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St Joun's GospEL differs from the Synoptics in two
speeial features. The first is & uniformly homely diction,
reproducing in thirty-one instances demotic Modern
Greek ; whereas the Synoptical language is tainted in the
case of St Mark and St Matthew with the inconsistencies
inherent in all compilations, and in the case of St Luke
with would-be classicisms and Septuagint peculiarities.
Its second feature is an acquaintance with some historical
facts, as is indicated in my comments on 3-25. 10-7.
12-15. 14-2. 17-15. 18-8. 18-10. 18-15. 19-24, 19-34. 20-2,
21-20.

These Notes will be followed soon, I hope, by others
dealing with St Luke and the Acts.



Nobis et ratio et res ipsa centum codicibus potiores sunt,
BexTLEY

La critique ne connait pas de textes infaillibles; son premier
principe est d’admettre dans le texte qu’elle étudie la possibilité
d’une erreur. RENAN



ST JOHN

1-1. & Ndyos Ay wpds 7ov Bedv. T'he word abode near, or by the side,
of God. Practically the same as 1-18 & povoyeris vids 6 dv els Tow
k6Amroy 70v marpds and Rom.8-34 s forw & 8efia 7ob mwarpés. For
wpos with accusative = by the side of of. Acts 5-10 fayav (adriy) wpos
rov dvbpa adris. Also 4 Kings 10-15 dvefifBaoer adrdv mpos adrov éri
76 dppa, ete.

1-4. v 70 $ds Tav dvBpdmar, kal 16 is év T oxorie dalver kol F
oxotia adtd ob karéhafev. That Christ was the eternal light of man-
kind formed of course the foundation of a Christian’s belief; and
what could have prompted eur Evangelist in addressing other
Christians to affirm that darkness—the darkness of sin—did not
overtake Christ, as if such an eventuality were conceivable? That is,
however, what our text does by saying aiiré. It was men who walked
in the darkness of sin, and by his advent Christ enlightened them and
prevented their being overwhelmed thereby. The correct reading is
therefore not airo, but adrovs, namely rois dvfpamous, as corroborated
by 12-35 wrepimareite ds 70 Bis éxere iva uy oxoria tuds xarehdBy and
12-46 s els Tov kdopov Ejlvbla fve wis 6 moTeday els éue éy TR} oxotig
piy pelvy. It is possible that 1Jn 1-5 6 feds pas éoru xal axoria & adrg
odx &orw has been inspired by our passage, and that é adrd represents
abrd; but its absurdity is there eliminated to some extent by not saying
% orotla adTod 0d xatérafev, but akoria év aird olx éorw, which merely
reaffirms tlat 6 feos s éorw.

1-6. &yéveto dvBpumos dmearahpévos mapd Beoll, dvopa adrd ludrins.
Burney looks upon this construction as an Aramaism. Buot Pernot has
disproved this view by directing to 0dys.I,366 Ofris éuol ye vopa.
Add Herod.1-179 &7 8¢ dAhy mdls dméyovon SkTd Hpepéwy 680w dmrd
BaBulavos, *Is olvopa airy. "Evba ot worapds of uéyas,’Is xai 78
wotapud T otvopa. 205 yuwy 1év Macoayeréwr Bactraa, Topvpis ol fy
ofvopa. BEuseb, EH.2-23 7ov d8ehpov "Inood, ‘ldxwBos Sropa abre. 3-4

n



2 ST JOHN I

’Apeorayityy éxétvov, Awviaios Svopa atrg. 4-11 d\dov mwd, Mdpkas
airg dvope. The variant ¢ dvopa adrd Todwys is a more frequent
construction, but here less probable.

1-13. ot odk éf alpdror, 0dBe &k BeMjpatos capkds olde &k Beljparas
arBpds, ANN’ ék Oeoli éyevriOnaav. The statement that believers were not
born ir a carnal way is false, nor do I find such a peculiar theory
advanced anywhere else in the Gospels; it was after they believed in,
and by their baptism acknowledged, Jesus as the Messiah that men
became God’s adopted children. The true position is represented by
the variant ds. .. éyevnjfly, by whick in accordance with sense it is to
Jesus alone that an immaculate birth is attributed. The relative &s
refers to r6 dvopa adrod, which is a periphrastic equivalent of adrdv ;
cf. 2-23 énlorevoay €ls 70 Svopa airod = eis aldrv, ete.

& oludrwv. The plural instead of the singular as referring to a
statement repeatedly mentioned. I have dealt with thisidiom in my
note on Rom.13-13.

éx BedipaTos dvpds. Practically a repetition of éx fedquaros capkds.
But in Nativ.Mar.4-1 we have sine virili commizione virgo generabit,
which possibly was borrowed from here. If so, its author must have
found éx piyparos drdpds.

1-16. 8n—adrod. Equal to the genitive of a relative pronoun.
Charles, in the Greek Versions of the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs, p. lv, and Burney, in the Aramaic Origin of the Fourth
Gospel, p. 76, misconceive this idiom as a Semitism, and assume it
as one of the proofs of both these works being but translations from
the Aramaic ; itis a proof of no value. Pernot, in reviewing Burney’s
book in the Revue des Etudes grecques, Janvier-Mars 1924, p, 128,
writes very much to the point as follows: ‘Apreés tout ce qu’on
a écrit sur la construction of ol elui ixavés xifas Adoar 7ov ipdira
1ov dmodypdrov adrod (Mk 1-7), on est surpris de la voir encore
qualifiée d’hébraisme. Le gr.mod. coincide ici d’une fagon frappante
avec Phébreu: mod est 1’équivalent de ascher; ’homme & qui j’ai
dit = 'homme que (ascher ou wo?) je lui ai dit; la femme que
(asher ou wot) j’ai vu Venfant d’elle, ete. Il s’agit 1a d’un phénomene
linguistique bien connu, et courant en frangais populaire par exemple
[ef. Daudet, Lettres de mon moulin, Le Curé de Cucugnan: Les
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gens de Cucugnan, que c'est moi qui suis leur prieur]’ This idiom is
a legitimate one of the Greek language both in Hellenistic times and
at present, and I have fully illustrated it myself in my note on
Rom.8-29, I have explained there that §ri represents an indeclinable
conjunction which replaces relative pronouns in all their forms.

é\dBopev xdpw dvri xdpiros. It is possible to render we have
received grace in succession to (another) grace, and expositors have
produced a sufficient number of instances in support. But xdpes
must mean reprieve or redemption from sin, and it is against the
whole Christian theory that anything before the advent of Christ
redeemed us from sin. According to that theory men were in hope-
less sin and doomed to condemnation and punishment, and Christ
came to rescue them by substituting grace or reprieve for condemna-
tion. Iread therefore éxdBouer xdpw dvri kpiparos. For xpiua = con-
demnation see Dictionaries.

1-21. 6 wpodfims €t o6 ; No doubt, as pointed cut by previous
critics, the prophet meant is the one predicted by Moses and referred
to in the 18th chapter of Deuteronomy. In full it would be 6 wpogpirys
6 epxbpevos els Tov kéopov ; cf. 6-14.

2-9. ds B¢ éyedoato & dpyerpikhvos T8 GBwp olvor yeyernpuévor kai odk
18e wéler ZoTiv, o B¢ Budrovor fieroar of frTAqKéTes TS (Bwp. As the
text stands it states that, although the dpyurplkAwos was at a loss to
account for the presence of the good wine, the servants knew whence
it came. If so, it is strange that they kept silent and left their chief
in his bewilderment. An old translation, however, records et videntes
Jactum mirabantur; this comports with the spirit of the passage,
which is that everybody was puzzled, especially the servants who
had actually just filled the vessels with water. Accordingly read
#mopoiaay for yidewav. The suffix -ofgay as in Nehem.4-18 grobo-
povoay, ete. ; see Jannaris § 789. Probably also in Mk 11-14 instead
of fjrovov of palyrai we should read Fmdpovy of pabyral.

2-10. &\doow, Inferior. Commentators aptly compare Hebr.7-7 76
é\arrov Umd 70D kpelrToves edhoyeirar. In the same sense HermP. 3Vis,
7-6 Térw wohy é\drrow, badly interpreted in the ¢ld Lalin version by
minore, Cf. Wisd.9-5 é\doowy &v cvvéoe, etc.

2-11. Talmp émoinoey dpyhv. A variant, which is strongly attested,
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gives mv dpxrv. What does the article represent? It is probably
a remnant of wpdryy, the text originally reading mpdryv épyijr.
Such a reading is actually recorded in the old Latin versions as
primum indtiwm, and the Sinaiticus likewise adds mpdryy, though
placed after Talhalos. And similarly Epiphanius (see Tischendorf)
wparov oypciov. This combination is preserved in MGk in the verb
mpurapxi{w, registered by Vlikhos.

2-21. wepi Toi vaol Toi oéparos adred., This is against normal
usage, which would omit the first article; see Cobet, Var. Lect.,
Pp. 164 and 532, The same peculiarity in 8-44 éx 700 marpos Tod Sta-
Bé\ov éori, but a variant drops the article before warpds, and- Origen
(see Tischendorf) remarks ¢ du¢piBolor elrep elpyro 6 wpdrepov dpbpov.’

2-23. wohlol émioTeugar els TO dvopa adrod Dewpolvres adrol Td
onpeio & émote’ aitds B¢ 6 “Iools odk émiorever adrdv (read with
several Mss éautdr) adrols Bid 70 adrdr ywdokew wdrras, kal Ot ob
xpeiov €lxev Tva mes paprupfon mepl Tol dvfpdwou. The force of i
having been misunderstood has led to the corruption of the text. It
is here a preposition of purpose. Sophocles v. 8id § 6 € &1 76 with the
infinitive = lve with its appropriate mood. Jos. Ant.9-4-5, p. 482
81l 70 xolgpor mpds 70 Pedyew elvar = Iva dor. Epiph.1-956 ¢ 8id 76 elvar
= va {j. Apophth.292¢ 8wz 76 edhoyndival pe = va ebroyybelinyy.
Leont.Cypr.1741a &z 70 xotpdofor. Anast.Sin.709d. Mal.388 &
TO Tovs dépas Pnolv dANdEar, for a ehange of air, says he. Epiph,
Antec.3-7-3, p. 580 83 13 waow eivar wpddyhov = lva ely.” The last
example is identieal in sense with our 8:& 76 ywdokew wdvras. This
usage is also illustrated by Jannaris § 1522 The context further
demands ériorov instead of éniorevey, of. 2 Mac.7-24 8 Spxwv émiorov.
The drift of the whole passage now is that many believed on Jesus on
the strength of his miracles and urged him in his own interest to re-
veal his divinity to the general public also by the performance of
further miracles ; ¢f. 7-3 traye eis T "Tovdaiay Iva kai ol pabtyral cov (7)
fewpriicwot Té &pya oov & mowets. But he refused to comply and would
not explicitly assert himself, for (xafidr) indeed he needed no one’s
testimony and cared (see my note on Apoc. 3-17) not if none understood
who he was.

1 See also my note on Rom, 3-25,
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2-25. ket dri. Read xobéri, as emended by Holwerda. I bad
myself made the same guess independently,

3-4. wds ddvarar dvfpuros yerrnbijvar yépoy dv; So far as I am
aware, no scholar has taken exception to yépwy év; but its absurdity
ought to be clear. Jesus had just said that to see the kingdom of God,
i.e. to secure communion with God, one must be reborn, the point
insisted upon being a rebirth, meaning a spiritual birth. To this it
is a rational answer on the part of Nicodemus, who did not under-
stand the point of the spiritual birth, to ask : What dost thou mean
by saying that a man must be born anew ? how is that possible ?
But as the text stands Nicodemus makes the mad retort that, so far
as an old man is concerned, he cannot be born at all. The primitive
reading, however, was not yépwy &v but dvwfev. It is preserved in an
old Latin version, which gives denuc (= dvofer, anew, cf. Gal.4-9
wdAww drobfev Sovdedewv Oéhere), and in the conflate reading of two
Greek Mss, which give dvwfer yéporv dv.

3-5. éav pA) Tis yerrnBy & (datos kai mvedparos. A regeneration by
water or baptism is beside the point here. Nicodemus was arguing
concerning a material birth as though such a birth had been suggested,
and Jesus corrects him by pointing out that he had not referred to a
material but a spiritual birth. Had our Lord’s thought been that a
regeneration by water was equally indispensable, he would have
repeated it in v. 8 (where & 708 U8aros of some Mss is an evident
intrusion). Baptism in course of time became a rite of such supreme
importance as a proof of conversion, that #8aros was interpolated
here—as it also was in vv, 6 and 8—so that baptism might appear an
injunction of the Lord ; see my note on 6-51.

3-21. woudv Ty dMjfeav. As explained in my note on 3-33 (see
also on 14-17), dAqfee is a synonym of dikatoovvy, dytootvy, righteous-
ness, holiness. So that wolw ™y dhjfeaay = épydmys Ths Sikaroatvys
=,8ixawos épydrys ; the reverse of 8-34 wodv mjv dpapriav and Lk 13-
27 épydras ddixias.

3-25. &ydvero olv [fmois & Tdv pabyrdv “ludwou perd ‘loudalov.
Bentley’s emendation perd rdv ‘Inoob is certain. This was one of the
disputes so prevalent between rival Rabbinic schools. The point in
dispute was as to which was the Prophet predicted (see my note on
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1-21), who possessed the right to baptize and consequently to remit
sins. The Baptist’s disciples had maintained that this was their
master’s privilege, and they probably went so far as to claim in his
favour Messiahship ; ef. v. 28, where the Baptist vehemently protests
that all along he had been making it clear that he was not the Mes-
siah, and this protest must have been in answer to the claim advanced
by his disciples. Our Gospel by appealing to thig, the Baptist’s own,
testimony, as well as to that in 1-20 GuoAdynoe kal ofx Hpwijoaro, kal
Gpoddynoey ote otk elul &y 6 Xpioros, repudiates the pretentions of his
school, and in 4-1 fkoveav oi Papiraior omt Inoods wAelovas pabyras
wouel kol Bowrifec ¥ Twdwwys further supports its own version by
pointing out that the public favoured Jesus in this matter; cf, also
10-41 mwoAlot fAbov wpds adrov (rov Inooiv) xai EAeyov ot Twdvyys puiv
oqpetov émoinaey obdev, wdura 32 daa elrev Twdvims mept Tovrov (Tob In-
oov) dAnb7 fv, kai woAdol émiorevaay els abrdy. This version, being sup-
ported with a certain amount of heat in 10-41 by "Twdyvys pév onueiov
érolnoev oidev, and still more emphatically in 1.20 by duoddynoe kal
otk fjpricaro, kel Guoddyneer &1 odx elul dydb & Xpuoros, indicates that
the altercation bad not yet subsided by the time of the composition
of this Gospel. That the two schools ran concurrently for some con-
siderable time is proved by the case of Apollos, who, when according
to Acts 18-241f. and 19-3 ff, he was at Ephesus and Corinth, referred
to John's baptism as if it were still practised. Their antagonism is
passed over in silence by Luke in the Acts, but is probably disclosed
in 1 Cor.1-12 éxaotos dudv Aéye 'Eyd pév eipl avdov, dyd 8¢’ Amroldd.
Our Evangelist in saying (in 4-22) that Jesus himself was not baptiz-
ing confirms, as we should have expected, that our Lord himself kept
aloof from these wrangles.

The alteration of the text must have been effected when Christians
came to absorb the Baptist as one of their saints and were loath to let
it appear that there ever existed anything but cordial relations between
him and Jesus; tothis points the Baptist’s exaltation in Mt 11-7 ff,
The original change was perd 'Iovdalwy, & reading which is very
strongly attested, to the extent that Tischendorf says ¢ pari antiqui-
tate praestat lectio "Tovdalwy;’ but I suppose the singular number was
finally adopted from a desire to show that it was but a single casual
individual who presumed to question the rights of Jesus,
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kafapiopod. A synonym of baptism.

3-29. & éornrds kol dkodwr advol. Exactly as in MGk moi {= &)
oréxer kal Tov dxove, where orécer does not denote that the listener is
actually standing, but it is added to show that the listening is done
attentively and patiently, i. e. without any sign of the listener with-
drawing or even moving.

3-31. 6 bv éx THs ys €k THs yis €orl. An extraordinary truism. But
the Sinaiticus and Latin versions give éri tijs v¥s éori, and this no
doubt is the original reading, effecticg a contrast between bim who,
originating from heaven and being spiritual,stands high above all and
him who, originating from the earth and being y+ives or xoixos, lingers

' below upon the earth. The sentiments and utterances of this yoixds
are conformably xoikd; or terrena, as Tertullian interprets, his text
further on probably giving 7a 7is y4s AeAet and not éx 73s yis Aalel.

3-33. 6 hafiv adrol Thv papruplar éodpdyioer 81i 6 Oeds dhnbis éoriv.
This is surely absurd ; how could possibly a man be imagined whose
endorsement is necessary to prove the righteousness of God? The text
is corrupt, and we should read éodpdyioev adrdv 6 Oeds St dAnbys
éoriv. Jesus means that whoever does not repudiate him or his word
receives God’s seal or affirmation that he is a righteous man. To the
same effect in 6-27 Jesus says that whoever accepts his meat or gos-
pel receives God’s seal or approval. Probablyitwas the unusual syntax
of & AafSow instead of vdv AaBdrra that brought about the corruption.
Such a syntax, however, is not uncommon ; cf. Apoc.3-12 6 vixdv worjow
atrév. 3-215 vixdy ddow alrg. 6-8 6 xabhjuevos émdve abrod dvopa atrg
5 Bdvares. Lk 12-36 tva éGdvros drolfwow adrg, ete.

3-33. éMnbis. A synonym of Sixaros, dyios, righteous, holy. In my
note on Rom.3-7 I have stated ‘d\sjjfleca. From the context it is clear
that d\jfewa is here employed in the same sense as Sikatoodvyy in v. 5.
Apparently a Hebraism; ef. Ps.24-10 é\eos xai dAjfaa. See also my
notes on 3-21. 14-17, 15-26. Cf. Lk16-11. Also 2 Kings 2-6 motfjoar
kUpios pel Dudy éleos kai dhijflerar. Tob.13-6 morjoar évémwov abrod
(rol kuplov) dAjfear, ete.’

