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 the Journal of Theological Studies (old
series) can be found here:

https://biblicalstudies.org.uk/articles jts-os 01.php

pdfs are named: [Volume]_[15 page of article]


https://www.buymeacoffee.com/theology
https://patreon.com/theologyontheweb
https://paypal.me/robbradshaw
https://paypal.me/robbradshaw
https://biblicalstudies.org.uk/articles_jts-os_01.php
https://www.buymeacoffee.com/theology
https://patreon.com/theologyontheweb

274 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

THE TEN LUCAN HYMNS OF THE NATIVITY IN
THEIR ORIGINAL LANGUAGE.

Proressor C. C. Torrev of Yale has recently produced good
evidence to shew that St Luke made use of material couched in
Palestinian Aramaic in the earliest chapters of the Acts of the Apostles.
I propose now to attempt to shew good reason for believing that in
considerable sections at least of the Nativity chapters of his Gospel
St Luke made use of material in the Hebrew and not in the Aramaic
language.

In the nternational Commentary on St Luke's Gospel (Plummer) p. 7,
in the section on the first two chapters, we find the following somewhat
remarkable statement, that ‘the form of the narrative is strongly
Hebraistic, so much so that one may be confident that he [St Luke]
is translating from an 4ramaic [sic] document’? It is hardly necessary
to put in a caveat to the effect that Hebrew and Aramaic are two
perfectly distinct, even if cognate, languages, and that, though they
have much in common, they frequently differ in idiom as well as in
vocabulary. .

It should be emphasized that traces of A7amaic idiom are desirable
and necessary before one can be quite confident that one is dealing
with a translation from 4ramaic, and that likewise Hebraistic peculiarities
of diction in a document may possibly point, not to an Aramaic, but to
a Hebrew original,

It must be granted, however, that it is not always easy to tell, in
a good Greek translation, whether the original was in Hebrew or in
Aramaic, as the phraseology of these two languages, which would most
naturally be preserved in a translation, is very frequently common to
both of them.

There are nevertheless many more distinctively Aramaic usages in
the New Testament than have as yet been adequately and properly
recognized ; and, on the other hand, there are certain neglected tests
for Hebrew as distinct from Aramaic originals, which, in some cases,
produce interesting and, I venture to hope, convincing results. The
application of such tests as these latter I shall proceed to demonstrate
in the case of Luke i and ii. '

1 The Composition and Date of Acts (Harvard Theological Studies).
? This might be thought to be a slip, but it was still unaltered in the reprint of
the 4th edition 1go35.
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Let us first examine the Nunc Dimittis (Lc. ii 29-32). It has
always been recognized that these words, spoken by the aged Simeon,
were of the nature of a poem. It is also familiar to most students that
portions of the first two chapters of Luke form easy exercises in Hebrew
composition. What has, I believe, not hitherto been appreciated is
the fact that the Nunc Dimittis, when translated into Hebrew with
the ‘closest regard for the order of the words as they are in Greek,
and with as much literalness as is legitimate in rendering the
peculiar idiom of one language into another, is found to be in regular
Hebrew metre.  The song in fact is made up of three trimeter
couplets.

7 n.s_wn Y ) Niv amolies rov SodAiv gov,
FEbP3 WX TR }
ﬂnlﬁw’ WY INTTD ) ‘Ore eldov of dpbarpol pov 70 cwTipdy dov
:Dyb3 Wb miran }
DD ni&é? W) B35 els dmoxdhwv vy
95y Pk mageny }

4 A Y e~ ’ 3 s 7
AéomoTa, KaTa TO PYpd oov, v elpyy
) < 4 \ 7 / ~ A, ~
O Yroipacas kata TPOTWTOY TAVTWY TV Aady,

Kai 86éav Aaod cov ‘lopargh.

In this translation (as frequently elsewhere in this article) I have
followed Franz Delitzsch’s Hebrew New Testament fairly closely,
mainly because he can hardly be suspected of letting a bias in favour
of the particular metrical theory, which is here accepted, affect his
translation in these chapters. There is, moreover, quite clear internal
evidence, patent to those who care to examine his Hebrew New
Testament, that he was writing without regard to metre, and merely
translatmg with great fidelity.

I have in the above poem merely changed Delitzsch’s 7021 to n5W
in the first line ; omitted his NN’s in lines 1 and 3 as bemg inelegant ;
omitted the relative in line 4 as being unnecessary in poetry and not
often found in the Psalms; and omitted *?'¥ in the fifth line as not
being required by the Greek.

