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NOTES AND STUDIES 237

fear rather flagrant, in the prosody of some passages quoted, e. g. that
the a in 49dvaros and the ¢ in xaA(A)iwv are always long. Headds: ‘I
should think that any writer, who wrote in rhythm, observed the same
prosodical rules: a vowel which may be elided mus? be elided, a long
wowel (or diphthong) before a vowel must be shortened.’ This would
affect some of the instances quoted above. ‘But’, he adds, ‘on the
other hand the number of correspondences may be increased almost in
importance, although I doubt whether rhythms are (as in othet writers)
continually employed. The text is not in a very good condition.’

NOTE ON MATT. XX 23 AND MARK X 4o.

In the First Gospel our Lord is reported to have said to the sons of
Zebedee—

75 xabioat ¢k Sefidv pov kal I devipwy odx lotw dudv Sotvay, AN ols

4 Ymd Tob marpds pov.

The parallel passage in the Second Gospel runs—

1 xabioas ik Sebidv pov 4 ¢ ebwripwy odx Lot dudv Sotvay, AN ols
iroipacrac.

Vv, 1. are not important. In the formet passage CDA &c. insert
Tovro after Sotvas.

The familiar English of A. V. is—

“To sit on my right hand and on my left is not mine to give, but
5t shall be given to them for whom it is prepared of my Father.

The rendering of St Mark is similar, with ‘and’ for 4 and with the
omission of ‘of my Father’.

For this the R. V. of 1881 substitutes :—

“To sit on my right band and on my left is not mine to give, but 57 is
Jor them for whom it hath been prepared of my Father’, and so for
St Mark with the same variation as in A. V.

Do these translations convey the sense of the original? The
importation of the words in italics, it will be observed, makes a material
change in the force of the sentence. Why were they introduced ?

¢To sit on my right hand and on my left is not mine to give, but for
whom it is prepared’ is clumsy English, but intelligible English. If we
draw out the force of the relative, and make it contain the antecedent,
as the construction requires, we mdy render ‘but to them for whom it is
prepared’.

Here the English, in accordance with a very common use of our du#
(8ut = be out), implies that the privilege of sitting on the Lord’s right
hand and on His left hand is His to give, but His to give to none but
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fit recipients: i.e. not His to give save or except to those for whom it
is prepared. A.V.and R.V.on the contrary imply that this privilege
is not His to give, but that, in some way not specified, it shall be given
to, or is reserved for, those for whom it is prepared.

For which of these two statements did the writers of the Gospels
intend to make the Speaker responsible? Did they wish to describe
our Lord as here asserting, or as repudiating, the power to assign high
places in His Kingdom which is claimed in Rev. iii 21? Is there
anything about their Greek original text necessitating the interpolation
of an explanatory clause involving a change of meaning so important?

‘Yes’, say the translators and commentators represented by A.V.
and R. V., ‘there is. &A\d mever eguals el pi’. So in the most
popular manuals of Greek Testament exegesis is to be found the
solemn dictum reverently propounded: 4A\d never = el uj. So
the Cambridge Bible St Matthew; so the Cambridge Bible St Mark;
the annotators in each case supporting their position by reference to
Winer § 566. Even the last important commentator on St Mark,
Dr Swete, apparently hesitates to deviate from this supposed grammatical
orthodoxy.

But is not this reputed unimpeachable canon really arbitrary and
baseless? So far from 4\\d never equalling e i such a use is to
be found in every age of Greek literature. It is true that Blass in his
Grammar of N.T. Greek ignores it. It is, however, enough to quote :—

Odyssey xxi 70

O0%¢ 7o' A\ \gw
pvbov worjracfas érwryeoiny {Svracte
dAN" dud paro yipas Oéofar Te yoraica :
Soph. 0.7: 1331

"Exaice &' alroxep nr odns AN éyo rhdpaw :

Arist. Eth. Nic. x 5. 10 ‘H3é& & oix orov & Todroes xal ovrw

Saxaudros :
and last, but not least in significance,

St Mark ix 8 odxérs obddva eldor dAA& Tor Inooir miror, where to
insist upon interpolating a second «lSor would surely be a puerile
pedantry. Even the cautious and halting R.V. so far forgets itself as
heretopreservethcfamiliar save’,

St Paul's odx dud Aedvmmrer dAX’ dwd mépovs (2 Cor. ii 5) may be
anotherNT.example,but,ﬂR.V is here right, and the antithesis
is really between éué and duas, it cannot be adduced.

The Greek then does not seem to furnish any ground for a rendering
as awkward as it is erroneous, though, curiously enough, it was not till
their latest issues that Liddell and Scott gave due prominence to an
employment of dAAd long recognized and admitted by scholars.
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‘What is the origin of the gloss?

The Vulgate has ‘non est meum dare vobis sed quibus paratum est
a Patre meo’. Here the interpolation of vedis makes ‘sed’ follow
naturally rather than ‘nisi’, but does not tell against ‘ quibus’ standing
for ‘iis quibus’ after ‘ dare’, and so preserving the Saviour as the Giver,
In St Mark Wordsworth and White omit ‘vobis’, but it was in f., which
may have represented the text corrected by Jerome.

