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EASTON: LINGUISTIC EVIDENCE FOR LUCAN BOURCEL 139

Linguistic Evidence for the Lucan Source L

BURTON SCOTT EASTON

NASHOTAH HOUSE

PREFACE

THE incentive to the present study was supplied by
the investigations of Bernhard Weiss, as published,
in particular, in the three works, Evangelium des Lukas
(Gottingen, 1901), Die Quellen des Lukasevangeliums (Stutt-
gart, 1907), and Die Quellen der synoptischen Ueberlieferung
(Leipsic, 1908). In these three treatises, Dr. Weiss has set
forth in the fullest detail his theory of the composition of the
Synoptic Gospels, which, as far as it relates to St. Luke, as-
serts the existence of three written sources (Mec., Q, and L)
as explaining practically the entire contents of the Third
Gospel. This third written source, L, is a contribution of
Dr. Weiss’ own to the Synoptic Problem,—at least in so
far as its length and completeness are concerned,—and he
has supported his contention with a number of extremely
cogent arguments, chief among which (probably) is the
linguistic.

Briefly, his contention is this. It is admitted that a
single hand can be found running through all parts of our
Third Gospel. Certain characteristics of a rather peculiar
and individual style can be seen almost everywhere. But
from this it does not follow that the entire Gospel is the
word of a single author writing freely. On the other hand,
these stylistic touches in themselves need not establish
anything more than unity of editorship, of a fairly thorough-
going kind.

In two cases positive proof is possible that St. Luke’s
work was, in part, at least, that of an editor, for the use
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by him of two documents, Mc. and Q, may be demonstrated.
And in regard to Mc., we are in the fortunate situation of
being able to compare the original source with Lc.’s treat-
rment of it. In the case of Q the matter is not so simple,
for the source must be reconstructed by a comparison of Le.
with Mt., but, within certain limits, this reconstruction can
be performed with a very fair degree of certainty. Conse-
quently, it is incumbent on the student of the Synoptic
Problem to subject the other matter in Lec. to a close
examination with a view to determining how much else
may possibly belong to a source rather than to Lec.’s free
composition.

An examination of this kind is always a very delicate
matter and the results always more or less uncertain. But
in the case of the Third Gospel, there are certain factors
that simplify the problem somewhat. The author of the
Third Gospel was palpably a Gentile, writing for Gentiles.
This follows not only from the tradition regarding the
author but from an examination of the Gospel itself (omis-
sion of matter of purely Jewish interest from Mec., etc.).
The material, however, deals so often with purely Jewish
matter in such an entirely familiar way as to establish a
strong probability in favor of its being of Jewish origin.
Again, it appears evident from many stylistic usages through-
out the Gospel that the editor had a fairly keen feeling for
a rather good Hellenistic style, so that evidences of a fond-
ness for Jewish (especially Septuagint) vocabulary or con-
structions must be viewed rather with suspicion. Again,
even apart from matters of Jewish or Gentile Greek, Lc.’s
style is so characteristic that it can be tabulated to a rather
considerable extent, so that differences from it may be noted
and traced out.

These factors are of the very greatest assistance in literary-
critical work of this kind, but they are not the only factors.
Much can be done, for instance, by a study of the relation
of the tradition in the individual portions of the Third Gospel
to the traditions in the other New Testament writings. It
is found, to a noteworthy degree, that certain passages ex-
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hibit a strong affinity to the Johannine tradition. Again,
the “@tiological motive” of the author in many parts points
to his having written under not Gentile but Palestinian con-
ditions of A.p. 40-60. Finally, there are the tests that are
usually applied in literary-critical work,——the problems of
“doublets,” the interdependence of the various parts of what
is suspected to be a single source, and (for Gospel problems)
the furnishing of the proper material for the “ Evangelic
Tradition.”

All of these factors in literary-critical work have been
applied by Dr. Weiss in his studies, and he has claimed that
their convergence has established his contention that there
exists in the Third Gospel a source which he has named L,
and he has effected a tentative reconstruction of the Greek
text of this source. As yst, however, no critique has been
published of his results and it is the purpose of the present
study to sapply this lack.!

The most important part of the evidence presented by
Dr. Weiss is that which relates to the linguistic peculiarities
of the source L. The data that he has collected make out a
really strong prima facie case for an author of L whose style
differed notably from that of Le. Unfortunately, the man-
ner in which Dr. Weiss has arranged this evidence is about
as awkward as possible. A short table is drawn up on pp.
197-198 of the third of his books cited above, in which some
of the material is collected, but this table is by no means
complete and the figures quoted not always accurate. The
rest of the material is scattered through the book in foot-
notes, in which the evidence as quoted often seems to be con-
tradicted by that offered by a concordance (cf. especially
p- 167 below). Consequently, if the value of the arguments
offered is to be given any just appraisement, the first step
needed is a collection and thorough sifting of the data.

This work has been undertaken in what follows, and on

1 Stanton in The Gospels as Historical Documents, Part II (1809), p. 224,
misstates Weiss’ position. Nicolardot (Les Procédés de Rédaction des trois
premiers Evangéltﬂa, 1908) in a very obvious reference to Weiss (p. 182)
appears also to miss Weiss’ point.
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it some elaboration has been made. For the present purposes
there have been examined all the statistics of the words and
phrases belonging to the following classes : (a) all of those
used by Weiss (143 in number, by my count) ; (3) all of
those classed as characteristic of Le. by Hawkins (151 in
number, but in part coinciding with those in Weiss, — Horae
Synopticae, 2d edition, pp. 15-28); (¢) all words classed by
Hawkins as common in Lec., but not in A. ; (d) all words be-
longing to Biblical Greek only; (e) a selected list of all
words that might seem characteristic (particles in especial) ;
(f) Dalman’s “possible Hebraisms”; (g) every word in
Moulton and Geden’s Concordance, pp. 1424 (through
Zeta). This examination has yielded results of such a defi-
nite character that it has not seemed worth while to carry
the Concordance study further at present, as it could yield
only cumulative evidence.

In work of this sort, naturally, a mere mechanical count
would have been worthless. It is necessary to know not
only how often Lc. uses a given phrase, but the source
from which he takes it,—a document or his own preference.
When, for instance, a word from Mec. is taken over into
Le. in connection with the rest of the Marcan passage, no
conclusion for Le.s fondness or otherwise for that word
may be drawn, and it should be barred out of such lists
a8 the present. The same is true for words in Q, where
their existence in Q is guaranteed by their occurrence in
the parallel passage in Mt. However, for completeness’ sake
I have invariably given such uses with a reference to their
source or parallel (chapter and verse of Mc. or Mt.). On
the other hand, the changes made in Mec. by Le., where we
may be reasonably sure that they are really Lucan changes
and are not due to some parallel account, are of the very
greatest service. When, as in the case of dpyw, we find Lec.
systematically avoiding or altering a common Marcan phrase,
wo may decide with real certainty that Lc. objected to that
particular word or phrase. Consequently, the present study
has involved counting and comparing the words in Mec. as
well as those in Le., and I trust it has recorded every case
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where a word that occurs in L has not been copied where
it occurs in Mc. Again, the insertion by Lec. of words or
phrases into the Marcan narrative is of great importance, as
indicating a predilection on Lec.’s part for such words.
Where, for instance, such a case occurs in a word of not
many occurrences in all, the assignment of that word to L be-
comes less certain. For words of high number of occurrences
this is not of so much importance, as frequent copying of the
same word tends to introduce it into one’s own vocabulary.
All such cases have been recorded, with the reference given to
the place in Mc. into which Lc. has made the insertion as well
as to the place in Lec. Strictly speaking, each example should
be accompanied by a discussion as to the appropriateness
of the word in each context, but such a method is out
of the question. Not only is the bulk of cases so great
as to be prohibitive, but, in the vast majority of instances,
the discussion would be so subjective as to destroy its value.
Consequently, attention has been called to reasons other
than purely stylistic only in certain very prominent cases.

All evidence offered by Acts has been duly tabulated.
To my mind it is convincing as an additional proof that
Le. and A. have a common author. But it also points to
the use of sources in the first. twelve chapters of A. and
in the speeches throughout the Book. Most notably does
this appear to be true in the case of St. Stephen’s speech, to
which attention is usually directed.

In referring a word to Mc. rather than to Q, the possibility
must always be borne in mind that Mec. and Lec. may be
both quoting from Q. Weiss maintains this in a large
number of cases (and in certain of these I feel that he
has made out a case), but for the present purposes this is
immaterial. In most places, however, I have used the
reference “ Mc.  (or Q),” but not invariably. As to the
matter of Q passages in Lec. only, I have simply followed
Weiss, with a reference to the page of his discussion. With-
out committing myself as to whether or not these passages
belong to Q, it is enough to say that the evidence collected
at least seems to show that most of them do not belong to L.
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For the limits of L, I have used simply the reconstruction
given by Weiss. As his list of words differs somewhat from
the one in the present work and as his proofs for L are only
in part linguistic, his tests and those here are in large part
independent. To judge from the tests I have made, Weiss
has certainly included in his reconstruction of L all that
properly belongs to it, with the exception, perhaps, of the
Transfiguration narrative. On the other hand, it is possible
that he has-included a little too much; but these questions
as to the precise extent of L must be left open for the pres-
ent. My interest has lain in the proofs for the existence or
otherwise of the document, and the precise determination of
its limits (if the problem is capable of solution at all) can
hardly be settled by linguistic considerations alone. In one
respect, Weiss has consequently not been followed ; namely,
his elimination of small sections inside the L narrative. In
other words, there has been studied not the text as recon-
structed by Weiss, but the Lucan text of the passages that
Weiss has attributed to L. Otherwise there would have
been the danger of a petitio principit, especially where Weiss
has discarded phrases for linguistic reasons. In a few cases,
which are noted, Weiss seems to have assigned phrases to
Le. which in reality belong to his source.

It is proper to add that the three treatises of Weiss differ
slightly from each other in the matter they assign to L. I
have, of course, noted all these differences, but it has seemed
needless to record them here. I have tried to adapt my own
data to the limits as set forth in the last of the three books,
but possibly I have not succeeded invariably. In one case
(the first few words of Lec. 19 29) I have followed the book
of 1907 (p. 211) for a matter that is not mentioned in the
book of 1908. All references otherwise, unless specially
designated, are to the book of 1908, in particular the page-
numbers in parentheses that follow the words in my first
four lists. Where matter in these first four lists is not in
Weiss I have noted the fact. The matter in the other lists
is independent of Weiss.
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A. WorDS AND PHRASES EsPECIALLY CHARACTER-
ISTIC OF L

1. apaprords (not in Weiss). Occurs eighteen times in
Le., not at all in A. Two occurrences (5 30. 32) are from Me.
(218.17). Once (7 34, Mt. 11 19) from Q. 15 7. 10 are prob-
ably from Q or from Le.’s own hand. The remaining thirteen
instances (5 8 6 m. 33. 34 (twice) T 37.39 132 151.21813 197
24 7are all in L. In 52 the word is dropped from Mec. 2 1.

2. avarérre (128, 137, 150). Occurs four times in Lec.,
notatallin A. The four occurrences (1137 1410 177 22 14)
are all in L. In 9 15 the word is rejected from Mec. 6 40 and
xaraxAlve substituted.