The result, as has been shewn, is three trimeter couplets

It would seem quite impossible that such a result should be accidental.
Something in the way of Hebrew parallels might be achieved in Greek,
which would be still parallelism of a kind when translated into Hebrew,
but perfectly regular Hebrew metre for six consecutive lines grouped in
couplets, as a result of a literal translation from the Greek, can mean
but ‘one thing, and that is, a metrical Hebrew original for the Greek.
I would, therefore, submit this result as good evidence that the
Nunc Dzmzttzs was originally written in Hebrew in accordance with

T 2
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the canons of Hebrew metre! followed in the majority if not in all of
the ancient Hebrew Psalms and Poems.?

(i) The discovery of the regular metre is interesting as shewing that
the knowledge of the rules of ancient Hebrew prosody had not been
lost in the first century A. D., in spite of Josephus’s statement regarding
the metre of the Song of Moses at the Red Sea, which statement is so
glaringly erroneous® that it suggests that though the fact that the
Hebrew Old Testament Psalms and Poems were metrical was still
remembered in his days, yet the knowledge of the actual old Hebrew
metres had been entirely lost.

The Nunc Dimittis proves on the contrary that the old metres were
understood and were moreover still practised in some circles.

(if) Further, we are now able to correct Westcott and Hort in their
arrangement of the first two lines of this song. It should be divided
as shewn above, with Aésmora at the beginning of the second line
instead of at the end of the first.

(iii) But what is perhaps most important is, that the fact of a Hebrew
original for this poem throws light on the much disputed problem of
the original language of Luke i and ii. It is a definite piece of
evidence, so far as it goes, in favour of Hebrew, as against Aramaic.
For if the poem be translated into Aramaic it shews no sign of any
kind of recognized metre, nor of any poetic form, save a certain balance
and parallelism, which is retained in some degree into whatsoever
language it is rendered.

As for Professor Burkitt’s dictum ‘that in the story of the Nativity
(Lk.iand ii)...the LXX and nof any Hebrew or Aramaic document
has perceptibly coloured the style and language of the whole narrative ’,*

! The metrical theory presupposed here is that based on the fomic as opposed
to the syllabic system, which latter has now but few advocates. The former is
the principle of measurement adopted by Julius Ley, Francis Brown, Harper,
Cheyne, Duhm, Kittel, and Briggs, and seems to be destined to hold the field,
although its application may perhaps be modified in detail.

2 It is important to note that it is the presence of metre, not of parallelism, that
this investigation brings to light., Parallelism is by no means absent from the
poems and hymns in these chapters of Luke, but it is for the most part incidental
rather than an essential and predominating principle. On the other hand exactly
the same kind of balance as takes the place of pure parallelism in the first two
couplets of the Nunc Dimittis may be found in many places in the Psalter. They
are particularly frequent in late Psalms. Apparently by N. T. times metre came to
be the predominating principle of poetic form, while parallelism was relegated to
quite a subordinate position.

3 Josephus (Ant. ii 16. 4) states that it was in hexameter verse! The song,
however, is clearly in tetrameter. It should, however, be observed that Josephus
rightly describes the Song of Moses in Deut. xxxii as hexameter (4##. iv 8. 40).

* Gospel History and its Transmission, p. 124.
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it would seem to go by the board, in this particular instance, and as
will presently be shewn in many other very considerable and important
sections. It would require an exceedingly ingenious use of the LXX
to produce a style and language which would result in a regular Hebrew
metre when rendered practically literally into that language.

Following up the clue which we have found, we are led to test the
rest of the first two chapters for further signs of a metrical original
when they are translated, or, as would really appear to be the case,
retranslated in Hebrew.

When this test is applied it becomes apparent that while none of the
narrative matter resolves itself naturally into metre, though here and
“there it is sufficiently poetic as to take on a certain parallelism of
expression (e, g. ii 8), yet with comparatively few and slight exceptions
practically everything which is spoken is in verse and in regular metre.

As the demonstration of this fact is of much importance with regard
to the original language and source of the chapters in question (for the
case of the Nunc Dimittis might be held by some to be exceptional),
I propose to set it forth in some detail.

In so doing we shall (@) discover the presence of several sections of
verse not hitherto recognized as such. (&) We shall also confirm certain
important cases hitherto in doubt or, at least, insufficiently recognized.
Altogether it will appear that there are in all no fewer than ten distinct
hymns or poems in these two chapters. (¢) Further, we shall find new
light thrown on the literary structure of the recognized songs, which
will help us to modify the present arrangement of one or two of them
at least in Westcott and Hort, &c. (4) And in general we shall find
ourselves in possession of a new instrument for the literary criticism of
the text.

