd. Though the 1st person is not
E?g:??:‘::s formally brought in under the Imperative,
Person it will be well to treat it here: a passage
like Mk 144 éyelpecOe dywpev shows that

logically it is fair to speak of three persons in the imperative
mood, since &ywpev only differs from éyeipesfe in that the
speaker 18 included with the objects of the command. That
this should affect the tone of the command is of course
inevitable; but indeed all three persons necessarily differ
considerably in the éthos they severally show. The closeness
of connexion between this volitive subjunctive 1st person
and the regular imperative is well seen in Sanskrit, where
the Vedic subjunctive is obsolete in the epic period except
for the 1st person, which stands in the grammars as an
ordinary part of the imperative—bhardma, bharata, bharantu,
like ¢pépwper, pépere, pepovrwy (Att.). In Hellenistic Greek
the imperative 1st person is beginning to be differentiated
from other subjunctives by the addition of d¢es, dpere, a use
which has recently appeared in a papyrus of the Roman
period (OP 413, d¢pes éye adtyv Bpmmjocw), and has become
normal in MGr (4s with 1st and 3rd subj. making
imperative). This is always recognised in Mt 7¢=1Tk 6%:
why not in 27#%=Mk 15% one has never been able to
see. To force on Mt a gratuitous deviation from Mk seems
a rather purposeless proceeding. Translating both passages
simply “ Let us see,” the only difference we have left is in
the speakers, which is paralleled by several similar variations
(Hawkins HS 56 ff.). It is possible that Jn 127, ddes atriv
{va Tnprjop,! has the same construction in the 3rd person, to
be literally rendered like the rest by our auxiliary, “Let
her keep it.” (So practically RV text.) The alternative is
“ Let her alone : let her keep it,” which is favoured by Mk 148,
The acc. avtyv, compared with the éyd seen in OP 413, dis-
courages our treating d¢es as a mere auxiliary? We shall

! Teripyxev (a-text) is a self-evident correction.
2 If we suppose the 7l xérovs wapéxere ; (durative) to indicate that Judas and
the rest wero trying to stop Mary, the ‘‘let her keep it"” (rypdop constativel
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be secing shortly that {va c. subj. is an imperative (iva
eimgs = MGr va 'wjs! say!). The word had not yet by any
means developed as far as our let, or its own MGr derivative
ds. Note that it much more frequently takes the infin,
(8 times in NT):? other parts of the verb take infin. 7 times
and {va c. subj. once (Mk 11'®). Our own word helps us
in estimating the coexistence of auxiliary and independent
verb in the same word: in our rendering of Mt 74 “allow
me” is the meaning, but to substitute “allow” for «let”
in a phrase like “let us go” would be impossible. “Ades
is “let” as in “do let me go,” while MGr ds is the simple
auxiliary.

The scanty relics of the Perfect Impera-
tive need detain us very briefly. In the
active it never existed, except in verbs whose
perfect had the force of a present:® we find rexpayérwoav
in LXX (Is 14%%), but no ex. in NT. 1In the passive it was
fairly common in 3rd person (periphrastic form in plural),
expressing “a command that something just done or about
to be done shall be decisive and final” (Goodwin). We have
this in Lk 12%, The rare 2nd person is, Goodwin adds, “a
little more emphatic than the present or aorist”: it shares,
in fact, the characteristic just noted for the 3rd person.
Cf medpipwoo Mk 4% with ¢uuwbnre 1%, The epistolary
éppwao in Ac 23% (a-text), 15% (passim in papyri), does mot
come in here, as the perfect has present meaning.

We are ready now to look at the other
forms of Command—we use the word as
including Prohibition—which supplement the
mood appropriated to this purpose. We shall find that
forms of command can be supplied by all six moods of the
verb—acquiescing for the moment in a convenient misuse

of the term “mood,” to cover all the subjects
&t)ﬁrc:lt?f:_ of this chapter and the next. The Future
’  Indicative is exceedingly common in this sense.

Perfect
Imperative.

Substitutes for
Imperative :—

may be taken as forbidding interference with an act already begun. That the
7uépa Tob évrapuacpod was already come, is stated as much by the mpoéhafer of
Mk 14° as by the phrase in Jo. The action of v.? is narrated completely (as it
is by Mk), before the interruption is described.

1 Thumb Handb. 100. 2380 Hb P 41 (iii/e.c.). ? Goodwin AT § 108.
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It secms to come to it by two roads, as may be seen by
the study of its negatives. A command like o0 ¢ovevoers,
which can be seen in earlier Greek and becomes abundant in
the Hellenistic vernacular, is proved by its o0 to be a purely
Juturistic form. Such a future may have the tone of absolute
indifference, as in the colloquial o¥ &yrp, “you will see to
that,” Mt 274 Or it may show that the speaker takes the
tone of one who does not contemplate the bare possibility of
disobedience. ~ Thus in Euripides Med. 1320 xepi & ov
Jravoes woré, “you will never be able to touch me,” shades
into “you shall never touch me.” Against Winer’s remark
(p- 397) that this form “was considered milder than the
imperative,” we may set Gildersleeve’s emphatic denial. “A
prediction may imply resistless power or cold indifference,
compulsion or concession” (Synt. 116). We have also a
rare form in which the negative ps proclaims a wolitive future,
in its origin identical with the un woujans type already dis-
cussed. Demosthenes has p7) Bovijoeofe eldévai, and u3
écarar BU 197 (i/AD.), p7) d¢prioes BU 814 (iii/aD.), show
its sporadic existence in the vernacular Koww7. Blass adds
undéva pioroere from Clem. Hom. iii. 69.% These passages
help to demonstrate the reality of this rare form against
Gildersleeve’s suspicions (Synt. 117)! Yet another volitive
future is seen in the imperatival use of the future with ov in
a question: Ac 131 o) mavop SiacTpépwy; Prediction and
Command approximate in the NT use of ov u7 (see below,
pp. 187 f£), which in Mt 155, Lk 1%, Jn 138 Gal 4%, and
possibly elsewhere, is most naturally classed as imperatival
Next among these forms of command comes
the subjunctive, already largely dealt with.
So we have had the 1st person, as Jn 14% dywuer, Gal 5%
pn ywdpeba. The future and the imperative between
them carried off the old jussive use of the subjunctive in
positive commands of 2nd and 3rd person. The old rule
which in (“ Anglicistic”) Latin made sileas! an entirely
grammatical retort discourteous to the Public Orator’s sileam ?

(2) Subjunctive;

1To this class I should assign the use of 8rws c. fut. =imper., as in Plato

337 brws por uY épeis, dow’t tell me: 8wws is merely a conjunction, ““in

which case.” Though common in colloquial Attic, it is mostly ousted in

Hellenistic by va ; but see Hb P 45, 60, 168 al. (iii/s.c.), Tb I’ 414 (ii/a.D.),

BU 625 (ii/iii A.D.). [@ See pp. 240, 248.
12
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—which in the dialect of Elis produced such phrases as
émpénaiar moujatar Nuxodpopop, “let Nicodromus attend to
it ” I—has no place in classical or later Greek, unless in Soph.
Phil. 300 (see Jebb). Add doubtfully Ll P 1 vs® (iii/n.c.),
Tb P 414%% (ii/a.n.). We have dealt already with u3 moufops,
the historical equivalent of the Latin ne feceris. In the 3rd
person the subjunctive is little used: 1 Co 16, 2 Co 11
2 Th 2% are exx. The tone of these clauses is less peremptory
than that of the imperative, as may be seen from their eloseness
to the clauses of warning. Such w7 clauses, with subj.—rarely
future (as in Col 25, Heb 3!%), which presumably makes the
warning somewhat more instant—are often reinforced by épa,
BAéme, or the like. It must not be supposed that the w7
clause historically “depends on” this introductory word, so
that there is an ellipsis when it stands alone. Even where
the apparent governing verb is a real independent word and
not a mere auxiliary—e.g. in Mk 143, mpocebyesfe va uy
éNOnte els mepacuov—the parataxis was probably once as
real as it is in a phrase like Lk 1218 gpdre xal duvrdooeabe.
In Rev 19% 229 we find p7 standing alone after 8pa: cf our
colloquial “Don’t!” One important difference between pro-
hibition and warning is that in the latter we may have either
present or aorist subjunctive: Heb 12% is an ex. of the
present. But we must return to these sentences later. An
innovation in Hellenistic is {ra c. subj. in commands, which
takes the place of the classical éwws c. fut. indic. Whether
it was independently developed, or merely came in as an
obvious equivalent, we need not stop to enquire. In any case
it fell into line with other tendencies which weakened the
telic force of va; and from a very restricted activity in the
vernacular of the NT period it advanced to a prominent
position in MGr syntax (see above, p. 176). In the papyri we
have a moderate number of exx., from which may be cited *
FP 112 (99 A.D.) éméyov (=-wv) Zoilwt_xal elva adréy wi
Svswmrjoys, “attend to Z. and don’t look askance at him.”
An earlier ex. appears in a letter of Cicero (4#. vi. b) Tad7a

1 Cauer 264 (iv/iii B.c.). It must however be noted that Brugmann (Gram.®
500) calls the conpexion of this with the prehistoric jussive 3rd sing. ‘‘sehr
zweifelhaft” : he does not give his reasons,

2 Farlier are Tb P 408 (3 A.p.), BU 1079 (41 A.D.).
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odv, mpdrov pév, va wdvra adlnTar Sebrepov 8¢, va undd téw
Tokwy O\eywpnaps. Winer (WM 396) would find it “in the
Greek poets,” citing however only Soph. 0OC 155. W. F.
Moulton, in setting this aside as solitary and dubious,
observes that the scholiast took the passage this way—in
his day of course the usage was common.? An ex. for the 1st
person may be added: BU 48 (ii/iii A.D.) éav &vaBjs 75 éopry,
wva oudae yevdpefa. TIn the NT the clearest ex. is Eph 53
n & yuvy la ¢oBfrar Tov &vdpa, which is correlated with
ayawdTe in the first clause. So 1 Co 7%, 2 Co 87, Mk 5%:
Gal 21 ig the same construction put indirectly. Mk 10%
and parallels have really the same: férw fva more nearly
coalesce in Mk 6% 1035 Jn 172 The combination férw
wa? which of course is not confined to quasi-imperative use,
gave birth ultimately to the MGr auxiliary fa (feva, etc.),
.(3) Optative forming the future tense. The Optative can

' express commands through either of its main
constructions, but its evanescence in the Koy naturally
limits NT illustrations. The Optative proper (neg. wu7),
however, does occur in Mk 11%: note that Mt (21%) sub-
stitutes the familiar construction ov g7 c. subj. The Poten-
tial with dv (neg. od), as Aéyos dv, “pray speak,” is not
s found in NT at all! The imperatival

(4) Infinitive; Infinitive has been needlessly obj(fcted to.
It is unquestionable in Phil 3¢ Rom 12, and highly pro-
bable in Tit 22-°: we must not add Lk 93, which is merely
a case of mixed direct and indirect speech. The epistolary
xaipew, Ac 15% 23%, Jas 1), is the same in origin. We no
longer need Winer’s reminder (p. 397) that the verbs in
1 Th 31, 2 Th 27 3% are optatives; but it is well to note
that our assurance rests on something better than the
accentuation, which any one of us may emend, if he sees fit,
without any MS that counts saying him nay. The infin. for
imper. was familiar in Greek, especially in laws and in
maxims. It survives in the Kows, as the papyri show:
on AP 86 (i/a.n.), éfcivar and mobdoar, cf Radermacher in
RrM lvii. 147, who notes it as a popular use.® Hatzidakis

1 An ex. perhaps occurs in Par P 42 (ii/B.c.), xapifov (¥=-0w0) & &» xal Tob
cduatos émineNbuevos Iv' byialvys. (abc See p. 248.
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shows (p. 192) that in the Pontic dialect, the only form
of MGr in which the infinitive form survives, the infin. ig
still used as an imperative for all numbers and persons. We
have therefore every reason to expect it in the NT, and its
rarity there is the only matter for surprise! Last among
these substitutes for the imperative comes the
Participle, the admission of which, despite
Winer’s objections (p. 441), is established beyond question by
the papyri. The proof of this will be given when we deal with
the Participle in its place. Here it is sufficient to point out
that a passage like 1 Pet 3%%, where adjectives and participles
alike obviously demand the unexpressed éoté, gives us the
rationale of the usage clearly enough. 1t is a curious fact
that while ie6: occurs 5 times in NT, &rtw (frw) 14, and
éotwoay twice, éomé, which we should have expected to be
common, does not appear at all. I'ivesfe occurs and éoecfe,
but it seems more idiomatic to drop the copula: compare
the normal absence of the verb with predicates like
paxdpios, katdpatos, evhoynTos, oval, which sometimes raises
doubts whether an indicative or an imperative (optative) is
understood. We are accordingly absolved from inventing an
anacoluthon, or some other grammatical device when we come
to such a passage as Rom 12%1°, where adjectives and parti-
ciples, positive and negative, in imperative sense are inter-
rupted by imperatives in vv.416-1° and infinitives in v.5.
The participles are obviously durative in their action: this is
well seen in v.»®, where éxdicolvTes, meaning either “do not
avenge yourselves (whenever wronged)”—iterative sense—
or “do mnot (as your tendency is)” (supr. p. 125), is strongly
contrasted with the decisive aorist 8ore, “once and for all
make room for the Wrath? (which alone can do justice on
wrong).” The infinitives are appropriate in the concise
maxim of v.. Assuming the cogency of the vernacular

(5) Participle.

1 8ee Deissmann BS 844. I do not however think there is any real ellipsis
of a verb of command : see below, p. 203. Historically there is probably no
ellipsis even in the epistolary xalpeww. It should be stated that Viteau i. 146
claims this also as a Hebraism ! See Thumb, Hellen. 130 £, ; also Meisterhans®
2446, for its use in decrees. )

2 8o the RV in the First Revision, snd the American Revisers, beyond all
question rightly. Itis one more example of the baneful effects of the two-
thirds rule upon the RV,
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evidence given on p. 223 below, we may select the following
as probable exx. of imperatival participle from the list of
passages in which the absence of such evidence compelled
Winer le. to adopt other interpretations!:—1 Pet 31-7 218
48% . in this last passage €yovres might of course be con-
structed with vj\rare, and at first sight it seems possible in
this way to avoid an asyndeton. But 7po wdvrww only intro-
duces a series of asyndetic precepts, in which ¢iAdEevor and
Siaxovoivres must have the same construction. To supply
the imperative idea (as in 4!) seems simplest, though of
course vv.5!1 are all still dependent on the imperatives of
v.’. Since Peter is evidently given to this construction, we
may take 212 in the same way, though it would pass as an
easy constr. ad sensum with v.1': one would be inclined to add
11, but Hort's alternative must be noted.? These are all the
passages we can accept from Winer’s list of exx. proposed ; a
glance at the unrecorded remainder will vividly show what
astounding fatuities, current in his day, the great grammarian
had to waste his space in refuting. But we may extend the
list somewhat. Paul was not so fond of this construction as
his brother apostle: note how in 1 Pet 3%, echoing Eph 52,
the dmwoTagaduevar is slipped into the place where Paul
(according to B and Jerome) left an ellipsis, having used the
verb just before in a regular sequence. But the exx. we have
already had are conclusive for Paul's usage. Add Col 36
(note the imperative to be supplied after wdvre in v.17),
2 Co 913 and Eph 423 (cf 1 Pet 2!2)2 In 2 Co 8% évde-
«vipevor is read by B (and the &-text uncials,—presumably
the reason why WH relegate it to the margin): it is how-
ever obvious that the évdelfasfOe of NC and the later uncials
is not likely to be original as against the participle, which
would challenge correction. The imper. in Versions counts
for little, if we are right in our account of the idiom; but
the participle ustatknyandans in Wulfila is a noteworthy piece

1 We follow Winer's order, tacitly agreeing with his explanation when we
pass over a passage cited. The exx. in which the pte. would be indicatival will
be dealt with below. (An important ex. is added on p. 240.)

2 [ must withdraw 57, cited in Exzpos. VI. x. 450: the participle there goes
closoly with rarewdfnre. Probably 37 was meant—*‘sed pvnuovixdr dudprmua,’
as Cicero says. 8 2 Co I.c. may be for indic. (so virtually RV)
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of evidence on the other side. 2 Co 9! is more simply ex-
plained this way than by the assumption of a long parenthesis.
Rom 13" means “and this (do) with knowledge,” the parti-
ciple being rather the complement of an understood imperative
than imperative itself. Heb 13% gives us an ex. outside
Peter and Paul. With great hesitation, I incline to add
Lk 244, punctuating with WHmg: “Begin ye from Jeru-
salem as witnesses of these things.” The emphatic Uuels,
repeated in v.%, thus marks the contrast between the Twelve,
for whom Jerusalem would always be the centre, and one to
be raised up soon who would make the world his parish:
the hint is a preparation for Luke’s Book II. There are
difficulties, but they seem less than the astonishing breach of
concord which the other punctuation forces on so correct a
writer. (See p. 240.) On this usage in general W. F. Moulton
(WM 732 n.)sided with Winer, especially against T. S. Green's
suggestion that it was an Aramaism; but he ends with
saying “In Heb 135 Rom 12°%, it must not be forgotten
that by the side of the participles stand adjectives, with
which the imperative of elva: is confessedly to be supplied.”
This is, as we have seen, the most probable reason of a use
which new evidence allows us to accept without the mis-
givings that held back both Winer and his editor. It is not
however really inconsistent with Lightfoot’s suggestive note
on Col 318, in which he says, “ The absolute participle, being
(so far as regards mood) neutral in itself, takes its colour
from the general complexion of the sentence. Thus it is
gometimes indicative (eg. 2 Co 75 and frequently), some-
times imperative (a8 in the passages quoted [Rom 1291,
Eph 42t, Heb 135 1 Pet 212® 31.7.915.16]) gometimes opta-
tive (as [Col] 22, 2 Co 9, cf Eph 3V).” The fact is, when
we speak of a part of elvar being “understood,” we are
really using inexact language, as even English will show.
I take the index to my hymn-book and note the first line of
three of Charles Wesley’s hymns :—*“ Happy the souls that
first believed,” “ Happy soul that free from harms,” “ Happy
soul, thy days are ended.” In the first, on this grammatical
principle, we should supply were, in the second s (the), while
we call the third a vocative, that is, an interjection. But
the very “!”-mark which concludes the stanza in each case
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shows that all three are on the same footing: “the general
complexion of the sentence,” as Lightfoot says, determines
in what sense we are to take a grammatical form which is
indeterminate in itself.
L A few more words are called for upon
80111;: E::ﬁ?:a'l the subject of defective clauses made into
Cfa.uses. commands, prayers, imprecations, etc., by the
exclamatory form in which they are cast, or
by the nature of their context. In Rom 13 and Col 3V we
have already met with imperatives needing to be supplied
from the context: Mt 27 2, Col 4% Gal 1% (see Lightfoot)
and Jn 20" are interjectional clauses, and there is nothing
conclusive to show whether imperative or optative, or in
some like clauses (e.g. Lk 1%) indicative, of elvac would be
inserted if the sentence were expressed in full logical form.
Other exx. may be seen in WM 732 fff But there is one
case of heaped-up ellipses on which we must tarry a little,
that of Rom 12%8. There is much to attract, despite all the
weight of contrary authority, in the punctuation which
places only a comma at end of v.5, or—what comes to nearly
the same thing—the treatment of éyovres as virtually equi-
valent to éyomev: “But we have grace-gifts which differ
according to the grace that was given us, whether that of
prophecy (differing) according to the measure of our faith, or
that of service (differing) in the sphere of the service, or he
that teaches (exercising—éywy—his gift) in his teaching, or
he that exhorts in his exhorting, he who gives (exercising this
charism) in singleness of purpose, he who holds office in a
deep sense of responsibility, he who shows compassion in
cheerfulness.” In this way we have S:ddopor supplied with
mpopnTeiav and Siakoviav, and then the Eyovres yapiopara
is taken up in each successive clause, in nearly the same
sense throughout: the durative sense of &yw, %old and so
exercise, must be once more remembered. But as by advanc-
ing this view we shall certainly fall under the condemnation
for “ hardihood,” pronounced by such paramount authorities
as SH, we had better state the alternative, which is the justi-
fication for dealing with this well-known crux here. The
imperatival idea, which on the usual view is understood in
the several clauses, must be derived from the fact that the
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prepositional phrases are successively thrown out as inter
Jections. If we put into words the sense thus created,
perhaps &ovw will express as much as we have the right to
express: we may have to change it to duev with év 75
Staxovia (“let us be wrapped up in,” like év TodTois lgf.
1 Ti 4%). In this way we arrive at the meaning given in
paraphrase by the RV,
The We take next the most live of the
Subjunctive. Moods, the on!y one which has actually
increased its activities during the thirty-two
centuries of the history of the Greek language.! According to
the classification adopted by Brugmann,? there are three main
divisions of the subjunctive, the volitive, the deliberative, and
the futuristic. Brugmann separates the last two, against W,
G. Hale, because the former has u7 as its negative, while the
latter originally had ov. But the question may well be
nsked whether the first two are radically separable. Prof.
Sonnenschein well points out (CR xvi 166) that the “deli-
berative ” is only “a question as to what is or was to be done.”
A command may easily be put in to the interrogative tome:
witness olo@ odv & dpdcov; quin redeamus? (=why should
we not ? answering to redeamus=let us), and our own “ Have
some ?” The objection to the term “deliberative,” and to the
separation of the first two classes, appears to be well grounded.
It should further be observed that the future indicative hag
carried off not only the futuristic but also the volitive and deli-
berative subjunctives ; cf such a sentence as eiTouev % cuydpev;
# 7( Spacopev ;3 With the caveat already suggested, we may
outline the triple division. The Volitive has
been treated largely under the substitutes for
the imperative. We must add the use with wi in warning,
which lies near that in prohibition; cf Mt 25°%  Intro-
ductory words like ¢poBoipas, oxéme, ete., did not historically

(1) Volitive;

180 if we start fron the mention of the Achaians on an Egyptian monu-
ment of 1275 B c.—’ Akaiwase="AxutFis, the prehistoric form of "Axaiol. See
Hess and Streitberg in Jndog. Forsch. vi. 123 ff.

3 Gram.® 490 fT. _

® Eurip. Jon 771. On the subjunctive element in the Greek future see
above, p. 149. Lat. ero, faxo, Greek wloua, ¢dyopar (Hellenistic mixture of
£3opuar and ¢ayor), xéw, are clear subjunctive forms, to name only a few.
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determine the construction: thus Heb 4! was really “ Let us
fear | haply one of you may .. .!”% Out of the Volitive
arose the great class of dependent clauses of Purpose, also
paratactic in origin. The closeness of relation between
future and subjunctive is seen in the fact that final clauses
with émws c. fut. were negatived with w7 : the future did not
by any means restrict itself to the futuristic use of the mood
which it pillaged. On the so-called Deliberative we have

. ;.. already said nearly enough for our purpose.
(2) Deliberative; It is seen in questions, as Mk 1214 Sduev 4
pn Sdpev; Mt 233 wis piynte; Rom 10M wds émkarécwvtar;
The question may be dependent, as Lk 9% fO:hes elmwpe ;!
1b. %8, with which cf Marcus viii. 50, éyovat mod adra pijrwat.
We see it both with and without fva in Lk 18%, In the
form of the future we meet it in sentences like Lk 224 ¢
matdEopev év payaipy; The present subjunctive may possibly
be recognised in Mt 113 érepov mpoocdoxduer; Finally, the
Futuristic is seen still separate from the
future tense in the Homeric xai woté Tis
Felmpae, and in isolated relics in Attic Greek, like 7¢ mdfw ;
Its primitive use reappears in the Kowvz, where in the later
papyri the subjunctive may be seen for the simple future.
Blass (p. 208) quotes it occurring as early as the LXX,
Is 332 a¢ebfi yap adrols 1) dpapria? So Ac T (LXX).
From the futuristic subjunctive the dependent clauses with
édv and drav sprang: the negative w7, originally excluded
from this division of the subjunctive, has trespassed here
from the earliest times. There is one passage where the
old use of the subjunctive in comparisons seems to outcrop,
Mk 428 & dvfpwmos Bdry Tov amopov . . . kai kalevdy (ete.,
all pres. subj.)®® Mr Thackeray quotes Is 7% 17" 314 To
place this use is hard—mnote Brugmann’s remarks on the impossi-
bility of determining the classification of dependent clauses in
general,—but perhaps the futuristic suits best: cf our “as a man
will sow,” ete. The survival of this out-of-the-way subjunc-
tive in the artless Greek of LXX and Mk is somewhat curious;

(3) Futuristic.

1 MGr 84 elmobue ; is simple luture, shall we sayf 2 See p. 240.
8 It must be noted that Blass? (p. 821) calls this impossible, and inserts édv.
But xBDLA and tho best cursives agree on this reading : why should they agres
on the lectio ardual ‘Qs édv (AC) has all the signs of an obvious correction.
o See p. 248. b Sce p. 249.
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it is indeed hardly likely, in the absence of evidence from the
intermediate period, that there is any real continuity of
usage. But the root-ideas of the subjunctive changed
remarkably little in the millennium or so separating Homer
from the Gospels; and the mood which was more and more
winning back its old domain from the future tense may well
have come to be used again as a “gnomic future” without
any knowledge of the antiquity of such a usage. Other
examples of this encroachment will occur as we go on.

The kind of action found in the present,
aorist, and perfect subjunctive hardly needs
further comment, the less as we shall have to return to
them when we deal with the dependent clauses. One result
of the aorist action has important exegetical consequences,
which have been very insufficiently observed. It affects rela-
tive, temporal or conditional clauses introduced by pronoun or
conjunction with dv (often éav in NT, see pp. 42f). The verbs
are all futuristic,and the dv ties them up to particular occur-
rences. The present accordingly is conative or continuous or
iterative: Mt 62 61av moifis éenuoaivny “ whenever thou art
for doing alms,” 616 drav vnaTevnTe “ whenever ye are fasting,”
Jn 28 &1 dv Méyn “ whatever he says (from time to time).”
The aorist, being future by virtue of its mood, punctiliar by
its tense, and consequently describing complete action, gets a
future-perfect sense in this class of sentence; and it will be
found most important to note this before we admit the less
rigid translation. Thus Mt 5% &s dv dovelay “the man who
has committed murder,” 5% éav domdanabe “if you have only
saluted,” Mk 918 7ov éav avrov katalafBy “ wherever it has
seized him :” the cast of the sentence allows us to abbreviate
the future-perfect in these cases. Mt 5% at first sight raises
some difficulty, but dmoAdoy denotes not so much the carrying
into effect as the determination. We may quote a passage
from the Meidias of Demosthenes (p. 525) which exhibits
the difference of present and aorist in this connexion very
neatly : ypn 8¢ 8rav pév Tibijobe Tods vopous omolol Twés elaww
okomely, éradiv 8¢ Ofobe, pundTTew Kal xphofai—ribijobe
applies to bills, 6fabe to acts.

The part which the Subjunctive plays in the scheme of
the Conditional Sentences demands a few lines here, though

Tenses.
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any systematic treatment of this large subject must be left
for our second volume. The difference between e/ and

Conditiona1 ©4» has been considerably lessened in Hellen-

Sentences, 18tic a8 compared with earlier Greek. We

Simple, have seen that édv can even take the indi-

General and  cative; while (as rarely in classical Greek)

Future. el can be found with the subjunctive. The
latter occurs only in 1 Co 145 where the peculiar phrase
accounts for it: ecf the inscription cited by Deissmann
(BS 118), éxtos el pn éav? . . . Oenjoy. We should hardly
care to build much on Rev 115 In Lk 9% and Phil 31 we
probably have deliberative subjunctive, “unless we are to go
and buy,” “if after all T am to attain . .. to apprehend.”
The subjunctive with e is rare in early papyri: ef OP 496
(ii/a.D.) e 8¢ 7w (=19) 0 yaudbv TPOTEPOS TETENEUTNKAS, éxéTw
x7\. The differentiation of construction remains at present
stereotyped: el goes with indicative, is used exclusively when
past tenses come in (e.g. Mk 3%), and uses o¥ as its negative;
while édv, retaining w7 exclusively, takes the subjunctive
almost invariably, unless the practically synonymous future
indicative is used. 'Ear and el are both used, however, to
express future conditions. This is not only the case with et
¢. fut.—in which the NT does not preserve the “ minatory or
monitory ” connotation? which Gildersleeve discovered for
classical Greek—Dbut even with e c. pres. in such documents
as BU 326, quoted above, p. 59. The immense majority
of conditional sentences in the NT belong to these heads.
We deal with the unfulfilled condition below, pp. 200 £., and
with the relics of e c. opt., p. 196.

Leaving the Dependent Clauses for sub-
sequent treatment, let us turn now to some
aspects of the negative w7, mainly though
not exclusively concerning the Subjunctive.
Into the vexed question of the origin of the od u7 con-
struction we must not enter with any detail. The classical
discussion of it in Goodwin MT 389 fl. leaves some very
serious difficulties, though it has advanced our knowledge.
Goodwin’s insistence that denial and prohibition must be

Some Uses of
the Negatives :—

00 pi.

1 Ci above (p. 169), on el uyme dv. 2 But 1 Co 84%: cf Hb P 59 (iii/s.c.h
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dealt with together touches a weak spot in Prof. Sonnen.
schein’s otherwise very attractive account of the prohibitory
use, in & paper already quoted (CR xvi 165 ff). Sonnen-
schein would make o¥ u3 moujoys the interrogative of the
prohibition wn woijons, “ won't you abstain from doing?”
Similarly in Latin gquin noli facere? is “ why not refuse to
do?” The theory is greatly weakened by its having no
obvious application to denial. Gildersleeve (4JP iii. 202 ff.)
suggests that the o0 may be separate: ol uy oxdyys =mno/
don't jeer, olr uy yévprar=no! let it mever be!® Brugmann
(Gram?3 502) practically follows Goodwin, whom he does not
name. We start from w7 in cautious assertion, to which we
must return presently : w7 yévnrar =it may perchance happen,
pn orwyrns = you will perhaps jeer, uy épeis TovTo = you will
perhaps say this. Then the ol negatives the whole, so that
o0 p7n becomes, a8 Brugmann says, “certainly not.” Non
nostrum est tantas componere lites: these questions go back
upon origins, and we are dealing with the language in a late
development, in which it is antecedently possible enough that
the rationale of the usage may have been totally obscured.
The use of o p7 in the Greek Bible calls for special com-
ment, and we may take for our text some remarks of Gilder-
sleeve’s from the brief article just cited. “This emphatic
form of negative (o0 p7)is far more common in the LXX and
the NT than it is in the classic Greek. This tendency to
exaggeration in the use of an adopted language is natural.”
And again, “The combination has evidently worked its way
up from familiar language. So it occurs in the mouth of
the Scythian archer, Ar. Zhesmoph. 1108 odxl p7) Aalijoe
o¥;” Our previous inquiries have prepared us for some
modifications of this statement. “ The NT” is not a phrase
we can allow; nor will “adopted language” pass muster
without qualification. In Ezp T xiv. 429 pn. the writer
ventured on a preliminary note suggested by NP 51,
a Christian letter about coeval with & and B, in which
Mt 102 or Mk 94 is loosely cited from memory and ovx
amoNNi (sic) substituted for od wm dwohéop. Cf Didache 15
quoting Mt 5%. Ob ps is rare, and very emphatic, in
the non-literary papyri. On the other hand, we find it
13 times in OT citations in NT, and abundantly in the
o See p. 249.
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Gospels, almost exclusively in Logie. Tn all of these we have
certain or probable Semitic originals. Apart from these, and
the special case of Rev, it occurs only four times in Paul and
once in 2 Pet. It will be seen therefore that if “ translation
Greek ” is put aside, we have no difference between papyri
and NT. Paul's few exx. are eminently capable of bearing
emphasis in the classical manner. The frequency of od u7 in
Rev may partly be accounted for by recalling the extent to
which Semitic material probably underlies the Book; but the
unlettered character of most of the papyrus quotations, coupled
with Gildersleeve’s remark on Aristophanes’ Scythian, suggests
that elementary Greek culture may be partially responsible
here, as in the rough translations on which Mt and Lk had
to work for their reproduction of the words of Jesus. The
question then arises whether in places outside the free Greek
of Paul we are to regard od u7 as bearing any special
emphasis. The analysis of W. G. Ballantine (4JP xviii.
453 ff), seems to show that it is impossible to assert this. In
the LXX, 8 is translated od or od w7 indifferently within a
single verse, as in Is 527. The Revisers have made it emphatic
in a good many passages in which the AV had an ordinary
negative ; but they have left over fifty places unaltered, and
do not seem to have discovered any general principle to
guide their decision. Prof. Ballantine seems to be justified in
claiming (1) that it is not natural for a form of special
emphaais to be used in the majority of places where a negative
prediction occurs, and (2) that in relative clauses, and questions
which amount to positive assertions, an emphatic negative is
wholly out of place: he instances Mk 13% and Jn 181 —Mt
259 is decidedly more striking. In commenting on this article,
Gildersleeve cites other examples of the “blunting . .

of pointed idioms in the transfer from classic Greek”: he
mentions the disproportionate use of “the more pungent
aorist” as against the “quieter present imperative”—the
tendency of Josephus to “overdo the participle”—the con-
spicuous appearance in narrative of the “articular infinitive,
which belongs to argument.” So here, he says, “ the stress”
of od w1 “has been lost by over-familiarity.” One is inclined
to call in the survival among uneducated people of the older
English double negatives—* He didn’t say nothing to nobody,”
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and the like—which resemble o w7} in so far as they are old
forms preserved by the unlearned, mainly perhaps because
they give the emphasis that is beloved, in season and out of
season, by people whose style lacks restraint. But this parallel
does not take us very far, and in particular does not illustrate
the fact that od ws was capable of being used by a cultured
writer like Paul with its full classical emphasis.!

Let us now tabulate NT statistiecs. In WH text, o us}
occurs in all 96 times. Of these 71 exx. are with aor. subj. ;
in 2, the verb is ambiguous, ending in -@ ; and 15 more, ending
In -eus (-€t) or -ps (-n), might be regarded as equally indetermin-
ate, as far as the evidence of the MSS readings is concerned.
There remain 8 futures. Four of these—Mt 1622 é7ae, with
Lk 21% and Rev 9° 18 (see below)—are unambiguous: the
rest only involve the change of o to w, or at worst that of ov
to @, to make them aor. subj. The passages are :—Mt 26%
(-copar NBCD) =Mk 14% (-copar ABCD, against & and the
mob). (The attestation in Mt is a strong confirmation of the
future for the Petrine tradition in its earliest Greek form.)
Lk 21% (-covrac RBDL) answers to the Marcan od mapeled-
govrar (13% BD: the insertion of psf by RACL etc. means
a mere assimilation to Lk), while Mt has od w1y wapéNwaw
(24%): it is at least possible that our Lucan text is omly
a fusion of Mk and Mt. In Jn 105 ABD al support
drxorovfnoovow. In Heb 10V (from LXX) we have the
pvnolnocopar of RACD 17 and the Oxyrhynchus papyrus
emended to prmobad (following the LXX) in correctors of &
and D and all the later MSS. There remains edprgovoww
in Rev 9% (AP eJpwowr, against 8B,;) 1814  We need
not hesitate to accept the future as a possible, though
moribund, construction: the later MSS in trying to get rid
of it bear witness to the levelling tendency. There is no
apparent difference in meaning. We may pass on to note

1 Winer (p. 634) refers to ‘‘ the prevailing opinion of philologers” in his own
time (and later), that ot u# wouops originates in an ellipsis—‘‘ no fear that he
will do it.” It is advisable therefore to note that this view has been abandoned
by modern philology. To give full reasons would detain us too long. But it
may be observed that the dropping out of the vital word for fearing needs
explanation, which has not been forthcoming ; while the theory, suiting denials
well enough, gives no natural account of prohibitions.
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the distribution of ol ws in NT. It occurs 13 times in
LXX citations. Apart from these, there are no exx. in Ac,
Heb, or the “ General Epp”, except 2 Pet 1% Rev has it
16 times. Paul’s use is limited to 1 Th 45 (v. 4nf7.) 53, 1 Co
818, Gal 5% Only 21 exx. in all come from these sources,
leaving 64 for the Gospels. Of the latter 57 are from actual
words of Christ (Mt 17, Mk 8 [Mk] 1, Lk 17, Jn 14): of
the remaining 7, Mt 16% and 26% (=Mk 143!), Jn 138
20% have most obvious emphasis, and so may Lk 115 (from the
special nativity-source!) and Jn 11%. That the locution waa
very much at home in translations, and unfamiliar in original
Greek, is by this time abundantly clear. But we may attempt
a further analysis, by way of contribution to the minutie of
the Synoptic problem. If we go through the exx. of o2 x7 in
Mk, we find that Mt has faithfully taken over every one, 8 in
all. Lk has 5 of these logia, once (Mk 132= Lk 21°) dropping
the w7, Mt introduces o w7 into Mk 72, and Lk into Mk 42
and 10%, both Mt and Lk into Mk 133! (see above).?2 Turning
to “Q”, so far as we can deduce it from logia common to
Mt and Lk, we find only two places (Mt 5% =Lk 1258, Mt
23% = Lk 13%) in which the evangelists agree in using ov u1.
Mt uses it in 58 (Lk 21% has a certain resemblance, but
16% is the parallel), and Lk in 6% ¥s (contrast Mt 77).
Finally, in the logia peculiar to Mt or Lk, the presence of
which in “Q” is therefore a matter of speculation, we find ov
un 4 times in Mt and 7 in Lk. When the testimony of Jn
is added, we see that this negative is impartially distributed
over all our sources for the words of Christ, without special
prominence in any one evangelist or any one of the documents
which they seem to have used. Going outside the Gospels,
we find 0¥ p7 in the fragment of Aristion (2) ([Mk] 16); in
1 Th 4 (regarded by Ropes, DB v. 345,as an Agraphon); and
in the Oxyrhynchus “ Sayings "—no. 2 of the first series, and
the preface of the second. The coincidence of all these separate

11t comes from the LXX of 1 Sam 1", if A is right there, with wlerac
changed to the aor. subj. But A of course may show a reading conformed to
the NT,

32 As to Mk 4%, note that in the doublet from *‘ Q" neither Mt (10%) nor Lk
(12%) has o u7 : the new Oxyrhynchus ‘' Saying,” no. 4, has also simple o0.
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witnesses certainly is suggestive. Moreover in Rev, the only
NT Book outside the Gospels which has o0 p7} with any fre-
quency, 4 exx. are from the Epp. to the Churches, where
Christ is speaker; and all of the rest, except 184 (which is
very emphatic), are strongly reminiscent of the OT, though
not according to the LXX except in 182 (=Ezek 2613). It
follows that o0 w# is quite as rare in the NT as it is in the
papyri, when we have put aside (a) passages coming from the
OT, and (b) sayings of Christ, these two classes accounting
for nearly 90 per cent. of the whole. Since these are just
the two elements which made up “Secripture ” in the first age
of Christianity, one is tempted to put it down to the same
cause in both—a feeling that inspired language was fitly
rendered by words of & peculiarly decisive tone.