3-34. od ydp éx pérpou 3idwor 15 mvelpa. For Christ, God’s messenger,
does not mete out the Holy Spirit in short or bad measure, but in a
measure grdfuior kat Sikatov (Prov.16-11) ; he receives God’s words, in
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which the divine spirit is embodied, and retails them to mankind in
their exaet form.

ék pérpou. L. e. & xaxoperpile ; cf. Oxyr. Pap. No. 1447,

4-6. éxabéleto oltws &mi T wnyn. C. S. Jerram in the ‘ Guardian ’ of
2nd Sept. 1900 writes as follows: ¢As regards the sense of otrws in
Mk 2-7, noted in your review of Pallis’s book, allow me to mention a
similar use of the word in John 4-6 éxalélero ovrws émi 4 wyyy, ke sat
thus or as ke was (R.V. margin) at the well. The idea conveyed is that
of an easy unrestrained attitude, such as a tired traveller might
assume. This usage of olrws is also classical : for instances see Lid-
dell and Scott. In Latin sic is similarly used, especially in the phrase
stc temere, as in Hor. 0d.2-11-14. T think that in the account of St
Paul’s shipwreck in the Acts, in the verse translated strake sail and
so were driven, ovrws might well be rendered at random. If so, this
may serve as another instance of the same usage.” Cf. also Lucian,
Seyth.5 dfree yéporta olrws Syporikds éoradpévov. Asin.20 8w 7( olrw
xalély xal ob wapaoxevdles dpiorov; The same usage obtains in MGK,

myf A well. So in MGk myyddi(ov).

4-7. meiv, Some of our earliest witnesses give mweiv, a form adopted
by Tischendorf, who shows from Herodianus its genuineness; it
occurs also in Oxyr. Pap. No, 1353. It probably represents wiev with
the vowels in synizesis.

4-11. olire drthypa éxes kol 10 péap éori Babi: wibev ofv Ixes Td
Udwp 16 Lév; The emphasis falls upon 76 {Gv, the woman arguing that
Jesus could not supply water so superior to that from the well, since
that well and that water were given by the patriarch Jacob himself,
a superior man to Jesus. But D and the Sinaiticus, as well as other
witnesses, do not record ody, thus making the woman’s question a
direct answer to the foregoing &wxev dv got Vdwp {dv. It would then
appear that the words ofire drrAnua éxeas kai T ¢péop éori Beb were
originally absent. When added, it is these words that are emphasized,
and the emphasis is then quite pointless.

4-35. & Terpdpnvos Eom xai & Bepropds Epxerar. Read dpre for &re. Now
is the fourth montk of the year (counting from springtime), and the har-
vest therefore is at hand. No satisfactory sense can be elicited with r..

4-36. & Ocpilwv piobdv hapBdver. The reaper piofoirar (passively,
see Liddell and Scott), takes up @ job, is engaged to reap.
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4-38. €ls Tov xdwor adtdv eloehqhibare., Probably eis vov rémrov. You
have taken, or usurped, their place. Cf. Acts 1-25 haBelv tov rérov Tis
Swakovias. 1Cor.14-16 dvamrAnpdv 7ov 7érov Tod {Sudrov. In Gal, 6-2
dvamAypdoere Tov vopuov 708 Xpiored Tead probably rov rémov.

4-44, adrds yip & "Ingols éuapripnoer 8n wpodniTns év Tf dia warpide
i olk €xer. The difficulty of this passage has been noticed by both
ancient and modern expositors, and several expedients have been
resorted to in endeavouring to overcome it; all of them exceedingly
far-fetched. The verse was originally a marginal comment meant to
apply to v. 42. The Samaritans believed in Christ, though least ex-
pected to do so, and the commentator remarks that Jesus himself
had already affirmed, as recorded in the Synoptics, that a prophet
would not be received in his own country, implying that, if he were
received anywhere, it would be among aliens, such as the Samaritans.
Both airdés and ¢uapripnoev add point to this explanation,

5-2. Eo1e B3¢ & 7ols “lepogoldpors Emi T mpoParikf kohupSBiHfpa,
émheyopdyn “EPpaioti Brbeads, wévre arods éxouca. We should surely
write with Theodore émi 7y wpoflariky xodvuBifpg. Cf. Oxyr. Pap.
No. 1151 & febs =is wpoflarixis xodvufnfpas. Similarly Josep. men-
tions xodwufBnbpav Sdewv, orpovbiov, dpvyddioy, etc. Bnbecda was not
the name of the xohvyf4fpa, since it means a house of mercy. It must
have been the name of a shed divided into five compartments, and the
compartments having no walls in front, as is often the case in the East,
would appear as porches. This name Byfeada, owing to its ending in-3,
was taken for a feminine noun; hence the dependent participle is in
the feminine gender. The meaningis: Now in Jerusalem bythe Bath of
the Sheep there is what in Hebrew is called Byfeoda (1. e. a house of mercy
which in Hebrew is called Bethesda), and this house has fice porches.

5-3. xarécerro wAfjflos TOv dabevodvruv, Tudhdv, xahdy, fnpdv, ékdeyo-
péveor Ty Tob Batos kivmow . .. drfputror olx Exw, Wwa Sray Tapaxdf 18
38wp Pdhn pe els Ty kohupfiOpar: & ¢ B¢ Epyopar éyd, ANNos mpd épod
kataBaiver, In this passage we have to deal with two corruptions.
The first corruption is xivpow, a misreading of xévwow, pouring out.
The afflicted were lying about in the shed waiting for fresh water to
be poured out into the bath, for the water of the previous day, being
contaminated by leprous and other diseased bathers,would he renewed

c
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every morning, Sophocles records several instances of xevdw and xévwores
as applied to contents emptied or poured cut. Cf. also Cant.1-3 uipor
éxxevwdiy dvopud oov. Thisis an analogous usage to that of the English
verb to empty. The second corruption is rapaxfy, a misreading of
mwapaxvly. Cf. Herod.4-75 ai yvvaixes G8wp mwapayéovoar (for the purpose
of bathing). In Oxyr. Pap. No. 1499 occurs the noun rapaxdrys, mean-
ing an attendant at the public baths, as Grenfell and Hunt explain,
and another instance is recorded in Liddeil and Scott from Athenaeus,
So that drav wapaxvdy 7¢ $dwp means when the water is poured out into
the bath, wrapayvfy being thus a synonym of xevwéy.

Now, when these two corruptions were committed, a miracle was
imagined, and so the iegend about an angel agitating the water was
formed and interpolated into the text; but the legend is absent from
several most important Mss. Some Mss omit also the words éx8eyo-
pévov ™y Tol 0atos kiynoty, but these are indispensabie, first because
some reason had to be assigned for the presence of the dizeased crowd
at the bath, and secondly because the word «ivyow formed the founda-
tion of the legend. On the other hand, the clause in v. 7 & ¢ 8¢ épyo-
par éyd, dANos mpd épod xarafaiver evidently belongs to the legend.

5-5. pudxovta dkth & €xwr. Who had been thirty-eight years. Cf.
Mart.Polyc.9 dySorrovra xal & & &w SovAedwy, I have been serving
these eighty-six years.,'! This idiom is still current. Vidkhos in v. &w
¢ wéaoy karpdy Exere els Tis "Abhvas ; depuis quand étes-vous & Athénes?’

5-17. 6 warhp pov dws dpre épydletar, kdyh épydlopar. My father works
until mow (i.e. all the week inclusive of the Sabbath) by making the
sun rise, by raining, etc. Since he works incessantly not resting even
on the Sabbath, so do I also work incessantly, following his lead.

5-19. of Sdvarar 6 uids worelv 4 €avtol odder, édv pA T BAémpy TNV
marépa wowoivra. The meaning required is exactly what the English
version gives, the son can do nothing of himself but what ke seeth the
father doing ; but this presupposes & i instead of 7, and § 7« no doubt
was the original reading. As it stands the text says that the son can
do nothing of himself unless he sees the father doing something, which
is out of the question. At Rom.14-14 T have shown that éaw un =
pyy = dAAd; of. Gal.2-16.

1 Several other examples in Sophocles v, éxw.
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5-30. kafbs dxobw kpiva. As I am instructed I judge. For drodw as
equivalent to &iddexopat, I am instructed, I learn as from an instruc-
tor cf. Mk 4-24, Mt 5-21. Heb.2-1, and my notes on Jn 6-45. 8-38.
Rom.10-17. On the last place I have commented as follows : ¢ dxpoaral
=disciples or pupils in Rom.2-13. Philos.6-5-42, etc. See Sophocles
in vv. drovopa (= a lesson, discourse), dxovorns, dkpdaois. Thomas
Robinson, The Evangelists and the Mishna, p. 27 : “ The expression
to hear was used by the Jews as equivalent to receiving as a tradition.”
In Greek, however, dxovw, being a synonym of drkpoduar, could simply
be equivalent to receiving instruction without necessarily involving a
reference to tradition. Cf. Jn 6-45 drevoas mapa Tob warpos xai pabdv.’

5-35. §0edjoate. Peerlkamp in v, Manen’s Conjecturaal Kritiek odx
(see my note on 5-46) jfedqoare.

5-39, Boxelre év adrals Lwiy aldvior Exew. You think that by them you
will obtain eternal life, 1 have pointed out in my note on Rom.1-13
by numerous instances extending to classical times that &yew is often
equivalent to oxely, AaBeiv {e. g. Mt 27-65 éxere kovoTwdlay = Adfere
xovorwdiav). So is it in this passage ; the study of the Seriptures by
the Jews had as its object the attainment of future life in heaven.
For 8ox& (= é\rdlw) with the aorist infinitive instead of with the
future of. Lk 6-34 e\rilere AaBeiv, ete.

5-39. éxelval elow of poapTupolcar wepl énol, xal af Béhere ENdelv mwpds
pe va Lwhpy €xnre. A query should be marked after éypre. The Scrip-
tures bear witness that I am the Messiah ; and since you are acquainted
with this fact by your familiarity with the Scriptures, how is it that
you are so ill-advised as not to come to me ?

5-44. wids Sdvacle Jpels moreloar Bdfav wapd dAMAwr AapBdvovres,
kal thv Bofav Tiy wapd ToG pévou Beol o0 {nreite; There is something
wrong in this sentence, for there is no logical connection hetween the
two clauses. Perhaps wis Sivacfe dpers dofav mopa dAAGAwy AapSdvew
xal v dofav xTA. How is it possible for you, or any sane person, to
prefer glory bestowed by another man, and not rather seek that glory
which comes from God? I capnot, however, account for the intrusion
of morebaat.

5-46. €l yap émoredere Muot, émoTedere &v épol, Tepl yop épol éxeivos
Eypaper: €l B¢ Tols ékelvou ypdupaoiy ob moTedere, mhis Tols éuols pripaot
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moredoere; The sense required seems to me to be: I accuse you of not
believing Moses, for if you did, you would believe me, whose advent
he has foretold ; if, however, you affirm that you believe his prophe-
cies, how is it that you reject me and my words? Accordingly Ishould
write ei 8¢ 7ols éxelvov ypdupact wioTedere, TS Tols éuois Prmacw ol
mworredere; The negative is lost, as it also seems to have been in 5-33.
1520, 21-12. Acts18-25. 24-22, In my note on Rom.1-19 I have
fully commented upon its very frequent loss.

6-22. 7 émadprov & Sxhos & éornrds mwépav s Galdoams €tdov o1
whotdpror &MNo olk fjv Ekel €l pY &, Kkal 31 ob ouversii\le Tois pabnrals
abrol 6 “Inoolis els 5 whotov, GANE pévor of pabnrtal adTol dmwiidor kTA.
The passage is very intricate and somewhat disturbed, but the import
is elear. What is meant is that, though the multitude had noticed
that the disciples alone left on the previous day in the only boat then
available, and Jesus therefore, they thought, ought to be on their own
side by the lake, still, not finding him and thinking perhaps of another
possible miracle,they went across to search for him whither they knew
that his disciples had gone. The difficulty of the passage is increased
by the article of having dropped out before eiSor ; without its addition
the text reads as if it were on the morrow that the disciples saw that
there had not been another boat.

6-26. {nreiTé pe oby 87 eiBere ompeia, AN 81u éddyers. The multi-
tude is taunted with having searched out the Lord in the hope of being
fed over again, That is why he tells them not to concern themselves
with material feeding.

6-27. epydLeobe pi THy Bpdow Tiy dwolhupémy, dANG Tiy Bpdow Ty
pévoucar €is Loty aldvor, siv & vids ol drfpdmou Spiv Bdoer ToiTor yap
6 mathp dodpdyioev, 6 Oeds. Owing to its proximity to vids, Tovrov by
a misapprehension has been supposed by previous commentators to
mean the son. But it seems to me that we have to deduce its force
from épydiecfe miv Bpiow v pévovoar 3 Todrov is the man who works
for meat that abideth unto eternal life, and thus receives from God
the seal of righteousness. See my note on 3-33.

6-32. o0 Mwofjs Edwker dptv Tov dprov éx Tol odparel, AN’ & wamp pou
${8wow dplv Tdv dpror &k Tob olpavol Tov dAnBuwdy. There is something
amiss in this passage. It is an answer to V.31 oi marépes fudv o
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pdwva &payov &v i) épiue, and by saying od Mogss SBuxey that fact is
denied, though it is admittedly true. Desides, if the intention of the
Evangelist was to say that the bread in the desert was mnot supplied
by Moses but by God, we should have had not 3{8waw but é8wker; nor
was there any occasion for objecting that Moses did not give the bread,
since the multitude had not mentioned Moses at all. The error lies in
o?, which originally was ei, and this occurring so often as an equiva-
lent of of (cf. Mk 8-12 € SothjoeTar where Origen  el, Tovréorw o, ete,)
gave place to ob. By substituting el we get this meaning, that, though
you have once received bread from above as you have just men-
tioned (that bread which according to the Scriptures Moses gave you)
still the real and true bread from heaven is that given by my father,
For ei—dAAé = e kai—dAAd cf. Plat. Soph.254 ¢ ei i) wdoy cagmyveln
Suvdpeda Aafelv, GAN oly Adyov ye évdecls pundiv yuyvducha, ete. See
Stallbaum, Plat. Phaed.91b.

6-39. wév 8 8éBuwke = wdvras ods Séduwke. So also in 17-24.

6-45. wis 6 droloas maps Toi mwatpds Kal pabov. Ewvery one who,
having received instruction from the father, has learnt. For the sense
of dxovew = to be instructed see my note on 5-30. The proof that this
is the meaning lies in the preceding 8daxrol.

6-51 to 58. édv mis $dyy €k TodTou Tol prov, {foeTar els TOV alivar
kol & dpros Bé v &yb Sdow 7 edpf pol éomw Gmép ThHs Tol kdopou Lwds.
52 "Epdxovto olv wpds dAMjlous ol “loudaior Aéyovtes MNds Bdvatar olitos
v Solvar Ty adpka dayeiv; 53 Elrer olv adrols & °Ingols “Apiy dpdv
Ayw Opulv, éw ply ddynte T odpka Tol uiol Tob dvpdmou kal minTe
alrol 75 aipa, olk éxere Lwiw év éautols. 54 'O Tpdywy pou Ty odpka
kal wivwr pou 18 alpa Exer fuiv aldrvior, kal éyb dvaomiow aitdv év T4
doxd fpépe. 55 “H yip odpf pou dhnbis éoti Bpdois kal 18 alpd pou
dAn07s éori wéois. 56 ‘O Tpdywy pou My odpka kal wlvwy pou TS alpa év
épol péver, kdyd év adrd. 57 Kadis améoradé pe & {av wamhp, xéyd (@
Btd v matépa. Kai & Tpdywr pe, xdkeivos Lhoerar 8 épé 58 obrds éomuw
6 dpros 6 éx Tob olparod kataBds. The sentiments embodied in these
verses are similar to those expressed by Luke in his account of the
Last Supper. But at that place there was an intelligible occasion for
referring to the blood, that of the wine at the supper; here no such
occasion exists, It is remarkable moreover that up to v. 51 Jesus, in
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speaking of himself, confines his remarks to the heavenly bread only
and no mention is made of the blood ; the point of the blood only ap-
pears at v. 53, but disappears again at v. 58. So that I have no doubt
that vv. 53 to 56 are an interpolation intruded by a theologian after
the Eucharist had become established as a most momentous rite of the
liturgy (see my note on 3-5), But the interpolation starts from xai &
dpros of v. 51, for the words which follow that verse hang with
vv. 53 ff.; and it extends to & éx Tod ofpavod xaraBis of v. 58, whose
writer has missed the theme, which does not concern merely the bread
but the living bread. From od xafis épayor of v. 58 the text links up
quite naturally with {foerac els Tov alave of v. 51,

6-61. €idhs B¢ 6 “Ingods év éourd S yoyylLouat mepi TodTou ol pafyral
abrol. D gives eldus 8 6 Inoods & & éuavrois yoyyilovar wepl TovToU 0f
pabyrat abros, which is a better reading. The disciples were discuss-
ing the matter év éavrots, i. e. among themselves and apart from Jesus,
not wishing their master to hear that any doubts of his word had
crossed their minds ; had they not been discussing apart, the Evange-
list would not have said that Jesus understood {eld®s) their murmurs,
but that he eard (dkodoas) them, Similarly Mt 9-3 twes v ypappa-
Téwv elrov &v éavrots Ofros Bracdnuel. Kat eidbs & Inoods ros dvfvpioeas
atriv ebrev. Mk 2-8 émuyvois 6 "Iyools 81 olrws Suahoyilovrar év éavrols,
Aéyer adrots.

6-63. odx Oderel. Ls mo good. This signification of dgpelet is pre-
served in MGk in the form ¢ela or perder. VIdkhos v. ¢edd “adré Sev
pehd rlmore, cela ne waut rien” So in Mt 27-24 daw 8¢ 6 Hikdros ore
obdey dpedel = and when Pilate saw that it was no good, that it was
useless. Similarly Lucian. Somn.3 old&r dpedos.