8. amo Tov viw (161, 157). Five times in Lec., once (18 6)
in A, elsewhere only 2 Cor. 516 and [Jn. 8 n]. The five
occurrences are all in L, —1 48 510 12 52 22 1s. 6.

4. amorapBdve (125, 127). Four times (or five) in Lec.,
not at all in A. The four occurrences (63 1527 16 25
23 a1) are all in L. If the word is read in 18 3o, it is there
an insertion by Le. into Mec. 10 30, but WH and Weiss read
the simple verb there.

5. dpyw. Thirty-one times in Lec., ten times (11.22 24
83 1037 11 4. 15 1828 24 2 27 ) in A. The distribution in
Lc., however, seems very significant. The word is used
twenty-five times by Mc. and sixteen of these occurrences
are in passages copied directly by Le. But only three (Me.
1115 121 14 19) of these sixteen are taken over by Le.
(1945 20 9 22 23) and in the other thirteen cases (Mec. 145
223 517.20 62.7.3 831 1028 32. 471 135 14 69) the word is
omitted or modified into some other construction (imper-
fect, etc.). Twice the word is inserted by Lec. (521 912)
into Mc.'s narrative (26 6 38), but in the second of these cases
(at least),—1) fjuépa fparo xAlverr,—the word has its proper
force and cannot be regarded as a mere periphrasis. Twice
the word is certainly due to Q (7 2¢, Mt. 11 7; 12 45, Mt.
24 19) and in 3 8 (cf. Mt. 3 9) it is altogether probable that
the word belongs to Q and the alteration is due to Mt. The
origin of the two cases in 13 25.26 is not clear,— Weiss
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(pp. 57-58) prints the second as part of Q and attributes the
first to Le. The case 11 29 is dubious, — it is in a Q coutext.
But the remaining twenty cases (323 4 21 T 15. 38. 49 11 53
121 14 9.18.29. 30 1514.24 1937 2128 23 2.5. 30 24 27. 47)
are all . The fact that so many cases occur in so small a
part of the Gospel, especially when contrasted with the much
thinner distribution elsewhere in the Gospel and in A. and
when contrasted with the frequency with which the word is
rejected from Mec., seems to me to be of particular signifi-
cance. Weiss, as far as I have been able to discover, does
not notice this word as a characteristic of L.

6. *Eyévero followed by xal. Eleven (or twelve) times in
Le., not at all in A. (the case A. 57 is quite different). Of
these cases, eight (61 81 95 141 1711 19 15 24 4. 15) are
in L. The cases 5§ 12. 17 are to be referred to the influence of
5 1,— the three consecutive paragraphs begin alike. 822 may
be explained in the same way from 8 1 or may be from Q.
Also 9 28 may belong here (Q?, L?,—text? Cf. B15).

1. éyévero év 1¢ followed by infinitive. Twenty-one times
in Le., once (19 1) in A. (or twice, if 9 3 is counted, but it
probably should not be included). The three cases 9 2. 33
11 1 are in a Q context, but there seems to be no evidence
for the phrase in Q (it is not found in Mt.). In 821 and
9 18 it is probably from Le.’s own hand (but in the former
of these two passages I feel that there is something to be
said for a source). 5 12 is due to 51, as above. The re-
maining fifteen occurrences (18 26 51 95 10 38 (but the
text here is dubious) 1127 141 17 11. 14 18 35 19 15 24 4. 15.
%. 51) are all L. It is also worthy of note that in the only
occurrence of this phrase in Mc. (4 4), it is changed in Le.
(85). Weiss does not recognize this phrase as characteristic
of L,~—on the contrary ( Quellen des Lukasevangeliums, p. 132),
he treats it as a Lucan phrase, —but the statistics seem con-
vineing.

Note. On combining the results of this section with
those of the preceding, a particularly significant result is
given for the very un-Greek combination * éyévero év T with
the infinitive followed by xal”” There are eight occurrences



EASTON : LINGUISTIC EVIDENCE FOR LUCAN SOURCE L 147

in Le. and no others in the New Testament. Of these eight
cases, seven (51 951 141 17 11 19 15 24 4. 15) are in L and
the only other case (5 12) seems to be due to 5 1.

8. éyyllw (124, 143, 147, 153, 165). Eighteen times in
Le., six in A. (T17 93 109 21 33 22 6 (identical with 9 3)
23 13). Of the eighteen occurrences, two (10 9. 11) are cer-
tainly from Q. In 18 40, Lc. inserts the word into Mec. 10 50
(influence of 18 33?). The remaining fifteen cases (7 12 12 33
15 1. 25 18 35 19 29. 37. 41 21 8. 20. 28 22 1. 47 24 15. 28) are all in
L. The significance here lies in the large number of the
cases. While the number of occurrences in A. shows that
Le. did not entirely disuse the word, yet the number is too
small, especially when the character of the narrative (with
its journeyings) is considered, to account for the enormously
greater proportion in L.

Among special uses, Weiss (p. 147) calls attention to s
éyyllw. The phrase is found four times (7 12 15 25 19 29. 41),
not at all in A. (but 717 has xafds #yyiler, —in temporal,
not local, sense, however, and in St. Stephen’s speech be-
sides) nor in the rest of the New Testament, — something
not noted by Weiss. I may add éyyllw eis, 18 35 19 20 24 28,
—all L, —not found in A. (and poor Greek, — LXX).

9. éroipdlw (119).  Fourteen times in Lec., once (23 23)
in A. Of these fourteen occurrences that in 3 4 is from the
Septuagint. 22 9. 12. 13 are from Mc. 14 12.15.16. 228 is
almost certainly due to the following three cases, as Lec.
seems to have formed this whole verse out of what follows.
12 20 Weiss (p. 48) prints as from Q. The remaining eight
instances (117.76 231 952 12 47 17 8 23 56 24 1) are all in
L. Cf. &ocpos, 14 17 22 33 (both L) and 12 40 (Q, Mt. 24 44).

10. edroydw (113). Thirteen timesin Le. (omitting 128 and
counting 24 53), twice in A. (3 2. (text?) 26), but both cases
due to Septuagint. Consequently it should not be counted as
occurring in A.  Of the thirteen instances, 9 16 aud 19 38 are
from Mc. 6 41 and 11 9. One case (13 35, Mt. 23 39) is from
Q. Of the remaining ten cases, nine (1 42. (twice) 64 2 28. 34
628 24 20. 50. 51) are certainly from L and 24 53 may be.
Weiss attributes this verse to Lc., but in any case the use of
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elloyéw (if the text is right) is due to vs. 0. Note also
ebhoyyrds in 1 63, — the only one of the cognates in the Luocan
writings.

11. «xai alrds, nominative, where airrds has no real intensive
force and where xa( is merely copulative. Thirty-six cases
in Le., none at all in A. Of these thirty-six cases no less
than twenty-nine appear to be in L,—1 17. 22 2 2s.37. 50 3 23
(a very awkward case) 51.37 620 T12 8195 114 (?)
141 1614 16 24 17 11.13. 16 18 31 19 2 (twice, — the seocond
especially un-Greek) 22 23. 41 24 1. 25. 28. 1. 35. The other
cases, with one exception (4 15, — Le.?), seem to be due to the
influence of a preceding case in L ; namely, 5 14. 17 due to 5 1;
8 22. 42 (text?) due to 8 1; 24 52 due to the other cases in
cp- 24. There should be added 9 2 in a Q (?) passage (but
the phrase in this sense is not found in Mt.). It is to be
noted, moreover, that where Lo. (8 23 9 20 22 12) meets the
phrase in Mo. (4 38 8 20 14 1) he either omits or modifies it,
a fact telling’ against Lc.’s having any fondness for the
combination.

A peculiarly un-Greek combination is found in xal avrd
#v, followed by a participle. L has four instances, —1 2
323 51 141. The only case in Le. outside of L is in 5 1y,
apparently modeled on 5 1.

For the sake of completeness, the other ocourrences of the
phrase in the Synoptists, where there is a real intensive
force, may be given. Mt. 20 10 21 21 25 4 27 57. The last
of these is taken over from Mc. 15 43, which is avoided,
despite the better semse, in Lec. 2851, Le. 13 1412 1628
19 9 24 15 (text uncertain). All of these examples (five) are
likewise from L. In A. there are eight occurrences (8 13
15 32 21 24 22 20 24 15. 16 25 22 27 36), all of which are quite
distinet from the first use quoted.

In Mc. 6 47 there is one further example of the first use,
but the passage is not in a Lucan context.

Weiss does not class this phrase among those characteristic
of L ; indeed, he often removes avrds from the L narrative
as 8 Lucan word. (Z.g. on p. 125.) But he has not dis-
tinguished between the uses of the word.
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12. xard 76 &os (152). Three times in Le., not in the
rest of the New Testament. The Lucan cases (19 2 ¢
22 39) are all L. Despite seven occurrences of the word éfos
in Acts the phrase does not recur, —in 15 1 21 21 the simple
dative is used in the same sense.

13. Kbpios, of Christ, in the Evangelist’s narrative (134,
187, 144, 156, 164). Fifteen times in Le. (if 24 3 is in-
cluded); no comparison with A. is possible. Of these oc-
currences, twelve are in L,—7 13.10 101.30. 41 1139 13 15
17 5. 6 19 8 22 e1 (first oocurrence) 24 3. The second occur-
rence in 22 61 may be from Lc., but it is of course due to the
first occurrence. The two other cases are 12 42,— one of
Le.’s characteristic transition-questions, —and 18 8, possibly
a Lucan insertion in Q. The title is never inserted by Lec.
in Me.

14. Avrpwois and cognates (166). All in L: Avrpwas in
168 238; amolvrpwors in 21 28; Avrpdouac in 24 21.  None
of these words are in A. and the only cognate is Avrpwris
(7 35), which occurs, moreover, in St. Stephen’s speech.

15. odyf, &xnd (133, 137). Five times in Lc., not at all
in A. The five cases are all in L, —1 60 12 51 13 3. 5 16 30.
To these probably should be added &A\’ odyf, also in L and
not in A. (Le. 17 8).

16. mapd with accusative in sense of *“‘beyond,” *more
than ” (183). Four times in Le., not at all in A.  The four
cases (8 13 13 2. 4 18 14) are all L. Contrast the use of vmép
in same sense in 6 40 (Q,— Mt. 10 21), 16 8 (Q or Lc., proba-
bly), A. 26 13.

17. moiéw &\eos uer' adrod (122). In Le. 1 72 10 .
Compare éueydA\vver 70 éNeos uer’ abrijs'in 1 5.  Besides, the
word &\eos is 1 50. 54. 78 and not at all in A. All these pas-
sages in Lc. are in L.

18. orpagels (136, 156, 161). Seven times in Le., not at
allin A. (Le. 10 22 is not included.) Of these seven cases,
five (T4 965 14 25 22 61 23 28) are in L.  Of the other two,
T9 is in a mixture of Q and L, and 10 23 is either Le.

or Q.
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B. Worps AND PHRASES PROBABLY CHARACTERISTIC
or L

1. dyyeros as “messenger” (119). Three times in Le.,
not at all in A. Of these cases, T 27 is a Septuagint quotation
(Mt. 11 10 Mc. 1 2). The other two (T 22 9 s52) are L.

