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PREFACE.

THE call for a second edition of this work within six or seven
months of its first appearance gives me a welcome opportunity
of making a good many corrections and additions, without
altering in any way its general plan. Of the scope of these new
features I shall have something to say later; at this point I
have to explain the title-page, from which certain words have
disappeared, not without great reluctance on my part. The
statement in the first edition that the book was "based on
W. F. Moulton's edition of G. B. Winer's Grammar," claimed
for it connexion with a work which for thirty-five years had
been in constant use among New Testament students in this
country and elsewhere. I should hardly have yielded this
statement for excision, had not the suggestion come from one
whose motives for retaining it are only less strong than my
own. Sir John Clark, whose kindness throughout the progress
of this work it is a special pleasure to acknowledge on such
an opportunity, advised me that misapprehension was fre-
quently occurring with those whose knowledge of this book
was limited to the title. Since the present volume is entirely
new, and does not in any way follow the lines of its great
predecessor it seems better to confine the history of the
undertaking to the Preface, and take sole responsibility. |
have unhappily no means of divining what judgement either
Winer or his editor would have passed on my doctrines; and
it is therefore, perhaps, due to Pietat that I should drop what
Pietat mainly prompted.

It is now forty years since my father, to whose memory
this book is dedicated, was invited by Messrs T. & T. Clark
to translate and edit G. B. Winer's epoch-making Grammatik
des neutestamentliehen Spraehidioms. The proposal originated
with Bishop Ellicott, afterwards Chairman of the New Testa-
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viii PREFACE.

ment Revision Company, and the last survivor of a band of
workers who, while the following pages were in the press,
became united once more. Dr Ellicott had been in corre-
spondence on biblical matters with the young Assistant Tutor
at the Wesleyan Theological College, Richmond; and his
estimate of his powers was shown first by the proposal as to
Winer, and not long after by the Bishop's large use of my
father's advice in selecting new members of the Revision
Company. Mr Moulton took his place in the Jerusalem
Chamber in 1870, the youngest member of the Company;
and in the same year his edition of Winer appeared. My
brother's Life of our father (Isbister, 1899) gives an account
of its reception. It would not be seemly for me to enlarge

on its merits, and it would be as superfluous as unbecoming.
I will only allow myself the satisfaction of quoting a few
words from one who may well be called the greatest New
Testament scholar this country has seen for generations. In
giving his Cambridge students a short list of reference books,
Dr Hort said (Romans and Ephesians, p. 71):—

Winer's Grammar of the New Testament, as translated
and enlarged by Dr Moulton, stands far above every
other for this purpose. It does not need many minutes
to learn the ready use of the admirable indices, of
passages and of subjects: and when the book is con-
sulted in this manner, its extremely useful contents
become in most cases readily accessible. Dr Moulton's
references to the notes of the best recent English com-
mentaries are a helpful addition.

In 1875 Dr Moulton was transferred to Cambridge,
charged by his Church with the heavy task of building up
from the foundation a great Public School. What time a
Head Master could spare to scholarship was for many years
almost entirely pledged to the New Testament and Apocrypha
Revision. Naturally it was not possible to do much to his
Grammar when the second edition was called for in 1877.
The third edition, five years later, was even less delayed for
the incorporation of new matter; and the book stands now,
in all essential points, just as it first came from its author's
pen. Meanwhile the conviction was growing that the next
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edition must be a new book. Winer's own last edition,
though far from antiquated, was growing decidedly old;

its jubilee is in fact celebrated by its English descendant

of to-day. The very thoroughness of Winer's work had made
useless for the modern student many a disquisition against
grammatical heresies which no one would now wish to drag
from the lumber-room. The literature to which Winer
appealed was largely buried in inaccessible foreign periodicals.
And as the reputation of his editor grew, men asked for a
more compact, better arranged, more up-to-date volume, in
which the ripest and most modern work should no longer be
stowed away in compressed notes at the foot of the page.
Had time and strength permitted, Dr Moulton would have
consulted his most cherished wish by returning to the work
of his youth and rewriting his Grammar as an independent
book. But "wisest Fate said No." He chose his junior col-
league, to whom he had given, at first as his pupil, and
afterwards during years of University training and colleague-
ship in teaching, an insight into his methods and principles,
and at least an eager enthusiasm for the subject to which he
had devoted his own life. But not a page of the new book
was written when, in February 1898, "God's finger touched
him, and he slept."

Since heredity does not suffice to make a grammarian,
and there are many roads by which a student of New Testa-
ment language may come to his task, I must add a word
to explain in what special directions this book may perhaps
contribute to the understanding of the inexhaustible subject
with which it deals. Till four years ago, my own teaching
work scarcely touched the Greek Testament, classics and com-
parative philology claiming the major part of my time. But
I have not felt that this time was ill spent as a prepara-
tion for the teaching of the New Testament. The study of
the Science of Language in general, and especially in the field
of the languages which are nearest of kin to Greek, 1s well
adapted to provide points of view from which new light may
be shed on the words of Scripture. Theologians, adepts in
criticism, experts in early Christian literature, bring to a task
like this an equipment to which I can make no pretence.

But there are other studies, never more active than now,
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which may help the biblical student in unexpected ways.
The life-history of the Greek language has been investi-
gated with minutest care, not only in the age of its glory,
but also throughout the centuries of its supposed senility
and decay. Its syntax has been illuminated by the com-
parative method; and scholars have arisen who have been
willing to desert the masterpieces of literature and trace the
humble development of the Hellenistic vernacular down to
its lineal descendant in the vulgar tongue of the present day.
Biblical scholars cannot study everything, and there are some
of them who have never heard of Brugmann and Thumb.

It may be some service to introduce them to the side-lights
which comparative philology can provide.

But I hope this book may bring to the exegete material
yet more important for his purpose, which might not otherwise
come his way. The immense stores of illustration which have
been opened to us by the discoveries of Egyptian papyri, ac-
cessible to all on their lexical side in the brilliant Bible Studies
of Deissmann, have not hitherto been systematically treated
in their bearing on the grammar of New Testament Greek.
The main purpose of these Prolegomena has accordingly been
to provide a sketch of the language of the New Testament as
it appears to those who have followed Deissmann into a new
field of research. There are many matters of principle need-
ing detailed discussion, and much new illustrative material
from papyri and inscriptions, the presentation of which will, I
hope, be found helpful and suggestive. In the present volume,
therefore, I make no attempt at exhaustiveness, and of ten
omit important subjects on which I have nothing new to say.
By dint of much labour on the indices, I have tried to provide
a partial remedy for the manifold inconveniences of form
which the plan of these pages entails. My reviewers en-
courage me to hope that I have succeeded in one cherished
ambition, that of writing a Grammar which can be read.

The fascination of the Science of Language has possessed me
ever since in boyhood I read Max Muller's incomparable
Lectures; and I have made it my aim to communicate what

I could of this fascination before going on to dry statistics
and formulae. In the second volume I shall try to present

as concisely as I can the systematic facts of Hellenistic acci-
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dence and syntax, not in the form of an appendix to a
grammar of classical Greek, but giving the later language
the independent dignity which it deserves. Both Winer
himself and the other older scholars, whom a reviewer thinks
I have unduly neglected, will naturally bulk more largely
than they can do in chapters mainly intended to describe
the most modern work. But the mere citation of authori-
ties, in a handbook designed for practical utility, must
naturally be subordinated to the succinct presentation of
results. There will, I hope, be small danger of my readers'
overlooking my indebtedness to earlier workers, and least
of all that to my primary teacher, whose labours it is

my supreme object to preserve for the benefit of a new
generation.

It remains to perform the pleasant duty of acknowledging
varied help which has contributed a large proportion of any-
thing that may be true or useful in this book. It would be
endless were I to name teachers, colleagues, and friends in
Cambridge, to whom through twenty years' residence I con-
tracted debts of those manifold and intangible kinds which
can only be summarised in the most inadequate way: no
Cantab who has lived as long within that home of exact
science and sincere research, will fail to understand what I
fail to express. Next to the Cambridge influences are those
which come from teachers and friends whom I have never
seen, and especially those great German scholars whose labours,
too little assisted by those of other countries, have established
the Science of Language on the firm basis it occupies to-day.
In fields where British scholarship is more on a level with
that of Germany, especially those of biblical exegesis and
of Greek classical lore, I have also done my best to learn
what fellow-workers east of the Rhine contribute to the
common stock. It is to a German professor, working
upon the material of which our own Drs Grenfell and
Hunt have provided so large a proportion, that I owe the
impulse which has produced the chief novelty of my work.
My appreciation of the memorable achievement of Dr Deiss-
mann is expressed in the body of the book; and I must
only add here my grateful acknowledgement of the many
encouragements he has given me in my efforts to glean
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after him in the field he has made his own. He has now
crowned them with the all too generous appreciations of
my work which he has contributed to the Theologische
Literaturzeitung and the Theologische Rundschau. Another
great name figures on most of the pages of this book.

The services that Professor Blass has rendered to New
Testament study are already almost equal to those he has
rendered to classical scholarship. I have been frequently
obliged to record a difference of opinion, though never with-
out the inward voice whispering "impar congresses Achilli."
But the freshness of view which this great Hellenist brings
to the subject makes him almost as helpful when he fails

to convince as when he succeeds; and I have learned more
and more from him, the more earnestly I have studied for
myself. The name of another brilliant writer on New
Testament Grammar, Professor Schmiedel, will figure more
constantly in my second volume than my plan allows it to
do in this.

The mention of the books which have been most fre-
quently used, recalls the need of one or two explanations
before closing this Preface. The text which is assumed
throughout is naturally that of Westcott and Hort. The
principles on which it is based, and the minute accuracy with
which they are followed out, seem to allow no alternative to
a grammatical worker, even if the B type of text were held
to be only the result of second century revision. But in
frequently quoting other readings, and especially those which
belong to what Dr Kenyon conveniently calls the 3-text,

I follow very readily the precedent of Blass. I need not

say that Mr Geden's Concordance has been in continual

use. I have not felt bound to enter much into questions

of "higher criticism." In the case of the Synoptic Gospels,
the assumption of the "two-source hypothesis" has suggested
a number of grammaticul points of interest. Grammar helps
to rivet closer the links which bind together the writings of
Luke, and those of Paul (though the Pastorals often need
separate treatment): while the Johannine Gospel and Epistles
similarly form a single grammatical entity. Whether the
remaining Books add seven or nine to the tale of separate
authors, does not concern us here; for the Apocalypse,
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1 Peter and 2 Peter must be treated individually as much
as Hebrews, whether the traditional authorship be accepted
or rejected.

Last come the specific acknowledgements of most generous
and welcome help received directly in the preparation of this
volume. I count myself fortunate indeed in that three
scholars of the first rank in different lines of study have
read my proofs through, and helped me with invaluable
encouragement and advice. It is only due to them that I
should claim the sole responsibility for errors which I may
have failed to escape, in spite of their watchfulness on my
behalf. Two of them are old friends with whom I have
taken counsel for many years. Dr G. G. Findlay has gone
over my work with minute care, and has saved me from
many a loose and ambiguous statement, besides giving me the
fruit of his profound and accurate exegesis, which students
of his works on St. Paul's Epistles know well. Dr Bendel
Harris has brought me fresh lights from other points of
view and I have been particularly glad of criticism from a
specialist in Syriac, who speaks with authority on matters
which take a prominent place in my argument. The third
name is that of Professor Albert Thumb, of Marburg. The
kindness of this great scholar, in examining so carefully the
work of one who is still dyvoodpevog T@ Tpoownw, cannot
be adequately acknowledged here. Nearly every page of my
book owes its debt either to his writings or to the criticisms
and suggestions with which he has favoured me. At least
twice he has called my attention to important articles in
English which I had overlooked and in my illustrations
from Modern Greek I have felt myself able to venture often
into fields which might have been full of pitfalls, had I not
been secure in his expert guidance. Finally, in the necessary
drudgery of index-making I have had welcome aid at home.
By drawing up the index of Scripture quotations, my mother
has done for me what she did for my father nearly forty years
ago. My brother, the Rev. W. Fiddian Moulton, M.A., has
spared time from a busy pastor's life to make me the Greek
index. To all these who have helped me so freely, and to
many others whose encouragement and counsel has been a
constant stimulus—I would mention especially my Man-
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chester colleagues, Dr R. W. Moss and Professor A. S. Peake
—1I tender my heartfelt thanks.

The new features of this edition are necessarily confined
within narrow range. The Additional Notes are suggested
by my own reading or by suggestions from various reviewers
and correspondents, whose kindness I gratefully acknowledge.
A new lecture by Professor Thumb, and reviews by such
scholars as Dr Marcus Dods, Dr H. A. A. Kennedy, and Dr
Souter, have naturally provided more material than I can at
present use. My special thanks are due to Mr H. Scott, of
Oxton, Birkenhead, who went over the index of texts and
two or three complicated numerical computations in the body
of the book, and sent me unsolicited some corrections and
additions, for which the reader will add his gratitude to
mine. As far as was possible, the numerous additions to the
Indices have been worked in at their place; but some pages
of Addenda have been necessary, which will not, I hope,
seriously inconvenience the reader. The unbroken kindness of
my reviewers makes it needless for me to reply to criticisms
here. I am tempted to enlarge upon one or two remarks in the
learned and helpful Athenaeum review, but will confine myself
to a comment on the "awkward results " which the writer
anticipates from the evidence of the papyri as set forth in my
work. My Prolegomena, he says, "really prove that there can
be no grammar of New Testament Greek, and that the grammar
of the Greek in the New Testament is one and the same with
the grammar of the 'common Greek' of the papyri." I agree
with everything except the "awkwardness" of this result
for me. To call this book a Grammar of the 'Common'
Greek, and enlarge it by including phenomena which do
not happen to be represented in the New Testament, would
certainly be more scientific. But the practical advantages of
confining attention to what concerns the grammatical inter-
pretation of a Book of unique importance, written in a language
which has absolutely no other literature worthy of the name,
need hardly be laboured here, and this foreword is already
long enough. I am as conscious as ever of the shortcomings
of this book when placed in the succession of, one which has
so many associations of learning and industry, of caution and
flawless accuracy. But I hope that its many deficiencies may
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not prevent it from leading its readers nearer to the meaning

of the great literature which it strives to interpret. The

new tool is certain not to be all its maker fondly wished it

to be; but from a vein so rich in treasure even the poorest

instrument can hardly fail to bring out nuggets of pure gold.
J.H. M.

DIDSBURY COLLEGE, Avg. 13, 1906.

NOTE TO THE THIRD EDITION.

