This document was supplied for free educational purposes.
Unless it is in the public domain, it may not be sold for profit
or hosted on a webserver without the permission of the
copyright holder.

If you find it of help to you and would like to support the
ministry of Theology on the Web, please consider using the
links below:

https://www.buymeacoffee.com/theology

I. PATREON https://patreon.com/theologyontheweb

PayPal https://paypal.me/robbradshaw

A table of contents for Journal of Biblical Literature can be found
here:

https://biblicalstudies.org.uk/articles jbl-01.php



https://www.buymeacoffee.com/theology
https://patreon.com/theologyontheweb
https://paypal.me/robbradshaw
https://paypal.me/robbradshaw
https://biblicalstudies.org.uk/articles_jbl-01.php
https://www.buymeacoffee.com/theology
https://patreon.com/theologyontheweb

J OUR NAL

BIBLICAL
LITERATURE

VOLUME XLII o 1923

PARTS III axp IV

NOTES ON THE GOSPEL OF MARK . . ..., .. . B.W.BACON 187
THE RELATIVE PRONOUNS IN ACTS AND

ELSEWHERE . . . . . . . ¢ oo v v v oo W.J. CADBURY 150
THE NOMADIC IDEA AND IDEAL IN THE

OLD TESTAMENT . ... ... ... .. .. JOHN W. FLIGHT 168
PRIESTS AND LEVITES , , . . . ¢« v v v v v . . . G.R.BERRY 227
BIBLICAL MANUSCORIPTS IN AMERICA ... ... H.P. SMITH 239
BRIEF COMMUNICATIONS

Nofe on Matthew 18 20 and Matt. 6 50 — -

Tuke 12328 . . . . . . . v v vt e e R. WICKES 251
PROCEEDINGS, DECEMBER 1922 . .., . ... .. ... e i
LIST OF MEMBERS . . . . .t i i i i v e et e s v r e e e un vii
LIST OF SUBSCRIBING LIBRARIES AND EXCHANGES ... .. xvil
CONSTITUTION AND BY-LAWS , . ... ... e e e e e e e e e xxi

PUBLISHED BY THE SOCIETY OF BIBLICAL
LITERATURE AND EXEGESIS

New Havex, Conn.

$5.00 o Yrar ) SiveLe Numsers, §1.25



150 JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE

THE RELATIVE PRONOUNS IN ACTS AND
BELSEWHERE

HENRY J. CADBURY
HARVARD UNIVERSITY

HE relation of the indefinite relative to the simple relative

pronoun in Greek has engaged the attention of many New
Testament grammarians and there has been a general effort to
* show that the classical distinction between them is at least
sometimes maintained by New Testament writers. The follow-
ing full statement from Moulton, Grammar of New Testament
Greek, 1, p. 911, indicates the maximum concession that is
generally allowed to any theory of coalescence:

“Turning to the Relatives, we note the limiting of 8aris, a
conspicuous trait of the vernacular, where the nominative (with
the neuter accusative) covers very nearly all the occurrences of
the pronoun. The phrase &ws d7ov is the only exception in N'T
Greek. The obsolescence of the distinction between &s and
8a7is is asserted by Blass for Luke, but not for Paul, A type
like Lk 24 e wolw Aaveld fris kaetrar BrOieéu, may be
exactly paralleled from Herodotus (see Blass 173) and from
papyri: so in an invitation formula afipiov fris éoTiv i€, “to-
morrow, which is the 15th”—cf. Mt 27 62. Hort, on 1 Pet 211
(Comm. p. 133), allows that ‘there are some places in the NT
in which 8o cannot be distinguished from s’ ‘In most
places, however, of the NT,” he proceeds, ‘Soris apparently
retaing its strict classical force, either generic, “which, as other
like things”, or essential, “which by its very nature”.’ A large
number of the exceptions, especially in Lucan writings, seem
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to be by no means cases of equivalence between 8 and §oris,
whether agreeing or disagreeing with classical use. Some of
them would have been expressed with domep in Attic: thus in
Acts 1128 we seem to expect fwepé yévero. Others throw a
subtle stress on the relative, which can be brought out by
various paraphrases, as in Lk 120, ‘which for all that! Or
da7is represents what in English would be expressed by a
demonstrative and a conjunction, as in Lk 1042, ‘and it shall
not be taken away. In Mt we find Soris used four times at
the beginning of a parable, where, though the principal figure
is formally described as an individual, he is really a fype, and
dois is therefore appropriate. 'We may refer to Blass 172, for
examples of 3¢ used for §oris, with indefinite reference. The
large number of places in which 8aris is obviously right, accord-
ing to classical use, may fairly stand as proof that the distinction
is not yet dead. We must not stay to trace the distinction further
here, but may venture on the assertion that the two relatives
are never absolutely convertible, however blurred may be the
outlines of the classical distinction in Luke, and possibly in
sporadic passages outside his writings. Kalker (Quaest. 2451.)
asserts that Polybius uses darie for 6s before words beginning
with a vowel, for no more serious reason than the avoidance of
hiatus; and it is curious that among twenty-three more or
less unclassical examples in the Lucan books fourteen do happen
to achieve this result. We chronicle this fact as in duty bound,
but without suggesting any inclination to regard it as a key to
our problem. If Kilker is right for Polybius—and there certainly
seems weight in his remark that this substitution occurs just
where the forms of 8¢ end in a vowel—we may have to admit
that the distinction during the Kows period had worn rather
thin. Tt would be like the distinction between our relatives who
and that, which in a considerable proportion of sentences are
sufficiently convertible to be selected mostly according to” our
sense of rhythm or euphony: this, however, does not imply that
the distinction is even blurred, much less lost.”