In connexion with this use of negatives,
we may well pursue here the later develop-
ments of that construction of u7 from which
the use of o w7 originally sprang, according to the theory
that for the present holds the field. It is obvious, whatever
be its antecedent history, that us is often equivalent to our
“perhaps.” A well-known sentence from Plato’s Apology
will illustrate it as well as anything: Socrates says (p. 394)
GM\a u7) o0 TodT 7 xahemwov, OdvaTov éxduyelv, “ perhaps it
is not this which is hard, to escape death.” This is exactly
like Mt 259 as it stands in XALZ: the o0 p7 which replaces
ob in BCD does not affect the principle. The subjunctive
has its futuristic sense, it would seem, and starts most
naturally in Greek from the use of w7 in questions: how
this developed from the original use of p7 in prohibition
(whence comes the final sentence), and how far we are to
call in the sentences of fearing, which are certainly not
widely separable, it would not be relevant for us to discuss
in this treatise. M3 TodT § yaemwov, if originally a question,
meant “ will this possibly be difficult?” So in the indicative,
as Plato Protag. 3124 a\N dpa p3 oly UmolapBdvess, “but
perhaps then you do not suppose ” (Riddell 140). We have
both these forms abundantly before us in the NT:—thus
Lk 11% oxbmes py 70 pds . . . axoéTos éativ, “ Look ! perhaps
the light . . . is darkness”; Col 28 B\émere p7) Tis éoTar s
ouhaywydy, “ Take heed ! perhaps there will be someone who

M1 in Cauntious
Assertions.
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... " (cf Heb 3'%); Gal 4 ¢oBoipar Juds wi mwws eixy
xexoriarxa, “ I am afraid about you: perhaps I have toiled in
vain.”  So in the papyri, as Par P 49 (ii/e.c.) aywvid primore
appworel 16 mwaiddpiov, NP 17 (iii/a.D.) dpwpoipe . . . uy
apa évbpoorwy énabev U8ati, “ I suspect he may have jumped
into the water unnoticed ”: so Tb P 333 (216 A.D.) Udoparpas
odv uy érabdv T avpédmwor. In all these cases the prohibi-
tive force of w7 is more or less latent, producing a strong
deprecatory tone, just as in a direct question u# either
demands the answer No (as Mt 7° etc.), or puts a suggestion
in the most tentative and hesitating way (Jn 4%). The
fineness of the distinction between this category and the
purpose clause may be illustrated by 2 Co 27, where the
paratactic original might equally well be “ Perhaps he will
be overwhelmed” or “Let him not be overwhelmed.” In
Gal 22 the purpose clause (if such it be), goes back to the
former type—“Can it be that I am running, or ran, in
vain?”1 So1l Th 3% The warning of Ac 5% might similarly
start from either “ Perhaps you will be found,” or “ Do not
be found”: the former suits the moré better. It will be
seen that the uses in question have mostly become hypotactic,
but that no real change in the tone of the sentence is
introduced by the governing word. The case is the same
as with prohibitions introduced by 8pa, BAémere, mpooéyere,
etc.: see above, p. 124. One very difficult case under this
head should be mentioned here, that of 2 Tim 2%. We have
already (p. 55) expressed the conviction that dwn is really
8oy, subjunctive. Not only would the optative clash with
avaviyroaw, but it cannot be justified in itself by any clear
syntactic rule. The difficulty felt by WH (dpp® 175), that
“its use for two different moods in the same Epistle would
be strange,” really comes to very little; and the survival of
the epic 8wy is better supported thén they suggest. There
is an apparent case of yvep subj. in Clement Paed. iii. 1,
éavTov ydp Tis éav yvwy, Oeov eloetar. A respectable number
of quotations for 8wy is given from early Christian litera-

1 Tpéxw would be subjunctive, since the sentence as it stands is felt as final.
This interprotation as a whole has to reckon with the alternative rendering,
““Am I running (said I), or have I run, in vain?”—a decidedly simpler and
more probable view : see Findlay in Exp B p. 104 ; Thess. (in CQT) p. 69.

13
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ture in Reinhold 90 f. Phrynichus (Rutherford NP 429
456) may fairly be called as evidence not only for the
Hellenistic d¢n and 8:3¢n (which he and his editor regard
as “utterly ridiculous”) but for the feeling that there is
a subjunctive 3wy, though he only quotes Homer. But
we must not press this, only citing from Rutherford the
statement that some MSS read “3¢n” for 8¢ in Plato
Gorg. 4814, where the optative would be most obviously
out of place. If we read the opt. in 2 Tim le, we can
only assume that the writer misused an obsolete idiom,
correctly used in Lk 3% in past sequence. Against this
stands the absence of evidence that Paul (or the auctor ad
Tvmotheum, if the critics demur) concerned himself with
literary archaisms, like his friends - the authors of Lk, Ac,
and Heb. Taking 8wy and dvaviywow together, we make
the unmore introduce a hesitating question, “ to try whether
haply God may give”: cf the well-known idiom with e}
“to see if” as in Ac 272 Rom 119 Lk 142 Phil 3, Seein
favour of dwy the careful note in WS 120, also Blass 50.2
We take next the Optative, which makes

The gptfa;i:: “— so0 poor a figure in the NT that we are tempted
Pl:'oal;er; to hurry on. In MGr its only relic? is the

phrase un vyévoiro, which appears in Lk 20
and 14 times in Rom (10), 1 Co (1) and Gal (3). This is
of course the Optative proper, distinguished by the absence
of dv and the presence (if negative) of usf. Burton (MT 79)
cites 35 * proper optatives from the NT, which come down to

1 Note OP 743 8\os diamovoiuar el "E. xahkobs dwéheoev, whore Witkowski
says (p. 57) ““idem quod frequentius dywrid pj.” Aliter G. and H.

2 Unfortunately we canmot call the LXX in aid: there are a good many
exx. of ¢, but they all seem optative. Tis 8¢fp . . . ; in Num 11%, Judg 9%,
2 Sam 183, Job 313, Ca 8!, Jer 9% might well seem deliberative subj., but
Ps 120(119)® 7L Sofeln oot kal 7{ wpooTefeln got ; is unfortunately quite free from
ambiguity. We may regard these as real wishes thrown into the interrogative
form. The LXX use of the optative looks a promising subject for Mr Thackeray’s
much-needed Grammar. We will only observe here that in Num Z.c. the
Hebrew has the simple imperf.—also that A has a tendency to change opt. into
subj. {as Ruth 1° 8¢ . . . elpyre), which accords with the faint distinction
between them. In Dt 28%f- we have opt. and fut. indic. alternating, with
same Hebrew. A more surprising fusion still—worse than 2 Tim l.e. with
3yn—is seen in 2 Mac 9% édv 7 wapddofov dmwofaln kal mpocaréNby.

* But see p. 240. ¢ Read 38: 1 correct the remaining figures,
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23 when we drop um yévorro. Of these Paul claims 15
(Rom 15518 Philem 2, 2 Tim 1618 416 the rest in 1 and
2 Th), while Mk, Lk, Ac, Heb, 1 Pet and 2 Pet have one
apiece, and Jude two. ’Owaigny in Philem? is the only
proper optative in the NT which is not 3rd person.! Note
that though the use is rare it is well distributed : even Mk has
it (p. 179), and Lk 1% and Ac 8% come from the Palestinian
stratum of Luke’s writing. We may bring in here a com-
parison from our own language, which will help us for the
Hellenistic optative as a whole.? The optative be still keeps a
real though diminishing place in our educated colloquial: “be
it 80 ” or “so be it,” is preserved as a formula, like u7 yévoiro,
but “ Be it my only wisdom here ” is felt as a poetical archaism.
So in the application of the optative to hypothesis, we should
not generally copy “Be it never so humble,” or “If she
be not fair to me”: on the other hand, “If I were you”
is the only correct form. “God bless you!” “Come what
may,” “I wish I were at home,” are further examples of
optatives still surviving. But a somcwhat archaic style is
recognisable in

“Were the whole realm of nature mine,
That were a present far too small.”

We shall see later that a Hellenist would equally avoid in
colloquial speech a construction like

el xkal Ta wdvr’ € €y,

T mdvra pou yévorr' dv

\agoov | doTe Solvarn
The Hellenist used the optative in wishes and prayers very
much as we use our subjunctive. It is at home in formulz,
as in oaths passim : edopxodvTe péu pou €d ein, éproprovvTe 8¢ Ta
dvavria (OP 240—i/a.D.), % &voyou einuev 1ot Sprwe (OP 715
—ii/a.n), . . . mapaddow . . . } évaxebeiy T Spxw (BM
801—ii/a.n.), ete. But it is also in free use, as OP 526
(ii/a.D.) xaipows, Kahoxaipe, LPb (ii/B.Cc.) & &doin coi, LPw

1 Some support for the persistence of this optative in the Kaw# may be found
in its appearance in a curse of iii/.c., coming from the Tauric Chersonese, and
showing two Ionic forms (Audollent 144, no. 92).

? Cf Sweet, New English Grammar : Syntaz 107 ff.
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BU 741 (ii/a.n.) & un yelvorro, BM 21 (ii/B.C.) goi 8¢ yévoiro
ebnuepeiv, BCH 1902, p. 217, xexohwpévov éxorro Mijva
xarayfoviov, HI P 6 (iii/iv A.D.) éppwpévoy ae ) Ola mpovoia
dvrafas. In hypotaxis the optative of wish appears in

. . clauses with e, as is shown by the negative's

in Hypothesis, being w7, as well as by the fact that we can
add €, s%, if, to a wish, or express a hypothesis without a
conjunction, by a clause of jussive or optative character. E:
with the optative in the NT occurs in 11 passages, of which
4 must be put aside as indirect questions and accordingly
falling under the next head. The three exx. in Ac are all in
or. obl.: 20 (“I want if I can to . .. ”), and 27% (“We
will beach her if we can”), are future conditions; and 241
puts into the past (unfulfilled) form the assertion “They
ought to bring their accusation, if they have any ” (éyova).
The remainder include e Tiyor in 1 Co 141 15%, the only
exx. in Paul, and two in 1 Pet, el xai wdoyorre 3 and el
Oéxo. 3V. The examination of these we may defer till
we take up Conditional Sentences together. We only note
here that HR give no more than 13 exx. from LXX of e
¢. opt. (apart from 4 Mac and one passage omitted in uncials):
about 2 of these are wishes, and 5 are cases of da(wep)
el 75, while 2 seem to be direct or indirect questions.
Neither in LXX nor in NT is there an ex. of e c. opt.
answered with opt. ¢. dv, nor has one been quoted from the
papyri! To the optative proper belongs also that after final
particles, as we infer from the negative u7 and from its being
an alternative for the (jussive) subjunctive. It does not how-

ever call for any treatment in a NT grammar.
" We have seen already (p. 55) that Wa 8oi
and fva qvoi are unmistakably subjunctives: if iva S¢n be read
(b. and pp. 193 £.) in Eph 17 it will have to be a virtual wish
clause, {va serving merely to link it to the previous verb; but
3dn is preferable. This banishment of the final optative only
means that the NT writers were averse to bringing in a

in Final clauses

! Meanwhile we may observe that Blass’s dictum (p. 213) that the el ¢, opt.
form is used *““if I wish to represent anything as generally possible, without
regard to the general or actual situation at the moment,” suits the NT exx.
well ; and it seems to fit the general facts better than Goodwin's doctrine of a
**less vivid future” condition (Coodwin, Greck Gram. 301).
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construction which was artificial, though not quite obsolete.
The obsolescence of the optative had progressed since the
time of the LXX, and we will only compare the writers
and papyri of i/A.p. and ii/a.n. Diel in his program De
enuntiatis finalibus, pp. 20 f, gives Josephus (i/a.D.) 32
per cent. of optatives after {va, dmws and s, Plutarch
Lives (i/a.p.) 49, Arrian (ii/o.n.) 82, and Appian (ii/a.D.) 87,
while Herodian (iii/o.n.) has 75. It is very clear that the
final optative was the hall-mark of a pretty Attic style. The
Atticisers were not particular however to restrict the optative
to past sequence, as any random dip into Lucian himself will
show. We may contrast the more natural Polybius (ii/s.c.),
whose percentage of optatives is only 7,' or Diodorus (i/s.c.),
who falls to 5. The writer of 4 Mac (i/a.p.) outdoes all
his predecessors with 71, so that we can see the cacoethes
Atticissandi affecting Jew as well as Gentile. The papyri
of our period only give a single cptative, so far as I have
observed: OP 237 (late ii/ap.) twa . . . Svwpfelnp. A
eini, in primary sequence; and before long, in the Byzantine
age, there is a riot of optatives, after édv or anything else.
The deadness of the construction even in the Ptolemaic
period may be well shown from TP 1 (ii/B.c.) 7€iwca Iva
xpnpatigfiocoiro — future optative! Perhaps these facts
and citations will suffice to show why the NT does not
attempt to rival the lit¢érateurs in the use of this resuscitated
elegance.

We turn to the other main division of
the Optative, that of which o and dv are
frequent attendants. With dv the Potential
answers to our own J should, you or he would, generally
following a condition. It was used to express a future in
a milder form, and to express a request in deferential style.
But it is unnecessary to dwell upon this here, for the table
given above (p. 166) shows that it was no longer a really
living form in NT times. It was literary, but not artificial,
as Luke’s use proves. It figures 30 times in LXX, or
19 times when 4 Mac is excluded, and its occurrences are

Potential
Optative.

1 See Kalker's observations, Quest. 288 f,
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tolerably well distributed and not abnormal in form. We
should note however the omission of &v, which was previously
cited in one phrase (p. 194 n.)! We shall see that dv tends
to be dropped with the indicative; the general weakening of
the particle is probably responsible for its omission with the
optative as well. Tis &v Swn, Job 31% al, does not differ
from Tis 8¢y elsewhere; and no distinction of meaning is
conveyed by such an omission as appears in 4 Mac 51
cvyyvoporiaeey, “even if there is (éarl) [a God], he would
forgive.” In other ways we become aware how little differ-
ence 4v makes in this age of its senescence. Thus in Par
P 35 (ii/B.c) éEnweyrer oméa” v épevy[@]ro? the dropping
of &v would affect the meaning hardly at all, the contingent
force being practically nil. So when ILuke says in 162
évévevov . . . 76 7i dv 0éror “how he would like’—ecf
Ac 10Y, Lk 15% 18% (D) 9%, —there is a minimum of
difference as compared with Ac 213 érvvfdvero Tis eln “ who
he might be” or Lk 18% XAB 7/ eip Totro. Not that &v
c. opt. in an indirect question is always as near as in this case
to the unaccompanied optative which we treat next. Thus in
the inscr. Magn. 215 (i/A.D.) émepwra . . . T adTS onualve i)
7 & moujoas adeds Siatehoin represents the conditional sen-
tence, “ If I were to do what, should I be secure ?” 7.e. “ what
must I do that I may .. .?” So in Lk 6 7i &v wovjoaiey
is the hesitating substitute for the direct i woujoouer; Ac 5%
7{ &v yévorto ToiTo answers to “ What will this come to?”
Cf Esth 133 wvfouévov . . . wds &v aybein . . . “how this
might be brought to pass” (RV). In direct question we
have Ac 178 7{ 4v 0éroc . . . Néyew; The idiomatic opt. c.
dv in a softened assertion meets us in Ac 26% N°AB, edfaiuny
&y «1 could pray.” Among all the exx. of dv c. opt. in Luke
there is only one which has a protasis, Ac 8% wds vyap dv
Suvaiuny, éav pij Tis odnyroe. pe;—a familiar case of future

1 Par P 63 (ii/B.0.) has & dropped dv in a place where it is needed badly:
) by otbéva émelmaip why b1 E\keabar Befothevrar.  But I would read
ovf¢y &< v >—if one may conjecture without seeing the papyrus. (So Mahafly
now reads : he also substitutes dAA&, and xaxds for Exkeobac.)

21t is unfortunste that this crucial @ is missing, for épewwdro (an unaug-
niented form) is quite possible, though less likely. The papyrus has another
optative, in indirect question, efpoar elowopevodyievor,
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condition with the less vivid form in the apodosis! No
more need be said of this use; nor need we add much about
the other use of the Potential, that seen in indirect questions.
The tendency of Greek has been exactly opposite to that of
Latin, which by the classical period had made the optative
(“subjunctive”) de rigueur in indirect questions, whatever
the tense of the main verb. Greek never admitted 7is elpv
= quis sim into primary sequence, and even after past tenses
the optative was a refinement which Hellenistic vernacular
made small effort to preserve. On Luke’s occasional use of it
we need not tarry, unless it be to repeat Winer's remark
(p- 375) on Ac 213, where the opt. is appropriate in asking
about the unknown, while the accompanying indicative, “ what
he has done,” suits the conviction that the prisoner had com-
mitted some crime. The tone of remoteness and uncertainty
given by the optative is well seen in such a reported question
as Lk 3% ujmore adros eln o Xpiotos, or 222 10 1is dpa €lp
.. . 0 Tabta pé\\wv wpdooew. It will be noted that Luke
observes the rule of sequence, as he does in the use of wpiv
(p- 169)2
" The Indicative—apart from its Future,
“Unreal . .
Indicative. .Whlct.l we have seen was 0.r1g1na.ll).7 a sub-
junctive in the main—is suited by its whole
character only to positive and negative statements, and not
to the expression of contingencies, wishes, commands, or other
subjective conceptions. We are not concerned here with the
forces which produced what is called the “ unreal” use of the
indicative, since Hellenistic Greek received it from the earlier
age as a fully grown and normal usage, which it proceeded to
limit in sundry directions. Its most prominent use is in the
two parts of the unfulfilled conditional statement. We must

1 It is sentences of this kind to which Goodwin's *‘less vivid form " does
apply : his extension of this to be the rule for the whole class I should ven-
ture to dissent from-—see above, p. 196 n.

2 On the general question of the obsolescence of the optative, reference may
be made to F. G. Allinson’s paper in Gildersleeve Studies 353 ff., where itacism
ig alleged to be a contributory cause. Cf OP 60 (iv/a.D.) W’ obv Exoire . . . xal
xaragrhonrai (=-€), where &mnre is meant; OP 71 (ib) where el ool Joxoi is
similarly a misspelt subj. (or indic.). When o had become the completa
equivalent of 4, 7, &, and at of ¢, the optative forms could no longer preserva
phonetic distinctness. Prof. Thumb dissents : see p. 240.
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take this up among the other Conditional Sentences, in
vol. it, ouly dealing here with that which affects the study of
the indicative as a modus irrealts. This includes the cases of
omitted dv,' and those of o instead of u7. 1t happens that
the only NT example of the latter has the former character-
istic as well: Mk 142 (=Mt 26%) xaldv adrd e ovk
éyevvnOn—Mt improves the Greek by adding #v. It is ouly
the ultimate sense which makes this “unreal” at all: as far
as form goes, the protasis is like Heb 12% & éxeivor olx
éEépuyor, “if they failed to escape” (as they did). There, “it
was a warning to us ” might have formed the apodosis, and so
that sentence and this would have been grammatically similar.
We might speak thus of some villain of tragedy, eg. “ A good
thing if (nearly = that) there never was such a man.” Trans-
ferred as it is to a man who is actually present, the saying
gains in poignancy by the absence of the contingent form.
E(l od occurs fairly often with the indicative, but elsewhere
always in simple conditions: see above, p. 171. The dropping
of &v in the apodosis of unfulfilled conditions was classical with
phrases like é8e:, éxpfv, kaov 7iv. Such sentences as “If he
did it, it was the right thing,” may be regarded as the
starting-point of the use of the indicative in unfulfilled
condition, since usage can easily supply the connotation “but
he did not do it.” The addition of &v to an indicative
apodosis produced much the same effect as we can express in
writing by italicising “if”: “4f he had anything, he gave
it,” or “if he had anything, in that case (&v) he gave it,”
alike suggest by their emphasis that the condition was not
realised. We further note the familiar fact that the imper-
fect in all “unreal” indicatives generally denotes present
time:2 cf the use with d¢peror in Rev 3 and 2 Co 11L.
(These are the sole NT examples of this kind of unreal
indicative. The sentences of unrealised wish resemble
those of unfulfilled condition further in using the aorist
(1 Co 48) in reference to past time; but this could

1 0f OP 526 (ii/a.D.) el xal ph dvéfeve, éyw Tdv Néyor pov ol mapéfevor,
OP 530 (ii/a.D.) el wheiov 8¢ por mapékerro, wdhv oo dmegrdhkeww, Rein P 7
(ii/B.C.) ol dwéorne el ph fvdyrace ceonuadobar . . . ovyypadiy, al.

21n Lk 17% note present in protasis. Cf Par P 47 (ii/B.0., = Witk. p. 64)
{ uh wikpby 71 évrpémonar, otk dv pe t3es, “but for the fact that I am.”
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hardly have been otherwise.!) The difference of time in
the real and unreal imperfect will be seen when we drop
the dv in the stock sentence e 7 elyov, é8(8owv dv, “if 1
had anything (now), I should give it,” which by eliminating
the &» becomes “if (i.e. whenever) I had anything, I used to
give it.” Goodwin (MT § 399, 410 ff.) shows that this use
of the imperf. for present time is post-Homeric, and that it is
not invariable in Attic—see his exx. For the NT we may
cite Mt 23% 244 (48e)=1k 12%, Jn 4 11%-32 1 Jn 29
as places where e with imperf. decidedly denotes a past
condition ; but since all these exx. contain either #unw or 58ew,
which have no aorist, they prove nothing as to the survival
of the classical ambiguity—we have to decide by the context
here, as in all cases in the older literature, as to whether
present or past time is meant. The distribution of tenses in
the apodosis (when dv is present) may be seen in the table on
p- 166. The solitary pluperf. isin 1 Jn 2% It need only
be added that these sentences of unfulfilled condition state
nothing necessarily unreal in their apodosis: it is of course
usually the case that the statement is untrue, but the sen-
tence itself only makes it untrue “under the circumstances”
(dv), since the condition is unsatisfied. The time of the
apodosis generally determines itself, the imperfect regularly
denoting present action, except in Mt 23% (fuefa).

Unrealised purpose makes a minute addition to the tale of
unreal indicatives in the NT. The afterthought épauov in
Gal 22 with which stands 1 Th 35 has plenty of classical
parallels (see Goodwin M7 § 333), but no further exx. are
found in NT writers, and (as we saw above, p. 193 n.) the
former ex. is far from cerfain. Such sentences often depend
on unfulfilled conditions with &v, and the decadence of these
carries with it that of a still more subtle and less practical
form of language.

1 There is one ex. of 8gpeXov ¢. fut., Gal 5'%, and there also the associations of
the particle (as it now is) holp to mark an expression never meant to be taken
geriously. The dropping of augment in &pehor may be Ionic, as it is found
in Hercdotus ; its application to 2nd or 3rd pers. is probably due to its being
felt to mean ‘I would” instead of '‘thou shouldst,” etc. Note amoung the
late exx. in LS (p. 1099) that with ze . . . d\éofay, a first step in this develop
ment. Grimm-Thayer gives LXX parallels. See also Schwyzer Perg. 173.



CHAPTER IX.
THE INFINITIVE AND PARTICIPLE.

THE mention of “The Verb ” has been omitted
in the heading of this chapter, in deference to
the susceptibilities of grammarians who wax
warm when Adew or Adoas is attached to the
Verb instead of the Noun. But having thus done homage
to orthodoxy, we proceed to treat these two categories almost
exclusively as if they were mere verbal moods, as for most
practical purposes they are. Every schoolboy knows that
in origin and in part of their use they belong to the
noun; but on this side they have been sufficiently treated
in chapters iv. and v., and nearly all that is distinctive is
verbal.

Nominal Verbs
and Verbal
Nouns.

The Greek Infinitive is historically either
a locative (as Aveww) or a dative (as Adoay,
slvat, ete.) from a noun base closely connected
with a verb.! We can see this fact best from a glance at
Latin, where regere is obviously the locative of a noun like
genus, régi the dative of a moun much like réx except in
quantity, and rectum, -tui, -td the accusative, dative, and loca-
tive, respectively, of an action-noun of the 4th declension. In
Plautus we even find the abstract houn tfactio in the nomi-
native governing its case just as if it were tangere. Classical
Greek has a few well-known exx. of a noun or adjective
governing the case appropriate to the verb with which it is
closely connected. Thus Plato Apol. 188 Ta peréwpa ¢povri-
oris, Sophocles Ant. 789 a¢ diuEipos: see Jebb’s note. Vedic

The Infinitive:—
Its Origin

1 On the morphology of the Infinitive see Giles Manual? 468 ff. It should be
noted that no syntactical difference survives in Greek between forms originally

dative and those which started in the locative,
202



THE INFINITIVE AND PARTICIPLE. 203

Senskrit would show us yet more clearly that the so-called
infinitive is nothing but a case—any case—of a noun which
had enough verbal consciousness in it to “ govern” an object.
The isolation and stereotyping of a few of these forms produces
the infinitive of Greek, Latin, or English. It will be easily
seen in our own language that what we call the infinitive is
only the dative of & noun: Middle English had a locative with
at. In such a sentence as “ He went out to work again,” how
shall we parse work? Make it “hard work,” and the Noun claims
it : substitute “ work hard,” and the Verb comes to its own.
One clear inference from all this is that there was originally
no voice for the infinitive. dwvaros Gavud-
cat, “capable for wondering,” and déEios
Oavpdoar, “ worthy for wondering,” use the
verbal noun in the same way; but one means “able to
wonder,” and the other “ deserving to be wondered at.” The
middle and passive infinitives in Greek and Latin are merely
adaptations of certain forms, out of a mass of units which
had lost their individuality, to express a relation made
prominent by the closer connexion of such nouns with
the verb.

No voice
distinction.

There are comparatively few uses of the
Greek Infinitive in which we cannot still
trace the construction by restoring the dative
or locative case from whence it started. Indeed the very
fact that when the form had become petrified the genius of the
language took it up afresh and declined it by prefixing the
article, shows us how persistent was the noun idea. The
imperative use, the survival of which we have noticed above
(pp- 179 £.), is instructive if we are right in interpreting it in
close connexion with the origins of the infinitive. A dative
of purpose used as an exclamation conveys at once the
imperatival idea. The frequent identity of noun and verb
forms in English enables us to cite in illustration two lines of
a popular hymn :—

Survivals of
Case force.

“So now to watch, to work, to war,
And then to rest for ever!”

A schoolmaster entering his classroom might say either “ Now
then, to work !” or “at work ! "—dative or locative, express-
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ing imperative 2nd person, as the hymn lines express 1st
person. Among the NT exx., Phil 3!® has the 1st,! and the
rest the 2nd person. The noun-case is equally traceable in
many other uses of the infinitive. Thus the infinitive of
purpose, as in Jn 213 &\ievew a-fishing, or Mt 22 wpocrurijcat
for worshipping, —of consequence, as Heb 610 émrihabécbas to
the extent of forgetting,—and other “complementary ” infini-
tives, as Heb 11 karpov dvardurac opportunity for returning,
2 Tim 112 8uvatés puhafar competent for guarding. The force
of such infinitives is always best reached by thus going back
to the original dative or locative noun.

From the account just given of the
genesis of the infinitive it follows that it
was originally destitute of femse as much as of voice. In
classical Sanskrit the infinitive is formed without reference
to the conjugation or conjugations in which a verb forms its
present stem: thus 4 ¢ru (x\dw), inf. ¢rotum, pres. grpomi—
v yw (tungo), yoktum, yunajmi—. bhi (piw, fui, be), bhavi-
tum, bhavami. We can see this almost as clearly in Latin,
where action-nouns like sonitum, positum, tactum and tactio,
etc., have no formal connexion with the present stem seen
in sonat, ponit, tangit. The o in Adoac has only accidental
similarity to link it with that in é\woa. But when once
these noun forms had established their close contact with the
verb, accidental resemblances and other more or less capricious
causes encouraged an association that rapidly grew, till all
the tenses, as well as the three voices, were equipped with
infinitives appropriated to their exclusive service. Greek had
been supplied with the complete system from early times,
and we need say nothing further on the subject here, since
the infinitive presents no features which are not shared with
other moods belonging to the several tenses.?

Tenses.

1 Brugmann, Gram.? 517 n., regards is #mos elweiv as being for efrwuer, and
coming therefore under this head. 1t is a literary phrase, found only in Heb
79 of the would-be literary papyrus, OP 67 (iv/A.D.). On this and other exx.
of the ‘‘limitative infin.” see Griinenwald in Schanz Beitrige 11. iii. 22fT.,
where it is shown to be generally used to qualify wds or oidels, and not as here.

2 The Hellenistic weakening of the Future infinitive, which in the papyri
is very frequently used for aorist or even present, would claim attention here
if we were dealing with the Kow# as a whole. See Kilker 281, Hatzidakis
190f., 142f. The NT hardly shows this form: apart from &oesac, I
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Some important questions arise from the
free use in NT of the iufinitive which is
equivalent to {a c. subj. In 7hLZ, 1903,
p- 421, Prof. Thumb has some suggestive remarks on this
subject. He shows that this infinitive is decidedly more
prominent in the Kown than in Attic, and is perhaps an
Ionic element, as also may be the infin. with Tod, of which the
game is true. In the Pontic dialect of MGr—as mentioned
above, pp. 40 f—the old infin. survives, while it vanished
in favour of wd c. subj. in European MGr, where the infin.
was less prominent in ancient times.* Now the use of the
infin. in Pontic is restricted to certain syntactical sequences.
To these belong verbs of ‘movement, like come, go up (cf Lk
1819 Par P 49—ii/B.C.,=Witk. 29—éav dvaBé rxayw mwpoo-
kvriioat), turn, go over, run, rise up, incline, ete. The NT (and
LXX) use generally agrees with this ; and we find a similar
correspondence with Pontic in the NT use of the infinitive
after such verbs as Boidlopai, émibuud, cmovddlw, mwepdlw,
émuxetpd, aloybvopar, poBoipal, dEid, Tapaiwd, kehelw, Tdoow,
€6, émutpéme, Slvapar, Exw, dpyonar. With other verbs, as
mapaxald, the {va construction prevails. This correspondence
between ancient and modern vernacularin Asia Minor, Thumb
suggests, is best explained by assuming two tendencies within
the Kouwn}, one towards the universalising of va, the other
towards the establishment of the old infinitive in a definite
province : the former prevailed throughout the larger, western
portion of Hellenism, and issued in the language of modern
Hellas, where the infinitive is obsolete ; while the latter held
sway in the eastern territory, exemplifying itself as we should
expect in the NT, and showing its characteristic in the dialect
spoken to-day in the same country. Prof. Thumb does not
pretend to urge more than the provisional acceptance of this
theory, which indeed can only be decisively accepted or rejected
when we have ransacked all the available inscriptions of Asia
Minor for their evidence on the use of the infinitive. But it

Infinitive of
Purpose, etc.

can only cite He 3'8, Ac 267 (WH mg). Jn 21? has xwprocew (xBC), replaced
by xwpficar in the later MSS ; but the future is wanted lhere. The aorist may
be due to the loss of future meaning in xwpricewr by the time when the late
scribes wrote. The obsoleteness of fut. infin, with uéA\\w in NT and papyri has
been remarked already (p. 114 n.). {aSce p. 249.
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is certainly very plausible, and opens out hints of exceedingly
fruitful research on lines as yet unworked.

The long debated question of “&a éx-
Batucér” may be regarded as settled by the
new light which has come in since H. A. W, Meyer waged heroio
warfare against the idea that a could ever denote anything
but purpose. All motive for straining the obvious meaning
of words is taken away when we see that in the latest stage
of Greek language-history the infinitive has yielded all ite
functions to the locution thus jealously kept apart from it.
That fva normally meant “in order that” is beyond ques-
tion. It is perpetually used in the full final sense in the
papyri, having gained greatly on the Attic éwws. But it
has come to be the ordinary construction in many phrases
where a simple infinitive was used in earlier Greek, just as
in Latin wut clauses, or in English those with that, usurp the
prerogative of the verbal noun. “And this is life eternal,
that they should know thee” (Jn 173), in English as in
the Greek, exhibits a form which under other circum-
stances would make a final clause. Are we to insist on
recognising the ghost of a purpose clause here ?* Westcott
says that {va here “expresses an aim, an end, and not only
a fact.” The #a clause then, as compared with (70) yiwa-
oxew, adds the idea of effort or aim at acquiring knowledge of
God. I will not deny it, having indeed committed myself
to the assumption as sufficiently established to be set down
in an elementary grammar.) But I have to confess myself
troubled with unsettling doubts; and I should be sorry now
to commend that {va as strong enough to carry one of the
heads of an expository sermon !

Let us examine the grounds of this scepticism a little
more closely. In Kilker's often quoted monograph on the
language of Polybius, pp. 290 ff,, we have a careful presenta-
tion of @a as it appears in the earliest of the Kown writers,
who came much nearer to the dialect of common life than
the Atticists who followed him. We see at once that iva
has made great strides since the Attic golden age. It has
invaded the territory of émws, as with ppovrilew and amov-

‘“Bcbatic” va.

} Introd.? 217. [“ Sce p. 249.
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8dlew, to mention only two verbs found in the NT. The
former occurs only in Tit 3%; the latter eleven times. And
instead of Attic 8mws, or Polybian lva, behold the infinitive
in every occurrence of the two! Under Kilker’s next head
Polybius is brought into an equally significant agreement
with the NT. He shows how the historian favours &va after
words of commanding, etc., such as &iacadeiv, aireioba,
ypdpew, mwapayyé\hew, and the like. One ex. should be
quoted : owverafato mpis Te Tavplwva mapacrevilew immels
wevtynovTa Kai welovs mevrakociovs, kai mwpos Meoanviovs,
va Tovs loous TolTors I(mmeis xai welovs éfamoocTeilwat.
The equivalence of infin. and “a ec. subj. here is very plain
In the later Kown of the NT, which is less affected by
literary standards than Polybius is, we are not surprised to
find {va used more freely still; and the resultant idiom in
MGr takes away the last excuse for doubting our natural
conclusions, There is an eminently sensible note in SH on
Rom 111, in which the laxer use of {va is defended by the
demands of exegesis, without reference to the linguistic
evidence. The editors also (p. 143) cite Chrysostom on
52 x5 8¢ va évrabfa ovk altioroylas Tihw aAN ékBdoeds
éorw. It will be seen that what is said of the weakening
of final force in fa applies also to other final constructions,
such as o0 c. infin. And on the other side we note that
dore in passages like Mt 27! has lost its consecutive force
and expresses a purpose” It is indeed a repetition after
many centuries of a development which took place in the
simple infinitive before our contemporary records begin. In
the time when the dative &Sduevar and the locative &duev
were still distinct living cases of a verbal noun, we may
assume that the former was much in use to express designed
result : the disappearance of distinction between the two
cases, and the extension of the new “infinitive mood ” over
many various uses, involved a process essentially like the
vanishing of the exclusively final force in the normally final
constructions of Greek, Latin, and English. The burden of
making purpose clear is in all these cases thrown on the
context; and it cannot be said that any difficulty results,
except in a minimum of places. And even in these the diffi-

culty is probably due only to the fact that we necessarily
9 See p. 249.
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read an ancient language as foreigners: no difficulty ever
arises in analogous phrases in our own tongue.

The suggestion of Latin influence in this
development has not unnaturally been made
by some very good authorities;® but the usage was deeply
rooted in the vernacular, in fields which Latin cannot have
touched to the extent which so far-reaching a change
involves. A few exx. from papyri may be cited :—OP 744
(i/B.C) épwtd o€ iva pn dywvidops. NP 7 (i/aD.) éypara
wa cor pvnayfioe (cf BU 19 (ii/an.)). BU 531 (ii/a.n.)
wapaxa\d o€ iva katagyys. 625 (iifili AD.) éwoa doy-
Yo elva érvpaoy.  OP 121 (iii/AD.) elmd oo elva Sdowaw.
BM 21 (ii/B.C.) nfiwcd oe 8mws amodobfi: &Eid c. infin.
occurs in the same papyrus. Par P 51 (ii/Bc.) Myw . . .
tva mwpooxuviops avtov. In such clauses, which remind us
immediately of Mt 4% 1620, Mk 5% 3° etc, the naturalness
of the development is obvious from the simple fact that the
purpose clause with {va is merely a use of the jussive sub-
junctive (above, pp. 177 £.), which makes its appearance after
a verb of commanding or wishing entirely reasonable. The
infinitive construction was not superseded : ef AP 135 (ii/a.D.)
épwTd o€ uy aueheiv wov. We need add nothing to Winer's
remarks (WM 422f) on 6éhw and moid c. fva. 1 Co 145
is a particularly good ex. under this head, in that fé w
has both comstructions: we may trace a greater urgency
in that with {va, as the meaning demands. From such
sentences, in which the object clause, from the nature of
the governing verb, had a jussive sense in it which made
the subjunctive natural, there was an easy transition to
object clauses in which the jussive idea was absent. The
careful study of typical sentences like Mt 10% 8% (contrast
31) 188 Jn 1% (contr. Lk 15) 43 158 18 Lk 14 (for which
Winer quotes a close parallel from Epictetus), will show
anyone who is free from predisposition that iva can lose the
last shred of purposive meaning? If the recognition of a
purpose conception will suit the context better than the denial

Latinism ?

1 8o Gotzeler De Polybi elocutione 17 ff. for mposéxew twa and wapaxakeiv iva
u#: slso Kilker op. cit., and Viereck S@ 67. Against these see Radermaclher
RAiM Yvi, 203 and Thumb Hellen. 159, 2 See further pp. 240f.
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of it, we remain entirely free to assume it; but the day is
past for such strictness as great commentators like Meyer
and Westcott were driven to by the supposed demands of
grammar. The grammarian is left to investigate the extent
to which the Iva construction ousted the infinitive after
particular expressions, to observe the relative frequency of
these usages in different authors, and to test the reality of
Thumb’s proposed test (above, p. 205) for the geographical
distribution of what may be to some extent a dialectic
difference.

The consecutive infin. with &oTe has
been already alluded to as admitting some-
thing very much like a purely final meaning. The total
occurrences of dore in the NT amount to 83, in 51 of which
it takes the infin. A considerable number of the rest,
however, are not by any means exx. of what we should call
daTe consecutive with the indicative: the conjunction be-
comes (a8 in classical Greek) little more than “and so” or
“ therefore,” and is accordingly found with subj. or imper.
several times. Of the strict consecutive dare c. indic. there
are very few exx. Gal 212 and Jn 3!® are about the clearest,
but the line is not easy to draw. The indicative puts the
result merely as a new fact, co-ordinate with that of the
main verb; the infinitive subordinates the result clause so
much as to lay all the stress on the dependence of the result
upon its cause. Blass’s summary treatment of this construc-
tion (p. 224) is characteristic of a method of textual eriticism
which too often robs us of any confidence in our documents
and any certain basis for our grammar. “In Gal 28 there is at
any rate a v.1. with the infin.”"—we find in Ti “a%" gvvvmaydn-
var”—, “ while in Jn 38 the correct reading in place of dore
is &7¢, which is doubly attested by Chrys. (in many passages)
and Nonnus.”® Those of us who are not impressed by such
evidence might plead that the text as it stands in both places
entirely fits the classical usage. It is just “the importance
attaching to the result”—to quote one of Blass’s criteria
which he says would have demanded the indic. in Ac 15% in
a classical writer—which accounts for the use of the indica-
tive: in Jn 38, “had the other construction—dore Sovvas,

80 much as to give—been used, some stress would have been
14 % See p. 249.

Consequence.
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taken off the fact of the gift and laid on the connexton
between the love and the gift.”! Even if the indicative
construction was obsolete in the vernacular—which the
evidence hardly suffices to prove—, it was easy to bring in the
indicative for a special purpose, as it differed so little from
the independent &ore=and so. The infinitives without
doTe in consecutive sense were explained above (p. 204),
upon Heb 6. So in OP 526 (ii/aD.), odx #umy amabns
a\oyws ae amohelmw, “so unfeeling as to leave you,” ete.
Sometimes we meet with rather strained examples, as those in
the Lucan hymns, 1547 especially. The substitution of va
c. subj. for the infin. occasionally makes {va consecutive, just
as we saw that dore could be final: so 1 Jn 1% Rev 9%,
Jn 92 —where Blass’s “better reading” &7+ has no authority
earlier than his own, unless Ti needs to be supplemented.
Blass quotes a good ex. from Arrian, oftw pwpos 7y iva wy
idp. We should not however follow him in making {va con-
secutive in Lk 9%, for the thought of a purpose of Providence
seems demanded by wapaxexalvuuévor. 1 Th 5% we can
concede, but 2 Co 1Y is better treated as final: Paul is
disclaiming the mundane virtue of unsettled convictions,
which aims at saying yes and no in one breath. See p. 249.

The infinitive when used as subject or

Infinitive as object of a verb has travelled somewhat
subject or furth £ it i vinal ta W
object. urther away from its original syntax. e

may see the original idea if we resolve
humanum est errare into “there is something human in
erring.” But the locative had ceased to be felt when the
construction acquired its commanding prevalence, and the
indeclinable verbal noun could become mom. or ace. without
difficulty. The iva alternative appears here as it does in the
purpose and consequence clauses, and (though this perhaps
was mere coincidence) in the imperative use (pp. 176 and
1781). Thus we have Mt 5% al ocvudéper, Mt 10% dpkerov,
Jn 18% cuwibeid éatw, 1 Co 43 els érdyioTov éoTw, Jn 4%
éudv Bpdud éativ, all with fva in a subject clause. See Blass’s
full list, p. 228, and note his citation from Barnabas” 513,
&8¢ {va mdfy: still more marked are such. exx. (p. 229) as

' I quote from my Introduction 218, written before Blass’s book.
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Lk 148, 1 Jn 53 Jn 15, etc. The prevalence of the {va in
Jn has its bearing on Prof. Thumb’s criteria described above
(pp- 40 f. and 205); for if the fondness of Jn for éuos is a
characteristic of Asia Minor, that for {ra goes the other way.
It would be worth while for some patient scholar to take up
this point exhaustively, examining the vernacular documents
among the papyri and inscriptions and in the NT, with care-
ful discrimination of date and locality where ascertainable.
Even the Atticists will yield unwilling testimony here; for a
“wrong ” use of {va, if normal in the writer's daily speech,
could hardly be kept out of his literary style—there was a
very manifest dearth of trained composition lecturers to correct
the prose of these painful littérateurs of the olden time!
Schmid, Atticismus iv. 81, shows how this “ Infinitiveurrogat ”
made its way from Aristotle onwards. Only by such an inquiry
could we make sure that the dialectic distribution of these
alternative constructions was a real fact in the age of the
NT. Tentatively I should suggest—for time for such an
investigation lies wholly below my own horizon—that the
preference was not yet decisively fixed on geographical lines,
so that individuals bad still their choice open. The strong
volitive flavour which clung to {va would perhaps commend
it as a mannerism to a writer of John’s temperament ; but one
would be sorry to indulge in exegetical subtleties when he
substitutes it for the infinitive which other writers prefer.

