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MISREADINGS AND MISRENDERINGS IN THE
NEW TESTAMENT.

III.

B. ERrors oF INTERPRETATION (continued).

IN my preceding or second article,' speaking of the Greek
Infinitive, as exhibited in the literary and therefore artificial
style of classical literature, I stated that even professional
writers of that period often resorted to the expedient
of resolving the Infinitive into a finite subordinate verb in-
troduced either by {va (also by é7ws and @s), or by 57 (also
by @s, then later on by 8iwsre, @s §7¢ or @gore, and wds).
The former case, that is the “Iva-analysis, which we called
the prospective or final, was then historically investigated
and its consequences and effects upon New Testament
Greek traced and duly emphasized.

‘We now proceed to consider the alternative case, when
the Infinitive was resolved into &7 and @s with their later
and amplified by-forms 867, &5 é7¢, and wds. As already
intimated in the said inquiry, this”Or-analysis was limited
to the comparatively small number of cases in which the
Infinitive depended on such verbs or expressions as in-
dicated a Saying, Thinking, Perceiving, Swearing, and
the like,—terms which sometimes go by the collective
and technical name of werba dicendi (or declarandi) et
sentiendt. It will be convenient to call this Infinitive as
well asits “O7e-analysis the Recitative, or rather Declarative.

The Declarative Infinitive then, which from the outset had
a limited usage, began to retreat before its"Or:-analysis as
early as classical antiquity and considerably earlier than
the Prospective Infinitive already discussed. Now in this

1 See the ExprosiTor for April last, p. 298 fI.
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Declarative analysis the particles resorted to were first and
chiefest of all i, then ds, later on &wéte (=87¢), and still
later ws 67¢ (dadri) and mwas, all of which were identical in
their function and meaning, viz. that (German dass, French
que). As regards their history, 8. has had an unbroken
record from Homer down to the present day, s and Swote
played & rather limited and varied part, whereas s 87
(wgoti) and was (=8m) cropped up as colloquial terms in
early Graco-Roman times and had a considerable run; as
a matter of fact mos has ever since been in constant use
with a steadily increasing popularity; so that in the
colloquial speech of to-day it is the regular representative
of ancient declarative dr¢ and s or their equivalent
Declarative Infinitive.

To illustrate the preceding exposition, let us take the sen-
tence: They said THAT he was a good man. This clause in
classical literary style would be expressed either by the
declarative Infinitive : oftot é\eyov ayabov adrow elvat, or by
its declarative analysis through 8r¢ or @s, namely: odro:
éeyov 61e (or @s) ayabos eln or éorw. This construction
then gradually made room for the post-classical—especially
Graeco-Roman—popular form:

ovTor Exeyov 87e (or @s, also SioTe) dyalbos éorw or &,
then for the form :

obTos éxeyov (or Eleyav) 8ri—also s 8t or wds—ayabos
éomv or éve.

Accordingly modest or untrained writers who cared not
for style but for substance and facts, are now breaking
with the hitherto conventional style and largely adopt the
artless, plain, and DIRECT mode of expression. This plain
and direct style is eminently illustrated in the New Testa-
ment compositions, inasmuch as direct speech or oratio
recta largely preponderates over indirect speech or oratio
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obliqgua. Consequently an unconventional scribe of the
Grzco-Roman period either used one of the above in-
direct forms of expression, or rather proceeded indirectly
and then suddenly changed indirect to direct speech; so
that the above typical sentence assumed the form :

oDToL ENeyov (§71)" ¢ Ayalis éotwv or & ™ (cf. John 7, 12) ;
then: adtoi é\eyov (or -yav) més: “ AdTos dryalblos éoruw or éve.”