No doubt many occurrences of 8oris in the New Testament
permit of reading into them a kind of generalizing force but
there are other phenomena, quite apart from the subjective
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evidence of subtle shades of meaning attributed to individual
passages by the modern reader, which compel the conclusion
that the indefinite relative is merely a synonymous substitute
for the simpler form in many Kowsy writings. These lines of
evidence are three: _

1) The limitation of the forms used. Except for the stereotyped
&ws 8rov only the nominative forms occur. This has always been
noted but no reason can be given why the classical indefinite
sense should be illustrated so exclusively in the nominative.

2) The large degree to which the corresponding forms of the-
simple relative have been ousted by the compound. This is
more than a repetition of the previous point—for it means, for
example, not only that #rw is comparatively frequent in these
writings but that # is comparatively rare. 'Why the proper sense
of the simple relative should be less frequently illustrated for
example in the feminine nominative singular than in the mascu-
line singular or in the oblique cases of the feminine is a question
that would be difficult to answer for those who wish to main-
tain even an occasional survival of the classical distinction.

3) It is sometimes possible to compare within a single author
instances of the use of the two pronouns when the very similarity
in thought and form between the parallels shows that the
distinction is merely a matter of declension, if one may say so,
rather than of sense.

For -these reasons it is possible to assert the complete
extinction in most New Testament writings (not to mention
other examples of late Greek) of any difference between the
two pronouns, except for cases when 8oris, 8 7t occurs without
antecedent in the senge “whoever”, “whatever”,!

The book of Acts confirms this general conclusion. As Blass
already suggested, the intermixture in Luke’s writing is very
complete. For that author the relatives had become a single
pronoun declined as follows:

[4 /3 [/4 4 ¢/ 4

o TS O olTiveS alTwes o
A e Cow

ov 7¢ ete. wv ete.

The exceptions to this composite declension are few (in Acts

1 Hven here ds, 8s d» etc., has become an alternative usage.
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only four out of a total for both pronouns of about 200 occur-
remnces):
dTov genitive occurs as well as of in the phrase &ws §rov (%)
in Luke 12 50; 138; 158 v. .; 2216; 2218 . [,
domie in Luke 23 19,
7 in Luke 237; 1039 v. I, Acts 936,
of  in Luke 5 101729; 6 17; 8 13 (bis); 9 2731; 10 30;
13 30 (bis); 1712; 20 47; 23 29; 24 23; Acts 111 740
10 45 v. L5 28 10.
af  in Luke 8 2, 23 27 29.
These exceptions may many of them be explained on different.
grounds.
a) Two are doubtful readings
Luke 1089 7 xai wapakafeaBsica (om. 5 8* L= 579 boh)
Acts 1045 of ouwiN@oy (Baor all Greek MSS except B)
b) Some instances are probably due to Luke’s sources
Luke 813% ol 67av drodowsw?® Mark 413 ol 87av akolowow

Luke 2047 o} kareoOlovow Mark 12 40 of (article) karea-
Olovres

Luke 28 19 Bapaﬁﬁau 8o #v  Mark 158 v d¢ 6 Aeyouevos

@ oTdow Twa yevouévyy év BapaBBas pera vév ora-

T4 woXet kai Pdvov BAnBels év TlacT®Y dedeuévos oiTwes év

0 Pulaxy T4 oTdoe (dvov memouj-
Keloay

Acts 740 oz wpomopevoovrar  Exod. 321 =322 (LXX) of

| Uy TPOTOPEVTOVTAL NUBY

¢) In some cases the simple pronoun is used to avoid repe-
tition of similar forms of 7w or 8orie®
Luke 82 ai 7oav Tefepamevuévar (ywwaikés Twes immediately
precedes and the next verse has érepar woA)ai, afrwes kTA.)
Luke 927 elotv Twes . ... of o uy yevowrrar Qavarov (avoiding
the repetition in Mark 91 eloly Twes . ... olTwes oU uy yel-
ocwrrar QavdTov)

2 So Luke 8135 has of mpds xupdy moredovoe (no relative clause in Mark)
but Luke 815 has ofrwes . ... dxodoapres Td» Abyov after Mark 420 olrwes

dxodevaw TO¥ Nbyor.