A, Luke i 14-1%, The Proclamation of the Angel to Zackariak. This
is not treated as a poem in either the Revised Version or in Westcott
and Hort. Prof. Moffatt has, however, very rightly printed it as verse,
probably in accordance with his plan of printing all parallelisms in the
New Testament as verse, a plan which is in general most illuminating,
though it has occasionally led him into the error of exhibiting the
balanee and apparent parallellsms of legal statements and logical
arguments as poetry.!

Rendered into Hebrew almost slavishly (again following Delitzsch
fairly closely in the main) the passage runs as follows :—

5‘?1 HQDWS =;5'n;§n Kai &orar xapd oot xai dyaldiaos,
© o rihyma ey DI
L ’355 mm 5‘”? 2 "Egrar yap péyas dvdmiov Kuplou.

- -
Kai modol émi ] yevéaer adrot xaprjoovrar

1 e.g. Rom. vi 18, 19 ; 1 Cor. vii 12, 13, 18; 1 Cor. Xv 47-49.
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nnw~'NS "R 1M ) Kai olvor kai olkepa ob py iy,
NSQ' YIpn M | Kal avedparos dylov mAnolicerar,
t o B33 w3 ére ek kokias pnTpds airod.
Sk 30 2937 ) Kal moMods rav vidw Topad)
:DH’H'SN nm~'5§ =47 ] *Emorpéfer éri Kipov 1ov Gedv adrdv:
”2?:5 TS' NI ) Kai adrés mpoekeoerar évdmiov abrod
LapiRbRt m:bi‘ 073 } Ev wvedpore xat Swwdper "HXela,
D'?;J-Sl’ ni:‘s-:.’? J'Wﬂb ‘Emorpéfar kapdlas marépov éri Tékva
DpRYEn 1'\;!21:1_5 DB | Kol dmefeis & ppovice diwaiwy,
dfene oy 1'111'1*.5 7’7,32'?:5 ‘Eropdaar Kvply Aadv katerkevaopévov.

As can readily be seen it falls naturally into trimeters with the doubtful
exceptions of the third and last lines, which go more easily and literally
into tetrameters of a kind, but might possibly be respectively rendered
as trimeters, thus :—

line 3 mr upb S
and line 13 jpnoDY M YRS

It is to be ebserved, moreover, that neither of these lines belongs to
a couplet. They are solitary lines in a collection of couplets, which
makes one suspect that they may be glosses or later additions.

Line 3 might easily be a correct explanatory gloss on the first couplet.

Line 13, if it was originally trimeter and not tetrameter, might on the
other hand have been the first line of a couplet, the second of which
has now been lost.

Line 6 is trimeter, but is also solitary. It is most probably a gloss,
unless indeed, perchance, it is misplaced and originally made a couplet
with line 3, thus:—

‘For He shall be great before Jehovah
While He is yet in His mother’s womb.’

If line 6 in disregard of metre be taken as part of line 3 it spoils the
sense, not to speak of the balance, of an excellent antithetic couplet,

“No wine nor strong drink shall He drink,
But with the spirit of wisdom shall He be filled.”’

in which we have the same antithesis as in Eph. v 18 ‘Be not drunk
with wine (wherein is excess), du¢ be filled with the Spirit’. Apart
from these three lines we have in the poem jffve Zrimeter couplets. In
“accordance with this finding verse 16 in Moffatt’s translation, which
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at present is represented as a single long and very clumsy line, should

be represented as a couplet.
B. i 30-33.

Similarly with verse 17.
Gabriel’s first address to Mary. This can, without

much difficulty, be literally construed into five hexameter lines as

follows :—

D | N jome oY wTRThY
DhdN

YR Aoy R | ;:‘mSw ™3 M

M3) pof30, Mapidp, elpes yap xdpw |
wapa 74 Gedr

Kai 0¥ ovA\juyy év yaorpl kai

Téfn vidy, | kal kadéoes 10 dvopa
adrod ‘Ingodv.
LEN n'Sy i3] Si"lﬂ N Obros dorar péyas| kai vids Yl//w"rov
x)u;@na'erm,

PIR NI RED | 15'}1‘3’ D‘DS,?,S MM Kai 8doe adrd Kipos 6 feos | Tov
Opdvov Aaveld T0b warpos adrod,
Kai Baoiedoer éml mov olkov Taxke

els Tobs aibvas, | kai s Bacihelas

inisdey | o5b5 Tomy Shyema S
PR
adTod ovk €otar Télos.