Now if the above particles 67, as, didre, s 81¢, mds Were
in every case synonymous, always meaning that, there
would be no mistake about them in compound or con-
nected sentences. But as each of them has other meanings
besides, their contextual function in very many instances
becomes ambiguous. Thus w&s may stand for the adverb
7ds, ‘how,” and for the conjunction *that’; &iérc for ¢ be-
cause’ and for ‘that’; s for ¢that, for ‘because,’ for
‘how,’ and for ‘how much ’;—while 67 may do duty for
‘that’ or for ‘because,” or it may be a misreading of &,7¢
(6 7¢) and so mean ‘that which’; nay, it may even stand
for the interrogative 7, and thus mean ‘ what’ or ¢ why,’
as we shall show in our next paper.

In order to obtain a clear idea of the particular function
of these particles in each case and their direct bearing upon
New Testament Greek, it will be expedient first to premise
a few broad remarks on the use of the particles in general
and then to consider the above representatives in their
historical development with especial reference to the New
Testament language.

If any particular section of Greek grammar were taken
as a specimen to illustrate the historical evolution of the
Greek language, no better representative could be selected
for the purpose than the chapter dealing with the particles.
For this class of words shows pre-eminently how those
among them which were associated with each other in one
or more points gradually resulted in a complete identifica-
tion or differentiation, each losing its secondary notion;
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and how they successively retreated before, or coalesced
into, the most expressive or most familiar representative
among them. Thus:—

Classical év, eis, and mpés have led in modern Greek to
els; perd and olv to perd (now wé); a&mo, €, vmé and
mapd, to amwé; os and 87i to 87v; Smws and Hva to (va (now
va).

Such a study further shows how, in many cases, the
resultant representative, having once established itself,
again began to wear off into a commonplace and weak
particle and thus had either to retreat in its turn before
some new substitute, or to seek to recover its former force
by combining itself with some other synonym. Thus:—

&5 + 8t =ws §71 or rather ooore;

@5 + va = o5 va " woiva,

The natural consequence of the above process was that
on the one hand the number of particles used anciently has
diminished considerably, and on the other those particles
which eventually prevailed over their associates and com-
petitors have increased in frequency. In the case of the
conjunctions this was also to be expected, seeing that, ever
since classical antiquity, the infinitival and participial con-
struction began, as already explained,! to make room for
finite dependent clauses introduced by the appropriate
conjunctions. '

The process above delineated may be roughly illustrated
by the following particles taken as representative speci-
mens :—

1 See Exrositor of April last, p. 300.

VOL. X. 10
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ASSOCIATED PARTICLES

In In In
Olassical Antiquity  Greeco-Roman Times Modern Greek
used concurrently reduced to reduced to
&£ (&), dnd, vnd amd, é& and
s, , o )
€V, ELS’ TPOS €S, €V €S

’ / - ’ ’ 14
perd, ovy JueTd, (perd), pé
e, &dv, dv, v €i, éav, dv av
éws, &, &oTe éws, &st &s, &ore (from &s dre)
émy, omot, dwov Smov Smrov
" . A A
ote, Os, infin. gt (&s, wds) (1), wos
R, ' ®s o7t wis 87ty T wids
e o 3 . o ’
os, tva, omws, inf, part. va va.

€ o Ay ’ e 8 4

o w o» ” ws o S vd, os Savd

Now to return to the declarative particles or conjunctions
d7i, @s, SudTe, s §re, with which we are concerned here,
they had, as I have already indicated, a varied and more
or less individual history since classical times. In these
circumstances, it may prove of interest and use to con-
sider them here separately and as briefly as possible.

1. OTI: that (German dass, French que).

This particle is far too common and familiar to students
to require illustrations here.

2. X (=41y), that.

As already observed, ds was an old associate of declara-
tive 87¢. Though far less common than &7, it was fondly
used by certain writers, especially by Thucydides and—what
is more significant for us—by Polybios. However, in the
course of post-classical times it began to lose ground before
its associate and formidable rival §r¢, and eventually—to-
wards the close of the Graco-Roman period—disappeared

L This form &s (misaceented &s), from and for éws, occurs already in the New
Testament, as: John (9, 4); 12, 35 &s (not ws) 70 Ppds Exere, as long as (or while)
ye have the light. Gal. 6, 10 &s xTupbv #xouev, while we have time. So too
Ignat. ad Smyr. 9, 1 s (ubi male ws) &re kaipov Exouer.
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altogether from the living language. It follows from this
that at the time of the New Testament writers, ds as a
declarative particle had not become extinct, as is commonly
but erroneously assumed. - Thus in Liuke 23, 55 éfeacavro
TO pvnuetov kal ds étéby 1o ocdpa adrod, i.e. *‘ they saw the
tomb and that (not ‘how ’) his body had been laid.”