7-3. Cmaye eis T “lovBaiar lva kal of pabyral cov Bewpiows: Td &pya
aou. The words «ai of pafyrai gov ecannot be genuine. As shown in
v. 4, Jesus was not urged to show his works or miracles to his disci-
ples, who naturally knew them, since it was on the strength of the
miracles that he had secured their adherence; he was urged to make
his works known to the world, namely, to the general public of Ju-
daea. In fact, v. 7 shows that the people among whom he was to
appear were such as would hate him, consequently not his disciples.
The third person plural fewprjews: has an impersonal subject ; but
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this not having been understood, theologians sought to complete the
sentencebythe addition of a personal subject. Hence the original read-
ing xai kel Bewpriowor was altered into xal of pabyral oov Bewpiouot.

7-19. ob Madis €3wker buiv T Népov; Kol olBels &6 Gpdv moiel Tov
Népov. An anachronism, It was in later times, when the controversy
with regard to circumcision was raging and the Jews were insisting
upon conformity to the Mosaic Law, that the argument was devised
of the Jews themselves not conforming to the Law, since by the de-
struction of Jerusalem they could no longer continue the prescribed
saerifices which according to the Law should be performed exclusively
there. This point is touched upon in Gal.5-3, equally an anachronisim,
and constituted one of the favourite arguments of the Apologists with
which they imagined they could confound the Jews. It will also be
noticed that the above words have no connection either with what pre-
cedes them or with what comes after; whereas 7{ ue {yreite droxreiva
naturally follows the protest of Jesus that he had done no wrong.

7-21. & &pyor émoinaa kai wdvres favpdlere. The work meant must
naturally be the miraculous cure of the paralytic as told in ch. 5, at
whichthe Jews were astonished and indignant because it had been per-
formed on a sabbath ; and here also in vv. 22 and 23 the argument
runs upon the Jewish objection to a performance on the sabbath. But
in the above sentence this essential point is ignored, and Jesus speaks
as if the Jews objected to his ever doing any work at all. The Syr. Sin,,
however, adds in your sight after éroiyoa, and possibly in the place
of in your sight there once occurred a lacuna, which originally was
occupied by év oa8Bdry, but which the scribe of the Sinaiticus or of
one of its archetypes filled in by what he regarded as plausibly fitting
the context.

7-23. 8\ov dvbpumor yifj émwoinoo. Battier in v. Manen’s Conjec-
turaal Kritiek conjectures ywAov for Siov.

7-24. pi xpivere kat’ S, NAA Ty duxalav kplow kpivare. Judge not
by appearances, but render a fair judgment. Wetstein had already
very aptly compared from Lysias ofx déwov dn’ Srews, & BovAy, ofire
pirely olTe puoey od8éve, AAN’ &k 10y Epywy axometr. Cf. also Prov.24-38
aibeiocfos Tpdowmov év kpioes oY kaddv. A comparison of these two ex-
amples makes the synonymity of zpdcwmor and éfuv safe. But we
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might further compare 1Kings 16-7 uy émfBAéfms éxl v dyw airod,
om dvBpwmos Sierar els mpdawmor, & 8¢ Beds Sferar eis xapdiav. So that
the above sentence is similar to Mt 22-16 dA\n0ys €, ob yip BAéwess eis
wpogwmoy dvlpdmwr, and Lk 20-21 4p0ds Aéyes «ai Sibdaxes xai ob
AapBdvers mpdowmor. Jesus asks his objectors to judge him fairly and
not to be guided by bis modest social pesition, Akin to this is Gal.
2-6, where Paul writes to the effect thatl in his sight the authority of
the Apostles stood high in spite of the fact that once they were fisher-
men and socially humble people.

Apparently this injunction of treating humble people not with dis-
regard but fairly had become proverbial. Cf. Deut.1-16 «pivare dixalws,
olk émuyvihon wpdowmoy &v Kploe Kkatd TOV pikpdv Kal kaTd TOV Méyav,
Isa.11-3 od kara v 36fav wpwvel obde xard Ty Aahiav é\éyfe, dANd
kpwel tamewy kplow. These two last examples quoted by Wetstein.

7-28. kdpe oidate kai oidure wéler eipi. In 8-19 Jesus declares the
contrary by saying ofre éué oidare ovre Tov warépa pov. The correct
reading therefore must have been xdué fdeire, e fderre wiber eipd, in
accordance with what follows in 8-19 el éu¢ y8ere, kal Tov warépa
povpdere dv. For the omission of v in the apodosis cf. 8-39 el réxva oD
"Afpadp &ore {foTe?), 18 épya Tod "ABpadp émoeire. 9-33, ete. In my
note on Rom.9-3 I have referred to Blaydes, Arist. Ran.866, where it
is seen that the omission of &v dates back to classical times.

4n’ épavtol ok éNfhuba, AN Eorw dhnBwds & méudas pe, Probably
Afdvfa is a misreading of édiyoa. Cf. 7-17 &r' épavrol Aadd.
8-44 & riv iBlwr Aahel. The sentence dAN éorw dnbwds 6 wéufas pe
is a concise equivalent (see my note on Rom.1-8) to dAA’ & oD mwéu-
Yavrds ue, 0s éatw dAgfuwds; so that the whole clause, if my suggestion
were introduced, would be the same as 12-49 &£ éuavrod ok éldAnaa,
AN & wéumpas pe marip, adrds pot évTolyy 8édwke T/ Aalfow. Similarly
in 16-13 it is said of the Holy Ghost that od Aahfjoe d¢” éavrod, dAN’
Soa drotoe Aadrjoet. Cf. also 8-26 moddd éxw wepl Tudv Aakely, AN 6
wémpas pe dhybis dotw, Kby & frovoa wap abtol, Talra AaAd els Tov
kéopov. Possibly éjlvfa was introduced as forming an antithesis to
wépijas.

7-29. map’ adrol eipi. The Sinaiticus gives wap’ aird elul, and the
Syriac Sinaiticus wap’ adr® funv. whick is a much better reading. Cf.
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1-1 6 Adyos fv mpds Tov Bedv. 17-5 77} d6ény elyov mapa soi. The Syr. Sin.
variant is not recorded by v. Soden, and Baljon goes so far as not even
to mention wap’ atrg. I am at a loss to understand what purpose their
masses of material serves, more especially v. Soden’s ponderousaccumu-
lation, if readings which, to say the least, are plausible or possible are
thus arbitrarily ignored. Tischendorf’s is still our best register of
variations, being not only accurate and objective but also lucid.

7-38. & morebur els éud, kabbs elmey 1 ypadd, moTapol ék Ths xoihias
adTol pedoouorr Gdatos Lavros. It is wonderful that é s kotdlasairoy,
which verges on the grotesque, should have been calmly accepted as
rational for so long. It has been defended by various expedients; one
is that xoilias stands for xapdlas. It certainly does in the Septua-
gint (cf. Prov.20-27. 8ir.19-12, ete.), that is, in a translation made
hurriedly by incompetent hands, and therefore made literally ; its
occurrence in such a work does estahlish its use in Hebrew, but an
author writing in original Greek, however poor he might be, could
never have employed xowAia for xapble. What could have tempted him
to do so? Would a sane person speaking or writing in English, where
belly and heart are terms designating two distinct common organs, as
is equally the case in Greek, say belly and mean heart ?

The allusion evidently is to Ps.77-16 8iéppnfe wérpay év épjpw xal
éméricey adtovs @s &v dffdoaw woAdp, kai éffyayer Wwp &k mérpas xal
kamiyayer &s morapods véara, combined with Isa.48-21 Udwp éx mérpas
éédEer abrots, oxwobioerar mérpa xal prijgerar Bowp. Our Evangelist has
taken morapoi from worapods of the Psalmist and pedoovow from fusj-
cerar of Isaiah, Further, in these passages the chief marvel is that
the flow of water emerged éx wérpas, as likewise in Exod.17-6 ward-
fets Ty mérpay kai éfededoeral & alrys Gowp. Neh.9-15 $dwp & mérpas
édijveyras adrols. Ps.113-8 tob orpéfavros Ty wérpav eis Apwas i8drav
kal Ty dxpoTopov els myyas vodrov. Wis.11-4 &880y adrols éx mérpas
Grpordpov dwp kal lapa 8ifms ék Alfov oxAnpod. Thus, the quotation in
our passage would be deficient in point if it did not include & wérpas,
of which however & tijs is probably a remnant. ‘As regards xot\las,
the only word in the above passages which might be so misread is
axdnpod of Wis.11-4, T correct therefore morapol &k mérpus ardypis
adrg (the dative as in Isa.48-21. Neh.9-15. Wis.11-4 above quoted)

D
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pebaovaw, I would paraphrase thus: 7o kim who believes in me, (in
the words of the Scriptures) rivers of living water will flow out, The
quotation was from memory, and therefore shouid not be taken liter-
ally, but applied in a form so altered as to suit the sentence which
it illustrates ; of this peculiarity I have cited several examples in my
note on Rom.3-4. ‘

7-39. Toilto 8¢ €ime wepl 7100 wredparos kTA. A comment upon é Tis
xothias adrod pedoovaw in its corrupt state. The verse therefore is
spurious,

7-41. Mi; yap & Tijs Fahhaias & Xprotds Epxerar; M3 yap is still alive
in MGk as pyydpe or pyydpis. V1Akhos * uyydpe 7ov €lda; est-ce que je U'ai
vu ? comme sije I’avais vu,” It is registered by Sophocles in v. u3, who
explains ‘the answer expected being no.” In English it would be ex-
pressed as nearly as possible by But has anybody ever heard of such a
thing as that Ohrist comes from Galilee?

7-53. The beantiful story of the adulteress, one of the gems of the
New Testament, is absent from a great many documents. It is not hard
to discover the reason why. The answer of our Lord o098t éyd oe kara-
xpive must have appeared monstrous to hypocrites and sticklers for
propriety.

8-25. elmer adrols & Iqoais Ty dpxHy o7 (or & ) kal AeAd dpiv. The
meaning of mv dpyw isstill a puzzle ; the interpretations so far given
are unconvineing. The next words§ 7t xal AeAd Juiv are probably the
prototype of the MGk current phrase aird wob ods Aéw = what I tell
you (it is what I tell you and nothing else), which often disputants
in Greece employ when they wish to reassert their opinions without
further discussion.

8-33. dmexpibnoav. As the text stands the subject must be the men
who had believed Jesus. But the language of the following verses, in
which a charge is preferred of enslavement to sin, is so severe that
it could not possibly be addressed to believers. I suspect therefore
that before dwexpifnoar a section has been lost, where hostile Jews
were brought into the discourse, vehemently dissenting from, and
possibly threatening, our Lord.

8-37. &A\a [nreiré pe dwoxrelvan. Nevertheless you seek to murder me.
You may be descendants of Abraham, but that does not prevent you
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from seeking to murder me, i, e. but all the same you are murderers,
For d\A& = nevertheless, it is a fuct however that, see my mnotes on
Rom.5-14 and 7-7.

6 Aéyos & 2uds ob xwpel & dulv. My word cannot be taken in by you,
it passes the capacity of your head and intelligence. The phrase is still
alive in MGk, though turned the other way about., Vldkhos v. ywps
‘adTd Sev 10 xwpel b vos pov, cela me passe ; c’est au deld de ma portée.”
And so likewise Hellenistically; cf. Mt 19-11 od wdvres xwpoba: Tov
Adyov. Philosoph.5-4-26 8i& 76 py wdvras ywpetv 7y dAjbeav. Pseud.
Phocyl.83 (from Liddell and Scott) of ywpel peydAny Sdaxir.

8-38. & &y édpaka wapd 7@ warpl Nakd, kal Guels odv & Axoloare wopd
Tol watpos Torelre. Jn the same woy as I speak of what I have seen at
my father’s, so are you doing what your own father has instructed (see
my note on 5-30) you to do. The father imputed to the disputants is
Satan, as he also is in vv. 41 and (twice) 44 ; so Alford, Meyer, and
others. Similarly in Mart.Petr.7 it is said of 'Aypirmas that Sudxovds
éoTw TTS TaTpikis atTov évepyelas.

8-39. €l Tékva 100 ‘ABpadp. éoTe, T4 €pya Tol 'ABpadp. émoeire, Hol-
werda fore instead of éore (see my note on 7-28) in accordance with
sense and the variant jre.

8-43. Auk ri Ty Nahudv T épiy ob ywdoxere; "0t ob Bivacfe droder
Tov Néyov tév éudv. There is an evident tautology between my datedr
v éuiy and Tov Aéyov Tév éudv; in faet, between the whole of the first
and the whole of the second clause, I read ro% feod? for 7o éudy, for
there is a contrast between obedience to God our heavenly father and
to Satan the father of the wicked. The change must have been con-
sciously effected so as to bring the second clause into conformity with
V.51 édv Tis Tov Abyov Tov éuov typioy. Translate: Why cannot you
acknowledge (cf. 8-54 héyere ot Beds tudv éati, kai odx eyvikare abrdv.
1Cor.8-3 €& 8¢ 115 dyard Tov fedv, obros éyyworar ¥ alirol) what I say?
Because you cannot obey God’s word. For dxovew = to obey cf. v, 47 7o
fhpaTa 7ot feot drover. Isa.30-9 6 Aads dreds dorw, viol Yeudets, of odx
H30vAovrTo dkovew Tov vopov Tot feot, ete.

8-44. evorns éori xai & warhp adrol. This habit of including one’s

I Cf. Rom, 8-7 (where see my note) 76 ¢pornua rijs oaprds Ixbpa eis fedv, 7&
vap vépe Tob Geob oly Imordagerai, odBt ydp Stvarar,



20 ST JOHN YIII IX

father in an abuse is very prevalent in the Levant. So in Greece the
vulgar invariably curse one’s father and occasionally mother. I under-
stand that in Arabic all one’s forbears are thrown in. Inthe Arabian
Nights (Madrus’ translation, vol. 2, p. 118) I find Le barbier ne partit
gqw'en maudissant le marchand, le pére et le grand-pére du marchand.
Qur Gospel in this part is manifestly fanciful.

8-48. ob kahds Néyopev fpueis ; So exactly in MGk wald 8¢ Aéue éuels,
are we not right tn saying ? And similarly Mk 7-6 xaAds mpoeprirevaey
‘Hoatas mepl Spdv, Jsaiak was right in prophesying about you.

Sowpdvior xes. In MGk eloar Sarporiopéros, thou art mad, It was
believed in the Levant that insane people had a devil in their belly ;
and they were often subjected to daily whipping in the belief that the
whipping did not hurt the patient but the devil within, who to avoid
further annoyance would eventually come out. This must have been
the reason why E. H. Jones was severely belaboured by the Turks at
Mardeen when he feigned madness {The Road to En-Dor, p, 266).

8-50. &y Be ob Ln7d T 8éfarv pou’ EoTw 6 InTdw kai kplvwr. But Ido
not seek my own glory ; there is One who secks it and decides, in whose
hands it is whether to bestow upon me glory or not. For this sense of
kpivew cf. Acts 3-13 kplvavros éxelvov dmoldew. 20-16 xexpixer yap &
TatAos maparhedoat, etc. Weiss has come very close to the right inter-
pretation by rendering der sic sucht und danach richtet, ob sie ihm
ertheilt wird.

8-53. ABpadp Somig dméfave. D instead of doris gives o1z, which may
be the original reading; see my note on 1-16.

8-56. *ABpadp fiyahMhdoato tva 18y i fuépav Thr éuhr. For the
causal force of {va see my note on 9-39.

9-2. Tis fpaprer iva Tuphds yerrnbn; Who has sinned that he should be
born blind ? See my note on 10-17.

9-6. éméypioey adrol 100 TNAdY émi Tods dpfalpols. Respecting adrod
Bloomfield remarks with reason that it is in opposition to usus linguae,
gince émxpiw is never construed with the genitive. Nor can it be con-
strued with dpfaruovs; where it stands it must be construed either
with éréxpiorev or with =pidv. D gives aird, which makes the syntax
unobjectionable. But in some old Latins we have superunzit eum luto,
éméxpoev abTov T@ TypAg, and this probably is the original reading.
Cf. 11-2 dhelfaca Tov kipov pipw. Mk 6-13 JAewpov éhalw wodods.
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Acts 10-38 &ypworev adrov mvedpari. Num.35-25 xpoay adrdv 74 éhalo.
Jud.10-3 éypioaro uipw. Ps.88-21 & éiée éypoa adrov. Jer.22-14
xexpurpéve &v pidte. Lucian Luct.ll pipw xpioavres 10 odpa. Arist,
Rhet.3-2 7§ owdhe 1d madla maparelpovat, ete. The following in v, 11
éméxpurév pov Tovs dpfarpods is not different.

9-17. 1l o0 Néyeis mepl aidrod, 61t fvoéé gou Tols ddBalpods; What dost
thou say of him, (thou) whose eyes he opened ? For dri—oov = whose
see my note on 1-16. All commentators, at any rate as many as I have
consulted, have gone astray over this sentence.

9-24. Bds Bofar 16 Be” Apeis oldaper 31 & dvbpwmos obTos dpapTodds
éotiv. Pray to God that you be forgiven, for this man with whom you
have come into contact s, as we know, e sinner, who has sinned by
curing you on the sabbath. So in Acts 12-23 &y dv odx &wke Tiv
8ééav 78 Oed, for he did mot pray to God for forgiveness when he heard
the blasphemy and did not deprecate it. For 8bdvac 8¢farv 76 Oed =
to pray to God cf. 1 Kings 6-5 8éioere 78 xvply Sofav Smws rovplon iy
Xetpa adTod, ete.

9-27, elmov ipiv d7 kal odk fikoboate. Meyer rightly marks a query.
I told you already, and did you not hear? Namely, you have heard,
what need is there to repeat what I have clearly told you already ?