2. aderdol xal ovyyeveis xal yelroves (183). Le. 14 12, —
cf. aderol xal avyyeveis xal pirot in 21 16, — both in L.

3. alves, alvédn (148, 146). The verb occurs Le. 2 13 20
19 37, —all L, —and possibly 24 53 (Lc.), but edroyoiwres is
the much more probable reading. Alsoin A. 247 38. 9, —
all in the very early part. The noun is found Lec. 18 4 (L),
not in A.

4. apnv (not in Weiss). Six times in Le., not at all in A.
Three of these cases (18 17. 29 21 32) are from Mec. (10 15. 29
13 a0), the other three, all with Aéyw Juiv &r, are from L
(422 1237 23 43). Lc. 22 18 omits the word from Me. 14 25
(used in part, at least, by Lc. here), and in 9 27 21 3 he sub-
stitutes aAnfas for it in Me. 91 12 3.  Five times in Q
passages the word stands in Mt. (Mt. 52 8 10 1015 11 11
13 17), where the corresponding Lc. passage (125 T o9 10 12
728 10 24) omits it. For audr in Mt. 23 38 Lc. has val in
11 51 and dAnfas 12 44 (Mt. 24 47). This relation between
Mt. and Le. would seem to denote that ausjv was fairly com-
mon in Q, and was retained by Mt. but either dropped or
altered by Lc., as in the three cases in Mc. Hence the ex-
amples from L acquire still greater weight.

5. avaxdivo (not in Weiss). Three times in Le., not at
all in A. Of these cases, Lc. 13 29 is from Q (Mt. 8 11), the
other two (27 12 37) are in L. In Mec. 6 39, Le. (9 14) alters
to xataxAive.

6. dvaxvmre (134). Twice in Le. (18 n 21 28), both in
L. Elsewhere in New Testament only [J. 8 7. 10].

7. avricepar (138, 135). In Le. 1317 21 15, both L, and
both times in the phrase oi &vriceluevor adrg. Not in A.

8. améyw, in the sense ‘“be distant from” (165). Three
times in Le. (T8 152 2413), allin L. The verb occurs A.
15 20. 29, but in both cases in the middle and not in a local
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sense. Cf. also paxpdv amwéyovros (125) in T 6 15 20 and (not
in Weiss) amréyw amd T6 24 1.

9. amopla, amopéw (164). Neither in A. Noun 21 2,
verb 24 4.

10. apyiepevs not used in the singular (154). Plural in
L in 22 4. 52. 68 23 4. 10. 13 24 20. The only exceptions are
8 2, where the word means “highpriesthood ” and 22 &, in
the phrase eis T)v oixlav ro0 apyiepéws. Note that in the last
case Mc. 14 53 (used in part by Le.) has mpés 100 apyiepéa.

11. apiordw, dpiorov (124). Verb 11 57, noun 11 38 14 12.
All three in L, neither word in A.

12. adaipéw (120). Four times in Le., not at all in A.
Of the four cases 22 50 is from Mec. 14 47 (“cut off ”). The
other three cases have the meaning « take away.” 163 (mid-
dle) Weiss (p. 53) prints as part of Q, the other two (125
10 42) are from L.

13. Baoihebw éw{ with accusative (145). In New Testa-
ment only Le. 133 19 14. 27 The verb not elsewhere in Lec.
or A.

14. éyévero followed by a finite verb. Twenty-one (or
twenty-two) cases in Lc., none in Acts. (Lec. 10 38 should
probably not be counted.) Fifteen of these (1 8. 2. 41. 20
21.6.15.46 T11112r 1714 183 192 24 30.51) are in L.
Of the other six (or seven), three (9 1s.28. (text? cf. 4 6)
37) are printed by Weiss (pp. 64, 65, 66) as part of Q, but
cf. Note 4, infra. 201 seems an insertion into Mec. 11 27,
and 9 33 is perhaps another. 111 and 11 14 are in Q context,
and the phrase here is possibly Q and possibly Le. There is
no certatn case of the phrase in Q, but Mt. (7281111353191
26 1) uses it five times in a Q context and nowhere else.
However, if the number of occurrences in L were not quite
so large, the classification of the phrase here might seem un-
justified. But the large number and the absence of the
phrase from A. make a strong impression. Moreover, in the
two cases (3 21 and 8 5) where Lc. meets the phrase in Mec.
(19 4 4) he alters it. (Not in Weiss.)

Nore 1. A combination of this phrase with év ¢ and
the infinitive appears in L seven times (18 26 1127 17 14
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18 35 24 . 51), elsewhere only in 9 18, 33, as above. (Not in
Weiss.)

Nore 2. The phrase éyévero ds is found only in this
combination and only in the L section of Le. (not at all in
A.). The places are 1 23. 41 2 15 19 29, — four in all. (Not
in Weiss.)

NoTE 3. An interesting contrast is afforded by the use of
éyévero followed by the infinitive, —five times (8 21 6 1. 6. 12
16 2) in Le., sixteen times in A. Lec. 6 1is from Mec. 2 2.
66 and 6 12 are clearly insertions by Lec. into Mc. 81 and
813. 3 a1 is probably an insertion into Mc. 19. 16 22 is the
only occurrence in an L passage. éyévero év v with infini-
tive in this construction is found in 3 21, A. 19 1 only.

NotE 4. If the special matter in the Transfiguration nar-
rative be assigned to L (cf. p. 169, infra), then of the 21 (or
22) cases in Lc., 16 (or 17) are found in L,—a high pro-
portion (adding 9 28 (text?) 33).

15. yvapllw, yvdois, yvworol (197,—for the third of
these). The first of these twice in Lec., —2 15, 17, both L.
Twice in A., but in 2 28 the word is from a Septuagint quo-
tation; in 713 it is in St. Stephen’s speech and the text is
doubtful. The second in Le. 17 (L), 11 52 (Le.). The
third in Le. 2 44 23 49 (both L), not at all in A., despite ten
occurrences of the word in the neuter (not found in Lec.).

16. «qoyy¥lw, diayoyyilw (110). Simple verb Le. 530
(L), not at all in A. (noun in A. 61, not in Le.). Com-
pound verb (an exclusively Septuagint form) in 152 197,
not elsewhere in New Testament. In all three cases Aéyovres
follows.

17. 8énaws (111). 113 2 31 5 33,— three cases in Lec., all
L, not at all in A.

18. Siuaxovéw (138). Eight times in Le., twice (A. 62
19 2) in A. Of these cases in Lc., one (4 ) is from Mec.
(1 a1). Three times, in immediate conjunction and as noun
(6 diaxovaw), the word is found in a Q passage (22 2.
(twice)), where the word may be Q and may be due to Lec.
(Mc. 10 43, Mt. 20 26 has didxovos). The other four instances
(83100 123 178) are in L. The construction with the
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dative is found in 4 2 83 12 37 17 s only, with the possible
addition of A. 6 2 (rpamélais).

19. Soxéw (133, 144). The interrogative doxeire is found
three times, all with &r, in Le.,—12 5 13 2.4,—all L, —
and not at all in A. Otherwise, six times in Le¢. and nine in
A. Of these six times, 13 (preface) and 8 18 (insertion in
Mc. 4 25) are certainly from Lc. 222 is Le. or Q. 1032
19 u 24 ;1 are L. The interrogative form alone can be
classed as probably L. (On p. 197, Weiss states that the
word occurs five times in L. This is a slip for sz, —cf.
pp- 121, 181, 138 (twice), 144, 167 of his reconstructed
text.)

20. dd¢a (not noted by Weiss). Thirteen times in Le.,
four times in A. Of these four times, however, two (7 2. )
are in St. Stephen’s speech. The other cases are A. 1223
22 11. Of the thirteen cases in Lc., two (9 28 21 ) are
from Mc. (8 38 13 26). Twice the word is from Q (122, Mt.
620; 46 Mt. 48). 9 38 is an insertion into Mec. 11 10, doubt-
less under the influence of 2 4. Twice (9 31. 8, —in con-
junction) the word may be Q, Le., or L. The remaining six
cases (t.e. 8ix out of the uncertain nine) are all L, — 2 9. 14. 32
1410 17 18 24 26.

21. éxhefmo (152, 162). Three times in Lec., not at all in
A. The three occurrences (16 9 22 s2 23 45) are all L.

22. é\eéw (not noted by Weiss). Four times in Le., not
at all in A. Of these cases, two, in immediate conjunction
(18 3s. 39), are from Mec. (10 47. 48). The other two (16 24
17 18) are both L. The word is omitted by Lec. (8 ) in his
reproduction of Mc. 519. Cf. also the statistics for &\eos in
A17.

23. énenpogvvmy with 8Bwus (139). Twice (11 41 12 33)
in Le., both L. Not at all in A., which uses woidw éren-
poatvmy (A. 936 10 2 24 17).

24. épmallw (159, 162). Five times in Lc., not at all in
A. Of these occurrences, one (18 32) is from Mc. (10 s1).
The other four (14 29 22 63 23 11. 38) are all in L.

25. &wmpoafev (not noted by Weiss). Ten times in Le.,
twice (104 18 17) in A. Of these ten cases, four (7 =,
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Mt. 1110; 10 22, Mt. 11 26; 12 8 (twice), Mt. 10 32 (twice))
are from Q. The case 5 19 may be Q but is much more
probably Le. (added to Mec. 24). The remaining five cases
(142 19 4. 2. 28 21 %) are all L. It should be noted inore-
over that in 5 25 this word in Me. 2 12 is changed to évdmiov,
and a similar change seems to have been made in Q,—cf.
Mt. 10 33 with Le. 129. The word occurs also in Mec. 92
but not in the parallel Le. 9 29, but here the whole narrative
is changed.

26. évavriov (149, 165). Three times in Lc., twice in A.
But of the occurrences in A., 7 10 is in St. Stephen’s speech
and has a textual uncertainty, 8 32 is a Septuagint quotation.
Consequently, the word scarcely belongs to the vocabulary
of A. The three occurrences in Le. (1 6 20 26 24 19) are
all L.

27. éfovala with subjective genitive (159). Three times
in Le., once in A. (26 18). The three Lec. occurrences (20 20
22 53 23 7) are all L.

28. émalpo (127, 128, 168). Six times in Le. (all L),
five times in A. Of the A. occurrences, however, three
(214 14 1 22 2) are in the phrase éralpw v wyjy, also in
the Gospel 11 27, On the other hand, the pbrase émwalpw
Tols o¢pfaruols is three times (6 20 16 23 18 13) in Le., not
at all in A, The other Lucan occurrences are Lec. 21 23
2450, A. 19 27 0. And note émalpw eis, 6 20 18 13.

Consequently, only émalpw 7ols é¢faiuois can be classed
as an L phrase.

29. émoxémrropar, émiaxomry (117,147). Verb three times
in Le., four times in A. In Le., however, it has uniformly
the sense of “favor” (1 6s. 78 T 16), a sense that in A. it has
only 15 14, in St. Peter’s speech. In A. T 23 15 38 it has the
sense “inspect”; in A. 6 3 that of “seek out.” The three
occurrences in Le. are all L. The noun occurs Le. 19 4 in
the sense of “favorable visitation,” in A. 120 (a Septuagint
quotation) it means “office.”