Liuke 24, 6 pvijodyre ds éndnaev bulv éri év Taihaig dv
Aéywy, i.e. ““ do remember ¢that (not ‘how’) he had preached
unto you while he was yet in Galilee saying.”

Luke 24, 35 rai advol éfnyolvro Ta év 15 08¢ kai ds
éyvwaoln avTols év T KAdoew Tob dpTov,i.e. ¢ and they narrated
what had occurred on the way and that (not ‘how’) it had
become known unto them on the occasion of the breaking
of the bread.”

Acts 10, 28 vueis émioracfe &5 dabéuirév éomv dvlpl
Tovéalp rkoANdolar, i.e. *“ye know - yourselves that (surely
not ‘how,” as the R.V. has it) it is unlawful to associate
oneself with a Jew.”

Romans 1, 9 pdptus ydp pov 6 feds . . . @s abakelmTws
pveiay dudv mwowobuar, i.e. ¢ for God is my witness
that I constantly remember you in my prayers.”

3. AIOTI (=declarative é7¢) : that.

This particle, which represents an amplified by-form of
81, is very common in post-classical Greek from the third
century B.c. onwards down to Byzantine times. However,
as it does not seem to occur in the New Testament com-
positions, we need not discuss its history and usage here.!

4. QX OTI or QIOTI (=declarative 8r¢): that.

As already indicated, ds §7¢ is an amplified or strength-
ened form of declarative &7 (just like later woiva=iva), and
1 Readers interested in this particle and its associates are referred to my

Hist. Greek Grammar, §§ 17531f., then Appendix vi. 12f.; for s §§ 17511,
2086, then Appendix vi. 7, 12,
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should be written &aoe, seeing that it is never disjoined
into &s and §7¢ by the insertion of some other word be-
tween the two component parts, but always forms a single
word, like 8i-67¢, ka0-61, émei-81), 00x-€1L, oU-Trw, wév-Tot, €i-Te,
kai-mwep, €-ye, da-mwep, ovKk-0vV, §T-av, émetd-av, etc. Be it as
it may, @géTe made its appearance in the compositions of
early Graco-Roman ages, and had a fairly wide run down
to Byzantine times. ILike declarative g7, it depends upon
a verbum dicendi or sentiend: or some kindred term, and
introduces a definite statement : that, often also an explana-
tory statement : namely that,—but never a reason, either
objective (because)! or subjective (as if, as though). In
view of these facts, Winer’s opinion (Grammar, 771 {.),
followed by other critics, that doore (&5 67¢) has the mean-
ing of German als ob (as though) and that it forms an
ellipsis in which ws represents a whole subjective clause
suppressed before the objective §ri-clause, though ingenious
and prepossessing, is artificial and untenable; as a matter
of fact, it does not suit the sense in the passages where it
occurs,

The following typical instances may serve as illustrations
of the real function and usage of the particle in question.?

Diod. Frg. ii. 536, 51 Aéywy wcott (that) Opdres moté,
«th. Dion. Hal. Ant. 9, 14 émuyvods dobre (that) év
éoyatois elolv ol kataxheiocbévres év Tols )»_éqbow. Strabo
15, 87 70 vmo Twuayévous hexbév, wadti (namely that) yakcos
doiro. Jos. Apion. 1, 11 (1, 5 Niese) ikavids 8¢ dpavepsv, ds
olpal, TemoNkws WOOTL TATPLOS éaTV 1) WEPL TOV TANAIDY
avaypady Tols ,Bap_BZ;OLS‘ wariov % tois "EXAnawv, Bovlouat
uikpa mpotepoy SiarexOivac.  Anth. Pal. 9, 531 ‘O odx
é0énovoa Tiyn oe wporjyayey, GAN' va deifn dodte (that)