9-29. ToliTor 3¢ odk oibaper wober éori. Exactly as in MGk adrdv 8ev oy
Zépovpe dmd wob elvar, namely, he is unknown, a nobody. An expres-
sion of contempt. That is how the man understood the Pharisees, for
his answer is : That is where the marvel comes in ; you say thatheisa
nobody, but yet this nobody of yours is good enough to open men’s eyes.

9-39. els kplpa éyd els Tov kbéopor Toltor AAor Iva ol ph PAémworres
BAémwat kal oi PAémorTes Tuphot yérwrtar. A sentence obscurely phrased,
but its import is perfectly clear. The ignorant (oi p3 BAémorres) have
understood that 1 have come into the world as the Messiah, but the
Pharisees (oi SAémorres), who are versed in the Prophets, have become
callous and indifferent to the prophetic voices which indicate my
Messiahship; the result of my advent theretore must result in their
condemnation.

kpipa. Condemnaiion, as often; see Grimm and Zorell. In ap-
pearance kpipa applies to both the ignorant and the learned, but
that it means condemnation and in reality applies to the learned
Pharisees alone is clear from v. 41, where Jesus deals with them ex-
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clusively, and by charging them with sin foretells their condemnation,
since condemnation is the consequence of sin,

iva. Not telic but causal ; cf. 8-56 *ABpadp fyarhdoare va By v
Hpépay Tip éuajv. See Jannaris § 1741 (though all his examples are not
applicable).

10-3. rodrw & Qupwpds droiyer, kal Td mpéBaTa ThHs puriis abrol droler,
xkal Td iBue wpdPara puvel kat’ Svopa. I suspect that the first ta wpsfBara
is an interpolation, and that it is not the sheep that attend to the shep-
herd’s voice but the fupwpds. CE. Apoe.3-20 oryra éml v Gdpav xai
kpove® édv Tis drovoy Tis Puwvis pov xal dvolly THv Bipav, eizedevoopar.
The text as it stands says that the sheep obey the voice of the fupwpis
and he calls them one by one; but the natural thing is not for the
Gupwpds but for the shepherd to call the sheep and then for the sheep,
recognizing his voice, to follow. This is what the elimination of the
first 74 wpéBara accomplishes.

dwrel. For the change of subject see my note on 18-186,

10-4. é&kBdAy. Leads out to graze; in sense an aorist to the preced-
ing &dye. So exactly in MGk Bydle, takes out; for example, Sydlw
76 Tadl orov wepiwaro, I take out the child for a walk.

10-7. &yd eipe 1) ipa 7@y wpoPdTur mdrTes Soar fH\bov wpd épod kK émrrar
€lol kal Aarai, AAN ol fikavaar altdv Td wpdPara. By a streteh one can
take % Bdpa Tév rpoSdrav for 4 Gipa rijs addijs TG wpoBdTwr, but how
can we reconcile oo: FAfov mpo éuot with 1y 6dpa? TIpod éuod must mean
mpo 175 Gopas, and therefore doow fAfov must mean doar Gipar HAbov,
which is utterly absurd and could not have been written by an
even moderately rational author. I have no doubt that instead of
% Gipa TGv mpofdrwy we should read & ipios ThY mpoldrwr, the
master of the sheep, cf. Mk 12-9 § «dpios Tob dumeAdvos. Palaeo-
graphically between 6Ypa and «dpios there is sufficient similarity to
have caused the mistake under the influence of fdpa in vv, 1 and 9.
The words A\’ odx 7xovoray adrdv Ta wpéBarae in v. 8 I surmise were a
marginal note by an enthusiast, who declared that Christians had not
heeded the commands of previous false prophets.

Who are the men alluded to as «Aérrar and Ayorai? Cerinthus and
the Gnostics, to whom probably reference is made in Acts 20-29
eicedevoorTar perd iy dufiy pov Adkor Bapets els fpds ) peddpevor Tob
motpvlov, are precluded by wpd éuov; nor can the Pharisees be meant,
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for #Abov points to Prophets. However strong the language is, either
Moses is alluded to, or more probably the Baptist and his disciples,
those discussed in my note on 3-25.

10-10. o Loy Exwor kol mepioodv Exwew. That they may have food
and have even more food than is sufficient. An expression current in
MGk vt va éxow 73 Gpopif Tous kai pé 70 mapardvw. For {wi) = rpody
cf. Judg.17-10 1& wpds Lwny oov. Sir.d-1 miv {wyy 708 wrwyol pw dwo-
creprjoys, both these examples being quoted by Sophocles, In v. 9
{wnpy is expressed by vopsy. The Vulg. witem is wrong.

10-17. Si& Tobrd pe 6 mathp dyawd, drv &y Tilqpe Thr Yuxdr pov, va
wéhw NP adrir. If va is given a telic sense, then this passage reads
as though the Father’s love came from the fact that Jesus would re-
ceive back his soul; in other words, that Jesus was making no sacri-
fice, a strange notion of merit. But &va here has a metabatic force, the
clause iva méAw AdBw edTyw being equal to dAha Mjfopor wdley admiv.
It is a favourite idiom with our Evangelist. Cf. v. 38. 9-2, 17-2, But
also 1 Cor. 3-18 pwpds yevéobw, iva yévyrar oopds. 2 Cor.1-17,7-9. At
Rom.5.21 {repemepio cevaer % xdpis, iva, domep éBaogilevaey % dpapria,
ovrws kol 7 xdpis Beoheioy 1 have noted ‘And so grace shall reign.
Cf. TheodM. at Gal.5-17 ““ 70 va olx émri aitias elrev, AAN" @s dxdAovbov.”
Soin 11-11. Jn 10-38, and often.” Thus the Father’s love comes solely
from the sacrifice, and fva md\w AdSw adryy is merely an encouraging
remark to the disciples that the soul will not be lost for ever.

10-24. Pernot writes {see Mededeelingen der Koninklijken Akademie
van Wetenschappen, Afdeeling Letterkunde Deel 57, Serie A, No. 5) as
follows : ‘&ws wére THy Yuxiy Gudv alpes; Vulg. quousque animam nos-
tram tollis 2 Les traductions donnent jusqu’d quand tiendras-tu notre
esprit en suspens? Il ’agit en réalité d’une expression tres familiere,
qui s’est conservée en grec moderne, comme Pallis n’a pas mangué de
Papercevoir, et qui signifie littéralement jusqu’é@ quand vas-tu nous
arracher Udme 2 ¢.-a.-d. jusqu’d quand vas-tu nous tracasser de la sorte?
[Cf. Clem. Hom.6-2 pi pe dvafairdpevos Bacavioys).

Ces trois derniers exemples® s’expliquent, on le voit, par le grec

1 Pernot comments also on Lk 14-28 dvdykacov eloeAdelv. ‘ Non pas force-les
mais invite-les & entrer, comme le prouvent les emplois de ce verbe dans le gree
du moyen age.” And on Mk 14-8 mpoéhafe pupioal pov 76 oidpa els Tov évra-

pragpdv. ‘Lae verbe a ici le méme sens qu'en gree moderne, ¢lle @ juste & femps
oint mon corps pour la sépuliure,
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byzantin et moderne. Le grec actuel est, dans cette question, un élé-
ment important, peut-étre ne serait-il pas exagéré de dire capital.
Peu de personnes se doutent des liens trds étroits qui unissent la
langue du N.T. et celle qu’on emploie aujourd’hui 3 Athenes. Le
grec du N.T. est certainement plus proche, & beaucoup d’égards, du
grec moderne que de celui dn ve siécle avant notre ere, Il serait aisé
de citer dans les Evangiles plus d’un passage, dont seuls ceux qui
connaissent bien le grec moderne peuvent sentir la finesse et gouter
toute la saveur. Quand on n’a sur ceci que des connaissances livres-
ques, ce qui est fatalement le cas de la plupart des savants occiden-
taux, on ne peut s’imaginer & quel point cette langue du N.T. est en-
core une langue vivante.’

10-25. etmor Gpiv kol ob moredere. A query should be marked. See
my note on 9-27.

10-29. 6 warfp pou 8s 8&Bwké pot petfwv wdvtwy éori. This is the read-
ing for wkhich the context evidently calls, and the variant 6 marijp pov
0 3édwké pov wdvrev peilov éori is worthless. Cf. 14-28 6 wariyp pellfwy
uou éori. But how has so unsuitable a reading as 6—peilov arisen?
Perhaps we had originally = in the sense of s (see my note on 1-16),
and its sense being missed, it was disfigured to 8, and then the predi-
cate naturally followed in the neuter.

10-38. Wva yvdre = kal Téte yvdoeofe. See my note on 9-2.

11-5. fydwa 8¢ & 'Inoobs Tiv Mdpfav. A variant Mapiay instead or
Mdpfay I suspect represents the original reading, prominence being
thus given to Mary, as is also given in v. 1, where the order of the
names is Maplas kot Mdpfas. In v. 19 the order is reversed, and one
document omits Mapiar altogether, both of whichchanges I imagine are
due to the fact that the woman who anointed Jesus and who accord-
ing to this Gospe! in chap. 12 is Mary, was branded in Lk 7-37 as &
™ wéAeL dpaprwdds, 1. e, as a prostitute. But in v. 2 the reminder that
Mary was she who anointed the Lord prepares us for her activities
in the following narrative; and the narrative in v. 45 is wound up by
saying that the believing Jews who were present at the miracle had
come to Mary. But mot only has Mary’s name been tampered with,
but the whole episode seems to have been amplified in favour of
Martha, who in later times became glorified as a saint specially in-
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terested in charity ; cf. Acts Phil.94 5 8¢ Mdpfa éoriv % Staxovovoa Tois
wAjfecw kal komiBoa odidpa.

The amplification starts in v. 20 with rjrrmoe and runs down to
xelvy 8¢ &s dcovorer of v. 29. Originally the text must have run 3 oy
Mapia, &s fxovaer ot 6 "Incols dpyerar, fyépby Taxd kai pxero wpos ad-
rov' ol obv Tovdaio. {v. 30 being eliminated) of dvres xrA. For it is
curious that, whereas according to v.29 Mary shows eagerness to rush
forward and meet Jesus, in v. 20 for no special reason she lingers
inactively at home, leaving to Martha the office of welcome. As usual
in amplifications (see my note on 18-16 to 27), some of the wording
in the genuine part is taken up in the accretion. So we have in v. 20
% olv Mdpba bs fxovorer and in the amplified part of v. 29 eelry 82 &s
AKkovorey § again, kipe, €l s Gd¢ otk dv dméfavé pov & d8ehpos of v. 32 is
repeated in v. 21. These repetitions generally occur at the beginnings
of amplifications as is the case here. The amplifier was unskilful, for
in v. 22 by «ai viv olda &7 doa v alrijoy Tov Bedv Sdaet aor & Beds he has
represented Martha as though she expected a miracle, and this miracle
could be no other but the resurrection of her brother; but by o8« &r¢
dvagTicerar &v T4 éoxdry muépa she is represented as mot now expect-
ing a resurrection or any miracle, going so far in v. 3% as to deprecate
the reopening of the grave. Also the section Aéyer aidrd %) ddeddy of
v. 39 to T 36fav Tod feol is due to the amplifier.

If what I say further on respecting the part 12-1 to 11 is justified,
it follows that the above amplifications were introduced subsequently
to the interpolation of that part.

11-9. olxi 8dBexd elow dpaw Tiis Hpépas; "Edv Tis wepumarh) &v T4 Hpépa,
ol Tpookiwre, 6L TO pais Tol koopou TodTou BAémer édv B¢ Tis wepiwaTy
év TH vuxti, TpookémTer, 8L 70 $ds odk €T v adrg. There is plenty of
time, as much as twelve hours, of light in the course of a day, and a
sensible man, by taking advantage of any one of those hours, may go
about his work without fear of coming to grief; not so an ill-advised
person who, by preferring the night, risks stumbling. Cf. 12-35 mepe-
wareire bs 70 pids Exere va py oxorla duds karadfy, kal & wepuraTiv &
19 okotia obk olde mod dwrdyer. Asregards myself, Jesus says, I walk in
the light of day and have nothing to fear. The disciples had just told
their master to beware, and he answers that, proceeding righteously
and doing no wrong, he is afraid of nothing.

E
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11-10. 76 ¢ds obk éorw év abrp. Bloomfeld ‘76 ¢ds odx orw &v airg
seems to be a popular expression for 1o ¢ds ovx &orw adrg, ke is desti-
tute of the light, asin 12-35.” Respecting év a¥rg = adrg I have noted
oz Rom.1-19 ‘v adrols = adrols. Seenoteonv. 9.6-2. C£.8-3 & G (=)
Holbéver (read jobévovy). Apoc.14-2 wlbapldvrov &v rals xifdpars. Mt
17-12. 1Cor.7-15. Gal.1-16, and often.” The expression &rre pof 7t
for I have something is very good and current classical Greek,

11-12. €l kekolpnyTan, owlioerar. If he has fullen asleep, it (i. e. his
sleep) will come to an end. This meaning of cwlfjrac = to come to an
end is still alivein MGk. Coraes in his note on Plut. Aem.Paul. p. 416
says ¢ walyrikds § péows, ofov éodlfn % oixodopsy.” Sophocles v. cdlw
¢ Pass. cwffjvar =Aijyw. 1Thom.Evag.8-2 éodbyoar ol iwd Ty xardpav
adTod weodvres, came to an end.” The translations ke will recover or
he will be saved are against the context.

11-31. 868avres. The variant Méyovres is rather better attested and
perfectly suitable., It means Soxotvres, thinking, as it does also in MGk,
Vidkhos v. Aéyw ¢ Aéyes vi 70 kduy; croyez-vous gu'il le fera?’ So
3Kings 5-5 Méyw olkoBopfiocar = Iam thinking of building. Judg.15-2
eira Ot puodv éulonoas = I thought you hated. Ps.105-23 elre tob
¢fodabpevoar = he thought of exterminating, etc. The same is the force
of Aéyw in Rom.10-18.10-19.11-1. 11-11. Tt dates from as far back as
Homer; ¢f. T'366 7" épdpuny rivecbor. al94 83 ydp puv Ebarr’ (xev EPyp?)
émdiprov €var. Similarly Jo 7-44 a variant &\eyov for fflehov, and 11-
13 é\eyoy for &olav.

11-33. &vefpupfoato 16 mvedpars kai érdpafev fourdv. The words
érdpaley éavrdy, 1. e, érapdxfin & éavrg, are probably a glossa, for they
mean nothing different to éveBpyurioaro 78 Tvedpar, 1. e. éveSpipfoaro
& éavrd (cf. v. 38 éuBpiudpevos év éavrd), was agitated within kimself.

11-41. Mdvep, edxapioTd oot &7t fjkovads pou. "Eyd 3¢ ndew 3 wdvroré
pou dxodes, AANG Bud Tdv Sxhov TOr wepeoTdTo €lmor, vu moTedTwoLy
étt ol pe dwéoreihas. I am not quite sure that the import of this pas-
sage has been thoroughly grasped by previous commentators, The
words Idrep, edxapwrtd ool dT¢ NKovads pov were spoken aloud in the
bearing of the bystanders, whom Jesus wished to understand that for
the resuscitation of Lazarus which was about to be performed he had
prayed to God, as all pious people would do who beseech for a divine
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favour, and that he had prayed to him as to his father, God granting
his prayer as to bis son and deputy upon earth. The following words,
however, are addressed to God in an aside, and explain the reason why
he uttered Ildrep, ebyoptord oou 67t fkovods pov. After this aside he
bids Lazarus loudly to come out of the grave.

11-47. =i worolipev; d1u olros 6 &v@pwras moAN& anpela woret. What are
we about 7 'We are acting futilely in the way we proceed, allowing this
man to perform his miracles. Cf. Acts 21-13 7{ 7oieire khalovres; what
is the good of your weeping 2 1Cor.15-29 +{ movjoovaw ol Bamrrilipevor
(read Basanfipevor) dmep Thv vexpdv; what good is there in toiling so
hard for the sake of men who are dead for good and all? The phrase
7{ wowodper survives exactly in MGk in the form rf xdvoupe (= kdpvo-
pev = mowodper), and it implies a negative, i.e. there is no sense in the
way we are acting. Often it takes an affirmative form, namely, &
kdvovpe Timora, we do no good.

11-48, dpollow fpdv kai Tdv TéwoV Kai 76 &vos. Will destroy both our
country and our nation. Cf. Act.Paul. Thecl.32 dpfire % wohis émi
dvopln TadTy.

1oy Témov. Our country, our mative land. So in MGk.

12-6. 16 yhwoodkopor éxwv T& BalNdpeva éBdaraler. The versions
took away or carried are not exact. The meaning of Bacrd in MGl
is often to keep (for oneself) in an unfavourable sense of embezzling.
Reversely, having for &ov is too literal; we do not say of a cashier
that he has the cash or of a clerk that he has the books, but that they
keep the cash or the books. I should suggest that the best rendering
would be keeping the money-bag he misappropriated the contributions.

12-1 to 11. A passage awkwardly splitting the narrative concerned
with Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem. It is an accretion made up from
the Synoptics. The interpolator was unskilful; for by saying that
Adlapos €is fv & 7Gv dvaxeipévov he has represented him as a guest
whereas he was the hiost. Nor did he understand his text; Mark and
Matthew quite intelligibly state that Jesus was anointed in view of
his impending burial, but, though according to v. 5 the ointment had
already been used up for that purpose, the interpolator says that Mary
was to keep it for subsequent application. The section Hhewfe Tols
w8as Tob 'Inood xai éféuale Tals Bpifiy adris Tods wddas avrod is from
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Luke. The interpolator took f\eufe rovs wédas Tod "Inaod from Lk 7-46
HAewpé pov Tods wodas, and he took éféuale Tals Opufiv adris Tovs widas
adrob from Lk 7-38 rals Opufl miis kepadys airis é&épale (Tobs wodas).
That is the reason for the repetition of rovs wd8as; an original writer
would of course have written FAeufe Tods mddas Tod Inood xai éfépatey
atirods Tals Opigiv abrijs.