The lines, as is so often the case with hexameters, are rather clumsy.
It should be noted that the caesuras® fall in their right places. It may
he held however that the pause in the fourth line is too slight for
a caesura, in which case the whole line might have to be rejected.
The evidential value of this section is possibly not so strong as that of
the two previous examples.

W. H., R. V., &c. have failed to recognize these lines as constituting
a poem.

Moffatt rightly prints verses 32 and 33 as poetry, though verse 32, as
‘he has it, should be broken up into four parts, not into two. Verses 30—
31, which Moffatt treats as prose, ought likewise to be printed as part
of the poem by him and other New Testament editors.

C. Gabriel’s second address to Mary (i 35-37). This presents more
difficulties. X

(2) It begins with a beautiful tetrameter synonymous couplet in

1 The reader may be reminded that caesuras occur in the several metres as
follows :—
tetrameter, after the 2nd beat.
pentameter, ,,  3rdbeat (there are a certain number of doubtful cases after
the 2nd beat, which Briggs accepts).
4th beat (also frequently, but less elegantly, after the 3rd
beat).
In pentameters and hexameters the caesura is de riguenr, In the tetrameter it is
“optional. Practically all the caesuras shewn in the course of this article are
preserved in the order of the Greek—an extraordinary piece of strong evldence
in favour of my thesis.

hexameter, ,,
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which the parallelism is as perfect as the metre. It is strange that
Moffatt has overlooked it.

T?l,’ Nian W"PU DM} Ivedpo dywov émededoerar émi o,
30y Syn fivdy noap

Kai ddvapus Yiorov émoxdae oo

The next line (the exact meaning of which is doubtful) is prose, not
poetry, whether it be rendered :

D*n*;g{;g N vATR 1‘15{{1‘@ 32'59 80 kal 70 yavduevov dywv xhndy-
agerar, vios feod.
or with Delitzsch:

D’DESS'E R Wﬁl:J‘D W‘IDb'DQ 73'52 3o kal 76 yawvdpevov dyiov, kAnbi-

e -
TgeTaL vtos 6(01).

Although it has five accents it is not pentameter, as there is no
caesura, which is de 7igueur in that metre. Moreover, it stands by itself,
being grouped, neither in parallelism nor metre, with either what
precedes or what follows.

If the Hebrew be taken as a reliable criterion, this line would appear
to be a later addition—an explanatory theological gloss.

(%) The next lines resolve into two trimeter couplets as follows (or
perhaps a trimeter quadruplet) :—

nang y;?‘SN M3 ) Kal 8ov ‘EleiodfBer v cvyyevs gov
ANPI AT N0 ) Kal adry ovveldnder vidv év yriper adris.
wiein W"_'l,h-'_'l ﬂé‘ﬂ:ﬁ: Kai obros v &ros éoriv adry
MIRY FDWR W | T5 kahovudvy orelpg.
The change in metre is suitable, as the nature of the communication
now made to Mary is of quite a different quality from that made in the
tetrameter couplet.

Gabriel’s address closes with another line (z. 37), which has no
fellow, and is of the nature of prose. It is almost an exact quotation
from Gen. xviii 14, and shews signs of possible derivation from the
LXX and not from the Massoretic text.

Delitzsch renders it 1;‘3"?3 D‘D’)Eﬁp N_’_ng‘bés 2

Gk. N.T. 8r odx ddwvarjoe mapd 07 ®cod why pipa.
LXX p)  dduvarel wapd T @ed ppa s
M.T. 37 Mo }oEN

It would thus appear to be an illustrative quotation appended to the
angel’s speech after its translation into Greek.
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D. Elizabeth's speech of welcome to Mary (i 42—45). This is treated
. as prose by R.V.and W. & H. o

Plummer in his St Luke (Int. Crit.) comiments on it thus: ‘It seems
to have the characteristics of Hebrew poetry in a marked degree. . . .
It consists of two strophes of four lines each.” He prints it in the
Greek accordingly.