As it is not yet three years since this book first appeared,

I am spared the necessity of introducing very drastic change.
Several new collections of papyri have been published, and
other fresh material, of which I should have liked to avail
myself more fully. But the alterations and additions have
been limited by my wish not to disturb the pagination.

Within this limit, however, I have managed to bring in a

large number of small changes-removing obscurities, correcting
mistakes, or registering a change of opinion; while, by the use
of blank spaces, or the cutting down of superfluities, I have
added very many fresh references. For the convenience of

readers who possess former editions, I add below' a note of
the pages on which changes or additions occur, other than
those that are quite trifling. No small proportion of my

time has been given to the Indices. Experience has shown
that I had planned the Greek Index on too small a scale.

In the expansion of this Index, as also for the correction of
many statistics in the body of the book, I have again to
acknowledge with hearty thanks the generous help of Mr

' See pp. xii., xx.-xxiii., 4, 7, 8, 10, 13-17, 19, 21, 26, 27, 29, 36, 38, 40,
41. 43, 45-50, 52-56, 64, 65, 67-69, 76-81, 86, 87, 93, 95-99, 101, 105, 107,
110, 113-115, 117, 119-121, 123, 125, 129, 130, 134, 135, 144, 145, 150, 156, 159,
161-163, 167, 168, 174, 176-179, 181, 185, 187, 188, 191;193-196, 198, 200, 204,
205, 214, 215, 223-225, 227-231, 234-237, 239-211, 213-249. Pp. 260-265
have many alterations, Index iii a few. Index ii and the Addenda are new.
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H. Scott. To the kindness of many reviewers and corre-
spondents I must make a general acknowledgement for the
help they have given me. One debt of this kind, however,

I could not omit to mention, due to a learned member of
my own College, who is working in the same field. The
Accidence of Mr H. St. J. Thackeray's Septuagint Grammar
1s now happily far advanced towards publication; and I have
had the privilege of reading it in MS, to my own great
profit. I only wish I could have succeeded in my endeavour
to provide ere now for my kind critics an instalment of the
systematic grammar to which this volume is intended to be
an introduction. It is small comfort that Prof. Schmiedel

is still in the middle of the sentence where he left off ten
years ago. The irreparable loss that Prof. Blass's death
inflicts on our studies makes me more than ever wishful
that Dr Schmiedel and his new coadjutor may not keep us
waiting long.

Some important fields which I might have entered have
been pointed out by Prof. S. Dickey, in the Princeton Theological
Review for Jan. 1908, p. 151. Happily, I need not be
exhaustive in Prolegomena, though the temptation to rove
further is very strong. There is only one topic on which
I feel it essential to enlarge at present, touching as it does
my central position, that the New Testament was written
in the normal Kowvn of the Empire, except for certain parts
where over-literal translation from Semitic originals affected
its quality. I must not here defend afresh the general thesis
against attacks like that of Messrs Conybeare and Stock,
delivered in advance in their excellent Selections from the
Septuagint, p. 22 (1905), or Dr Nestle's review of my book in
the Berliner Philologische Wochenschrift for December 8, 1906.
There are many points in this learned and suggestive review
to which I hope to recur before long. But there is one new
line essayed by some leading critics of Deissmannism—if
I may coin a word on an obvious analogy—which claims
a few words here. In the first additional note appended to
my second edition (p. 242, below), I referred to the evidence
for a large Aramaic-speaking Jewish population in Egypt, and
anticipated the possibility that "Hebraists" might interpret
our parallels from the papyri as Aramaisms of home growth,
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As this argument had not yet been advanced, I did not offer

an answer. But simultaneously Prof. Swete was bringing out
his monumental Commentary on the Apocalypse; and I

found on p. cxx that the veteran editor of the LXX was dis-
posed to take this very line. The late Dr H. A. Redpath also
wrote to me, referring to an article of his own in the American
Journal of Theology for January 1903, pp. 10 f., which I should
not have overlooked. With two such authorities to support

this suggestion, I cannot of course leave the matter as it

stands in the note referred to. Fuller discussion I must defer,
but I may point out that our case does not rest on the papyri
alone. Let it be granted, for the sake of argument, that we

have no right to delete from the list of Hebraisms uses for
which we can only quote Egyptian parallels, such as the use
of petd referred to on p. 246. There will still remain a
multitude of uses in which we can support the papyri from
vernacular inscriptions of different countries, without encoun-
tering any probability of Jewish influence. Take, for example,
the case of instrumental év, where the Hebrew 2 has naturally

been recognised by most scholars in the past. I have asserted
(p. 12) that Ptolemaic exx. of év payaipn (Tb P 16 al.) rescue
Paul's év pdB8w from this category: before their discovery

Dr Findlay (EGT on 1 Co 4 21) cited Lucian, Dial. Mort.
xxiii. 3. Now let us suppose that the Egyptian official who
wrote Tb P 16 was unconsciously using an idiom of the
Ghetto, and that Lucian's Syrian origin—credat ludaeus.
was peeping out in a reminiscence of the nursery. We shall
still be able to cite examples of the reckless extension

of év in Hellenistic of other countries; and we shall find
that the roots of this particular extension go down deep into
classical uses loquendi: see the quotations in Kuhner-Gerth
i. 465, and especially note the Homeric év d()Bainoiot
F18é00au (I1. i. 587 al.) and év mupi kaieww (II. xxiv. 38),
which are quite near enough to explain the development.
That some Biblical uses of év go beyond even the generous
limits of Hellenistic usage, neither Deissmann nor I seek to
deny (see p. 104). But evidence accumulates to forbid my
allowing Semitisin as a vera causa for the mass of Biblical
instances of év in senses which make the Atticist stare and
gasp. And on the general question I confess myself uncon-
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vinced that Egyptian Greek differs materially from that
current in the Empire as a whole, or that the large Jewish
population left their stamp on the language of Greeks or
bilingual Egyptians in the Delta, any more than the perhaps
equally large proportion of Jews in Manchester affects the
speech of our Lancashire working men. There is another line
of argument which I personally believe to be sound, but I do
not press it here—the dogma of Thumb (see pp. 17 n. and
94 below), that a usage native in Modern Greek is ipso facto
no Semitism. It has been pressed by Psichari in his valuable
Essai sur le grec de la Septante (1908). But I have already
overstepped the limits of a Preface, and will only express
the earnest hope that the modest results of a laborious
revision may make this book more helpful to the great
company of Biblical students whom it is my ambition to
serve.

J.H. M.

DIDSBURY COLLEGE, Nov. 6, 1908.
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ABBREVIATIONS for the names of Books of Scripture will explain them-
selves. In the OT and Apocrypha the names of the Books follow the
English RV (except Ca for Song of Songs), as also do the numbers for
chapter and verse: the LXX numbering, where it differs, is added within
brackets.
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The abbreviations for papyri and inscriptions are given in Index I (c)
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Sprachen, by K. Brugmann. (4bhandl. d. K. S. Ges. d. Wiss., XXv. v,
Leipzig 1907.)

Burton M7= New Testament Moods and Tenses, by E. D. Burton.

Second edition, Edinburgh 1894.

Buttmann= Grammar of New Testament Greek, by A. Buttmaun.

English edition by J. H. Thayer, Andover 1876.
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BZ= Byzantinische Zeitschrift, ed. K. Krumbacher, Leipzig 1892

Cauer—see Index I (¢).

CGT= Cambridge Greek Testament for Schools and Colleges.

CR= Classical Review (London 1887 ff.). Especially reference is made
to the writer's collection of forms and syntactical examples from the
papyri, in CR xv. 31-38 and 434-442 (Feb. and Dec. 1901), and
xviii. 106-112 and 151-155 (March and April 1904—to be continued).

CQ = Classical Quarterly. London 1907 f.

Dalman Words= The Words of Jesus, by G. Dalman. English edition,
tr. D. M. Kay, Edinburgh 1902.
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1904, which has also an abridged Comparative Syntax.)

Dieterich Unters.=Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der griechischen
Sprache, von der hellenistischen Zeit bis zum 10. Jahrh. n. Chr., by
K. Dieterich, Leipzig 1898.

DLZ= Deutsche Literaturzeitung, Leipzig.

EB=Encyclopaedia Biblica, edited by T. K. Cheyne and J. S. Black.
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A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

PROLEGOMENA

CHAPTER 1.

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS.

New Lights. As recently as 1895, in the opening chapter

of a beginner's manual of New Testament
Greek, the present writer defined the language as "Hebraic
Greek, collogquial Greek, and late Greek." In this definition
the characteristic features of the dialect were expressed
according to a formula which was not questioned then by
any of the leading writers on the subject. It was entirely
approved by Dr W. F. Moulton, who would undoubtedly at
that time have followed these familiar lines, had he been able
to achieve his long cherished purpose of rewriting his English
Winer as an independent work. It is not without impera-
tive reason that, in this first instalment of a work in which
I hoped to be my father's collaborator, I have been com-
pelled seriously to modify the position he took, in view of
fresh evidence which came too late for him to examine.
In the second edition of the manual referred to,l "common
Greek " is substituted for the first element in the definition.
The disappearance of that word "Hebraic" from its pro-
minent place in our delineation of NT language marks a
change in our conceptions of the subject nothing less than re-
volutionary. This is not a revolution in theory alone. It

! Introduction to the Study of New Testament Greek, with a First Reader.
Second Edition, 1904 (C. H. Kelly—now R. Culley).
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touches exegesis at innumerable points. It demands large
modifications in our very latest grammars, and an overhauling
of our best and most trusted commentaries. To write a new
Grammar, so soon after the appearance of fresh light which
transforms in very important respects our whole point of
view, may seem a premature undertaking. But it must not

be supposed that we are concerned with a revolutionary
theory which needs time for readjusting our science to new
conditions. The development of the Greek language, in the
period which separates Plato and Demosthenes from our own
days, has been patiently studied for a generation, and the
main lines of a scientific history have been thoroughly estab-
lished. What has happened to our own particular study is
only the discovery of its unity with the larger science which
has been maturing steadily all the time. "Biblical Greek"

was long supposed to lie in a backwater: it has now been
brought out into the full stream of progress. It follows that
we have now fresh material for illustrating our subject, and

a more certain methodology for the use of material which

we had already at hand.
"Biblical The isolated position of the Greek found
Greek." in the LXX and the NT has been the problem

dividing grammatical students of this liter-
ature for generations past. That the Greek Scriptures, and
the small body of writings which in language go with
them, were written in the Kowvrj, the "common" or "Hellen-

istic" Greek' that superseded the dialects of the classical
period, was well enough known. But it was most obviously
different from the literary Kowvn of the period. It could not
be adequately paralleled from Plutarch or Arrian, and the
Jewish writers Philo and J osephus2 were no more helpful
than their "profane" contemporaries. Naturally the pecu-
liarities of Biblical Greek came to be explained from its own
conditions. The LXX was in "translation Greek," its syntax
determined perpetually by that of the original Hebrew.
Much the same was true of large parts of the NT, where

'I shall use the terms Hellenistic, Hellenist, and Hellenism throughout for
the Greek of the later period, which had become coextensive with Western
civilisation.

2 See below, p. 233.
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translation had taken place from an original Aramaic. But
even where this was not the case, it was argued, the writers
used Greek as foreigners, Aramaic thought underlying Greek
expression. Moreover, they were so familiar with the LXX
that its idiosyncrasies passed largely into their own style,
which accordingly was charged with Semitisms from two dis-
tinct sources. Hence this "Judaic" or "Biblical" Greek, this
"language of the Holy Ghos‘[,"1 found in the sacred writings
and never profaned by common use. It was a phenomenon
against which the science of language could raise no a priori
objection. The Purist, who insisted on finding parallels in
classical Greek literature for everything in the Greek NT,
found his task impossible without straining language to the
breaking-point. His antagonist the Hebraist went absurdly
far in recognising Semitic influence where none was really
operative. But when a grammarian of balanced judgement
like G. B. Winer came to sum up the bygone controversy, he
was found admitting enough Semitisms to make the Biblical
Greek essentially an isolated language still.
Greek Papyri: It is just this isolation which the new
Deissmann. evidence comes in to destroy.” The Greek
papyri of Egypt are in themselves nothing
novel; but their importance for the historical study of the
language did not begin to be realised until, within the last
decade or so, the explorers began to enrich us with an output
of treasure which has been perpetually fruitful in surprises.
The attention of the classical world has been busy with the
lost treatise of Aristotle and the new poets Bacchylides and
Herodas, while theologians everywhere have eagerly dis-
cussed new "Sayings of Jesus." But even these last must
yield in importance to the spoil which has been gathered
from the wills, official reports, private letters, petitions,
accounts, and other trivial survivals from the rubbish-heaps
of antiquity.b They were studied by a young investigator of
genius, at that time known only by one small treatise on the
Pauline formula év Xp1o7®, which to those who read it now
shows abundantly the powers that were to achieve such

' So Cremer, Biblico-Theological Lexicon of NT Greek, p. iv (E. T.), follow-
ing Rothe. (Cited by Thumb, Hellenismus 181.1 [a See p. 242.
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splendid pioneer work within three or four years. Deiss-

mann's Bibelstudien appeared in 1895, his Neue Bibelstudien’
in 1897. It is needless to describe how these lexical researches
in the papyri and the later inscriptions proved that hundreds

of words, hitherto assumed to be “Biblical,”—technical words,
as it were, called into existence or minted afresh by the
language of Jewish religion,--were in reality normal first-
century spoken Greek, excluded from literature by the nice
canons of Atticising taste. Professor Deissmann dealt but
briefly with the grammatical features of this newly-discovered
Greek; but no one charged with the duty of editing a Gram-
mar of NT Greek could read his work without seeing that a
systematic grammatical study in this field was the indis-
pensable equipment for such a task. In that conviction the
present writer set himself to the study of the collections

which have poured with bewildering rapidity from the busy
workshops of Oxford and Berlin, and others, only less
conspicuous. The lexical gleanings after Deissmann which
these researches have produced, almost entirely in documents
published since his books were written, have enabled me

to confirm his conclusions from independent investigation.2

A large part of my grammatical material is collected in a

series of papers in the Classical Review (see p. xxi.), to which

I shall frequently have to make reference in the ensuing

pages as supplying in detail the evidence for the results here

to be described.

Vernacular The new linguistic facts now in evidence

Greek. show with startling clearness that we have
at last before us the language in which the

apostles and evangelists wrote. The papyri exhibit in their

writers a variety of literary education even wider than that

observable in the NT, and we can match each sacred author

with documents that in respect of Greek stand on about the

same plane. The conclusion is that "Biblical" Greek, except

where it is translation Greek, was simply the vernacular of

daily life.” Men who aspired to literary fame wrote in an

' See p. xxi. above.