12-10. éPoukedoarro Bé ol dpytepels Tva kal Tov Adfapov dwokreiragy,
ér. wohhot B¢” adrdv Smijyor TOv *lovdaiwr kol éwlaTevor eis 73 “Ingoliv. In
MGk, when reference is made to a man’s action with disapproval or
astonishment, to the verb denoting that action the verb myyaive (=
tmdyet, Topederar} is often added without any notion of going. So js it
here. By im7yov being added to émiorevor the indignation of the
chief priests is indicated at so many Jews believing in Christ. The
rendering therefore went away and believed, as well as the marking
of a comma after 7év lovdalwr, are wrong, This MGk peculiarity
goes back to Hellenistic times, Cf. Mt 18-30 dweAbov éBakev airov els
v ¢vhaxiy. 22-15 mwopevbévres ol Papigaior ovpBovdiov Elafov drws
obrov maydebowaw (where it is wrong in the English version to split
the clause by marking a comma after Pharisees). Lk 8-14 wopevdpevor
ovpmviyovrar (Where go forth and are choked in the A.V. is likewise
wrong, whilst as they go on their way they are choked of the R.V, is
even absurd). Several examples of this kind occurring in the Septua-
gint point to a similar usage in Hebrew. Cf. Gen.35-21 émwopeiify ‘Pouv-
Biv xal éxorunfy perd Beddds. Deut.11-28 éw wAavnbijre dmwd 1is 5800
s dveraduny Suiv TopevbéyTes Aatpevew feots érépois. 29-18 wopeubévres
Aatpedew Tois Beots Tav édviv. 29-26 mopevlévres éNdTpevoay Beols érépors.
J05.23-16 mopevBévres AarpetonTe Geots érépois. Judg.14-3 wopedy AaBetv
vyovaika dmwo Tdv dAdodiday. Jer.3-8 éropelfy xal émdprevae, Occasion-
ally, however, no disapproval is meant, as for instance in Jn 15-16
Ba Dpels tmrdyyre xai kapmov épyre. 1 may add that in wdvra elmeiv of
Mart.Petr.2 the word wdyre should not be eliminated as Lipsius sug-
gested, but emended into Bdvre (= mopevfévral).

12-15. xabfipevos émi wdlov dvov, Zach.9-9, whence this was taken,
gives w@Aov véov, and not 7éAoy dvov. Omne might account for the di-
vergence by ascribing it to a lapse of memory but that in v, 14 the text
says dvdgiov, which is the same as w@lov véov. It was essential that
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Jesus should be represented as having sat upon an animal which had
not been polluted (see my note on 19-34) by the touch of mortal man ;
cf. Mk 11-2 wdlov ¢’ dv ovdeis ovme dvpdmov ékdfwe. Hence xilov
véov seems indispensable.

12-16. &ve &dokdaln 6 ‘Inools. When Jesus was beatified or died. See
my notes on 17-19 and 21-19.

12-27. i elmw; Tdrep, odady pe &k s Gpas Tadrys; "AMAG 3id Tolro
#\lov els Thy Gpav TadTyy. Ndrep, Béfaddy gou d dvopa. “HNbev olv puwrd)
éx 1ol odpavol Kal é8éfaca xal wdhw Bofdow. The reading with 76 dvope
has nothing to recommend it. It is not apparent what prompts our
Lord’s prayer as it stands in the text; it is only by surmises unwar-
ranted by the words that commentators, who desperately hold fast to
their predilections for certain manuscripts, strive to explain it. But
a variant gives Tov viov instead of 76 évoua, and this is what the con-
text demands. Both in what precedes and what follows Jesus speaks
of himself. He does not deprecate his passion, since for that very pur-
pose he was incarnated, but he prays for his prompt deliverance and
glorification, i.e. for his prompt return to heaven. The heaven!y
voice answers that as he was glorified before (by being enthroned on
the right hand of God), so shall he be glorified again by being received
up into heaven. That Sofdow designates this dvddiyus is clear from
éav Wwld éx s yis of v. 32.

13-32. kai & Beds Bofdaer airdv &v wdrd. In my note on Rom.1-19
pavepdv éorw év avrels I wrote as follows: ¢ Jannaris § 1562 says:
“ The metaphorical (instrumental) use of év becomes considerably fre-
quent in Hellenistic times, notably among biblical writers and their
imitators, who often go so far as to place it before any dative, a
phenomenon which points to Hebrew influence and moreover indicates
the retreat of the loose dative.” The partiality to this idiom in conse-
quence of its frequent appearance in the LXX eventuallyled to its being
employed instead of the dative with ¢wd. Cf. Rom.8-4 16 Sikafwpa Tod
vépov mAnpwly év sply (= b’ Spdv). 1Cor.6-2 év duiv kpiverar 6 xoapos.
Col.1-16 év adrg éxricly 7& wdvra. This led to a further most absurd
abuse in that & airg was occasionally foisted upon active verbs by
writers affecting a sacred style as a sort of repetition of the subject.
So Eph.1-4 éferéfaro fuas & alrd. 1-9 v mpoéfiere &v adrg (= # wpoe-
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7é0n tn’ adrob). 2-15 Ha Tods 8o krioy év alrg. 2-16 dmoxreivas Ty
éxbpav & odrd. Rom.1-24 dripdlecbor o adpare abrdv év abrots (Mss
éavrols). 1-27 & adrois (some Mss év éavrols) dvridapBdvovres. Col.
2-15 Opuapfeloas atrols év atrg. Mart.Petr.7 fepedidoe év adrd xai
kpwet év avrg. XII Patr. Sim.6 et &s dvfpumros xai odlwy &v adrd Tov
*Addp. Similarly 1 Thes.1-5 éyevifnpev év Spulv (read fuiv).” The same
is the case in this passage; & adro is a sort of repetition of & feds.
This idiom, however, is too learned and artificial for St John’s style,
and therefore I suspect that kel 6 feos Sofdoer adrov év alrg along with
kal ebfus dofdoer alTdy are not genuine.

13-38. ob pY) &hékTwp durion fos ol dmaprion pe Tpis. Nay, it will
not be long before thou deniest me ; thow wilt deny me before even this
very night is spent and the eock crows thrice. But I suspect that rpis
is spurious, being intruded with the object of bringing John’s story
into harmony with that in the Synoptics. It seems tome that Peter
only denied his master once, for there was only one occasion on which
he was asked whether he was with Jesus, that recorded in 18-25; the
denial in v, 27 is only in appearance a second denial, for it is but an
affirmation of the previous one. For the denial to the maid see my
note on 18-16 to 27.

14-2. év 7{j oikia Tol maTpds pou poval moMhai eloly’ €l 3¢ ), elwov v
Oplv ore wopedopar éropdoar Témov Gpiv. This is a positive riddle un-
solved so far. But I may venture a suggestion that possibly instead
of el 8¢ p) eimoy av dpiy 6 the original reading was 78y elmov duiv o,
as I have already told you, I am going to prepare your abode among the
numerous heavenly resting-places. I should say that this alteration
meets the context. At that time the adherents to Christianity, who
had expected an advent of the kingdom of God in their lifetime, were
bitterly disappointed to see the deaths of the faithful; and as a con-
solation to them, Jesus is represented as having clearly foretold that all
would die, as even himself and the Apostles had died, but that such
deaths only meant a transition from this world to bliss in heaven.
An explanation of the awkward fact of the deaths had also to be
given to the Thessalonians ; see 2 Thes.2-1 ff. My suggestion, however,
presupposes a previous conversation respecting mopedopar éroqudoar
Téwov tpiv, but no such conversation is recorded in our Gospel.
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The idea of this consolation may have been suggested by Isa.56-4
7d8e Aéyer kbpros "Ovot 8y Ppuhdfwrrar t¢ odBBard pov kai éxhéfovrat &
éyd 0w kal dvréxwvrar s Sialijins pov, ddow adrols &v TG olke pov xal
& 78 Telyer pov Téwov SvopacTév.

elmor &v Sulv 81 mopedopar. Usually a semicolon is marked between
vutv and i, and the English Version translates accordingly. But Ch.
Bruston in the Revue des Etudes grecques, Janvier-Mars 1925, p. 16,
points out that the correct rendering is je vous aurais dit que je vais.
That is what my own translation of the Gospels gives.

14-16. wapdkAyror. Taylor in Pirgé Aboth, p. 69, says: ¢ We have
here in a Hebrew form the word wapdxAyros, or adeecate {1 Jn2-1),
one who is called to a person’s aid, which is rendered, perhaps
wrongly, COMFORTER in Jn 14-16 and 26.15-26.16-7.” But wapdxAyros
must have a meaning analogous to one of the meanings of rapakalety,
and that of ecomforting suits the spirit of the passage admirably. I,
says Jesus, was sent to you by my father to cheer you in this miserable
world with the assurance of a better life hereafter ; whenl am gone,
my father will send you the Holy Ghost as a continnator of my office.
HapdsAyros certainly signifies an adwocate or mediator in 1Jn 2-1;
but how does an advocate come into this passage?

14-17. 70 mvedpa Tijs dAnbelas. A periphrasis both here and in 15-26
for 7o dAnlis or dAnluwdy wvelua, the Holy (see my note on 3-21) Ghost,
&Anfts being a synonym of dyiov, as explained in my note on 3-21. The
same combination twice oceurs in XII Patr. Jud.20 in contrast to 7o
wvedpua Ths TAdyys, the context there showing that «rAdynms means of sin,
and therefore that dAnfelas means of holiness, asit does in this passage.

14-20. yvdoeobe Speis. The pronoun added with emphasis ; it 1s you
who will know and not § xdopos (cf. vv. 17 and 22), the wicked and
infidel world.

14-21, & &€xwv Tds évTohds pou kat Tpdv abrds. In my note on Rom.
1-13 I have suggested that éywy stands here for oxdw, as it often does
(see my note on 5-39), for otherwise there would be a tautology, &xwy
as a present and rypdv being practically synonymous. Or perhaps the
true reading is wowv and not myphv. Cf. Neh.1-9 éov durdéyre Tas év-
Tolds pov xai moujoyre avrds. 10-29 pvAdooerfar xai moelv Tds dvToAds
Lev.26-3 tas évrohds pov purdaanofe xal movjonre. Josh.23-6 dpvAdorew

kal wotely wdvTa Ta yeypapupéva, ete.
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14-22. vi yéyovev; How 1s 1t possible? The same is the sense in
2Act.Pil.11-3. '

i yéyover 81y fiply péMhers endavilew ceautdr xal odxi 79 kéopw; "Ame-
kplfn & Inools xal elmey alr§ *Edv Tis dyawd pe, Tov Adyor pou Tpoe kal
& warip pou dyamijoe adtdr kal wpds adrdv éhevodpeba kal poriyy wap’ aird
womadpela. ow is it possible that thou shouldst manifest thyself tous
and not to (all) the world ? If we see thee, all the world equally will,
Jesus’ answer is not direct, but its meaning is clear: Nay, all will
not see me ; the one whom my father and I shall visit and to whom
thus we shall manifest ourselves is ke alone who loves me as you do
and keeps my commandments.

14-30. Epxetas yip & 100 kdopou dpxwr. Kol &v épol odk Exer obBév,
SAN Tva ywi & kéopos 811 dyawd tov woarépa, kai kabhs évetellaTd pot &
waThp, obTw wou@.  Forthe ruler of this world—namely, death identified
with Satan— s cominrg, ke has no power over me, and if I temporarily
submit to him, I do so to obey my father’s desire that I should sacrifice
myself for the sake of the redemption of all men. This is evidently
the import of this passage, and it demands &z’ éuot and not év éuot.

15-1. 4 dpmehos. Paspati! contends, and I agree with him, that
dumeAos here means vineyard, and not oine. It is the xAjua further
on that is the vine, erroneously interpreted the branch. Both these
errors are due to the Vulgate. Liddell and Scott register one instance
of dumedos in the sense of wireyard. In MGk duméifov) and xAfjua
are specific terms for vineyard and vine respectively.

15-8. & Toitw €8ofdally (read Bofacbioeral) 6 warhp pou, iva kapmdy
Tohdr $épyte kol yerfoeabe ol pabyral. By this fact shall my father
be glorified and you shall prove yourselves in the eyes of the world my
true disciples, namely by the fact of producing much good as a conse-
quence of your adherence to my precepts. It seems to me that dofa-
objceraris indispensable, for in his whole discourse Jesus speaks of the
future; besides, were &8ofdcfy correct, instead of $épyre we should
have had a past tense.

Tva xapwdv ¢pépnre. The same as an &vapfpov infinitive. Cf. 6-29 roird

1 Dr.’ArégavSpos Tlaondrys delivered a lecture at Constantinople on the ocea-

sion of the publication of the Revised Version. This lecture was afterwards
published in a pamphlet form and contains some valuable suggestions,



XV XVI ST JOHN 33

éori T Epyov Tod feod, va wworrelinre (= 16 morelew) els b dwéoTeder.
17-3 avmy 8¢ dorw 7 aldvios Lun), o ywdokwot (16 ywdakew adrols) oe
Tov pdvov dAnBuwov Bedv. Lk 1-43 wiéfev pow Tovro, iva Ay 3 pijryp (16
eABetv Tvunrépa) Tod kvplov pov; 2 Jn 6 avry dotiv 3 dydmy, da Tepi-
marhpev (= 70 weptraTely Hpds) kard Tas &rTodds. Jn 4-34 udv Bpdpd
érrw va movjow (= 16 motfoal pe) 70 Génpa Tob méppartds pe

xai yevfigeale épol padyral. The import would have been clearer if
this sentence stood after & Tovre Sofacthjoerar 6 warijp pov; indeed,
that may have been its position originally.

15-20. €l Tdv Néyor pou &rpnoar, kai 1dv Gpérepor Tpigouaw. The
context requires a negative before both émjpnoar and ryproovow (for
its loss see my note on 5-46), for rabre wdvra woujoovow els Dpds Sud
70 dvopd pov, Ot otk otdagt Tov wémbavrd pe of the following verse, as
well as puoel Spds 6 xdopos of v. 19, assert that this blind and malig-
nant world has ever hated the Apostles, and therefore nothing but
violence, and not conformity with their teaching, was to be expected
therefrom.

15-26. S7ar Bé &\0y & wapdrdqros, 70 Tvebpo THs dMqbelas, éxelvos
papTupfioer Tepl épod, kal bpels 3¢ paprupeire, 81 4w dpyfis per’ épob éaré.
After saying that the Ioly Ghost shall bear witness of him, it is
strange that Jesus should invoke the testimony of the disciples, who
after all were but mere men. I read «ai tuiv 3¢ paprvpijoe. Not only
shall the Holy Ghost testify of me, but of you also, who from the begin-
ning have been cleaving to me through all my vicissitudes. John
mostly says paprupd wepl Twvos, but also in 3-26 and 5-33 paprvpd Tt

70 Tvelpa Tiis dAnlelas. The Holy Ghost ; see my note on 14-17.

16-2. dmoouvaydyous moifjoouay Gpds, &AN' pxetar Gpa va wis &
dmoxteivas Gpds Héfn hatpeiav wpoopépew. You shall be excommuni-
cated ; indeed, the world shall come to hate you so intensely that,
were you even murdered, your murder would be applauded as though
a sacrifice on the altar were performed. Such ought to be the sense
of this passage; but from the use of dAAz an anticlimax ensues, and
the murder is made to appear as a milder instead of a stronger sort
of persecution. "AAAd therefore is a corruption of a word denoting
indeed, in fact, nay ; perhaps of duny, which may have been mis-
understood as dv wy = dAAa, see my note on 5-19.

¥
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épyerar dpa va Ség‘n. The same as &yerar dpa 70T 36fas. We have
here, as often, a resolved infinitive. As Alford places no comma
before va, I presume that such was also his opinion, though his note
is not clear. Similarly v. 32 &pyeras Spa va oxopmicbijre. The sentence
could be equally well expressed by &pxerar $pa dre défe; cof. v. 25
épxerar Opo o7e ovkért &y mapowpims hedjow. See also my note on 15-8.

8. Will appear; in this sense Acts 17-18 fé&vav Satpoviwy Soxel
karayyehels eivai. 2 Cor.10-9 lva uy d6fw ds dv éxdofey duds, ete.

16-8. é\Bdw &xeivos (the Paraclete) éNéyfer 7ov kbopor mepl dpaprias
kal wept Bikatoolms kal mept kploews' mepl duaprias pév 8T ol mioTEdOU-
aw eis éue, wepl Sikaroairns B¢ 81 wpds TOv waTépa Imdyw kal odkéTt few-
peité pe, mepl 8¢ kploews dm 6 dpxwv Tob xéopou kékpirar. The words in
v. 10, which explain that Jesus will goto heaven as a consequence of
dikatoovvy, show that this word signifies departure from this world
combined with beatification ; see my note on 17-19. The import of
the whole passage is that when the Paraclete descends as a messenger
from above, he will instruct all men respecting three things ; first, in
respect of sin that it conmsists in unbelief; secondly, in respect of
beatification that Jesus has been beatified by joining his father in his
abode, where sinners are not destined (I read fewpotiol pe for fewpeiré
pe) to meet him ; thirdly, in respect of condemnation that Satan, the
prince of this world and continuator of evil, has been definitely con-
demned and his power for ever broken by Jesus’ advent. Thus oreis
declarative and not causal.

ééyfe. The same as peprvpioe, Sidfe with a shade of reproof as
from a master to pupils of slow intelligence.

16-12. &rc wohhd &xw Aéyew Opiv, 4AN" o Sdvacde Baordler dpri
I have much else to tell you, but you cannot at present comprehend. The
disciples were not yet enlightened enough to grasp all the true facts ;
they would grasp them when the Iloly Ghost came and revealed them.
This inability of the disciples to understand is also referred to in
Mk 9-32 ol 8¢ Fyvdovv 16 pjpa and in Lk 18-34 xoi alrol oddtv rodruv
gwiray ; alsoin Mk 9-10, if we read, as I think we should xai 7év
Aéyov obx éxpdryaav.