. We might dwell on the relation of
Eﬁiﬁgﬁ:ﬁze the accus. e. infin. (after verbs of saying,
and substitutes, Pelieving, and the like) to the periphrasis

with 87 which has superseded it in nearly
all the NT writers. But no real question as to difference
of meaning arises here; and it will suffice to cite Blass’s
summary (pp. 230 ff) and refer to him for details. He
shows that “ the use of the infinitive with words of believing
is, with some doubtful exceptions, limited to Luke and Paul
(Hebrews), being & ‘remnant of the literary language’
(Viteau [i.] 52).” So with other verbs akin to these: Luke
is indeed “the only writer who uses [the acc. and infinitive]
at any length, and even he very quickly passes over into the
direct form.” The use of ds instead of &7¢ is limited, and
tends to be encroached upon by was: cf Hatzidakis 19, who
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ought not however to have cited Ac 4% in this connexion
The combination @s 87¢ in 2 Co 5% 112, 2 Th 22, is taken
by Blass (@72 3211) as equivalent to Attic s c. gen. abs,
the Vulgate guasi representing it correctly. It must be
noted that in the vernacular at a rather later stage it meant
merely “that”: thus CPR 19 (iv/A.D.) mpdqgv BiB\ia éme-
8é8wra T off émipehela ds GTi éBovhifny Twad mwdpyovrd
pov amodoafar. Wessely notes there, “d¢ §r¢ seem to be
combined where the single word would be adequate.” He
quotes another papyrus, @s 8¢ ypeooreitar € adrod 6 Kipis
'Iavés. Two Attic inscriptions of i/B.c. show ds 87 c. superl.
in the sense of ds or &7 alone: see Roberts-Gardner 179.
Winer (p. 771) cites Xenophon, Hellen. mL il 14, emov
@s 87. owxvoin, and Lightfoot (on 2 Th 2?2) and Plummer
repeat the reference; but the editors have agreed to eject
é7¢ from the text at that place. Its isolation in earlier
Greek seems adequate reason for flouting the MSS here.
Winer’s citation from the Argument to the Busiris of Isocrates,
xaTyopovy adTod @5 8Ti xawa Sapovia elopéper, will hardly
dispose of Blass’s “ unclassical ” (as Plummer supposes), since
the argument is obviously late! We may follow Lightfoot
and Blass without much hesitation.

In classical Greek, as any fifth-form boy
forgets at his peril, the nominative is used
regularly instead of the accusative as subject
to the infinitive when the subject of the main verb is the
same: €dn ovk avros dMa K\éwva orparpyetv. This rule
is by no means obsolete in NT Greek, as passages like 2 Co
102, Rom 93, Jn 7¢ (WH fext), serve to show; but the ten-
dency towards uniformity has produced a number of violations
of it. Heb 724 has a superfluous adrov, and so has Lk 2¢:
Mt 2632 inserts pe, Phil 33 éuavrov, and so on. Blass,
p. 238 £, gives instances, and remarks that translations
from Latin (Viereck, SG@ 68) exhibit this feature.® Kailker
(p- 280) anticipates Viereck in regarding this as a case of
propter hoc as well as post hoc. But the development of

Nominative for
Accusative.

1Dr J. E. Sandys (Aristotie’s Constitution of Athens, p. xxviii) makes the
author of the vré@eats to the Areopagiticus **a Christian writer of perhaps the
sixth century.” He kindly informs me that we may assume the same age for
that to the Busire. (@ See p. 249.
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Greek in regions untouched by Latin shows that no outside
influence was needed to account for this levelling, which
was perfectly natural.

The accus. c. inf. and the 87¢ construction
have been mixed in Ac 27 by an inadvert-
ence to which the best Attic writers were
liable. See the parallels quoted by Winer (p. 426), and add
from humbler Greek OP 237 (ii/A.D.) Snhdv 67 el Ta AAnbs
davein pndé kpicews Seicbar To mpaypa. Also see Wellh. 23.

The Articular We W-llll proceed to speak of t.he most
Infinitive.  Characteristic feature of the Greek infinitive

in post-Homeric language. “By the sub-

stantial loss of its dative force,” says Gildersleeve (4JP iii
195), “ the infinitive became verbalised ; by the assumption of
the article it was substantivised again with a decided increment
of its power.” Goodwin, who cites this dictum (M7 315),
develops the description of the articular infinitive, with
“its wonderful capacity for carrying dependent clauses and
adjuncts of every kind,” as “a new power in the language, of
which the older simple infinitive gave hardly an intimation ”
The steady growth of the articular infinitive throughout the
period of classical prose was not much reduced in the
Hellenistic vernacular. This is well seen by comparing the
NT statistics with those for classical authors cited from Gilder-
sleeve on the same page of Goodwin's MZ. The highest
frequency is found in Demosthenes, who shows an average of
1-25 per Teubner page, while he and his fellow orators
developed the powers of the construction for taking dependent
clauses to an extent unknown in the earlier period. In the
NT, if my calculation is right, there is an average of ‘68 per
Teubner page—not much less than that which Birklein gives
for Plato. The fragmentary and miscellaneous character of
the papyri make it impossible to apply this kind of test, but
no reader can fail to observe how perpetual the construection
is. I have noted 41 exx. in vol.iof BU (361 papyri), which
will serve to illustrate the statement. An interesting line
of inquiry, which we may not at present pursue very far,
concerns the appearance of the articular infinitive in the
dialects. Since it is manifestly developed to a high degree
in the Attic orators, we should naturally attribute its fre-

Mixed
Construction.
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quency in the Hellenistic vernacular to Attic elements in
the Kowr; and this will be rather a strong point to make
against Kretschmer’s view (p. 33), that Attic contributed
no more than other dialects to the resultant language. To
test this adequately, we ought to go through the whole
Sammlung of Greek dialect-inscriptions. I have had to
content myself with a search through Cauer'’s representative
Delectus, which contains 557 inscriptions of all dialects except
Attiec. It will be worth while to set down the scanty
results. First comes a Laconian inscr. of ii/B.c., 32 (= Michel
182) émi 70 kakds . . . Siekayvnrévar. Then the Messenian
“ Mysteries ” inscr., no. 47 (=M. 694, Syll. 653, 91 B.C.), which
has four or five instances, all with prepositions. Four Cretan
exx. follow, all from ii/B.c., and all in the same formula, mepl 7é
(once Tob) ryevéofar with accus. subject (Nos. 122—5 = M. 55,
56, 54, 60). (The Gortyn Code (Michel 1333, v/B.c.) has no
ex., for all its length.) Then 148 (=M. 1001, the Will of
Epikteta), dated cir. 200 B.C,, in which we find mpo Tod Tav
atwodor Huev. No. 157 (M. 417), from Calymnus, dated
end of iv/B.c., is with one exception the oldest ex. we have: of
mapayevépevor Tioay cmovddy émoujaavro Tod {Tov} Sianvdév-
Tas Tods wolitas Ta wor avrovs wohiTevealar per’ opovolas.
No. 171, from Carpathus, Michel (436) assigns to ii/B.c.: it
has 7po Tod picfwbiperv. No. 179 (not in M.), from Priene,
apparently iii/B.c., has [mepi 7]ob mapopileafar Tay yopav.
The Delphian inscr. no. 220 has mpo 700 wapaucivac. Elis
contributes one ex., no. 264 (=M. 197), dated by Michel in
the middle of iv/B.c, and so the oldest quoted: mrept d¢ 10
dmootaNduey . . . T0 . .. Ydpiopa. Finally Lesbos gives
us (no. 431 =M. 357), from ii/B.c., émi Téu wparypaTevbijyas,
I have looked through Larfeld’s epecial collection of Beeotian
inscriptions, and find not a single example. Unless the
selections examined are curiously unrepresentative in this
one point, it would seem clear that the articular infinitive
only invaded the Greek dialects when the Kowr was already
arising, and that its invasion was extremely limited in extent.
To judge from the silence of Meisterhans, the Attic popular
speech was little affected by it. It would seem to have been
mainly a literary use, starting in Pindar, Herodotus, and the
tragedians, and matured by Attic rhetoric. The statistics of
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Birklein (in Schanz Beitr., Heft 7) show how it extends during
the lives of the great writers, though evidently a matter of
personal taste. Thus Sophocles has ‘94 examples per 100
lines, Aeschylus ‘63, and Euripides only 37. Aristophanes
has 42 ; but if we left out his lyrics, the frequency would be
about the same as in Euripides. This is eloquent testimony
for the narrowness of its use in colloquial speech of the Attic
golden age; and the fact is significant that it does not appear
in the early Acharnians at all, but as many as 17 times in
the Plutus, the last product of the poet’s genius. Turning to
prose, we find Herodotus showingonly -07 examples per Teubner
page, and only one-fifth of his occurrences have a preposition.
Thucydides extends the use greatly, his total amounting to 298,
or more than ‘5 a page: in the speeches he has twice as many
as this. The figures for the orators have already been alluded
to. The conclusion of the whole matter—subject to correction
from the more thorough investigation which is needed for
safety—seems to be that the articular infinitive is almost
emtirely a development of Attic literature, especially oratory,
from which it passed into the daily speech of the least
cultured people in the later Hellenist world. If this is true,
it is enough by itself to show how commanding was the part
taken by Attic, and that the literary Attie, in the evolution
of the Kown).

The application of the articular infin. in NT Greek does
not in principle go beyond what is found in Attic writers.
We have already dealt with the imputation of Hebraism which
the frequency of év 7@ c. inf. has raised. It is used 6 times
in Thucydides, 26 times in Plato, and 16 in Xenophon; and
the fact that it exactly translates the Hebrew infin. with 2
does not make it any worse Greek, though this naturally in-
creases its frequency.® Only one classical development failed
to maintain itself, viz. the rare employment of the infin. as a
full noun, capable of a dependent genitive: thus in Demos-
thenes, 76 o’ b ppoveiv adTdy, “ their good sense ” ; or in Plato,
Sia mavtos Tob evar. Heb 218 8id mavrtos Tob &y is an exact
parallel to this last, but it stands alone in NT Greek, though
Ignatius, as Gildersleeve notes, has 7o adidepitor 7udy Liv.
The fact that {jv was by this time an entirely isolated
infinitive form may account for its peculiar treatment A

ab See p. 249.
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similar caunse may possibly contribute to the common verna-
cular (not NT) phrase els meiv,! which we compared above
{(p. 81) to the Herodotean avt{ c. anarthrous infin, The
prepositions which Birklein (p. 104) notes as never used
with the infin. retain this disqualification in the NT: they
are, as he notes, either purely poetical or used in personal
constructions. It may be worth while to give a table of
relative frequency for the occurrences of the articular infini-
tive in NT books. Jas has (7=) 108 per WH page;
Heb (23=) 109; Lk (71 =) nearly ‘99; Paul (106 =)
‘89 (in Pastorals not at all); Ac (49=)*7 ("73 in cc. 1-12,
‘68 in cc. 13—28); 1 Pet (4 =) -59; Mt (24=) *35; Mk
(13=)-32;Jn (4=) '076; Rev (1=)-027. [Mk] 16%%
has one ex., which makes this writer’s figure stand at
143 : the other NT books have none. It will be found
that Mt and Mk are about level with the Rosetta Stone.?

The general blurring of the expressions
which were once appropriated for purpose,
has infected two varieties of the articular infinitive. That
with 700 started as a pure adnominal genitive, and still
remains such in many places, as 1 Co 16% &Fov Tod
mopevesfar. But though the 700 may be forced into ome
of the ordinary genitive categories in a fair proportion of
its occurrences, the correspondence seems generally to be
accidental : the extension which began in the classical period
makes in later Greek a locution retaining its genitive force
almost as little as the genitive absolute. The normal use of
Tob c. inf. is telic. With this force it was specially developed
by Thucydides, and in the NT this remains its principal
use. We will analyse the exx. given in the concordance,
omitting those in which 7ol is governed by a preposition,
and those which are due to the LXX. Mt has 6 exx.:
in one of them, 2132, 7ol mioTedoar gives rather the content
than the purpose of perepersifnre. Luke supplies two-thirds
of the total for the NT. In Lk we have 23 exx., of which
5 may be due to dependence on a noun, and about one-half

Toi ¢. inf.

1 But not to els Bayar, OP 736 (cir. A.D. 1). Winer (413) cites two exx.
from Theodoret. See Kiibner® § 479. 2. Add an ex. with dyp: from Plutarch
p- 256 D. Anp inscription of iii/s.c. (OGIS 41, Michel 370) has dmosradels . . .
éxl Tis mapafolds v Sukdv hauPBdvew : Dittenberger emends. 2 Sce p. 241,
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seem clearly final; in Ac there are 21, with 2 adnominal,
and less than half final. Paul shows 13 (only in Rom, Gal,
1 and 2 Co, Phil), but there is not one in which purpose is
unmistakable. In Heb there is one adnominal, one (11°%)
final or quasi-final. Jas 5Y (object clause), 1 Pet 4V
(adnominal), and the peculiar? Rev 127 supply the remainder.
Before turning to grammatical detail, let us parenthetically
commend the statistics just given to the ingenious analysts
who reject the unity of the Lucan books. The uniformity
of use is very marked throughout Lk and Ac: cf Ac 27!
(“ We ”-document) with 152 203, Lk 212 with Ac 95, Ac 20%
(“ We "-document) with 1418, Note also the uniform pro-
portion of final 7o8, and the equality of total occurrences.
When we observe that only Paul makes any marked use of
tob c. inf, outside Lk and Ac (the two writers together
accounting for five-sixths of the NT total), and that his use
differs notably in the absence of the telic force, we can
hardly deny weight to the facts as a contribution to the
evidence on the Lucan question. In classifying the uses of
this 7o, we note how closely it runs parallel with Zva. Thus
Lk 17! avévlextov éotw Tob . . . un éAbeiv, and Ac 10%
éyéveto Tov elaefeiv (cf 3'%), where the Tod clause represents
a pure noun sentence, in which 76 would have been more
correct, may be paralleled at once by Lk 14, mofer po
TodTo tva é\fp; After verbs of commanding we may have
Tob or va. We find the simple infin. used side by side with
it in Lk 17 (purpose) and 1. It is not worth while to
labour any proof that purpose is not to be pressed into
any example of Tod where the context does not demand
it; but we must justify our assertion about Paul. It is
not meant that there are no possible or even plausible
cases of final Tou, but only that when Paul wishes to express
purpose he uses other means. In the majority of cases Tod
c. inf. is epexegetic (Rom 1% 72 8% 1 Co 10%%), adnominal
(Rom 152, 1 Co 91° 164 2 Co 8, Phil 3%), or in a regular
ablative construction (Rom 15%, 2 Co 18). The rendering

! WH make this a quotation from Dan 10" %: the former verse names
Michael, who in the latter says émorpéyw r00 woheufioar perd k7A (Theodotion).
See below.
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“so as to ” will generally express it. The nearest to pure final
force are Rom 6° and Phil 3¥; but in both it would be
quite as natural to recognise result as purpose—the main
purpose is expressed by a clause with va in each case, and
the 7o0 c. infin. comes in to expound what is involved in
the purpose stated. An extreme case of explanatory infin.
is that in Rev 127, where md\emos is explained by Tod
mokeéutjocar with subject in the nominative. The construction
is loose even for the author of Rev, but the meaning is clear:
we might illustrate the apposition by Vergil's “et certa-
men erat, Corydon cum Thyrside, magnum ;” or more closely
still—if we may pursue our former plan of selecting English
sentences of similar grammar and widely different sense-—
by such a construction as “There will be a cricket match,
the champions to play the rest.”

Two other modes of expressing purpose
have been, to a more limited extent, infected
by the same general tendency. ITpds 7o
c. infin. occurs 5 times in Mt and once in Mk, with clearly
final force, except perhaps in Mt 5%, where it might rather
seem to explain SAérwv than to state purpose. Lk 18!
and Ac 3 stand alone in Luke, and the former is hardly
final: we go back to a more neutral force of mpos—* with
reference to the duty” (Winer). Paul has it 4 times,
and always to express the “subjective purpose” in the
agent’s mind, as W. F. Moulton observes (WM 414 n,, after
Meyer and Alford). This then is a locution in which the
final sense has been very little invaded. Eis 7 c. infin.
is almost exclusively Pauline. It occurs thrice in Mt, in
very similar phrases, all final; Mk, Lk and Ac have it once
each, with final force fairly certain. Jas and 1 Pet have
two exx. each, also final; and the same may probably be
said of the 8 exx. in Heb. The remaining 44 exx. are evenly
distributed in Paul, esp. Rom, Th, and Co—none in Col,
Philem and the Pastorals. Westcott on Heb 5! distinguishes
between va and els T6, which he notes as occurring in
close connexion in a considerable number of passages: “ iva
appears to mark in each case the direct and immediate
end, while els 76 indicates the more remote result aimed
at or reached” This seems to be true of both 700 and

Npss 76 and
eis 76 c. infin.
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els ro. Since we have seen that {va itself has largely lost
its appropriation to telic force, it would naturally follow
that els T6 would lose it more easily: on the whole,
however, this is hardly the case. On Heb 113 Moulton
and Westcott, independently, insist on the perseverance of
the final meaning, in view of the writer's usage elsewhere.
The els 70 yeyovévar (mark the perfect) will in this case
depend on xatnpricfa:, and describe a contemplated effect
of the fiat in Gen 1. Paul’s usage is not so uniform. It is
difficult to dispute Burton’s assertion (M7 § 411) that in
Rom 123, 2 Co 8% Gal 37 (not, I think,! in 1 Th 2%) els 70
“expresses tendency, measure of effect, or result, conceived
or actual.” Add (with WM 414 n.) exx. of eis 76 expressing
the content of a command or entreaty (as 1 Th 212), or
acting for the epexegetic inf. (1 Th 4%). Purpose is so
remote here as to be practically evanescent. We must
however agree with SH in rejecting Burton’s reasonimg as
to Rom 1%; for this belongs to the category of passages
dealing with Divine action, in which contemplated and actual
results, final and consecutive clauses, necessarily lose their
differentia. It has been often asserted—cf especially a
paper by Mr A. Carr on “ The Exclusion of Chance from the
Bible,” in Ezpos. v. viii. 181 fl—that Hebrew teleology is
responsible for the blurring of the distinction between pur-
pose and consequence: it is a “subtle influence of Hebrew
thought on the grammar of Hellenistic Greek.” This might
be allowed—as a Hebraism of thought, not language—in
passages like that last mentioned, where the action of God
is described. But the idea that “ Hebrew teleology” can
have much to do with these phenomena as a whole is put
out of court by the appearance of the same things in lan-
guage which Semitic influences could not have touched. We
have already shown this for fva. A few exx.
may be cited for 7ot from vernacular
witnesses:—BU 665 (i/AD.) duekely Tod
ypdgperv. BU 830 (i/aD.) xpn odv éropdoew xal mpoatpely,
o’ éxs Tob mwketv: of Mt 18%, Jn 57, for parallel construc-

Evidence of the
Papyri, etc.

! See Findlay CGT in loc., where strong reasouns are given for accepting
Ellicott’s interpretation, secing here the purpose of God.
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tions with éyw. BU 1031 (ii/a.D.) ppévpoor 7oi maicas.
JHS, 1902, 369 (Lycaonian inscr, iii/A.D. or eatlier) 7¢
Suxorouricavti pe Tob To Aoewov Ly els (cause). NP 16
(1li/A.D.) Kewhbovres Tod py omelpew: of Lk 442, Ao 14, etc.
BU 36 (ii/iii AD) Tob Gijv peragticar: of 2 Co 18, BU
164 (iifili A.D.) wapakakd ce . . . welcar adrov Tod ENbeiv,
BM 23 (ii/B.C.) wpoodeopévov pov Tob wepiworiiocar. BU 595
(i/aD.) Tod ¢ une elpebijvai, apparently meaning “because
of your not being found,” as if 7¢:! the document is illiterate
and naturally ejects the dative. OP 86 (iv/a.D.) &os éoriv
tol mapacyebijvar. OP 275 (i/aD.) Tod dwocmwabivas
emiretpov. CPR 156 éfovoiav . . . 7ob . . . Géalar: cf
1 Co 9% BU 46 (ii/an.) edrawpias . .. Tod ebpeiv: cf
Lk 226, BU 625 (ii/iii A.D.) wdv molnoov Tod o¢ dmevéyke:
so 845 (ii/a.n.). The usage is not common in the papyri.
Winer’s plentiful testimony from LXX, Apocrypha, and
Byzantine writers (WM 411) illustrates what the NT
statistics suggest, that it belongs to the higher stratum of
education in the main. For els 76 we may quote the re-
current formula els 76 év undevi peudbivar, which is decidedly
telic: as PFi 2 (ili/aD.) quater, OP 82 (iii/a.n.). Miscel-
laneous exx. may be seen in OP 69 (ii/a.n.), BU 18 (ii/a.Dn.),
195 (ii/a.n.), 243 (ii/a.p.), 321 (iii/aD.), 457 (ii/a.n.), 651
(ii/aD.), 781 (ii/aD.), and 747 (ii/ap.). Like the rather
commoner wpos T, it seems to carry the thought of a remoter
purpose, the tendency towards an end. This is well shown by
the cases in which the main purpose is represented by &a or
8mws, and an ultimate object is tacked on with the articular
infinitive. Thus BU 226 (i/a.D.) 8mws €8 mapéceorar
(=-Bai) abrov . . . 8rav kTA . . . wpos TO TuxIv pe Ths dmd
cob Bonbeias. OP 237 (ii/aD.) émws ¢povrions drorovda
mpakas . . . wpds TO uy wepl TRV albTdy wAMw alTov
&vrvyydvew. b, [a] & odv . . . Siapévy . . . 7 xpiioes
mpds 76 pn walwy dmoypadis Senbivar. This kind of final
force is just what we have seen in mearly all the NT exx.;
nor do those in which the purpose is least evident go beyond
what we see in these other illustrations.

Before dealing with the Participle proper, we may

1Cf 2 Co 28 ; LD (ii/B.C.) &NAws 3¢ 7@ pun0év’ Exew whiy Tob IlTokeualov.
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briefly touch on another category closely connected with it.
Brugmann has shown (Idg. Forsch. v. 89ff) that the
.. . Greek nparticiple, formed with the suffixes
&l;laetizrgzgz -nt-, -meno-, and -wos- (-us-), represents the
Adjectives, Proéthnic participle, which was intimately
connected with the tense system; while

there are primitive verbal adjectives, notably that in -fo-,
which in other languages—Latin and English are obvious
examples—have become associated more intimately with the
verb. The -76s form in Greek has never come into the
verb system; and its freedom from tense connexions may
be seen from the single fact that “amatus est” and “he is
loved ” represent different tenses, while “scripfum est” and
“it is written” agree! Even in Latin, a word like facitus
illustrates the absence of both tense and voice from the
adjective in its primary use. Brugmann's paper mainly
concerns Latin and the Italic dialects, and we shall only
pursue the subject just as far as the interpretation of the
Greek -7és calls us. The absence of woice has just been
vemarked on. This is well shown by the ambiguity of aévva-
Tov in Rom 83: is it “incapable,” as in Ac 143, Rom 15
or “impossible,” as in the other NT occurrences? Grammar
cannot tell us: it is a purely lexical problem. As to
absence of fense, we may note that both in Greek and
English this adjective is wholly independent of time and of
“ Aktionsart.” Both dyamnros and beloved may answer
indifferently to dyamwpevos, fyamwnuévos, and dyamnbeis.
This fact has some exegetical importance. Thus in Mt 254
the timeless adjective “cursed” would answer to the Greek
xatdpatoe. The perfect xarppauévor has the full perfect
force, “having become the subjects of a curse”; and this
makes the predicate translation (RVmg “under a curse”)
decidedly more probable. That our -d (-n) participle has oo
tense force in itself, and that consequently we have no exact
representative of either present, aorist or perfect participle
passive in Greek, is a point that will often need to be borne
in mind. The very word just used, borne, translates the

1 The verbal adjective in -no- stands parallel with that in -fo- from primitive
times,



222 A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

present alpopevor in Mk 23, while its punctiliar equivalent
brought represents (RVmg) the aorist éveyfeicav in 2 Pet 118,
and the similar taken away stands for npuévor in Jn 20!;
and yet all these are called “past participle” in English
grammars. Having cleared the way for a lexical treatment
of the verbals in -7és, by leaving usage in each case to decide
whether an intransitive, an active, or a passive meaning is to
be assigned to each word, we may give two or three examples
which will lead to a new point. S'vweros is & good example
of an ambiguous word: it is always active, “ intelligent,” in
NT, but in earlier writers it is also passive. LS cite
Euripides IT 1092 ebfvveros Evveroior Bod as combining
the two. ’Aouveros in Rom 1% is also active, but the next
word douvberos, combined with it by paronomasia, gets its
meaning from the middle ocvvfésOat, “ not covenanting.” An
example of the passive, and at the same time of the free use
of these adjectives in composition, is OeodidaxTos “ God-
taught.” Intransitive verbs naturally cannot show passive
meaning. Thus feards fervidus, from &(o)w “to boil” But
when we examine fvnros, we see it does not mean “dying”
but “mortal”; waflpros is probably not “suffering” but
“capable of suffering,” patibilis. So often with transitive
verbs. “The ‘invincible’ Armada” would be rendered o
aqrryTos 87 oTohes: snvictus would be similarly used in
Latin, and “unconquered” can be read in that semse in
English. A considerable number of these adjectives answer
thus to Latin words in -b¢lis, as will be seen from the lexicon:
we need cite no more here. It will be enough merely to
mention the gerundive in -téos, as it is only found in Lk 5%,
BAnTéov “one must put.” It is not unknown in the papyri,
but can hardly have belonged to the genuine popular speech.
. A considerable proportion of what we
P?;bdlfgi?vf:r have to say about the Participle has been
" anticipated. One Hellenistic use, already

adumbrated in the discussion of the Imperative (pp. 180 ff),
may be finished off at this point, before we go on to describe
subordinate participial clauses. That the participle can be
used for indicative or imperative seems to be fairly estab-
lished now by the papyri Let us present our evidence
before applying it to the NT exx., which we have already
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given so far as the imperative is concerned. For indiesative
the following may be cited:—Tb P 14 (ii/B.c.) 7o odw
snuawopéver ‘Hpati mapnyyennotes évdmiov, « 1 gave notice
«a person” (no verb follows). Th P 42 (b.) n&xn;téuoq (no
verb follows). AP 78 (ii/a.n.) Biav 'n'aa'xaw éxdaToTe, ete.
(no verb). Tb P 58 (ll/Bc) rypmpas o'n'a)q eiis, xai ov
dvayoviatos lofe. NP 49 (ii/AD) 87c “ . . éfayprioavres

. kal . .. opeteploavTes, Kai awavTnKa al’rrofc;. ...” On
GH 26 (ii/B.C.), § quvemikekevoians Tis TolTwy pnTpds Opipis
tis Iladros guvevdorodvres Tdv mpoyeypa(upévor), the edd.
remark : “ The construction is hopeless; one of the participles
guvemik. or ovvevd. must be emended to the indicative, and
the cases altered accordingly.” The writer of the papyrus
uses his cases in a way which would have convicted him of
Semitic birth before any jury of NT grammarians not very
long ago; but if ouvevdoxobuer is meant by the ouvev-
Soxotvres, we may perhaps translate without emendation,
taking Tdv . as partitive gen. like Ae 21 (supr, p. 73).
In Par P 63 (ii/B.C.) évrevEw 7juiv mpodepouevor comes in 80
‘ong a sentence that the absence of finite verb may be mere
anacoluthon. OP 725 (ii/a.D.) 0 & ‘H. elboxdv ToiTois mda:
kal édeiddfew, “ H. agrees to all this, and to teach,” ete. In
CPR 4 (i/a.D.), xai undéva xwhiovra, for kwiew, seems to be
the same thing in orat. obl, but more clearly due to anaco-
luthon. For the imperative there is the formula seen in
G 35 (i/B.C.) éavrdw 8¢ émipelopevor W’ DyiaivnTe (1st person
plural precedes): so Par P 63, G 30, Path P 1, Th P 12
(all Ptolemaic), etc. ~FP 112 (i/a.p, translated above,
p- 178) éméyov (= -wv) Zwikwi kai elva adrov py Svowmriops.
Tb P 59 (i/B.c., = Witk.p. 88) év ols éav mpocdénadé pov émirda-
oovrés por mpobuuérepor—Iiollowing a gen. abs! The writer
is “an official of some importance” (G. & H.) who bears a
Greek name. We may observe that the participial use we
are discussing is in the papyri not at all a mark of inferior
education. Though fairly certain, it was not very common.
It may be recalled that in a prehistorie stage Latin used the
participle for an indicative, where the 2nd plur. middle for
gome reason became unpopular; and sequimini = éwopevor not
only established itself in the present, but even produced

1 Add PP ii, 19 a£d oe « o o Oods k7A (g.2.), and G 30 (= Witk. p. 83).
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analogy-formations in future and imperfect, and in the subjunc-
tive.! Cf the constant ellipsis of est in perfect indic. passive. It
further analogies may be permitted, we might refer to the plaus-
ible connexion claimed between the 3rd plural indicative and
the participle in all languages of our family: bheronts ( ferunt,
dépovar, Gothic bairand, etc.), and bheront- (ferens, ¢épwy,
bairands). These analogies are only adduced to show that the
use of the participle always lay ready to hand, with or without
the auxiliary verb, and was a natural resource whenever the
ordinary indicative (or, less often, imperative) was for any
cause set aside. In D we find this use apparently arising
from the literal translation of Aramaic: see Wellh. 21,
We may proceed to give some NT passages in which the
participle appears to stand for an indicative: those where
the imperative is needed were given on pp. 180 ff. As before,
we shall begin with those from Winer’s list (p. 441 £) in which
we may now reject his alternative construction. Rom 5U
kavyw@pevos is most naturally taken this way : Winer’s explana-
tion seems forced. The a-text MSS correctly glossed the true
reading with their xavywuefa. In Heb 7% we might have to
take refuge in explaining épunvevouevos as an indicative, if we
felt ourselves tied to 6s guvavricaes in v.}, which is read by
NABC?DEK 17. But it seems clear that we may here
accept the conjecture of C*LP and the later MSS, the
doubled sigma being a primitive error parallel with those in
11% quvaicas (RAD and the new Oxyrhynchus papyrus) and
114 adrod 76 Oegp (where Hort's adrd Tob Oeod is now found
in the papyrus, as well as in Clement): this is an excellent
witness to the scrupulous accuracy of the 8-text in preserving
even errors in its ancient source. In Heb 81 106 diSois
is parallel to émuypdyrw, if the order of thought is to be
maintained : the LXX had &8dods 8dow, but AQ and Heb
omit Swew (because there was only the simple Qal in the
Hebrew ?), leaving 8:8ovs to do the work of an indicative.
Winer (p. 717) would make érvypdyrw a substitute for parti-
ciple, as in Col 1%, 1 Co 7%, etc. In Ac 245 elpovres arrives
at the goal by the way of anacoluthon—Luke cruelly reports

! Sequimini imperative has s differcnt history: cf the old infinitive éwéuevar,
8kt, sacamane. See p. 241.
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the orator verbatim. In 2 Co 7% ONiBouevor is most simply
taken in this way: perhaps mapexhifnuer was in mind for
the main verb. ’Amayyé\wv in the a-text (HLP and cur-
sives) of Ac 262 would be explained thus, though the influence
of éyevduny is still consciously present: were this a marked
irregularity, the Syrian revisers would hardly have admitted
it. In Rom 12° &yovres is I think for &youev: see above,
p- 183. In Rev 10% éywv is for elyev: Winer allows that
“égri [rather #v] may be supplied.” So 21'% 14, A different
class of participle altogether is that coming under the head
of “hanging nominative,” which our own nominative absolute
translates so exactly that we forget the genitive presumed in
the Greek. Heb 10! will be a case in point if the text is
sound—Westcott and Peake accept dvvatas, which is strongly
supported by the combination DH boh vg: the RV (s0 W. F.
Moulton, Comm. in loc.) follows the comstruction expressly
vouched for by Theophylact, reading éywr as an “absolute
clause.” Tn Phil 13 &yovres similarly takes the place of a gen.
abs. (or dat. agreeing with duiv)—the construction is taken up
as if éndfBere had preceded.! The idiom in fact is due merely
to anacoluthon: see other exx. in WM 716 and Jannaris
H@ 500. Answering Viteau, who as usual sees Hebraism
here, Thumb observes (Hellenismus 131) that the usage is
found in classical Greek, and in Hellenistic both in and
outside Biblical Greek, “and is the precursor of the process
which ends in MGr with the disappearance of the old
participial constructions, only an absolute form in -ovras
being left.” This construction is identical, to be sure, with
the nom. pendens unaccompanied by the participle: it is as
common in English as in Greek, and just as “ Hebraistic” in
the one as in the other.?

We saw when we first introduced the
participial substitute for indicative or impera-
tive (p. 182), that its rationale was practically
the suppression of the substantive verb. Our next subject
will therefore naturally be the use of the participle in peri-

Participles
with elvad.

! Lightfoot rojects the alternative punctuation (WH) which would treat
#iris . . . mdoxew a8 a parenthesis. So Kennedy (EGT in loc.)—rightly, it
seems to me. 2 Add 1 Th 2" : see Dr G. Milligan ¢ Zoc.

LY
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phrastic tenses. Since the question of Semitism is rather
acute here, we will deal with it first. Blass (pp. 202 ff)
discovers the influence of Aramaic especially in the peri-
phrastic imperfect: in the case of Mt, Mk, Lk and Ac 1-12
“this is no doubt due to their being direct translations from
Aramaic originals "—* based on direct translations,” would be
a better way to put it. Schmid (A#tic. iii. 113 £) has a
valuable note, in which, after sketching the extent of this
periphrasis in classical Greek and literary Kows, he remarks
that in Par P he can only find it in future-perfects, and
twice in optative with aor. participle. Comparing this scanty
result with “the extraordinary abundance of the participial
periphrasis in NT . . ., one cannot avoid separating the NT
use from that of the Kows, and deriving it from the Heb. and
Syr. application of the participle.” We can of course have no
objection to this, within limits. In translated Greek, as we
have seen again and again, we expect to find over-literal
renderings, —still more to find an overdoing of correct
idioms which answer exactly to locutions characteristic of the
language rendered. The latter is the case here. No one
denies that periphrasis is thoroughly Greek: see the page
and a half of classical exx. in Kiithner-Gerth i. 38 ff. It is
only that where Aramaic sources underlie the Greek, there
is inordinate frequency of a use which Hellenistic has not
conspicuously developed. ~Cf Wellh. 25. The exx. in
Jn (see Blass 203 n.) and Paul we may treat on purely
Greek lines. By way of further limiting the usage, we
observe that the imperfect is the only tense in which corre-
spondence with Aramaic is close enough to justify much of a
case for dependence. No less an authority than Wellhausen
warns us not to carry the thesis into the imperative: “*Io6:
in imperative before participle or adjective often occurs
(Mk 5%, Lk 19%), and in consideration of Prov 3% LXX is
not to be treated as an Aramaism ” (Comm. on Mt 5%). Then
we note the papyrus usage. “Exwv éoti and Séov éoi (with
other impersonal verhs) are both classical and vernacular.
The future &souac c. perf. part. is well kept up in the papyri,
and so is the periphrastic pluperfect: thus, OP 285 (i/A D)
bv flunv évdedupévos yiTdva, Par P 8 (ii/p.c.) dv Fjuqy & avToy
wapapeuetpnrvia. There can be no thought of Aramaisms
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here! But BU 183 (i/a.n.), é¢’' dv xpdvor {Baa 7, is rather
limited illustration for the present participle in this usage.
Winer however cites Lucian, observing that its common appear-
ance in the LXX “ was but seldom suggested by the Hebrew.”
In classical Greek Rutherford showed (CR xvii. 249) that the
idiom imparts a special emphasis. So in Thue. iv. 54 7ocav &
Tives xal yevopevor 79 Nukia Aéyor, “ some proposals were even
actually made to N.” Antiphon (Fr. M. 3. 67) v o ypidos
évraifa pémwy, “the puzzle did indeed mean as much.”
Aristoph. Ach. 484 E&otnras; odk €l raramiwv Edpiridny;
“afraid to go! not effectually saturated with Euripides!” May
we not apply this in the originally Greek parts of NT—e.g.
Gal 122t “] was entirely unknown—only they had been Aear-
ing”? (Cf Lightfoot.) Paul has only one other ex. in imperfect,
Phil 2%, where émimrofdy and adnuovey seem decidedly adjec-
tival, and not at all improved by reading them as imperfect.
(No omne would cite 2 Co 5.) Blass well remarks that in
Jn “in most passages 7» has a certain independence of its
own”; and he further notes that in Ac 13-28, where
Aramaic sources are almost entirely absent, the Semitisms
fail, except in 229 in a speech delivered in Aramaic. The
total number of exx. of pres. partic. with imperf. of elva: is
for Mt 3 (only 7% possibly Aramaising), Mk 16, Lk 30,
Ac (1-12) 17,(13-28) 7, Jn 10, Paul 3, 1 Pet 1.2 Large
deductions would have to be made from these figures, on any
-theory, to get the maximum of exx. for the supposed literal
translation of an Aramaic periphrastic imperfect. Even in
Mk and Luke the 7» is generally very distinct from the
participle; and whatever was the Aramaic original, we may
be quite sure that such expressions as we find in Mk 1032 or
Lk 4% owe nothing to it in this way. See p. 249.

The participle as a whole has diverged so little from
earlier usage that we have not very much more to say.
The fenses need no further discussion in this volume; and
for our present purpose little need be added to what was
said about the articular participle on pp. 126 f. An

1 Three papyri of iii/a.D. have aor. pte. with eful in fut. perf. sense. Note
Syll. 928" (ii/B.0.) dwoxekpiudrys odans: Arist. Ran. 721 shows this in colloquial
Attic. So Col 12,

9 [ count éords as a present, but owmit ékdv ¥, and give Jn 1¥, but not Lk 8%
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idiomatic use of 6 d» may be noted in Ac 13! xard T
oloav éxxAnaiav, “the local church,” 143 D Tod 8vros Auds
Articular HpoméNews (c.)r mpo morews)l Cf Bamsay‘s
Participle. remark (Ch. in Rom. Emp. 52, quoting J. A.
Robinson), that in Ac ¢ dv “introduces some

technical phrase, or some term which it marks out as having
a technical sense (cf 517 13! 28"), and is almost equivalent
to Tod ovopalouévov.” An ingenious person might apply
thts in Eph 1' to the text with év 'E¢ésep absent; but
the usual view needs no defence against such an alternative.
With ai odoas in Rom 13! we may compare Par P 5 (ii/s.c.)
éd’ lepéwv Kal icpeav TV SvTwy kai ovodr. On the crucial
passage Rom 9° see SH p. 235 £, with whom I agree, though
the argument that “ He who is God over all,” would have
to be o émi . 6. might perhaps be met by applying the
idiom noted above for Ac, with a different nuance. ©eos
may still be subject, not predicate, without making v
otiose: the consciousness of Ex 3 might fairly account
for its insertion. It is exegesis rather than grammar which
makes the reference to Christ probable. One other Pauline
passage claims a brief note, Col 2%, where the natural &s
cuhaywynoe is replaced by o ocvlhaywydy, to give “direct-
ness and individuality to the reference” (Lightfoot). Rela-
tive clauses are frequently ousted by the articular participle,
which (as Blass observes) had become synonymous therewith.
There is a marked diminution in the use of the parti-
ciple with verbs like Tvyydve, dpyopar, Navfdvw, daivopas,
etc. But this was, partly at any rate, mere
accident, for Tvyydvw c. part. is exceedingly
common in the papyri: “I happen to be”
is a phrase NT writers would instinctively avoid. KaXas
moujoets ¢. aor. part. (sometimes infin., or even indic., but the
participle greatly predominates) is the normal way of saying
“ please ” in the papyri, and is classical. So 3 Jn ¢ and
in the past Ac 10%, Phil 4: cf 2 Pet 1'%. I cannot agree
with Blass’s “ incorrectly eV mpdoaew in Ae 152" (p. 245)—

Participle as
Complement.