30. evppalvw (not noted by Weiss). Six times in Le.,
twice in A. Of the occurrences in A., however, 2 26 i3 in a
Septuagint quotation, 7 41 is in St. Stephen’s speech. The
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Le. occurrences (12 19 15 23. 24. 20. 33 16 19) are all L except
1219 (Q?). Only the clustering of the four cases in cp. 15
has made it seem unwise to place this word in class (4).

31. éxfpof in the plural (147). Seven times in Lec., once
in A. The occurrence in A. (2 %), however, is in a Septua-
gint quotation. Of the cases in Le., one (20 43) is from Me.
(12 ) and is a Septuagint quotation. Once (6 27, Mt. 5 #)
the word belongs to Q, and 6 35 is a repetition of 6 7. The
other four cases (1 7. 14 19 21. 43) are all L. Particularly to
be noted is the word in the sense * Gentiles” (1 71. 74 19 43),
not elsewhere in the Gospels.

32. sjudpa Tob gaBBdrov (134). Three times in Lc., not
atall in A. The three cases (13 14. 16 14 5) are all L. Con-
trast guépa Tov gaBBdTwy in A. 13 14 16 13 (also in Le. 4 1,
—L). '

33. Bavudlw ér{ (not in Weiss). Four times in Le., once
(3 12, in St. Peter’s speech) in A. Of the four occurrences,
one (20 26) is from Mec. (12 17,—éxfavudlw ém(). The
other three (233 4 22 9 43) are all in L.

34. ‘lepovaariu (142). Twenty-six times in Le., thirty-
nine times in A. Of these cases in A, twenty-three are in
the first twelve chapters. Of the occurrences in Lec., one
(13 33, Mt. 23 37) is certainly Q. Two (49 13 33) are in Q
passages, and of these 13 33 (at least) is almost certainly due
to Q. In 617 the word is changed from Mec.’s ‘Iepogdrvua
(Mec. 3 8),and in 517 it is added to Mec. 22. 18 31 would
seem to be a change from Mec. 10 33, but Weiss (p. 142) prints
the word here as from L. 24 52 is from Le., but is, of course,
due to the four occurrences of the form earlier in the chapter.
9 31 is uncertain,—Q? Lc.? L? The remaining eighteen
cases (225.38.41.43. 45 951.53 103 134 1711 1911 21 20. 22
23 28 24 13. 18, 33. 47) are all in L, with 18 31 as another pos-
sible case. The use of ‘leposdrvua may be contrasted. In
Le. it occurs four times. 13 22 seems to be a transition
verse from Lc.’s own hand. 19 28 is apparently a reminis-
cence of Mc. 10 32. 222 and 23 7 are in L. In A. the form
occurs twenty-five times, but only five of these are in the
first twelve chapters. JI.e. where Lc. is most certainly writ-
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ing without documents, the Greek form is more frequently
used, as would be expected.

It is also perhaps worth noting that of the sixteen ocecur-
rences in the Hebrew form in A., outside of the first twelve
chapters, all except 15 2. 4 20 16 21 12. 31 25 3, are in the
speeches. And in these six residuary cases, 21 12 is due to
21 11 and the text of 15 4 and 20 16 is uncertain.

85. xaradiréw (125). Three times in Lec., once in A.
The three cases in Lec. (7 3. 45 15 20) are all L. The case
in A. (20 %) is a virtual copy of that in Le. 15 2.

36. xAafw én( (161). Three times in Lc., not at all in A.
The occurrences in Le. (19 a1 23 28 (twice)) are all L. The
whole use of xAaéw (not noted by Weiss) may be compared.
Omitting the uses just cited, there are eight occurrences in
Lec. and two (9 3 21 13, — omitting 8 24) in A. Three of
the cases in Lc. (8 52 (twice) 22 62) are from Mec. (5 ss. 2
14 12). Once (7 x2) the word is either Le. or Q, — cf. Mt.
11 17. The other four cases (a total of seven), namely 6 21. 25
T 13. 38, are all L.

87. wds ¢ Aads, viewed as eager supporters of Christ (149).
Four times in Lec., no comparison with A. possible. Of
these cases, three (18 43 19 48 21 38) are L. The remaining
case (7 29) is of dubious origin,— Weiss (p. 19, footnote)
regards it as a Lucan insertion in Q.

38. wpwmijoxopas, aorist passive with active sense (127,
162, 164). Six times in Lec., once (A. 11 16) in A. The
six cases (1 51. 72 16 25 28 42 24 6. 8) are all L. Contrast
the same form in the passive sense in A. 10 31, the use of
Umopspviioxopat in Le. 22 61 (substituted for avampioxouar
in Mc. 14 72), and the use of wimpovedw in 17 32 (Q?); A. 20
31. 35.

39. opolws (133). Eleven times in Le., not at all in A.
Of the occurrences in Lc., one (17 31) is probably from Le.,
—an interpolation into Mec. 18 16. Possibly the same is
true of 510,—an interpolation into a reminiscence of Mc.
119, but it is in an L context. In three cases (6 81 —cf.
Mt. 7 13—17 28 22 36) the doubt seems to lie between Q and
Le., —noting, however, that there is no certain case of the
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word in Q, and noting on the other hand that the case 6 a1 is
printed by Weiss (p. 113) in parentheses as being possibly
from L, despite the parallel in Mt. The remaining six cases
(311 533 10 3. v 13 3 16 25) are all L, —t.e. certainly six
and possibly eight cases. It is to be noted, besides, that
Le. 813 avoids the word in Mc. 4 16 and possibly Le. 23 35
avoids it in Mc. 15 81, but in the second case the use of Mec.
is not quite so certain. And note mwoiwdw omolws, 8311 6 31
10 .

40. ols,—eis Td dra (119). The phrase is found Lec.
(A4 9u),—cf. &v Tois dolv, Le. 4 21.  All these passages
are L. The phrase is found again in A. 11 2, however.
But contrast the use of the singular in Q (Le. 12 3, Mt. 10
27). The entirely different (literal) use of the phrase Mec. 7
33 has no Lucan context.

41. mepelwrvvuar (138). Three times in Le., not at all in
A. The three cases (12 35. 37 17 8) are all L. Contrast the
simple verb in A. 12 s,

42. mwiumAnus in temporal sense (not in Weiss). Five
times in Le., not at all in A. The five cases (1 23. 57 2 6. 21.
22) are all L. Contrast the use of mAnpdw, Le. 21 24 (L),
A. T 2. 30 (St. Stephen’s speech) 9 23 24 27, and svumAnpdw,
Le. 951 (L), A. 21. (The reference in Weiss, p. 141, to
this verb I have put in class D.)

43. wdppw, mwdppwbev (166). The former Lc. 14 22 24 28.
The latter 17 12. All three cases L. Neither word occurs
in A.

44. wpd mpogamwov avrod (119). Three times (or twice)
in Lec., once (A. 13 24, in St. Paul’s speech) in A. The
cases in Le. are 176 (with dubious text) 9 53 10 1,—all L.
There should be added the case Le. 7 2r (Mt. 11 10),—a
Septuagint quotation in Q.

45. mwpoodéyopar (138). Five times in Le., twice (A. 23
21 24 15, —in St. Paul’s speech) in A. Of the cases in Lc.,
one (23 51) is from Mec. (1543). The other four (2 2. 38
123 153) are all L. The first three are present participles.
It may be noted, however, that in the case 15 2 Weiss (p. 124)
substitutes the simple verb for the compound on account of
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the difference in meaning, — “receive ’ instead of ‘“expect.”

46. oxiprde (113). Three times (1 41 1 44 6 23, —all L)
in Le., not at all in A.

47. omiayyvifopar (125). Three times in Le., not at all
in A. The three cases (7 13 10 33 15 20) are all L. Note,
moreover, that in Le¢. 5 13 the word is omitted from Mec. 1 4.
The other occurrences in Mc. (6 3 8 2 9 22) have no proper
Lucan reproduction of context.

48. omppllw (127, 152). Three times in Le., once in A.
The three cases (9 51 16 28 22 32) are all L. The case in A
is 18 2.

49. ovyyevels and cognates (not in Weiss). ocvyyerers in
Le. 2 44 only. ouvyyevss, Le. 1 36 only.  ovyyemjs four (or
three) times in Le., once (10 24) in A. Of these four cases,
one (21 16) is possibly due to Lc.,—an insertion into Me.
13 12, — but the context is L. The other three (or two) cases
(188 2 14 (text dubious) 14 12) are all L. ovyyévera in Le.
16, A. 7 3. (Septuagint) 14, — both in St. Stephen’s speech.

NoOTE. — In Le. 2 ¢4 the readings vary between owyyeveboww
and ovyyevéow. Consequently in appraising the above data,
both of these must not be counted.

50. avpmopevouac (136, 165). Three times in Le., not at
allin A. The three occurrences (7 1 14 25 24 15) are all L.

51. 1lecba: év Tais xapdlass, etc. (133). Three times in
Le., namely: éfevro év 75 kapdia, 1 66; Oéobe eis Ta dra, 9 143
Oére év Tais xapdiacs, 21 14.  In A. only éfov év T kapdia, b 4.

52. rdwos after émr{ (152). Three times in Lec., not at all
in A. The three cases (195 22 40 23 33) areall L. Cf. also
xatd Tov Tdmwov in 10 32 (L), not in A.

53. dore with infinitive of purpose (119, 148). Three
times in Le., not at all in A. The three gases (429 952
20 20) are all L. :

C. WoRDS AND PHRASES CITED BY WEISS AS CHAR-
ACTERISTIC OF L, AND POSSIBLY CORROBORATIVE
1. avalelyrvue, avddefis (120). Verb 101 (L), A. 124,
noun 1 so.
2. avf'dv, meaning “because” (157). Le. 120 194 (both
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L), A.1223. 1In Lec. 123 the phrase is used differently (?), —
due to Le. in Q (cf. Mt. 10 27)?

3. amolvew (123, 157). Thirteen times in Lec.; fifteen
in A. (all parts). Of the cases in Lec., two (16 18 twice,
Mt. 532 twice) are from Q. Three cases (912, Mc. 6 35
23 18. 25, Mc. 15 11. 15) are from Mc. Once (3 38) Lec. intro-
duces the word in Mc. 5 19. Twice (28 2. 22) the word may
be due to the case 23 18 (from Mec.). The remaining five
cases (229 637 13 12 14 4 23 16) are in L, but there are too
many cases in A. for any real conclusion to be drawn, and
23 16 and 23 22 are duplicates.

4. amdororos (110, 137, 150). Six times in Le. no com-
parison with A. possible. Of these six cases one (9 10) is
from Mc. (6 %). One case (6 13) is either from Mec. or is an
insertion into Mec. (8 14) by Lec.,— depending on the proper
reading in Mec. 8 14. (There seems to be some L context,
however, cf. Weiss, pp. 110-11.) Once (11 43, Mt. 23 )
we have almost certainly a Lucan insertion into Q. The
other three cases (175 22 14 24 10) are in L. As pothing
would have been easier than reading back this title of the
Twelve, these data evidently must be taken cautiously.

5. aporpov, aporpidw (137). Noun 9 62, verb 17 7. Both
L, neither word in A.