? See Expositor for April 1901, Feb. and Dec. 1903 ; and new series in 1908.

3 Cf Wellhausen (Einl. 9): "In the Gospels, spoken Greek, and indeed
Greek spoken among the lower classes, makes its entrance into literature."”
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artificial dialect, a would-be revival of the language of Athens
in her prime, much as educated Greeks of the present day
profess to do. The NT writers had little idea that they
were writing literature. The Holy Ghost spoke absolutely
in the language of the people, as we might surely have
expected He would. The writings inspired of Him were
those
Which he may read that binds the sheaf,
Or builds the house, or digs the grave,
And those wild eyes that watch the wave
In roarings round the coral reef.

The very grammar and dictionary cry out against men who
would allow the Scriptures to appear in any other form than
that "understanded of the people."
A Universal There is one very striking fact brought out
Language. by the study of papyri and inscriptions which
preserve for us the Hellenistic vernacular.
It was a language without serious dialectic differences,
except presumably in pronunciation. The history of this
lingua franca must be traced in a later chapter. Here it
suffices to point out that in the first centuries of our era
Greek covered a far larger proportion of the civilised world
than even English does to-day.” The well-known heroics of
Juvenal (iii. 60 f.)
Non possum ferre, Quirites,
Graecam Urbem—,
joined with the Greek "Eig ‘EavTév" of the Roman Emperor
and the Greek Epistle to the Romans, serve as obvious evidence
that a man need have known little Latin to live in Rome itself.'

It was not Italy but Africa that first called for a Latin Bible.”
That the Greek then current in almost every part of the Em-
pire was virtually uniform 1is at first a startling fact, and to
no one so startling as to a student of the science of language.

Dialectic differentiation is the root principle of that science;3

"'Cf A. S. Wilkins, Roman Education 19; SH lii ff,

? So at least most critics believe. Dr Sanday, however, prefers Antioch,
which suits our point equally well. Rome is less likely. See Dr Kennedy in
Hastings' BD iii. 54.

? See, for instance, the writer's Two Lectures on the Science of Language,
pp. 21-23. [* See p. 242.
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and when we know how actively it works within the narrow
limits of Great Britain, it seems strange that it should ap-
parently be suspended in the vast area covered by Hellenistic
Greek. We shall return to this difficulty later (pp. 19-39)
for the present we must be content with the fact that any
dialect variation that did exist is mostly beyond the range
of our present knowledge to detect. Inscriptions, distributed
over the whole area, and dated with precision enough to
trace the slow development of the vernacular as it ad-
vanced towards Medieval and Modern Greek, present us
with a grammar which only lacks homogeneity according
as their authors varied in culture. As we have seen, the
papyri of Upper Egypt tally in their grammar with the
language seen in the NT, as well as with inscriptions like
those of Pergamum and Magnesia. No one can fail to
see how immeasurably important these conditions were for
the growth of Christianity. The historian marks the fact
that the Gospel began its career of conquest at the one
period in the world's annals when civilisation was concen-
trated under a single ruler. The grammarian adds that
this was the only period when a single language was under-
stood throughout the countries which counted for the history
of that Empire. The historian and the grammarian must of
course refrain from talking about "Providence." They would
be suspected of "an apologetic bias" or "an edifying tone,"
and that is necessarily fatal to any reputation for scientific
attainment. We will only remark that some old-fashioned
people are disposed to see in these facts a omué€iov in its
way as instructive as the Gift of Tongues.
Bilingualism It is needless to observe that except in
the Greek world, properly so called, Greek
did not hold a monopoly. Egypt throughout the long
period of the Greek papyri is very strongly bilingual, the
mixture of Greek and native names in the same family, and
the prevalence of double nomenclature, often making it diffi-
cult to tell the race of an individual A bilingual country

"It should be noted that in the papyri we have not to do only with
Egyptians and Greeks. In Par P 48 (153 B.C.) there is a letter addressed to an
Arab by two of his brothers. The editor, M. Brunet du Presle, remarks as
follows on this:—"It is worth our while to notice the rapid diffusion of Greek,
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is vividly presented to us in the narrative of Ac 14, where
the apostles preach in Greek and are unable to understand
the excited populace when they relapse into Lycaonian. What
the local Greek was like, we may gauge from such specimens
as the touching Christian epitaph published by Mr Cronin in
JHS; 1902, p. 369 (see Exp T xiv. 430), and dated "little
if at all later than 1ii/A.D." We need not develop the evidence
for other countries: it is more to the point if we look at the
conditions of a modern bilingual country, such as we have
at home in the country of Wales. Any popular English poli-
tician or preacher, visiting a place in the heart of the Princi-
pality, could be sure of an audience, even if it were assumed that
he would speak in English. If he did, they would understand
him. But should he unexpectedly address them in Welsh, we
may be very sure they would be "the more quiet"; and a
speaker anxious to conciliate a hostile meeting would gain a
great initial advantage if he could surprise them with the
sound of their native tongue.1 Now this is exactly what
happened when Paul addressed the Jerusalem mob from the
stairs of Antonia. They took for granted he would speak
in Greek, and yet they made "a great

in Palestine. silence" when he faced them with the gesture
which indicated a wish to address them. Schurer nods, for
once, when he calls in Paul's Aramaic speech as a witness of

the people's ignorance of Greek.” It does not prove even the
"inadequate" knowledge which he gives as the alternative
possibility for the lower classes, if by "inadequate know-

after Alexander's conquest, among a mass of people who in all other respects
jealously preserved their national characteristics under foreign masters. The
papyri show us Egyptians, Persians, Jews, and here Arabs, who do not appear
to belong to the upper classes, using the Greek language. We must not be too
exacting towards them in the matter of style. Nevertheless the letter which
follows is almost irreproachable in syntax and orthography, which does not
always happen even with men of Greek birth." If these remarks, published in
1865, had been followed up as they deserved, Deissmann would have come
too late. It is strange how little attention was aroused by the great collections
of papyri at Paris and London, until the recent flood of discovery set in.

" These words were written before I had read Dr T. K. Abbott's able, but
not always conclusive, article in his volume of Essays. On p. 164 he gives an
incident from bilingual Ireland exactly parallel with that imagined above. Prof.
T. H. Williams tells me he has often heard Welsh teachers illustrating the
narrative of Ac 21 %’ 22% in the same way: cf also A. S. Wilkins, CR ii. 142 f.
(On Lystra, see p. 233.) 2 Jewish People, 11. 1. 48 (=" 11. 63).
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ledge" is implied that the crowd would have been unable to
follow a Greek speech. They thought and spoke among
themselves, like the Welsh, exclusively in their native tongue;
but we may well doubt if there were many of them who could
not understand the world-language, or even speak in it when

necessary.1 We have in fact a state of things essentially the
same as in Lystra. But the imperfect knowledge of Greek
which may be assumed for the masses in Jerusalem and
Lystra is decidedly less probable for Galilee and Peraea.
Hellenist Jews, ignorant of Aramaic, would be found there as
in Jerusalem; and the proportion of foreigners would be
much larger. That Jesus Himself and the Apostles regularly
used Aramaic is beyond question, but that Greek was also

at command is almost equally certain. There is not the
slightest presumption against the use of Greek in writings
purporting to emanate from the circle of the first believers.”
They would write as men who had used the language from
boyhood, not as foreigners painfully expressing themselves
in an imperfectly known idiom. Their Greek would differ

in quality according to their education, like that of the
private letters among the Egyptian papyri. But it does

not appear that any of them used Greek as we may some-
times find cultured foreigners using English, obviously trans-
lating out of their own language as they go along. Even

the Greek of the Apocalypse itself > does not seem to owe any

! The evidence for the use of Greek in Palestine is very fully stated by Zahn
in his Einl. in das NT, ch. ii. Cf also Julicher in £B ii. 2007 ff. Mahaffy
(Hellenism, 130 f.) overdoes it when he says, "Though we may believe that
in Galilee and among his intimates our Lord spoke Aramaic, and though we
know that some of his last words upon the cross were in that language, yet
his public teaching, his discussions with the Pharisees, his talk with Pontius
Pilate, were certainly carried on in Greek." Dr Nestle misunderstands me
when he supposes me to endorse in any way Prof. Mahaffy's exaggeration here.
It would be hard to persuade modern scholars that Christ's public teaching
was mainly in Greek; and I should not dream of questioning His daily use
of Aramaic. My own view is that which is authoritatively expressed in the
remarks of Profs. Driver and Sanday (DB iv. 583a) as to our Lord's occasional
use of Greek. Cf Ramsay, Pauline Studies 254; CR xx. 465; Mahafty,

Silver Age 250; Mayor, St James xlii.

*Dr T. K. Abbott (Essays 170) points out that Justin Martyr, brought up
near Sichem early in ii/A.D., depends entirely on the LXX—a circumstance
which is ignored by Mgr Barnes in his attempt to make a different use of
Justin (JTS vi. 369). (See further below, p. 233.)

* On Prof. Swete's criticism here see my Preface, p. xvii.
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Apocalypse. of its blunders to "Hebraism." The author's
uncertain use of cases is obvious to the most

casual reader. In any other writer we might be tempted to

spend time over Tag A\uyviag in 1%, where 1@V AUY VIRV is

clearly needed: for him it is enough to say that the

neighbouring otig may have produced the aberration. We

find him perpetually indifferent to concord. But the less

educated papyri give us plentiful parallels from a field where

Semitism cannot be suspected.1 After all, we do not suspect
Shakspere of foreign upbringing because he says "between
you and 1."* Neither he nor his unconscious imitators in
modern times would say "between I and you," any more
than the author of the Apocalypse would have said a6 6

ndpTug 0 MO TS (1): itis only that his grammatical sense
is satisfied when the governing word has affected the case of

one obj ect.” We shall find that other peculiarities of the
writer's Greek are on the same footing. Apart from places
where he may be definitely translating a Semitic document,
there is no reason to believe that his grammar would have
been materially different had he been a native of Oxyrhynchus,

assuming the extent of Greek education the same.” Close to

! See my exx. of nom. in apposition to noun in another case, and of gender
neglected, in CR xviii. 151. Cf also below, p. 60. (CAmo 6 W, 14, is of course
an intentional four de force.) Note the same thing in the 8-text of 2 Th 1%,
Inood . .. 81800 (D*FG and some Latin authorities).

? Merchant of Venice, 111. ii. (end—Antonio's letter).

? There are parallels to this in correct English. "Drive far away the
disastrous Keres, they who destroy " (Harrison, Prolegomena to the Study of
Greek Religion, p. 163) would not be mended by substituting them.

* The grammatical peculiarities of the book are conveniently summarised
in a few lines by Julicher, Introd. to NT, p. 273: for a full account see the in-
troduction to Bousset's Commentary, in the Meyer series. It may be well to
observe, a propos of the curious Greek of Rev, that grammar here must play a
part in literary criticism. It will not do to appeal to grammar to prove that
the author is a Jew: as far as that goes, lie might just as well have been a
farmer of the Fayum. Thought and material must exclusively determine that
question. But as that point is hardly doubtful, we pass on to a more important
inference from the is Greek culture of this book. If its date was
95 A.D, the author cannot have written the fourth Gospel only a short time
after. Either, therefore, we must take the earlier date for Rev, which would
allow the Apostle to improve his Greek by constant use in a city like Ephesus
where his Aramaic would be useless; or we must suppose that someone (say,
the author of Jn 21°*) mended his grammar for him throughout the Gospel.
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the other end of the scale comes the learned Rabbi of Tarsus.
Paul, Luke, "A Hebrew, the son of Hebrews," he calls

"Hebrews." himself (Phil 35), and Zahn is no doubt right
in inferring that he always claimed Aramaic

as his mother tongue. But he had probably used Greek from

childhood with entire freedom, and during the main part of

his life may have had few opportunities of using Aramaic at

all. It is highly precarious to argue with Zahn from "Abba,

Father" (Rom 815, Gal 46), that Aramaic was the language

of Paul's prayers. The peculiar sacredness of association

belonging to the first word of the Lord's Prayer in its original

tongue supplies a far more probable account of its liturgi-

cal use among Gentile Christians.' Finally, we have the

Gentile Luke” and the auctor ad Hebraeos, both of whom
may well have known no Aramaic at all: to the former we
must return presently. Between these extremes the NT
writers lie; and of them all we may assert with some con-
fidence that, where translation is not involved, we shall find
hardly any Greek expression used which would sound strangely
to speakers of the Kowvn in Gentile lands.
Genuine To what extent then should we expect
Semitisms. to find the style of Jewish Greek writers
coloured by the influence of Aramaic or Heb-
rew? Here our Welsh analogy helps us. Captain Fluellen is
marked in Shakspere not only by his Welsh pronunciation of
English, but also by his fondness for the phrase "look you."
Now "look you" is English: I am told it is common in the
Dales, and if we could dissociate it from Shakspere's Welsh-
man we should probably not be struck by it as a bizarre
expression. But why does Fluellen use it so often? Because

Otherwise, we must join the XwpifovTes. Dr Bartlet (in Exp T for Feb. 1905,
p. 206) puts Rev under Vespasian and assigns it to the author of Jn: he thinks
that Prof. Ramsay's account (Seven Churches, p. 89) does not leave sufficient
time for the development of Greek style. We can now quote for the earlier
date the weightiest of all English authorities: see Hort's posthumous Com-
mentary (with Sanday's half consent in the Preface).

' Cf Bp Chase, in Texts and Studies, 1. iii. 23. This is not very different from
the devout Roman Catholic's "saying Paternoster"; but Paul will not allow
even one word of prayer in a foreign tongue without adding an instant transla-
tion. Note that Pader is the Welsh name for the Lord's Prayer. (See p. 233.)