! The passage LXX. Esth. 4, 14 d&s 8rc éaw wapakodons, will be considered
in my 4th article. - =

% Such instances as Xen. Hell. 8, 2, 14 eiwow ¢ Pdpaxt dodre éxkvoln, and
Isocr. Bousiris 520 kargybpoww avrod wedre kawd daiubvia ela‘¢émte apparently
chargeable to their Byzantine copiers.
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wavra movelv Sivarar. Clem. Rom. Hom. 1, 7 {va {dw €
Tavd olros Aéywv arnfeves, wadTe (namely that) vios Beod
émidednuncev 1 Tovdala. O-r—i.é._-i. 7520 10 péyioTov Tepl
s ovaTdoews Tov Ingod kedpdhawov, daor. (namely that)
mpoednTevln Iwd Tadv mapa Tovdaless MTGHL Athan. i.
8124 odk 7yvoduer aANa kai pavepov Nuiv jv daote (that) ot
Tis Svowviuov TV Apetavdy mpogTdTat moANG kal Sewvd
éunyavdvro. Schol. in Ar. Pac. 507 avadépwv ooére . . .
taracaoxparovy oi 'Afnvaior. Schol. in Aeschin. et Isocr.
(ed. G. Dindorf) p. 6, 14 ¢pagi yap wgore (that) oddév Tob
yapaxtipos Tov IIhdTwvoes agie:. SotT)-24, 10. Then 59,
32 Oénouer elmeiv wadti, kA, 67, 8 éyer Tis elmely waoTL
avTos yéyoc—mXamoq pyvoes Ty Pihimmov yvouny. 8-3-:-56
elmey OToTL of Ofjpot, kTA. So further 92, 30. 93, 11. 105, 1.
105, 321;;;61) @367t IpAwTi)s éyéveto Tod T'opryiov,—and so0 on
passim. Schol. Il. B 78 ¢doxwy ®céTi moAral mohes ouo-
dwvobar mpoanyopirots. I 280, IE'n'_poaHeivaL éxeivo ®GOTL
(namely that), k7a. Cyrill. Seyth. V. 8. 311c Aéyewr badr,
etA. Vita Epiph. 104a é&ypayrey oot ’dewm
puyévous ppovei. Leont, Neap. V. 8. 16774 mpoBariiuevos
wapTvpa oaoéTi 008¢év, ktA. Chron. Pasch. 781, 13 édefdueba
dﬂ'é/cpwumn wéyay yeudva ebpov.t

So also then in the New Testament compositions, where
it occurs thrice. The first passage is 2 Corinthians 5, 19
T4 8¢ wdvTa éx Tob Beol Tob raTalAdEavros Nuds éavrd Sid

(Rec. Tnood) Xpiotol ral Sovros 7uiv Thv Siakoviav Tis
kataMayis, ®obte Ocos v év Xpiord réouov xaTalldoowy
éavtad. Here wobTe is correctly rendered “‘ to wit that”’ by
both the A. and R. versions, despite the contrary com-
ments of modern critics.

On the other hand, in 2 Corinthians 11, 20, 21 4véyeofe

yap € Tis vuds xaradovhol, € Tis kateabie, € Tis AauBavel,

¥ k) I k) ~ ‘) v ’ 14 L4 ~ 8 14
€L TLS emupe'rat [e’n‘apaTaL .], €L TIS €L TTPOOWTTOV Vuas EPEL

1 For more particulars see my Hist. Greek Grammar §§ 1753 fI.
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kata driplav. Nyw dobéty tuets rjobevicapev,—mot only
@ooti, but other parm the passage are misunderstood.
I mean that the adverbial expression xata driuiav does
not refer to Paul, but to the Jews (ris); hence it belongs
not to AMéyw, but to the preceding déper. The whole passage
therefore should, in my opinion, be rendered thus:

“ For ye bear with one if one reduceth you to bondage, if
one ruineth you, if one layeth hold of you, if one exalteth
oneself [accurseth you ?], if one smiteth you on the face to
your disgrace. I say (that) I have been weak.”