! Of respectively BM iii. p. 136 (18 A.D.) érl Tais ofoass yeurvlais, Tb P 309
(ii/A.D.), dwd 105 Erros év kdumne [0l lepoid] Beol peydhov Kpbrov—also such phrases
88 100 Svros unrds Xowds, NP 49 (iii/a.D.), *‘ the current month.”
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except in the query he attaches to the remark. Surely this
is an ordinary conditional sentence, “ If you keep yourselves
free from these things, you will prosper ”? E?3 moujoere, from
vernacular usage, would suggest “you will oblige us”; but
Blass can hardly mean this. With verbs like olda, ouoroyd,
pavfdve, the participle is being encroached upon: it appears
regularly in 2 Co 122, 1 Jn 4% (not B), 2 Jn7, Lk 8%,
Ac 24, but is generally replaced by ace. and inf. or a &
clause. So Par P 44 (ii/B.c,, = Witk. p. 58) ylvwoé pe mermro-
pevobar, and the recurrent ywworew ce Géhw &7i: for the
participle cf BU 151 (Christian period—iof:), TP 1 (ii/B.C.
—oudAoyos), NP 1 (ii/A.D.—el pdfoiue, the optative of which
suggests culture),al. Of course Phil 4, &uafor . . . elvas “1
have learned how to be,” is classically correct: 1 Tim 52 ig
in any case no ex. of pavfdve c. part., for this could only mean
“learn that they are going about.” (The RV rendering is
supported by Winer with Plato Futhyd. 276B oc apabels dpa
gooi pavfavovoe, and the parallel phrase 8.ddowew Twa
copov: Field adds from Chrysostom el latpds pélres
pavfdvew, with other parallels. The construction—parvfive
as passive of duddoxw—is not unnatural in itself. Despite
Weiss, the absolute pavf. seems intolerable, and there is no
real alternative, unless with Blass we boldly insert elvas.)

We come then to the manifold uses of
the participle as forming an additional clause
in the sentence. This is one of the great
resources of Greek, in which the poverty of Latin shows
markedly by contrast. Our own language comes much
nearer, but even with the help of auxiliaries we cannot
match the wealth of Greek: thus, we cannot by our participle
distinguish AeAveds and Adoas. The elasticity of Greek
however has its disadvantages, such as the possibility of
supplying in translation particles as widely apart as because
and although. But it seldom happens that serious ambiguity
arises from this absence of strict logical differentiation.

We need spend little space in classifying participial
usages. We have already seen (pp. 170 £) that one important
criterion has disappeared in Hellenistic, by the encroachments

of wn over the whole field, when in classical
* Greek it was essentially conditional. We

Participial
Clauses.

In Conditional
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return to this point presently. The participle in conditional
clauses is still found very freely. It stands for édv ec.
aor. subj. in Lk 9% compared with Mt 162; for e c. pres.
indic. in 1 Co 11%. There seem to be no exx. of its sub-
stitution for e c. opt., or €l c. indic. 4rreal.; but this is an
accident, due to the relatively small number of sentences of
» the kind. Another class is called by Blass
“conjunctive”: 1 Tim 1% dyvodv émoinsa
(cf Ac 3V) is his ex. In Mt 6% we have a choice—*“ Who
can by worrying,” or “even if he does worry, add a span to his
life 2 Concessive clauses are often expressed
with the participle alone: Rom 1% “though
they know,” Jas 3% “ big though they are,” 1 Co 9 “f{ree
though I am,” Jude® (not causal, as Winer), etec. ~Where
ambiguity is possible, we sometimes find the meaning fixed by
xaimep, as Phil 34 2 Pet 1'%, and Heb fter; once by «airo,
Heb 43, xai 7adra Heb 112 or xai ve Ac 17¥ —note
the o? there surviving, with characteristic
emphasis. The opposite causal sense is ex-
ceedingly common: so Ac 4%, Heb 6° (unless temporal), Jas
2% Mt 1 etc. Purpose is less often expressed by the parti-
Final, ciple, as the future was decaying:? we have
however Mt 274, and two or three in Luke.
The present sometimes fulfils this function, as in Ac 15%.
Finally come the femporal clauses, or those which describe
Temporal and the attendant circumstances of an action: eg.
Attendant Mt 132 dore alrov els mhoiov éuBdvta ka-
Circumstances @7ofa:, “ when he had entered, he sat down.”
Clauses.  We ghould not usually put a temporal
clause to represent these, as it would overdo the emphasis:
in comparatively few cases, like Ac 17! and similar narra-
tive passages, we might replace with éme/ or ére.  Our
English participle is generally the best representative, unless
we change it to the indicative with and: Latin, unless the
ablative absolute can be used, necessarily has recourse to
cum c. subj, its normal method of expressing attendant
circumstances. The pleonastic participles AaBdy, dvagrds,

“Conjunctive,

Concessive,

Causal,

! It was not however by any means dead : cf the string of f.inal fut. parti.
ciples in OP 727 (ii/a.p.) ; BU 98 (iii/a.n.), Ch P 4 (ii/n.0., =Witk. p. 70), etc.
2 See p. 241.
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mopevbeis, dmenbav, largely occurring in translated passages
have been already referred to (p. 14). One interesting
Aramaism may be noted here from Wellhausen (p. 22). He
asserts that in Mk 27 Aa\el Braocdnuet (without stop) liter-
ally translates two Aramaic participles, the second of which
should in Greek appear as a participle. In Lk 22% we find
Bracpnuobvres éxeyov correctly. But it must be noted that
with the RV punctuation Mk lc. is perfectly good Greek, so
that we have no breach of principle if we do allow this
account of the passage.

The large use of participles in narrative, both in gramma-
tical connexion with the sentence and in the gen. abs. con-
struction (p. 74), is more a matter of style than of grammar,
and calls for no special examination here.

We may close our discussion with some
notes on the places in which the ordinary
rule, that un goes with the participle, is set
aside. The number of passages is not large, and they may
well be brought together.! Mt (22!) and Jn (10!%) have one
each; Luke (Lk 6%, Ac 7% 262 28 1) five; and there are
two each in Heb (11 %) and 1 Pet (18 21%—a quotation).
Paul has Rom 9% and Gal 4% bis (quoted), 1 Co 9%, 2 Co 4% ¢
guater, Gal 45, Phil 33 Col 21°: 1 Th 2*and 2 Pet 1' have o

.. a\\d. Before discussing them, let us cite some papyrus
exx. for o0. OP 471 (ii/aD.) Tov olx év \evkals éoffow év
eatpd rabicavra: of Mt Le. OP 491 (ii/aD.) édv TeAevrijow
ovdémrw memnpwrotwy (when they are not yet 25). AP 78
(ii/A.D.) 0d Svvapevos éykapTepeiv émdidwus: contrast 1 Th 3!
OP 726 (ii/A.D.) o duvduevos & dobéveiay mheboar since he
cannot): so 727 (ii/ap.). Tb P 41 (ii/B.C.) 0o aToyacd-
pevos (=-ov) dv éyoper . . . wioTewr (in a long gen. abs.
succession): 80 Par P 40 olre Tod iepol oToyacduevor oire
T00 ka\ds Exovros. Par P 13 (ii/8.c.) xpatodow odk dvaméu-
Yavres Ty épvny. Tb P 34 (ii/B.c.) un wapavoxhelbw (sic)
U’ oddevés. BU 361 (ii/aD.) xwopav oix éxes, obx émioTd-
wevos T éxeivos amexpeivato. See also Par P 14, OP 286
(i/ap.), TP 1 (ii/s.c), 3 and 8 (ii/B.c.). In many of these

05 with
participle.

11 omit o0« ¢£év, used for tadis., and the common vernacular phrase oix 4
ruxdv. In the exx. of e¥. .. dA\Ad . .. the negative tinges the whole sentence
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exx. we can distinctly recognise, it seems, the lingering con:
sciousness that the proper negative for a statement of a
downright fact is o0. The same feeling may have made oV
rise to the lips when an emphatic phrase was wanted, as in
the illiterate Tb P 34 above. The closeness of the participle
to the indicative in the kinds of sentence found in this list
makes the survival of o0 natural. Much the same principles
may be applied to the NT, though in Luke, Paul and Heb
we have also to reckon with the literary consciousness of an
educated man, which left some of the old idioms even where
w7 had generally swept them away. In two passages we
have ov and w7 in close contact. Mt 22! (see parallel
above) is followed in the king’s question by mwds eloijAfes
b pn &wv . . .; The distinction is very natural: the
first is a plain fact, the second an application of it. The
emphasis would have been lost by substituting w7. In
Pallis’s MGr version of the Gospels the two phrases are alike
translated with 8év and indic. (The completeness of MGr
levelling is well illustrated by his version of Lk and Jn Il.cc.
The former becomes xai . . . 8¢v c. indic.; the latter is
xal Boards v Svras, followed by mwod 8év elvar Td mpoBata
Sixd Tov, “whose own the sheep are mnot.” Outside the
indicative 8& is not found.) 1 Pet 1% is best left to Hort:
“The change of negative participles . . . is not capricious.
The first is a direct statement of historical fact; the second
is introduced as it were hypothetically, merely to bring out
the full force of mwicredovres.” Though Blass thinks it arti-
ficial to distinguish, it is hard to believe that any but a slovenly
writer would have brought in so rapid a change without any
reason. The principles already sketched may be applied to
the remaining passages without difficulty, in so far as they
are original Greek. In the quotations from the LXX we
have, as Blass notes, merely the fact that 8 e partic. wae
regularly translated with od. The passages in question
would also come very obviously under the rule which admits
ob when negativing a single word and not a sentence.
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P. 2. —Thumb points out (Hellen. 125) that Josephus has only been con-
victed of one Hebraism, the use of mposrifesfar c. inf.=‘to go on to do”
(} n'ph, t.e. ' to do again”’). (For this, of Wellh. 28.) He refers to Schmidt
Jos. 5147, and Deissmann BS 67 n. That the solitary Hebraism in the Pales-
tinian writer should be a lexical one, not a grammatical, is suggestive.

P. 7.—In the Ezpositor for September 1905, Prof. Ramsay says that the
earlier tombs at Lystra show Lafin inscriptions, while at Iconium Greek is
normal. This may involve our substituting Latin as the langnage of Paul’a
preaching at Lystra: such.a conclusion would not in itself be at all surprising.

P. 8.—‘“Even a Palestinian like Justin knew no Hebrew,” says Dalman
{Words 44) in arguing against Resch’s theory of a primitive Hebrew Gospel.

P. 10.—Lightfoot (on Gal 48) prefers to regard 'AS84 6 marip in Mk 14% ag
spoken by our Lord in this form. He cites from Schottgen the address w3 ™,
in which the second element (xUpte) emphasises the first by repetition ; and he
zompares Rev 91 129202, Thus understood, the phrase would be a most emphatic
‘testimony to that fusion of Jew and Greek which prepared the way for the
preaching of the Gospel to the heathen.” But Lightfoot’s first alternative
(practically that of the text) seems on the whole more probable.

P. 16.—In Ac 2! D, Blass puts a full stop at the end of the verse. But we
might translate without the stop:—‘‘It came to pass during those days of
fulfilment of the day of Pentecost, while they were all gathered together, that
lo! there was . . ."” This is the (b) form, with kal i§o6, so that it comes
near (¢). This punctuation helps us to give adequate force to the durative infin.
ovpmAnpobofar. On this view D gives us one ex. of the (a) form, and one of
the (b), to reinforce the more or less doubtful ex. of () in the ordinary text of
Ac 57, Those who accept Blass’s theory of Luke's two editions might say that
the author had not quite given up the (a) aud () constructions when he wrote
his first draft of Ac: before sending the revised edition to Theophilus, he
corrected what remained of these (like 8 modern writer going over his proofs to
expunge ‘‘split infinitives”), but overlooked 5°. I am not commending that
view here ; but I may suggest a systematic study of the grammar of the D
text in Luke as a probably fruitful field for those who would contribute to the
greatest of all textual problems in the NT.

P. 28.—We might have expected to find a specimen of Cretan in Tit 13;
but if Epimenides the Crotan was really the author of this unflattering descrip-
tion of his countrymen, he waited till he came to Athens, where (among other
advantages for this composition) he could write def and disyllabio dpyal. Plato
makes him reach Athens just before the Persian War.

P. 80.—It may be worth while to add a note illustrating the early date at

which some characteristio MGr elements began to appear in the vernacular.
253
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On s Galatian tombstone of vi/a.n.(BCH 1908, 335) the word dvdwaves is
written dv< dm >ayus, showing the fully developed result of the pronunciation of
av as av: cf MGr &raya from wadw. Ramsay (C. and B. ii. 537) notes xares-
oxéfaca (BCH 1888, 202), which is an ex. of the same phenomenon. He also
gives & Christian inscription of iii/a.p. from Phrygia, containing the 8 pl.
émerndedoovr, and ‘‘an anticipation of the modern periphrastio future” in
BovAnbii dvolf:, noted by Mordtmann. We may add the gen. éoof from ii/A.D.,
as OP 119, 528, 531, al. But Thumb (in BZ ix. 284) cites a yet earlier ex.,
&xovoes for nom. or ace. pl. fem., from an inscription of i/a.p. Cod A reads
capdrovra in Jn 857,

P. 43. —S. Langdon (4JP xxiv. 447 fl.) examines the history of édv for d,
and agrees with Winer, who thinks it a peculiarity of the popular language
(WM 390). Mr Langdon attributes it to * the effort to emphasise the abstract
conditional aspect of the relative clause. This would of course occur much
more frequently with relatives without antecedent than when they were defined
by an antecedent. . . . This popular idiom met the necessity which the LXX
translators felt in their effort to distinguish between the complete and in-
complete relative clauses when translating from Hebrew. . . . In the NT
the rule of using éd» in sentences without antecedent is invariably followed,
slmost invariably in the OT and in Christian Greek writers.” Mr Langdon's
trust in his one or two exx. from classical MSS can hardly be shared ; and
before we can feel sure that the LXX translators themselves used this éds, and
neant anything by the distinction, we should at least have examined the early
papyri very carefully. The earliest exx. quotable are Hb P 96 and 51, PP iii
43, of iii/p.c., and BM 220 bis, G 18, Tb P 12 bds, 105, 107, from ii/B.c. A sug
gestive ex. is Tb P 59 (99 B.c.), where the sentence is translatable with either
interpretation of édv. It may be noted that the rarity of antecedent in these
relative sentences makes it easy to misinterpret statistics. See Mayser, p. 152.

P. 44.—Eguopreiv, banned by WH as ‘‘ Western,” occurs frequently in
inscriptions and papyri. See Schwyzer Perg. 118 for exx. and an explanation
(Thumb’s).

P. 55.—A more paculiar product is [émwxaJ\éope (=-at) in Audollent no.
189 (Rome), to which Prof. Thumb calls my attention. So xaXéw 4. no. 15
(Syris, iii/a.D.). That these are genuine survivals of uncontracted forms (e.g.
from Epic dialect) is very improbable.

P. 58.—* Pindaric Construction,” when the verb follows, is hardly ana-
coluthic: it is due to a mental grouping of the compound subject into one entity
_—¢flesh and blood”=¢ humanity,” ‘' heaven and earth”=*'the universe.”
A papyrus ex. may be cited: BU 225 (ii/a.n.) dmdpy. 8¢ alry & 19 xdpuy olxla
dvo xal xTh.  So also 537.

P. 60.—Meisterhans ® 203 (§ 84) cites a number of exx. from Attic inscrip-
tions of v/ and iv/B.c., where in a continued enumeration there is 8 relapse
into the nominative. Gildersleeve adds CZ4 1. 170-178 (v/B.0.=Roberts-
Gardner no. 97) 7d8¢ wapédocay . . . orépavos . . . pudhat ete.

P. 63.—To discuss this large question for individual exx. would take us too
long. Blassin § 39. 3 states the case fairly: he notes that the misuse of els
was still a provincialism, which in respect of the Jocal signification of eis and
év in not present in the Epistles nor (strangely enough) in Rev, though found in
all the narrative writers of the NT. Hatzidakis 210 f. illustrates both the use
of els for év and that of év for els: for the latter, add the early Par P 10
dvaxexpnxev év ' Aletavdpele. (He should not have cited 2 Tim 1", where s is
perfectly mormal.) We need not accept all Blass's exx.: thus Jn 17% is
surely *‘perfected énto one.” But it must be confessed that our evidence now
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makes it. impossible to see in Jn 118 (4 dv els 7év kéhwor) *“ the combination . .
of rost and motion, of & continuous relation with a realisation of it ” (Westcott).
Without further remark we will reserve discussion till the time comes for
treating the prepositions systematically, only noting that in D there are
suggestive substitutions of év for els in Ac 712 8% (the latter however probably
involving an entirely different sense—see p. 71), and eis for év in Ac 113 (dorlv
els Tdpoov). On this cf Wellh. 12.

P. 66.—D often, as Wellhausen notes (p. 13), shows acc. with dxoterw,
xarnyopelv, and xpateiv, where the other texts have gen.

P. 87.—Both in Ao 16% and in 188, D alters the dat. to éx{ (els) c. acc.;
but in the latter a elause is added eontaining wioreter ¢ feg.

P. 69.—Blass's objection to recognising the noun 'Ela:dw, in Ac 19 and
Josephus, rests upon the fact that assimilation of case is gemerally practised,
and that in 78 8pos 74y é\acdv the genitive is unmistakable. But the nom. is
frequent in LXX (Thackeray) : thus Gen 3%, Num 21, See also Deissmann
BS 210. Blass rightly, I think, regards Jn 132 as a vocative, and not as
equivalent to guwreiré ue 7dv Seddoxalor ; but Winer’s 1 Sam 9% is a clear ex. to
put by Rev 9! and Blass’s own Mk 38 (as found in A and the Latt.). Itisnote-
worthy that both Luke and Josephus (4nt. xx. 169 mpds dpos 70 mposayopevd-
uevor ’Ehatwy, Bell. Jud. ii. 262 els 78 "Elawwv xalobuevoy 8pos) not only use
the unambiguous genitive -Gvos (Ant. vii. 202 8id 700 *ENacdvos 8povs) but also
put the anarthrous éacwr in combination with the word called. This seems to
show that the name was not yet fixed in the Greek speech of Jerusalem
residents, and that the hallway-house to the full proper name wanted some
apology. Td &pos 7Ov éAaidv will thus be a translation of the native name.
The new name for the hill would spring from two sources, the vernacular word
for oliveyard, and the impulse to decline the stereotyped éAa:d». An exact
perallel for the latter was quoted in Ezpos. vI. vii. 111. In the Ptolemaic
pepyri Tb P 62, 64, 82, 98 the noun !Blwv is found, which the editors conmnect
closely with {8lwy (rpopss) ‘¢ for the feeding of ibises,” the word being treated
as nom. sing. instead of gen. pl.: they observe that ‘‘the declension of the
village called 'IBiwv probably contributed to the use of this curious form.”
In both words then we see a gen. pl. made into a new nominative which
coincides with a noun of slightly different meaning already existing.

P. 70.—Prof. Thumb tells me that the construction (parenthetic nomina-
tive) survives in MGr: thus (dn’) ¢d& xal wévre pépes [mom.]="'*heute vor 5
Tagen.” E. W. Hopkins (4JP xxiv. 1) cites a rare use from Skt. : ‘“a year
(nom.) almost, I have not gone out from the hermitage.” Conira, Wellh. 29.

Ib,—Elxbves perhaps should be translated : it is the name given in BU 1059
(i/B.C.) to the personal descriptions which accompany an IOU, receipt, bill of
sale, census paper, ete.

Jb.—The vocative % rais, as Dr Rendel Harris reminds me, literally trans-
lates the Aramaic absolute xp'yw (as Dalman gives it, Gramm. 118 n). I should
have remarked that the usage is commonest where there is translation from
Semitie. The author of Heb does not use it except in OT citations, nor does
Luke in Ao 13-28 (though we may note that in the three citations involved
there is no article in the Hebrew). It is only another instance of over-use of an
idiom through its coincidence with a native usage.

P. 74.—See Kiihner-Gerth i. 401 n. % 9, for these genitives alter a negative
adjective. Typical exx. are Tb P 105 (ii/n.0.) al, dxlvduvos mawrrds xwdivoy,
dvumrbhoyoy mdons $dopds, and dvumreifuvor warrds émurluov. Tb P 124 (ii/s.c.)
ddicrdarovs vras wdoys alrlar.  BU 970 (ii/A.D.) rs eis dwavras edepyecias . .
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dBoxfnros. They illustrate dvouos feob in 1 Co 9! = dvev véuov feod, which
differs only in that the genitive is subjective, while the rest are either objective
genitives or pure ablatives.

Ib.—One or two parallels may be added for the free use of the gen. abs.
For the substitution of gen. for the case in construction, of Tb P 41 (ii/n.0.),
lkavdv Hudv brérres éxbrrov dvaxexwphixaper ; BU 1040 (ii/A.D.) xalpw §rc pou
Taira éwolnaas, éuob perapedopévov wepl undevds, Other exx. will be seen in
CR xv. 437. For gen. abs. without expressed subjects, cf BU 925 (iii/a.D. 1)
dvayrwobévrwr, 970 (ii/A.D.) dp\wbévros 8¢ fs wpoelfy poi dopalelas, eto.

P. 78.—Elative comparatives may be seen in D in Ao 48, gpavepdrepdy (sic)
éorww, and 10® BéAriov éploTacfe (= éx.—cf p. 44, and WH 4dpp® 161). It
substitutes wheforoc for whelovs in 19%9, and adds an elative #8isra in 138, On
10® Blass compares 24*2 2519 in the ordinary text, and 2 Tim 1'8, Jn 13%. As to
xelpwr, we should add that xelpioros is found in Tb P 72 (ii/s.c.), al.

P. 79.—Before leaving the subject of comparison, we ought to remark on
curious forms which have been brought into existence by the weakening of the
old formations, or their detachment from the categories of comparative and
superlative. Beside the regular form é\dxioros, which is predominantly super-
lative in Mt, but elative in Lk (fer, and 12% doubtful) and Jas, Paul uses é\a-
xworérepos in Eph 38, whether as comparative or true superlative the sentence
leaves uncertain. He uses éAdytoros as superl. in 1 Co 15° and as elative in 4°
62 The double comparative ueiférepos occurs in 3 Jn ¢ : cf our lesser, which is
equally due to the absence of clear comparative form in a word whose meaning
is clear. See Jannaris H@ 147 for a list of these forms : add ue{drepos, Archiv
il 173 (iv/a.D.) al, peyiororaros BM 130 (i/ii A.D.), wpesBvrepwrépa BM 177
(i/a.D.), mpdriora BU 665 (i/a.D.). Exx. are found even in Homer (wpdrisros)

On the Aramaising use of positive ¢. # or mapd for compar., see Wellh. 28.

P. 81.—Wellhausen (p. 26) finds in the Synoptists some traces of imsertion
of the article through literal translation of Semitic idiom : here again D is con-
spicuous. Thus Mt 10% rof dogaplov. Note also his exx. of Semitism arising
from the rule which drops the article with a noun in construct state preceding
a definite noun ;: 80 Mt 1242 ““the Queen of the South.”

P. 82.—Westcott translates & ovvaywy (Jn 6% 18%) ¢ in time of solemn
assembly.” Our own use of ‘‘in church,” *“in or out of school,” etc., is enongh
to illustrate this phrase, which must be explained on the lines described in the
text above : Westcott seems to be somewhat overpressing it.

P. 84.—On the presence or absence of the article when a prepositional clause
has to be added as an epithet, cf J. A. Robinson, Ephes. 149. For its presence
may be cited such passages as Eph 1%, for its omission, Eph 2" 4}, Phil 15,
Col. 14- 8,

Itis only very seldom that we find in Greek of the NT types the complex
arrangement by which the classical langnage will wrap up a whole series of ad-
juncts between the article and its noun. 1 Pet 3° will serve as an exceptionally
good example. The simplicity of NT style naturally causes less involved forms
to be generally preferred.

One more paralipomenon under the Article may be brought in. In Prof.
Cooke's North Semitic Imscriptions, mo. 110 (ii/a.D.), there is a bilingual
inseription, Pulmyrene-Aramaic and Greek, containing within its compass a
good parallel to the genealogy in Lk 323 : "Aai\duew Alpdvov Tob Moxlpou Tod
Alpdvov Tob Ma§8a (Wadd. 2586). There are one or two other specimens: in
113 the article is dropped for the last two steps, as in the first step in 110.

P. 85.-—In Mt 67 note that D reads dAeiov, rejecting the middle in view of
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the presence of oov. In Ac 5? #0ero and ? ovyxalecduevo, D makes the
opposite change, which in the former case, at any rate, is no improvement.

P. 88.—Cf Wellh. 80: ‘‘f5ios in Mt and Lk is sometimes 3rd pers.
possessive.”

P. 80.—Prof. Thumb notes how accent may differentiate words capable of
full or attenuated meaning: ‘‘God 4s,” but *‘ God is Almighty.”

P. 84.—To the exx. cited from Blass (top of p. 95) add from Hawkins Jn 1%
(taken like Lk 8% from the original source in Mk 17), Ac 15'7 (LXX), Rev 3°
729136 13 208, and 1 Pet 2% (Ti with &* LP, against ABCK). The idiom is in
one place translation Greek, and in the rest a sign of inferior Greek culture,
which makes it the more striking that Lk and Jn (not Mt) faithfully copy their
source. Since the Greek of 1 Pet is remarkably good, it does not seem likely
that o0 ¢ udhwme abrob is due to the autograph: the LXX alroi may well
have been added by a glossator who did not notice that the ot made it needless.
This consideration may fairly be set against the a priori argument of Ti in
favour of the reading of X. See p. 248.

P. 96.—Cf Josephus dnt. i. 29, atry pév dv el wpdrn Huépa, Muwuois 8
abry plav elre (quoted by Schmidt). Note in Gen 8% the variation unwis Tod
wpdrov, g Tod wnwés, which had adequate motive in the different words of the
Hebrew. Prof. Thumb has traced the history of the Greek names for the days
of the week in Zeitschrift fiir deutsche Wortforschung i. 163~173 (1901).

P. 102.—The importance of Heb 13% in critical questions justifies our adding
one more note on dwé. In Theol. Bundschau v. 64 Deissmann writes two
“ marginalia ” upon Hernack’s famous articlein ZNT / i. 16 ff. He notes the
mascwdine Supyoluevov in 1132—not, I presume, as a difficulty likely to give
Harnack much troubls; and observes that ol démd 'IraNlas ‘‘can, according
to the late Greek use of dmé, describe very easily the greetings of the brethren
to be found ¢n Italy.” He refers to the article by E. Brose in Theol. Stud. und
Krit., 1898, pp. 351-360, on dwé in 1 Co 112. Brdse examines dwé, mapd, o4,
and ¢k, showing that in daily speech these prepositions were used without exact-
ness of distinction. The argument is designed to show that dzd rob Kvplov in
1 Co l.c. does not mean by ¢radition, but by revelation from the Lord. Deiss-
mann observes that Brose could have made his treatment of dwé still more
illuminating, if he had gone outside the NT : he refursto a ¢‘stop-gap " of his
own in Hermes xxxiii. 344, which touches on the passage from Heb.

P. 105.—On dwép we may cite TP 8 (ii/B.c.) bmép éavrov ¢ppovdw : cf Rom 123

P. 112.—A very good ex. in Greek is 2 Co 45, where perfective ¢£ shows the
dmopla in its final result of despair.

P. 116.—In the Dream of Nectonebus, the last Egyptian king of the old
dynasties (LPu, ii/B.c.), there occurs the phrase diaterfpnca mhv xwpar duéunrws,
which gives a striking perallel to 2 Tim 47. The perfective in the king’s
words emphasises the fact that the watchful care has been successful ; the
simplex in Paul lays the stress on the speaker’s own action, ‘‘ I have guarded
my trust.”

P. 118.—Hawkins, HS 142, gives the number of compound verbs for the
several parts of the NT. His figures work out thus:—Heb has 7'8 per WH
page, Ac 64, Lk 6'0, Mk 57, Paul 3'8, Mt 3'6, Cath. Epp. and Rev 3-1, end
Jn 2'1. The high figure of Mk in this table may be illustrated by the large
use of compounds in many uneducated papyri (e.g. Tb P 418, of ii/lii A.D.—sees
my notes in €@ ii. 140). That Heband Luke (whose unity comes out by this, as
by so many other tests) should be at the top, is what we might expect.

P. 126.- -Since writing this, I have noticed Prof. Ramsay's suggestiva
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language on the carly Christians of the average type in C. and B. ii. 485: see
also his Pawl 208f.

Pp. 126 and 129.—On the biblical nse of prosent and aorist imporative, cf
F. W. Mozley in JTS iv. 279 {f. Prof. Thumb notes that Mozley independently
oonfirms his judgement on the aoristic mposépeper in Heb 1177, by the observa-
tion that ¢épe and &-ye are aoristio in meaning. Were the author Mark or the
John of Rev, and the context less clamant for an imperfect, I should readily
yield.

P. 132.—See now D. Smith, In the Days of His Flesh, p. 208,

Ib.—In OGIS 219 (iii/B.0.) there is an ex. of coincident doracduevor which
may be worth quoting :—énéofai 8¢ xal wpeoBevrds . . . [olrwes) domacduevor
abrdv wapd 1{od dfpov wpdror udv xehedoovow Vlyialvery . . . [Ereira 8 dwayye-
Nobow atrde T T dudr. The *'salutation” seems to consist in the double
message : it is difficult anyhow to make it precede the wish for good health.

P. 143.—In Mt 25% we find é e\yppds in a phrase otherwise parallel with
v.®, 6 AafSdr. The intervening space supplies an excuse for the change which
takes it out of the category described in the paragraph above. Both tenses
were entirely justifiable, and the rather more emphatic perfect suits the situation
of v.3 better.

P. 145.—I must make it clear that in this tentative account of &rxnra—which
is propounded with great hesitation, and with a full appreciation of its diffi-
culties—there is no suggestion that the aoristic meaning proposed was more
than an idiosyncrasy of individual writers, or (better) of certain localities. The
pure perfect force is found long after Paul's day: thus in the formula of an
10T, époroyd doxnkévar wapd ol 8id xepds € olkov xpiiow Evroxoy (BU 1016—
early iii/A.D.), “to have received and still possess.” But in AP 80 (ii/B.0.),
wpocepapripoww Tdv M. xareoxmkévai T olkiay wpd Tob woNépov, the aoristic
possessed seems to be recognisable, in an early illiterate document. See p. 248.

P. 146.—Olua: 82 k&v Aaumdd, Thy AewrvylSov udv Gvyarépa, "Apxidduov 8¢
yuvai-a, "Ayi8os 8¢ pyrépa, ot wdvres PBacihels yeybvao, favudoac & kTN, It is
hard to see why this should be cited as aoristic : Agis was on the throne at the
supposed time of the dialogue.

P. 148.—In connexion with this paragraph should be mentioned the birth
of the new present ocrjxw (MGr o7écw) from the perfect érryka, with the same
meaning.

P. 152.—On this view of the prehistoric relations of act. and mid., of Hirt,
Indog. Forsch. xvii. 70. The theory had been restated in terms of the
new school of philology, in Osthoff and Brugmann's pioneer Morphologische
Untersuchungen iv. 282 n. (1881). There H. Osthoff conjectures that *‘Skt.
dvés-ti and dvig-té depend on one and the same proethnic basis-form [dueistaz),
which was differentiated by the accent, according as one wished to say
‘hdtes for himself’ or ‘hates for himsélf.”” I had overlooked this passage,
and am all the more confirmed by it in the theory which I had independently
developed as to the relationship of the voices in the element they severally
emphasise.

On the late Greek developments of the voices the student should carefully
observe the rich material in Hatzidakis 193 ff.

P. 156.—The proverb in 2 Pet 22 is acutely treated by Dr Rendel Harris,
as I ought to have remembered, in The Story of Ahikar, p. 1xvii. He cites as
the probable original words appearing in some texts of Ahikar: * My son, thou
hast behaved like the swine which went to the bath with people of quality, and
when he came out, saw a stinking drain, and went and rolled himself in it.’
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If, as seems extremely likely, this is the source of the mapoiula to which
2 Pet refers, of course Aovsauévn is used in its correct sense. That a Greek
iambic verse may have been the medium of its transmission had been antici-
pated : see Mayor 7n loc. I leave my note unaltered in view of the measure of
uncertainty attaching in Dr Harris’s judgement to the account he proposes.

P. 166.—Dr P. Giles, in a letter endorsing and improving my Scotch trane-
lation of Homer 7. i. 137, says, *‘I agree that dv is very like jist, and if you
had added like at the end you would have got your subjunctive also. This Zike
does for many dialects what the subjunctive did for Greek, putting a state-
ment in a polite, inoffensive way asserting only verisimilitude.” It is found
elsewhere.

P. 168.—Add to this list the curious anti-Christian inscription in Ramsay,
C. and B. ii. 477 (no. 343) obros 8 Blos uot ~yéyovey (aoristic!) Srav & wy dvyid.

P. 169.—Since writing the paragraph on e! u#ri dv, I have observed several
other exx. of e/ . . . dv in illiterate Greek of a century or two later than the
NT. An inscription from Cyzicus, lately published by Mr F. W. Hasluck
in JHS xxv. 63, has [ 7is 8" dv Tohutior, peré\dp alrov 6 Oeds. (The second
subjunctive here is the itacistic equivalent of the optative which would have
been used in earlier Greek: cf p. 1991n.). In Ramsay’s C. and B. vol. ii. I
note the following :—No. 210 (p. 380) el 8¢ Tis dv ¢avelp . . . &oTar . . .,
where the optative shows the writer a bit of an Atticist, but not very successful.
No. 877 (p. 530) xareoxebacer 78 fpgov éavry xal 7¢ dvdpl alriis Ebrixn xal e
T Gy {Goa ouvywploe” el 8¢ perd Thy Teheuriy pov édv Tis émixipices kT No.
273 (p. 394) el 8¢ [Erepos) &y émxepi[ae, 84)oer xrh. Add PFi 501 (iii/a.D.)
el 7 8¢ dav éplApg, Th P 3912 (99 A.D.) I 7is 8¢ Hudwy . . . édv wapafy.

P. 170.—On p% in questions see J. E. Harry, Gildersleeve Studies, 430.
He shows it was absent from orators and historians, and from the later writers
Aristotle, Polybius, and Diodorus. Plato uses it 24 times; but the 69 occur-
rences in NT outnumber those in all the prose and poetry of ten previous
centuries, The inference is that it was a feature of everyday language. In
nearly half the exx. the verb is be, can, or have ; three-fourths of the total comes
from Jn and Paul (only Rom and Co).

P. 171.—For éxrds el us see Deissmann, BS 118. Cf also Ramsay, C. and B,
ii. 891 (no. 254) xwpis el wh Te wdbyp.

1b.—On the encroachments of u#, especially as to &rc u# and w7 c. inf. after
verba dicendi et cogitandi, see E. L. Green in Gildersieeve Studies, 471 £. Green
shows how u# intrudes increasingly in the Kouw+ literature. Considering the
extent of this intrusion in the time of the NT, there are fewer exx. of u%
wrongly used than would be expected, except that u4 holds almost undisputed
sway over the participle. There are 6 exx. of w# c. inf. after a verb of saying
or denying [Lk 22% must however be struck of (WH, following RBLT)];
2 with verbs of thinking (2 Co 11%, Ac 25%); one case of causal §r¢ u#, Jn 318 ;
3 of u# after relatives. (In excluding Col 2!8 because an imper. precedes, Green
ignores a yet more decisive reason—that wj is indisputably spurious.) The
participle with x4 in orat. obl. occurs only in Ao 23% 28%; in causal, concessive,
and temporal clauses it abounds. The comparison of Plutarch with the NT
shows a great advance in the use of §r¢ u§. The whole paper deserves study.

A few papyrus passages may be cited in illustration of the subjects of Green’s
paper. For us# in relative clauses :—BU 114 (ii/A.D.) wpooixa #v dwodddwxey
abr piTe duvaras hafetv, CPR 19 (iv/a.D.) évrddas . . . & ud owepdrnga, For
verba dic. et cog. :—MP 25 (iii/B.c.) uh égelhew duboas por, BM 401 (ii/s.c.)
xaTeyrwids ph Sovaslai, OP 266 (i/A.D.) duoroyel uh évaalelr (classical, as du. =
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undertakes), OP 287 (ii/a.n.) dmekpelvaro ud o. inf., and several cases with
Snhoiv (BU B, 11, ete.). For éwel u# of BU 530 (i/A.D.) péugeral ae éxl puih
drréypayas alry (the charge, like the ex. in Jn Z.¢.).

On el o) Blass notes (Hermes sxiv. 812) its identity with &u p# in the
illiterate OP 119 (see p. 28).

A note may be added on u# 8¢ ; for though the NT only uses oy 87, the
syntax is identical with that in p#rcye, 1 Co 6° (' not to speak of mere affairs
of daily life”). It occurs in BM 42 (ii/B.0., = Witk. p. 40) uh 81t ye Togotrov
xpdrov éreyeyovéros, ¢ not to speak of so much time having gone by.”

P. 177.—In Mt 6% D reads u) 6noavpioerar (= — ¢), which may just possibly
be added to the list. But it is more likely to be a mere mistake. An earlier
ex. of wh c. fut. than those cited in the text is Par P 15 (ii/n.c.) uh yobw xal
spathoes—but this may be aor. subj.

P. 181.—Essentially the same principle must be traced in fheds o (Mt 16%2),
““[God be] merciful to thee.” The interjectional adjective and participle are on
the same footing, and must be explained in the same way. In CR xv. 436 are
quoted inscriptional parallels for this phrase (Gen 43%, 2 Sam 20%, 1 Chr 11%):
—Letronne 221 (iv/A.D.) Dews Huiv IMNdrwy xal évraifa, and without subject
557 Iheds oo, ‘Epuelas . . . xal 'Hpdxhetos d8ehgbs. Letronne also quotes
another inscription (ii. 286) eds dou dhvarl (leg. 'ANim:), *‘[Sarapis] help thee,
Alypius,” as I read it. With the development of a deprecatory force in such
phrases we may compare that in our vernacular expression, ‘ Mercy on us!”

P. 182.—Dr Rendel Harris thinks the duecis may be only translation Greek.
The suggested allusion to Paul is in any case only propounded tentatively.
It is curious that dpfduevos gives us trouble elsewhere in Luke. Ac10% is fairly
hopeless as it stands, and Blass thinks dpf. dwd 7. T, interpolated from Lk 28°
It is conceivable that dpfduevos ydp in AD vg may preserve the relics of a better
text, in which a new sentence beginning there was continued with ‘Inoobs 8 dd
N., 8» (D) &pigev . . ., odros (D). The change needed to make the D reading
gremmatical is but small. (See Wellh. 12.) A quasi-adverbial use of dpfduevos
may beseen in Syil. 537°, 538° 5401%,549%, and with pres. pte. in Tb P 526 (ii/A.D.).

P. 185.—The practically complete equivalence of subjunctive and future is
quite as evident in Phrygian inscriptions as in the Alexandrian Greek Bible or
late Egyptian papyri. Thus we have in JAS xxiii. 85 el 8¢ ris dvifas Erepov
Bdry, and in Remsay C. and B. ii. 392 (mo. 260) e Twa &\hov Bovhybp, 559
(mo. 445, iiifa.D.) €l Tis 52 Erepos émicevévker (so mos. 448, 449). In nos. 317,
391, 395, 399 al (pp. 472, 535-8) we have ol 1€y for the ov redrirerar found
elsewhere. The progressive disappearance of the Future prepares us for MGr,
where the tense is a periphrastic one. For the papyri, cf BU 303 (vi/a.D.)
rapdoxw ‘I will furnish,” AP 144 (v/A.D.) éfo ‘I will come.” Innumerable
exx. of verbs in -ce: and the like, in locutions requiring subjunctives, could be
cited from various sources ; but these being itacistic prove less—see p. 36.

P. 194 —Prof. Thumb tells me that MGr u# yévocro seems to him a phrase
of learned origin. (I notice that Pallis retains it in Lk 20%,) See p. 249.