? Cf Dalman, Words. 40 f.
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it translates two or three Welsh phrases of nearly identical
meaning, which would be very much on his tongue when
talking with his own countrymen. For the same reason the
modern Welshman overdoes the word "indeed." In exactly the
same way the good Attic interjection 1800 is used by some NT
writers, with a frequency quite un-Attic, simply because they
were accustomed to the constant use of an equivalent inter-

jection in their own tongue.1 Probably this is the furthest

extent to which Semitisms went in the ordinary Greek speech

or writing of men whose native language was Semitic. It
brought into prominence locutions, correct enough as Greek, but
which would have remained in comparatively rare use but for
the accident of their answering to Hebrew or Aramaic phrases.
Occasionally, moreover, a word with some special metaphorical
meaning might be translated into the literally corresponding
Greek and used with the same connotation, as when the verb
'|'7|'I, in the ethical sense, was represented not by the exactly

answering dva.oTpédeoBat, but by 7t~sp17t0we‘w.2 But these
cases are very few, and may be transferred any day to the
other category, illustrated above in the case of 1801), by the
discovery of new papyrus texts. It must not be forgotten

' Note that James uses 1800 6 times in his short Epistle, Paul only 9 times
(including one quotation) in all his writings. In Ac 1-12 it appears 16 times,
in 13-28 only 7; its rarity in the Gentile atmosphere is characteristic. It is
instructive to note the figures for narrative as against speeches and OT quotations.
Mt has 33 in narrative, 4 in quotations, 24 in speeches; Mk 0/1/6; Lk 16/1/40;
Ac (1-12) 4/0/12, Ac (13-28) 1/0/6 ; Jn 0/1/3. Add that Heb has 4 OT quotations
and no other occurrence, and Rev has no less than 26 occurrences. It is
obvious that it was natural to Hebrews in speech, and to some of them (not
Mk or Jn) in narrative. Luke in the Palestinian atmosphere (Lk, Ac 1-12)
employs it freely, whether reproducing his sources or bringing in a trait of
local character like Shakspere with Fluellen. Hort (Ecclesia, p. 179) says 1800
is "a phrase which when writing in his own person and sometimes even in
speeches [Luke] reserves for sudden and as it were providential interpositions."
He does not appear to include the Gospel, to which the remark is evidently in-
applicable, and this fact somewhat weakens its application to Ac 1-12. But
with this reservation we may accept the independent testimony of Hort's instinct
to our conclusion that Luke when writing without external influences upon
him would use 1809 as a Greek would use it. The same is true of Paul. Let
me quote in conclusion a curiously close parallel, unfortunately late (iv/v A.D.)
to Lk 13'°: BU 948 (a letter) yvwioketv é0é\w §T1 €imev 6 TpaypateuTris 871 1 pjTnp
o0V Ao BeVi, €180D, déka TEig ufjves. (See p. 70.) It weakens the case for
Aramaism (Wellh. 29).

* Deissmann, BS 194. Tlopetopau is thus used in 1 Pet 4’ al. Cf OTOUYELV.
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that the instrumental év in év payaipn (Lk 22%) and &v pd dw
Xo1p P

(1Co 421) was only rescued from the class of "Hebraisms"

by the publication of the Tebtunis Papyri (1902), which

presented us with half-a-dozen Ptolemaic citations for it.!

Grammatical A very important distinction must be

and Lexical drawn at this point between Semitisms con-
cerning vocabulary and those which affect

syntax. The former have occupied us mainly so far, and

they are the principal subject of Deissmann's work. Gram-

matical Semitisms are a much more serious matter. We

might indeed range under this head all sins against native

Greek style and idiom, such as most NT books will show.

Co-ordination of clauses with the simple KOLi,2 instead of the

use of participles or subordinate clauses, is a good example.

It is quite true that a Hebrew would find this style come

natural to him, and that an Egyptian might be more likely,

in equal absence of Greek culture, to pile up a series of geni-

tive absolutes. But in itself the phenomenon proves nothing

more than would a string of "ands" in an English rustic's

story--elementary culture, and not the hampering presence

of a foreign idiom that is being perpetually translated into

its most literal equivalent. A Semitism which definitely

contravenes Greek syntax is what we have to watch for.

We have seen that a6 "Inood Xp1oTod 6 pdpTug 6 MO THS

does not come into this category. But Rev 2" &y TAlg
nuépaig’ Avtinag 6 pdpTus. . . 0 dnekTdvOn would be a
glaring example, for it is impossible to conceive of "AvTinag
as an indeclinable. The Hebraist might be supposed to

argue that the nom. is unchanged became it would be un-
changed (stat. abs.) in Hebrew. But no one would seriously
imagine the text sound: it matters little whether we mend

it with Lachmann's conjecture’ AvTina or with that of the
later copyists, who repeat o(ig after juépauig and drop s,
The typical case of éyéveto N\Be will be discussed below;

lExpos. vi. vii. 112; c¢f CR xviii. 153, and Preface, p. xvii. above.

* Cf Hawkins HS 120 f., on the frequency of aai in Mk. Thumb observes
that Kai in place of hypotaxis is found in MGr—and in Aristotle (Hellenismus
129): here even Viteau gives way. So fjpBe kaipog ki~ dppuioTnoev (Abbott 70).
The simple parataxis of Mk 152, Jn 4% 11%, is illustrated by the uneducated
document Par P 18, é11 800 npuépag éyopev kai GpBdoopev eis linrotot.
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and in the course of our enquiry we shall dispose of others,

like ig T0 BuydTprov avTAg (Mk 725), which we now find occur-

ring in Greek that is beyond suspicion of Semitic influences.
There remain Semitisms due to translation, from the

Hebrew of the OT, or from Aramaic "sources" underlying

parts of the Synoptists and Acts. The former case covers

Translation all the usages which have been supposed

Greek. to arise from over-literal rendering in the

LXX, the constant reading of which by Hel-

lenist Jews has unconsciously affected their Greek. In the

LXX we may have abnormal Greek produced by the effort of

Greek-speaking men to translate the already obsolete and

imperfectly understood Hebrew: when the Hebrew puzzled

them, they would often take refuge in a barbarous literalness.'
It is not antecedently probable that such "translation
Greek" would influence free Greek except by supplying
phrases for conscious or unconscious quotation: these phrases
would not become models to be followed by men who wrote
the language as their own. How far such foreign idioms
may get into a language, we may see by examining our own.
We have a few foreign phrases which have been literally
translated into English, and have maintained their place
Without consciousness of their origin: "that goes without
saying," or "this gives furiously to think," will serve as
examples. Many more are retained as conscious quotations,
with no effort to assimilate them to English idiom. "To return
to our muttons" illustrates one kind of these barbarisms; but
there are Biblical phrases taken over in a similar way without
sacrificing their unidiomatic form. We must notice, however,
that such phrases are sterile: we have only to imagine
another verb put for saying in our version of Cela va sans dire
to see how it has failed to take root in our syntax.
Hebraism in The general discussion of this important
Luke. subject may be clinched with an enquiry into
the diction of Luke, whose varieties of style in
the different parts of his work form a particularly interesting

' My illustration here from Aquila (Gen 1') was unfortunate: of Swete's
Introd. 458 f. Better ones may be seen in Mr Thackeray's "Jer B" (see JT.S
ix. 94). He gives me éo6ietv Tv Tpdmnetov in 2 K 19°* al—also in the Greek
additions to Esther (C**). Was this from some Greek original of Vergil's consumere
mensas, or was it a "Biblical" phrase perpetuated in the Biblical style?
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and important plroblem.1 I restrict myself to grammatical
Hebraisms mainly, but it will be useful to recall Dalman's

list (Words 20 ft.) to see how far Luke is concerned in it.

He gives as pure Aramaisms (a) the superfluous o.(peok or
koTamuiv and HipEaTo, as more Aramaic than Hebrew the
use of elvar with participle as a narrative tense. Either
Aramaic or Hebrew will account for (b) the superfluous
N0, kaBioas, €0Tus, and dvaoTdg or éyepBeis. Pure
Hebraisms are (c¢) the periphrases with tpéocwmov, the use of
év 1@ with infinitive,” the types dkofj adkovoeTe and BAémovTeg
BAéyeTe (see below, pp. 75 f.), and the formulae kai éyévero,

INdANT eV Aar@V and drokpiBeic eimev.’ In class (a), we find
Luke unconcerned with the first case. The third we must
return to (see pp. 225 ff.): suffice to say now that it has its

" In assuming the unity of the two books ad Theophilum, 1 was quite
content to shield myself behind Blass; but Harnack has now stepped in with
decisive effect. The following pages will supply not a few grammatical points
to supplement Harnack's stylistic evidence in Litice the Physician.

* A fair vernacular parallel in Sy/l.2 807 (ii/A.D.) kai é0 w01 kai éNOWY Snpooiq
oy apiocTnoey éunpooBev Tod rjpov.

’ See Kalker 252, and below, p. 215. Add Par P 63 (ii/B.C.) 1ig ydp oliTwg
éotiv dvdintog (?) fj dAiTpog év 1@ NoyiteoBou kai mpdypaTog Staopdv evpéiv, Og
008 avTO Tod SuVjTeTal TUVVOELY; so utterly wanting in reason" (Mahaffy).

It is of course the frequency of this locution that is due to Semitic thought:
cf what is said of 18010, above, p. 11. But see p. 249.

* See Wellh. 16. To class (c) I may append a note on eig dndvTnoy,
which in Mt 27°% (8-text) and 1 Th 4'” takes a genitive. This is of course a
very literal translation of I'INJP?, which is given by HR as its original in 29
places, as against 16 with dative. (Variants cvvav., bnavT., and others are
often occurring: I count all places where one of the primary authorities has
elg dn. with gen. or dat. representing 9. In addition there are a few places
where the phrase answers to a different original; also 1 ex. with gen. and
3 with dat. from the Apocrypha.) Luke (Ac 28 "°) uses it with dat., and in
Mt 25% it appears absolutely, as once in LXX (1 Sa 13'°). Now this last may
be directly paralleled in a Ptolemaic papyrus which certainly has no Semitism
—Tb P 43 (ii/B.C.) napeyeviBnuev eig dndvTnov (a newly arriving magistrate).
In BU 362 (215 A.D.) npog [d] mdvTn[ow Tod] 1yepévog has the very gen. we want.
One of Strack's Ptolemaic inscriptions (4rchiv iii. 129) has T’ ei8fjt fiv éoynKkev
TPOS AvTOV 1 TN €Uy dptoTov drdvTnoy. It seems that the special idea of the
word was the official welcome of a newly arrived dignitary—an idea singularly
in place in the NT exx. The case after it is entirely consistent with Greek
idiom, the gen. as in our "to Ais inauguration," the dat. as the case governed
by the verb. If in the LXX the use has been extended, it is only because it
seemed so literal a translation of the Hebrew. Note that in 1 Th 1.c. the
authorities of the 3-text read the dat., which is I suspect better Greek. (What
has been said applies also to elg OndvTnow adTd, as in Mt 8*4, Jn 12": the two
words seem synonymous). See also p. 242.
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roots in classical Greek, and is at most only a more liberal use
of what is correct enough, if less common. But fipEa.To raises

an interesting question. In Lk 3% we find kod un &pEnoBe
Néyew év éauTois. Dalman (p. 27) shows that in narrative
"the Palestinian-Jewish literature uses the meaningless ‘he
began,’" a conventional locution which was evidently parallel
with our Middle-English auxiliary gan. It is very common

in the Synoptists, and occurs twice as often in Luke as in
Matthew. Dalman thinks that if this Aramaic W with

participle had become practically meaningless, we might well
find the same use in direct speech, though no example
happens to be known. Now in the otherwise verbally
identical verse Mt 3° we find 36&EnTe for dpEnoBe, "do not
presume to say," which is thoroughly idiomatic Greek, and
manifestly a deliberate improvement of an original preserved
more exactly by Luke.' It seems to follow that this original
was a Greek translation of the Aramaic /ogia-document, used
in common by both Evangelists, but with greater freedom by
the first. If Luke was ignorant of Alramaic,2 he would be

led by his keen desire for accuracy to incorporate with a
minimum of change translations he was able to secure, even.
when they were executed by men whose Greek was not very
idiomatic. This conclusion, which is in harmony with our
general impressions of his methods of using his sources,
seems to me much more probable than to suppose that it was
he who misread Aramaic words in the manner illustrated

by Nestle on Lk 14t (Exp T xv. 528): we may just as

well accuse the (oral or written) translation he employed.
Passing on to Dalman's (b) class, in which Luke is con-

cerned equally with the other Synoptists, we may observe that

only a very free translation would drop these pleonasms. In

a sense they are " meaningless," just as the first verb is in "He

went and did it all the same," or " He got up and went out,"

or (purposely to take a parallel from the vernacular) " So he

" But see E. Norden, Antike Kunstprosa ii. 487. Harnack (Sayings, p. 2)
cites my view without approving it. I cannot resist the conviction that
Harnack greatly overpresses his doctrine of Luke's stylistic alterations of Q.

? Luke "probably did not understand Aramaic," says Julicher, Introd. 359.
So Dalman, Words 38-41. Harnack (Luke, pp. 102 f.) observes that in ch.
1 and 2 Luke either himself translated from Aramaic sources or very freely
adapted oral materials to literary form. He prefers the second alternative.
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ups and says." But however little additional information

they may add—and for us at least the "stand praying" is

not a superfluous touch—they add a distinct nuance to the
whole phrase, which Luke was not likely to sacrifice when he
met it in his translation or heard it from the adTémTa1 whose
story he was jotting down. The same may be said of the
pleonastic phrases which begin and end Dalman's list of
"pure Hebraisms." In this class (c¢) therefore there remains
only the construction with kai éyéveTo, answering to the

narrative i1"], which is (strangely enough) almost peculiar to
Luke in the NT. There are three constructions: (a) éyévero
N\Be, (b) éyéveTo Kai NABe, (c) éyéveTo (abTOV) éNBEIV. The
occurrences of these respectively are for Lk 22/11/5, for

Ac 0/0/17.2 1t may be added that the construction occurs

almost always with a time clause (generally with év): in Lk

there is only one exception, 16>, The phrase was clearly
therefore temporal originally, like our "It was in the days

of .. .that..." (This is (c), but we could use the

paratactic (a) form, or even (b), without transgressing our
idiom.) Driver (Tenses, § 78) describes the *11") construction
as occurring when there is inserted "a clause specifying the
circumstances under which an action takes place,"—a descrip-
tion which will suit the Lucan usage everywhere, except
sometimes in the (c) class (as 1622), the only one of the three
which has no Hebrew parallel. We must infer that the

LXX translators used this locution as a just tolerable Greek
which literally represented the original;3 and that Lk (and

to a minute extent Mt and Mk) deliberately recalled the
Greek OT by using the phrase. The (a) form is used else-
where in the NT twice in Mk and five times in Mt, only

in the phrase éyéveto §Te éTéNerev KTA. Mt 9'” has (b) and
Mk 2% has (c). There are (a) forms with éoTau, Ac 27! 3%,

Bona 9% (all OT citations); and (c) forms with yiveTrar Mk 215,

" Once (Ac 10%), éyéveto T0d eloenBéV ToV TTéTpov.

? Blass cites Ac 4° D for (a), and finds (b) in 5’. Certainly the latter sentence
may be thus construed (see below, p. 70); nor is it a fatal objection that the
construction is otherwise isolated in Ac. See p. 233.