Baordlew. In my notes on St Mark and St Matthew I have com-
mented as follows : ¢ Ml 9-10 xai 7ov Adyor éxpdryoav. Kparev in the
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sense of to understand is a Latinism reproducing tenere, a similar
Latinism occurring in connection with Sasrdfew, a synonym of xpa-
retv [compare Acts 9-15 Baordoar 16 dvopd pov with Apoc.2-13 kparess
70 dvopd pov] in Jn 16-12. Compare also ywpely in Mt 19-11 (where see
Weiss’s note) as a translation of capere.” In MGk «xparé and Baord
(= Baordlw) are synonymous throughout all their meanings.

16-22. oddeis alper. A present as an emphatic and vivid form of the
future. So exactly in MGk xavels & (= 8&, not) ods mjv waipver.

16-24. Mreabe lva 1 xapd bpdv | wemhnpopdrm. You will receive
complete joy. No comma should be marked after Adyreofe, for iva xr.
is its object. Cf. 9-22 gquveréfewro iva dwoouvdywyos yérpras, and often.

17-1. 86§acéy oou Tov uldy lva & uids dobdayn oe. Glorifythy son,and thus
the son will glorify thee. Thisidiom illustrated in my note on 10-17.

17-8. 14 pfipata & Ewkds poi dé8wka adrols, kai adtol EAaBfor. I have
explained in my note on Rom.6-17 that &wxas here is employed in the
sense of wapédukas, thou hast taught ; such is the case also of 3édwka
in v. 14. In that same note I have dealt with é&\aBov as equivalent
to wapérafov, they hawve learnt.

17-12. &rpouy advels év 7 dvépati cou § Bédwrds pot, kal éddhafa kal
ol8eis &£ adtdv dwdhero. The sentence ¢ éwrds pow evidently refers to
the Apostles; cf. v. 6 épavépwod dov 76 dvopa Tols dvfpdmors obs 8édwrds
pow. 18-9 ols 8édwxds pot otk drdhera éf alrdv oddéva. Jesus pleaded

for his disciples in v. 9 épwrd mwepi v 8éBwkds pot, and the fact that he
~ did so a second time in this passage was perceived by that student
who substituted the variant ofs for ¢. But a second variant 3 in the
form &re is the onme probably which represents the true reading, it
being the undeclinable relative particle explained in my note on 1-16.
This remark applies equally to v.11, where we find the same varia-
tions, and to v. 24, where the reading varies between § and ovs.

17-15. oik épurd iva dpys adrols ék vol kéopov. When I said that
my disciples are not of the world, I did not mean to go so far as to
pray that they should be taken from the world or die. This probably
has reference to John, and I surmise that it is a hint that our
Lord never prayed for this disciple’s death, a modest way of saying
that he prayed for his immortality ; see my note on 21-20. In his
unusually advanced years John must have come to persuade himself
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that he was not destined to die before the reappearance of Christ.
I can fancy a crowd of interested sycophants about his person com-
forting him, when he was infirm and tottering, by constantly dinging
in his ears a graduvally evolved promise of immortality.

17-19. dyudbw épavtdr. I saint myself, I die. So fywdcty in Hebr.
10-29. How dyiwdlesfar came to denote to die I have sketched in my
note on Rom.6-7, as follows: ‘Among the Greeks a dead man is re-
ferred to as & cuywpenévos [or paxaplrys), the forgiven one, and thisidea
dates from old times, as proved by the customary proclamation at
funeral rites § amoforvov dedikalorar. As a development a dead man
so forgiven became in the popular imagination & &fxais, o sinless
man, a saint,” Thus by saying that a man sywdefny people often would
only mean that ke died.

17-21. tva rai adrol év fuiv Gow, Probably fva kail alrol &v dow, an
exhortation to eoncord, for at the time when this Gospel was writtea
discords had already infected the Church; see my note on Rom.10-14
and 15. So here Jesus prays that all believers speak and act with
one mind ; if they did so, the world would be impressed and believe
them to be Apostles of a Messiah.

18-5. Adyer adTols § “Imooils "Eyd elpl. Eiomiker B¢ kai’loddas & wapa~
BuBols adrdv per’ adriv. ‘Qs odv eimev adrols Eyd elpi, dmihbor els Ta
dricw kot Emeoor yopal. What was the object of adding that Judas
stood there with the guard ? After leading the guard to the spot he
takes no part in the proceedings, and the addition is otiose. But it is
intelligible if we read dmjAfer and &recev, variants which stand as
corrections in G; they prepare us for what afterwards happens to
Judas. He did not leave the guard after leading them to the garden,
but was still by them when Jesus addressed them; and hearing the
voice of the master whom during a long association he had learnt to
revere and obey, he was suddenly awestruck, and retreating a few
paces he fell on his face (see following note) to the ground.! The narra-
tive in this way gains enormously in logic as well as vividness. On

! A similar story is told by Clement of Alexandria (Div. Serv. 42) respect-
ing a youth who had been befriended by John, but who during John’s
absence turned a brigand. When the Apostle returned and hastened to find

him, he, though by now a hardened ecriminal, was abashed when he sighted
his benefactor, and forthwith fled.
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the other hand, there was no occasion for the soldiers to be at all im-
pressed, let alone to prostrate themselves before Jesus, who in their
eyes was a mere outlaw ; what they did was simply to seize him after
a momentary pause, caused probably by Judas’ strange action, and
bind bim. Meantime the readings dnjifer and éreser have been
treated with contempt by Baljon, v. Soden, and Souter; on the other
hand, both Baljon and v. Soden record faithfully the variants drfjAbay
and érecav, which make ne difference whatever to the sense. So much
for profound theories.

18-6. Emeoey xapal, He fell down on his face, as the effect of awe or
fear. Cf. Mt 17-6 &reaov émi mpdowmwov alrdv kat épofrfnaar. Acts 9-3
éalpvys mepujoTpafer aldrov ¢as ik Tob olpaved, kal weadv émi TRV YV
yikovoe puviy. Apoc.1-17 dre eldov ailrov, éreca wpos Tovs wdlas abrod
as vexpds. Tob.12-16 Iregov émi wpiowmov, ot épofibnoarv. Dan.8-17
nbe (Tafpin)) kal éory éxduevos s ordoeds pov, kai év 7§ ey ab-
7ov op 3y kel winTw émt wpdowmdy pov. 18 & 73 Aakelv adrov per’
¢pod wimrw émi wpdowmdv pov. It is perhaps by these passages from
Daniel that John’s episode was inspired.

18-8. Awexpifiy & ’Inaols Elmor Gpiv d1u éyd el el obv éué Inveire,
ddere Todrous dwdyey. “lva wAnpwbi & Néyos v elmwey, S1u obis Bédukds pot
olx dwoleoa &f albtdr oidéva, We have here to understand that the
disciples scattered. This must have been thought pusillarimous, and
probably some feeling still lingered in Christian circles against them
for having fled, instead of making some effort to rescue the beloved
master. So probably with a view to calming that feeling the matter
is here represented as though the disciples did not abandon Jesus of
their own accord but were sent away at his request, and as though
this happened of necessity so that his promise that he would suffer
no disciple to perish might be fulfilled. If my surmise be well
founded, this representation of the matter shows acquaintance with
actual historical events.

18-10. Névpos olv Exwr pdyaipar elhkugey adTy kai &maige Tov Tol
dpxrepéws Boblor kal dméxojrev adrod 10 drdprov Td Bebidy v BE dvopa 19
Bodhe@ MdAxos. This is another episode which I believe shows know-
ledge of an historical fact. This fact is a wrangle which was still
proceeding at the time of the composition of this Gospel. It must
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have been common ground ameng all Christians that a sympathizer
of Jesus did wound the servant of the high priest, thereby aggrava-
ting the position of the master, who thus appeared in the eyes of the
Roman authorities as the leader of a lawless gang. But the disputants
disagreed as to who that sympathizer was. The one party, whose
position is represented by our Gospel, maintained that Peter was the
aggressor, asserting in support of their claim that they were the sole
possessors of all the facts down to minute details; and it is in sup-
port of this claim that such particulars as the name of the servant
and the side of the ear, which would otherwise be mere verbiage,
were inserted in our narrative. The opposite or Synoptical party, de-
siring to exculpate Peter from the grave consequences of his impetuous
action, imputed it to a different sympathizer but left his name
unspecified,

On another point. Which of the two versions is the more plausible ?
The answer must be that the Synoptical party are out of court. The
aggressor could be no other than one of the disciples, and if the
Synoptics were at all familiar with the facts, they would needs have
known and recorded his name.

18-15. fikohoiber 8¢ 76 Imoab Zipwv Mérpos kal NNos (a variant kai 6
dNhos) pafnmis. ‘0 Bé pafnths ékelvos fiy yruotds 19 dpyLepel kal ouvera-
fAbe 79 "Inooil els Ty adM Tob dpyxiepéus, 6 B¢ Nérpos elomiker wpds T
0dpa Etw. *E£iNOev olv & pabnThs & &\Nos 45 v yrwoTds T4 dpxiepel, Kal
etme T Qupwpa kal elofyayer Tdv Mérpor. Who was this other disciple
that is associated with Peter and so vaguely alluded to ? It is generally
supposed that he was John himself; but this is inadmissible. For, in
the first place, what was the object of specially suppressing this Apos-
tle’s name? And, secondly, John was a humble fisherman who could
notpossibly haveany influence with an arrogant Sadducee, as he is here
represented to have had, much less approach him at a time when as
a high priest he was engaged in important judicial business; a Sad-
ducee would not even so much as be conscious of John’s existence.

There was, however, another disciple, a recent recruit, who was
wealthy enough to enjoy some degree of influence, and that was Mark.
His wealth is proved by the fact that, according to Acts 12-12, his
house had the means of gathering and extending hospitality to
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numerous adherents, It was probably also in his house that accord-
ing to the Synoptical legend Jesus and the disciples foregathered for
the Last Supper (Mk 14-17, etc.). Two further allusions in the New
Testament to a person unnamed show that this person was a well-
to-do man. One is in Mk 14-51, where a young man is robbed of
a valuable coat made of Egyptian or fine linen (I correct émi yupvod
by dr’ Alydmrov, see my notes on St Mark and St Matthew); the other
isin Mk 11-3, where it is said that Jesus sent to an unspecified friend
for an ass when he stood in need of a special one upon which no one
had sat before. Assuming then that the unnamed disciple was really
Mark, why has his name been withheld? The explanation probably
is that at ome time a good deal of animus was developed against
Mark either because he became estranged from Paul or because on
some point or points he did not see eye to eye with the other Apos-
tles ; and so it was sought to misrepresent him as having never risen
tothe dignity of an authoritative disciple like the eleven (see also note
on 19-26). This sentiment first discloses itself in the disparaging re-
mark of Papias (see Euseb. EIL.3-39) that Mark odre 4xovoe 7ot kupiov
ovre waprpkolottiyoey adrd, Torepor 8¢ Ilérpy. Jn 20-8 also appears to
be an insinuation that the unnamed disciple, namely Mark (see my
note on 20-2), at ope time perversely hesitated to accede to the story
propagated by the disciples or other believers as to Jesus having left
the grave. Finally, I would point out the fact that the assceiation of
the mysterious disciple with Peter tallies with that of Mark with
Peter in Papias, an association which reappears in 1 Pet.5-13 domrd-
Lerar Dpds 5 & BaBuldve auvekhexty) kal Mdpkos 6 vids pov.

Nor do I think that dAlos is sound. The original reading must
have been eis véos, i. e. ANEOZ, which being palaeographically not
much dissimilar, became AAAOZ under the influence of &\Aos of v. 16,
the corruption further extending to 20-2 and 8. Thereading véos has
been preserved in Nonnus (see Tischendorf), who says «al véos dAhos
éraipos, one of his copies probably giving véos and another di)os.

18-16. elme 7] upuwpd kal elafyaye Tov Nérpor. He told the maid, the
door-keeper, and she admitted Peter, Erasmus was right in taking the
Ovpwpos as the subject of elosyaye. It is an idiomatic syntax fully
illustrated Ly Jannaris in § 1712, whence I borrow the following
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clear instances: Nehem,18-9 elra kai éxabdpiorar. 19 elra kal éxhetoav.
Chron,74-2 éxélevae kai éxavtly. Such instances, according to Jannaris,
are in reality condensed sentences, i. e. elra fva kKAelowot kal Exdeoar.
So in our passage, elwe T3} fupwpd iva eloaydyy rov Iérpov, kal v Gupwpds
eloryayey atrév. The idiom is still current ; V1dkhos v. xal * mév démoav
xal dwébave, on Palaissé mourir.” L e.rov dpnoav vi mebdvy xal wébave.

18-16 to 27. We have probably here the original story of Peter’s
denials, from which the Synoptics drew. But it is somewhat confused,
having been tampered with from a desire to adapt it to the three
denials recorded in the Synoptics, for the Church had finally adopted
the story in that form ; see also my note on 13-38. The repetitions in
v. 25 in almost identically the same terms of vv.17 and 18 u3) xai o¥ ék
T3v pabnrav €l Tob avfpdrov Tovrov and Fu 8¢ xat § [lérpos per’ alrdv éo-
Tos kal Beppawduevos point, as is often the case, to an accretion ; see
my note on 11-5. Then elrov ot adry of v. 25 must have as its subject
ol 8oDAot kal of trypérar of v. 18, and this subject would not have been
left out had not emwov originally followed of doDAow xai oi Vmypérar.
Then it is strange that the maid asks Peter whether he was a disci-
ple and nothing further happens; in fact, it is exceedingly strange
that she presumed at all to put to Peter such an insulting question as
whether he was a disciple of a public malefactor, when Peter was be-
friended by a gentleman who must have been highly important in her
eyes as an acquaintance of the high priest. The maid and her ques-
tion, it seems to me, were merely intruded from Mk 14-66 with the
design of completing the three denials. The suspicion of 2 manipula-
tion is strengthened by the fact that in the Syr. Sinaiticus the exami-
nation by the highpriest precedes instead of following the introduction
of Peter, and that the denial to the maid is not detached from the
other denials. Lastly, both traditions are faulty, considering that
they separate the examination from its result, i. e. from the carrying
off of Jesus to the Roman authorities.

‘What has happened seems to me to be this. When it was decided to
effect the three denials by the inclusion of the episode of the maid,
vv. 25 and 26 were removed to where they now stand with the
addition of the introductory words v 8¢ Ilérpos éoris xai Gepuaivé-
pevos and their place was filled in by that episode.
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18-24. dwéoreher odv adtdv 6 "Awas dedepévor mpds Koidday Tdv
dpxrepéa. Meyer : ‘In order to assign the hearing of vv. 19 to 21to
Caiaphas, some have taken critical liberties and placed v. 24 after
v.14. So Cyril.” There can be no question of a liberty at all in this
transference. It possesses evidence of the highest value in its favour,
that of the Syr. Sinaiticus, which however—more plausibly still—
places the transference after v, 13. By such a transference we are
saved all sorts of far-fetched expianations.

18-28. dyouawr oly. When this verse is conmected with v. 23, it is
easily seen that the conjunction required is one of continuwation and
not a syllogistic one. The variant 8¢ therefore is preferable to odv.

Herford, Christianity in Talmud, p. 88: ‘It is stated there [in
Gemara] that Jesus was put to death on the eve of the Passover ; the
Florence codex adds that it was also the eve of the Sabbath. This is
probably dependent on the Gospel story, and it is intercsting to note
that it agrees more with the Gospel of John than with the Synopties.’

18-38. 1 éamwv dMiBera; Ihat is the meaning of truth? For this
force of ariv as equivalent to the meaning of cf. 7-36 7(5 éorw olros §
Aoyos by elme, what did he mean by what he said ? 16-17 ¢ éore 70010 8
Aéyer ; Gal.4-24 drod éomw dM\\opyopoipeve, the meantng of which is
allegorical. Eph.4-9 7o 8¢ avéPy { éorwv ; and what is the meaning of
avéBn? ClemA. Protr.8-80 % codia, 7 éorv 6 Adyos atrod, the wisdom
which means his word. Mk 9-10 avlyrotvres ti éori 76 é vexpdv dva-
oriver. Mt 1-23. 9-13. 12-7. 27-33. 27-62. Lk 2-11, 12-1. Gal.1-7.
3-16. Pilate did not follow what Jesus meant by é\jfeia and answers
petulantiy What is this nonsense of yours about truth? and then be
breaks off further examination as hopeless and goes out. In MG, in
answering impatiently, one would use exactly the same expression
T 6x 77 (= 7f éoni) dMjfea ; So Vldkhos v. Adyw “7i i elmy adrd ;
qu’est-ce que cela veut dire ? que signifie cela ?’ See also note on 20-16.
Expositors, by taking éoriv as equivalent to is, make the conversation
incomplete. The ancient readers were equally led astray, and think-
ing that something was missing, sought to complete the passage by
adding what has been preserved in 1Act.Pilat.ch.3 Aéyer airg 6
"Iyaots "AXjbeic ¢ olpavod. Aéye 6 Ilikdros "Eai yiis dvjfeaa odx Eorrw;
Adyee & Tnoots 76 iddTe Opds of Ty ajfeay Aéyovres wids kpivovrar dmd
Tov Eydvrwv Ty Efovalay émi vis.

't
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19-5. BBe 6 dvlpwmos. Pernot, Revue des Etudes grecques, no. 172,
P- 366 : ¢ La phrase célébre ne me semble pas avoir été hien entendue.
Elle signifie simplement Voici P’homme en question: Linguistiquement
elle a pour équivalent le grec moderne courant vd 6 dvpwmos; comp.
19-4 "I8¢ dyo dpiv adrov éw. C’est un cas ou Larticle a gardé quelque
chose du démonstratif, ce qui se présente assez fréquemment en gree,
comme en frangais et ailleurs.’

19-15. dpov. Execute, destroy. So in Acts 21-36. Josep. Ant.16-1-1,
both examples quoted by Bloomfield at Lk 23-18. Add Mart.Andr.13
alpe kbv Npids Tovs oML dpaprioavras. Act.Paul. Thec.32, and often.
Originally the expression perhaps was alpw v xedadiy; so Act.
Andr. Matth.25 éav dpwpev abrod iy kepakiw, 1f we behead him.