Similarly in the rather obscure passage, 2 Thessalonians
2, 1 . @odte évéoTnrev 7 Huépa Tod kuplov, the current render-
ing of GooT by ‘““as that,” if this means anything (=as
though ?), should make room for ‘ namely that the day
of the Lord is present.”

5. NNX (= declarative é7v), that.

Regarding was, as an equivalent of declarative &1, that
it made its appearance in, or rather found its way into, the
literary compositions of the Grseco-Roman period, and soon
met with increasing popularity which it maintained ever
since. As a matter of fact, this particle—formerly an
adverb of manner exclusively and now a declarative con-
junction as well—in its latter function eventually (i.e. since
the Middle Ages) has practically ousted 67¢ from ordinary
speech, so that in the vernacular Greek of to-day wds is
by far commoner than ér.. Now that this wds, when it
acts as a declarative conjunction (that), bears no stress is
manifest from the nature of its function. Its relation to
the interrogative adverb wds is somewhat like that of
English declarative that (in: I mean ‘that’ man is mortal)
to demonstrative that (in: I mean that man). Hence de-
clarative wés bears no stress and had perhaps be Dbetter
written was if not even wws. :

And now let us come to actual illustrations, first from
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secular and extra-canonical texts, then from the New
Testament compositions.

Pap. Berol. 6884 (== Griechische Urkunden zu Berlin no.
37; dated 51 A.p.) oldas 7ds avTod (i.e. ToD ZToTonTOS)
éedatns dpas xpritw, *ye know that (not ‘how’) I need
him every moment.”” Epict. Diss. 1, 18, 1 qvdoy maos
amavlpwméy éoTiv b Méyers ral i éxelve Suoov, ¢ that it is
cruel and like him.” 2,1, 17 idod Tds ov ddiwer, “ ye see
that he does not bite (surely not t ‘how he does not
bite’!).” 8o too zb. 34 and 35; then 2, 19, 15 Selxvve wrds
elwbas év mhoiw yetudleabar, “show that you are accus-
tomed.” Clem. R. ad Cor. 19, 3 vojowuer wds dopynros
Umapyer mpos mwacav Ty kTicw avTod. 21, mw/.l.ev RS
éyyUs €oTv kai 6Te 0vdév Néanley adriv. 84, 5 xa'ravoﬁa'wm
70 wav mwAnbos v dyyérwy adTod wds Te OehjuaTe avTod
AewTovpyolor TapesTdTes. S0 t00 37,_2; 56, 16. Ignat. ad
Smyrn. 6, 2 xaraudfere Tols €érepodofoivras mwas évavrio
elal T eyvwuy Tov Oeod. Barn. 14, 6 'yé'ypaW'; vap mwos
adte o matnp évré\herar. 16,1 épd dulv 7dS GATITay. Acta
Xanthip. 59, 11 épds, adeddé, Ta Edava TdV daiudvor Tapat-
Topeva, TGS ob pépovar Tob Ndyov Ty duvauw; 80, 34 idav
7r_c'[)sﬁ pépiuva adTod maca Ry els Tovs mwrwyols. 82, 27 viv
éyvov akpBds wds Ppbovel o dudfolos T mapbevia. 85, 23
opds mos Sua TOMAGY mpodacewy owler 6 Oeés. Acta Pilati
1i. 1, 2 yoyydgovar kat alrov wds TooavTys Tiuss Tov Ingoby
nEiwaev. b, dwv Tovdas W&)Q—ﬁ’ya'yov Tov Incotv évémiov
Indrov. 16, 3 o0 olw ’Iw;;?p duoroyer &1i éxndevae ral
é0arev avTov pera Tot Nikodjuov xai W_&)s'-g;'-rw arnlés &tu
7yépbn. Narratio Josephi 3, 3 fewpd mds 6 dudBohos yaipwy
T Aruxiy adTod AawBdve., Apophthegm. Patrum 2498
o0 B\émess Tods adehgovs wids elaw ws dyyeloi eis TV ovvafw
év T) ékxAnaia; Doroth. 16294 Néyw mids ai évtolal maoc Tols
xpLoTiavols éd60naav. 1832B Aéyw vuiv 71&27'7 Yuxn Tpwepts
éorw. Leont. Neap. Vita Joh. 5, 21 eimovros mpos avrov
mos dva THv aydmyy @pénnoov we. Io. Moschos 2992¢
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dpéaker gor wds 1) 48y avTy Imo Tob Saipovos ddukeirar kal
C’La'x'r)p,ovei,:-a,-;l-d 50 on down to present speech.