(@) In Hebrew the first of these strophes runs as follows :—

DWwa Ay ﬂ;ﬁé Edloynyuérm ov &v ywvally,
$03 NB PO }
nxt ‘.S PR Y Kal 7wéfev pot Tovro
phy Fwoy wv}

Kat €A évos 6 kapmwds ThS Kothias cov.
oynp pds T4

Iva Oy % paprgp Tob Kuplov pov wpos éué;

As may be seen the strophe consists of two trimeter couplets. Moffatt
has recognized the first of these couplets, but not the second. He has
not recognized the second strophe at all. At first sight the third line
appears to be weak, as % in poetry is almost always treated as enclitic.
Here, however, it correctly takes an accent, as it is the most emphatic
word in the line. ,

(&) The second strophe appears thus in Hebrew :—

MR N3 N3N Sip= ) [8od yap] Qs éyévero 4 Ppwvi) Tod dowa-
apot oov eis T& drd pov,
$yma 75’? e P! J ’Eaxiprmoev & dyalhidoe 16 Bpépos év
o o T3 Kotkig pov.
RS?TDH N,‘?@ﬂ'”; pEk~In] ’WW!_“ Kal pakapla 7 wmorelcaca o éoror
. Telelwots
$ MY NRD "“?'737_' WR | Tois Aehadnuévoss adry mapd Kuplov.

It will be found that the metre has changed to tetrameter, and that

the strophe consists of two synthetic couplets. °I3od ydp, as Plummer

has not realized, is not properly part of the strophe, but is merely the

connecting link, probably editorial, with the preceding strophe. 1In the

Greek and the various versions it should be printed accordingly. '
E. The Magnificat (i 46~55) appears in Hebrew as follows :—

() ["\BN] mn wnl =i~p] MeyaXives 1) Yuxi pov rovKipov[ ],
‘ : *pw* "TBNJ A Blm Kai fyariacey 76 wvebpd pov | éri
73 Oeh T8 cwTipl pov.
ﬁnpgg 3 ;‘I'Nj 2\ "Ort éméBreyev émi Ty Tamelvwow
t7s OovAys adrod,
:’?"\?}SZ nﬁ."“?? | Ry MM [ "I8d yap dwo Tob viv | pakapoboiy.

M ,
€ macar ai yeveai
I

.
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(8 R 'Seny niL)ﬁ'l; '3 ) "Onu éroinaéy pot peyda 6 Suvards,
ting eAT kal dyov TO dvopa adTod,
[T WD DM b Kal rd fheos adrod els yeveds xal
yeveas
SN ’5}’ Tots hofBovuévors airdy.
[ i!ﬁ!i_! nYWSj ni'n:;; Ewoinaev xpdros év Bpayiov abrod,
(n;;& nimmI) oy WD dweardpmicey Smepypdvovs (Sua-

volg xkapdlas adrdv):
IDDNBD?D D D]} Kabedler Suvdoras émd Opdvev
3D'.5$?} oM kal SYooev Tamewols,
| :b‘&_@p DU Tewdvras dvéminoer dyabiv
+opn) H'_JW D“.'.W.gl kal mAovrodvras éfaméoTaley
Kevovs.
,i’l?y SN'IW’:! Ao\ 'AvreddBero ‘lopasd mwaidos airod,
1rem ﬁDTE‘ pvmobivar éhéovs,
| QJ‘DhiS:'sijf 1“3'_13 Kabbs eaAnoev mpds Tovs mwarépas
v,
:D'?VE' “ﬁp DZQJSB 73 "APBpadp kal T omépuat

3 A 3 \ sA
avrov €iSs ToV alwva.

(2) The first four lines form a stanza made up of two tetrameter

couplets. ‘0555 has had to be supplied to the first line, as some such
word appears to have fallen out. The Infinite Absolute IR in the
third line is not represented in the Greek text, although it appears in
both the Hebrew and LXX of the passage from which the line is
derived (1 Sam.i r1). As it is the same as the finite verb following,
when unpointed, it might very easily have dropped out. Delitzsch
renders W7 WY, which would still make the line tetrameter without
i,

(%) The prevailing metre of the next seven lines is pentameter. The
third line, then, has two words in excess ; if they are removed as a gloss
they leave an excellent pentameter with the caesura in the right place
after the third beat.

The stanza would seem to have been composed of three pentameter
couplets, which leaves one line over.

If the right of any of the lines to a place in the original stanza has to
be queried, it must either be line 3 or line 5; the former because, as
has been pointed out, it requires docking of two words, the latter,
because it has a weak caesura, the break coming after the second
instead of after the third beat, a rare and unpleasant phenomenon in
pentameters.

Both of these lines, however, make excellent parallels to line 4, and

-
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neither could be well spared. Perhaps the stanza should be broken

up into three short sections,
a triplet, and a final couplet.
irregular,

consisting respectively of a couplet,
This, however, would be unusual and

Another way out of the difficulty would be to group line 3 with 4, and
line 5 with 6, and to excise the last line, which has a weak caesura, and is
somewhat prosaic and might well be a gloss. :

Altogether, though the evidence of a metrical original is very strong,
there are more irregularities of metre and structure in this poem, in its
present form, than in those we have previously examined.