19-17. Baordfwr éautd Tov oraupdy é6qhBey. This sounds as though
the initiative in the carrying of the cross rested with Jesus. Noris &¢-
7Afev appropriate to a criminal who was led out to execution; it should
be dmijxfn. But there is a variant Baordfwv eirod, from which I con-
jecture Baordfovros aiwol Tov oTavpdv é&AGor, they went out, he (Jesus)
carrying the cross.

19-21. of &pxrepeis 70r lovdaiwy. Such a combination isnot instanced
elsewhere ; nor could it be, since the dpyiepels were but those of the
Jews. Some documents, both Greek and versions, very properly omit
rov Tovdadwy. Only a few lines higher up the chief priests are called
simply dpyiepels, and there is no special reason why at this place they
should need any qualification,

19-23. dppados, drwder Gdavrds B’ Shov. To the instances quoted by
previous commentators regarding the meaning of 8. dAov add Paus.
3-17-6 8" dAov obk éoTwv elpyacuévov. 8-14-5 ta dyddpara Sid wavtos
Hmiloravto épydlecfur xaldwep éobfra éfvdpatvovres. Orig. Cels.2-69 &y
g kai 8 S (read & Shov) ropéry wérpe. Oxyr.Pap.1277 orpwpud-
Tov Awviv mowktArdy 80 Shov. Narr.Joseph.5 fv 8ud warros (6 'Inaods) ¢is.

19-24. i) oxiowper adrdy GAN& Ndxwper mept aérol. The Synopties
did not understand that the reasor why no lots were cast for the
xwrov was that it was a garment woven in one piece, which it would
have been a pity to cut up; so they made the casting of the lots to
apply to all the garments, although it would not matter if these were
divided. In this particular also John’s account represents the original
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legend. Meyer : ¢ The account of John is more exact and complete
than that of the Synoptics.”

19-26. *Ioois olv, iBdvy tHy pnrépa kai Tdr pubnrhy mwoapeorira Sv
Hydma, Méyew T/ pnTpt Mhvas, iod & uids oou’ elta héye 16 paldnryj 1500 4
pfTnp oou. Kal &w éxelms Tis Spas ElaBer admiy 6 pabyths els 14 Bra. In
my note on 18-8 (see also Mk 14-49 and Mt 26-56) I explain that the
disciples deserted their master in the garden and scattered ; and after
the crucifixion they were so apprehensive that, as related in 20-19,
they kept their door fastened during their gatherings for fear of
molestation on' the part of the mob., Peter too, when asked in the
yard of the chief priest whether he was a disciple, had not the pluck
to own it. How then could any disciple have dared to stand devoutly
before the cross 7 Therefore I distrust the genuineness of these verses.
But if they are genuine, the disciple meant cannot be John ; nothing
being said to the contrary, the Gospels must mean that he left the
garden along with his fellows. Perhaps Mark was meant, the reason
why his name has been suppressed being that explained in my note
on 18-15.

19-31. tva pi) peivy énl 7ol oraupol T8¢ odpata & 7¢ oaBBdre. This
very skilfully by unforced steps leads to the lance thrust, which by
the outflow of blood proved the cortinued vitality of the body. But
the skill stops at this cutflow, for when the vitality was ascertained
one would have thought that the soldiers would have proceeded to the
breaking of the legs.

19-34. éqhfev €dlis aipa kol Gdwp. Modern critics, with the excep-
tion of Hoffmann,Baumgirten, and Godet (see Meyer, p. 357, footnote),
have failed to grasp the significance of the outflow of blood; hence
countless physiological and other more or less fanciful explanations.
But Origen saw it, for in Cels.2-69 he says ¢ Tov ) Tols Aotrals vexpois
Spolor, dAra fwTikd onpueia kal &y ) vexpdTyre Selfavra, TO Towp Kal TO
afpa.” The persistency of the blood was to show that no dissolution or
corruption had been suffered by the body, in accordance with the
prophecy of Ps.15-10 odé¢ 8does Tov doov gov idetr dadpfopdv. This in-
corruptibility of Christ’s body became a frequent argument in early
Christianity. Inhisspeech reported in Acts 13-35 Paul dwells upon it,
concluding that dv 8¢ 6 eds yeper odx elde Siapfopar. Peter also in
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one of his speeches repeats that odre ¥ odpé adrot €lde dagbopdy ; see
Acts 2-31.

The following are the points of the belief held by early Apologists.
(1) That Christ’s body did not suffer corruption, as explained above.
{2) That the body was never polluted; it was shrouded & cuddn
kaflapa with an enormous quantity of the aromatic spices prescribed
by Jewish custom, and then deposited in a rock excavation newly
made, in which no corpse had previcusly been interred. No hand of
living man even touched the interior of this grave ; ef. Orig. Cels.2-69
et &v kv kal kabapd yevéofar pryuele, iva ) Tagpi &xn T kabapdmyTa,
8 Tob gvuPBolwod Splovpévyy dv 1§ droredeirfor abrod TO ochua v
pyipely ke teatdri, odk &k Aoyddwv AMbwv olkodounbévri kat T Srwow
ot puatkny Exovry, AN & pud kal 8 6Awv (read 8¢ Sdov) fwopévy wérpa,
Aarounty kal Aafevrsi. This anxiety to prove Christ’s perfect freedom
from physical pollution out of deference to Jewish susceptibilities goes
back to his entry into Jerusalem, when, we are told, the ass upon
which he sat had not been ridden before. (3) That Christ did not
linger in the grave but left it at once, the interval between interment
and his reappearance being occupied by his descensus ad inferos for
the purpose of conquering death and hell and preaching to the dead;
cf. 1 Pet.3-19 7ois avedpact éxjpvéer. 4-6 vexpols edyyyelioy. Accord-
ing to Peter’s Gospel the preaching was completed before the dawn of
the sabbath.

i8wp. Showing that the body had not dried up.

19-35. kal 6 Ewpakds pepapripnre—kal dAnbuws éotr adrol % papru-
pla, xdkeivos olBev 8 dAnbi Néyer—iva kai dpeis moTedaqre. If what I
argue in my note on 19-26 is convincing, this verse cannot be genuine,
‘Were it genuine, it would here refer to Jolhin,but in that case we should
have had not the perfect, but the present paprupet, as in 21-24 obrds
éorw & pablyris 6 popruply mepl TovTwyv. I have no doubt that it is an
interpolation framed on the lines of 21-24 olrds éorw 6 pabyrys &
papTuply Tepl TovTwY Kal ypdias Tabra, kel oldapey 6T dAnbis ot 7
uaprupte adrod. The interpolator probably repliesto an antagonist who
had argued that the outflow of blood from a dead body was impossible.

kékelvos otber 3mu dAnBf Aéyer. A pointless remark. Read 6 xvpios for
xiketvos, And the Lord knows that what the eye-witness says is true.
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Tva kal Opeis motedonre. This depends from pepapripyce, the inter-
vening words being a parenthesis.

19-39. AN0e B¢ xai Nikddnpos dépuwv piypa opdprms kal dhéns os
Atpas éxatdy. Bloomfield : ¢ Immense quantities of spices were burnt
[at funerals], especially when great respect was meant to be shown to
the dead. So Jos. Ant.15-3-4 notices the great quantity of fvuduara
at the funeral of Aristobulus. And so, speaking of Herod’s funeral
(Ant.17-10), he says that there were fifty dpwparopdpor.” Add Plut.
Sull.38 Aéyerac 8¢ Togolrov wARfos dpwpdrav doeveykely adrd, Gare,
dvev Tow év Popripact Séxka kal diakoaiows Saxoprlopéver, mAarlijvor piv
cidolov edpéyefes atrol ZdAAa, mhaoBijvar 8¢ xai faflelyov &k Te Ai-
Bavorot molvrehols kai swapdpov. 2 Mac.4-49 1& mwpds v wndelav
abriv peyadomperids éxopfynaar. 2 Paral.16-14 éfayay adriv xat éxoi-
oy abroy éri tis kKADs, kal Erdnoar dpwpdrov kai yévy phpov pu-
pefrdr kai émoipoar adtd éxpopiv peyddny éws adddpa. As is the case
to-day with the quantity of flowers offered, so in those times the
greater the weight of spices the more important the dead friend
would appear in the eyes of the public; that is why such an enormous
weight as 100 litres is mentioned.

20-2. &pyerar mpds Zipwva MNérpor xal mwpds 70v dNhov pabymiy 3v
épiher 6 ‘Inoolis. Here also I suspect that the original reading was
wpos ov véor pabnyriv (see my note on 18-15), and that by the sub-
stitution of Tov dAAov for Tov véor and the addition of 8v épide & Tnoobs,
taken from 21-7, the passage was altered so that it might fit John,
The remark in v. 8 that eventually the disciples in question saw
and believed presupposes a previous disbelief; and such a disbelief
cannot possibly be attributed to John. In v. 5 it is related that
the disciple looked into the grave and saw the shroud but did not
enter, and one does not understand why this detail ; but the reason
for its addition is clear if the disciple was Mark and if at some time
his version was that he did see the body in the grave, a statement
which the other disciples sought to refute by maintaining that Mark,
distinguishing but imperfectly from outside, was deceived and took
the shroud for the body. The difficulty attached to disbelief on the
part of John must have been felt by others, for at v. 8 three minus-
cules and twice Eusebius (see Tischendorf) give eldov xai émiorevoar
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instead of €8¢ xal émiorevge. At v.9 we have odd¢ T yip fdecay iy
ypagiv; who were the persons represented by the plural? They
could not be the eleven. But 3 and old Latins read the singular,
most probably meaning Mark.

olx olBapev. Throughout this chapter it is Magdalen alome who
speaks and acts. So oidaper must stand for oida. In my note on
Rom.1-5 I have commented ¢ &\dBopev = éxafov. So Gal.1-8 elnyye-
Ayodpefa. 2 Pet.1-1 fuiv (= éuoi)} ete. In post-classical times the
employment of the plural in the first person instead of the singular
spread extensively, so that it occurs in demotic private letters. Cf.
Oxyr.Pap.1479 ®opovoy eiphraper. 1481 fpiv. 1491 Huidv. Forthe
plural, though a singular precedes, and vice versa, cf. Lk 23-14 and 15
ebpov—muds ete. Probably also Eph.3-13 7als OAlifedi pov imeép juiv
(Mss Suav).” Add Gal.4-14 rov wepaoudy Hudv (Mss Sudv) & T capxipov.

20-7. Bewpel T4 30%ma kelpeva, kal T goubdpiov, 8 fv éml Tis kepakijs
adrol, ob perd Tav S0oviwv keipevor GAN Xwpis &vTeTuliypévor els éva
rémov. There must have been some reason for giving this detail of the
napkin of the head not lying together with the shroud, but apart in
a place by itself and rolled up; but not knowing all the objections
raised at the time, we shall probably never guess' that reason.

20-9. 0d8¢ wa yap fdeianr My ypadir. Well translated by for as yet
they knew not the Seripture, for oddé 7w = a simple of 7o, as ovddy often
= ov; cf. Lk 23-40. Acts 4-21, ete. Janparis §§ 1798 and 1799 : ¢ We
very often find o%8¢r as mere equivalent of of. Oi&v was reduced by
aphaeresis to 8&, a form ever since universally curremt in MGk.’
This evolution of od into eddév or pyy into pndiv goes back to classical
times ; of. Plat. Soph.254¢ Adyov évdeels undtv yiyvipeba. For od8é mw or
pndé Tw = off ww or pi ww cf. Luc.1VH.8 doov 08¢ 7w xaprodomioew
Zueddov. Aelian.VH.12-57 wrpoonuaivortes Tas Soov 00d€ mw ixas, Oxyr.
Pap. Nos. 1424 and 1527, ete.

20-15. xipie. Qu. xymovpé.

21-5, wadla. The same as rwaides, lads, boys, mates. Sophocles
registers one example in this sense from the tenth century. Soin
MGk wadd and in French enfants. The diminutive addition very
early after the classical period became a mere suffix without any
diminutive force; Coraes has treated of this phenomenon in his Plu-
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tarch. See my note on 21-8 and cf. Acts 5-6. The English translation
children is incorrect.

p 1o wpoaddyrov €xere; Here also the A.V. rendering have y2 any
meat is incorrect, and the R.V. have ye aught to eat has made things
worse. ITpoogdywor is a synonym of dfov, anything eaten with bread
to give it flavour and relish, as Liddell and Scott interpret &yor.
Hesychius ¢ &fov, mpoadyov.” That is why Clemens Alex, reproduces
this sentence as ui 1 Srov éxere. And here, rpooddyioy means dyrov in
its signification of fish, of which Sophocles cites several instances.
Liddell and Scott quote from Plut.2-667 f woAdiv dvrov Sfwv xvevi-
knkev & ix6vs pdvos 9 pdlord ye &fov kahelofa. And sfov eventually
became [¢lydpi[ov] (see Sophocles), which now is the only term for fish
in use. That wpooddyov here means fish is clear from Jesus telling the
disciples that by casting the net again they would find wpor¢dyiov.

21-7. Nérpos, drovoas 87 6 kipids &oti, EBaker éautdr els THy Odhao-
aav, Of 8¢ @\hot padnral 76 whowapln Hbor (0d yip ficar pakpdv dwd Ths
yiis AN’ &s dwd mxdy Swakooiuv) alpovtes T8 BikTuor 7@V ix00wr. The
reason given for the other disciples returning in the boat, namely
that it was lying but at a short distance from the shore, is surely
meaningless. In what other way could they have returned whether
the distance was short or long ? But the reason is rational if it was
meant to explain how Peter was able to swim to the shore ; hecould
do so because of the short distance. The parenthesis therefore should
be removed to after éBalev éavrov els Ty OdAaooar, and that is its
place in the Syr. Sinaiticus. Baljon, however, v. Soden and Souter have
ignored this variation.

Nérpos 7ov émevdimy Sieldoato (v yap yupwds) kai éBaker éautdv els
Ty 8dhagoar. Overcoats are not put on when people are about to
swim ; they are taken off. Instead therefore of the words dieldoaro (v
yap yvuvos) the genuine reading was merely dreldoaro, took off. When
this was misread as Sie{doaro, a comment on the margin explaining
the reason why Peter put on his coat was tranferred by another
commentator into the text.

éBolev éautdv eis Ty Odhaooar. Peter, in his impatience to join
Jesus, would not wait a minute until the boat was made ready
to return, but preferred to swim out at once.
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21-8. 7¢ whotapiy. The same as rd mhoiy. For the diminutive
suffix see my note on 21-5.

21-9. BAérovawy dvfpakidr xewpémp kol dfdpior emkelpevor kat dpTov.
The old Latin versions found xatopérp, carbones incensos, and not
kewpévy, and so did the Syr. Sinaiticus; and there ought to be no
question that this reading, when considered on its own merits and
apart from apy preconceived notions as to the relative value of
documents, is much preferable. Baljon, however, and Souter neglect
xaopévyy. Further, it seems to me that xal dydpior émixefpevor must be
an intrusion, for, in accordance with v. 10 &véyxare dwd Tdv dapluwy
dv émdaare viv, the fish was yet to come from the catch in the met
dragged out by Peter. The intrusion was probably made with an ob-
ject, that of reconciling this text with éyrdpiov of v. 13 (see my note on
that verse), which was misunderstood to mean one fish. But in placing
his words where he did, the interpolator did not perceive that he made
the text read as though the bread also was lying upon the fire.
Lastly, Syr. Sinaiticus adds xefuevov to dprov; the addition makesthe
meaning clearer, but is not indispensable.

21-11. ’AvéPn olv Zipwv Nérpos xal elhkuoe 16 BixTuor els Ty yir. A
variant évéBy is preferable to dvéBy, if we supply efs Ty Gdhacoar. It
would state that Peter waded in and dragged the net out, as fisher-
men do, On the other hand, 4vé@n means either ke landed or he went
aboard. The former interpretation would snake Peter reach the shore
after the arrival of the boat, and not before as was his intention ; the
latter would make him take unnecessary extra trouble by dragging
the net out into the boat and thence upon the shore. The same
variation in 6-17. 6-24. Mt 14-32. 15-39.

21-12. olBeis B¢ érdhpa Tdv pabytdv éerdoar altov ob Tis €, €iddres
o1 & kdpros &ariv. Words devoid of all sense where they stand; the
explanations so far given are purely imaginative. But they would fit
if the text was odx «i8dres instead of eidires (for the loss of the nega-
tive see my note on 5-46) and they followed v. 6 in that form. Thus,
when the diseiples saw so much fish caught where there was none be-
fore, they would wonder as to who it was that could perform such
a miracle, in the same way as when Jesus calmed the waters (Mt
8-27); but, being awed by the miracle, they were loath to put a dis-
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respectful question ; for ris et ov, as is evident from MGk, is another
way of saying thou art nobody. It was Sohn only who recognized the
Lord.

21-13. 78 é¢dprov. Not one fish, but fish collectively, as in MGk and
I presume in all languages. Cf. Nehem.13-16 ¢épovres ixfiv (similarly
oraguAipy in v, 15) kel mdoav mpiow wolobvres. Ezech.47-9 Igrar kel
Ixts moAds. Num.11-22 zxdv 70 dos (= dyrdpiov, see my note on 21-
9) rijs fardoarys. ‘

21-19. moly 8avdre Bofdoe Tov fedv. An old Latin variant ewm
(meant probably for éavrov) instead of rov fedv may represent the
original reading. If so, Sofdaet éavrov would be the same as Sofacbi-
aerat, he will die ; see my notes on 12-16 dre é8ofdaby 6 'Ingotsand 17-
19 édywdfw épavtdy. But 1Pet.4-16 Sofalérw rov dedv év 79 dvdpare Tobry,
to which commentators refer as a parallel, is different; it means let
hem render thanks to God for betng a Christian. Phil.1-20 peyeluvvii-
gerar Xpioros év 16 owpar! pov would be an imitation of our passage
after éavrov became rov Bedv.