6. @pyovres (162, 165). The phenomena for the plural
are curious for it occurs four times in Lc. and seven in A.
The A. cases are 3 17 4 5. 8. %6 (Septuagint) 13 27 14 5 16 19.
The cases in Le. are 14 1 23 13. 35 24 20, all of which are in L.
The plural is not found in Mt. or Mc. (Mt. 20 25 is dif-
ferent). There are too many cases in A., however, to class
the word as certain for L. .

The singular is found Le. 841 (Le. in Me. 522 or else
from Q), 11 15 (Mt. 12 23, Mec. 3 22, from Q or Mec.) 128
(probably Lec. in Q, —cf. Mt. 5 25) 18 18 (Le. in Me. 10 17).
Also A. T 21. 35 (twice) (all three in St. Stephen’s speech)
23 5 (Septuagint).

7. épdpara (164). 23 56 24 1, —both L. Not in A.

8. ¢apioaiot xal ypapparess (110). In this order 530 152,
—both L. Also Mt. 151, Me. 7 1.5 9 n (dubious text). In
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reverse order Lec. 5 21 (Le. in Mc. 26) 67 (Le. in Me. 3 2)
11 53 (L), not at all in Mec., nine times in Mt. In A. the
combination does not ocour in either order.

9. Samdvy, 8amavdw (136). Noun 14 28, verb 1514, —
both L. Verb also A. 21 %.

10. &ardgow, passive participle (187). Three times in
Le. (8 13 17 9. 10,—all L), once (23 31) in A, The immediate
conjunction of the two cases in cp. 17 tells against much
significance here.

11. Sudornue (168). Twice (22 9 24 51, —both L) in Le.,
once (27 28) in A.

12. Svwvards, masculine (165). Three times in Le. (1 49
14 31 24 19,—all L), three times (722 18 ¢ 25 5, plural)
in A. Particularly alike are Le. 24 19 and A. 7 23, but the
latter is in St. Stephen’s speech.

13. éyelpw in the sense *“make effective” (117). Twice
(1 63 T 16,—Dboth L) in Le., once (18 22) in A.

14. eipsivy of literal (military) peace (136, 147). Twice
(12 51 14 32,—both L) in Le., not at all in A. The phrase
Ta mwpds elprivmy is found Le. 14 s2 19 42 (both L), but the
text of 14 s2is very uncertain. The phrase is not found
in A.

15. éxdlnois, *punishment” (141). In Le, 21 22 only
(L), not in A. Contrast the sense *vengeance” in 18 7. 8
(Q?"), A. T 2a (St. Stephen’s speech).

16. éxpvernpllo (162). Lec. 16 14 23 3 (both L) only
in NT.

17. éumipmanum (113). Twice in Le. (153 6 25,— both
L), once (14 17) in A.

18. &mripos (123). Twice (T2 14 8) in Le. (both L), not
in A.

19. éfovfevéw (159). Twice (189 28 11,—both L) in
Le., once (4 11) in A.

20. émavépyopar (121, 145). Twice (10 35 19 15, both L)
in Lec., not elsewhere in N'T.

21. émwsrpépe (137, 152). Seven times in Le., eleven
times in A. (all parts). Of these occurrences in Lc., one
(17 8) is from Mc. (13 16). One (8 &) is a Lucan addition
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to Mc. (6 42). The other five cases (1 16. 17 239 17 4 22 =)
arein L. Lec. (8 1) avoids the word in Mc. 6 3 (the occur-
rences in Mc. 4 12 (Septuagint) and 8 33 have no proper
Lucan context).

22. &rrdxss ris juépas (187). Onlyin Le. 17 4,—quoted (?)
from Ps. 119 164. (This seems to have little significance.)

28. Epyeocbac mpds pe, metaphorical, of Christ (115).
Lec. 647 14 25. Both L. No comparison with A. possible.

24. épwrdw, “ make request” (118, 127, 185, 136). Nine
(or ten) times in Lc., six times (83 1048 1630 1820
23 18. 20) in A. Of the cases in Le. (8 37) is a Lucan inser-
tion in Mc. 5 17.  The other eight (or nine) (63 7 3. 4 (text
dubious) 36 11 37 14 18. 19. 32 16 27) are all L. The value of
this number is destroyed as evidence, however, by the fact
that this use of the word is almost the uniform custom in A.—
six out of seven cases,— A. 16 is the only example of the
other use. Of special uses, though, épwrdw Hva is found in
Le. 7 3 16 27 (not at all in A. —both Lc. cases are L), and
épwrdw mes in Le. 73 11 31 (both L) and A. 23 2.

25. {dw, “become alive” (125). Lec. 15 32, cf. avaldw in
same sense 15 2s. (This seems rather pointless.)

26. JAicla, “stature” (144). Le. 252 19 3 (both L), not
in A. Contrast Le. 1225 (Mt. 6 27—in Q), “length of
life.”

27. Bepersov Tdnus (136). Le. 648 14 20 (both L). Not
in A. (In A. is there any occasion for the phrase ?)

28. ixavds, “much,” ¢ great,” etc. (116). Six (or seven)
times in Lec. seventeen times in A. (all parts). Of the cases
in Le., two (8 27. 32) are Lucan insertions in Mc¢. (5 2. 11,—
the second a deliberate change). The other four (or five)
(7 1, text dubious, 12 20 9 23 8. 9) are in L.. Contrast the
use of the word as “sufficient” in Le. 3 16 (from Me. 17 or
from Q) Te (Mt. 88,in Q) 2238 (Q?). Also in A. 179
(“security ”). The use of A. is almost uniformly (always,
except 17 9) what Weiss has given as the L use.

29. ’Iovdaia as the province, not Palestine (117). Weiss’
data here depend on very subtle exegesis, — too subtle to be
very convincing.
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30. Tornm in the aorist passive (165). The participle is
found three times in Le. and six times (214 520 1113 17T =
2518 2721) in A. Of the cases in Lec., one (18 %) is a
Lucan change in Mc. 10 49. The other two cases (18 11 19 8)
are in L. These data obviously tell rather against an L use
than for it. Qther moods of the sorist passive are found in
21 3 (infinitive) 24 17 (indicative). Both cases are L. No
other cases in A.

31. ioxve (186, 149). Eight times in Lc., six times
in A. The cases in Le. all are negatived and are followed
by the infinitive. A. 610 15 10 25 7 are negatived and have
the infinitive; A. 27 16 has the infinitive, A. 19 16. 20 are used
absolutely. Of the cases in Lc., one (843) is a Lucan
change made in Mc. 5 2. Two cases (18 2, infinitive im-
plied, 16 3) are classed by Weiss (pp. 57, 58) as from Q.
The remaining five cases (6 48 14 6. 29. 30 20 26) are in L.

32. xalovpevos, of persons (150). Five times (615 82 10 3
192 223,—all L) in Le., five times (123 Tss 131 15 2.
37) in A. To these may be added the same phrase of places
in Le. 711 (L) 910 (Le. ?,—cf. Mc. 6 ) 28 8 (L), A. 8 11
27 8. 16, and of a wind in A. 27 14. There may have been a
correspondence between the usage of Lc. and L in this form,
but certainly nothing can be proved ; and cf. also No. 45,
below.

33. xoilla, “womb” (197). Seven timesin Le. (1 15.41. 42. 4
221 11 21 28 29,—all L) in Lec., twice in A. (32 14 s8). But
the large number of cases in L is due to the character of the
narrative. On p. 197 of Weiss for “8” read “7,” ~Le. 15 16
(even if the text is right) is a different (classical) use.
It may be noted that the phrase éx xoidlas unTpds airoi
occurs Le. 115 A. 832 14 8,

84. xdhros, “bosom” (127). Three times in Le. (6 a3
16 22. 23,—all L), not at all in A. (in 27 3 the word means
“cove ). If the two cases 16 22. 23 had not been conjoined,
this word would have belonged to class B.

85. xplua (165). Three times in Lec., once (24 25) in A.
Of the three cases, one (20 47) is from Mc. (12 40). The
other two (23 40 24 20) are both L.
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36. xpvmwre (147). Three times in Le. (omitting 11 52),
not at all in A. The two cases 18 34 and 19 42 are L. 1In
the Q passage 13 21, Mt. 18 33, Le. has the simple verb while
Mt. has éyxpimrrw, in the Q passage 10 22, Mt. 11 25, Mt. has
the simple verb while Lc. has émoxpvnrre.

37. Aeyduevos, “called” (163). Twice in Le. (22 1. 47, —
both L), once (6 9) in A.

38. Aempos (139). Three times in Lec., not at all in A.
(no occasion). Of the three cases, one (72 Mt. 115) is
from Q. The other two (427 1713) are L. In 512 Le.
explains the word where he meets it in Mec. 1 40.

39. Nepos éyévero (125). Twice (4 25 15 14,—both L) in
Le., not at all in A. Contrast with &srac in Le. 21 11 (L),
A. 11 28 and with §Afev in A. T 11 (St. Stephen’s speech).

40. ol mootvres (118). Twice (1 71 6 27,—both L) in Le.,
not at all in A.

41. fpeadov (144). Four times in Le., three times (126
16 21 27 1) in A, Of the cases in Le., one (981) is of
dubious origin, — Weiss (pp. 66-66) makes it a Lucan addi-
tion to Q and reads &uerdev. The other three cases (7 2
101 194) are L. é&uerdov only in A. 21 21,— possibly in
A. 27 =,

42. Nalapd (106). Lc. 4 16 only,— Nalapér (= péd) in
126 24. .51 (all L). Ie., Le. omitted to change the one
form ?

43. éwracia (166). Lec. 122 24 23 (both L), A. 26 19,

44. 3pOpos, ete. (166). 8pbpos, Le. 24 1, A. 521, opfplw,
Le. 21 38. opbpuds, Le. 2422,  All three cases in Lec.
are L. '

45. 70 0pos Tadv éhaidy (146,149). Lec.19 37 2239, (Soin
Me. 11 1, Mt. 21 1; Me. 13 3, Mt. 24 3; Mec. 14 2, Mt. 26 30.)
Contrast the use of 76 dpos xaloluevov éhaiov (= aw) in
Le. 1920 21 37, A. 112 (form?). But all four of these cases
in Le. are in L.

NoTe. Probably these examples of the use of xalovuevos
should be added to those of No. 32, above.

46. Tyv wapaBorny Tavryr (127,134). Five times with pro-
spective use of ratrmv in Le., no comparison with A. possible.
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Of these five cases, one (20 9) is an insertion in Mc. (121).
The other four (423 186 153 18 9) are all . With retro-
spective use, twice, both from Lec. (12 41, a Lucan transition
question, 20 19, an addition to Mec. 12 19). Of these cases,
three (153 18 9 20 19) have elmev. The same phrase is found
in the nominative in 8 9 (added to Mc. 4 10) and 8 11 (from
Mec. 4 13.). In both of these last cases the use is retrospec-
tive. The prospective use, to introduce a parable, may be
characteristic of 1., but it seems almost too accidental.

47. mapaylvouar (135). Eight times in Lc., twenty (all
parts) in A. Of the eight cases (8 19), one seems to be a
Lucan change in Mc. (8 31). One (11 6) is probably from Q.
The other six cases (7T 4.20 125 1421 1916 22 52) are L.
But the great number in A. outweighs this evidence.

48. maparnpéw, active (148). Le. 20 20 only (L), but
with doubtful text. Contrast the middle in 6 7 (change to
middle of active in Mc. 32) 141 (L), A. 9 2.