> W. F. Moulton (WM 760 n.) gives LXX eXX. for the (a) and (b) forms: the
only approach to the (c) form is2Mac3'%ie... 7. OpwVT(I .. TITPpWOKeTOaL.
Here Mr Thackeray thinks fu=¢8e1, "it was 1mp0581ble notto. ..
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éav yévnrar Mt 18", and Omwg pun yévnrar Ac 20'°. Now
in what sense is any of this to be called "Hebraism"? It is
obvious that (b) is a literal translation of the Hebrew, while

it is at least grammatical as Greek, however unidiomatic.

Its retention to a limited extent in Lk (with a single

doubtful case in Ac), and absence elsewhere in NT (except
for Mt 910, which is affected by the author's love for kai
1801), are best interpreted as meaning that in free Greek

it was rather an experiment, other constructions being
preferred even by a writer who set himself to copy the

LXX style. At first sight (a) would seem worse Greek still,
but we must note that it is apparently known in MGr:' cf
Pallis's version of Mt 111, KOl OCUVERMKE, AV TENWOE . . .,
€duye. .., etc. We cannot suppose that this is an inva-

sion of Biblical Greek, any more than our own idiomatic

"It happened I was at home that day." What then of (c),
which is characteristic of Luke, and adopted by him in Ac as
an exclusive substitute for the other two? It starts from
Greek vernacular, beyond doubt. The normal Greek ouvéRn
still takes what represents the acc. et inf.: oLVéBn &11 NpBe
is idiomatic in modern Athenian speech, against ’éTuxe va
€\0n which, I am told, is commoner in the country districts.
But éav vévmrou with inf. was good contemporary vernacular:
see AP 135, BM 970, and Pap. Catt. (in Achiv 60)—all
ii/A.D. So was ytvetat (as Mk 215): cf Par P 49 (ii/B.C.) yiveTtau
yap évtpanfivar. From this to éyéveTo 1s but a step, which
Luke alone of NT writers seems to have taken:” the isolated
ex. in Mk 2% is perhaps a primitive assimilation to Lk 6’

! Cf Thumb, Hellenismus 123: "What appears Hebraism or Aramaism in
the Bible must count as Greek if it shows itself as a natural development in the
MGr vernacular." Mr Thackeray well compares asyndeta like KaA@g To1Moelg
ypAerg in the papyri.

? An interesting suggestion is made by Prof. B. W. Bacon in Expos., April
1905, p. 174n., who thinks that the "Semitism" may be taken over from the,
"Gospel according to the Hebrews." The secondary character of this Gospel,
as judged from the extant fragments, has been sufficiently proved by Dr
Adeney (Hibbert Journal, pp. 139 ff.); but this does not prevent our positing
an earlier and purer form as one of Luke's sources. Bacon's quotation for this
is after the (a) form: "Factum est autem, cum ascendisset . . descenclit . . ."

(No. 4 in Preuschen's collection, Antilegomena, p. 4). The (a) form occurs in
frag. 2 of the " Ebionite Gospel" (Preuschen, p. 9).
’ MapamopeteoBat (RALA al) may be a relic of Mk's original text.
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Conclusions as By this time we have perhaps dealt suf-
to Semitism. ficiently with the principles involved, and may
leave details of alleged Semitisms to their
proper places in the grammar. We have seen that the
problem is only complicated in the Lucan writings: else-
where we have either pure vernacular or vernacular tempered
with "translation Greek." In Luke, the only NT writer
except the author of Heb to show any conscious attention to
Greek ideas of style, we find (1) rough Greek translations
from Aramaic left mainly as they reached him, perhaps
because their very roughness seemed too characteristic to be
refined away; and (2) a very limited imitation of the LXX
idiom, as specially appropriate while the story moves in the
Jewish world. The conscious adaptation of his own style to
that of sacred writings long current among his readers reminds
us of the rule which restricted our nineteenth century Biblical
Revisers to the English of the Elizabethan age.

On the whole question, Thumb (p. 122) quotes with
approval Deissmann's dictum that "Semitisms which are in
common use belong mostly to the technical language of reli-
gion," like that of our sermons and Sunday magazines. Such
Semitisms "alter the scientific description of the language
as little as did a few Latinisms, or other booty from the
victorious march of Greek over the world around the Medi-
terranean."’ In summing up thus the issue of the long strife
over NT Hebraisms, we fully apprehend the danger of going
too far. Semitic thought, whose native literary dress was
necessarily foreign to the Hellenic genius, was bound to
fall sometimes into un-Hellenic language as well as style.
Moreover, if Deissmann has brought us a long way, we must
not forget the complementary researches of Dalman, which
have opened up a new world of possibilities in the scientific
reconstruction of Aramaic originals, and have warned us of
the importance of distinguishing very carefully between
Semitisms from two widely different sources. What we
can assert with assurance is that the papyri have finally
destroyed the figment of a NT Greek which in any
material respect differed from that spoken by ordinary

' Art. Hellenistisches Griechisch, in RE > vii. p. 633.
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people in daily life throughout the Roman world. If the
natural objection is raised that there must have been dialectic
variation where people of very different races, scattered over
an immense area, were learning the world language, and that
"Jewish-Greek" is thus made an a priori certainty, we can
meet the difficulty with a tolerably complete modern parallel.
Our own language is to-day spoken over a far vaster area;
and we have only to ask to what extent dialect difference
affects the modern Weltsprache. We find that pronuncia-
tion and vocabulary exhaust between them nearly all the
phenomena we could catalogue. Englishman, Welshman,
Hindu, Colonial, granted a tolerable primary education, can
interchange familiar letters without betraying except in
trifles the dialect of their daily speech.” This fact should
help us to realise how few local peculiarities can be expected
to show themselves at such an interval in a language known
to us solely from writing. We may add that a highly
educated speaker of standard English, recognisable by his
intonation as hailing from London, Edinburgh, or New York,
can no longer thus be recognised when his words are written
down. The comparison will help us to realise the impression

made by the traveller Paul. [* See p. 243.
A special. N. T. There is one general consideration which
Diction? must detain us a little at the close of

this introductory chapter. Those who have
studied some recent work upon Hellenistic Greek, such as
Blass's brilliant Grammar of NT Greek, will probably be led
to feel that modern methods result in a considerable levelling
of distinctions, grammatical and lexical, on which the exegesis
of the past has laid great stress. It seems necessary there-
fore at the outset to put in a plea for caution, lest an
exaggerated view should be taken of the extent to which
our new lights alter our conceptions of the NT language and
its interpretation. We have been showing that the NT
writers used the language of their time. But that does not
mean that they had not in a very real sense a language of
their own. Specific examples in which we feel bound to assert
this for them will come up from time to time in our inquiry.
In the light of the papyri and of MGr we are compelled to
give up some grammatical scruples which figure largely in
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great commentators like Westcott, and colour many passages
of the RV. But it does not follow that we must promptly
obliterate every grammatical distinction that proves to have
been unfamiliar to the daily conversation of the first century
Egyptian farmer. We are in no danger now of reviving
Hatch's idea that phrases which could translate the same
Hebrew must be equivalent to one another. The papyri have
slain this very Euclid-like axiom, but they must not enslave us
to others as dangerous. The NT must still be studied largely
by light drawn from itself. Books written on the same subject
and within the same circle must always gather some amount
of identical style or idiom, a kind of technical terminology,
which may often preserve a usage of earlier language, obso-
lescent because not needed in more slovenly colloquial speech
of the same time. The various conservatisms of our own
religious dialect, even on the lips of uneducated people, may
serve as a parallel up to a certain point. The comparative
correctness and dignity of speech to which an unlettered man
will rise in prayer, is a very familiar phenomenon, lending
strong support to the expectation that even o’typciuua‘rm would
instinctively rise above their usual level of exactness in
expression, when dealing with such high themes as those
which fill the NT. We are justified by these considerations
in examining each NT writer's language first by itself, and
then in connexion with that of his fellow-contributors to the
sacred volume; and we may allow ourselves to retain the
original force of distinctions which were dying or dead in
every-day parlance, when there is a sufficient body of internal
evidence. Of course we shall not be tempted to use this
argument when the whole of our evidence denies a particular
survival to Hellenistic vernacular: in such a case we could
only find the locution as a definite literary revival, rarely
possible in Luke and the writer to the Hebrews, and just
conceivable in Paul.
Note on It seems hardly worth while to discuss
Latinisins. in a general way the supposition that Latin

has influenced the Koivn; of the NT. In the
borrowing of Latin words of course we can see activity
enough, and there are even phrases literally translated, like

2 9 N 15
NoBEY TO ikavov Ac 177; motéiv 70 1. Mk 15 (as early as
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Polybius); petd moANag TavTag Nuépag Ac 1°, etc. But
grammar we must regard as another matter, in spite of such
collections as Buttmann's (see his Index, s.v. Latinisms) or
Thayer's (Hastings' DB iii. 40). It will suffice to refer to

Prof. Thumb's judgement (Hellenismus 152 {f.). Romans writ-
ing Greek might be expected to have difficulties for example

with the article'—as I have noticed in the English efforts

of Japanese boys at school in this country; but even of this
there seems to be no very decisive proof. And though the
bulk of the NT comes to us from authors with Roman names,
no one will care to assert that Latin was the native language

of Paul” or Luke or Mark. Apart from lexical matters, we
may be content with a general negative. "Of any effective
grammatical influence [of Latin] upon Greek there can be no
question: at any rate I know nothing which could be
instanced to this effect with any probability." So says Dr
Thumb, and the justification of his decision in each alleged
example may be safely left till the cases arise. It should

of course be noted that Prof. Blass (p. 4) is rather more
disposed to admit Latinisms in syntax. Greek and Latin
were so constantly in contact throughout the history of the
Ko, that the question of Latinisms in Greek or Graecisms
in Latin must often turn largely on general impressions of

the genius of each language.3

! Foreigners sometimes did find the article a stumbling block: witness the
long inscription of Antiochus I of Commagene, OGIS 383 (i/B.C.)—see Ditten-
berger's notes on p. 596 (vol. i.). We may here quote the lamented epigraphist's
note, on Syll.2 930 (p. 785), that a translator from Latin might fall into a
confusion between Tig and 8<. In a linguist who can render quo minus by
& Enaooov (1. 57), we take such a mistake as a matter of course; yet we shall see
(p- 93) that its occurrence is very far from convicting a document of Latinising.

? This does not involve denying that Paul could speak Latin; see p. 233.

3 How inextricably bound together were the fortunes of Greek and Latin in
the centuries following our era, is well shown in W. Schulze's pamphlet, Graeca
Latina. He does not, I think, prove any real action of Latin on Greek early
enough to affect the NT, except for some mere trifles. Brugmann (Dist. p. 9),
discussing the idiom 8o 3vVo (see below, p. 97), speaks of the theory of Semitism
and Thumb's denial of it, and proceeds: "The truth lies between the two, as
it does in many similar cases—I am thinking among others of Graecisms in
Latin, and of Latinisms and Gallicisms in German. A locution already in
existence in Greek popular language, side by side with other forms (dva 8vo,
KoTa 300), received new strength and wider circulation through the similar
Hebrew expression as it became known." [ welcome such a confirmation of my
thesis from the acknowledged master of our craft.



CHAPTER II.

HISTORY OF THE "COMMON" GREEK.

A New Study WE proceed to examine the nature and
history of the vernacular Greek itself. This

is a study which has almost come into existence in the

present generation. Classical scholars have studied the

Hellenistic literature for the sake of its matter: its language

was seldom considered worth noticing, except to chronicle

contemptuously its deviations from "good Greek." In so

suffering, perhaps the authors only received the treatment

they deserved for to write Attic was the object of them all,

pursued doubtless with varying degrees of zeal, but in all

cases removing them far from the language they used in

daily life. The pure study of the vernacular was hardly

possible, for the Biblical Greek was interpreted on lines of

its own, and the papyri were mostly reposing in their Egyptian

tombs, the collections that were published receiving but little

attention. (Cf above, p. 7 n.) Equally unknown was the

scientific study of modern Greek. To this day, even great

philologists like Hatzidakis decry as a mere patois, utterly

unfit for literary use, the living language upon whose history

they have spent their lives. The translation of the Gospels

into the Greek which descends directly from their original

idiom, is treated as sacrilege by the devotees of a "literary"

dialect which, in point of fact, no one ever spoke! It is

left to foreigners to recognise the value of Pallis's version

for students who seek to understand NT Greek in the light

of the continuous development of the language from the age

of Alexander to our own time. See p. 243.

The Sources. As has been hinted in the preceding
paragraph, the materials for our present-day

study of NT Greek are threefold:—(1) the prose literature

22
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of the post-classical period, from Polybius down, and includ-
ing the LXX; (2) the Kown inscriptions, and the Egyptian
non-literary papyri; (3) modern vernacular Greek, with
especial reference to its dialectic variations, so far as these
are at present registered. Before we discuss the part which
each of these must play in our investigations, it will be
necessary to ask what was the Kowvnj; and how it arose.

We should premise that we use the name here as a convenient
term for the spoken dialect of the period under review, using
"literary Kowv1j and similar terms when the dialect of
Polybius, Josephus, and the rest, is referred to. Whether this
is the ancient use of the name we need not stay to examine:"
the curious will find a paper on the subject by Prof.

Jannaris in CR xvii. 93 ff., which may perhaps prove that he
and we have misused the ancient grammarians' phraseology.