21-20. émortpadeis & Mérpos Bréma Tov pubyriy & fydra & Inools
dkohovbolvta, When Jesus bade Peter follow him, he meant that Peter
was to die as he himself had died. If now Jobn was also following,
it would mean that he was also to die. But thus the point of this
episode is ruined, for, as the context shows, an idea prevailed, born
of his old age, that John would live on until the revelation. There-
fore drxodovfoivra is mot right. It is another case of the loss of the
negative (see my note on 5-46), oix having dropped out before dx[orov-
Boivra]l After this loss some students must have felt the unsuitability
of dxolovfotvre, for X and an old Latin Ms do not record it; of this
variation Baljon takes no notice.

1Inow see in v. Manen’s Conjecturaal Kritiek that in this conjecture
I have been anticipated by Venema.
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1-5. wpuwrérokos T@v vekpdr. This should be mpwrdrokos éx Tav vexpiv,
as it stands in Col.1-18, for Jesus was not the firstborn of the dead,
but the first to emerge from the dead at the rebirth. Cf. also Acts 26-
23 wphiros &£ dvaordoews vexpiv.

1-9. & 17 BAiYer kai Basihela xal dmopovi. The reading Bacchely,
placed as it is between the words fAdfe and dwopory, should express,
as they do, some kind of suffering, whereas it expresses the contrary.
The right reading is supplied in 2-9 iy AYw kal Ty wTroxeay «al
v Bracdnpulay, in accordance with which we should read Siag¢muin.
Cf. also Eph.4-31 mukpia xai Guuos xai Spy7 kal kpavys) xai Bracdnuia.
It means a curse in the sense of woe.

& *Iaol. By the help of Jesus.

1-15. xapive menupwpéims. A genitival solecism. Cf. Rom.4-17 fe@
700 {womowotrros. 2Mac.1-2 mpis *Afpaap xai Toadx xai TaxdfB Ty
SovAov. 1Act.Pil.16-5 kafleldpevor Siddorkorros. Mart. Petr.ch.3 karamreody-
Tos avrot ékMvfeis ovory. Act.Phil.139 xarédvyor ywdokorros. Act.
Toan.10 rov pdyov ds piy orevdoavros. Gen.24-30 avfpwrov éoryrdros.
Just.341c Ppleyydpevor adrovs ws 'ywop.e'l'/wv.

2-3. éBdoradas. The version thou didst bear is not accurate; the
exact rendering is thou didst keep firm, thou didst not give in; so in
MGk, cf. Vidkhos v.Bacrd * Bdora! [¢p.], courage ! Bdora xeld! tenez
Jerme ! tenez bon !’

xal of xexowiakas. The English version and hast not grown weary
and Arethas’s xal obx dmiydpevoas are both due to a happy surmise as
to what the context requires. But the text means and thou hast not
laboured. In order to render the correct sense in accordance with the
English version we must correct «ai otk éxxexowiaxas. I have not met
with ékxomdlew elsewhere, but ékxduvew (to grow weary), of which it
is a synonym, is pretty frequent. Besides Sophocles registers dmo-
komde (= ékxordw) from Dionysios of Alexandria. A similar error in
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Hebr.12-3 fva pz kdunre rais Yuxals Spdv ékdvdueror, where we must
read éxxduzre, the sense being that you may not grow weary of your
souls becoming exhausted (by suffering). Cf. Nicol.Damas, (Coraes’s
edition, p. 232) paorevor Mapoavbyy ééékape, he grew weary of searching
for Parsondes. In Lk 18-1 also the right word probably is éxxaxeiy
and not éyxoxelv. Cf. also droxdpvev.

2-22. BdA\\w adrijv eis kAivmy kal Tols potyedovTas per adtis eis O\,
It is clear from the context that xAimv conceals a kind of punishment,
and from the Armenian version xdmwov, recorded by Tischendorf,
combined with «Afvyy, I had guessed that the original reading was
&XiBavov, and I have since seen in Souter that this is the word that
the Armenians give, both the Old and the Yulgate. Jezebel was to be
cast into an oven as worthless sticks unfit for any other purpose than
for fuel to heat an oven with. Cf. Mt 6-30 vov xdprov Tob dypod orjpepor
ovra xkai atpiov €ls kM Bavoy Badidpevor,

2-24, 7& Baféa Tol Zatard, Os MNéyovow. A sneer at the Gnostics who
claimed that éyvwoar & Badéa. The author retorts to them that their
recondite (as they call it} wisdom is that derived by them from Satan.

2-27. wowpavet alrols év jdBBw aidnpd, ds T& axeldn T4 kepapkd ovvrpi-
Berat. The passage is not sound, nor is it remedied by adopting the
variant cuvrpiSioerat, a8 Wordsworth and other scholars have done.
The future would fit if it were in the plural in accordance with airovs.
I think originally the text ran xai cwwrpiifer adrods bs T& gredy T Kepa-
paxe ovirplfBerar, and (the victor) shall shatter them as earthen pots are
shattered. My addition harmonizes the sentence with its prototype in
P5.2-9 wowpavels airovs év jdB8y owlnpd, bs crelos xepapéus ovvrplpers
abrovs. Cf. also Jer.19-11 orws currplifw rov Aadv rotrov kabis ouvrpi-
Berar dyyos dorpdrwov. Judg.14-6 cuvérpuper alrdv boe ovvrpife
éprpov alydv.

3-9. 30, B8 éx Tijs curaywyfs. No sense. In the preceding verse
there is an allusion to a persecution of the Philadelphian Church,
and by the above words the Son of Man promises to humble the perse-
cuting Jews before that Church, avenging her on their synagogue.
Thus I think the above sentence originally read ’13ot, éxBikd oe éx
Tijs ovvaywyis, Behold, I avenge thee on the synagogus. For the syntax,
wlich apparently is a Latinism zindico te ab synagoga, cf. 6-10 édi-
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Keis 70 alpa Npdv ék 7OV kaTowkovvTwr. 19-2 éfebiknoe 70 alpa ék xepds
atris. Lk18-3 &dixknodv pe dwd Tob dvmidikov pov. Deut.18-19 ékdixijow
&£ adrot.

3-17. oiddv (= o?, see my note on Jn 20-9) xpelav Zw. Exactly what
is preserved in MGk in the phrase & &uw dvdyxy, which in a feeling
of independence or contempt is quite currently employed, meaning
I care not, I am indifferent whatever people may do to, or say or think
of, me. This phrase recurs in 1 Cor.7-37 wi) éxwv dvdyxmy, caring no-
thing, fearing nothing. 1 Thes.4-12 fva undevds ypefav éxyre. Sir.11-23
p elmrys (s ot pov xpela; A similar phrase is Mt 22-16 od péke ot
mwepi obBevés. 1Pet.3-6 uy pofoduevar pydepiarv wroyow. Lucian.Paras.
52 oldév adre pélov Gv oi drfpwmo olovrar mept adrod. Jn 2-25 ofr xpelav
elxe va Tis papTupron.

3-19. tA\eve odv kal peravénoor. Evidently {jAeve is unsound, for it
means be jealous, which is quite unsuitable, and not be zealous which
might perhaps do ; the variant {jAwcov would give this meaning,but
it looks like a correction of {yAeve by some scribe who felt its unfit-
ness. A better reading is recorded by Primasius (6th century), i.e.
crede, mioreve. But I think that the right word is wjoreve, for some
sort of self-infliction as a sign of repentance for past sins, as is en-
joined by the Spirit, seems best to fit the context. Repentance would
of course be accompaznied by fervent prayers, and it was customary to
fast whilst such prayers iasted. For instance, 2 Kings 12-16 éZijrqoe
(= prayed) Aavid Tov Oedv mept Tob marapiov kal djoTevoe. 2 Esdr.8-21
éxdhega viorelay o Tarewwbivos dvdmov Tob feod Jubv (yrica (= pray)
wap abrod 680v ebfetav. Cf. also Nehem.1-4 érévfnoa Huépas kai fuqy
woTevwr kal Tpooevyduevos. Joel 2-12 émoTpddyre (= peravorjaare) mpds
pe évmarela. 1Kings 7-6 émjorev®ar rat elmav fuaprixaper. Sir.31-31
moredor énl 1oy dpapriiv.  Just.1Apol.61 elxeofal e xal alrev ypoTed-
ovras wapd Tob Beol TOV Hpaprnuéver ddeatv. So Esther, when she wishes
her people to pray for success in her venture, bids them fast.

5-4. odbeis dfios ebpéfn dvotfar 76 BiPAiov. Paspati points out that
dfws here does not signify worthy, as the English version translates,
but ixavds, able, capable. 1t is so currently employed in MGk, Vldkhos
v. dfios ‘ capable ; propre a ; bon 4.’

6-6. xotnt oitou dnraplou kal Tpels yolvekes kpi@@v dmpvaplov, kal Td
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&haror kal Tdv olvor pf) dBuctons. Bloomfield ‘the price subjoined {which
has been proved to be enormous, nearly twenty times the usual one)
is meant to intimate the excessive scarcity and dearness of the arti-
cles.” Some such allusion ought also to be expressed to the oil and wine,
which d8uajoys does not express. The original reading, it seems to me,
was ob uy Soxypdoes, thou wilt not taste, thou wilt not so much as get
a taste of, so expensive will oil and wine become. I have not traced
any passages where doxud{ew is equivalent to 2o taste, but in MGk
doxtpdfw Is a specific term for this sense. Vlikhos ¢ Soxiud{w, goditer ;
Soxipdoare ar’ aldrd 10 yAdxvopa, golitez de ce pdté’ But even if we
took duxiudlerv in its more usual signification of to sample, it will suit
the context quite well. A similar allusion to dearness in a time of
scarcity we have in 4 Kings 6-25 éyemfy xedpaly) dvov wevmijxovra dp-
yuplov kai Téraprov Tod kdfov kérpov TepLoTEpBY TévTE dpyuplov.

6-17. 4 fpépa 4 peydhn 1ijs dpyfis adrdv. The version the great day
of their wrath is too literal and obscure ; in fact, I am not sure that it
is not due to a misunderstanding of the sense. The meaning is the
great day of their curse (passively) or woe, the day when the curse (of
God) will fall upon them. Cf. Lk 21-23 Zorar yap dpy) 76 Aad tovra.
In MGk it is a current curse to say va o¢ wdpy % dpyn, the original
form of which must have been va g¢ mdpy % dpys Toi feol. V1dkhos v.
Spy ‘va Tov mdpy 7 dpynq! que le diable Uemporte I’ The sentence
thercfore is the same as 5 fuépa % peydAn Tob dpywobivar atrols, the
verb being passive; see my note on 11-18.

7-10. dolvikes év Tals xepaiv altdv xal xpdfovar furi) peydhy Néyortes
‘H owmpla 79 Beg. A reminiscence of Jn 12-13 haBov 1a Bdia T6v dou-
vikov kai é5jABov eis dmdvtyow adrd kal éxpavyadov ‘Qoavvd. The words
carypic T3 fel means the biessing to God, or God be blessed. For owmpia
represents salaam, the usnal Oriental salutation or blessing, which I
was told literally signifies salvation, cwrgpia. Cf.Ps.68-30 % corpia
To? wpoowmov cov dyreddfBerd pov, thy blessing has succoured me. 1Paral.
16-23 doare 1§ kvply, dvayyelhore swrnplay alrod, voice blessings to him.
2 Kings 19-2 éyévero % cwryple els mévlos, the blessing or happiness
turned to mourning. This blessing or salaam is more frequently ex-
pressed by elprry. Cf. Hebr.7-3 Buoideds Sahijp (= Zahadpu), 6 éore
PBacikels eipivys, ete.
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10-7. xpdros odkén dorar, AL év Tols Auépars Tijs buris Tob éBSSpou
dyyéhou drar uéhAy valwrilew kal érehéodn 18 puoripor. The variants
éoru for éoras and rekeaby for éredéoby are perfectly in keeping with
the context. The angel swore that it is not yet time (for the end of the
world), but (that it will be brought about) in the days when the
seventh angel will sound his trumpet and the divine mystery will be
accomplished. The readings éorar and éredécfin have nothing to re-
commend them except the preconceived notions as to the absolute
authority of certain Mss. Such notions have been disastrous to the
establishment of a rational text.

11-18. & &vn dpylobnoav=ri vy karehjpbyoay Imd vis dpyis (rob
feot), the nations were overtaken by (God's) curse, were punished. The
version the nations were wroth misses the sense altogether and is due
to not realizing the passive force of dpyiofpoar. So éumjoby passively
in 16-19. At Hyper.Epit.35 Kenyon observes ¢ Supyfofas fortasse pas-
sive usurpatum ut apud Platonem wepupyficfar.” In my note upon
Rom.3-9 I have produced several examples of passives formed from
deponents. For the sense of dpyy see my note on 6-17.

12-11. 312 78 alpa. The same as 8id rob clparos. Cf.13-14 S 75
omueia = 8id Tév onpelwv. Rom,15-15 &ravapyuviokey S oy xdpw,
whereas 12-3 Aéyw 8ue ijs xdpiros. Jannaris § 1534 : ¢ When with the
opening of the transitional period [A.D. 300-600] the construction of
all prepositions became uniform by substituting the accusative for the
other oblique cases, the various meanings of && with genitive were
naturally transferred to its accusatival construction.” The Revisers
have spoilt the meaning by substituting because of the blood for the
A.V. by the blood, being too much influenced by Attic usage. A nota-
ble example of the adverse influence of Attic upon the understanding
of a N.T. text is Lk 6-35 pundév dmerm{fovres, which the A.V. correctly
renders hoping for nothing again (better in refurn) in accordance with
the context, but which the Revisers ruined by substituting never de-
spairing in spite of v. 34 &w Savellyre wap’ v ew{fere Aafeiv.

14-2. év 1als xiBdpats. The same as a simple dative ; see my note on
Jn11-10.

14-6. ebayyéhor aldviov. The English versions translate an ever-
lasting or eternal gospel. The real sense is a gospel fived from times
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immemorial. So according to Eph.3-11 the Church was formed xar&
mpéBecw Thv aldvwr = katd aldvioy wpifeow, according to a purpose
fixwed from times immemorial.

14-8. olvou 7o Ouuol. The same as Gupddovs oivov, hot-tempered
wine, a well-known periphrasis; cf. Col.1-13 viot rijs dydmrys = dya-
myrot viot. Hebr.1-3 prpare 7ijs Suvdpews = frjuare Svwarg, ete. For
Gupds as applied to wine cf. Deut.32-33 Gupds Spaxdvrwy & olvos adriv
xal Gupds doriduv dviares. Hos.7-5 fpfavro oi dpxovres Bupoados é€ olvov.

€k 7ot olvou Toi Bupod Tiis moprelas adrfis. From the hot-tempered or
passionate wine of her fornication, from her passionate lewdness.

14-13. val, Aéyer T mreipa, va dvamafaorTar €k Thy KkéTov abrdy.
Yea, says the spirit, let them rest from their labours. The subjunctive
with fva as equivalent to an imperative is a well-known idiom, of
which I have cited several instances at Rom.16-2, tracing it back to
classical times by referring to Plato, Gorg.454b A\’ va ui) Gavudlns
= dAA& pv Badpale. The voice had said that those dying mow are
paxdpior, and the spirit answers Yea, they are paxdpior, let them now
rest and enjoy their paxapidrys.

dxohoudel per adrdv. The same as drohovfel adrots. For in Hellen-
istic times perd with the genitive often replaced the dative. Cf. Mk 6-
50 edAyoe per adrdv. Lk 10-36 moujoas 76 é\eos per’ adrov. Acts 9-39
Soa émoler per” adrov. Tob.12-6 énolyoe pet’ tudrv. 2Esdr.6-8 uy) woré
Tt moujoryre petd 0y wpeoBurépwr (= rols wpeo furépots, kard Tdv wpe-
ofBvrépov), ete. See also Jannaris § 1607, 3. "Axolovfeiv pera is used in
a different sense, see Cobet, Var. Lec. page 22. The A.V, correctly
follow them, spoilt by the Revisers into follow with them.

17-5. &vopa yeypappévor puoripiov Bafuhdw 4 peydhn. No satisfactory
explanation of pvorrjpor has so far been forthcoming. As suggested
in my note on Rom.2-29, it may be a play upen picos or pugepds.
Cf. Euseb, EH.4-7 pvoreywylus ) kel pdAdov pvaapormoilas. Or perhaps
it is a corruption of pvedpdy, due to the proximity of pvoripwor in v. 7.

17-16. fpnpepéry roufaouaw adriv. They will work havoc upon her,
as indicated by the MGk gnud{w, { work kavoc upon. Vlikhos* pmudlw,
devaster’. Similarly 18-16 fpygudfy 6 rogobros whoiros, so muckopu-
lence has suffered hazoe. In an analogous sense épjuwos in Dan(LXX)
11-31 and Lk 21-20,
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18-5. ékoAMfnoar alriis al duapriow dxpe Tol odparel. Probably
a reminiscence of 2 Esdr.9-6 al mAnuuéeas Huiv éneyarivinoay dws €ls
Tov obpavdy. If so, is éxoAdjfpoor sound, or has it taken the place of
another verb denoting éueyadivéyoar? If sound, it must have been used
as an equivalent of Jyywrer. Cf, Jer.28-9 fyyixer els obpaviv 70 xpipa
abrijs. Dan (LXX)4-5 5 xopudy adrod dfyywrer éws Tob odpaves. But I
have not encountered another example of such a usage except perhaps
Zach.14-5 éyxoAAnbicerar pdpoyé dpéwv €ws Tagdd.
© 21-17. épérpnoe 1d Teixos altis éxaTdy TeooapdrovTa Teoadpur XY,
As the dimensions of length, width, and height were already given
in the foregoing, the measnrement of 144 cubits must refer to another
particular, and there is none left unspecified except that of thickness,
a particular no less essential than those of length, width, and height.
Substitute therefore wdyos for veixos.

pérpor évBpamou, 8 éotwy dyyéhou, The scribe, who found reiyos in his
text and applied it to the perimeter of the wall, must have felt be-
wildered by the excessively meagre measurement of 144 cubits as
compared with the other dimensions. He got out of his difficulty by
assuming that 1the measure of a maun really meant the measure of an
angel, and as such an immense measure.