49. mapépyouatr, “come” (138). Le. 123 177 only
both L,—and aorist participle in both cases. In A. only in
the spurious verse 24 7.

50. méumrw (127). Ten times in Lec., eleven (all after
cp. 9) in A, Of the cases in Lec., three (20 1. 12.13) are
Lucan insertions in Mec. (12 4. 5. 6) probably, but they may
be due to Q (cf. Weiss, p. 59, for the third of these). Once
(7 19, Mt. 11 2) the word is from Q or (possibly) L. The
other cases (426 76.10 1515 16 24. 27) are in L. Avoided
8 33in Me. 5 12.

51. mwAny$(138). Lc.1030 1248, —both L. Also A. 1623
(apparently copied from Lec. 10 30.) 33. (due to v. 23).

52. mAfjfos (197). Eight times in Le, sixteen (or seven-
teen, if A. 21 22 is read) in A. Of the cases in Lec., one (6 17)
is from Me. (87). Once (83) the word is inserted into
Mc. 517. The other six cases (110 213 58 193 28 1. 21)
are in L. In Weiss, p. 197, for «8” read “6.”

58. mole (= elrw) opolws (122). Le. 3 11 10 51, —both L.
Also 631, L or Q (cf. Mt. 7T 12). Not in A.

54. moAira: (145). Lec. 1515 1914, —both L. Also
A. 21  in singular.
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55. mpéoBeiav amoaTé\aw (145). Le. 1432 19 14,—
both L. No occasion in A.

56. mpeafSurépiov. 10¥ Aaad (157). Le. 226 (L), —ex-
plained and (according to Weiss) misunderstood by Lec.
The word mpesBurépiov again in A. 22 5.

57. wmpodpyopar (1563). Le. 117 (text dubious) 22 47, —
both L. Probably again in A. 20 13, with less likelihood in
A. 20 5, and with still less likelihood in A. 12 13, — textual
questions in all three of these cases in A. Avoided 22 41 in
Mec. 14 3 (but text of Mc. dubious, and Weiss, p. 152, main-
tains that Lc. follows L here). The example in Mc. 6 33 has
no proper Lucan context.

58. mpacéyere (éavrois) without awd (137,142). Le. 173
21 34, —both L. Also A. 5 35 (with ér{) 20 28 (with infini-
tive).

59. owwzdo (147). Lec. 120 1940,—both L. Also
A. 189. Omitted 69 8 24 9 46 from Mc. 34 4 3 934
Changed 18 33 in Mc. 10 48. (Mec. 14 61 has no Lucan con-
text.) Contrast the use of ovydw in 93 (cf. Mec. 99)
18 3 (changed in Mec. 10 43, as above) 2028 (added to
Mec. 12 17), A. 1217 15 12. 13.

60. omedoas (144). The aorist active participle only in
Le. 216 19 5. 6,—all L. The verb otherwise only in A. 20 16
22 18,

61. orpareduara, “soldiers” (169). Lec. 23 n (L) only.
In A, 23 10. 21 the word (in the singular) means *troop.”
Contrast the use of arpari@rat in Le. 78 (Mt. 8 9,—Q) 23 3
(L), A. 12 4 (?) 18 21 ;3 (twice) 35 23 23. (?) 31 27 a1. ®. 42,

62. arparyyoel, as Temple officials (150). Lec. 22 4. 82, —
both L. Also A. 41 52. 2, but in all three cases in the
singular. The word in A. 16 (five times) means * praetors.”

63. ovkopavréw (144). Lc.3 14198, —both L. Notin A.

64. ovulprén (165). Lc. 2233 24 15—both L. Also
A. 69 92. Omitted 9 37 from Mc. 9 14, changed 4 38 from
Mc. 127 Mc. 811 9 10. 16 12 28 have no proper Lucan
context.

65. tdzos éarly, “there is roqm” (135). Le. 27 14 22, —
both L. Not in A.
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66. Tomre 70 oriifos (163). Le. 1813 23 48, —both L.
Not in A.

67. modéyopar (120,144). Lc.1038 196,—both L, A. 177,
In the cases in L the form both times is Jwedéfaro alrdy.

68. ImorauBdvw (121). Meaning *imagine” in Le. T 43
(L), A. 215, “reply ” Le. 10 0 (L), “receive” A. 1 9.

69. ¢drvp (134). Le. 27.12.16 1315. Not elsewhere
(is there any occasion for its use ?).

70. ¢dBos (197). The phrase ¢pdBos émimlmre éarl Le. 1 12,
A.1917. ¢$dBos éyévero émrl L.c. 1 65, A. 5 5.11.  pofBos éyéverd
man in A. 243. ¢pdBos énaBer mdvras Le. Ti6. Otherwise
the word is found in Le. 52 8 3 (Lucan additions to
Mce. 212 517) 29 21 25, A. 931. These examples do not
scem to prove anything.

71. ¢dpos (197). Le. 20 22 23 2,—both L. Not in A.

72. ¢wvyy alpw (139). Le. 1713 (L); A. 424 oy
éraipo Le. 11 27 (L), A. 214 14 n 22 22,

73. xdpes (114). The distinctions in meaning that Weiss
draws depend on very subtle exegesis.

T4. els ywopav paxpdv (144). Le. 1513 19 12,—both L.
Not in A.

75. 7 &pa with genitive (154). Le. 110 14 17,— both L.
Also A. 3 1.

The following were omitted from their order by an
oversight: —

76. épyopar émw{ (164). Lec. 195 2338 241,—all L.
A. 83 1210. 12. Verb in aorist in all six cases.

17. émlow with genitive (141) Le. 9 23 (from Mec. 8 34)
14 27 19 14 21 8 (these three all L), A. 5 3 20 .

78. Teléw, passive, aorist and future (143,198). Lec. 1250
18 ;1 (both L) 22 v (Q?). Not in A.

The following are not very clear : —

79. ‘Compare wacdv by eldov Suvduewv in Le. 19 37 -with
Le. 9 43 (éemhjogovre 8¢ mdvres érl 15 peyaredmmi Tob
Beod). (Weiss, p. 146.)

80. The “plastic” phrase 5 xeip . . . émi 7. Tpaw. (151).
Unless the word in question here is yefp (for which I can
detect no significant use), I am unable to understand Weiss’
point.
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D. Worps AND PHRASES CLASSED BY WEISS A8 CHAR-
ACTERISTIC OF L oN INSUFFICIENT (?) EVIDENCE

1. qyowv (152). Le.58 22 41,—both L, A. Teo 940 20 35
21 5. The occurrence of the noun is of no importance and all
cases in A., with Lec. 22 4, have it in the form fels Td ydvara.

2. E&udoBos yevduevos (167). Lec. 24 5. 31, A. 10 4 24 2.

3. émywaoxew (1) (159). With &n, Le. 122 Tar 237
(all L), A. 810413 (these two have object of person also)
19 3¢ 2229 24 11 281. Not elsewhere in the Gospels except
Mec. 28, and so highly probably due to Lec., not L. Other-
wise the verb is found Le. 5 22 (from Mec. 2 8,— Le. drops
Mec.s ém) and in 1 4 (Le.’s preface), 24 16. 31 (both L). And
seven times in A. (930 1214 22 22 23 28 24 8 25 10 27 39)
besides the six cases above.

4. émmwirreo érl (125). Le.112 152,—both L. A. 8 16
10 44 1115 1917 20 37, Without éw{ only 20 10 (with dative).

5. éobs (159). Le. 231 244, A. 1030 1221, dofis
Aapmpd, Le. 23 11, A. 10 0. Cf. éafnpais, A. 1 10.

6. épioTnu (142, 164). Seven times in Le., eleven in
A. Of the seven cases, two (43 201) are additions of
Le. to Mc. (131 1121). The other five cases (2 9. 38 10 40
21 34 24 4) are in L.

7. mwapa Tovs modas (139). Le. 738 17 16 (in L), 8 3. a1
(Lucan alterations in Mec. 5 15. 22), A. 4 3. 37 (dubxous text)
52 7Tuss 223.

8. wlumAnu, in general use (141). For this word in
temporal sense cf. (B 42). Otherwise the word occurs
eight times in Lc. and nine times in A. Of these cases, the
following are of the form wAnoijvac wvebparos aylov, —
Le.115. 41,67, A. 24 48.31 917 139. Of the remaining
five cases in Le., two (5 26 6 11) are Lucan alterations of Mc.
(212 36). There remain only three further cases to repre-
sent L (4 28 57 21 22) with a corresponding four in A. (8 1
5171 13 45 19 20).

9. wAnpdw in temporal sense (119). The data collected in
(B 42) would prove this use characteristic of Lc. rather than L.

10. owwBariw (136). Lec.219 1481, A. 415 1718 18 27 20 14,
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DiISTRIBUTION OF THE CHARACTERISTIC WORDS

The distribution of the characteristic words and phrases
within the various sections of L can be seen from the fol-
lowing tables. The first column contains the number of the
most characteristic words and phrases in the verses as noted,
i.e. those of Class 4, and those of Notes 1 and 2 of No. 14,
and those of No. 38 in Class B. The second column con-
tains the numbers for the remaining words and phrases of
Class B with the exception of Nos. 10, 34, 40, and 51. These
last four are less clear than the others in the class, and they
are not counted. The third column contains the percentage
of the total frequency per verse of the words counted in the
first two columns.

(a) Words found in L passages where admixture from
Me. or Q is not suspected :

1 528 8 6 .87 18 1 5 8 .89
1 245 3 b 40 181017 1 4 .63
1 sss0 4 0 .38 14 16 b 2 1.17
1 s7-68 3 4 .70 4 1.4 2 4 .76
1 67-e0 b 5 n M4ne 2 2 .87
217 2 b6 100 15 1-3 2 2 13
2 s-m0 1 7 .62 16une 6 7 .59
2 n1-e8 0 6 .67 16 0 O .00
2 w53 2 3 .38 16wu 4 b .69
3 10-14 1 1 40 17 34 0 o .00
LX) 3 0 3.00 17 s-10 6 2 117
8 2t-es (Genealogy) My 8 4 138
4 16-% 1 8 27 18 o014 2 1 .50
5111 1 1 .78 19 1-10 4 3 .70
T u-17 5 5 148 W 3 1 .80
7 s0-60 5 8 .63 19 n 0 8 300
8 1. 2 1 1.00 194« 4 6 112
9 s1-08 6 4 167 218 0 1 .38
9 e o o .00 s O 1 .60
101 1 1 2.00 RWau 0 2 .50
10 o7 1 3 44 28 413 1 2 .83
10 542 2 2 .80 Brau 2 2 .67
1l n-m 4 1 1560 2B 2 1 .60
11 ss-54 1 0 .60 2413 16 6 RS
1212 1 0 200 24mes 0 O .00
12 ss-a8 0 8 1.26 2ua1 b 1 .16

"Total for these 408} verses, omitting the Goneﬂogy: 150
139 .70.
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Nore. In almost all of the above cases, a reminiscence
or a short quotation from Mec. is probable. If this were
deleted in each case, the averages would be raised slightly.