F. The Benedictus (i 68-69), when reduced into Hebrew, is seen to

have been constructed as follows :(—

(a) Oxpn oy | 2
1pvie by | vy TpETD

Ay 1R | 9D BTN
SN0 T | IR 2y

\ 4 -~
Eidoynyros Kipos 6 @eds 7ot "TopanA,
‘Or¢ éresréfaro kal émolnoey Aitpw-

ow 76 Aad avrod,
Kai jyepev képas gotypias Huiv . . .
Swompiav ¢ éxbBpdv Nudv kal &k
7p Xbpav p
XELPOS TAVTwY TEY puoolyTwy Npuds,

(6) w'miaxToy 9N ni‘Wg_s } Howjoar éleos pera Tav marépov Hudy

i p nva Moy

Kai pyyebijvac Sabirys dylas adrod, . . .

‘ng"_b? HTS HD’? } Tob dotvac Huiv adofuws

wak e Synd

"Ex xetpos éxOpdv pvabévras

mun "IW‘J 173335 } Aarpebew abrd év soubryre kal Sikatooivy

s b3 med
(9 ¥p0 fby 833 | 72 s B

nesb | mm ued [dR3] Ton™D
"7

nmboa | imyd nywn nys nnd
R

nﬁpp

1 0r wyb MR EYM PRI,
2 O#, more literally I'ISH’.")"

2 7 3 ~ 7 -~ € ’ e ~
Evamiov attol wdacais Tals npuepas Nuov.

Kai av 8¢, madiov,
4
wpodijrys “Yiorov kAnbhiey.
7
Tpomropedoy yop évdmiov Kupiov
N -
érotpdaar 68ovs adrot,
To? Sotvar ywhow cwmpias T Aad
avTov :
5
&y ddéae dpapridy alTiv,
PR
Awx omAdyyxva évéovs Beot Nubv,
s L) ’ e o 3 A.\
&v ols érokéferar Muds avaToly

é& Wous.

3 I am inclined to thmk that the order of the two halves of this line may have
orlgmally been reversed, and that it then ran thus—'onAl I ooy Ny NIpaEY

WX TON.

This order may have been altered in view of the addition of (d).
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(@) mpB}_ﬁ :'[f{jn ‘;?’:5 "”R‘D!? Emdavar 70s év okére kal oxid favdrov
kabnuévors,
:Dﬂ&g’l T’I‘l'bN HJ‘bg'l I‘?U? Tot karevfivar Tovs wédas fudv els 68ov
C) elprrms.

The poem is found to break up into four strophes each with its own.
metre :—
(2) Four Tetrameter lines.
(6) Three Trimeter couplets.
(¢) Four Hexameter lines.
(&) One Tetrameter couplet.

As regards (a) it should be noticed :—

(i) that the caesuras come in their proper places,
(ii) that év oiky Aaveld mardos al’)‘rof)} 2. 69 (b)
W5 9 3

has been excluded as a gloss which spoils the metre. Verse 70 °
(xafbs éAdAnoev . ordparos 7dv dylwv &x’ aiGvos mpognrdy airod)
has been omitted likewise as a piece of prose which did not belong to
the original poem. Nothing could make the line rhythmical except
the ingenious but preposterous method employed in so-called metrical
chants, which would be equally successful in dealing with a sentence
out of a leading article.

As regards (J), as a stanza it cannot originally have stood by itself.
Either the original beginning of it has been lost, or else it simply
depends on the previous stanza, though in the best style of Hebrew
verse each stanza is self-contained and independent of what precedes
or follows, even though it may be closely related.

As in stanza (@) a line, 9. 73 Sprov 6v Spooev wpos "ABpaspu 1ov Tarépa
Hpdy (I n-'g'gz;ns'%s Yagh R MWDIY), is excluded as being more
of the nature of prose than poetry. Its presence may be easily accounted
for as a gloss on N2 in line 2.

Otherwise the six lines are good and balance one another closely.
The initial 5 in each line should be noticed as well as also the ending
3 in three out of the six lines.