P. 199 o 2.—Prof. Thumb observes that he does not believe in itacism as
contributory to the obsolescence of the optative, ‘‘since the coincidence of ot
and p took place very late.” It has been made clear in the text that the
optative was doomed from the very birth of the Kows, while o¢ (and v) did not
become simple ¢ for several centuries.

P. 208.—By way of adding to our illustrations from the Bezan text of Ac,
we may note that in 12!7 D substitutes va ol . . . Jow for qiydy, and in 161
tva eEENGs for éEeMbelv, both after words of commanding. In 178 however the
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omission of év § péAhet adds to the tale of quasi-final infinitives. Were this
tendenoy to use Iva more marked, it might help us to fix the provenance of D, by
the use of Thumb’s canon (p. 206).

P. 216.—Some (urther exx. are noted by Votaw (p. 18) from the LXX.
He gives on p. 19 the totals for the articular infin. in OT, Apocrypha, and NT :
there are 1161 occurrences with a preposition, and 1614 without. The anar-
throus infin. occurs 6190 times in all. In the statistics of the articular infin.
I have checked my count (based on MG) by Votaw’s: they differ slightly where
I have omitted passages which WH enclose in double brackets, and also
through my not counting twice the places where two infinitives stand under the
government of a single article. Votaw’s total for Heb has a slight error.

P. 224.—To the footnote it should be added that Hirt and Sommer make
sequimini imperative the original form, supposing it simply transferred to the
indicative at a later stage (Indog. Forsch. xvii. 64),

P. 280.—The phrase in Mt 132 is quoted here purely as it stands in Greek ;
exx, of this participle could be cited from almost any page of narrative in the
NT or other Greek writing. It happens however, as Dr Rendel Harris tells
me, that my example is a translation of a phrase meaning simply ‘‘he went on
board a boat.” He observes, *‘‘To go up and sit in a ship’ is a pure Syriac
expression. Sometimes you get ‘sit in the sea’ for ‘embark’” (Mk 4!, the
original here). This superfluous xaffjofa: is rather like the pleonasms quoted
from Dalman on pp. 14ff.  Of course the recognition of this as translation Greek
does not affect the grammatical category in which we place éufdrra.

Since I have not given a chapter to Conjunctions, I may put at the end
of these addenda a note upon a use of d\\d which has excited much discussion.
In Mt 20% some have translated d\\d ‘‘ except,” as if=el u7 or whjv. Against
this both Winer and his editor (p. 566) speak very decisively : thus, the latter
says, ‘‘ Even in Mk 422 d\)d is simply buf (but rather), not save, ezeept.” I have
a draft letter of his to a fellow-Reviser (dated 1871), in which he argues at length
against the lax use of d\\d, which in Mt J.c. ¢ would be equivalent to supplying
éubv éori dodvar in the second clause.” Blass does not allude to the latter
passage, but on Mk l.c. (p. 269) he says dA\N'=el pif ‘“ save that.” It is certainly
difficult here to separate the d\\d from the ¢dv pu4 which stands in the parallel
clause. I am very unwilling to challenge an opinion held so strongly after
careful study; but the discovery of Th P 104 (i/r.0.) makes me ready to
believe that the note in WM might have been altered under stress of new
evidence. Kal uh étéoraw Phlokwe yvvatka EN\ny érayayéofar dANG "AmoMwyiay
must call for a sense of d\Ad very near to e p#. That supplements may be
contrived we may allow, though they are often far from simple; but is there
adequate motive for straining the natural meaning of the phrase ¥ In Gen 21%
o082 éylr fixovea dANE orhuepor, the dANd actually translates ‘5,53, except. In Mt
l.c., it may well be that the AV or RV supplement is correct. But I cannot feel
at all sure of this ; and it seems moreover that the meaning need not be affected
by reading d4A\Ad as=el u. In Jn 15¢, Lk 4%, Ac 279, Gal 2'¢, Rev 217, etc.,
we are familiar with the brachylogy—essentially akin to zeugma—which makes
el ph and the like=but only : why not apply this to dMd ? This would mean
that only the thought of dodvat was carried on, and not that of éudw as well.
(Cf now Wellh. 24 in support of my position : also ef Kuhring, p. 49.)

The study of Wellhausen’s illuminating forty pages increases my regret that
1 oan only refer to them generally in notes inserted at the last revision. My
argument in chapter i. is not affected by Welllausen’s exposition ; but had his

16
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book come into my hands carlier, I should have taken ecare to emphasise more
clearly what is said above concerning ‘‘translation Greek,” and the tendency
to over-use a correct vernacular idiom where it exactly or nearly translates an
Aramaic original. Wellhausen rightly warns us against denying Aramaism
because we oan scrape together one or two parallels from holes and corners of
Greek writing. That was the error of the old Purists, and we must be on our
guard. But if we neo-Hellenists need to be careful, Welllhausen’s oriticisms of
Dalman show that the neo-Semitists want watching as well. It is neoessary in
studying Wellhausen to remember that he only professes to speak from the
Semitist’s side : his ¢pasyyeholr (bis) on p. 10 and éavrds and dM\#hoc on p. 30
illustrate his limitation—non omnia possuinus ommes! Space forbids our
mentioning more than one further feature of his work, the great importance of
his treatment of the Bezan text. He shows that D in a large number of places
stands distinctly nearer the Aramaic which underlies the Synoptic records. If
this is proved, we have manifestly taken a large step towards the solution of our
great textual question. Let me finally quote his dictum that Mk is tolerably
free from Hebraisms, s.e. pieces of translation Greek due to the LXX: Mk is
however richest in Aramaisms, which Mt and Lk have largely pruned away
Of course Wellhausen's argument has no bearing on free Greek in the NT.

ADDITIONAL NOTES TO THE
SECOND EDITION.

—_—

P. 8.—To anticipate a possible objection, I may say that the evidence for
large Jewish settlements in Egypt from an early date is indisputable: see
for example Mahaffy’'s and Th. Reinach's contributions to Mélanges Nicole
(pp. 619 fi, 45111.). Mabaffy speaks of Aramaic trade documents in Upper
Egypt from the time of Xerxes down. So far, however, no ‘‘Hebraist” has
tried to use this fact to discount the deductions of Deissmann from the papyri;
and I need not meet the argument before it arises. (See Preface, p. xvi. f.)

Ib.—The Rev. J. Pulliblank sends me an interesting extract from his notes
of Bishop Lightfoot's lectures in 1863. Speaking of some NT word which had
its only classical anthority in Herodotus, he said, ‘‘You are not to suppose
that the word had fallen out of use in the interval, only that it had not been
used in the books which remain to us: probably it had been part of the common
speech all along. I will go further, and say that if we could only recover letters
that ordinary people wrote to each other without any thought of being literary,
we should have the greatest possible help for the understanding of the language
of the NT generally."”

P. 5.—A very striking testimony may be cited from Cicero, Pro Archia,
23:—Nam si quis minorem glorise fructum putat ex Graecis versibus percipi
quam ex Latinis, vehementer errat, propterea quod Graeca leguntur in omnibus
{ere gentibus, Latina suis finibus, exiguis sane, continentur.

P. 14.—To the exx. of els dwdrrow c. gen. may be added two (one of them
els owarr.) from the Pelagia stories (Legenden der hl. Pelagia, ed. Usener),
pp- 19, 22. The documents are written in excellent vernacular, which does not
seem open to the charge of being merely modelled on the biblical Greek.



ADDITIONAL NOTES TO THE SECOND EDITION. 243

P. 19.—Dr Marcus Dods finds a weak spot in my parallel, in that Greek
was gonorally * not the vernacular, but a second language acquired for com.
mercial or social purposes. Tho real parallel would therefore be the English-
speaking Hindu, or semi-Americanised German or Pole, or the pidgin-English-
speaking Chinaman, or bilingual Highlander or Welshman.” So Dr Nestle.
I have modified the form of the parallel accordingly, and I think it will now
stand. The Hindu and the Welshman, *‘ granted a tolerable primary education”
in English, will not show much difference in their written dialect.

P. 22.—A reviewer in the Athenaewm, to whom I am greatly indebted,
criticises my attitude towards the translation of Pallis. (8o far from ‘‘strongly
objecting,” Mr Pallis prefers to be so styled, and not as Palli.) I cannot go
into detail, but I would make two or three notes. (1) The Reviewer expresses
the ‘‘shock” which even a foreigner experiences in finding Christ's speeches
‘‘abounding in Turkish words.” Mr Pallis gives me a list of all the foreign
words in his version of Mt, some two dozen in all, and not a quarter of them
Turkish. This accusation of bringing in foreign words has been freely made by
many on mere hearsay. (2) A lover of Hellenism can feel nothing but sympathy
for the modern Greeks’ national pride in their language. But whether Greek
artisans can repeat the NT Greek by heart or no, it is abundantly proved that
they cannot uwnderstand it; and that is sufficient justification for a popular
version. (3) The general question of the Purist movement tempts discussion ;
but it has only one side which is relevant for this book, If the movement only
concerned the abolition of foreign words, the NT grammarian could quote Purist
as readily as popular Greek. But the xafapevovea is an artificial language ir its
grammar, and it is therefore obviously useless when we are seeking scientific
evidence bearing on ancient Hellenistic. The strongest sympathiser with
Purism as a national movement would have to admit that for such purposes
as ours the faintest suspicion of artificiality makes MGr valueless : nothing but
the unschooled speech of the people can help us here.

P, 23.—On the use of the term Kow® Prof. Thumb observes that the
grammarians were far from consistent with themselves. A definition like xows
SidNexros | mdwres xpdueda is not far from our present use ; and even if the term
be historically incorrect it is a pity to banish from science so well-established and
pregnant a word (Neue Jahrbicher f. d. klass. Altertum, 1908, p. 262).

P. 32.—Dr W. H. D. Rouse, who has an exceptionally intimate first-hand
knowledge of modern Greece, especially in the more out-of-the-way parts, tells me
he thinks it too sweeping an assertion to say that the old dialects died out com-
pletely, except for what they contributed to the Koew4d. He has heard the broad a
in Calymnos, and «al wéxa in Cos. In thelecture just quoted (Neue Jahrd. 1906,
p. 266), Prof. Thumb gives some interesting survivals of old dialectic forms in
Cyprus, which he has noticed in the curse-tablets of Audollent. We have in
fact to remember that the dialects existing within the Kow were partly or even
mainly characterised by the survival$ from the old local dialect which the
levelling process failed to destroy.

P. 34.—A good illustration of my point that dialectic differences very largely
lay in pronunciation is found in Dr Rouse’s remark that *‘ a [modern] Athenian,
a Lesbian and an Astypaliote all will write xal, while they pronounce it respect-
ively kyé, &, tsé.”

P. 36.—The case of réooapes aco. ought not to be left without remarking
that this is isolated, as the only early cardinal which ever had a separate acc.
form. In the first 900 of Wilcken’s ostraka I find 42 exx. of the indeclinable,
and 29 of réosoapas, which shows how this form predominated in business
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language before 200 A.p. In the same documents I find résoepas and reaaepd.
:ovra only once each (both ii/a.p.) : of p. 46 above.

Ib.—A ‘“ probably Ptolemaic " ostrakon in Mélanges Nicole, p. 185 (E. J.
Goodspeed), has ¢havbporia and 8bsis (=3drews) to add for the early confusion
of o and w; xard uHvav (see p. 49) and undevi dois (p. 55 n.%) evidence the writer's
scanty culture. Earlier still is hoyevdvrav HUP 77 (249 n.0.), and cf Par P 40
(ii/B.0.). See Mayser, pp. 98 f., 139.

P. 38.—The point about xépn needs perhaps to be stated less. concisely.
Brugmann makes it probable that in early Attic, as in its sister dialect Ionic, &
became 5 universally, butthat in Attic tn and pn (Vye#), mprirrw) broadened into
&, p, whenever the 7 did not arise from a pre-Greck &: this & long maintained
s different quality. But this specially Attic power of p became obsolete while
xépFn was still pronounced with digamma.

P. 41.—Thumb (op. cit. 260) holds ont hopes that we may get some not
inconsiderable helpin dating and localising textual types from such peculiarities
as the confusion of tenuis, aspirata and media in Egypt and Further Asia, and
that of ¢ and ¢ sounds in Asia Minor and Syria.

P. 44.—Among the irregular aspirations might have been given oiy
‘Tovdaixds (Gal 24 w*ACP 17 37). Here the oix!{ of BD* al probably helps
us ; & repetition of the « after olx would lead to the correction odx! and this to
oV by the dropping of the same letter. This seems simpler than Lightfoot’s
explanation from the Hebrew initial ‘7, which would not explain oty 3ot (B
drcies in 8 K, says Mr Thackeray).

P. 48.—Usener, Pelagia, p. 50, quotes # 'Ieposéhvua from two MSS of
xi/A-D. In the same book we find the vocative xvp: twice (p. 14—see Usener's
note, p. 34). An additional early ex. of this shortening of -to- nouns may be
found in a Ptolemaic ostrakon in M¢langes Nicole, p. 184, cuvyéhew (i.e. -tov).
{The document has the word xpdfBaros, so spelt.) See Mayser 260.

P. 49.—The NT forms cvyyerls and cvyyeveioe (WH App? 165) are both
cited by Thumb from Asia Minor (JHS xxii. 358 and BCH xxiv. 339).
Mayser cites cvyyevéa : per contra ovyyevéor occurs Tb P 61 (ii/s.C.) al.  So we
have double forms, éorffow OP 466 and érffoes: (as NT) BU 16, both ii/a.D.

P. 59.—An apparent false concord in B, wepl mdvrwy dv eldev Suvduewy
(Lk 19%), is corrected by Prof. Burkitt from the Old Syriac, which shows
that Swduewr is a mere gloss. B accordingly shows the first stage of corrup-
tion, while D (yewouévwy) shows an independent gloss, and the other MSS
present a completely regularised text. (The textual phenomena here are most
instructive : cf what is quoted from Wellhausen about B and D, p. 242.) Note
that in MGr #doa survived wds, as wdsa &vas ‘ every one.”

Ib.—For indeclinable 7¢ Dr Bouse reminds me of the MGr xdr:, as xdr
novyla, ‘‘a little rest.”

P. 60.—Mr Ottley calls my attention to Is 37%, where it is very hard to
resist the impression that an accusative stands for a genitive in apposition to
an indeclinable.

Ib.—A better account of # febs in Ac 19% is given by G. Thicme, Die
Inschriften von Magnesia am Maeander und das NT (Gottingen, 1905), pp. 10 f.
He notes that the classical 7 febs often appears in Magnesian inscriptions to
describe the great goddess of the city, while other people’s goddesses wers feal,
the usual Kow# term. The town clerk is accordingly using the technical
term, a8 we might expect. Plentiful quotations are given by Nachmanson,
p. 126. We may therefore keep Blass’s comment on Luke's accuracy, but
epply it in a dilferent way.



ADDITIONAL NOTES TO THE SECOND EDITION. 245

P. 63.—It might bo added that belore év disappeared it was often used for
els, just as els was for é». Thus in the late gloss at Jn 5% ; also four times in Tob,
a8 Mr Thackeray notes, adding that it is a feature of the LXX in Jd—4 K. Cf
in Pelagia, dvi\Gouey év T xeXNly (i. 4), &mhNOaper v T peydp éxxrnole (i. 5),
Epuryov év Tols 8peae (ii. 1). Some further gquotations for late uses of év will be
found in Kuhring, pp. 43 f.

I, —On &pav (Jn 4%, Ac 10% al) see Usener, Pelagia 50, and Abbott JG 75,
who suggests that the change from vernacular acc. to dat., Jn 452t is brought
in to denote exact time.

P. 64.—For xpdsfac c. acc. add Wis 74 (B—so RV), and Syll, 653
(xaraxp.). The Purist Kontos (Twoowkal Ilaparnpfioes, Athens, 1882, p. 420)
complains of writers who used xaraxpdcfa: (and even &resfac !) with gen. As
early as ii/A.D. we find a chiliarch of a Thracian cohort writing "Qplwvos (i.e. -1)
xalperr (Wilcken, Ostr. ii. 927): so odv Myvopiov b, 240 (same date). See
Ramsay CR iii. 332.

P. 66.—On the construction of éxofiw, vyedoua:, and wposxkwwd, see Abbott,
JG 76-78.

P. 70.—Dr Rouse compares with this nominative in time - expressions
Aeschines’ »0f &v uéog xal mapijuev (In Cles. 71).

P. 71.—On the threefold mwarip in Jn 17, see Abbott JG 96 f,

P. 72.—A full study of prepositions replacing the simple gen. may be found
in Kuhring, Praepos. 11ff., 20. Dr Rouse notes that dmé is regularly used
in partitive sense now: 8@ce uov dwd roliro, ¢ give me some of that.”

P. 75.—For ¥pxoual oou I should have quoted the well-known line of Aeschy-
lus (PV 358), AN #Nfev avre Zywis &ypumvor Bélos.

P. 76.—Reference should have been made to Eph 5%, frre ywdokovres, where
Dean Robinson assumes Hebraism, comparing 1 Sam 203, ywdokwy oldev, Jer 42
(49)%, lore (imper.) ywdoxovres e (Symmachus). So RV. If this be so, we
can only suppose Paul definitely citing OT language, just as a preacher using
the archaic phrase ‘“ Know of a surety ” would be immediately recognised as
quoting. (It may be noted that if lore is indic. it is & purely literary word,
such as Paul is not very likely to have used : it would be less improbable in
Heb 1217, But in these places and Jas 11 the imper. seems better, somewhat in
the sense of the common classical eb 16’ 8¢, * you may be sure” : see LS s.v.
olda 7.) It is, however, at least as probable that we are to separate the verbs
and read ‘For you must be assured of this (the following), recognising for
yourselves that . . .” So E. Haupt, Salmond, and T. K. Abbott.

P. 79.—Dr E. A. Abbott (Joh. Gram. 510) makes it seem probable that the
Leyden papyrus is quoting from Jn 1'5. He would translate wpdrés mov *‘my
Chief.” See pp. 11-14 for his exposition, which brings in several harmonics
beside the main note. I am not yet disposed to give up the view defended
in the text. If Dr Abbott takes away one parallel, he gives me two new ones
instead, in the quotations from scholiasts on Euripides ; and his exegesis seems
open to the charge of over-subtlety. Moreover, the Aelian passage, ol wpdrol
pov rabra dvixvevoavres (V. 4. viii. 12), is closely parallel for Jn 15'; and the
doubts as to the reading expressed by the Thesaurus editor here and in Plutarch,
Cato Minor § 18 (o0re wpurés Tis dvéfn . . . Kardvos ofre Jorepos dmihde), only
meen that a modern scholar thought wpéres incorrect, which is undeniable.
I am tempted to claim that Dr Abbott has proved my point for me.

P. 80.—I must confess to a rather serious oversight in omitting to discnss
the ““ Hebraistic” use of 7ds with negative in the sense of oldels. In CR
xv. 442, xviii. 155, I quote a number of exx. of wds with prepositions and
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adjectives of negative meaning : thus dvev or xwpls wdays drepféaews, a recurrent
formula, dvvmesfuvor mavrrds émeripov Tb P 106 (iifn.c.), dixa wdons étovolas
Plutarch Cons. ad Uzor. 1 (cf Heb 77). Closely allied to this is the Koty use of
7is with negative, as undewds kparfoews undé xvpielas Tivds dyyalov reprywondvys
avroe TP 1 (ii/B.0.), which has analogues in MGr (Jannaris H@ § 1449 o).
This was accordingly claimed as ‘‘a very slight extension of a vernacular
usage under the encouragement of a similar idiom in Hebrew.” It is found
not only in presumed translation, as Mk 13%, but in Paul, as Eph 59,

Ib.—Mr J. B. Shipley sends me an ingenious suggestion that émrd arose
from a gloss, Zxevd =yad =érrd.

Ib. —In Gal 1% Ramssy maintains against Lightfoot that &repos when
definitely contrasted with d\hos denotes specific difference against generic,
‘“apother of the same kind,” against ‘‘another of a different kind.” Space
precludes examination of his classical exx.; but it must not be too hastily
assumed that Lightfoot is wrong. Abbott J& 611 supports him against Blass.

P. 86.—Add Hb P 44 (253 B.C.), dpdvres . . . Giunw as an early ex.

P. 87.—The reciprocal els 7ov &va (1 Th 5') may be noted, with the MGr
6 &vas Tov @\hov. (Dr Rouse tells me the Purists say &or¢ate  uév rév 56 11)

Ib.—On “ exhausted 805~ see now Kuhring, Praep. 13.

P. 89.—Dr Marcus Dods criticises my treatment of év 7@ I8{yp vof, remark-
ing that the danger was of a man's being ‘‘assured by some other person’s
convictions.” That is, of course, quite true, but I think my statement holds
that the phrase simply lays stress on the personal pronoun—*‘let each man be
fully assured for himself.”

P. 96.—Note that Sddexa greatly predominates over §éxa 8vo in ostraka.

P. 102.—In Kuhring's account of dwé (Praep. 85 ff., 52 ff.) there is striking
evidence of the encroachments of this preposition. The common commercial
&rxov dwé (for mapd) ool may save us from over-refining in 1 Co 115, The
note as to the perplexing rarity in the papyri of 46 with the agent after passive
verbs will prevent us from assuming it too readily in the NT, though its occa-
sional presence is undoubted. For odal . . . dmd Tdv oxavddrwy (Mt 187) I
may quote excellent parsllels from Pelagia, & Bln dmd 7o . . . Nfjpov TovTou
(Usener, pp. 11 bis, 27), and & dwd rdv Xpioriaviw (p. 28): the difference in the
interjection shows that this was not imitation. Usener (p. 44) notes & Sla
“ Murder ! ” as a vernacular phrase. So 4cta Thomae, p. 224, & dnd Tod Sohlov. Tt
is simply the classical &c. gen. (cf EBp. Diogn. 9 & rijs bwepBaXhovors phavfpwrins),
with the gen. strengthened, as so often. 'Ex of material (as Mt 27%%) Kuhring
only finds once, AP 99 (ii/a.D.): add Mél. Nicole, p. 281, wepirpaxnhidiov éx
xabopulwy My, “a necklace made of strings of stones” (iii/B.0.). As to the
survival of éx to-day authorities differ : the 4thenaeum reviewer cites among
others Psichari, who says of éx 7év, *“ C'est bel et bien une forme vivante.”

P. 103.—There seem to be places where els actually stands for the posses-
sive genitive, as Deissmann BS 117f. shows it does for the dative: TbP 16 o0
Nyovres i (for 7s!) [els] alrods atfadlg, ‘‘not desisting from their violent
behaviour " (ii/B.c.); xwpls 700 els abriy olkov (=ov) Par P 5, ‘‘her house”
(i.). 1t is tempting to seek help here for 1 Pet 11, but the illiteracy of the
documents must be remembered.

P. 106.—One more quotation should be made from Kuhring, whose pamphlet
must be constantly in our hands as we study the NT prepositions. He seems
to demolish even the solitary Hebraism I had left to werd, that in Lk 1%,
AP 135 (ii/a.D.) has 7{ 8¢ fuelv cuvdfy perd tav dpxbvrwy ; * What befell w
in connexion with the magistrates1” (G. and H.). So also BU 798 (Byz.).
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Kontos (Ilaparnpicess 409 fI.) fiercely attacks moheud perd rivos, * fight with,”
v.e. “against” ; but he is at least eighteen centuries late.

Ib.—One force of mapd in composition is noted by Thumb (Neue Jahrb. '08,
p- 249), with reference to mapiMfer in Mt 14'%, He parallels Wellhausen's
“* vorgeriickt " (our ** advanced ') by citing MGr wapamdrw, ** far over,” mapaxdrw,
“far under,” wapauéra, *'far in.” Another force is exemplified in wapamimrrw,
which Wilcken (Ostraka, i. 78 f.)illustrates as a commercial word, giving Momm-
sen’s ‘‘ungiiltig werden, etwa wegen eines Formfehlers.” He compares Xen.
Hell. i. 6. 4, and Polybius, xviii. 36. 6, where it is co-ordinated with dyvoeiv,
=mapawlmrew s dAnbelas.

P. 110.—To the weighty authorities for &ouer in Rom 5! is now added
Prof. H. A. A. Kennedy : see ExpT for July 1906, p. 451, I still agree with SH.

P. 112.—Usener (Pelagia, 49) remarks on dmépyopac that in later Greek it
is transferred to the thought of the goal. Thus dwiNfauer év T ueydrp
éexhnole =4 we arrived at the great church.” ’Aguwobua: was much earlier in
showing this result of perfective dmé.

P. 115.—In Neue Jahrd. 1906, pp. 254 ff.,, Prof. Thumb justifies his view
that Miss Purdie’s general position is right, though pure Kow texts like the
NT and the papyri would have served better than a writer like Polybius,
belonging to a transition period of the language. He points out that by this
development of the prepositions Hellenistic gains the means of expressing
aoristic Aktionsart in present time. Thus “‘dwéyovsr (Mt 62 5 16) ig in its
Aktionsart identical with afov or &oxov, that is, it is an aorist-present, which
denotes the present answering to Aafei or oxeiv.” The recognition of punctiliar
force in this commercial word (see Deissmann BS 229 and Licht v. Osten 74 ff.)
makes it very vivid in Mt Z.c.. the hypocrites have as it were their mone-
down, assoon as their trumpet has sounded.

P. 122.—Mr H. D. Naylor sends me some additional notes as to the ud
moler canon. Some of his classical exx. against Dr Headlam are very good :
note Aristoph. A4v. 1534, where the conative present seems clear, and Ran.
618-622. Mr Naylor remarks, ‘‘I venture to hold the view that the distinction
is & growth. It was beginning in classical times ; it was nearly crystallised in
NT Greek ; and it is completely so in the mndern language.” In other words,
usage progressively restricted the various possible forces of woiet in this locution,
till only one was left. Mullach treated the matter well (pp. 345f.), as the
Athenaeum reviewer notes. Add to my papyrus reff. HbP 45 (iii/B.0.) xal
T4 Aot wepiofe ovvdyew xal ui) dYmokiumrdveale,

P. 129.—The present of this conative fwvdyxafor is well seen in Gal 613
of also Jn 10%2.  With reference to Thumb's argument on wposgépw, I find
it easier to deny him Heb 11'7, as I can give him a good ex. in a less literary
writer : wpbogepe 70 Sdpov in Mt 5% is very probably aorist in action.

Ib.—The differentia of the aorist may be effectively brought in to decide
the famous difficulty in 1 Co 72'. If Paul meant “go on in your slavery,” he
must have said xp&: the aorist xpfoat can only be ¢‘seize the opportunity.”
We can now see that Origen took the passage this way: see JT'S ix. 508.

P. 134.—For Jn 15% Epictetus iv. 1. 39, & udv orpareiowpnar, drn \hdyny
rdvrwy 76v xaxdv. 1 Co 72 and Gal 5 may be noted. See Abbott J& 586 for
other exx.

P. 1835.—An idiomatic old aorist belonging to this category still survives:
a traveller in Cos ‘“had a pleasant shock, on calling for a cup of coffee, to hear
the waiter cry "E¢faca.”

P. 141.—In a discussion of aorist and perfeot (4. Journ. Theol. x. 102f.),
in which Latinism is regarded as crntributory to the fusion, F. J. Goodspecd
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remarks on the curious development in the formule with the verb dwypdpw,
““pay,” in receipts. The Ptolemaic documents have Siayéypager, the early
Roman Swayeypdgnker. Then in twelve years, towards the end of i/A.D., the
sorist suddenly and completely ousts the perfect, having previously only
appeared omce, cir. 40 A.p., and the change occurs simultaneously in Ele.
phantine and Thebes. It affects no other words: ueuérpn-pat and -xev continne
unchanged.

P. 142.—Mr Ottley has noted no case of aoristic perfect in Issiah except in
the category of aorist and perfect standing together, joined by xal.

Ib.—Gal 38 4% are Pauline exx. of the perfect for what ‘¢ stands written.”

P. 145.—The constative ‘‘ wo possessed "' clearly will not suit éoxrxauer in
Rom 5% Can it have been a mannerism which Paul dropped between the
writing of ‘‘ 8 Corinthians” and Romans ¥ On the other hand, another papyrus
can be quoted where ‘* possessed " suits the sense well, and the perfect stands
in close connexion with the aorist : BU 297 (end of ii/A.D.), Tois Sckalav alriay
doxmréo kal Evev Twds dupioSyricews v 7] vouy yevopdvous (= -ous).

Ib.—I venture to question the rendering ‘‘ began to amend ” in Jn 4%2. The
idiomatic English ‘‘got better " suits the punctiliar &ryer, and the comparative
does not differ from the positive in édr xouyds x5, ThP 414 (ii/A.D.), more
than ‘‘ got better ” differs from ‘got well.” The father does mot suggest a
gradual recovery.

P. 159.—On the verb rapéyw=pay, Wilcken observes (Ostraka, i. 107) that
even in RL (iii/B.c.}—e.g. 51—the word occurs often both in act. and in mid.
without apparent distinction. These sporadic exx. of irregular middles occur in
the earliest period of the Kow+, but they do not invalidate the general rule.

P. 168.—The papyrus exx. of 3rar=1when make it an open question whether
in Mk 11" we are not to translate ‘‘ when evening fell,” that is the evening
before the wpwt of v.®. In such a writer as Ml this is at least possible, and
the other rendering produces an awkward sequence. The impf. éfewopedorro
may be pictorial quite as well as iterative. )

P. 177.—Prof. W. BRhys Roberts suggests to me another ex. of w4 c. fat. in
Eurip. Med. 822, MEews 3¢ ppdév . . ., where the change to Né£ps (especially in
that order) has always seemed to him arbitrary. ‘‘Probably there are other
similar cases in which the MS reading should be carefully weighed.”

P. 179.—Add Epict. iv. 1. 41, bva u# pwpds 7, dAN lva udfp, “ let him not be
a fool, but learn. . . .” DrJ. O. F. Murray suggests to me that this va may
be seen in Rev 1413, Since the jussive Requiescant falls from Divine lips, it has
no bearing on controverted questions. Its superior fitness in the grammatical
gtructure of the verse is undeniable. In 1 Co 14° we have a good ex. of 8éAw
tva and 8w c. inf. side by side with no real difference.

Ib.—Prof. Burkitt (Bvang. da-Mepharr. il. 252 f.) reads in M. 233 rafra
58 worficat ndxeiva ph dpeivas, after the Lewis, supposing the MSS readings to
be corrections. In 2 Co 12! he would follow & in reading xavxdefat—ob cuupépor
piv—evoopas 8¢ k.7 A, which is presumably ‘‘ Now to boast !—it is not ex-
pedient, but I shall be coming,” ete. There secms no special difficulty about
infin, for imper. here, and Aramaism is entirely out of court. Prof. Burkitt's
reading in Mt I.c. is *‘ translation Greek " no doubt, but perfectly allowable.

P. 185.—The use of u7 in warning retains still the consciousness of its
paratactic origin. Dr. Bouse quotes ¢ofofuar pirws dréfave (of Gal 411, 2 Co
118) with the independent pAmws in questions expressing surprise or indignation
(uhrws etuac Aépdos ; *“ do you suppose I'm a millionaire 1”°) (Mullach, pp. 395 f.),

Ib.—In Gal 6% WH read &s raipdr &uwuev (xB*17), As we have seen on
Rom 5, the MSS can hardly perhaps be regarded as decisive between o and w;
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but the subj. is justifiable with the sense ‘* as long as we have opportunity, let
us continue to work.” (s in MUr takes the meaning of éws as well as its own.)
In classical Greek this futuristic subj. would demand d», but words meaning
until constantly drop it in Hellenistic.

P, 188.—Dr Giles tells me that Gildersleeve’s suggestion of an independent
ob in o0 u# was anticipated in the Middle Ages: in one if not both of the best
MSS of Aristophanes it is regularly punctuated ot u#. . . .

P. 205.—Prof. Thumb (Neue Jahrd. ‘06, p. 259) observes that the infin. of
purpose is commoner in Homer than in Attic: the preference accordingly has
lingered in Asiatic and island Greek for three thousand years.

P. 206.—Dr E. A. Abbott reinforces the depleted ranks of scholars who
would press the telic force of Iva in Jn. We might cite such passages as 15'®
as affording scope for exegetical ingenuity on these lines. If we had no evidence
from Hellenistic and MGr as to the loss of this force in Iva, we might accept
such subtleties of interpretation as at least not out of character with so allusive
a writer. But with our present knowledge we need much stronger evidence
to prove that Jn diflered so greatly from his contemporaries.

P. 207.—Prof. Burkitt notes (Ev. da-Meph. ii. 183) that Tatian took dore
as consecutive in Lk 4%, *' so that they cast him down.”

P. 209.—The consecutive §r: which Blass would read in Jn 3'¢ does appear
in later Greek, e.g. Pelagia, 20, i 8:dois Tols duvois cov, 8ri {wiy aldviov &ovow;
See Abbott JG 534.

P. 210.—The consecutive use of Zva was recognised by Lightfoot in Gal 577,
1 Th 5%: see his notes, and cf what he says on els 76 c. inf. in 1 Th 216,

P. 212.—For classical exx. of ace. and infin. where nom. would have been
regular, ef Aeschylus PV 268 f. and the note of Sikes and Wynne-Willson ; also
Adsm’s note on Plato 4pol. 36 B.

P. 215.—Dr Abbott touches a weak spot in my treatment of év 7@ c. inf.
He reminds me that, to prove the Biblical use free from Semitism, we must find
classical parallels for it with the semse ‘‘during.” Birklein’s statistics un-
fortunately do not give us the opportunity of testing this, and in the face ot
Blass’s dictum (p. 239) it is not worth while to try. I should transfer this
*‘ Hebraism " to the category of ‘“possible but unidiomatic”” Greek (supra, p. 76).

Ib.—Z4p, like welv and ¢a<yeiy, our living, had become a noun in the ver-
nacular. Thus BM iii. p. 131 (a poor weaver's petition, 140 A.D.) uiofod wopl-
fovros Té v, TbP 283 (illiterate, i/B.0.) kewdwedwe 7é:t {Hv, al.

P. 227.—The periphrastic imperf. occurs several times in Pelagia, as p. 14,
Hluny drepxbuevos ; 18, Av dxovoada : note also p. 26, &ro yvdoxw, like o b edvods
in Mt 5%, Cf Usener's note p. 50. That this is pure vernacular, untainted by
Hebraism, is beyond question. Dr Rouse observes that it is used now in
Zaconian, a8 ¢opolvrep Eue=Epopobuer, opoluevep Eui=dpopat.

P. 237.—A further addition to the list on p. 95 is given by Prof. Burkitt in
Mt 101 D and 28, % wbAes els Av &r elodNOnTe els abriv (BEv. da-Meph. ii. 75).
This goes with the passages supporting Wellhausen’s thesis (above, p. 242).

P. 240.—If u% yévoro is ‘‘a phrase of learned origin,” it is presumahly
parallel with some other survivals in idiomatic phrases, for which Dr Rouse
instances uerd xapds, dwo Spoxis, Téhos wdvrwy, 7@ 8vri, mavrdmwast. Dr Rouse
himself has never heard uy yévoiro, for which the people say & feos va puhdén.
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6.6 . . . 125
7.1 . . 36
7.2 . . . 237
7-3 . . . 125
7.9 . . 237
7- 14 . . . 145
8.1 . . . 168
8.4 . . . 75
8.5 . 113, 145
9.6 . . . 190
9. 11, 69, 233, 235
9. 12 . . 58
9. 14 . . 36
9.20 . . . 210
10. 2 . . . 225
10. 4 . . . 125
10. IO . 111, 115
1.5 . . . 187
I1. 17 . . 52,145

(b) OLp TESTAMENT.
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REVELATION —continued

PAGE
11. 18 . . 118
12, 4 . . 114
12.6 . . .59
12. 7 . 108, 217, 218
12.9 . . . 233
13. 8,12 . . 237
14. 4 . . . 168
14. 8 . . . 135
14.13 . . 114,248
14. 20 . . . 102
17.3 . . . 65
18.2 . . 134,135
18. 14 . . 190, 192
18. 22 , . . 192
19. 3 . . 145
19. 10 . . 178
20. 2 . . 233
20. 4 . . 130
20. 8 . . . 287
21. 12, 14 . 225
21. 13 . 73
21. 21 . . 105
21, 27 . . 241
22.9 . . . 178

N.B.—The numbering of the chapters is according to the English Bible ; where
the LXX differs, the numbers are added in brackets. So with titles of

Books.

Lo o o
»
>

e e e

Ex' 1. 16

» 314
2] 32' 1
Num. 11. 29

Deut. 23. 1 .
5, 28. 24
Jos. 1. 1T .
s 17.13 .
Judg. 9. 29 .
» 9'53 .
Buth1.9 .

-
w
« e e & o o

17

PAGE
46
161
98
49
237
241
162
63
240
94
54
228
142
194
163
194
70
76
194
112
194

PAGE
18am. (1K.)r. 11 191

by 9.9 . . 235

v 13,18 .14
28am. (2K.)18. 33 194

» 20, 20 . 240

,, 21,24 . 50
1 Chr. 11. 19 . 240
Job22.3 . . 188
y 24. 12 ., 88
» 30.20 . . 147
. 31.3% . 198
. 31. 35 . 194
Ps. 6.9 . 174
» 32(31).3 147
s 120(119). 3 194
» 141 (140). 1 147
Prov. 3.5 . . 226

nwo 9. 12, 88, 89

no 22.7 . . 88
»o 27. 15 . 88
Ecoles. 2. 16. . 70

PAGE
Ca. 8.1 . . 194
Isai. 5. 27 . . 189
o 14031 . 176
» 28,16 . . 68
» 3324 . . 185
» 535 . . 148
Jer. . 194

107
192
217
138

9.2 .
» 31(38).33 .
Ezek. 26. 13. .
Dan. 10. 13, 20

Hos. 11.1 . .

APOCRYPHA

Esth. 13. 3 . . 198
o 14.3 . . 54
2 Mac. 3. 16. . 16

»w 9-24. . 194
, 12,4, . 167
4 Mac. 5. 13 . . 198
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(¢) INSCRIPTIONS.

Archiv
Archiv fdr Papyrusforschung, ed. U, Wilcken.
PAGE PAGE PAGH
iii, 129 . . 14
Audollent

Defizionum Tabellae, ed. Audollent (Paris, 1904).
no. 1§ . . .« 234 | no. 92 . . . 196 | no. 189. . . 284

BCH

Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique.
1888, p. 202 . . 284 | 1902, p. 217, . 196 | 1903, p. 335 . . 234
Cauer

Delectus tnscriptionum Graecarum, propler dialectum memorabilium®, ed.
P. Cauer (Leipzig, 1883).

no. 32 . . . 214 | no. 157. . . 214 | no. 220. . . 214
47 . . . 214 171, . . 214 264. . 178, 214
122-§ . . 214 179. . . 214 431. . . 214
148 . 214

Cooke

North Semitic Inscriptions, by G. A. Cooke (Oxford, 1903).
no. I10. . . 236 | no. 113. . . 238

IMA
Inscriptiones Maris Aegaci, ed. von Gartringen and Paton.
il 174 . . . 167 | il 325. . . 100 | iii. 1119 . . B

JHS
Journal of Hellenic Studies (Hellenic Society).

xix. 92 . . . 86 | xxii. 369 . 7, 220 | xxv. 63. o . 239
xix. 299 . . 93 | xxiil 85 . 240

Letronne (or Letr.)
Recucil des inscriptions grecques et latines de U Egypte, ed. Letronne (1842).

po. I17. . 1569 | no. 198. . . 102 | no. §57. . . 240
149.- . 60 221, . . 240 |l vol.ii. p. 286 . 240
1go. . . 102 |

Magn.

Die Inschriften von Magnesia am Macander, ed. O. Kern (Berlin, 1900).
no. 47 - . . 52 ] no. 114. . . 64| no. 215. . . 198
Michel

Recueil d'inseriptions grecques, ed. C. Michel (Brussels, 1900).

no. 32 . . . 64 ) no.357. . . 214 | no. 694. 46, 101, 214
41 . . . 32 370. . . 216 1001 . 101, 214
54-6 . . 214 417. . . 214 1333 . . 214
60 . . . 214 436. . . 214 1409 . . Bbb
182. . 214 585. . . 88 1411 . . b6

97. . . 214
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OGIS
Orientis Graect Inscriptiones Selectae, ed. Dittenberger (Leipzig, 1003 -5).
PAGE PAGE PAGE
no, 17 . . . 64] no. 87 . . 64| no. 435 . . 101
41. . . 216 go 102, 167, 216 665 ..121
54 . . . 105 219 . . 238 710 . . 76
56 . . . 738 383 . .21 751 . . 150

Ramsay, C. and B.