That this declarative or recitative w@s (=87 occurs in
the New Testament compositions is a fact evidenced by
many instances, e.g. Matt. 12, 4 (also Luke 6, 4). Mark
9, 12. 12, 26 and 41. Luke 8, 36. Aects 11, 13. 20, 18,
Rev. 3, 3, As a matter of course in all these cases wds is
mistaken for the familiar adverb w&s, how, either interro-
gative or exclamatory. But a close inspection of the re-
spective passages, coupled with the occasional alternative
reading os (=47¢, as: Mark 12, 26. Luke 6, 4), and the
parallel usage in secular and extra-canonical texts decide
the question beyond doubt. Thus Matt. 12,14 o¥x dvéyvewTe
i émoinae AaPid 8re émeivace kal o per’ abrol ; mds eloihbev
els Tov olkov Tob Beod Kai Tods dpTovs Ths mpobégews Epayev
kT\., *“ that he entered,” not *“ how he entered,’” since Jesus
refers to the fact not to the manner in which David entered
and ate the shewbread. So too Luke 6, 4, unless we read
with the best MSS. s elonrfer, ¢ that (not ‘how’ or
when ') he entered.”

Mark 9, 12 6 8¢ épn avroiss ‘HAias uév ébov mpdTov
dmoxabioTd wdvria kai wds éypamTar émi TOov wiov ToD
avfpdmov kTN o

* And he said unto them, Indeed when Elijah has first
come, he restoreth all things; and that it is written of the
Son of man,’’ ete.

Mark 12, 26 wepl 8¢ Tav vexpdv 87 éyelpovrar (=mepi 8¢
Ths éyépaews TOV vexpdy) ovk avéyvare év Th BifAe Mwcéws
émi ths Pdrov mds elmev avtd 6 Geds, “ that God spake unto
him " (not ‘how’).

Mark 12, 41 «xai xabicas karévavre Tol yalodviaxiov
é0ecrpes 7r_é')s~ 6 dxhos BdAher yal«ov eis T ryalopurariov,

! Compare John 3, 28 airol Suels wor paprupeire §ru elmov: * Ok elul éyw 6
Xpioros,” AN ﬁL ‘T Ameoraudvos elul Eumpoaey éxelvov.”
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‘“ that (i.e. the fact that, not the manner in which) people
was casting coppers into the treasury.”

Acts 11, 13 dmijyyeihe 8¢ fuiv mas eldev Tov dyyelov, i.e.
(the fact) ““ that he had seen the angel” (not how he had
seen).

Acts 12, 17 8upysjgaro avrols mds o «ipios avtov éfijyayer
€k Tis ¢uvhaxis, ¢ declared unto them ¢hat the Liord had
brought him out of the prison’ (not how, <.e. not the
manner, since this would imply a previous knowledge of
the fact).

Acts 20, 18 émiorache . . . mds ped vpdv Tov wdvTa
Xpovov éyevouny, * ye know that (not ¢ after what manner’)
I spent all that time with you.”

- Rev. 8, 8 uvpuoveve mas eilypas xal fjxovaas, i.e. *‘re-
member tiat (not ‘ how ’) thou hast received and heard.”
A. N. JANNARIS. -