In the above list the proportion is almost invariably higher
than one characteristic word or phrase in every two verses.
Where the proportion is less than this (omitting very short
extracts) we have the following passages : 1 26-45 (The An-
ounciation and Visitation), 1 46-56 (The Magnificat), 2 39-52
(The Child in the Temple), 8 10-14 (The Baptist’s Charge),
4 16-30 (Synagogue in Capernaum), 10 29-37 (Good Samaritan),
21 34-38 (Warnings of End), 28 ¢-12 (Christ and Herod), 24
3-48 (Appearance in Jerusalem).

The significance of these last figures, if they have any
significance, must be left an open question here.

() Words found in L passages where there is evidence of
admixture from other sources :

6 288 7 6 .68 21 22 3 2 1.26

7 1-10 1 1 .20 22 16 1 0 a7

7 12me 1 0 22 2214190 2 O R ]

9 4048 0 1 .38 22 n-2 1 0 .88
11 s7-58 2 4 .38 22 2o-43 2 1 16
12 - 1 1 1.00 22 u-ta 1 1 .28
12 493 3 1 .60 22 5105 8 1 .33
14 16-2 1 0 11 22 ee-m1 1 0 .17
14 2-m 1 1 .87 23 12 1 0 .60
18 s1-a4 1 0 .25 23 18-25 0 0 .00
20 20-28 0 ] 438 28 s-08 0 2 .83
20 3428 0 0 .00 23 a0 0 2 .40
21 12-19 (1} 8 37 28 so0-s6 1 0 .14
21 m-n 1 0 .20 24 112 7 1 .87

As was to be expected, the proportions are lower in this
case than in the last, as the introduction of extraneous
matter naturally * dilutes” the L vocabulary.

(¢) L words in non-L passages.

The occurrence of L words outside of L is so small as to be
negligible, except in the passage 9 28-36 (the Transfiguration).
The proportion here is (5 3 .89) with ‘lIepovaarsju, once. A
comparison with Mt.-Mc. reveals the rather interesting fact
that all of the eight cases are in matter peculiar to Lec. (or due



170 JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE

to the introduction of such matter, v. 33). Moreover, the mat-
ter peculiar to Lc. here does not consist of stylistic improve-
ments, but in the addition of new details. Consequently, the
supposition lies close at hand that L contained a Transfigu-
ration account which Lec. here has combined with that in
Mec. (or Q,— 80 Weiss).

The above tables give very strong evidence for the sub-
stantial unity of L as a source. Certain sections perhaps

should be omitted, but, as a whole, Weiss’ case seems to be

made out.

DisTRIBUTION OF WORDS BELONGING ONLY TO
EcCLESIASTICAL GREEK IN THE LucAN WRITINGS

The following list contains those words marked by Moul-
ton and Geden (1st edition) either with a simple dagger or
a dagger and a double asterisk. Words belonging to a direct
quotation from the Old Testament or copied by Le. directly
from Mec. are omitted. On the other hand, for the sake
of the statistics, words plainly quoted by Lc. from Q are
included.

(a) Words found only in L in the Lucan writings :
1. é4vyafomroiéw. Le. 6 33. 35.
azoyevsis. Le. 17 18.
avatdw. Le. 15 21 (text slightly dubious).
avramwodoua. Le. 14 12,
avramoxpivopar. Le. 14 6.
avrirapépyopar. Le. 10 31. a1,
B8éAvypa. Le. 16 15
Sayoyyilw. Le. 152 19 1.
dvoBdoraxtos. Lec.114s. (If read in Mt. 23 4,
this word may be from Q.)
10. éxtpréw. Le. 11 s0. 51.
11. éepvernplw. Le. 1614 23 35.
12. éxpifdw. Le. 17 6.
13. éfovlevém. Lec. 189 23 1.
14. émoxomry. Le. 19 4.
15. émpwoxw. Le. 23 4. (Mt. 28 1 not parallel.)

R 4 el ol
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16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
217.

épmuepla. Le. 1.8

Aafevrds. Le. 23 s3.

AMrpwais. Le. 168 2 38,

opbpfw. Lec. 21 ss.

mAfjupvpa. Le. 6 48

mpoopriyvvm. Le. 6 48, e,

poppala. Le. 2 35.

aikepa. Le. 115

agvyyevels. Lc. 2 4. (Probable reading.)
ovvavdrceipas. Le. T 49 (L?) 14 10, 1.
Umepexyvvvopas. Le. 6 38.

xapstéw. Le. 1 28.

(%) Words found only in Q in the Lucan writings :

1.
2.

mepiaoevpa. Le. 6 45, Mt. 12 3.
odrov. Le. 13 21, Mt. 18 3.

(¢) Words found only in L and Q:

1
2.
3.

evdoxla. Le. 214, Le. 10 21, Mt. 11 28,
Ovaiacripiov. Le. 1 1. Le. 11 51, Mt. 23 3.
oval. Lec. 6 2. 25. (twice) 26. For use in Q, cf.
Le. 11 42-52, Mt. 28 13-29. Also Lec. 10 13, M¢t.
11 21; Le. 17 1, Mt. 18 7.

(d) Words of doubtful source found in the Gospel only :

=t

SRR ENE

ayam). Le. 11 42, — Le. or Q.

Bdtos. 166, —Q?

yérmua. 1218, —text very dubious, —Q?
yoyyilw. & 30, —L?

éxmeapdlow. 10 25, —Q?

ééaocrpdmrre. 92,—Q? L?

kavowv. 12 55, —Q?

paxpolBuvpén. 18 7,—Q?

oxdvdalov. 17 1, probably Q,—Mt. 18 7.
xpeoprérns. T a1 (L) 165, —Q7?

(¢) Words certainly due to Lec. in the Gospel only :

1.
2.
3.

apvrvow. 8 23, added to Mc. 4 ss.
mAnpodopéw. 11, —in the Preface.
vorépnpa. 21 4, for dorépnais in Me. 12 4.
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(f) Words in A., cpp. 1-12 only:
i. In the speeches.
dwarays. T 5.
évorifopar. 2 14.
Oedpaxos. 5 .
katdayeats. T 5. 45.
Avrporis. T 3.
oAoxAnpla. 3 16.
matpiapyis. 220 T8 9.
wpoyreois. 2 2.
agx\nporpdyxnhos. T bl

P W No MW

ii. In the narrative.

éaxpofBvoria. 11 3.

yoyyvouss. 61

kataviooopat. 2 31.

xpdfBBatos. 515 9 ;.

omrdvopas. 1 3.

. ovvodedw. 97.

(No significance attaches to mepitous, 78 10 a5 11 2.)

(¢9) Words only in A., cpp. 13-28:
i. In the speeches.
1. admpdoxomes. 24 16.
Blwars. 26 4.
yvaorys. 26 8.
éxtévera. 26 1.
kataxipovouéw, 13 19,
mapextds. 26 2.
wapocia. 13 17.
Tpomodopéw (Tpop-). 18 1s.
dpvracllw. 2219
ii. In the narrative.
1. avabeparito. 23 12. 1. 21
2. avacratdw. 17 6 21 ss.
3. averdiw. 22 u. .
4. eldwrdfuros. 15 20 21 25 (technical term).
5. apriiw. 215 —«“ We.”

S o o o

© 0 NS ;o
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6. mepicpanis. 27T 16, —*“ We.”

7.

ovpBovhiov. 25 12.

(3) Words found in all parts of A. but not in the Gospel:

1.

2.
8.

émavpiov. 109.23. 24 14 20 20 7 (“We”) 21 8
(“We™) 22 30 23 52 25 6. 2.

mwepiacrpdmre. 93 22 6,— identical passages.
mpoarAvros. 211 65 18 43 (technical term).

() Words in L and in A., cpp. 1-12:

Sr i g0 10 1

ayalilaocs. Le. 1144, Al 2 46,

Sextds. Le. 4 24, A. 10 35 (speech).
Sceppmrvetw. TLe. 24 2.7, A. 9 3.

awdy (-ov). Lo. 1929 21 87, A. 1 12

&avre. Le. 18, A. 710 (text dubious,— St.
Stephen’s speech) 8 a1.

() Other words found in both Le. and A :
1.

2.

8.

ayaludeo. Le. 147 (L) 10 21 (Q?), A. 16 24,
ypnyopén. Le. 1237 (L) 12 » (Q, but un-
likely reading), A. 20 s1 (speech).

éxxdvvopas. Le. 537 (Le., change in Mc. 2 22)
115 (L or Q., cf. Mt. 23 3), A. 1181045
22 20, —all three in speeches.

évomiov. Twenty-two times in Lec., thirteen
times in A., in all parts of both.

éfoporoyéw. Lo. 10 21 (Q,—Mt. 11 25) 22 s (L),
A. 19 1.

Oérpua. Le. 12 @1 (twice) 22 42 23 25 (all four
L); A. 1322 (speech) 2114 2214 (speech).
(The longer form of the Lord’s Prayer has in-
fluenced some of these cases.)

xabapliw. Le. 421 (L) T = (Q,—Mt. 11 5)
11 » (Q,—Mt. 23 25) 17 14.17 (both L), A. 10 15
119 (these two identical) 159 (last two in
speeches).

MbOoBoréw. Le. 13 31 (Q,—Mt. 23 37), A. 7
58. 3 14 5. .
omracia. Le. 122 2423 (both L), A. 26 10
(speech).
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10. wpesBurépiov. Le. 22 &6 (L), A. 22 5
(speech).

11. wepaouds. Le. 4 13 (Le. in Q?) 8 13 (Le.
in Mec. 417) 11 4 (Q,—Mt. 6 13) 22 (Q?)
22 40 (probably due to quotation from Mec. 14 33
in 22 46), A. 20 19 (speech).

12. mpocevyn. Lec. 6 12 (L?) 2245 (L?); seven
times in A. 1-12, otherwise only 16 1s. 16, in
the sense of a place.

13. +revdompodirns. Le. 626 (L?), A. 13 6.

SummArY. In both Lucan writings, ninety-seven; in the
Gospel only, forty-five; in A. only, thirty-four; in both,
eighteen. In L only, twenty-seven; total number of cases
certainly in L, forty-three.

In other words, almost half of the total number of cases
are found in L, whose extent is only about one quarter of
the two writings combined.

Note. In Deissmann’s Licht vom Ostern (3d edition, 1909),
pp- 46-T5, there is given a list of * ecclesiastical ” words that
have been discovered in non-Jewish sources. These data
will delete from the lists above the following words: From
list (@) dvaldw, Deissmann, p. 64 (the case is not so clear
for aaioyevis, p. 51). From list (d) ayamy, p. 48. From
list (&) wAnpodopéw, p. 56. From list (f) Siarays, p. 59;
omrdvopat, p. 5¢. From list (g) avagrardw, p. 55 (the case
for avafeparllow, p. 68, is not clear). From list (¢) énawv,
évaymi, p. 48. From list (j) évdmov, xabapliw, mpogevyr,
p. 48.

The summary will now read: In both Lucan writings,
eighty-six; in the Gospel only, forty-two; in A. only,
thirty-one; in both, thirteen. In L only, twentysix; total
number of cases certainly in L, thirty-eight. The average is
about the same as it was before the deletions.