Cilies 71)11.(1 Bishoprics of Phrygia, by W. M. Ramsay, 2 vols. (Oxford, 1895,
1897).

ii. 380 . . . 239 | ii. 472 . . . 240 | ii. §35-8 . . 240
391 . . . 239 477 . . . 239 537 . . ., 234
392 . . . 240 485 . . . 238 559 f. . . 240
394 . . . 239 497 . . ., 48 565 . . . b6

530 . . . 239

Roberts-Gardner

Introduction to Greek Epigraphy, vol. ii., The Inseriptions of Attica; ed.
E. S. Roberts and E. A. Gardner (Cambridge, 1905).

p- 179 . . « 212 | p. 258 (no. 97) . 234

Viereck 8@

Sermo Graecus quo Senatus Populusque Romanus . . . wsi suni, by P.
Viereck (Gottingen, 1888). ’

pp- 12, 13, 21 . 101

(d) PaPYRL
Archiv (see under (¢) above)
iii. 60 . . . 17 )i 173 . . 236
BM
British Museum Papyri, ed. F. G. Kenyon (London, 1893, 1898, 1907). (See
Addenda.)

Vol. i. nos. 1-138.

no. 18 . . . 52! no 23 . . . 220 | no. 42 . . 240
20 . . . 167 41 . . . b2 130. . 236
21 . . 196, 208
Vol. ii. nos. 139 1%,

no. 177. . . 236 | no.239. . . 93] no.gor. . . 239
220. . . 234 301. . . 195 417. . . 70
233. . . 169 336. . . 80 970. . . 17

BU
Griechische Urkunden, from the Berlin Museum,

Vol. i. nos. 1-361 (1895).,
no. 16 . . . 244 | no. 114. . . 239 o225, . . 234

18 . . . 220 136. . . 146 226. . . 220
31 . . . 60 I51. . . 229 243. . . 220
36 . . . 220 163 . . . 144 297. . . 248
46 . . . 220 164 . . . 220 ‘ 303. . . 240
48 . . . 179 183 . . . 227 321. . . 220
69 . . . 75 195. . . 220 326, 59,169, 187
98 . . . 230 197. . .177 361. . . 231
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BU —eontinued.
Vol. ii. nos. 362-696 (1898).
PAGR FAGE PAGR
no. 362. . « 14 { no. 45%. . « 220 | no. 6oy. . 86, 168
366. . . B84 53I. . . 208 623. 96
68. . . 84 537 . . 234 625. 177, 208, 220
371, . . 84 546. . . 168 632. . . 169
395. . . 84 5§77« . . 60 651 . . . 220
424. . . 168 592, . . 101 665. . 219, 236
449. . 86 595. . 220
Vol. iii. nos, 697-1012 (1908).
no. 731. . . 220 | no. 830. . + 219 ] no. 948. 11
val. . . 196 83%6. . . 101 970 108,159,235,236
747 . . . 220 845. . . 220 997 . . 60
775 . . . 160 887. . . 7 998. . . 107
814. . 142,177 925. . . 236 1002 . . 60
822, . .93 926. . . b4
Vol. iv. nos. 1018 fI. (in progress).
no. 1013 . . 60 | no. 1040 . « 238 | no, 1053 . . 161
101§ . . 238 1041 . . 75 1055 . ., 161
1031 . . 220 1044 . . 97 1057 . 80
1033 . . 51 1050 . . 103 1059 . . 236
1036 . . 60 1052 . . 91 1079 . 107,178
Ch P
Greek Papyri from the Cairo Museum, ed. E. J. Goodspeed (Ohlcago, 1902)
no. 3 . . . 162 [no. 4 . . . 230 | no. 15 . 101
CPR
Corpus Papyrorum Raineri, ed. C. Wessely (Vienna, 1895).
no. 4 . . . 223 | no. 25 . . . 169 | no. 156, . . 220

19 . . 212, 239 28 . . . 127

24 . . 127,169

237. . . 169

Eundoxus
Papyrus of the astronomer Eudoxus, ed. Blass . . . . 78, 91

PFi
Florence Papyri, ed. Vitelli and Comparetti (Lincei Academy : fase. i., ii.,
Milan, 1905- ).
no. 2 . . 76,220 | mo. § . . 106 | no. 24 . . . b3
50 . . . 239
HI P

Heidelberg Papyri (mainly LXX), ed. G. A. Deissmann (1905).
no. 6 . . . 196

KpP
Papyri from Karanis, ed. E. J. Goodspeed (Chicago, 1800).
no. 37 . . . 60| no.46 . . . T2

LP
Papyri Graeci Musei antiquarii publict Lugduni- Batavf, ed. C. Leemans
(1843).
B. . . 195,220 | E, . . . 159 | U. . . 60, 287
c. . .« . bB0]a@G. e e« o 45|W 79, 196, 197, 246
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MP
Papyri from Magdola, in BCH 1902 ff., ed Lefebvre,
PAGE PAGE PAGE
no. 16 . . . 105 | no. 20 . . . 105 | no. a5 . 100, 239

Mithras Liturgy
EBine Mithrasliturgie, by A. Dieterich (Leipzig, 1903).
p-12 . . . b4|p 17 . . . 40

NP
Geneva Papyri, ed. J. Nicole, 2 vols. (1896-1906),
no. 1 . . . 229 | no. 19 . . . 142 | no. 53 . . . BB
7 . . . 208 47 . . . 101 67 . . . 80
16 . . . 220 49 . . . 228 69 . . . 80
7. . . 193 51 . . . 188
Par P
Paris Papyri, in Notices ¢! Eztraits, xviii. part 2, ed. Brunet de Presle (1865).
no.g . . 228, 246 | no. 26 . 80, 167, 168 no. 46 . . . 187
. . 226 28 . . . 47 . . . 200
0. . . 234 3. . . 72 48 . . 6,53
3. . . 231 % . . . 107 49 17,108, 193, 205
3. 231 7. . . 712 51 . 85,121, 208
Ig . 59, 78, 240 0 . . 231, 244 60 . . 46, 84
. . 12, 168 42 . . . 179 62 . . 46, 168
60, 62, 110 | 44 . . . 229 63 14,61, 99, 193 223
Path P

Papyri from Pathyris, in 4rechiv ii. 514 ff., ed. de Ricci,
no. 1 . . 223

PP

Flinders Petrie Papyri, ed. J. P. Mahafy (in Proc. Royal Irish Acad., 3 vols.,
1891-1905). (See Addenda.)

i. no. 13 . . 168 | ii. no. 19 . 223 |il.no. 37 . . 93
TP
Turin Papyri, ed. Peyron (1826).
no.1 ., 75 103,197, {no. 3 . . . 231 |no. 8 . . 231, 237
229, 231, 246 5 . . . 159

The following collections are (with one exception) from the publications of
the ngpt Exploration Fund ; the pspyn were discovered and mainly edited
by B. P. Grenfell and A. 8. Hun
RL

Revenue Laws of Plolemy and Philadelphus, ed. Grenfell and Mahafly
(Oxford, 18986).

col. 29 . . 93 | col. 38. 103 | col. 51 . . 248

G

An Alezandrian Erotic Fragment, and other Greck Papyri, chiefly Ptolemaic,
od. Grenfell (1896).
no. 18 . . . 234 | no. 30 . . 223 | no. 35 . . . 229
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GH
Greek Papyri, series I1. (1897).
PAGR PAGE PAGE

no. 14 . . . 54 |no. 26 . . 91,223 | no. 38 . . . 160
15 . . . 84 36 . . 1086, 159 46 . 48

oP

Ozyrkynchus Papyri,

Vol. i. nos. 1-207 (1898).

no. 6 70 | no. 67 . . v 204 | no. 99 . . 84
34 . 169 69 . . . 220 105. . . 169
41 . 106 71 . . . 199 113. . . 160
60 . 199 82 . . . 220 119. 28, 64, 234, 240

86 . . 220 121 97, 208
Vol. ii. nos. 208-400 (1899).
mo. 237. 168, 197, 218, | no. 265. . 45, 64 | no. 286. . . 281
220, 240 266, . . 239 292, . 54, 79
240. . . 195 275. . . 220 295. . 123, 156
261. . . 106 285. . . 226 299. . . 8
Vol. iii. nos. 401-658 (1903).

Do. 413. 175 | no. 436. . .« 99 no.526. 195,200, 210
471, .231 488 . . . 104 527. 60
477 . 63, 141 491, . 231 528, 99 142 234
478. 146 492. . 101 530. 132, 200
482. 142 496 . 159, 187 531. . . 284

523. . 103
Vol iv. nos. 654-839 (1904).

0no. 654 . 130 | no. 717. . 121 | no. 738. . . 170
658 . 99 724 . . . 103 742, . . 76
708. 105 725. . . 223 744 . . 123, 208
715. . . 195 726 . 106, 231 745 . . . 91
716. 78 727. 230, 231 811, . . 64

736 . 170, 216

FP

Faytm Towns and tium' Papyri (1900).

no. 109. . no. 118. . . 101 | no. 124. . . 173
110. . 162 121, . 131 126. . . 168
112. 123 178, 223 122. 101 130. . . 169

AP

Ambherst Papyri, part il (1901}

no. 30 . . 97,238 | no.93 . . . 168 | no. 130 . 86
78 . 223, 231 99 . . . 246 135 17 77 208, 246f
86 . 179 I13. . . 60 144 . . . 240

Tb P
Tebtunis Papyri (University of California Publications), part i. (1902).

no. 6 123, 169 | no. 35 . . . 162 | no. 64 . . 236
12 . 103, 223, 234 38 . ., 46 69 . . . 107
13 . . . 131 41 . 231, 236 72 . . 103, 236
14 . . 99, 223 42 . . 223 82 , . . 236
24 . . . 79 43 . . 14 98 . . . 235
26 . . . 86 50 . . 131 104. . 64, 241
27 . 78, 103 bis 58 86 168, 223 105 79, 234, 235 246
28 . . . 169 59 223 234 107. . . 234
33 - . 78 62 . . . 235 124. . . 235
34 - . 231 232 63 . . . 97 230. . . 72
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(¢) GREEK LITERATURE,

i. Classical,
Homer (? x/viii B.0.)

PAGE PAGE PAGE

Iliad i. 1 . . 172 | Iliad vi. 284 . . 134 | Iliad xxii. 349 . 98
i. 137 . 166, 239 vi. 459 . . 185 xxiv. 38 . . xvii
i.587 .. . xvi Odyssey i. 337 . B5

Pindar (v/B.c.)
Pyth. iv. 189 . 132

Aeschylus (v/s.0.)
Prom.Vinet. 268f. 249 | Prom. de 447f 78 I Persae 981 . 97

358. . . 246 956 . 134
Sophocles (v/B.0.)
Antigone 114 . 74 | Oedipus Tyrannus Oedipus T4 Jra'rmm
542 . .. 93 236 . . . 73 1068 . . 93
789 . . 202 533 - . . 74 1199 . . . 84
Ocdipus Coloneus 706 . . + 149 | Philoctetes 300 . 178
155 . . 179 1141 . . . 93| Eriszo1 (Dindorf) 97

Euripides (v/s.0.)

Alcestis 386 . 134 | Ton 771 . 184 | Medea 213f. . . 135
Bacchae 1065 . 115 | Iph. Taur. 1092 . 222 822 . . 248
Hecuba 1163 . 113 1359 . . 58 1320. . . 177

Aristophanes (v/s.0.)
Acharn. 484 . 227
Pax 291 . . 161 618-622 , 247 | Aves 1534 . 247

721 . . 227

Ranae §21 . . 70 i Thesmophor. 1108. 188

Hippocrates (v/B.c.)
Epidem. vii. 51. 101

Herodotus (v/B.0. )

vi. 32 . 81 | vi. 46 . .. 101
Antiphon (V/B.C.)

Frag. M. 3. 6 227
Thucydides (V/B c. )

iv. 54 .

[Xenophon]) (v/n.o.)
De Republ. Athen.
1.3 . .8

Xenophon (iv/z.c.)
Hellenica 1. vi. 4 247 | n. il 14 . 212

Plato (iv/s.c.)

Alcibiades 1242 146, | Apologia 280 142 | BEuthydemus 276B. 229

238 36E . . 249 | Buthyphro 148 . 93
Adpologia 18 , 202 394 . . 192 | Theaetetus 1448 . 144
20E . . 122 | Crito 52 71 | Protagoras 3124 . 192

21A . . 122 141 | Aepublici. 3378 « 177

194

e o e 8 4 12

44A . .
Gorgias 481a
Aeschines (iv/n.0.)

In Cles, 71 . 245

Demosthenes (iv/B.0.)
Aristocrates 659 177 | Meidias 525 . . 1868
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[Demosthenes] (1)
PAGE PAGE
Aristogeiion 797 76
Aristotle (iv/s.o. )
Poetics 19 . 172

1. Hellenastre,

[For the main writers in this section see also Index III.]

Pseudo-Aristeas (m/n B.C. ) (Wendland's sections)
215 . 87

Polybius (ii/s.0.) (Hultsch’s pages)
50 (i. 41) . . 85| 1004 (xviii. 36) . 247 | 1270 (xxxii. 12)
516 (v. 92) . 207 | 1270 (xxxii. 10) 87

Cicero (i/B.C.)
Ad Att. vi. § . 1781

Dionysius Halicarnassensis (i/s.0.)
X. 10. 65

Philo Jud=us (i/a.p.)
De  Posteritate De Opificio Mmuh, I
Caini, § 145 . 100| §62. . 96

Flavius Josephus (i/.D.) (Niese's sections)
Antig. L 29 . 237 | Antig. xiv. 317 . 101
i 18 . . 26 xx 169 . 235
vii. 202. . 235

¢c. Apion. i. 21
Bell. ii. 262 .

Dionysius Thrax (i/s.D.)
154

Plutarch (i/a.D.)
p. 256D . . 216 | p. 608B . . 246 | p. 767 . .
[Barnabas] (i/A. D.)
ii 28. . 74| v.13 . . . 210

Clement of Rome (l/A D.)
ad Cor. 17. . 8 | ad Cor. 21 .. 95

Ignatius (ii/a.D.)
g;r};h ce. 3and 11 216

Justin Martyr (ii/a.p.)
Apology 1. 22,32,
44, 60, 62,ii. 2 143

Epistle to Dio, etus (u/AID 1)
%.7 gu le.9 . . . 246

Aelian (u/A.D.)
N.A.viil 12 79, 245

Arrian (ii/s.D.)
Epictetusii. 2. 16 210 [1v. 1. 39 . . 247 |tv. 1. 41 .

Lucian (ii/s.D.) ] . .
Dialogi Marini, Dialogi Mortuorum, Piscator 6 .
iv.3 . 76, 87 xxiil, 3 . . xvii.

Marcus Aurelius (ii/a.n.)
vi. 42 . .76 | vil 13 . . 87 | viil. s0. .

-

PAGH

76

146
235

245

248

144
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Ascensio [saiae (ii/a.D.)

PAGE rAGR
1z . . . b9

Aquila (ii/A.p.)
Gen. i. 1 . 13

Clement of Alexandria (ii/A.n.)
Paedagogus iii. 1 193

Doctrina Apostolorum (ii/a.D. 1)
g . 188

[Clement] (m/A.D. f)
Homilies iii. 69 . 177 | Homilies xv. 8 . 80

John Chrysostom (iv/a.D.)

ix. 2598 . . 229 | on Ro 5 . 207
Isocrates (Argument to—vi/a.D.)
Busiris . . 212 | Areopagiticus . 212
Pelagia
Legende der hl.
Pelagia, ed.

Usener . 242, 244,
245, 246, 247, 249

Apocrypha
in Preuschen’s 4ntilegomena (ed. 1)
Gosp. ace. to He- Ebionite  Gospel,
brews, no. 4 no. zb(p.9) . 17
(p- 4) 1

in Tiséhend.orl’s Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha

Gospel of Poter 35

(p. 16)

p. 222,
224.

265

PAGE

97

119
162

Acts of Philip 36 I dcts of Thomas 41
(p. 92) . . 97 l (p- 224) . . 246

iii. Modern.

Abbott
Songs of Modern Greece, by G. F. Abbott (Cambridge, 1900) (See p. 291n.2.)

p. 22, 26 . 121 | p. 70 . . .12
42 . 85,170 128 f. . . 102
a4 . 106,121 8. . . 901

56 . . 38 200. . . 189
Pallis (see p. 30 0l,)

title . . . 102 | Mt 224 . 232
Mti* . . 17| Lké62 . . 282
() Latx
Cicero
Pro Archia 23 . 242
Vergil
Eclogues vii. 16 . 218 | Aeneid vii. 125 . 18
Livy
ix. I. . . b8
Juvenal

iii. 6of. . 5

228.

Lk 20'8,
Jn 102,

157

240
232



1. INDEX OF GREEK WORDS
AND FORMS.

——

o : for av 47—3Z to 3 in Kow:f—pure in
Attic 83, 38, 244—a in MGr dialects
32, 243—d in Vocative 48 n.

’ABSd 10, 283

dyarnrés 221

dyyapevw written &yy- 46

&yew : 1st aor. 56, 76—action in future
149—d~ywper 175, 177—dye 171, 238
—dyfoxa, ete. 154

'A~olioTos 47

dywrilesfar: perfective compound 116
—pres. imper. 174

4d8ixew voices 162

dadvwaros 221

del 233

ar, €: identity of sound 34, 51, 56,
199—caused vv.il. 35

alpety voices 158 f.

afpewy pres. and perf. pte. 222

aloyvvecfas c. infin. 205

alretv : voices 160—with Iva 207—and
épwrar 6

algwldios or éprid. 35

drardwacros 47, 74

dxtroa 154

dxovew : c. drop 14, 75—c. accus. and
gen. 66, 235, 245—future forms 154
—perfect 154

aheets spelling 45

dhelgperr voice 236

dA\d and el p7 241

dM\Hhovs and éavrovs 87, 157 n.

dM\os and Frepos 79 £, 246

dua 99

auaprdvew future 155

duelvwr 78

du¢l disappearance of 100

dugérepor : supplants dugw 57—of more
than two 80

-av accus. ending 49

-av : in 2nd eor. 51—in perfeet 37, 52
—in imperfect 52

-av (not gv) in infin. 53

dv: history 165f., 239—statistics for
LXX end NT 166f.—replaced by
édv 42, 166, 186, 234

iy : iterative 167 {.—meaning ‘ under

the circumstances” or ‘‘in that
case” 166, 201—in protases=édv 43,
167—dropped in compounds 168, 249
—in compounds meaning -soever
166, 168—with indic. 168—with &s
43, 240—with subjunctive 166, 168,
186—ds dv 167, 169—el uhre dv 169,
239—distinction of pres. and aor.
subj, 186

dv : in apodoses 166—tends to drop out
167, 198, 200f.—esp. with &e: et
sim. 200—with indic. 106—with opt.
166, 198—in LXX 197—Potential
Opt. with d» not found thus in NT
179, 197

dv : in questions with optative 198 f.

dvd ; frequency 98, 100—distributive
100, 105—dva uéoor 99, 100—avd
whpos 100

dvafalvery with infin, 205

dvayxdfew in imperf. 129, 247

avdOeua 46

dvag? for -celet 45

dvaords pleonastic 14, 230

dvaoTpégpesbas in ethical sense, no Heb-
raism 11

avégya 154

av6’ dv 100

dvolyew : fwolyny 2 aor. H6—intransi-
tive perfect of 154

dvopos ¢. gen. 236

dyrl: meaning 100—frequency 98, 100
—with anarthrous inftin. 81, 216—
compared with dmrép 105

'Avrimas flexion of 12

dfos : with anarthrous infin. 203—with
7ol c. infin. 216

dkwody : with infin, 205, 208 — with
8xws in papyri 208

dfat 18t sor. of dyw 56, 76

dmrdyyerbas reflexive 165

dmravray : ¢, dat. 64—future 154

drdrrnots 14, 242

dmekareardfnv double augm. 51

drekwitewr ¢. ace, 65

dmrépyesfar: meaning ‘‘arrive” 247—
dweNdy pleon, 231

266
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dméyew action 247

dwé : frequency 98—outnumbers éx 102
—partitive 72, 102, 245—with ad-
verbs 99—relations with éx, wapd,
U 237 —agont after pass. 102, 246
—enlargement of use 102, 237, 246—
with xafapbs 102—with ¢oBeiofas
102—forces in composition 112, 247
—¢. nom. (6 &v) 9, (12)

dmoypdpesbar voice 162

dmodnueiv pres., and aor. 130

dmwofvgoxew : perfective 112, 114, 120
—tmé Twos 166—future 155—for
future 114, 120—action in pres. and
aor. 112, 114—réfvnxa 114, 147

dmoxakvwrew 136, 139 f,

dmoxémwreofar voice and meaning 163

dmwoxplvesfas: aorist 39, 161—dmoxpifels
elmre 14, 131

dmoxpimrew : force of aorist 136, 139

dwoxrelve 114, 156

dmwéMvofac : perfective in present 114
—intrans. perf. act. 154—ol dmwoAAs-
nevoe 114 (bis), 127

dwohoveofac voice 163

dwoorepeiobat voice 162

dmoyxwpetv ingressive force im present
174

drwbeiofac voice 157

-ap-=vocalic r 119 n.

dpibug ="'‘ carefully counted " 76

dpioros 78 1.

dpxerdy c. Wva 210

dpuéleaBas voice 160

apmdfew : flexion 56—future 155—per-
fective in ouyr- 113

dppaBdv spelling 45

dpxeobar: pleonastic use of 7pfaro 14 1.
—present stem an old aorist? 119—
c. 1nf. 205—c. partic, 228—dptduevos
240—no perfective compounds 117

-apyos and -ys 48

-ds nouns in, with gen. -ddos or & 88

-doac in 2 s. pres. mid. 53 f.

-aoe 3 pl. perf. yielding to -av 52f.—
Hxaoce 53

dowdfeofacr: aoristic use of pres. 119
—action of domacduevos 182, 238

doTépes as accus. 36

dovveros 222

dovvleros 222

dogalfiy accus. 49

drés for abrés 47

av: pronounced av in late Greek 234—
changed to @ 47

avrés : emphatic in nom. 85 f.—replao-
ing éxeivos 86—with article, weaken-
ing of, 91—airds 4, 6 avrés 91—
avrob gen. of place 73

avrovs 87

a(S)xunpbs 47

dpepnuévos 36

267

dgide et sim. 44

dopiévas : aoristic or iterative present
119—dpéwvrac history of form 38—
relation to dglevrac 118—dgels pleo-
nastic 14—d¢es independent and
auxiliary 175f.—e. va 175f.—c.
inf, 176—c. imper., 1st pers. 175—
dplerac, dolnoe 152 —d¢fixa 119,
137 n., 140, 145

doieveiofas function of perfective dwé
in 247

d¢pites later meaning of 26

’Axacol prehistoric form of 184

dxpe 169

-dw verbs: relations with -¢w 33, 37 (bis),
53—subj. of 54—2 s, mid, -dca: 53

B pronunciation 33

BdaX gender of 59

-Balvew : aorist 110—future mid. 155

BéAhew : action in pres. and aor. 109,
130—¢8N%0n timeless aor. 134—
BAyréor 222

Bawritesfar: voice 183—8 Bawri{wy
127

Baciheterv action in pres. and aor. 109,
130

Basrdey flexion 56

Berrlwy 78, 236

Biudeabae voice 163

BAémew : B. dmwb 107—pB. uh 124, 178,
193—BNémovres PAéere 14, 76

BAqréov 222

Boverba c. inf. 2056

Bois 48

v pronunciation 33

yauety voices 159

véyova : soristic 145, 238,
=elul § 146—vyéyovar 52 n.

yéypaga 154

yeAdv future mid. 154

vyévnua spelling 45

yevvagfar 120

yeveofas c. gen. and ace. 66, 245

ylverBai: orthography 47 — ylvera
futural 120 (bis)—original action of
pres. and aor. 109 f.—its imper. 180
—development of constr. with éyé-
vero 14, 16 f.—éyévero with indic.
16 f.—with xal and indic. 16 f., 70—
dyévero dre 16—éyévero FA0e 12, 16
—évévero ¢, inf. 16 f.—éyernfn 139 f.
—uh yévoro 194, 240, 249 —-yevd-
pevos 51—rvyéyova 52—intrans. perf.
act. 154—aoristic 145, 238, 239—
=elvar ? 146

ywdokew : orthography 47—action of

res. and aor. 118—of perfect 148—

Fut'ure mid. 155—forms -yvei aor.
subj. 55, 196—yvwp 193—relation to
ériywwdarery 113

239—
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ypdgpew : form of root 110—porfect 154
—o. va in Polybius and NT 207 f.
yurdh survival of vocative 71

& pronunciation of 33

8¢ with article as domonstrative §1

delofas in petitions 178

déov darl 226

3cipo, delre 172

devrepos 96

&nhoiw ¢. tva in papyri 208

dud : frequency 98, 104 f.—with aco.
and gen. 105 f.—with accus. only in
MGr 106—with gen. contrasted with
¢k, vwé 106—perfective action in
composition 112 f., 115 f., 118

Swaypdgew aor, and perf. 247 f.

dwhvew voices confused 159

Swapepleafas voice 157

diamropetesfas 113

darpayuarcvoagfas 118

Swppmryvive: voices 157

dwarageiv c. tra in Polybius 207

Swarnpeiv 116

Swagépeww c. gen. 65

dagpryev 112, 116

dwagpuhdiar 116

3.86vas ; mot used in middle 153—forms
after -w and -bw verbs 55—dols, dof
aor, subj. 55, 196—dwp 55, 193 f.,
196, 198—in LXX 194 n.—d¢ 55—
8dog 151—action in pres. and aor.
129—3dbuevas and dbuev 207

dulpyeorfas pres. used for future 120

dudreww : compared with perfective 112,
116—action of aor. 116—future in
act. form 154

doxeiy 16

36Ea -ns 48

dpdooesfu: c. ace. 65

Stvacfai: flexion 55—8vry 54—c. inf.
205

dwards c. infin. 203 f.

dvvew no perfective 117

8vo: flexion 57-—0éxa Ovo 96, 246—
—ordinal 96—(dra) dvoe 800 21, 97

dvsBdaraxros 56

dwdexa 96, 246

¢ thematic vowel 171

e- augment 128, 129

€ and a:: sounded alike 34, 51, 56,
199—caused vv.ll. 35

édv for dr after 8s, ete. 42f., 49 n.,
166, 186, 234—history of 234—c.
indic. 168, 187 (bis)—with futuristic
subj. 185—with dependent clauses
185—with u7 as negative 185, 187—
relations with el 187—replaced by
el . .. 8r in illiterate Greek 169,
239—replaced by participial clause
229 f,
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éav c. inf. 205

éavrdv: reciprocal in plural 87—re
placed by yuvx# 87, 105 n.—éavroi
and !3ws 87, 89—davrg (-ofs) o. act.
compared with middle 157—éavrovs
and d\\fhovs 87, 167 n.

877 110

éyyapedw 46

&yyvs c. gen. and dat. 99

éyelpew: with els 71 f—perfeot and
aor. 187, 141—éyepfels pleonastic
14—éyfryeprai 137, 141—voices 163

&yvwxa 148—Eyvav 118

éyd: emphasis in nom. 85—replaced
by Yueis 86 1., 246

¢3éero B4

&e : with dropped dv 200—c. tva 210
—app. replaced by #» 16

-édero b5

¢5607s history of suff, 161

édohwoboar 52

-édoro 56, 161

EOnxa 145

e, ¢, 7, 7, on: approximating sounds
34, 41, 46f., 51, 199 n.—caused
w.l. 35

el : relations with ¢dv 187—with indic.
187—replaced by participial clause
230—with imperf. indic. 201—with
future 187—with pres. indic. to
express future conditions 187—with
pest indic. 187—with subj, 187—
el . . . & in illiterate Greek 239—
with optative 196—expressing a wish
196—in questions 194—** to see if "
194—e! o0 with indic. 171, 187, 200,
240— el p 171, 241—el pire dv 169,
239

€eldov : nor. 109, 111, 138 f,, 141—
edited dov 47

eldvins 88

elkds 96

eldves, 70, 235

D¢ aoristic ? 145, 154, 238

el Attic use as future 120

-ew in pluperfect 53

€l uijy 46

elva: : flexion 55 f.—middle forms 33,
36 f., 55 f. —imperf.: #» (1sts.) 56,
fluny 56, 201—#p for § 49, 168, 187
—#ofa and foav as subjunctive—
no aorist 110, 174, 201—future 16,
180—inf. e. ué\\ew 151, 204—im-
per. forms: [of 174, 180, 226—
Lorw (frw) Eorwoay 180—doré not used
180—infin. & dative 202.—Action
110—elvar els 71—use of & &v 228,
cp. 9 n.—imperf. and imper. in para-
p}l):nn.ses with participle 14f., 225-
227, 249 —as copula understood
1831., 225—with adjectives 180, 182
—perhaps used for &3e 16
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elwelv : has no present 111, 140—elras
61—l elmas 86—elwer and Eeyer
128

elpnxa aoristio 146

els: frequency 62, 98—meaning 686,
72—els 10 Bvopa 100—with drdvryow
14, 242 —forming predicate with
elvai, etc. 71 (., 76—in place of gen.
and dat. 246—encroaches on év 62 f.,
66, 234f., 246—replaced by év 246
—relation with érl 68—with infin.
anarthrous 81, 2186—els 76 c. infin,
218-220

els: as ordinal 95 f., 237—as indef.
art. 96 f.—d els 97—els and 7es 97—
distributive use 106—els Tov €va re-
ciprocal 246

elrev 46

elxav 52

elwla 164

éx: frequency 98—survival into MGr
102, ~ 246 — partitive 72, 102—of
material 246—joined with adverbs
99—cwhels éx and Oeds éx Geol 102—
perfectivising 237—relations with
dré 102, 237—with 8id (gen.) 106—
with rapd and vmé 102, 237

éxafeplodn, 56.

éxarévrapxos and -gs 48

éxducelv action in pres. 180

éxeivos sometimes replaced by acrés 91

éxhéyeafar voice 157

exoruhiony 162

éxpifn 156, 161

éxtos el uh 187, 239

#afov 139 (bis), 145, 247

éawdy or ady 49, 69, 235

doowy 79

dxioTos 79, 286—éhaxtoTéTepos 236

#\eos flexion 60

é\evlepobv action 149

é\fAvba 154

By pleonastic 14-16

rls 44

éuds aud pov 40f., 211

eumalfew fut. 155

umrrvew fut. 154

év : statistics 62, 98—instrumental 12,
61, 104—of time 16—added to dative
75, 104—in anarthrous prepositional
phrases 82, 236—miscellaneous uses
103 f., 107, 245—=mwapd (c. dat.)
103—late Greek use of xvii, 103—
é&v Xporp 68, 103—év éuol 103—év
rofs in the house of 103—é& 7¢ c.
infin. 14, 215, 248—relations with
els 62 f,, 66 f., 76, 234 [., 245

Evdnuos 105
See ¢pépew

éveyxeiv action 110.
dvedpevew c, accus. 64

évepyelv : . accus, 86—voices 166
érjroxe 1564
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&voxos c. gen. 39

évrpéreabas c. accus, 65

évdmriov 99

éEalgyns, ébépyns 85

étwordvac action of aorist 134

éby : acous. abs, 74—ékov Hv 227—oix
étéy 281 n.

étovdevely and éfovdevoiy 56

8w, See e

fowra 154

érdvw 99

émel uih 240

dmépxesbfac o. dat. 85

L“rrecz(;az : deponent 153—late use c. gen.
2

érl: with three cases 63, 107—fre-
quency 63 n., 98, 107—with adverbs
99—¢¢” dmal 99—é¢’ ¢ 107 —émi 10
atré 107—perfectivising 113—with
articular inf. in inscriptions 214—
relation with els 68

émifBaloy 131

miywdokewy 113

émiBuuelv : aorist 139—e. ace. and gen.
65—c. inf. 205.

émrpérew c. inf. 205.

émipdvea 102 n,

éreyecpetv e. inf. 205

érolnoev and émoler, in sculptors’ sig-
natures, 109, 128

&ros 111

érrd : for érrduis 98, 107—arising from
a gloss on Zxevds ? 246

épavvdy orthography 46

épydfesbai : perfective 113—pres. and
aor. 116

éppébny 111

éppwao (-o0¢) 176

&pxeafai: voice formal54—~AAGov 154 n.
—éxhAvfa 154—possible relation to
dpxecfar 119—followed by dat. in-
oommodt 75, 245

épwrdy : meaning 66—c. inf. or fva 208

-es accus. pl. in 33, 36, 37

-es in perf. and 1st aor. 52

-ecat in 2 s. mid. 54

Eoeofar: c. pé\hew 114 n., 151, 205 n.
—c. perf. part. 226

éofhs flexion 244

éoflew : flexion 54—why defective 111
—its perfective 111, 116 — future
(¢pdyounar) 155, 184

dorafny 162 (bis)

&rra: 56

éordvar 164—Eorixa B5—orqra 147
154, 238

forw, €oTwoav 56, 180

éords pleonastic 14

éoxmxa. See Exew

&rxov a ‘ point’ word 110, 145, 247 f,
See &xetv

¥repos 77—and dXhos 79 f., 246
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& in a pres. imper. prohibition 126

&ros 44

eb woely 228 f.—ed moufoecs
131—ed wpdooew 228 f.

eldoxelv : 0. aocus, 64—edddxnoa 134

eONéymros predicate without elva: 180

elodaras 54

evpduevos 51

Epayov 184 n.

ép’ il 44

Eqv 110, 128

épioprely 234

épridios 85

Epuryor, Epevyor 116, 119

épvhatduny 159

' § 107

éxdpny 161

&ew : action in pres. 110, 183—ques-
tion botween &ouev and Eywuev 85,
110, 247, 249—eixar 3 pl. imperf.
52—action in sorist 110, 247 f.—
&oxov ingressive in NT 145—¥&rxor
dwréd (wapd) cov 110, 246—foxnka
aoristic or genuine perfect 145, 238,
248—futare 160—e. infin. 205—&wy
éorl 226—relation with axéyew 247

¢xpfiv without d» 200

-éw and -dw verbs confused 83, 37 (bis),
53

Ewxa 38 n.

édpaxa relations with aorist 141, 143 f,

&us: prep. 99—Lfws Srov 91—Lws wére
107—conjunction c. subj. with dv
dropped 168 £

F: in Theban Flrrw 23—«xépFn 244—
effect surviving in Attic 38, 244—
nothing to do with phenomena of
irregular aspiration 44 — dropped
between vowels 47—in Féwos and

Fpiipa 111—in prehistoric form of

'Axacol 184

« p1m° ”

See éablewr

-{ew verbs in, 33, 56

Seorbs 222

tnhovre subj. 54

{7v : flexion 54—infin. used as in-
declinable noun 215, 249.

Zuvpra 45

n from & 33, 38, 244

% 7, €, i ou: approximating pro-
nunciation 34, 41, 199 n., 240—
caused vv.ll. 35

4: after positive adjective 236—after
comparatives 101 n.

Hryéplny : tense 137—voice 163

frynua: perf. with pres. force 148

fdew 55, 201

#diora elative 236

fxauev, fixaoe 53

#\for 138, 140, 164 n.
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Hixos 93
#\rwa perf. with pres. force t 147
Huels for éyd 86, 246
duépa Hebraistie locution 81
funy, fuefa 66, 201
B iy 46
#Huov indeclinable 50
%» for #unw 56
(v}, #H06a, %oav quasi- subjunctive
49 n,, 168, 187
-n» ending * strong " aor. pass. 161
Hvolyny 56
Soliocar 52
fiptaro use of 14, 16
Hewdyny, homwdabny 56
Hoba, foav quasi-subj. 168, 187
#rw 66, 180
#Hxos 60
-jw verbs almost disappeared from
Koun b4

-9- and -r- interchanged 38

-0as and -f¢ pronounced alike 35

favudoas as ex. of voiceless inf. 203

fcdobac 117

Bewpetv 117

OéNew : c. Iva 179, 208, 248—c. subj.
without tra 185—ec, inf, 248

feodldaxros 222

fcés and fed, €60, 244

-6y aorist forms in 161

Ovgaxew : action in pres. and aor. 114
—perfective 112—simplex obsolete
except in perf. 7éfvyxa 114 (di8) ~
Ovnrés 222

Ovydrnp and Gyarep aa voc. 71

¢ sounds, two successive coalesce 45

t, M, P» €&, ot approximating sounds 34,
46 1., 199, 240

-t- reduplicative, verbs with 109

-t irrational final 49

lasfa. aoristic present 119

I8¢ty 116, 117—has no pres. 111—aor.
(see €ldov) punctiliar or constative
116f., 138

fSios : relation to éavroi 87-90, 237,
246—6 8105 90 f.—xaf’ (5lav 44

Bov orthography 47

1800 ; statistics 11 n.—*‘ Hebraic” use
of 11—~xal ldov 17, 233—oty 0ot 244

'Tepoocéhuua fem. and neut. 48, 244

*Inaobs flexion 49

ixavéds in Latinisms 20

hews 240

tva : enlarged sphere in Western Hol-
lenistic 41, 205, 211—in Polybius
206 f.—in papyri 206, 208—in John
208, 211, 249—c. indic. fut, 36—c.
subjunclive: ecbatic use 206-209,
249—replaces §wws 206—consecutive
210, 249—as subject-clause 210 (biz)



INDEX OF GREEK WORDS AND FORMS.

—with nouns and adject. 210—after
verbs of commanding 178, 207f., 217,
240—c. rapakakeiv 206—after moelv,
208—0énewr 179, 186, 208, 248—dpes
176—as a form of imper. 176, 178 f.,
210, 248—with delib. subj. 185—c.
optative 196 f.—relations with in-
finitive 205 f., 240 f., 248—with
articular intin. 220—rof inf. 217—
els 76 inf. 218 f.

-ts, - for -cos, -cov 48 1., 244

lef.: frequency 180—with adject. or
partic. 226

-loxw inceptive force of 120

lordvac: orig. iterative 109—new pre-
sents lordvewr and ordvew b5—voice
forms 154, 162—¥orika 55—E&rma
147, 238—¥ornxa and osrijxev 238

fore indic. or imper. 245

lorw 23

x, X, interchanged 38

-xa : aoristio perfects in, 145, 238, 248
—relation to strong perfect 154—
added to passive aor. in MGr 142

kafapevovsa. See Index III

xafapds dwd 102

ka8’ els 105

xab’ Eros 44

xabétesbar action 118

xaffjofac : apparently pleonastic 241—
no active 163

xal’ lSlav 44

xaflfev: action 118—«xafloar 118—
xafloas pleonastic 14

xafopdv 11

xkafére with iterative dv 167

xal: pronunciation in MGr 243 —in
place of hypotaxis 12—«xal éyérvero
14, 16—«al ye with participle 230—
replaced by xdv 167

xalmwep with participle 230

xalro. with participle 230

xa\dv f» with d&v dropped 200

xal@s wowetv : 0. partic. 131—«. wourj-
geis 173, 228

xdv 167, 169

xkard: c. gen. and accus. 104—fre-
quency 98, 104 f. — perfectivising
compounds 111 f., 115, 117—in com-
pounds dropped in repetition 115—
In combination with adverbs 95—
distributive 105—xa6’ els 105—xa6’
Eros 44—«ad’ 1dlav 44

xaraSalvew 113

xaraSapeiv c. accus. 65

karaywrloasfa: perfective 116

karadidxew perfective aor. 112, 116

kaTalaletv ¢, gen. or in pass. 65

xkaralaufdvew act. and mid. 158

karahurdy pleonastic 14

xaTakvwy pres. partic. conative 127
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xaraualels 117

xaravoeiv -vojoar 117 (bis)

katavrdv effective aor, 132

xaTamwoveiv passive 65

xkardparos : predicate without elva: 180
—relation with xarnpauévos 221

xaragayetv : perfective 111, 116—con-
tinued by ¢ayeiv 111 n., 115

xaragetryew perfective in pres. and aor.
114, 118

xarayeiv : 80T. xaréyeev 55

xaraxpiofac c. gen. 245

xarévarre 99

xarepydtecfar 113, 118

xaresflew : perfective 111—action of
Eres. stem 128—componnd continued

y simplex 111 n., 115

xaryopew ¢. accus. in D 235

xarnpapévos compared with xardparos
221

xaTioybew c. gen. 65

xar’ olkov atriv 81

xavBhowpac 151

xavydoac 53

xéxrnpas 147—«kexrdpac 54 0.

xehedew c. infin. 205

xév, xé in Homer 165 f.

xepary 85

xiBwy lonie for yirdy 38

xuwduvvevew without perfective in NT 117

xAalew ingressive aorist 131

x\els flexion 49

kAémrew : future 165—06 xAéwrwy and
& KMy 127

xAnpovoueiy c. accus. 65

xowuds ; survival of true passive ? 162
—force of aorist 136, 162

Kowsh., See Index III

xoulfew future 155

xouyds and comparative 248

x6pn history of the Attic form 38, 244

xpdSaros spelling 244

xpafew : action of pres. and perf. stems
147—voice forms 154—perf. imper.
in LXX 176

xpatelv o, accus. and gen. 65, 235

xpdrioros as a title 78

xpelrrwy (kpelocwr) 78

xplua 46

xkpUmwrew : voices 156, 161

Aapfdvew : flexion 56—fatore 155—
el\nga aoristic 145, 238—action of
&\afov 247—pleonastic Aafuwr 230—
voice forms 154

AaXeiv: ‘‘ Hebraic " locution éxdAnger
Aaddr 14

Aavfdvew c. participle 228

Néyew : action of pres. stem compared
with aor. eireiv and pnbfrar, with
cognate nouns 111—Aéyei "Inaois 121
—relatior. of @\eyev and elrev 128—
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elmoiiva and elrasa in one verse 131
—elpyxa possibly aoristio in Rev 145
—Aéyew tva in papyri 208

Aeuds gender 60

Aov{{ec@as no perfective in NT 117

Aéyés compared with durative stem in
Aéyew 111

Mool gen. of time 73

Novew voices 155 f., 238 f.