00 (ppovTig Inmok\eid). [* See p. 243.
Greek and its The history, geography, and ethnology
Dialects. of Hellas are jointly responsible for the

remarkable phenomena which even the
literature of the classical period presents. The very school-
boy in his first two or three years at Greek has to realise
that "Greek" 1s anything but a unity. He has not thumbed
the Anabasis long before the merciful pedagogue takes him
on to Homer, and his painfully acquired irregular verbs de-
mand a great extension of their limits. When he develops
into a Tripos candidate, he knows well that Homer, Pindar,
Sappho, Herodotus and Aristotle are all of them in their
several ways defiant of the Attic grammar to which his own
composition must conform. And if his studies ultimately

invade the dialect inscriptions,1 he finds in Elis and Heraclea,

Lacedaemon and Thebes, Crete” and Cyprus, forms of Greek
for which his literature has almost entirely failed to prepare
him. Yet the Theban who said FiTTw Aevg and the
Athenian with his ToTw Zetg lived in towns exactly as far
apart as Liverpool and Manchester! The bewildering variety
of dialects within that little country arises partly from racial

" An extremely convenient little selection of dialect inscriptions is now
available in the Teubner series:—Inscriptiones Graecae ad inlustramdas Dialectos
selectae, by Felix Solmsen. The book has less than 100 pp., but its contents
might be relied on to perplex very tolerable scholars! * See p. 233.
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differences. Upon the indigenous population, represented
best (it would seem) by the Athenians of history, swept first
from Northern Europe' the hordes of Homer's Achans, and
then, in post-Homeric days, the Dorian invaders. Dialectic
conditions were as inevitably complex as they became in our
own country a thousand years ago, when successive waves
of Germanic invaders, of different tribes and dialects, had
settled in the several parts of an island in which a Keltic
population still maintained itself to greater or less extent.
Had the Norman Conquest come before the Saxon, which
determined the language of the country, the parallel would
have been singularly complete. The conditions which in
England were largely supplied by distance, were supplied in
Greece by the mountain barriers which so effectively cut
off each little State from regular communication with its
neighbours—an effect and a cause at once of the passion for
autonomy which made of Hellas a heptarchy of heptarchies.
Survival of the Meanwhile, a steady process was going
Fittest. on which determined finally the character
literary Greek. Sparta might win the
hegemony of Greece at Aegospotami, and Thebes wrest it
from her at Leuktra. But Sparta could not produce a
man of letters,—Alkman (who was not a Spartan!) will
serve as the exception that proves the rule; and Pindar,
the lonely "Theban eagle," knew better than to try poetic
flights in Boeotian. The intellectual supremacy of Athens
was beyond challenge long before the political unification of
Greece was accomplished; and Attic was firmly established
as the only possible dialect for prose composition. The
post-classical writers wrote Attic according to their lights,
tempered generally with a plentiful admixture of gram-
matical and lexical elements drawn from the vernacular,
for which they had too hearty a contempt even to give it
a name. Strenuous efforts were made by precisians to
improve the Attic quality of this artificial literary dialect;
and we still possess the works of Atticists who cry out

"I am assuming as proved the thesis of Prof. Ridgeway's Early Age
of Greece, which seems to me a key that will unlock many problems of
Greek history, religion, and language. 0f course adhuc sub iudice lis est;
and with Prof. Thumb on the other side I should be sorry to dogmatise.
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against the "bad Greek" and "solecisms" of their con-

temporaries, thus incidentally providing us with information

concerning a Greek which interests us more than the artificial

Attic they prized so highly. All their scrupulousness did

not however prevent their deviating from Attic in matters

more important than vocabulary. The optative in Lucian

is perpetually misused, and no Atticist successfully attempts

to reproduce the ancient use of 0¥ and urj with the participle.

Those writers who are less particular in their purism write

in a literary kotvr} which admits without difficulty many

features of various origin, while generally recalling Attic.

No doubt the influence of Thucydides encouraged this

freedom. The true Attic, as spoken by educated people in

Athens, was hardly used in literature before iv/B.C.;

while the Ionic dialect had largely influenced the some-

what artificial idiom which the older writers at Athens

used. It was riot strange therefore that the standard for

most of the post-classical writers should go back, for

instance, to the npdoow of Thucydides rather than the

npd TTw of Plato and Demosthenes.

Literary Kowvn. Such, then, was the " Common Greek "
of literature, from which we have still to

derive our illustrations for the NT to a very large extent.

Any lexicon will show how important for our purpose is

the vocabulary of the Kowvnj writers, from Polybius down.

And even the most rigid Atticists found themselves unable

to avoid words and usages which Plato would not have

recognised. But side by side with this was a fondness for

obsolete words with literary associations. Take vadg, for

example, which is freely found in Aelian, Josephus, and

other Kowvrj writers. It does not appear in the indices

of eight volumes of Grenfell and Hunt's papyri—except

where literary fragments come in,—nor in those to vol. iii

of the Berlin collection and the small volume from Chicago.

(I am naming all the collections that I happen to have by

me.z) We turn to the NT and find it once, and that is

' Schwyzer, Die Weltsprachen dess Altertums, p. 15 ., cites as the earliest
extant prose monument of genuine Attic in literature, the pseudo-Xenophon's
De republica Atheniensi, which dates from before 413 B. C. 2 In 1905.
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in Luke's shipwreck narrative, in a phrase which Blass
(Philology 186) suspects to be a reminiscence of Homer.
In style and syntax the literary Common Greek diverges
more widely from the colloquial. The bearing of all this
on the subject of our study will come out frequently in the
course of our investigations. Here it will suffice to refer
to Blass, p. 5, for an interesting summary of phenomena
which are practically restricted to the author of Heb, and
to parts of Luke and Paul, where sundry lexical and
grammatical elements from the literary dialect invade the
colloquial style which is elsewhere universal in the NT.'
Modern The writers who figure in Dr W.
“Attic.” Schmid's well-known book, Der Atticismus,
were not the last to found a literary lan-
guage on the artificial resuscitation of the ancient Attic.
Essentially the same thing is being tried in our time.
"The purists of to-day," says Thumb (Hellenismus 180),
"are like the old Atticists to a hair." Their "mummy-
language," as Krumbacher calls it, will not stand the test
of use in poetry; but in prose literature, in newspapers,
and in Biblical translation, it has the dominion, which is
vindicated by Athenian undergraduates with bloodshed
if need be.> We have nothing to do with this curious
phenomenon, except to warn students that before citing MGr
in illustration of the NT, they must make sure whether
their source is kaBapetovoa or opthovuévn, book Greek or
spoken Greek. The former may of course have borrowed
from ancient or modern sources—for it is a medley far
more mixed than we should get by compounding together
Cynewulf and Kipling--the particular feature for which it
is cited. But it obviously cannot stand in any line of his-
torical development, and it is just as valuable as Volapuk to

! For literary elements in NT writers, see especially E. Norden, Antike
Kunstprosa ii. 482 ff. In the paragraph above referred to, Blass suggests that
in Ac 20* Luke misused the literary word &1&1g. If so, he hardly sinned
alone: cf the citations in Grimm-Thayer, which are at least ambiguous, and add
Jos. Ant. ii. 18 fin. ur} TpodNAWTaVTes T@ TaTPl TNV ékéioe dPrEw, where departure
seems certain. See our note sub voce in Expositor vii. vi. 376. The meaning
"my home-coming" is hardly likely.
? See Krumbacher's vigorous polemic, Das Problem d. neugr. Schriftsprache,
summarised by the present writer in Exp 7. xiv. 550 ff. Hatzidakis replies with
equal energy in REGr, 1903, pp. 210 ff., and further in an "AndvTnoig (1905).
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the student of linguistic evolution. The popular patois, on

the other hand, is a living language, and we shall soon see

that it takes a very important part in the discussions on

which we are entering.

First Century We pass on then to the spoken dialect

Kown: Sources.  of the first century Hellenists, its history
and its peculiarities. Our sources are, in

order of importance, (1) non-literary papyri, (2) inscriptions,

(3) modern vernacular Greek. The literary sources are

almost confined to the Biblical Greek. A few general words

may be said on these sources, before we examine the origin of

the Greek which they embody.

(1) Papyri The papyri have one very obvious dis-
advantage, in that, with the not very import-

ant exception of Herculaneum,1 their provenance is limited

to one country, Egypt. We shall see, however, that the

disadvantage does not practically count. They date from

311 B.C. to vii/A.D. The monuments of the earliest period

are fairly abundant, and they give us specimens of the spoken

Kovn from a time when the dialect was still a novelty.

The papyri, to be sure, are not to be treated as a unity.

Those which alone concern us come from the tombs and waste

paper heaps of Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt; and their style

has the same degree of unity as we should see in the contents

of the sacks of waste paper sent to an English paper-mill

from a solicitor's office, a farm, a school, a shop, a manse, and

a house in Downing Street. Each contribution has to be

considered separately. Wills, law-reports, contracts, census-

returns, marriage-settlements, receipts and official orders

largely ran along stereotyped lines; and, as formula tend

to be permanent, we have a degree of conservatism in the

language which is not seen in documents free from these

trammels. Petitions contain this element in greater or less

extent, but naturally show more freedom in the recitation of

the particular grievances for which redress is claimed.

Private letters are our most valuable sources; and they

are all the better for the immense differences that betray

" On these see the monumental work of W. Cronert, Memoria Graeca Her-
culanensis (Teulmer, 1903); also E. L. Hicks in CR i. 186.
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themselves in the education of their writers. The well-worn
epistolary formulae show variety mostly in their spelling; and
their value for the student lies primarily in their remarkable
resemblances to the conventional phraseology which even the

NT letter-writers were content to use.' That part of the

letter which is free from formula is perhaps most instructive

when its grammar is weakest, for it shows which way the

language was tending. Few papyri are more suggestive than

the letter of the lower-school-boy to his father, OP 119

applied the well-merited cane, to learn that seventeen centuries

afterwards there might be scholars who would count his boy's

audacious missive greater treasure than a new fragment of

Sappho! But this is by the way. It must not be inferred

from our laudation of the ungrammatical papyri that the

NT writers are at all comparable to these scribes in lack of

education. The indifference to concord, which we noted

in Rev, is almost isolated in this connexion. But the

illiterates show us by their exaggerations the tendencies

which the better schooled writers keep in restraint. With

writings from farmers and from emperors, and every class

between, we can form a kind of "grammatometer" by which

to estimate how the language stands in the development of

any particular use we may wish to investigate.

(2) Inscriptions. Inscriptions come second to papyri, in
this connexion, mainly because their very

material shows that they were meant to last. Their Greek

may not be of the purest; but we see it, such as it is, in its best

clothes, while that of the papyri is in corduroys. The special

value of the Common Greek inscriptions lies in their corroborat-

ing the papyri, for they practically show that there was but

little dialectic difference between the Greek of Egypt and that of

Asia Minor, Italy, and Syria. There would probably be varieties

of pronunciation, and we have evidence that districts differed

in their preferences among sundry equivalent locutions; but

a speaker of Greek would be understood without the slightest

difficulty wherever he went throughout the immense area

" On this point see Deissmann, BS 21 ff.; J. R. Harris, in Expos. v. viii.
161; G. G. Findlay, Thess. (CGT), Ixi.; Robinson, Eph. 275-284.
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over which the Greek world-speech reigned. With the caveat
already implied, that inscription-Greek may contain literary
elements which are absent from an unstudied private letter,
we may use without misgiving the immense and ever-growing
collections of later Greek epigraphy. How much may be

made of them is well seen in the Preisschrift of Dr E.
Schwyzelr,1 Grammatik der Pergamenischen Inschriften, an
invaluable guide to the accidence of the Kowvn). (It has been
followed up by E. Nachmanson in his Laute und Formen der
Magnetischen Inschriften (1903), which does the same work,
section by section, for the corpus from Magnesia.) Next to

the papyrus collections, there is no tool the student of the

NT Kownj will find so useful as a book of late inscriptions,
such as Dittenberger's Orientis Graeci Inscriptiones selectae, or
the larger part of his Sylloge (ed. 2).

(3) Modern Finally we have MGr to bring in.” The

Greek. discovery that the vernacular of to-day goes
back historically to the Kotvr was made in

1834 by Heilmaier, in a book on the origin of the

"Romaic." This discovery once established, it became clear

that we could work back from MGr to reconstruct the

otherwise imperfectly known oral Greek of the Hellenistic

age.3 It is however only in the last generation that the
importance of this method has been adequately recognised.
We had not indeed till recently acquired trustworthy materials.
Mullach's grammar, upon which the editor of Winer had to

depend for one of the most fruitful innovations of his Work,4
started from wrong premisses as to the relation between the

old language and the new.’ We have now, in such books

" He was Schweizer in 1898, when this book was published, but has changed
since, to our confusion. He has edited Meisterhans' Grammatik der attischem
Inschrifien’, and written the interesting lecture on Die Weltsprache named
above.

? I must enter here a caveat as to the use of G. F. Abbott's charming little
volume, Songs of Modern Greece, as a source for scientific purposes. Prof.
Psichari and Dr Rouse show me that I have trusted it too much.

* I cite from Kretschmer, Die Entstehung der Kown, p. 4.

* Cf. WM index s. v. "Greek (modern)," p. 824.

5 Cf Krumbacher in KZ xxvii. 488. Krumbacher uses the epithet "dilet-
tante" about Mullach, ib. p. 497, but rather (I fancy) for his theories than his
facts. After all, Mullach came too early to be blameworthy for his unscientific
position.
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as Thumb's Handbuch der neugriechischen Volkssprache and
Hatzidakis's Einleitung in die neugriechische Grammatik, the
means of checking not a few statements about MGr which were
really based on the artificial Greek of the schools. The per-
petual references to the NT in the latter work will indicate
forcibly how many of the developments of modern vernacular
had their roots in that of two thousand years ago. The
gulf between the ancient and the modern is bridged by the
material collected and arranged by Jannaris in his Historical
Greek Grammar. The study of a Gospel in the vernacular
version of Pallis' will at first produce the impression that
the gulf is very wide indeed; but the strong points of con-
tact will become very evident in time. Hatzidakis indeed
even goes so far as to assert that "the language generally
spoken to-day in the towns differs less from the common
language of Polybius than this last differs from the language
of Homer."
The Birth of We are now ready to enquire how this
the Kowvn). Common Greek of the NT rose out of the
classical language. Some features of its
development are undoubted, and may be noted first. The
impulse which produced it lay, beyond question, in the work
of Alexander the Great. The unification of Hellas was a
necessary first step in the accomplishment of his dream of
Hellenising the world which he had marked out for conquest.
To achieve unity of speech throughout the little country
which his father's diplomatic and military triumphs had
virtually conquered for him, was a task too serious for
Alexander himself to face. But unconsciously he effected
this, as a by-product of his colossal achievement; and the
next generation found that not only had a common language
emerged from the chaos of Hellenic dialects, but a new and

' “H Néo A1a81ikm, petodppaopévn dnd 1ov " AreE. TIdAAT (Liverpool, 1902).
(Pallis has now translated the //iad, and even some of Kant—with striking
success, in Thumb's opinion, DLZ, 1905, pp. 2084-6.) Unfortunately the
B.F.B.S. version contains so much of the artificial Greek that it is beyond
the comprehension of the common people: the bitter prejudice of the
educated classes at present has closed the door even to this, much more to
Pallis's version.
> REGr, 1903, p. 220. (See a further note below, pp. 233f.)
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nearly homogeneous world-speech had been created, in which
Persian and Egyptian might do business together, and
Roman proconsuls issue their commands to the subjects of a
mightier empire than Alexander's own. His army was in
itself a powerful agent in the levelling process which ulti-
mately destroyed nearly all the Greek dialects. The

Anabasis of the Ten Thousand Greeks, seventy years before,
had doubtless produced results of the same kind on a small
scale. Clearchus the Lacedaemonian, Menon the Thessalian,
Socrates the Arcadian, Proxenus the Bceotian, and the rest,
would find it difficult to preserve their native brogue very
long free from the solvent influences of perpetual association
during their march; and when Cheirisophus of Sparta and
Xenophon of Athens had safely brought the host home, it is
not strange that the historian himself had suffered in the
purity of his Attic, which has some peculiarities distinctly
foreshadowing the Kowﬁ.1 The assimilating process would
go much further in the camp of Alexander, where, during
prolonged campaigns, men from all parts of Greece were
tent-fellows and messmates, with no choice but to accom-
modate their mode of speech in its more individual character-
istics to the average Greek which was gradually being
evolved among their comrades. In this process naturally
those features which were peculiar to a single dialect would
have the smallest chance of surviving, and those which most
successfully combined the characteristics of many dialects
would be surest of a place in the resultant "common speech."
The army by itself only furnished a nucleus for the new growth.
As Hellenism swept victoriously into Asia, and established
itself on all the shores of the eastern Mediterranean, the
mixture of nationalities in the new-rising communities de-
manded a common language as the medium of intercourse,

' Cf Rutherford, NP 160-174. The same may be said of the language of
the lower classes in Athens herself in v/B.C., consisting as they did of immigrants
from all parts. So [Xenophon] Constitution, of Athens 11. 3:—"The Greeks
have an individual dialect, and manner of life and fashion of their own; but
the Athenians have what is compounded from all the Greeks and barbarians."