Of course, the purely “ecclesiastical ” character of a word
does not admit of precise enough proof to allow of accurate
computation. But the figures, none the less, are not with-
out significance.
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PossiBLE HEBRAISMS IN THE LUcCAN WRITINGS, AS
CLASSED BY DALMAN

A very interesting corroboration of the results reached, by
a comparison of statistics drawn up from an entirely distinct
standpoint, can be attained by using the lists drawn up by
Dalman, in his Words of Jesus, English translation, pp. 20~
86. (Cf. also Moulton’s Prolegomena, pp. 14-17.) The
following words are classed as possible Hebraisms.

1. é\0dv, épxduevos, redundantly used with a finite verb.
In collecting data of this sort, the question as to the redun-
dancy or otherwise of each particular case naturally arises.
I have allowed the presumption to lie on the side of redun-
dancy, including good uses rather than excluding them, but
have taken it as a general principle that where the participle
has a modifier, it cannot properly be held redundant. How-
ever, in this and all following cases, I have quoted all of
Dalman’s examples.

There are twelve cases in Lc. and none at all in A.; A.
16 37. 9 approach most closely to the use, but the “coming ”
has especial emphasis there and the participle cannot be
classed as redundant. Of the cases in Lc., three, 11 25 (Mt.
12 1) 1243 (Mt. 24 46) 19 23 (Mt. 25 27) are certainly quoted
by Le. from Q. One case (18 5) is of dubious origin (Q?).
The other eight cases (567 73 1033 123 1314 149 1525
16 21) all are found in L.

¥or mopevduevos, mopevfels there are nine examples in Le.
and (again) none at all in A. One case (7 22, Mt. 11 4) is
from Q. Twice (8 14 228) the use is certainly from Mec.
(419 14 12) ; and in 9 13 the use is to be referred to the influ-
énce of Mc. 6 38-37, especially with the modificationsin Le. 912.
The case 13 33 is of uncertain origin but probably from Q.
The remaining four cases (9 52 14 10 15 15 17 14) are all
in L.

2. xalloas, xabrijpevos. The two examples from chapter 5
cited by Dalman, 5 3. 27, hardly seem to be redundant in any
proper sense (and the second is from Mec. 2 14), and it may be
noted that an example (A. 16 13) is found in the “We”
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sections of A. Really redundant cases seem to occur in
Le. T3 (Mt. 11 16,—Q) 16 6 (Q?) 14 2. 31, — the last two
the best marked cases and both L.

8. éords, arabels. Seven times in Le., six times in A.
Of the Lucan passages, one (18 40) is a slight modification
of Mc. (10 #, — orafebk for ards). One (9 27) is from Me.
(91). The other five cases (111 51 18 11 19 8 24 17) are in
L. In A. the use is found 2 14 5 20 16 9 17 22 25 18 27 a1,
and consequently this cannot safely be classed as an L use.
On the other hand, the very awkward phrases (Lc. 23 10. 35)
quoted by Dalman both belong to L and seem to have no
parallel in A. Cf. C 30, supra.

4. avaords, éyepfels. The first of these words unmistak-
ably belongs to Le.’s (not L’s) vocabulary, as it is found
sixteen times in Lc. and eighteen times in A., and in all
parts of each, except the *“ We” sections of A. The second
word is found only in Lec. 11 8 (probably in Q and probably
not redundant) and not at all in A.

5. &moxpibels elmev. This phrase is so extremely common
in all parts of the Gospels (Jn. included) and A. that me
weight can be attached to it.

6. Aéywv after a verb of speaking. Dalman’s examples of
Lucan use (24 6-714 3) are bothin L. But note A. 826 26 a1.

1. fipkaro, 7fjpfavro. That this word belongs to L and
not to Le. has been shown in (4 5).

8. etfix, etc. As Dalman maintains that the excessive
frequency of this word in Mo. “is due probably to Greek
rather than Jewish-Aramaic influence,” and as the word is
cited for a demonstration of Aramaic rather than Hebrew
(not Greek) influence, this use is of no importance for pres-
ent purposes.

9. mpdowmov. Only the cases cited by Dalman are of
importance here. Le. 7 2z (Mt. 11 10) is in an explicit
Septuagint quotation (in Q). The other citations in Dalman
are Le. 1 76 (text?) 9 52 101 21 35 20 21 9 51, and these are all
L. 98, by Dalman’s reasoning, should be classed as a
Lucan editing of L. The phrasesin A. (319 541 T 45 13 )
are all very simple, and all but 5 41 are in speeches. Cf. B 4.
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10. &wmwov. Discarded by Dalman as evidence and re-
ferred to the Kouwni.

11. kal éyévero, éyévero 8é. These uses have been studied
fully in (4 6, B14; cf. 4 7) and referred there to L.

12. é&v 7o with the infinitive. One special use of this
phrase has been discussed in (4 7). There remain eleven
cases in Lc. and six in A., all in the first twelve chapters
(2183242 86 98 1115). Of the cases in Le., one (8 5)
is from Mec. (4 4). 8. 42 are apparently Lucan insertions
into Mc. 5 21. 4. 12 15 is of dubious origin (Q7). 9 31. 3
are also of dubious origin, but on p. 169 I have suggested that
other evidence points to L for this passage. The remaining
five cases (1 21 2 27. 43 10 35 11 57) are in L.

It may be questioned, however, how far this use of the
infinitive is to be classed as a Semitism. Allen’s The Infin¢-
tive in Polybius (Chicago, 1907) gives examples of both the
temporal and the local use of the phrase in an author where
there is no Semitic influence, and has counted twenty-four
occurrences in all (pp. 37, 48). Cf. also Moulton, Prolego-
mena, pp. 14, 215.

18. The emphasizing of a verb by its cognate substantive.
As a concordance is useless for checking up these instances,
I have contented myself with the examples given by Dalman.
The two cases in Le. cited by him (29 22 15, — particularly
characteristic) are both L. Of the occurrences in A., 23 1
is a technical term in the mouth of Jews ; 4 17 has very uncer-
tain text (but Weiss reads the word); 7 3¢ (Septuagint) is in
St. Stephen’s speech, and 5 28 is again in the mouth of Jews.

14. elvas with the participle. It seems impossible to
draw up reliable statistics here; cf., for instance, Blass,
Grammar of New Testament Greek, pp. 202 ff., and Moulton,
op. cit., pp. 225 ff., for the difficulty of deciding whether or
not a given case is really periphrastic. Suffice it to say that
in Le. out of a total of forty-five cases (omitting 24 27) of
the imperfect of elvac with the participle, twenty-eight are
found in L. (Only two seem certainly due to Mec.,—5 17
832.) The most awkward cases seem to be 828 9 5 13 1
23 8 23 3, all L.
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SuMMARY. Nos. 1, 2, 7, 11, 12 (the really Semitic uses),
13 are certainly L phrases, Nos. 3, 9, 14 are so in part.
Nos. 5, 8, 10 are irrelevant. Only Nos. 4 and 3 (in part
only) really belong to Le.

THE THIRD GOSPEL AND ACTS

On pp. 179-180 of Hawkins’ Horae Synopticae (2d edi-
tion) are drawn up lists of words found frequently in the
Third Gospel but not at all or very infrequently in A.
Hawkins deduces from these lists, in conjunction with the
three others given on pp. 177-178, that a considerable in-
terval must have elapsed between the production of the two
works, if they are to be ascribed to the same author. The
force of this argument, however, as far as it is supported
by the fourth and fifth lists, is considerably broken by the
statistics as they have been discussed in the present tables.

Hawkins gives fourteen words in his last two lists.
Exactly half of these have been shown to belong to L,
not Le., namely : apaprwlds, éyédvero with a finite verb, opolas,
aTpagels, éyévero with xai (this should have been in Hawkins’
fourth list), év 7@ with the infinitive (in the only cases that
give Le. much preponderance over A.,— cf. also No. 12, supra),
xkalairds. Cf. A1, B14, B39, A18, A6, A7, A11.

Of the other cases listed by Hawkins, certain words owe

. their frequency entirely to the character of the narrative
in Le. and not to questions of style. The frequency of
elmwov 84, elwev 8¢ is due to the great frequency of the short
quotations of a speaker in Lc., something which has no
parallel in A. Hawkins gives as the ratio 59:15, and the
words of a speaker, surely, are introduced four times as fre-
quently in Le. as in A. Much the same is true of éavrod,
as there is far more occasion for the accentuation of persons
in the Gospel than in A.

IT\odoios naturally affords no evidence for style in a
comparison of Lec. and A., especially when it is observed
that of the eleven occurrences in Lec., one (21 1) is from
Mec. 12 41 and five cases (12 16 16 1. 19, 21. 22) are in parables.

éEépyopas amd is found thirteen times in Le. The number,
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however, is due to the fact that it has been used as a techni-
cal term in exorcisms nine times:—4 35 (twice). 41 8 2. 29.
(text?) 3. 35. 38 11 24 (Q, Mt. 12 43), —exactly as it is in A.
16 18 (a *“ We” passage). Moreover, in 4 35 (twice) 8 29 it
is simply a correction of Mc.’s awkward éfépxopnar éf (Mec. 1
2. 26 58). Removing these exorcism uses there remain only
four cases in Le. (68 846 95 17 29) and two in A. (16 4
28 3), a disproportion that may be neglected.

There remain three words only in Hawkins’ list. The
full statistics may be given.

éyamrdo. Thirteen times in Lec., not at all in A. Of these
twelve cases, four are in the verse 6 s2 (L) and twice in the
immediate context (6 2r. 35), also in L. Of the other six
cases, one (10 27) is a Septuagint quotation (from Q?);
16 13 (Mt. 6 24) is from Q . The other five cases (7 5. 43. 47
(twice) 11 43) are in L. If it had not been for the suspicion
of strong Q admixture in 6 21-35, I should have included this
word in Class B, at least. Probably it belongs there.

atros 0. This combination is found principally in the
phrase, airp 1y dpa,—238 1021 1212 18351 20 19 24 33, A.
16 18 22 13, and may safely be set down to Lec. (20 19 is an
insertion into Mec. 12 12). Of the same type are adry 7p
nuépg, 23 12 2413, and adrp 79 xalpe in 13 1. The other
cases are 1 36 10 7. Here a predominance of numbers in Lec.
over A. certainly exists that is not easily explicable by the
character of the narrative. But the first uses cited may be
due to attempts to give the sources a chronology.

mAgv.  Of the fifteen cases in Le., two (10 14, Mt. 11 2,
171 (text?), Mt. 18 7) are certainly from Q; 22 2 is an in-
sertion into Mc. 14 21, but copied exactly after 17 1, still more
closely after the form in Mt. 18 7. The four cases, 6 2¢. 35
19 21 28 28 are in L, as is 114 (probably), and 2221
(possibly). The remaining five cases (10 11. 20 1231 13 33
19 21) are all in passages that Weiss considers part of Q,
and the word certainly is used in Q. Finally, in 22 42 (L?)
the text is doubtful. The cases in A. (81 15 28 20 23 27 22)
are all quite different, and the use of the word is rather that
of a preposition than that of a conjunction. Consequently,
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deductions are hard to draw. To me it seems as if there
were here a fairly abundant sour¢e-use (beth L and Q), copied
by Le. but dropped in A.

SumMMArY. — Of the fourteen examples given by Hawkins,
only two, — the last two, — have much cogency. The others
are explained either by the character of the marrative or are
due to the fact that the word in question is copied by Le.
from a written source.