Aew : injunctive forms 165—A\doras 202,
204

Avorpa flexion 48

-1 in Mjppouas 56

-pa nouns 46

naxdpios predicate without elvad 180

pavbdvew : action in pres. and aor. 117
—its perfective 117—c. ptc. or inf.
229—c. &7 clause 229

pdyaipa flexion 48

pdyerbar recifyrocal middle 157

péyirros nearly obsolete 78

pelfwy : flexion 49, 50—as superlative
78—uetférepos 236

#é\ew : no perfective in NT 117—ec.
pres. snd sor. infin. 114—ec. fut.
infin. 114, 157, 205 n.

uéy with article as demonstrative 81

werd : c. gen. and accus. only 104-106—
frequency 98, 105—a Semitism in
woreiv and peyakvvew Eheos perd ?
xvii, 106, 246 f.—in wokeuev perd?
106, 247—relations with vy 106—
pera xapds 249

perpely : perfect 248

uéxpe and uéxpe ob as conjunction with
&r dropped 169

@7 : history of 169-171, 239—differ-
ence from od 169 f.—o0 u# see ov—
often="** perhaps " 188, 192 f.—in
questions 170, 185, 192 f., 194, 239
—in warnings 178, 184, 248—ex-
presses prohibition 169, 192 f., 247
—in relative sentencee 171, 239

p7: with indic. 170 f.—pres. and perf.
192 f.—futore 177 f., 185, 188, 193,
240, 248—after el in protases 171,
241—after Srws with fut. [not in
NT] 185—after S\émere 193—after
causal §7¢ 171, 239—uAmore 193—in
questions 170—uj7e in questions 170
—with indic. irrealis 200—émel uy
in papyri 240—in cautious assertions
192 £,

uh: with dmperative, pres. 2 p. in
prohibitions 122-126, 247 —after 8pa
124—aorist 3 p. (not with 2 p.) 173,
174

w1 : with subjunctive, pres. 1st p. pl.
177—aflter ¢xros el 187, 239—aorist
2 p. in prohibitions 122-126, 173,
178, 185, 188 (bis)—3 p. 178, 184,
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183—with volitive or deliberative
subj. 184—in questions with deli-
berative subj. 186—in cautious asser-
tions (aor.) 188—after ¢dv 185, 187,
241 —after tva 178—after 8pa, SAéme,
eto. 124, 178—in commands after tra
in papyri 178 f.—el uhre dv 169, 239

uh: with optative 179, 193 f., 196—
gﬁ;o-r: 199—ud yévoiro 194 f., 240,

4

wy: with fnfin, 170, 289—after verbs
cog. et dic. 239

w5 . with pertic. 25, 170, 184, 229,
232 f., 239—imperatively 180—in
orat. obl. 239

ud) 87¢, uA 87y e in papyri 240

uArore 3 c. indie. 193—o. opt. 199—o.
subj. 194

mirws ¢, indic. 248

pdre ¢, indic., in questions 170—udriye
240

-ut verbs in, invaded by -w forms 33,
38, 65 1.

p.lo'-ye7w, uvyvivay, no perfective in NT
11

Mopa flexion 48

- + movable 45—irrational final 49—
added to 3rd decl. accus. sing. 49

vabs obsolete in vernacular 25 f.

vlwrecas force of middle 155, 156

voetv and xaravoeiv 117

voUs flexion 48

vurrés gen. of time 78

Nougav accus. of Nougd, not Nuupds
48

Eevifeaas c. dative 64

o, w: pronounced alike 35 (quater)—
confusion of o, w 35 n., 244, 248

4 xal with alternative name 83

dSwwaoas 63

o, 7, ¢, v, & approximating sounds 34,
199 n., 240

olda : flexion 55—relation to €ldor 109
—absence of aorist 201—a ‘‘ present
perfect”’ 147 f.—strong perfect 154
—tore indic. or imper.1 24b6—ec.
partic. or infin. 229—o¢. &ri-clause
229

olkelos in Josephus 88 f.

olxodopnuéyvy 51

olkos : € olxy B2—kar’ olkov 81

-ofv in infin. 53

olos double use of, 93

OAlyos 44

&\\vvar aor. and perfect 147

ouohoyeiv ; with ¢v 104—wilh pte. or
acce. and inf 229—with dri-olause
229

Svaluny 196
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Svoua : c. év and éwl 68—c, els 100

bricw 99

émotos double uso of 93

owére ‘' whon "' 168

dmov with dv 167, 168, 186

Srwra 111

Urws: representing main purpose, fol-
lowed by artic. inf. 220—with future
imperativally 177—c. fut. with w9
for o0 186—with optative in Atticists
197 —replaced by fva with subj.
177 n., 178, 206 f.

opdv: why defective 110 f.—has no
aorist 111 (see {detv)—perfect (édpaxa)
durative 111—future mid. (&youar)
155—its compound with xard 117—
8pa ph 124, 178, 193

épylfeabac : no perfective 117, 118—
constative aor. not in NT 118

Spvik 45

8pfpov Babéws gen. of time 78

8s: replaced by ri(s 21, 93—for Sores
91 f.—in indirect question 93—
attraction 93—reinforced with de-
monstrative 13, 94f., 237, 249—8s
édv 42, 234—8s dv with aor. subj.
186—with future ¥ 240

-ooav imperf. and 2nd aor. 52 n.

Ygos : double use of 93—c. &v 16

Somep 92

doréwv 33, 48

Boris: limited use of 91f.—use by
Luke and Matt. 92—for classical
8omwep 92—replaced by s 93—Ews
grov 91

Yrav : ** when " instead of *‘ whenever ”
168, 248—c. indic. 168, 239—c.
subj. originally futuristic 185—c.
pres. and aor. subj. 186

87i: for 7{ in direet question 94—with
finite verb replacing accus. and infin.
211, 213—replacing participle 229—
like dore ¥ 209 f.—consecutive 249—
replaced by &s and wds 211—8r p
171, 239—87¢ o0 171—puh 81t 240—
olx 81t 240—ds dre 212

ot, ok, oy : relation to % 169-171—
negatives a fact 232—or & single
word 171, 232—in LXX translating
% 189, 282—in questions 170, 177
—with futuristio subj. originally 184
—o. tndic. 170—el ol in simplo con-
ditions 171 (ter), 187, 200, 240—in
unfulfilled conditions (indie. irrealis)
200 — with future 177 — impera-
tival use in questions 177—c. optative
197—o. participle 25, 171, 230-232
—in relative sentences 171

ob uh: statistics 35, 187-192—weakened
force of 839—connected with ‘¢ trans-
lation Greek ” 39, 188f., 191 f.—in
words of Christ 191f.—is it an

18

273

emphatic negative 7 39, 188~190, 192
—in LXX translating ®5 189—is o0
in od uh separate from ph 7 188, 249
—in questions 189—c. future 190—
o. aor, subj. 190—in relative clauses
189

otal: without verb 180—with dré 246

otdév replacing o 170

ovfels and ovdels 56

-ofv infin. 53

-obs -oifos nouns 38

-olgar 3 pl. imperf. 52

-ofofe and -olre subj. 54

ovy before words with smooth breatb.
ing 44, 244

otrg Bre 240

Sgpperov 200 f.

dpfarpbés Hebraistic locution with 81

3yé c. gen, 72f.

8ymade 151

8youar 155

-bw verbs : infin. 53—3 pl. imperf. 52
—pres. subj. 54

wabyrés 222

wadlov: illiterate maidly 48—waidla
meaning 170 n.

wats use of voc. 235

mdlat with present rendered by our
perf. 119

mapd : with gen. dat. acc. 63, 106—
frequency 98, 106 — with datdve
almost entirely of persons 103, 106
—with accus. after positive for com-
parison 236—with gen. ol wap adrod
106 f.—close to dmwé, éx, Umwé 237—
encroached upon by dwé 102, 246—
force in composition 247

wapaforevesfar c. dative 64

mapayyé\hew : aoristic pres. 119—e.
tva 207

wapaweiv ¢. infin, 205

mrapaxalety ¢. infin. and ¥va c. subj.
205, 208 n.

rapewirrew 247

raparhhoior 99

mapagkevd{eofas force of middle 156

mapedSooay 52

mapéxew irreg. middle 248

mapiwordvew pres. and aor. 129

wds: ‘‘ Hebraistic” 245 f.—after dvev,
xwpls 246

wdoyew voice forms 154

warfp: anarthrous 82 f.—vocative 71,
245

refapxeiv c. dat. and gen. 64

mwelfew : differentiation of temses 147
—voice forms 154—mémewopat 83 a
perfectum prasenst 147—active and
middle 158

metv : for melv 44, 45—as indeclinable
noun with els 81, 216 249
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mwewpdfew c. inlin. 205

rlecar H4

wérofa 147 (bis), 154

wérovfa 154

wémpaxa aoristic 145

mwepl: c. gen. and accus, 104 f.—no
longer with dative 105 f.—frequency
98, 104 {.—relations with dug! 100
—with dmép 105 — with articular
infin. in insecriptions 214

wepirarelv translating %0 in ethical
sense 11

wecobuar 165

redpluwoo 176

mivew : wewv 44 f., 81, 216—wleoar 54
—future an old subj. 184 —fut.
middle 155

murpdokew aoristic perfect, 145

wirrew: action in aorist 134—fut.
middle 155

niorevew constructions 67 f., 285

wheigTos: generally elative 79—used
for comparative in D 236

el indecl. 50

rheovexTely ¢. accus. 65

iy 86, 171, 241

zhHpns indecl. 50, 244

whoiros flexion 60

Todhpnv accus, 49

wolas gen. of place 73

wowely : imperfect and aorist action 109,
128 (see érolnoev)—with nonn instead
of middle 159—u# wolec 124-126, 247
—uh wohayps 125, 173, 177 f.—e. ba
208—xa\&s wowely c. partic. 131, 173,
228 f.

woios relations with 7is 95

woheuelv : case government 64 —with
uerd 106, 247

wopevesfar : active obsolete 162—mopev-
Gels pleonastic 231—in ethical sense
11n.

worarés meaning and history 95

wérepos replaced by ris 77

wob gen. of place 73

wpayparevecdu: with its perfective 118

wpdocew; oo or rr 25, (45)—mno per-
fective in NT 117 —el wpdocew 228f,

7ply; with and without dv 169—re-
placed by wpd 7o c. infin. 100—c.
infin. 169 n.—c. subj. 169—ec. opta-
tive 169, 199

wpiv 4z c. optative 169 n.—mplv 4 dv c.
subj. 169—c. infin. 169 n.

wpb: frequency 98, 100—mpd 7o) e.
infin. 100, 214—without 4» 169—
a seeming Latinism 100 f.—mpd érdw
Sexareaadpwr 101 f.

wpbs : with gen., dat., accus. 106—
almost confined to accus. in NT 63,
106—frequency 63, 98, 106—in LXX
106—wods 76 c. infin. 218. 220—

INDEX OF GREEK WORDS AND FORMS.

statistics 218—in papyri 220—fnal
force 218, 220

xpocéxeyv : o. dative 157—introducing
a prohibition 193—c, Iva 208 n,—o.
dxé 102 n.

wpogkateicfar foree of middle 157

rpookuveiv o. dat. and accus, 64, 66, 246

wpoorifecbac: c. dat. 67—ec. infin, 283

wpoopdyior meaning 170 n.

xpoocpépew : alleged aoristic action of
pres. stem 129, 238, 247 — perfeot
and imperf. 129

wpospwrerr o, dat. and accus. 65

rpdowror Hebraic 14, 81, 99f.

npbrepos relations with mpdros 79, 107

mp&ros: with gen. for wpérepos 79,245—
as ordinal partly replaced by ls 95 f.,
237—in LXX 107—mpdriora 236

wdmwore with perfect 144

7ds : encroaches upon ws 211—used for
gre 211

-pa- =vocalic r 119 n.

-pd nouns in, 38, 48

petv: not used in middle 153—fut,
mid. replaced by active 154

piipa 111

-pp-; -po- 4b

-o- in infin, and indie. aorist 204

-oo- and -vr- 25, 45

-gat in 2 5. mid. pres. and fut. 53 f.

-oav 3rd plural in, 33, 87 (ter), 52

ghmew + voice forms 154—aéopma 154

-¢fwoav in imper. 53

Skevds 246

oxbwes ph in warnings 184 f., 192

ckiA\ew : meaning 89—voices 158

-go 2 pers. ending 161

emiv voices 157

omelpns 38, 48

owouddfew ; futnre 154—c. infin. 205 £
—c. tva in Polybius 206

orfixew : from &rryxa 238

aroiyev 11

arépa in ** Hebraic” locutions 99

ov: emphasis in nom. 85 f.—u elmas
et sim. 86

cuyyevys flexion 49, 244

ourykahely voice 237

cupBovhebeaas force of middle 167

cupmapalaufdrew : pres. and aorist
action 130—aorist pte, 133

cupmAnpodabas durative pres, 233

ovpmbaia cvpmdoa 97

cupdépe. with subject tva-cleuse 21

cbv: frequency 98 —relations with
uerd 106—c. accus. by Aquila 13—
with gen. in papyri 64—perfectivis-
ing compounds 112 f., 116 f., 148

cuvalpew act., and middle with Aéyor,
160
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owaldorew 129

ouvdvrnots 14 n., 242

cwaprdfew 113

owvéBn constr, 17, 110

ourepyeiv c. aceus. 65

guwépxeafac 113

guverds 222

owbéola: 222

guvr-,  See qupw-

aguvrehetv 118

guvrnpelv 113, 118

cborepa 46

opupls 45

oxnow 150 (bis)

olesfar : tenses 127—durative 127,
150—ol oplbuevor 127

swrip 84

raueiov 44 f,

rdooew c. infin. 206

-raros superl. ending 78

réfvnxa perfect of amofyvioxew 114 n.,
147

Tekeiv : action 118 —pres. and aorist
action 130—its perfective cuvreheiv
118

Tehevrdy : ‘‘registering” present 120—
aor. with dpri 140

Tékouar fut. mid. 155

-réos verbal in 222

reooapdrorra 45 f., 244

réoaapes : orthography 45 f., 58, 244—
accus. 33, 36, b5, 243

reooaper xatdéxaros 96

Tér(e)uxea 56, 154

rypeiv perfective 113, 116

Tt0évar : voices 237—relation of r{fnu:
and rlfeuac 152

rlkrew : pres. and aorist 126 f.—future
165

rlves, Twés 36

rls : replaces mérepos 77—become i
(indecl.) 95, 244 — used as relative
21, 93 )

7is: supplanted by els " 97 f.—with
negative 246

-ros verbal in 221 f.

7o : c. infin., perhaps Ionic 205—an
adnominal gen. 216 — statistics of
216 f.—normal use telic 216—so fre-
quently by Luke 216 f. — purpose
rare or absent in Paul 217—use in
papyri 219 f.—after verbs of com-
manding 217—final force weakened
207—use parallel with tva 207, 217
—="“s0 as to” in Paul 218

7ol howroll gen. of time 73

rpémwew, Tpameiv 110, 119 n.

-r7- and -oo- 25, 45

rvyxdvew : flexion 56—voice forms 154
—ruxdv acous. abs. 74—odyx & TuxUy
231 n.—e. vartic. 228

275

0«

Tuxby ‘‘ perhaps” 74
-rweav in imper. 53

v (F) dropped between vowels 47

v, 1, 9, ¢ o, e approximating sounds
34, 240

Vyela, Uyla 38, 45

-via flexion of perf, pte. in 38, 48

Upérepos 40 n.

Uudv : position of 40 n.,—ousts Vuére-
pos 40 n,

vravrdv c. dat. 64

vrdrryaes 14 n.

vmép: frequency 98, 104 f.—predomi-
nantly gen. 105 — often="*about”
105—in commercial ‘‘ to ” 105—rela-
tions with wepl and dvr{ 105—with
accus. 105, 237 —in compound
adverbs 99

Umrepdyw 99

vmb: c. dative 83, 105 f.—frequency
98, 104 f.—compared with 8.4 (gen.)
106—encroached upon by dwé 102—
relations with dré, éx, wapd 237—
dwofvjokew bwé Twos 156—in com-
pound adverbs 99

Vrokdrw 99

Umordooesfac : middle or pass. 163—
future 149, 163

Ymorpéxew c. accus. 65

¢payelv see €oflev—as indecl. noun 249

¢dyesar 54

¢dyouar 155, 184 n.

¢alvesfar ;: action in fature 150—with
pte. 228

¢dvac: punctiliar 128—&py 110, 128

¢épew : why defective 110—no aorist
action 110—in imperf. 129, 238—
aoristic (?) use of pres. stem 129, 238
—force of perfect évjroxa 154—
relation between ¢épovoe and ¢épwr
224

¢eiryew : and its perfective 112, 116—
pres. and aorist action 115 f., 119—
future middle 155

¢epodobfae perfect and aorist imper. 176

¢pofeighar : active obsolete 102 n., 162
—action in future 150—with dré
102, 104 n.—with u% 184 f., 193—
with uprws 248—with infin. 205

¢povrifew c. tva or infin. 206 f.

¢uhdooew : action in aorist 116—its
perfective 116—force of middle 157,
159

¢puoiolobe subj. 54

xalpew : pres. and aor. action 129—
voice 161—pronunciation of xalpe:
34—epistolary use 179 f., 245

xdpis flexion 49

xetv, future 184
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xewdvos gen. of time 73

xelp : accus. xeipay 49—b8id yepds 100
—in ‘* Hebraic " locutions 99 f.

xelpioros : in papyri 236—notin NT 78

xelpwr strictly comparative in NT 78

xopmyew o. accus. 66

xpiofas : flexion 54—voice 158—action
in aorist 247—c. accus. 64, 245—c.
instramental 64, 158

Xpiords Paul’s phrase é» X. 68

xpéros instrumental dat. of duration
75, 148

xpuoovs fiexion 33, 48

-xvrvew 45

xwpedv : future 155—infin,, future and
aor. 205 n.

yvxi periphrasis for éavréy 87, 105 o,
w, o pronounced alike 35 (bis), 244, 249

INDEX OF GREEK WORDS AND FORMS.

i -w and -& verbs, from -u: 33, 38

@ in classical and Hellenistio Greek
71

dpav point of time 63, 246

¢ : o. indie., with dv 167—with &rc
212—in papyri 212—for dr: replaced
by »ds 211—ec. subj. 185, 249—
with dv 167 — without dv 249 —c.
optative, in LXX 196—in Josephus
ete. 197—o. infin,, &s &ros elweiv
204 n.

dore : statistics 209—=‘and so” or
‘¢ therefore ” 209 f. — difference be-
tween indic. and infin. 209—with
indic. consecutive rare 209, 210—
c. imperative 209—ec. subj. 209—ec.
infin. 209—expresses purpose 207,
210 — Tatian's misreading of it

249
Spbny 111, See pav
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dv if . .

dwé c. aco. .
dwroxplénxa .
ds=dges f

-8s gen. ddos, nouns in
atrés, Pontic drés .
dx (Epirot)=¢{ . .
Bdfpaxes . . . .
Bpiixa=ebpxa . . .

wyevduevos . . . .
v vd in order that . .

Satpovifw . . . .
Séy=008év . . .

dévovras indecl. pres. partlo.

&ud c. ace. .

é8dorata . .

26é0nxa N

elmodue 1. pl. sub_] of etra.
[ S

\eve and ere

vas=els .
traya=Eravoa . .
Epevva .
dordfnxa, éaﬂW'r;xa .
ov=09 . .

elipnka .
épepa aor. of ¢épvw qbépw .
(d)péro=¢¢’ Eros . .
Epbaca .

Hpba=7N0a

MoODERN GREEK.

PAGE
187

102, 245
175, 176
47, o

102

88
142

51
169

162

170, 232

102, 246

60
106

66
142
185

128

96
234

48
162
234
142
129

44
247

12

04, fevd auxil. forming future 179, 185

[Seos . . . .
-§, -v mOUns in .

91

481., 244
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FAGE
Ka.0els, xa@évas each . . . 105
xal, x¢’ . . 12
xd.,u.vw (a.or Exa.,ua) make . . 159
xév . 167
xdre . . . . 244
pé=perd . . . . 108
pépa=Huépa . . . 235
pn(v) c. subj. . 122,170
uh yévorro . 194, 240, 249
pTws . . . . 248
vd=Ua 157, 159, 176, 205
dpvix = Epwis (Pontice) . . . 45
-ois gen. -ofidos, nouns in . . 38
éx (Epirot)=¢f . . . . 102
radid (pl. of waidl child) . . 170
mapd compounded . . 247
mica . . . . . . 244
‘ras=elrps . . . 176
wods interrogative . . . 95
1ro)\€,u.w 7738 . 106, 247
wob relative (mdeclma.ble) . . 94
adv (=ws dv) when, as . 17, 167
gapdyvra (aepd.v-ra.) forty . 46, 234
oréxw=0ThKw . . 162, 238
srppo=lordve . . 55, 162
aré(v) dat. of 6 (=els -rév) . . 63
ouvéfnxe =couvéfn . .17
rerpddn Wednesday . . . 986
péprw 129
xUvve (Cypriote) . . . 45
ws=fws . . . . . 24¢
ws woTE B o . . 107



III. INDEX OF SUBJECTS.

—_——

N—see Sinaitieus

A—see Alexandrinus

Ablative case : lost in prehistoric Greek
61—as a part of the genitive 72—
alleged Latinisms 101 f.

Ablaut 152

Absolute : genitive 12, 74, 236—accu-
sative 74

Accent (stress): differentiating voices
152, 238—distinguishing words 237

Accusative : and infinitive 16 f., 2111,
229—pl. in -es 86—sg. in -» 49—3rd
decl. and mixed 49—terminal 61—
with prepositions, compared with dat.
and gen. 62—with els, encroaching
on é& c. dat. 62f., 284 £ —with other
preps. supplanting dat. 63—for point
of time 63—specification 63—en-
croaching on other cases as object
case with verbs—on dat. 64, 65—on
gen. 64 f., 235—with verbs formerly
intransitive 65—internal or adverbial
85, 93—how far the old distinctions
of cases still hold here 66—constr.
of moredw 67 ., 235—with els re-
placing a predicate 71f-—absolute
74—substituted for nominative ec.
inf 212—mixed with & construc-
tion 213

Achaian-Dorian Kows 37

Action-form, verbal 108-118, 221 al—
see Aorist, Perfect, Present, Future ;
Linear, Punctiliar, Perfective, Con-
stative, Iterative, Ingressive, Effective.

Active Voice 152 ff.—see Middle

Acta : relations of first and second part
11, 216, 235—unity with Lk 14, 217

—the ‘‘We”~document 217—see
Lake
Adjectives ; pronominal 40, 791, 87-

91 —indeclinables 50 — ‘‘ Duality "
77 f. — comparison 78f. — position,
with article and noun 84—interjec-
tional 181 f., 240—verbal 221 f.
Adverbs : prepositions xard and dvd
used a8 105—in composition 112
Aelian 25, 79
Aeolic 37, 38, 44, 214—ecf Lestian

Aeschylus 215—see Indux I (e), p. 269

Agent: dwé for vwdexpressing 102, 246

Agent-nouns 127

Agrapha 130, 171, 191

Abikar, Story of 2381,

Aktionsart—see Action-form

Alexander the Great 7, 30

Alexandrian Greek 40, 52

Alexandrinus, Codex 86, 47, 54, 76,
191, 194, 240 al

Alkman, 24

a-text 42, 53, 175, 176, 190, 225

American RV 180

Ammonius 160

Anabasis, effect of the expedition op
Greek dialects 31

Anacoluthon 58, 69, 95, 180, 223, 224,
225, 234

Analogy-formations 37, 38, 44, 48, 49,
51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56

Anaphoric article 83

Anarthrous: infinitive with preposi-
tions 81, 216 —prepositional phrases
81f., 236—nouns in ‘‘ headings” 82
—use of nouns with qualitative force
82{, —proper names 83 —adjective
clauses 83f., 286—infin., statistics
241

Aorist : subjunctive c. o0 u7 85, 190—
endings 51 f.—action-form 109-111,
118, 115-118, 129f, 132, 238—
subjunctive, closely connected with
fut. indic. 120, 149, 240—indicative,
compared with imperfect 128 f.—
partic. 130-134, 227, 238—timeless
uses 134—sas past indefinite 134f.,
135-140—expressing tmmediate past
134f., 130, 140—epistolary 135—
gnomic 135—English rendering 135-
140—compared with perfect 141-146
—pessive and middle 161 f.—subjone-
tive after compounds of v 166, 186
—no longer used with dv iterative
167—imperative, tone of 173, 189—
3rd person in prohibition 174 f, —con-
trasted with imperatival pres. partic.
180—in unrealised condition. wish,
or purpose 200 f.

278
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Aoristio: presents 119, 247—¢épw 129,
238, 247—perfects 141-146, 238, 248

Apocalypse: grammatical level 9—use
of casos and neglect of concord 9, 60
—bearing of grammar here on criti-
oism 9f,—use of l8o6 11—possible
acc. pl. in -es 86, and sg. 8rd decl.
in -av 49 — person-endings 62—
nominative 69—prohibitions 124—
aoristic perfects 145—ov u7 191, 192
—rou o. inf. 217, 218—does not
confuse els and év in local sense 234
—small use of compound verbs 237

Apocrypha, RY of 198

Apotheosis 84

Appian : dative 63—optative 197

Aquila 13—see Index I (¢), p. 264

Aramaic: influences on Greek in NT
3, 13, 14, 15, 18, 75, 95, 103, 104,
124, 174, 189, 224, 226f, 230f.,
235, 236, 240, 242—periphrastic
imperfect 14, 226 f.—speech of Paul
7—of Jesus 8—of John 9—diction
in Luke 14-18—ordinals 96—tenses
139 — participle 182 — periphrastic
imperative 226 f.—see under Hebra-
ssm and Over-use

Arcadian 38

Archimedes 51

Aristophanes
p- 263

Arrian, optative in 197—see Index I
(), p- 264

Article: use by foreigners 21, 236
—general ‘‘correctness” of NT
Greek 81—as relative and as de-
monstrative 81—dropped between
preposition and infin. 81, 216—
these three Ionic uses absent from
NT B8l—alleged Hebraisms 81f.,
236 — correlation 81 f.—anarthrous
repositional phrases 82, 236—
sropped in sentences having the
nature of headings 82—words spe-
cially affecting anarthrous form 82
—qualitative force of anarthrous
words 82 f.—with proper names 83—
used with the parent’s name in gen.
83, 236—with names of slaves and
animals 83—48 «al Ilabhos 83—col-
loquial style drops art. before ad-
jective at{iuncts 83f., 236—mis-
placement of adjective 84—ro0 feoil
xal cwrijpos Hudv, papyrus parallels
84—complex adjectival clause be-
tween art. and noun 236

Artioular Infinitive: év 7¢ in transla-
tion 14, 215, 249—Dbearing on history
of Kows 34, 213-215—rnre anar-
throus use with prepositions 81, 216
—appropriate to rhetoric 189, 213,
215—statistics for classical and later

215 —see Index I (¢},

SUBJECTS. 279

Greek 213, 216—for NT 213, 216 —
for Greek Bible 241—citations from
dialect inscriptiona 214—essentially
literary, specially Attio 214 f.—use
with dependent gen., as if a full
noun 215—rob c. inf., without pre-
position, ita original adnominal use
216—telic force in Thucydides and
in NT 216—nusage of the several NT
writers in this respect 217—Paul’s
tendency to drop telic force 217—
parallelism with jva 217—explana-
tory infin, 218—mpds 76 and els 74,
how far remaining telic 218f —
papyrus citations for rof, els 7,
wpds 76 c. inf, 219 f,.—belongs mainly
to higher educational stratam 220.

Articular Nominative in address 70,
235

Articular Participle 126 f., 228

Asia Minor: characteristies of Greek
38, 40f., 205, 211

Aspiration 44, 234, 236, 244

Assimilation of Cases: arter verbs of
naming 69, 285—omitted with gen.
abs. 74, 236

Asyndeton 17, 181

Attendant Circumstances, participle of
230

Attic: literary supremacy 24 —its
earliest use in prose 25—grammar of
inscriptions 29—Xenophon 31—lan-
guage of the lower classes in Athens
31—the basis of literary Kow# 32—
how much did it contribute to the
vernacular Kown? 33 f., 41, 214 f. —
pom. pl. as accus. 37—«exrduac and
pepvdpar 54—xaréxea 55—revival of
the dual 57—parenthetic nominative
70—use of vocative, divergent from
Hellenistio 71—historic present 121
—the Orators, forms of prohibition
124, use of imperative 172—alleged
ex. of aoristic perfect 146, 238—
linear and punctiliar fotures 150—
active verbs with fature middle
154 f.—dmrexpivduny 161—optative in
conditional sentences 196 f.—imper-
fect in unfulfilled condition 201—
drws and Ha 206—as O 212—
articular infin. mainly due to Orators
213-216—nom. for acc. in long
enumerations 234—see under the
Attic writers’ names and in Index I
(¢), p- 256

Atticism 5, 22, 24 f., 26, 170, 197, 206,
211, 289

Attraction of Relative 92 .

Augment 51, 128, 129

Authorised Version 93, 98, 112, 128 £,
186-140, 189

Auxiliary dees 175 f.
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B—see Paticanus

B-text 42, 53, 224—see under Sinaiti-
cus and Vaticanus

Bezas, Codex 16, 38, 42, 50, 55, 56, 68,
69, 73, 80, 94, 96, 107, 114, 124,
131, 161, 171, 228, 233, 235, 236,
240, 241, 242 al—see under &-text

Biblical Greek, 2-5, 18, 99

Bilingualism: in Rome 5—illustrated
from Wales 6f., 10 f.—in Egypt 6—
in Lystra 7, 238—in Palestine 7f.,
233

Beotian 33, 84, 55, 214

Bohairic 225

Brachylogy, with dA\d 241

Broken continuity, perfect of 144, 145,
148

Byzantine period 88, 96, 168, 197

Cappadocian—see Pontic

Cardinsls: encroachment on ordinals
95f., 287 — simplification of the
‘“teens” 96—nses of els 96 f. —repeti-
tion for distributive 97

Cases : in Rev 9—history 60-76, 234-
236—with prepositions 100-107, 237
—see under the several Cases.

Catholic Epistles, use of compound
verbs 237—see under First Ep. of
Peter, James, Second Ep. of Peter

Cansal Participle 230

Cautious assertion 188, 192f.

Chance in the Bible 219

Christians, ethics of average early 126,
238

Chrysostom, on ecbatic va 207—ses
Index I (e), p. 264

Clement of Rome 95—see Index I (e),
p. 264

Colloquial—see under Vernacular

Common Greek : takes place of ‘‘He-
braic” in definition of NT Greek 1—
8 universal language 5f., 19—ma-
terials for study 22 f.—literary Kows
(g.v.)—papyri, inscriptions, MGr
27-30—unification of earlier Greek
dialects 30—foreshadowings of this
during v/iv B.c. 21—completed in
time of Alexander 31 f.—decay of the
old dialects 32—their relative con-
tributions to the resultant Kouw+# 32—
84, 36 f., 214 f.—pronunciation 34f.
how far was Kow»® homogeneous?
19, 38-41—dialects in (g.v.)

Comparison of adjectives and adverbs
77-79, 236

Complementary Infinitive 204

Commpound Prepositions 99

Compound Verbs : cases with 65—per-
fective action 111-118, 237—repeated
without preposition 111, 116 —
statistice 237

SUBJECTS.

Conative action 125, 127, 128f., 147
173f., 186, 247

Concessive Participle 230

Concord 9, 28, 59f., 182, 244

Conditional Sentences: pluperfect in
148—apodosis with dv 166f,, 196,
197-199, 200 f.—éd» o. indic. 168,
187—el wiri dv 169—el u# in unful-
filled condition, el od in simple 171,
200, 240—futuristic subj. with édr
185—its future-perfect sense in aor.
186—lessened difference between el
and édr 187, 240—these almost ex-
clusively confined to their proper
moods 187—e! o. deliberative subj.
187—differentia of el and édv in
future conditions 187—use of opta-
tive 195, 196, 197 f. — unfulfilled
conditions 199-201 — participle in
protasis 229 f.

Conjugation-stems 109 f., 120

Conjunctions : with dv (¢dv) 166, 284—
dAMd ‘‘except” 241

Conjunctive participle 230

Consecutive clauses: infinitive alone
204, 210—dore with indic. and with
infin. 209 f.—expressed by Iva 210—
by roi c. infin. 218

Constative action 109, 111, 113, 115-
118, 130, 133, 145, 174

Construct state (Semitic) 238

Contingent dv 166, 198, 200

Contract Verbs, 37, 52-54, 55, 234

Contraction of ¢ sounds 45, 566

Correlation of Article 81f.

Cretan 214, 233—see Gortyn

Criticism, contributions of grammar to
9f., 40f.

Culture—see Education

D—see Bezae
Dative : lost in MGr 60, 63—obso-
lescent in Kow# 62—decays through
a period of over-use, esp. with év 62
—statistics with prepositions 62f —
confusion of els and év 63, 66, 234 (.
—decay of dative uses with ¢wé and
xpbs 63—with érl, distinct meaning
lost 63, 107—accus. begins to express
point of time 63—reaction, as in ex-
tension of dative (imstrumental) of
reference 63, 75, and in some transi-
tive verbs taking dative 64—verbs
beginning: to take accus. or gen.
instead of dat. 64—illiterate uses of
gen. and ace, for dat. 64—some im-
probable citations from early in-
scriptions 84—with mposxuveiv 64,
66—with some compound verbs 65
—with mwredeww 67 f.—incommodi
75—syncretism with locative 75 f.,
104—with instrumental 75—exten-
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sion of time and point of time thus
both given by dative 75 f.—sociative
instrumental 76—instrumental unsed
in translating Hebrew infin. abs. 76
—this and use of participle com-
pared with classical uses and with
LXX 76—various uses of év 103 f.—
dat. of person judging 104—common
uses of dat. and ﬂc. in Greek end
Sanskrit 104—év added even to in-
strumental dative 104—éuohoyeiv év
104—perd, mepl, Uwb mo longer c.
dat. 105—one or two exceptions with
Ymé 106—mrpbs c. dat. common in
LXX, rare in NT 106—én! indiffer-
ently with the three cases 107—
é¢’ ¢ 107—dative of reflexive ap-
prozimates to force of the Middle
157—xpdrba: with instrumental 158
—dat. or loc. of a verbal noun makes
the Infinitive 202-204 — articular
infin. (g.v.)

Days of week and month 96, 101, 237

De-aspiration—see Psilosis

Defective Verbs 110f.

Definite nouns, in Semitic 236

Definition, gen. of 73 f.

Deliberative Subjunctive 171, 185, 187,
194

3-text 14, 44, 45, 53, 181, 233, 234—
see under Bezae

Delphian, 36, 37, 52, 55, 214

Demonstrative : article as 81—abrés
and éxeivos 91

Demosthenes 213—see Index I (e), p.
263

Denial and Prohibition, with ob u7
187 f.

Deponents 153 f., 161 f.

Dialects in ancient Hellas 23 f., 30-34,
36-38, 41, 213f.—see under A#ic,
Ionie, ete.

Dialects in Kows 5 1., 19, 28 f., 38-41,
47, 91, 94, 205, 209, 211, 241,243,249

Digamma 23, 38, 44, 47, 111, 244

Diodorus, optative in 197

Diphthongs: pronunciation 33, 34 f.—
augment 61

Dissimilation 45

Distributive numerals 97

Doric, 33, 41, 45, 48, 51, 101, 214

Double comparative and superlative
236

Dual 57 f., 77 f.

Duality 77-80, 100

Durative action—sce Linear

Dynamic Middle 158

Ecbatio Tva 206-209

Education, varieties of : in N'T writers
81, 28, 44, 50, 62, 60—in papyri,
eto. 4, 6 f., 9, 28, 44, 47, 49, 50, 51,

SUBJECTS. 281

52—see under Iliteracy ; also under
Apocalypse, Mark, Luke, Poul,
Hebrews, etc.

Effective action 109, 113, 130, 149

Egypt, bilingualism in, xvii f., 8, 242

Elative 78, 79, 236

Elis, dialect of 178, 214

Elision 45

Ellipsis 178, 180, 181, 183, 190

Emphasia: in pronouns 85 f.—im-
perfect and aorist differing in 128
—possible cause of original voice-
differentiation 152, 238—on subject,
brought out by English preterite
140—degree of, in o0 u# conmstrue-
tion 188-190—of o0 c. partic. 232
—differentiating words of full or
attenuated meaning 237

English, Hellenistic illustrated from
19, 39, 58, 71, 77, 79, 82, 85, 89,
92, 94, 96, 98, 99, 111, 112, 135-
140, 144, 150 f., 171 f., 182, 184,
185, 189, 195, 203, 208, 218, 221f.,
229, 236, 243

Epexegetic infinitive 217, 218, 219

Epimenides 233

Epistolary aorist 135—formule 28, 176,
180

Euripides 215—see Index I (¢), p. 263
¢ Exhausted” éavrod and ISws 87-90.
237

Final clanses : weakened telic force of
wa 178, 205-210, 240f., of 7ob c.
infin. 207, 216-218, of els rd c. infin.,
in Paul 219—originated in volitive,
with parataxis 185—final optative
with Tva 196 f.—&ore c. infin. used
for purpose 207—rof c. infin. 216~
218—mpds 76 and els 74 c. infin.
218-220—use of participle 230

Final ¢ and v 49, 168, 187

First Epistle of Peter: prohibitions
124— preference for aorist imperative
174—for imperatival participles 181
—od . . . atrou improbable in sach
good Greek 237

Fluellen 10f.

Fourth Book of Maccabees, Atticising
in 166, 197

Fourth Gospel and Apocalypse 9 f.

French idioms in English 13

Frequency, relative, of prepositions
62f., 98, 100, 102, 105, 106 f.

Frequentative verb, 114

Future: c. va 35—c. o0 uh 35, 190
—c. é¢° ¢ 107—in Indo-Germanic
verb 108—compared with futural
present 120—history of its form 149
—links with subjunctive 149, 184,
187, 240 —action mixed 149f. —
English rendering 150 f. — volitive
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and futuristic uses 150 {.—its moods
151—Middle in sctive verbs 154 f.
—Passive with middle force 161—
used for imperative 176 f.—ditto
with 8wws 177—rarely with w# in
prohibition 177—in warning with
wh 178—e. el 187—o0. u4 in cautions
assertion 193—optative 197—infini.
tive 204 f.—participle 230

Future Conditions : with éd» 186—with
el 187 —*“less vivid form " 196, 199

Futuristic : future 150, 177—subjunc-
tive 184, 185, 186, 192, 240

Gender 59 f.

Genitive : absolute 12, 74, 236—verbs
with 65, 235—with dxovewr and ~yev-
ecfas 66—syncretism with ablative
72—objective and subjective 72—
partitive 72 f., 102—with éyé 72, 73
—time and place 73—definition 73 f.
—Hebraism here 74—after negative
adjective 74, 285 f. — prepositions
with 100-102, 104-107, 237 — of
material 102

German, illustrations from 94, 96

Gerundive in -réos 222

Gnomic aorist 135, 139—present 135—
future 186

Gortyn Code 214—ecf Crelan

Gothic 78, 181, 224

Grammar and literary criticism 9, 40 f.,
205, 211

Grammaticsl and lexical Semitism 12

Greece, physical conditions of 23 f.