The vase-inscriptions abundantly evidence this. (Kretschrner, Entstehung d.
p. 34.) The importance of Xenophon as a forerunner of Hellenism is

well brought out by Mahaffy, Progress of Hellenism in Alexander's Empire,
Lecture 1.
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and the Greek of the victorious armies of Alexander was
ready for the purpose. In the country districts of the
motherland, the old dialects lived on for generations; but by
this time Greece herself was only one factor in the great
Hellenising movement to which the world was to owe so
much. Besides, the dialects which strikingly differed from
the new Kowvn} were spoken by races that mostly lay outside
the movement. History gives an almost pathetic interest to
an inscription like that from Larissa (Michel 41—end of
111/B.C.), where the citizens record a resolutions from King
Philip V, and their own consequent resolutions:—

Tayevévtovy *Avaykinmor [letBaleiot k.T.\., D1NinTOL TOL
Bao1\€i0g EMOTONAY ANV TENNAVTOS TTOT TOS TAYOS KAl TAV
oAV TAV VTOYeypappévay”

Baoievg diNnnog Aapiooiwy Toig TAYOIS KO TTt TONEL
yaipew (and so on in normal Kowwn).

Decay of the The old and the new survived thus side
Dialects. by side into the imperial age; but Christianity
had only a brief opportunity of speaking in
the old dialects of Greece. In one corner of Hellas alone did
the dialect live on. To-day scholars recognise a single modern
idiom, the Zaconian, which does not directly descend from
the Kowvn. As we might expect, this is nothing but the
ancient Laconian, whose broad a holds its ground still in the
speech of a race impervious to literature and proudly con-
servative of a language that was always abnormal to an
extreme. Apart from this the dialects died out entirely.”
They contributed their share to the resultant Common Greek;
but it is an assured result of MGr philology that there are
no elements of speech whatever now existing, due to the
ancient dialects, which did not find their way into the stream
of development through the channel of the vernacular Kowwm

of more than two thousand years ago. [* See p. 243.
Relative Contri- So far we may go without difference
butions to the of opinion. The only serious dispute arises
Resultant. when we ask what were the relative magni-

of the contributions of the several
dialects to the new resultant speech. That the literary
Ko was predominantly Attic has been already stated, and
is of course beyond doubt. But was Attic muse than one
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among many elements assimilated in the new vernacular?

It has always been taken for granted that the intellectual
queen of Greece was the predominant partner in the busi-
ness of establishing a new dialect based on a combination of
the old ones. This conclusion has recently been challenged
by Dr Paul Kretschmer, a brilliant comparative philologist,
previously distinguished for his studies on the language of
the Greek vase-inscriptions and on the dialects of the Greeks'
nearest neighbours.' In his tractate entitled Die Entstehung
der Koivn, published in the Transactions of the Vienna
Academy for 1900, he undertook to show that the oral

Ko1v1j contained elements from Boeotian, Ionic, and even
North-west Greek, to a larger extent than from Attic. His
argument affects pronunciation mainly. That Boeotian
monophthongising of the diphthongs, Doric softening of B,

d and v, and Ionic de-aspiration of words beginning with 2,
affected the spoken language more than any Attic influence
of this nature, might perhaps be allowed. But when we turn
to features which had to be represented in writing, as contrasted
with mere variant pronunciations of the same written word,
the case becomes less striking. Boeotian may have supplied

3 plur. forms in -oav for imperfect and optative, but these do
not appear to any considerable extent outside the LXX: the
NT exx. are precarious, and they are surprisingly rare in

the papyri.2 North-west Greek has the accusative plural in
-eg, found freely in papyri and (for the word Téooapeg) in
MSS of the NT; also the middle conjugation of eipi, and the
confusion of forms from —dw and —éw verbs. Doric contri-
butes some guttural forms from verbs in -{w, and a few lexical
items. Ionic supplies a fair number of isolated forms, and
may be responsible for many -w or —@ flexions from -pt
verbs, and sonic uncontracted noun-forms like 6o Téwv or

Y PLOéw. But the one peculiarly Attic feature of the Kown;
which Kretschmer does allow, its treatment of original a., in
contrast with Ionic phonology on one side and that of the
remaining dialects on the other, is so far-reaching in its effects

! Die griech. Vaseninschriften, 1894; Einleitung in die Geschichte der griech.
Sprache, 1896.
? See CR xv. 36, and the addenda in xviii. 110.
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that we cannot but give it more weight than to any other
feature. And while the accidence of Attic has bequeathed

to the vernacular much matter which it shared with other
dialects, one may question whether the accidence of any
single dialect would present anything like the same similarity
to that of the Ko1vnj as the Attic does. We can hardly resist
the conclusion of the experts that Kretschmer has failed to
prove his point. At the same time we may allow that the
influence of the other dialects on pronunciation has been
commonly underestimated. Kretschmer necessarily recognises
that Attic supplied the orthography of the Ko, except for
those uneducated persons to whom we owe so much for their
instructive mis-spellings. Consequently, he says, when the
Hellenist wrote y aipet and pronounced it cheri, his language

was really Boeotian and not Attic." Tt is obvious that the
question does not seriously concern us, since we are dealing
with a language which, despite its vernacular character, comes
to us in a written and therefore largely Atticised form.” For
our purpose we may assume that we have before us a Greek
which includes important contributions from various dialects,
but with Attic as the basis, although the exclusive peculiarities
of Attic make but a small show in it. We shall see later on

(pp. 213 ff.) that syntax tells a clearer story in at least one
matter of importance, the articular infinitive.

Pronunciation At this point it should be observed that
and MS pronunciation is not to be passed over as a
Tradition. matter of no practical importance by the

modern student of Hellenistic. The undeni-
able fact that phonetic spelling—which during the reign of
the old dialects was a blessing common to all—was entirely
abandoned by educated people generations before the Christian
era, has some very obvious results for both grammar and
textual criticism. That at and €, €t (1)) and 1, o1 and v were

1dentities for the scribes of our MSS, is certain.” The scribe
made his choice according to the grammar and the sense,

! Against this emphasising of Bmotian, see Thumb, Hellenismus 228.

?On the date of the levelling of quantity, so notable a feature in MGr, see
Hatzidakis in *A@nva for 1901 (xiii. 247). He decides that it began outside
Greece, and established itself very gradually. It must have been complete, or
nearly so, before the scribes of X and B wrote. [* See p. 243.
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just as we choose between kings, king's, and kings', or
between bow and bough. He wrote 00 nominative and oot
dative; N\OoaoBat infinitive and AUo 0.0 B¢ imperative P1NEig,
eidopev indicative, and p1rfig, 1dwpev subjunctive; Bovlet verb,
but Boul1j noun--here of course there was the accentual
difference, if he wrote to dictation. There was nothing
however to prevent him from writing é€édpvng, édpvidiog,
ddetpnuévog, etc., if his antiquarian knowledge failed; while
there were times when his choice between (for example)
infinitive and imperative, as in Lk 1913, was determined only
by his own or perhaps a traditional exegesis. It will be seen
therefore that we cannot regard our best MSS as decisive

on such questions, except as far as we may see reason to

trust their general accuracy in grammatical tradition. WH
may be justified in printing Tva. . . . émiokidoer in Ac 515,
after B and some cursives; but the passage is wholly useless
for any argument as to the use of Tva with a future. Or let

us take the constructions of 00 prj as exhibited for WH text
in the concordance (MQG). There are 71 occurrences with aor.
subj., and 2 more in which the -ow might theoretically be
future. Against these we find 8 cases of the future, and 15

in which the parsing depends on our choice between et and 1.
It is evident that editors cannot hope to decide here what

was the autograph spelling. Even supposing they had the
autograph before them, it would be no evidence as to the
author's grammar if he dictated the text. To this we may

add that by the time and B were written o and w were no
longer distinct in pronunciation, which transfers two more
cases to the list of the indeterminates. It is not therefore
simply the overwhelming manuscript authority which decides
us for ’e’xwuev in Rom 5'. Without the help of the versions
and patristic citations, it would be difficult to prove that the
orthography of the MSS is really based on a very ancient
traditional interpretation. It is indeed quite possible that

the Apostle's own pronunciation did not distinguish o and w
sufficiently to give Tertius a clear lead, without his making
inquiry.1 In all these matters we may fairly recognise a

1 . . .
o and w were confused in various quarters before this date: of Schwyzer,
Pergam. 95; Nachmanson, Magnet. 64; Thumb. Hellenismus 143. We have



36 A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

case nearly parallel with the editor's choice between such

alternatives as Tiveg and Tivég in Heb 316, where the tradition

varies. The modern expositor feels himself entirely at

liberty to decide according to his view of the context. On

our choice in Rom, /.c., see below, (p. 110).

Contributions Before we leave dialectology, it may be

of NW Greek, well to make a few more remarks on the
nature of the contributions which we have

noted. Some surprise may be felt at the importance of

the elements alleged to have been brought into the language

by the "North-west Greek," which lies altogether outside

the literary limits. The group embraces as its main consti-

tuents the dialects of Epirus, Aetolia, Locris and Phokis, and

Achaia, and is known to us only from inscriptions, amongst

which those of Delphi are conspicuous. It is the very last

we should have expected to influence the resultant language,

but it is soon observed that its part (on Kretschmer's theory)

has been very marked. The characteristic Achaian accus.

plur. in -eg successfully established itself in the common

Greek, as its presence in the vernacular of to-day sufficiently

shows. Its prominence in the papyri2 indicates that it was

making a good fight, which in the case of Téooapeg had

already become a fairly assured victory. In the NT Téooapag

: : , 3
never occurs without some excellent authority for Teooapes.

cf WH App2 157.a Moreover we find that A, in Rev 1'°, has
aoTépes—with omission of ’éxwv, it is true, but this may
well be an effort to mend the grammar. It is of course
impossible to build on this example; but taking into account
the obvious fact that the author of Rev was still decidedly
dypdppatos in Greek, and remembering the similar phen-
omena of the papyri, we might expect his autograph to
exhibit accusatives in -eg, and in other instances beside
Téooapeg. The middle conjugation of eipi is given by

confusion of this very word in BU 607 (ii/A.D.). See p. 244, and the copious
early papyrus evidence in Mayser, pp. 98 f., 139.

' Brugmann, Gr. Gramm.” 17. [* See pp. 243 f.

% See CR xv. 34, 435, xviii. 109 (where by a curious mistake I cited Dr Thumb
for, instead of against, Kretschmer's argument on this point).

In 11" R A; Ac 27%° and Rev 9'; Rev 44 ti A (WHmg), 7' A bis P semel.

Mr Thackeray says Téo o apeg acc. is constant in the B text of the Octateuch.
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Kretschmer as a NW Greek feature; but the Delphian fiTou
and éwvTau are balanced by Messenian jvTau, and Lesbian
€0 oo, which looks as if some middle forms had existed in the
earliest Greek. But the confusion of the —dw and —éw verbs,

which is frequent in the papyri1 and NT, and is complete in
MGr, may well have come from the NW Greek, though
encouraged by Ionic. We cannot attempt here to discuss the
question between Thumb and Kretschmer; but an a priori
argument might be found for the latter in the well-known

fact that between 111/ and 1/B.C. the political importance of
Actolia and Achaia produced an Achaian-Dorian Kowv), which
yielded to the wider Koivrj about a hundred years before Paul
began to write: it seems antecedently probable that this
dialect would leave some traces on that which superseded

it. Possibly the extension of the 3rd plur. -cav, and even

the perfect -av, may be due to the same source:” the former

is also Boeotian. The peculiarities just mentioned have in

common their sporadic acceptance in the Hellenistic of i/A.D.,

which is just what we should expect where a dialect like this

contended for survival with one that had already spread over a

very large area. The elements we have tentatively set down

to the NW Greek secured their ultimate victory through

their practical convenience. The fusion of —dw and —éw verbs

amalgamated two grammatical categories which served no

useful purpose by their distinctness. The accus. in —eg

reduced the number of case-forms to be remembered, at the

cost of a confusion which English bears without difficulty,

and even Attic bore in TOAe1g, BaTINELS, TA€lOUS, etc.; while

the other novelties both reduced the tale of equivalent

suffixes and (in the case of -oav) provided a useful means of

distinction between 1st sing. and 3rd plur.

and of Ionic. We come to securer ground when we
estimate the part taken by lonic in the

formation of the Kowvvj, for here Thumb and Kretschmer

are at one. The former shows that we cannot safely trace

any feature of Common Greek to the influence of some

"' See CR xv. 36, 435, xviii. 110. Thumb suggests that the common aor. in
-noa started the process of fusion.

? The -oav suffix is found in Delphian (Valaori, Delph. Dial. 60) rather pro-
minently, both in indic. and opt. The case for -av (ibid.) is weaker.
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particular dialect, unless it appears in that dialect as a distinct
new type, and not a mere survival. The nouns in —4g —ad0g
and —o0bg —00d0g are by this principle recognised as a clear
debt of MGr to Ionic elements in the Kowvn. Like the

other elements which came from a single ancient dialect,

they had to struggle for existence. We find them in the

Egyptian Greek; but in the NT —Gg makes gen. —Q, as often
even in Asia Minor, where naturally —&80g was at home."
Kretschmer gives as lonic factors in the Kowvn; the forms
K1BWv, (=y1TWv) and the like,” psilosis (which the Ionians
shared with their Aeolic neighbours), the uncontracted noun
and verb forms already alluded to, and the invasion of the

-t verbs by thematic forms (contract or ordinary).3 He

explains the declension omé€ipa omeipng (normal in the Koivn
from 1/B.c.) as due not to Ionism, but to the analogy of yYA@ooa
yAWoons. To his argument on this point we might add the
consideration that the declension —pa -png is both earlier and
more stable than —via, -ving, a difference which I would connect
with the fact that the combination 1m continued to be barred

in Attic at a time when pn (from pFa) was no longer objected
to (contrast ﬁ'yld, and k6pm):” if Tonic forms had been simply
taken over, eidving would have come in as early as omeipng.