{¢©) The character of the poem changes at this point, and it is quite
probable that we may have here what was originally a separate poem.
The second line is weak as a hexameter, and it is possible that a word
may have been lost in transcription of the Hebrew. I would suggest
:1$st as having slipped out after :[51'\ %2, All the caesuras are legiti-
mate. The fourth line is the object of the third, thus—¢To give
knowledge of salvation, &c., viz. that the Branch has visited us.’
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(d) This is a tetrameter couplet apparently dependent on the pre-
ceding stanza, much in the same way as (4) is dependent on (a). The
same criticism applies to it. The beauty and perfection of its balance
and parallelism should be noted.
Taking the poem as a whole, I would remark that its appearance
in its Hebrew form suggests its having been originally constructed
from portions of more than one poem. But even if it were originally
written as one complete whole, we can see that the poet has used
a.certain licence and looseness with regard to his structure, and that
he has not altogether adhered to the best type of Hebrew poetry as
regards at once the correlation and the independence of his stanzas.
It is possible that this may be due to what Dr Plummer suggests,
viz. ‘that the poet has modelled himself on the Prophets rather than on
the Psalmists’. The Prophets certainly took more liberties with the
artificialities of structure than did the Psalnrists. The style of Hebrew
suggests too, even more than the Greek does, that the poem was in
part at least derived from a different source from the rest of the songs
and poetical addresses.
G. The address of the angel to the shepherds (il 10-12). This is
not printed as verse in either R.V., W. H., or Moffatt, probably because
the parallelism is not particularly obvious. When translated into Hebrew,
however, it is seen to be in three tetrameter couplets as follows :—
DN @AY | NI ’lNTE\'SS M3 dofeiabe, idov yop | ebayyerifopar
Dpv

: nyg"?;S n n?’“? MY [ Xapdv peydAny | 7mis éorar wavrl T3
) Aad.

$INT YD | MR VD + O dorw xpwords kipos | & molel

Aaveld.
pN¥DR NiNG | D3> ! } Kat Tovro Suly | onueiov ebprioere

Pein bin | DJ? 'l_sf_."? } "Oru éréxly Suiv | ojpepoy cumip

¢ DRI | ‘7'?“?9 5,51’ Bpédpos éomapyavmpévov I kal xelpevoy
év ¢drvy.

It is to be observed that the caesuras fall naturally in the right
places, the only one that might be challenged being that in the first
line.

In the first couplet it will be seen that the relative supplied by the
translator was probably unnecessary and erroneous, and thali the Greek
translation ought to have run Xapd peyd\y &orar xrA. The lines should
be rendered in English in accordance with the Hebrew

~ ¢ Fear not, for behold I bring you good tidings,
Great joy there shall be for all the people.
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In the second couplet it may be noted incidentally that a Hebrew
unpointed original for the curious phrase Xpiwrros Kipos gets rid of the
difficulty at once. For m mwn might be translated either as Xpurros
Kuplov or as Xpurros Kipws. . The former is obviously the right transla-
tion. The phrase, then, means the Messiah of Jahveh, in other words

the Lord’s Anointed’.

The third couplet shews that W. H. and the various English versions,
not to mention others, have been wrongly punctuated. This is due to
the fact that the translator of the Hebrew into Greek has omitted
to supply a relative after 7o oyueiov (NN7), which relative has quite
properly been left to be understood in the Hebrew original. The
couplet now reads

¢And this is to you the sign (which) ye shall find,
A swaddled babe, lying in a manger.

H. The Song of the Angelic Host (ii 14). This can only be translated
in Hebrew as a couplet. The triplet

| DMORD Dpinma w923
| oY o
i DD -

could be supported by none of the canons of Hebrew verse. As
a couplet the present text would read as follows :—
D’U‘SR"? D‘pi'\@; M2 ) Adta v Wriorows Ged
) o ’WJSJ Dis‘?‘ PR ) Kai éri vijs elpjvy év dvfpdmois eddoklas.
At a stretch the second line might be counted as a trimeter, but it is
exceedingly clumsy and heavy.

If it may be taken for granted in view of what we have found else-
where in these chapters, that we may expect to find here a regular
metre, then we may suggest with some confidence that originally the
song ran thus :—

DOTOND DIMD 3D ) Adfa & Syiorors Ged
DR Dig“? PIRD | Kail érl yis oy & dvbpdmos.

It would, then, seem that eb8oxlas had been added interpretatively to
dvlpdmrows to further define it in much the same way, e. g. as 1 mvedpan
has apparently been added in Matthew’s version to the broad general
statement paxdpior of wrwyol (Matt. v 33). The fact of the variant
readings in the Greek would support this theory. The omission ot
ebdoxias improves the balance, W% being a much better parallel to
D’USES than is {i¥7 W3R, It should further be noticed how euphonious
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the lines now are, extraordinarily so if é& Syioross be translated Dﬁb:
instead of DM (see Del.) as it legitimately may.