Headings, anerthrous 82

Hebraism : in theory of NT Greek
1-8—in Bev 9—ause of é xvii, 11f.,
61, 103—cf Gallicisms in English
13—¢v 7¢ c. inf. 14, 215, 249—
in Lk 14-18—tested by MGr 17,
94—els predicate 72, 76—articular
nom. in address 70, 235—gen. of
definition 73f.—gen. abs. 74—dat.
or partic. for infin. abs. 75 f.—use of
article 81, 236—redundance of pro-
pnouns 85—yuvx”® used for reflexive
87, 105—relative with superfluous
demonstrative 94 f.—els as ordipal
95f.—and as indef. art. 96 f.—dis-
trib. num. 21, 97—illustrated by AV
98— évdmiov 99—compound preposi-
tions 99—dronpiOels elrer 131—active
for middle 158—infin. for imper. 180
—Hebrew teleology and final clauses
219—nom. pendens c. partic. 225—
periphrastic tenses 226 f. — freedom
of Mk from 242—cf under Over-use

Hebraist school of NT interpretation
21, 12, 223, 242

Hebrew : how far known in Palestine

SUBJECTS

8, 233—NT (Delitzach) 104, 163—
tenses 108

Hebrews, Epistle to: did author know
Aramaic ¥ 10—Greck style of 18, 20,
118, 129, 232, 237 — grammatical
points in 62, 129, 182, 211, 217,
2181, 231, 237

Hebrews, Gospel of 17 —ses Index
I (e), p.265

Hellenistio 2—see Common Gireek

Heracleon 104

Herculaneum, papyri from, 27, 43

Hermogenes 172

Herodian : cases in 63—optative 197

Herodotus 51, 62, 81, 91, 101, 214, 215
—see also Index I (e), p. 263

Heteroclisis 48, 60

Hiatus 92, 117

Historio Present, 120 f., 139

Homer : the Achmans of 24—forms
found in 55—syntax 121, 135, 147,
161—the Atheunians’ *‘ Bible” 142—
blamed by Protagoras for use of im-
perative 172—see Index I (¢), p. 263

Hypotaxis—see under Parataxis

Ignatius 215

Iliteracy 28, 36, 43, 49, 56, 78, 87, 93,
142, 169, 189, 220, 237, 238, 239

Imperative ; endings 53—of elul 56,
174—present, compared with aor.
subj. in prohibition 122-126—tenses
compared generally 129 f., 173 f.,
176, 189, 238—prehistoric use 164—
formal history, 165, 171 f.—tone of
172f., 175—prominence of in NT
173—sorist appropriate in prayer
173—in 3rd person 174f.—expres-
sions for 1st person 175 f.—auxiliary
deges 175 f.—perfect 176—substitutes
for 176-182, 203, 223, 241, 248

Imperfect 128 f.—in unreal indic. 200 f.
—replaced by periphrasis 226 f,—see
Present stem

Impersonal plural 58 f,—verbs 74, 226

Improper Prepositions 99

Inceptive action of -loxw suffix 120

Incommodi, Dativus 76

Indeclinable : Greek proper name not
to be taken as 12—mAfpys, fuiov and
comparatives in -w 50

Indefinite Article 96 f.

Indicative : alone may have inherent
time-connotation 126, 128, 129 —
imperfect 128 f.—aorist, used of im-
mediate past 135, 140—rendering of
aorist in English 135-140—yéyora
not aoristic in NT145f,,238—pluper-
fect 148—future 149~1561—as modus
irrealis 184, 199-201—with d» 166 f..
200 f,—with drav, 8mov dv, 8o v
¢dv 188, 239-—negatived by o0 170 f.
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—but uA not entirely expelled 170 f.,
239 f.—negatived questions 170—
future used for command 176 ., 240
—future with ot u# 190—e, % in
cautious assertions 192 f.—imperfect
for present time in unfulfilled con-
dition, wish, and purpose 200f —
replaced by pa.rticipFe 222-224—peri-
hrasis 225-227

[ndirect Questions 196, 198 f.

Indo - Germanic : dual in 57 f —
numerals 68—cases 61, 72, 75—verb
system 108f.— A ktionsart109f. —per-
fectivising by means of composition
111 f.—aorist-present in 119—aug-
ment and the final -¢ in primary
tenses 128—was there a future in?
149—future participle 161—voice, its
rationale in 152, 238—no separate
passive 152—verbs with no middle
168—strong perfect without voice
distinction 154 — passive use of
middle already developing in 156—
Greek weak aorist passive developed
from middle person-ending -thés 161
—differentia of the imperative 164,
171 f.—glottogonic theories of sub-
junctive and optative 164—the
injunctive 165—the two Degatives
169—jussive subjunctive in posi-
tive commands 177 f.—origins of the
infinitive 202 f.—its deficiency in
voice 203, and tense 204—verbal
adjectives and participles 221 f.—
closeness of 3 pl. act. in -on¢(¢) to the

articiple 224

Infinitive : c. év 7@ 14, 215—forms in
contract verbs 53—future 151, 204 f,
—for imperative 172, 179f., 203—
articular (g.v.) 189, 213-220, 240—
verb and noun 202—its origins 202-
204 — comparisons with Sanskrit,
Latin, English—202-204, 207, 210—
development of voice 203, and of tense
204—case-uses traced 203f., 207,
210—anarthrous expressing purpose
204, 205, 207, 217, 240f.—conse-
quence 204, 210 —complementary
204 —limitative 204—relations with
tva c. subj. 206-209, 210f., 240 f.—
with dere final 207, 210—alleged
Latinism 208—consecutive with &gre
209 f.—relations with dore c. indic.
209 f,, and with consecutive {va 210
—subject and object 210 f.—accus.
and infin, compared with &re clause
211—accus, tending to replace regular
nom. 212—not Latinism 212 f.—
mixture of ace. ¢. inf. and &r: con-
struction 213—statistics 241

Ingressive action 109, 118, 117, 118,
130, 131, 145, 149, 174

SUBJECTS. 283

Injunctive mood 165

Inscriptions : Kows 8, 23, 28 f.—classi-
cal, 23, 214—see Index I (c), pp.
258 f.

Instrumental cage 81, 75, 104, 158—
use of év 12, 61 f., 75, 104

Interjectional character of voe. and
imper. 171 f.—of infin. in imperatival
sense 179, 203—of partic. or adj.
used imperativally 180 f., 240—pre-
positional clauses 183 f.

Internal accusative 65, 93

Interrogative : confused with relative
93f.,—mroios and 7ls, woramwés 95—
command 184

Intransitive : verbs becoming transitive
65, 162—use of strong perfect 147,
154—tendency of strong aorist 155

Tonic 33, 37 f., 41, 43, 44, 48, 51, 55,
57, 81, 101, 195, 205

Ireland, bilingualism in 7

Irrational final ¢ and » 49, 168, 187

Isolation of Biblical Greek 2, 3

Ttacism 34 f., 47, 56, 199, 239, 240

Iterative action 109, 114, 125, 127,
128, 129, 173, 180, 186, 248—use of
dv 166, 167, 168

James : 1806 in 11—prohibitions 126—
use of Middle 160

Jerome 181

Jewish Greek 2f.,, 19—see Hebraism
and Aramaic

John : Greek of Gospel and Apocalypse
9—place of writing 40f., 211—use
of historic present 121—prohibitions
124, 125, 126—us in questions 170,
239—periphrastic tenses 226, 227—
compound verbs 237

Josephus 2, 23, 25, 62, 89, 121, 146,
189, 197, 233, 235—see Index I (¢),
P- 264

Jussive subjunctive 178, 208 — see
Volitive

Justin Martyr 8, 143, 233—see Index
I (e), p. 264

Kafapedovoa 26, 30 — cf Atticism,
Literary Kow

Klepht ballads—see Index I (e), p.265

Kou) 23—see Common Greek

Laconian—see Sparta

Late Greek 1

Latin : Bible 5, 72, 106, 129, 1382, 240
—Paul speaking 21, 233—cases 61—
use of we for I 87—parallels with
Greek, ete. 112, 158—the Middle 153
—subj. and indic. in cause-clauses
171—jussive subj. 177—prohibition
178—quin redeamnus? 184—optative
in indirect question 199—verbal
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nouns 202—infinitive 204 —u¢ clauses
206—their weakened final force 207 f.
—rverbal adj. turned into participle
221—participle and adj. in -dilis 222
—parallels to use of participle for
indic. or imper. 228 f., 241——poverty
in participles 229 f.

Latinisms 18, 20f., 71, 76, 100-102,
142, 208, 212 1., 247

Lesbian—see Aeolic

Lewis Syriac 58, 65, 72, 248

Lexical notes: els éwdvrnow 14—vabs
25 f. —dputis 26—épwrdv 66—axNNew
89—évurmior 99—<emigparis, émipdreaa
102 — émiBaly 131 — dwroxéyorrar
163, 201—mposepdyior 170—maidla
170—mpootifeafar 232—elxéves 235

Lexical : studies of Deissmann 4—
Hebraisms 11, 12, 46, 283

Limitative infinitive 204

Linear action 109, 110, 111, 114, 117,
119, 120, 125, 126, 127, 128, 147,
149 f., 178, 174, 175, 180, 1883, 186,
233

Literary element in NT 20, 25£, 26,
56, 106, 147 f., 204, 211—see under
Hebrews, Paul, Lulke

Literary Kowy 2f., 21, 22f., 24-26,
62 f., 64, 88, 118, 194, 197, 211—its
analogue in MGr 21, 26, 30—element
in inscriptions 29—see Atticism

Lithuanian : alleged Latinising gen.
found in 101—future in -siu 149

Local cases 60 f.

Localising of textual types 41

Locative 61, 75, 104, 202 f.

Logia 15, 104, 124, 126, 189, 191

Lord’s Prayer 10, 173

Lost cases 61

Lucian 25, 170, 197, 227—see Index
I (¢), p. 264

Luke: did he know Aramaict 10, 15,
104—style11, 18, 20, 232—Hebraism
in 13-18—unity of Lucan writings
14, 217—preserving words of source
15, 18, 106, 237, contra 159, 242—
construction of éyévero for *m 16 f.,
70, 233—was ‘“ Hebrew’s Gospel” a
source ! 26—misusing a literary word ?
268—recalling Homer ! 26—use of &
71—projected third treatise t 79—use
of ““ dual " words 79 f.—&8o7es 91 f.—
pres. for aor. imper. 119—historie
pres. 121—prohibitions 124—itera-
tivedr 167 f.—optativel 65,195,198 1.
— ““ correct "’ use of mpiv 169, 199—
preference for pres. imper. com-
pared with Mt 174—dptduevo. 182,
240—o0v p7 190 f.—hymns in, their
use of infin., 210—ace. c. inf. 211—
roii c. inf. 216 f.—literary survival
of o0 ¢. partic. 232—his two editions

SUBJECTS.

283—éNatwy 69, 235—artic. nom. of
address 235 — edytoros 238 — oom-
ound verbs 237—seo Ae¢ts
LXX—see Septuagint
Lyoaonian 7 [,, 233
Lystra—see Lycaonian

Magnesia 29, 38, 43

Manuscripts of NT, orthography tested
42-56

Marcion 114

Mark : uucultured Greek 50, 53, 71—
dative 62—eis and év 62—the Middle
169—38rav, etc. c. indic. 168—subj. in
comparisons 186—fut. . o¥ x4 190,
191 —optative 195—compound verbs
237—rich in Aramaism 242

Matthew : improves Greek of his source
15, 124, 159, 200, 237, 242—xal [505
17—historic present 121-—prohibi-
tions 124—aoristin 137-140—aoristio
yéyova 146 — preference for aor,
imper. in Sermon on the Mount 174,
(119)—od pf 190, 191,—rob c. inf.
216-—sugerlutive é\dxtoTos 236—
compound verbs 237

Middle: of elul 36 f., 55 f,—with and
without expressed personal pronoun
(gen. or dat.) 85, 157, 236 f.—primi-
tive differentia 152, 238—in Sanskrit,
Latin, and Keltic158—*‘ Deponents™
153—links with the strong perfect
154, and with future 154 f.—how far
reflexive 156 f., 238—evolution of a
passive 156—compared with English
verbs that are both transitive and
intransitive 166 f.—paraphrased by
reflexive in dative case 1567—typical
exx. 167—reciprocal 157—dynamic
158—mental action 158—difterences
between Attic and Hellenistic 158 f.
—*““incorrect” uses in NT and
papyri 169 f.—Paul not implicated
160—airetv and alreigfac 160f —
middle and passive aorists 161 f.—
verbsin which active became obsolets,
or was recoined out of & deponent
162—commonground between middle
and passive 162f.

Misplacement of article 84

Misuse of old literary words 26

Mixed declension 49

Modern Greek : xal in place of hypo-
taxis 12—used as a criterion against
Semitism xviii, 17, 94—study com-
paratively recent 22, 29—dialects in
23 (see Pontic and Zuconian)—the
written language (sce Atticism and
xaBapevovsa) —use of the modern
vernacular in NT study 29f.—
versions of NT 30 (see Index I (e),
p. 285)—Ionic forms in 38—parti
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ciple now indeclinable 60, 225—
Fonder changes 60—the dative obso-
ete 60, 63—vocative 71—article as

a relative 81—redundant personal
or demonstrative pronoun 85, 94—
relative 94—interrogative 94, 95—
cardinals as ordinals 96—indefinite
article 98 — distributives 87 — sup-
ports Purdie’s thesis on the consta-
tive 115 — present temse for our
perfect, with words of duration 119
—historic present alternating with
aorist 121, 139—pres. and sor. subj.
in prohibition 122—imper. in pro-
hibition 122, 164—imperf. and aor,
compared 128 f.—idiom of éféary
134—gnomio aorist 135—the perfect
obsolete 141f.—use of Middle 156,
157—new active verbs 162—subj. for
relics of dv 167—negatives 169, 170,
232—auxiliaries forming imperative
175 1., 178, and future 179, 185—sole
survival of optative 194, of learned
origin 240—infinitive obsolete, ex-
cept in Pontic (g.v.) 205—early date
of its characteristics illustrated 233 f.
—periphrastic future 234, 240—the
parenthetic nominative 235 — see
Index I (¢), p. 265, and II, p. 269

Modus irrealis 164, 199-201

Moeris 46, 55

Month, numerals for days of 96

Moods: common subjective element
184—other common ground 165—dv
in connexion with 165-169—nega-
tives (g.v.) 169-171 al—see under
Iinperative, Injunctive, Optative, Sub-
Jjunctive, and Modus irrealis

Mystical év of Paul 68, 103

Narrative, tenses in 1356

Nasal in word-endings 45, 49

Negative adjective c. gen. 74, 235

Negatives: in Atticists 25—in NT and
papyri 39, 169-171, 177, 184, 185,
187-194, 200, 229, 231 f., 239, 240

Neuter plurals 57 f.

‘*“ Neutral ”’ text—see B-text

New Testament, how far its diction
peculiar 19 f., 67 f.

Nominative: as receiver of unappro-
priated uses 69—name-case unassi-
milated 69, 235—nominativuspendens
69, 225—parenthetic in time expres-
sions and elcéves 70, 235—articular
in address 70f.,, 235—replaced as
predicate by els o, ace. 71f.—per-
sonel pronouns not always emphatio
85 f.—for accus. as subject to infin.
212f.

Nonthematio present stems 38, 56

North-West Greek 33, 36 £, 65

SUBJECTS. 285

Nouns: in -pd and -via 38, 48—hetero
clisis 48, 60—contracted 48—in -ovy
assing into 3rd decl, 48—in -ts, -,
rom -tos and -tov 48 f.—mixed de-
clension 49—accusatives with added
-» 49—number 57-59—gender 59 f.
—breach of concord 59 f.—case 60—
76, 234-236

Number : disappearance of dual 57 1.,
77 f. — neuter plural, history and
syntax of 57f.—* Pindaric” con-
struction 58, 234—impersonal plural
58 1., 163—nueis fcr éyw 86 f., 246

Numerals : els as an ordinal 85f., 237
—ordinals in MGr 96—simplified
‘“teens”’ 96—els as indefinite article
96 f.—06 els 97—repeated to form
distributives 97—é&ydoov N&e in AV
97 f.—éB8ounkovrdxis éwrd 98

Object clauses 210-213

Objective Genitive 72, 238

‘Ouhovuévy 26

Omission of v 194, 198, 200f.

Optative: in Lucian 25—38¢n 55,
193 f. — future 151, 197 — origin
164 f.—with dv 166, 198—alter wpiv
169, 199 —in command 179 —in
LXX 194—compared with subj., and
with future 194 —optative proper
194~-197 — compared with English
survivals 195—in hypothesis 196—
differentia of optative conditional
sentences 196, 198, 199—in final
clauses 196 f.— Atticisers ignorant of
sequence 197—misuses in Byzantine
Greek 197—potential optative 197-
199—attended by of and dr 197—a
literary use, but not yet artificial
197—omission of dv 198—in indirect
questions, contrasted with Latin
198 f.—Luke observes sequence 199
—itacism in late period hastens decay
199, 239, 240

Oratio obligqua 142, 144, 151, 196, 223,
239

Ordinals: use of els 95f., 237—sim-
plified *‘teens” 96

Origen 139, 169, 247

Orthography : Attic basis 34—a test of
provenance of MSS 41—correspond-
ence of NT and papyri 42-56

Over-use of vernacular locutions agree-
ing with Semitic 11, 14, 21, 39, 61,
72, 74, 95, 99, 215, 226, 235, 242

Oxyrhynchus Logia 3, 51, 121, 130,
191 £.—MS of Heb 190, 224

Pagan phraseology 84, 102

Papyri : non-literary, their importance
brought out by Deissmann 3f.—
education of writers 4 al (see Edu-
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catton and Illiteracy) — compared
with inscriptions 6, 28—remarkable
anticipation by Brunet de Presle 6 f.
—their character and use 27 f.—ex-
ceptions to their general agreement
with NT 39, 46, 568—see Index I
(d), pp. 252-255

Parataxis 12, 178, 185, 193

Parenthetic nom. in time-expressions
69, 235, 245—in descriptions 69

Participle : pleonastic by Semitism 14,
230, 241—negatives with 25, 229,
281f.,, 239—tendency towards imn-
decl. 60—in gen. abs. 74—trans-
lating Hebrew inf. abs. 76—present
with article 126f., 228—aorist of
coincident or identical action 130-
134, 285—that of subsequent action
depied 182-134—with &v 167—for
imperative 180-183, 223, 240—for
optative 182—overdone by Josephus
189—for indic. 222-225, 241—in
periphrastic tenses 226 f.—comple-
mentary 228f. —contrasted with
partic. in Latin and English 229—
conditional 229 f.—conjunctive, con-
cessive, causal, final, temporal, and
attendunt circumstances 230—alleged
Aramaism 231

Partitive Genitive : largely replaced by
dré or éx c. abl. 72, 102—possibly
with 8yé 72—as subject of a sentence
73, 223

Passive: no separate forms in Indo-
Germanic 108, 152, 156—invades
middle in Greek, Latin and else-
where 153—evolved from intransitive
156—only partially differentiated in
aorist end future 161 f.—common
ground with middle 162 f.—replaced
largely in Aramaic by impersonal
plural 163—not definitely attached
to the verbal adjective 221 f.

Past time 108, 119, 128, 129

Paul : spoke Greek 7, 19, Latin$ 21,
288, Aramaic 7, 10—limited literary
phraseology 20—his év Xpwry 68,
103—use of we for I 86f.—use of
between 99—prohibitions 124-126—
perfect 145, 288 — middle 160—
iterative dv 167, 168—prefers present
imperative 174 — imperatival par-
ticiple 181—ot u7 190—optative 195
—ace. et inf.—211—rof c. inf. 217
—pds 76 and els 76 c. inf. 218 f.—
periphrastic tenses 226, 227—ob c.
partic. 232 — éndyioros and éha-
xtoréTepos 236 — compound verbs
237 —u7h in questions 239—whrive
240

Perfect : action 109, 111—in English,
its double force 136

SUBJECTS.

Perfect : for evont on permancnt re:
cord 129, 142, 143 [.—vivid use fo1
event yet future 134 — compared
with aorist 140 f.—increasing use in
vernacular 141-—may le used with
a point of time 141, 146—decayed
in medimval Greek 141 f.—obsolete
in MGr 141 f.—Latin not responsible
142—characteristio use in Heb 142,
148 f.—combined with aorist 142 f,,
238—genuinely aoristic uses possible
in Rev 1438, 145—Droken continuity
144, 146—¥oxnxa 145, 238—mrérpaxa
145—yéyova 145 f., 239—with pre-
sent meaning 147, 176, 238 — «é-
kpaya 147—iynuas literary in Ac 148
—strong perfect normally intransi-
tive 164—originally voiceless 154—
imperative 176—periphrastic forms
176, 226, 227

Perfective verbs 111-118, 128, 135, 176,

Pergamum 29, 38 [237, 247

Periphrasis 226f., 249—see under
Pagrticiple, and the several tenses

Person-endings 51-54, 152, 164

Personal Pronouns: alleged Semitism
84 f., 94f.—emphaais in nominative
85 f.—uels for éyd 86 1.

Perspoctive, action in—see Constative

Philo 2, 96—see Index I (¢), p. 264

Phrygian Greek 56—see Index I (¢),

259

P

Phrynichus 39, 194

Pictorial imperfect 128

Pindar 214—see Index I (¢), p. 263

Pindaric construction 58, 234

Place, genitive of 73

Plato 62, 213, 215—ses Index I (¢), p.
263

Pleonasm 14-16, 85, 94 1., 230, 237, 241

Pluperfect : endings 53—action 113,
148—in conditional sentences, 201

Plural—see Number

Plutarch : optative 197—4rt uif 239—
see Index I (¢), p. 264

Polybius 14, 21, 23, 25, 30, 39, 62, 85,
92, 115-118, 197, 206 f., 247—ses

. Index I (¢), p. 264.

Pontic dialect of MGr 40, 45, 47, 94,
180, 205

Point action—see Punctiliar

Popular etymology 96

Position of article 83 f.

Potential 165, 197-199

Prayer: the Lord's 10, 173—absence
of & in 71—Jn 17, use of aorist in
137—aorist imper. appropriate to 178
—optative in 185

Predicate, with els 71

Prepositional clause, anarthrous and
articular, 81 f., 236

Prepositions: added to local cases iv
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Groelt 61 —extonded use in Heile-
nistio, not due to Semitism 61f—
statistics for classical and post-
clossioal historians 62 f., and for
NT 62f., 98—in composition with
verbs 65, 111-118, 128, 237—re-
placing partitive gen. 72—** Hebraic”
Ehmses 81 f.—dropping of article
etween prep. and infin. 81, 216—
tendency to drop article after 82,
236 — combinations with adverbs
09 — Semitism 99 f. — with one
case 100-104 — alleged Latinisms
100 -102 — over-use paving the
way for extinction 103 f. — with
two cases 104-106—statistics 105—
with three cases 106 f.—adverbs in
essence 112—dropped when com-
pound is repeated soon after 115—
compounds tend to be used instead
of punctiliar simplex 116-118 —
Polybius using compounds to avoid
hiatus 117—NT writers use them
less than the Zittérateurs 118—with
articular infinitive 216, 218-220, 241
—see Index II under the several
Prepositions
Present stem: twenty-three Greek
varieties of 109—its linear action
109, 110, 111, 114, 117, 119, 120,
125, 126, 127, 128, 147, 149, 173,
174, 175, 180, 183, 186—iterative
action 109, 114, 119, 125, 127, 128,
129, 173, 180, 186, 233—verbs de-
fective in 110 f. —in perfectivised
verbs 113 f.—punctiliar action 119 f.,
238—contrasted with aorist in pro-
hibitions 122-126—conative action
125, 127, 128 f., 147, 1731, 186—
timeless articular participle 126 f.—
statistics with dv 166—imperative,
compared with aorist 173 f., 238—
quasi-ingressive in droxwpeire 174
—subjunctive in warning clauses
178—subjunctive with compounds
of dv, compared with aorist 186—
participle in periphrasis 227—special
uses of & &v 228—seo Imperfect and
Present tense
Present tense: for future time 114,
120, 167—with wdAa:, etc., rendered
by our perfect 119—for past time
(historic present) 120-122, 139—see
Present stemn
Prohibition : distinction of present
and aorist in 122-126—not originally
expressed by imperative, nor now in
MGr 164—use of injunctive 165—
negative in 169, 187 f., 192—in same
category as commands 173—ol w7
187 f.—must be treated here with
denial 187 £

SUBJECTS. 287

Pronouns : possessive 40—duality 77,
79 f.—personal 84-87—reflexives 87
—unemphatic éavrod and lGios 87-90,
237—¢ loios 90 f.—abtrés 6 and 4
atrés 91 —relatives 91-93 — inter-
rogatives 93 f., 95

Pronunciation 28, 33-36, 240, 243, 244
—see Jtacism

Proper names and Article 83, 236

Prophecy, use of shall in 150,

Protagoras 172

Psilosis 33, 38, 44

Punctiliar action 109-111, 116, 117,
118, 119, 120, 126, 129-131, 135,
145, 149, 173, 174, 186, 222, 247

Purist achool of NT grammarians 3,
242

Purists in MGr 26, 30, 243—cf Atticism

Purpose—see Final clauses

#Q""—~sce Logia

Qualitative use of anarthrous noun
82f.

Quantity, levelling of 34

Questions : with u#re 170—with o0
170, 177—with u# 170, 192f., 239—
indirect, in optative 196

Quotations from classical Greek 45,
81, 156, 233, 238 f.

Quotations from OT 11, 16, 52, 124,
174, 188, 190, 192, 224, 235—ses
Index I (b), p. 257

Reciprocal Middle 157

Reciprocal Pronoun, éavrods used for 87

Reduplication 109, 142, 145

Reference, dative of 63, 75

Reflexive Middle 155-157, 163

Reflexives: no distinction for persons
in plural 87—this confusion illiterate
in singular 87—used for dA\AfAovs 87
—replaced by Semitic use of yvx3
87—unemphatic éavros 87-90

Relative time 148

Relatives: pleonastic demonstrative
with 85, 94f., 237—doris 91-93—
attraction 92 f.—confused with inter-
rogatives 93 f.—with dv (édv) 166,
234—relative sentences, u% in 171,
239—relative clauses replaced by
articular participle 228

Religion : technical language 18—con-
servative phrasaolosy 20

Re}l)etition, making distributives and
elatives 97

Reported speech—see Oratio obliqua

Result clauses—see Consecutive

Resurrection, voice of the verbs applied
to 163

Revelation—see Apocalypse

Revised Version of NT: quoted ot
discussed 20, 50, 69, 72, 75, 90, 91,
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116, 117, 128. 129, 132, 136-140,

148, 168, 175, 184, 189, 225, 229,

2381, 241 — margin 65, 66, 78, 78,

98, 137, 148, 168, 221, 222—the

First Revision 83, 166, 180
Rhetorie, rules for command in 172
Rome, Greek used at 5, 242

Sahidic 80

Sanskrit: survival of Indo-Germanic
cases 61—locative of indirect object
104—aoristof ‘“thing just happened "
185—future in -sydmi 149—gram-
marisns’ names for active and middle
158—2 sing. mid. secondary suftix
-thés compared with Greek weak
aorist passive 161—survival of the
injunctive 165 — imperative suffix
~tat 172—Vedic subjunctive makes
in Epic a 1st person imperative 176
—Vedic infinitives 203 — classical
ditto 204—infinitive parallel with
sequimini 224—parenthetic nomina-
tive in time-expression 235—active
and middle forms differentiated by
Ablaut 238

Scotch parallel to d» 166, 239

Second Epistle of Peter 78, 98, 171,
238 f.

Semitism—see 4ramaic and Hebraism

Septuagint : “‘translation Greek” of
2 f., 13—Justin Martyr’s dependence
on B8, 233—els dwdvrnow in 14—
constructions of éyévero="11 16 f. —
extent of Luke’s imitation 18 —
Hebraisms from this source to be
carefully distinguished from Arama-.
isms 18—3rd plL in -oav 33, 56—
indecl. xAfpys 50—gender of Bda)
59—afry for A 59—mioredew 67 f.—
parenthetic nominative 70—violent
use of gen. abs. 74—renderings of
the Hebrew infin. abs. 75f—‘‘ex-
hausted” t3ios and éavroi 88—redun-
dant demonstrative after relative 95,
237—“ 77 times " 98, 107—uses of ¢»
103—mepl c. dat. 105—mpés c. dat.
and gen. 106—wp&ros 107—historic
pres.121—dwoxpibels elwey 131—-semi-
aoristic perfect 142—aorist and per-
fect together 143—xéxpaya and xpdfw
147—rxowudy active 162—dmoxexou-

uévos 163—statistics for v 166— !

perf. imper. 176—subj. used for
future 185—ov w7 188, 191f.—dyn
optative 194—el c. opt. 196—opta-
tive disappearing in final clauses 197
—potential opt. 197 [.—8gehor 201
—articular infin. 220, 241—participle
for indicative 224—partic. c. elul,
disproving Aramaism 226—#> c.
partic. translated with o0 232—édv

SUBJECTS.

for dv 234 —articular nom. in address
236—ula for wpwry 237—stutistics
for infin. 241—Mk little influenced
by 242—see under Quotations, and
Index I (4), p. 250

Sequence, rules of : Luke observes with

wplv 169, 199—breach of 197—in
indirect question 199

Sermon on the Mount, respoctive pro-

portions of aorist and present imper.
In Mt and Lk 174

Sextus Empiricus 52

Shall and Wil 160 f.

Simple conditions 171 .
Sinaiticus, Codex 34, 85, 88, 42, 45,

47, 52, 68, 66, 65, 20, 133, 181,
190 al

Slavonio : perfective compounds 111—
future from that in -syé (obsolete)
149—cf Lithuanian

Sophooles 215—see Index I (e), p. 263

Sources for study of Kows 22f., 27-30

Sparta 24, 82

Spoken Greek—see Vernacular

Style, in Luke and Heb (g.v.) 18

Subjective genitive 72, 236—moods
164—negative 169 f.

Subjunctive : itacistic confusions with
indicative 35—forms in contract verbs
64—dwn 65, 193f., 196—origin 1684
—relation to injunctive 165—alter
compounds of dv 166, 186, 239, 240
—after wplv (#) dv 169—aflter el wir
&v 169, 239—negatives 170, 184f,
187f., 190, 192—1st person volitive
used to supplement imperative 175,
177—ditto in 2nd and 3rd person
177 f.—volitivein positive commands
177 f.—e¢. {va as an imperative 177 f.
—its tone in command 178—with u%
in warning 178, 184—present allowed
here 178 — classified 184 — volitive
184 f,—deliberative 184, 185—futur-
istic 184, 185, 186, 182, 240—future
indic. trespasses on all three 184F.,
240—volitive clauses of purpose 188
(see Final)—futuristic with édv and
&rav (¢.v. in Index II), ete. 185—in
comparigons 185 f.—tenzes of 186—
with e 187, 239 — has excluded
optative from final clauses 196 f.—
c. Iva has become equivalent of infin.
205 (see fva in Index II)

Subsequent action, alleged aor. partic.
of 132-134

Suffixes—see severally in Index II

Superfuous words—see Pleonasm

Superlative 78 f., 236

Syncretism of cases 61, 72, 104—of

tenses in English 135

Synoptic question, grammatical points

in 16-18, 71, 95, 108, 104, 105, 124,
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174, 175, 189-102, 224, 226f., 231,
236, 241, 242—seo under Matthew,
Mark, Lke

Syntax : elleged Semitisms in 12f.—
Latinisms 21

Syriac 104, 241, 244—see Lewts, and cl

Aramaic
Syrian Recension 42, 53 —see a-fext

Teleology 219

Telic—see Final clauses

Temporal Participle 230

Tenses : connexion with time un-
original 108f., 119—with dv 166,
186—in conditional sentences 166,
201—in infinitive 204—in verbal ad-
jective 221—see under the several
Tenses

Tertullian 69

Textual Criticism: pronunciation bear-
ing on 34-36—«a, 8 and & text (.v.)—
see also under Alexandrinus, Bezae,
Sinaiticus, Valicanus, ete.

‘‘Textus Receptus '—see a-fext

Thematic vowel 171

Thucydides 25, 62,
Index I (e), p. 268

Time: cases expressing 63, 70, 72,
73, 75—connexion with tense un-
original 108f., 119—expressed by
augment, and possibly by suffix -7
128—the perfect accompanied by
mark of 141

Timelessness : participles 126 f., 134—
perfect aud aorist 134

Traditional spelling 35 f.

“Translation Greek ” 4, 13, 39, 59, 76,
102, 104, 105, 106, 188f,, 237, 240,
242, 248—see Hebratsm and dramaic

Translations of NT: Latin, Syriac,
Sahidic, Bohairic, Gothic (g.v.)—
Hebrew (Delitzseh) 104, 163—MGr
(Pallis and B.F.B.S.) 22, 30—see
Index I (e), p. 266

215, 218—see

Uncontracted vowels 38, 48, 54f,, 234

Unemphatic pronouns 85—éavroi and
3tos 81-90

Unfulfilled condition 171, 196, 199-
201—wish 200—purpose 201

Unification of Greek dialects 30

Uniformity of Kows 6., 19, 38-41

19

289

Universal langnage, Greck as a 51,
19, 28 f., 31

Vase-inscriptions, Attic 31, 33

Vaticanus, Codex 34, 35, 38, 42, 47,
52, 53, 54, 80, 90, 97, 131, 133, 159,
169, 181, 190, 244 ai—see B-text

Verba dicend? et cogitandi 239

Verbal adjectives 221 f.

Verbs: forrns 38, 51-56—in . (ses
Nonthematic)—number 58 f.—transi-
tive and intransitive 64, 65 (g.v.)—
cages governed by 84-68—Aktionsart
108-118, 221 al (see Adcfion-form)—
defectives 110 f.—compounds (g.v.)
— tenses 119-151 (see under the
several tenses)—voice (g.v.) 152-163
—moods (g.v.) 164-201—infinitive
and participle (g.v.) 202-232

Yernacular Greek 1, 4 f., 22-41, 83, 85,
188, 234, 239 al

Vocative : not strictly a case 60—rela-
tions with articular nominative of
address 70 f.,, 235—few forms sur-
viving 7l1—anarthrons nominative
tends to supplant it 71—progressive
omission of & 71—like imperative, is
an interjection 171

Voice 152-163, 221, 238f.—see Middle
Passive, Active

Volitive future 150, 151, 177 —subjunc-
tive 175, 177f., 184 f.—see under
Future and Subjunctive

Vulgate—see Laiin

Wales, bilingualism in 7 f., 10 f.

‘ We -document 217 —see Acts

Week, days of 96, 237

' Western " Text—see 8-lext

Wish : optative in 195—unrealised
200 f.—ditto in future with dgelor
201

World-langnage—see Universal

Whulfila—see Gothic

Xenophon : fore-runner of Hellenism
31—grammar of 62—see Index I
()

Xenophon, pseudo- 25—see Index 1
(e

Zaconian, 32, 249
Zeugma 241
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1. 34 -
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13. 20 .
13. 21 .

Luke

4 29 .
9.8 .
15. I3 .
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6. 15
10. 32
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247
249
188
247
227
249
168

52
64
69
246
107
246

69

129
246
125

249
185
130
163
244

249
248
245
245
107
247
249
245
189
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INDEX I
(a) NEw TESTAMENT.
Acrs

PAGE
7- 34 . . . 185
10. 30 . . . 245
17. 27 . . . b6
17. 31 . . . 107
19. 2 . . 131
19. 27, 37 . 60, 244
26,7 . . 205

RomANs
2. 9f. . . . 115
5.2 . . . 248
1.5 . . 246
1 CORINTHIANS
3. 14f.. 185
4 21 . . xvii
7. 21 . . 247
7. 28 . . 247
7-29 . . 179
10.9 . . 116
2 CORINTHIANS
1.3 . . . 248
2. 1 . . . 248
GALATIANS
2. 10 . . . 95
2. 14 . . . 244
2.16 . . . 241
3. 18 . . . 248
3. 21 . . 67
4. 23 . . 248
5.2 . 162
5.4 . . 247
5 17 . 249
6. 10 . . 248
6. 12 . . . 247
EPHESIANS

5. 5 245, 246
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PHILIPPIANS
PAGR

1. 24f. . 116

COLOSSIANS

-

.20 . . .
18 . .
329 . . .

227
239
117

N

1 THESSALONIANS

11 . . 226
16 . . 249
4 . . . 249
I . . . 246

nre N

1 TiMoTHY
125

2 TiMoTuy
237

HEBREWS

206
246
247
245

3.18 . . .

7.7 . . .

I1. 17 . . .

12. 17 .

JAMES
245
126

1 PeTER

246
90

I.I1 . . .

2 PETER

.16 . 231



Gen. 3. 20 ,

3 38‘ 25 .
Num. 21, 14

1 Sem. (1 K.)20.3 245

Wis. 7. 14

Syll.

PAGE
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() OLD TESTAMENT.

PAGE |
’ 28wm. (2K.)19. 28 13 '
Job 21. 24 . . 50 ‘

236
93
235

Isai, 31. 4
s 37- 38
» 03.2

Isai. 7. 2 .
Jer. 42 (49). 22

e 1711, . 185

APOCRYPHA.
245 | Wis. 12, 2

(¢) INscripTIONS.

29

PAGH
185
244

50

245

67 | Esth. 4. 17(C. 28) 13

Sylloge Inscriptionum Graecarum, iterum ed. W. Dittenberger (Leipzig, 1898,

no. 356.
364 . .
376. .
335. .

537.

533.

JHS zxxii. 358.

1900, 1901).

167

121
107
240 |
240

| mo. 540.

549.
578.
653.

656.

240 |

240 |

. 46 |
46, 80, 101,
214, 245
121

no. 734.
737 -
807.
8s50.
928.
930.

244 | BCH =xxiv. 339

(d) PAPYRI AND OSTRAEA

BM
Vol iii. (1907—cited by pages).

105
BU

Vol, i
no. 5 .
Vol. ii.
530 .
Vol. iii,
798
Par P
no. 43 .
PP

Vol. iii
no. 28 . .

43 .
oP

Vol. iii.
no. 466.

Vol. iv.
no. 743 .
Tb P

Vol. i.
no. 16 .

76
76

p- 131 .

240 | no. 11 ,

240

246

86 | no. 47 .

107
234

244

194

nn, §6 .

xvii, 246 | no. 61 .

Vol. ii. (1907—nos. 265-689)

no. 283.

309. . .

314.
315.

249
228
76
76

no. 333.
357.
391.
408.

249

. 46 | no, 65 .

»

p- 136 .

240 | no. 180

. « 200 |no. 58 ,

. 244
168, 193 | no. 412.
97 413.
239 414.
178 526.

76
. 55
14, 144
107
227
81

244

63, 228

101

56

46

. 159
237
177 178
. 246
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Hibeh Papyrs, vol. i. (ed. Grenfell and Hunt, 1906—all iii/n.c.).

Hb P
PAGE

no. 30 . 99 | no. 51 .
41 . 176 56 .
42 . 76 59 .
44 . . 246 60 .
45 - 129 177, 247

EP

PAGE PAGR

234 | no. 77 . 244

. 123 78 . 16§
. 185 96 . . . 234

. . 177 168, . 177

Elephantine Papyri, ed. O. Rubensohn (Berlm 1907—511 iv or iii/n.c.).

no. I1 .

LIP

144 [ no. 13 .

Papyrus grecs, from the Instilut Papyrologique de Université de Lille ; ed. P,
Jouguet (tome i. fasc. 1, 2, Paris, 1907-8).

no. 1 130, 178

LpP

GQriech. Urkunden der Papyrussammlung zu Leipzig, ed. L. Mitteis, vol. i.

(Leipzig, 1906).
.1

no. 41 . 50, 159
Rein P
Papyrus Th. Reinach (Paris, 1905),
no. 7 200
Str P

Strassburg Papyn ed. Fr. Preisigke.
no. 22 . 76

Ostr

Griechische Ostraka, by Ulrich Wilcken,

nos. 1900 . 243 L, 246 | no. 240.
Mélanges Nicole

vol. L part 1, 1908,

2 vols.

(Leipzig, 1899.)
245 |

no. 927. . . 245

Studies, la.rgely papyrologacal in honour of Prof. Jules Nicole, Geneva, 1905
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