3 In Tuke 1050 and 1712 of is preceded by 7 and Twa respectlvely.
11
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Luke 931 of 6p0évres év dofn €\eyov (the preceding words are
olriwes foav Mwvoie kal "Hhélag

Luke 24 23 of Aéyovow (Twes occurs in verses 22 and 24) -

Acts 938 % &ep,unveuo,ue'm >\é7€Tat Aoplcds- (the antecedent is
7is pabitpie and the last clause of verse 35 is olrwes émé-
orperay éml Tov Kipiov).

Similarly in the following symmetrical clauses it may be
supposed that rather than a repeated ofrwes (alrwés) the simpler
forms were preferred as suiting the gnomic form:

Luke 13380 elolv &ryator of Erovrar mpdTot kai eloly 7rpc?>~rot ol
GG'OV’Tal GG'Xa'TOL

Tiuke 2329 af kothiu af ovk éyévmoay kai pacTol of olk &pelrav.
d) In some cases a somewhat complicated antecedent may

explain the use of the simpler relative:

Luke 529 xal #v dxAos ToAls TeNwyidy kel dN\wv ol Foav uwer
AUT@DY KATOKELUEVOL

Luke 617 xal wA70os woAD Toi Aaol amwd wdaons The lovdalas
ral ‘Tepovoadju kai Tis wapakiov Thpov kai Ziddvos, ot FrOov
y o~ s n
akovodal avTov

Luke 23 27 fkohovBet 0¢ avT® woAl wA{Oos ToU Naol kal yvvaucdy
al éedmrrovro
The Epistle to the Hebrews among the New Testament

writings is generally the closest in style to Luke. Though the

connection by relatives is frequent* there is only one exception
to the general rule by which 8ores supplies three nominative
forms and s all the rest. The exception is 11 33 of.®

The equivalence of forms from both pronouns may be seen
in such cases as:

Heb. 92 oxmm yap kareskevactn i wpdTn, &v § . . . . Hris

Heb. 9st. f¢ mpoTys oomis . .. . dTis .. .. kal’ A

Heb. 13 7 pvnuoveleTe Tov fyoupévey dudv, otrwes . . . &v
Although Blass claims for Paul more fidelity to the classic

distinction between the relatives than for Liuke, his case is not

well substantiated. There is for Paul practically a consistent

4 A, Nairne, Hebrews in The Cambridge Greck Testament, p. lil.

5 In view of duslas .. alrves in Heb. 108 and 11 Hort’s conjecture for
101 in place of Swlus afs or ds of the MSS. should have been airwes
rather than ol



CADBURY: THE RELATIVE PRONOUNS IN ACTS AND ELSEWHERE 155

mixed declension identical with that indicated above except for
the neuter plural nominative, where drwa seems to have nearly
supplanted d. According to Burton, I. C. C. Galatians, p. 287,
“the only certain instance of d in nom. is Col, 222; in 1 Cor.
46 and Tit. 21 it was felt to be accus.; in Col. 217 the reading
is uncertain; in Eph. 54 it is possibly an accus.. but more prob-
ably a nom.” The nominatives will then be 8¢, #7is, &; ofruwes,
alrwes, dTwa, and for Paul the only exceptions for this mixed
arrangement are, in addition to possible instances of & just
mentioned:

Rom. 167 of xal wpo éuot yéyovav év XpioTdp

Phil. 220 8o7is yvyoivs Ta wepi Sudy pepiuvioet

In the former case the reading is uncertain: of is not read
in 8*D et al. If ol is original the form may be due to the desire
to avoid repetition (cf. above, p. 153), since ofrwes occurs in the
preceding clause modifying the same antecedent. Similarly the
& of Col. 222 is succeeded by drwa in the next verse.

The equivalence in meaning and use of the two pronouns in
Paul is well illustrated by the list of greetings in Romans from
which one doubtful exception is derived:

Rom. 16 4ff. olrwes .... 018 cvu. 8¢ ouvs BTt 0.\ OlTwes .. OF

(. L) ... 97t
or from parallels between Ephesians and Colossians:

Eph. 1wt 77 ékxhnolq, fiis éotiv T6 cdua abrol

Col. 124 To0 cduaTos avrov & éoTw 1 éxxAyoia

Eph. 55 mAeovéTys, 8s (v. l. 8) éoTw eldwhohaTprs

Col. 35 wAeovefla, firis éoriv eldwholaTplo

~ Compare also the parallels:

Rom. 416 *ABpadu, 8s éorw mwatip wavrwy fudy

Gal. 4261, 7 d¢ dvw Tepovoakiu . . . ., Fris éoTiv whTnp Hudy

The evidence from these writers is confirmed by the general
though not absolutely uniform custom of the other books of the
New Testament. Two facts, the survival of certain nominative
forms of the indefinite relative, and particularly the fact that
these forms have nearly driven out the corresponding forms of

¢ Blass however maintained even here that the exchange depended on
whether a mere fact (3s) or a characteristic (¢oris) was given,
11*
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the simple relative, seem to prove that there is not a difference
of meaning and that the almost uniform employment of certain
parts of the indefinite relative forbids any argument based on
its earlier use to express cause, characteristics or indefinite
reference.” ,

‘What led to this development in Hellenistic Greek we may
of course only conjecture. The avoidance of hiatus is a natural
suggestion since sris, ofTwes, alrwes are forms of the indefinite
relative with a terminal consonant which would replace forms
of 8¢ ending in a vowel. There is however little if any evidence
of intention to avoid hiatus by New Testament writers. If that
is the original intention or tendency the motive must have been
already forgotten.®

Another suggestion may be offered. The avoided forms of
the simple relative are the only ones which agree in all but. -
accent with the corresponding forms of the article (i. e. 7,
oty ai).® Especially where a participle followed in the nominative:
the ambiguity of the short forms in unaccented text or in speech
might be annoying.”® In any case the presence of the compound
relative is due in the New Testament to an established tendency
of the language away from the forms #, of, of (and, perhaps by

7 See the effort to explain its oceurrences in A, T. Robertson, Grammar
of Greel N. T., pp. 726781, and the claim of at least occasional special
meaning in such English commentaries (to mention no others) as Light-
foot on 2 Thess, 19; Gal. 424; Phil, 128, 43; Westcott on Heb. 23; Frame
on 2 Thess. 19; Charles on Rev. 22¢ al.

8 As already mentioned by Moulton, F. Kdlker, Quaestiones de elocu-
tione Polybiana in Leipziger Studien IL (1880) ii. 245ff, argued that #rs,,
alrwes, and ofrwes as well as #wep elc,, éwadimep were used to avoid hiatus
both by Polybius and (p. 811) by Diodorus Siculus. For Polybius Hultsch,
Philologus XIV. (1859), 288ff.,, X'V. (1860), 162f. agrees. As for Moulton’s.
observation with regard to the Lucan writings that in some 28 unclassical
occurrenced of the indefinite relative 14 without it would have produced
hiatus it may be answered that this is no evidence of an interest in the
avoidance of hiatus since nearly half the words in the New Testament
begin with vowels. Thus of the 26 instances in Luke's writings of 4, of:
and af above, p. 153 some 15 are found to be followed by vowels.

9 Contrast 8 vs. os, rd vs, &

10 So Blass; note however that when Luke has retained of with the
analytical imperfect fjoar immediately follows the relative (Luke 517, 293 83)..
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analogy, from d)—a tendency revealed in other writings not
only by the frequency of 47, ofrwes, etc., but by the extensive
use of the intensives 8orep and ds kal and (in the plural) of §ogu.

domep is not represented in the New Testament though it
would have been very convenient for supplying the neuter forms
which & 7, drwa did not satisfactorily provide. Of 109 instances
of 8amep in Josephus collected by H. Paur, Observationes et
notationes ad Flavii Josephi elocutionem, p. 24, 6mep accounts
for 48, dmep for 31. The other compounds in -wep occur
occasionally in the New Testament and seem to retain sometimes
their literary flavor, e. g. Luke 11 éreidmep. They are especially
common in Hebrews.

door and doa occur frequently in the New Testament both
where 7dvres precedes and where no quantitative force seems
to be implied.

o¢ xai appears also to be used in Hellenistic Greek in much
the same way as doTis, aomep, O 0, and without giving to the
succeeding word the emphasis which «af is expected to convey.
This appears especially in the neuter singular where neither
6agov nor (on account of confusion with &+t & 7¢ could be
employed. Note in Acts:

1130 & xai émoinoay
269 b kal émoinoa.

Perhaps it is this idiom which accounts for the likeness of
Gal. 210 to Acts 1130 rather than the literary dependence
which Plooij and others find (Harvard Theological Review XV
(1922), 169). Similarly an unnecessary xal occurs after &3
(= & 8), e. g Liuke 135; Acts 1029; 24 26, Where the demon-
strative and antecedent are included in the neuter relative of
course the simple § (or &) is used (see Bruder’s concordance,
p. 621). Beside the neuter forms several instances of # xal, of
xal, a? kal occur (Lmke 1039 v.1.; 2327 v. L.; Acts 111; 2810)
as well as instances in the oblique cases. A further study-of
this colorless use of xal in relative clauses (which appears also
in the papyri) would correct certain common errors of translation
and interpretation in the New Testament.