I.and J. The Nunc Dimittis we have alréady examined. It will be
found, further, that the prophetic words of Simeon’s address to the Vtrgm
(ii 34—36) although they are not exactly lyrical are yet metrical.

npﬁpnh -'li)‘DJS | 9D AYNAN ) ISov obros kelrar els mrdow kol dvderacw
$ann nix}a | SN"TW‘J Df—?l'lzs MoAAdv é&v 7¢ LopanA kal els ompeiov
dvrideydpevoy.
270 hon '[WBJJ RNy Kal oob adrijs ™y Yoy Sededoerar
poppaia,
aloh] J‘ﬁ:?f) ﬂi:?fﬂ; n55;n5 "Onws &v dmoxalvdBoaw & molldy Kap-
31y Saloywopol.

As may be seen they form two tetrameter couplets, the balance of
which is more apparent than the poetic parallelism. The succession
of words ending in M in the last line should be noted.

This practically closes our investigation. We have now dealt with
all the sayings as distinct from the narrative matter, with exception of the
brief sentences in the conversations of the Angel Gabriel with Zechariah
and with the Virgin Mary, and in the dialogue between Mary and our
Lord in the Temple, as these are for the most part too short for one
confidently to pronounce them to be metrical.

In the latter case Mary’s words may possibly have originally been
a pentameter couplet, and our Lord’s reply in the form of a trimeter
triplet, but these cases are doubtful and can hardly be pressed. On
the other hand they cannot safely be claimed as non-metrical prose.
To sum up, I venture to suggest that I have made good my thesis,
that the speeches and songs, ten in number, which are recorded in
these two chapters, were originally written in the Hebrew language ; and
further, that in metre, balance, and structure they must have been
composed in accordance with what are now generally agreed to have
been the canons of ancient Hebrew prosody. They adhere, in fact,
even in their present form, more closely to those canons than do many
of the Psalms and Poems in the Old Testament, most of which have
suffered, more or less, as regards literary form, at the hands of scribes
and glossators.

What may be the significance, as regards historical criticism of the
fact that, even apart from the four recognized songs, the great mass of
the spoken matter was originally written in verse, I do not now propose
to discuss.

- Something, however, must be said as to the bearmg of these facts on
the original language of the narrative portions.
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Had the four songs alone been found to be translations from Hebrew,
it might have been urged (as on other grounds has been suggested by
Spitta) that they were not an integral part of the narrative, and that, at
all events, they probably had not been composed by the writer of the
narrative, but had merely been included by him in his history. Certain
of the spoken portions are, however, so closely bound up with the actual
narrative, e. g. the Angel Gabriel’s addresses to the Virgin Mary, Eliza-
beth’s welcome to Mary, the Angelic address to the Shepherds, that it
is very difficult to believe that they ever existed apart from the narrative
matter ; while it is, on the other hand, exceedingly unlikely that, if
any of these were written by the writer of the prose narrative, he wrote
his prose in Aramaic, though he wrote his verse in Hebrew.

It would be even absurd to suggest that the narrative matter was
originally Greek, though the spoken words were at first written in
Hebrew. .

Unless, then, definite proof of distinctive Aramaic is found in the
narrative portion, it may reasonably be taken for granted that it was
originally in the same language as both songs and speeches. In other
words the Hebrew original of the latter is strong proof presumptive of
the Hebrew original of the whole.

R. A. AYTOUN.

COMPOSITION AND DICTATION IN NEW
TESTAMENT BOOKS.

RECENT criticism has enabled us in some degree to see the writers
or compilers of the Synoptic Gospels and of Acts at their study tables,*
so to speak, and to visualize the processes whereby one papyrus-
sheet might be attached to another, anecdote to anecdote, or whereby
there might be inserted in the half-completed roll of the book some
¢great interpolation’ perhaps newly come to hand, written upon a
Tépos ? or ‘length’ of sheets, or, later on, whereby the whole might be
harmonized by notes of date or time, and by other editorial touches ;
all these and other allied processes by which the said books took their
present shapes are becoming daily more familiar to us.

When we turn to other N.T. works the problem is not quite so
simple. How were they actually set down? What was the actual
method ?3

! Not literally ; see Birt Die Buchrolle in der Kunst p. 2 (quoted by Sanday in
Ouxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem).

 Birt 0p. cit. p. 35.

3 Sanday op. at. gives a partial answer, on general lines, so far as ¢ pens, ink,