Erasmus unfortunately went astray with ‘iis continget quibus’. Beza
objected to ‘continget ’ and introduced ‘dabitur’, with the remark that,
as it was understood in Greek, he expressed it in Latin. Of the great
English Versions, Wicklif followed the Vulgate :—

*To sit at my rizt half or left half it is not mine to 3eve to you, but
to whiche it is made redi of my fadir.’

Tyndale accurately renders the Greek :—

‘To syt on my ryght hond and on my lyft hond is not myne to geve,
but to them for whom it is prepared of my Father.’

Cranmer infelicitously reproduces the ‘continget’ of Erasmus :—

‘To syt on my right hande and on my left is not myne to geve,
but it shall chaunce unto them that it is prepared for of my Father.*

The Geneva Bible first shews the present it shall be geven’.

The Rheims Version, like Wicklif, follows the Vulgate. The error,
therefore, appears to have been imported into English by Cranmer and
the Genevan translators from the Latin of Erasmus and Beza.

Bengel, at all events, did not regard our Lord as denying His
prerogative: ‘hac sive oppositione sive exceptione (nam res eodem
recidit) non negat Iesus suum esse dare (vide Apoc. iii 21) sed limitat,
declaratque subiectum cui daturus sit et tempus ordinemque’.

Had readers of the fourth and fifth ecenturies understood the Greek
in the sense of the gloss of the Dutch, French, and English reformers,
it is easy to imagine what a Megiddo ground of controversy it might
have become, like the famous Prov. viii 22 of the LXX, or John xiv 28.
So far as my own reading has gone, I do not know of its being ever
quoted quite in the sense of A.V. There is, indeed, an interesting note
on Matt. xx 23 in St Basil’s fourth book against Eunomius, but St Basil
cites the verse, without a suspicion that any one would regard it as more
than a limitation of the prerogative of the Son to assign the thrones,
and only to point the need of active goodness on the part of disciples.
‘He is able to give, though the request be unjust” A similar hortative
use of the passage is to be found in the fifth Festal Letter of Athanasius,
§ 3, and in the twenty-seventh Oration of St Gregory of Nazianzus, § 14.

St Chrysostom’s treatment of the passage in his eighth Homily against
the Anomoeans and his .sixty-fifth Homily on St Matthew is curious.
He takes d\\d to mean sed, not nisi, but the antithesis is between the
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Lord who is not a giver—at least not a mere giver—and the fighters in
the battle of life, on whose conduct the result depends :—Aeixvvow on
otre atrob olre Tov watpos AN’ érédpwv Twav. . . . Tiow 8¢ Wrolpacras ; Tolis
dxd TV dpywv Surapévors yevéofar Aapmpols. A Tovro oix elrer  Oix
dorw duov Sotvar AN Tob mwarpds pov”, fva p,'b dofevely pndé drovery ailrov
¢a,uy Tis 1rpos' v drdoow dANL 7hs; otk doTwy i/,«.bv dAL’ éxelvwrv ols
qmp.aa-rm ’I'heophylact’s comment on the pa.ssage in St Matthew is
ovx lorw dudv Sobvar xard xdpw Tov orépavov dAN’ ¢ frolpacras, Touréon
78 dpapdve xai vusjoavri.  On St Mark, where the Latin version and the
punctuation in Migne’s edition indicate the editors’ adoption of the
reading preserved in R.V,, the Greek is odx orw épod Tod Sixalov xperod
16 Sobvas Duly kaTd Xxdpw TV TLpY TavTYY, of yip dy Sikaios eyt AL TOts
dyovigdpevoss, dxelvois rolpacrar ) Ty adry.

The true sense of the original is well put by Bishop Walsham How
in the S. P. C. K. Commentary, and is admitted by Alford and by the

Speaker'’s Commentary,
BLOMFIELD JACKSON.

THE ORIGINAL HOME OF CODEX
CLAROMONTANUS (DPAUL),

ON deciding to examine the character of the text used by Ambro-
slaster as the basis of his commentaries on the Pauline epistles, I con-
sulted Mr F. C. Burkitt about the best way to study it. On his advice,
I collated first the text found in all the Pauline quotations in Lucifer
of Cagliari and the text in Ambrosiaster with the Vulgate; second,
the text used by Cyprian’s Zestimonia ad Quirinum (codex Lauresha-
mensis) in all its quotations and that of Ambrosiaster with the Latin
of Codex Claromontanus (4,). Having, on the completion of my work,
submitted the results to Mr Burkitt, I was advised to add ‘d,’ to such
variations from the Vulgate as appeared in the first apparatus, and
‘gg’ to those differences from &, which were noted in the second. He
kindly started this double work for me by noting several instances
of agreement and called my attention to some agreements between
Lucifer and 4,. I have since noted that he refets to this kinship
in his important article in the Encyclopedia Biblica.

I make this personal explanation, because any truth there may be
in the theses about to be propounded is ultimately due to Mr Burkitt’s
advice, while, if the theories should be decided to be erroneous, he
may be entirely absolved from responsibility.