Did dialectic But such discussion may be left to the
differences philological journals. What concerns the NT
persist? student is the question of dialectic varieties

within the Kowvn; itself rather than in its

previous history. Are we to expect persistence of lonic
features in Asia Minor; and will the Greek of Egypt, Syria,

" But —a80g is rare both at Pergamum and at Magnesia: Schwyzer 139 f.,
Nachmanson 120.

? K1iBuiv, kBpa. and évBadTa occur not seldom in papyri; and it is rather
curious that they are practically absent from NT MSS. I can only find in Ti
x€et8wvag D.' (Mt 10'%) and kiT@vag B* (Mk 14%—"ut alibi R," says the editor).
Ku6pa occurs in Clem. Rom. 17 fin. (see Lightfoot); also three times in the
LXX, according to great uncials (Thackeray). BdBpakos, which is found in
MGr (as Abbott 56) I cannot trace, nor td8vn. Cf. Hatzidakis 160 f.

? The perfect éwka from Tt (NT apéwvTan) is noted as Ionic rather than
Done by Thumb, ThLZ xxviii. 421 n. Since this was a prehistoric form (cf
Gothic saiso from saia, "sow"), we cannot determine the question certainly.

But note that the imperative agewioBw occurs in an Arcadian inscription (Michel
585"°—iii/?B.C.). Its survival in Hellenistic is the more easily understood, if it
really existed in two or three dialects of the classical period. [* See p. 244.
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Macedonia, and Italy differ to an extent which we can detect
after two thousand years? Speaking generally, we may
reply in the negative. Dialectic differences there must have
been in a language spoken over so large an area. But they
need not theoretically be greater than those between British
and American English, to refer again to the helpful parallel
we examined above (p. 19). We saw there that in the
modern Weltsprache the educated colloquial closely approxi-
mates everywhere when written down, differing locally to
some extent, but in vocabulary and orthography rather than
in grammar. The uneducated vernacular differs more, but
its differences still show least in the grammar. The study
of the papyri and the Kowvn) inscriptions of Asia Minor dis-
closes essentially the same phenomena in Hellenistic. There
are few points of grammar in which the NT language differs
from that which we see in other specimens of Common Greek
vernacular, from whatever province derived. We have already
mentioned instances in which what may have been quite
possible Hellenistic is heavily overworked because it happens
to coincide with a Semitic idiom. Apart from these, we
have a few small matters in which the NT differs from the
usage of the papyri. The weakening of o0 ur is the most
important of these, for certainly the papyri lend no coun-
tenance whatever to any theory that of 00 prj was a normal
unemphatic negative in Hellenistic. We shall return to this
at a later stage (see pp. 187 ff.); but meanwhile we may note
that in the NT o0 p1{ seems nearly always connected with
"translation Greek"—the places where no Semitic original
can be suspected show it only in the very emphatic sense
which is common to classical and Hellenistic use. Among
smaller points are the NT construction of ’évoxog with gen.
of penalty, and the prevailing use of dmekpiBnv for dmekp1-
vapunv: in both of these the papyri wholly or mainly agree
with the classical usage; but that in the latter case the
NT has good Hellenistic warrant, is shown by Phrynichus
(see Rutherford, NP 186 ff.), by the witness of Polybius, and
by the MGr dnokpiBnka.
Thumb's Verdict. The whole question of dialectic differ-
ences within the spoken Ko is judicially
summed up by our greatest living authority, Dr Albert
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Thumb, in chap. v. of his book on Greek in the Hel-

lenistic Age, already often quoted.1 He thinks that such
differences must have existed largely, in Asia Minor especially;
but that writings like the Greek Bible, intended for general
circulation, employed a Darchschnittsprache which avoided local
peculiarities, though intended for single localities. (The letters
of Paul are no exception to this rule, for he could not be
familiar with the peculiarities of Galatian or Achaian, still

less of Roman, Kotvt}.) To the question whether our autho-
rities are right in speaking of a special Alexandrian Greek,
Thumb practically returns a negative. For nearly all the
purposes of our own special study, Hellenistic Greek may be
regarded as a unity, hardly varying except with the education
of the writer, his tendency to use or ignore specialities of
literary language, and the degree of his dependence upon
foreign originals which might be either freely or slavishly
rendered into the current Greek.

It is however to be noted that the minute dialectic
differences which can be detected in NT Greek are some-
times significant to the literary critic. In an article in
ThLZ, 1903, p. 421, Thumb calls attention to the promin-
ence of éuég in Jn, as against pov elsewhere.” He tells us
that énég and its like survive in modern Pontic-Cappadocian
Greek, while the gen. of the personal pronoun has replaced it
in other parts of the Greek-speaking area. This circumstance
contributes something to the evidence that the Fourth
Gospel came from Asia Minor. We might add that on the
same showing Luke should come from Macedonia, or some
other country outside Asia Minor, for he hardly uses épés;
while Rev, in which out of the four possessive pronouns éuég
alone occurs, and that but once, seems to be from the pen of
a recent immigrant. Valeat quantum! In the same paper
Thumb shows that the infinitive still survives in Pontic,

' Cf. Blass 4 n.; and Thumb's paper in Neue Jahrb. for 1906.

2 ’Eu(’)g occurs 41 times in Jn, once each in 3 Jn and Rev, and 34 times in
the rest of the NT. It must be admitted that the other possessives do not tell
the same story: the three together appear 12 times in Jn (Ev and Epp), 12 in
Lk, and 21 in the rest of NT. Blass (p. 168) notes how vu@v in Paul (in the
position of the attribute) ousts the emphatic Ouétepog. (For that position cf.
e ~ 9 ’ . .
n ood ovoia, Mithraslit. p. 17 and note.)
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while in Greece proper it yields entirely to the periphrasis.
The syntactical conditions under which the infinitive is found
in Poetic answer very well to those which appear in the NT: in
such uses Western Greek tended to enlarge the sphere of Tva.
This test, applied to Jn, rather neutralises that from éuég;:

see below, p. 205, 211. Probably the careful study of local
MGr patois will reveal more of these minutia. Another field
for research is presented by the orthographical peculiarities of
the NT uncials, which, in comparison with the papyri and
inscriptions, will help to fix the provenance of the MSS, and
thus supply criteria for that localising of textual types which

is an indispensable step towards the ultimate goal of criticism."

" One or two hints in this direction are given by Thumb, Hellenismus 179.
Cf Prof. Lake's Leiden inaugural (Oxford, 1904). See also p. 244.

ADDITIONAL NOTE. —A few new points may be added on the subjects of this
chapter. First conies the important fact—noted by Thumb in his Hellenismus,

p. 9, and again in reviewing Mayser (4rchiv iv. 487)—that the pre-Byzantine
history of the Kowwj divides about the date A.D. The NT falls accordingly in the
early years of a new period, which does not, however, differ from its predecessor
in anything that ordinary observers would notice. The fact needs bearing in
mind, nevertheless, when we are comparing the Greek of the LXX and the NT.

There are difficulties as to the relations of n, 1, and €1, which have some
importance in view of the matters noted on p. 35. In Attic 11 and e1 were fused
at an early date; whereas 1 remained distinct, being the open e, while in the
diphthong it had become close. lonic inscriptions show the same fusion. In
papyri 1, like w and @, sheds its 1 just as 1 (w and o) can add it, regardless of
grammar; so that n and 1) are equivalent, and they remain distinct from et
(=) till a late period. It is difficult to correlate these facts; but it must be
remembered that the papyri only represent Egypt, which was not necessarily
at one with all other Greek-speaking countries as to the quality of m. There is
also the probability that the f} which alternates with 1 is often hysterogenous-
Boukéi was replaced by a newly formed Bou\1j because of the m that runs through
the rest of the singular flexion. (I owe many suggestions here to a letter from
Prof. Thumb, March 1908.) See further Mayser 126 ff.

On the question of the contributions of the old dialects to the Kowvn, research
seems progressively emphasising the preponderance of Attic. There are pheno-
mena which are plausibly treated as Doric in origin ; but Thumb reasonably
points to Mayser's evidence, showing that these did not emerge till the later
period of the Koivn, as a serious difficulty in such an account of their history.
On the other hand, he rightly criticises Mayser's tendency to minimise the Ionic
influence: he believes that dialectic elements, and especially lonisms, found
their way into the spoken Attic of the lower classes, which spread itself largely
through the operation of trade. "The first people to speak a Ko were Ionians,
who used the speech of their Athenian lords. . . . Outside the Athenian empire,
the Macedonians were the first to take up the new language, and joined their
subject Greeks, especially Ionians, in spreading it through the world." The
old dialects worked still in producing local differentiations in the Kown itself.



CHAPTER III.

NOTES ON THE ACCIDENCE.

The Uncials and BEFORE we begin to examine the conditions
the Papyri. of Hellenistic syntax, we must devote a
short chapter to the accidence. To treat
the forms in any detail would be obviously out of place in
these Prolegomena. The humble but necessary work of
gathering into small compass the accidence of the NT writers
I have done in my little Introduction (see above, p. 1 n.); and
it will have to be done again more minutely in the second
part of this Grammar. In the present chapter we shall try
to prepare ourselves for answering a preliminary question of
great importance, viz., what was the position occupied by the
NT writers between the literary and illiterate Greek of their
time. For this purpose the forms give us a more easily
applied test than the syntax. But before we can use them
we must make sure that we have them substantially as they
stood in the autographs. May not such MSS as X and B-

and D still more—have conformed their orthography to the
popular style, just as those of the "Syrian" revision con-
formed it in some respects to the literary standards? We
cannot give a universal answer to this question, for we have
seen already that an artificial orthography left the door open
for not a few uncertainties. But there are some suggestive
signs that the great uncials, in this respect as in others,

are not far away from the autographs. A very instruc-

tive phenomenon is the curious substitution of édv for &v
after 8g, dmov, etc., which WH have faithfully reproduced
in numberless places from the MSS. This was so little recog-
nised as a genuine feature of vernacular Greek, that the
editors of the volumes of papyri began by gravely subscribing
"]. &v" wherever the abnormal édv showed, itself. They

42
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were soon compelled to save themselves the trouble. Deiss-
mann, BS 204, gave a considerable list from the papyri,
which abundantly proved the genuineness of this édv; and
four years later (1901) the material had grown so much
that it was possible to determine the time-limits of the
peculiarity with fair certainty. If my count is right,' the
proportion of édv to &v is 13 : 29 in papyri dated B.C. The
proportion was soon reversed, the figures being 25 : 7 for
i/A.D., 76 : 9 forii/, 9 : 3 foriii./, 4 : 8 for iv/. This édv
occurs last in a vi/ papyrus. It will be seen that the above
construction was specially common in i/ and ii/, when édv
greatly predominated, and that the fashion had almost died
away before the great uncials were written. It seems

that in this small point the uncials faithfully reproduce
originals written under conditions long obsolete.” This
particular example affords us a very fair test; but we

may reinforce it with a variety of cases where the MSS
accurately reproduce the spelling of i/A.D. We will follow
the order of the material in WH App® 148 ff. ("Notes on
Orthography"): it is unnecessary to give detailed references
for the papyrus evidence, which will be found fully stated
in the papers from CR, already cited. We must bear

in mind throughout Hort's caution (p. 148) that "all our
MSS have to a greater or less extent suffered from the

" CR xv. 32, xv. 434: for the exx. B.C. I have added figures from papyri
read up to 1905. See further on p. 231; and compare Mr Thackeray's inde-
pendent statistics in JTS ix. 95, which give the same result.

? The case of &v, if, is separate. In the NT this is confined apparently to Jn,
where it occurs six times. In the papyri it is decidedly a symptom of illiteracy.
With this agrees what Meisterhans® 255 f. says: "Only six times is &v found
from v/ to iii./B.C. The form &v is entirely foreign to the Attic inscrip-
tions, though it is often found in the Ionicising literary prose of v/

(Thucydides: cf the Tragedians)." Since &v is the modern form, we may
perhaps regard it as a dialectic variant which ultimately ousted the Attic édv.
It is not clear to what dialect it is to be assigned. Against Meisterhans'
suggestion of lonic stands the opinion of H. W. Smyth (lonic Dialect, p. 609)
that its occasional appearances in Ionic are due to Atticising! Certainly H{v is
the normal Ionic form, but &v may have been Ionic as well, though rarer. (So
Dr P. Giles.) Nachmanson (p. 68) gives édv as the only form from Magnesia.
Some peculiar local distribution is needed to explain why &v (if) is absent
from the incorrectly written Rev, and reserved for the correct Jn. Both

&v and édv are found promiscuously in the Herculaneum rolls (Cronert
130).
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effacement of unclassical forms of words." Note also his
statement that the "Western" MSS show the reverse
tendency. "The orthography of common life, which to a
certain extent was used by all the writers of the NT, though
in unequal degrees, would naturally be introduced more
freely in texts affected by an instinct of popular adaptation."
He would be a bold man who should claim that even Hort
has said the last word on the problem of the 3-text; and
with our new knowledge of the essentially popular character
of NT Greek as a whole, we shall naturally pay special
attention to documents which desert the classical spelling
for that which we find prevailing in those papyri that were
written by men of education approximately parallel with that
of the apostolic writers.
Orthography. We begin with the " unusual aspirated
forms " (p. 150), ép’ Exmid, etc., ka® 13iov,
&3¢ etc., and ovy ONiyos." For all these there is a large
body of evidence from papyri and inscriptions. There are a
good many other words affected thus, the commonest of
which, éTog, shows no trace of the aspiration in NT uncials.
Sins of commission as well as omission seem to be inevitable
when initial /4 has become as weak as in later Greek or in
modern English. Hence in a period when de-aspiration
was the prevailing tendency, analogy produced some cases of
reaction,-- ka® é1og due to ka8 Muépav, dPhi1de, to ddopdv,
etc.;' and the two types struggled for survival. MGr édéto
shows that the aspirated form did not always yield. The
uncertainty of the MS spelling thus naturally follows from
the history of the aspirate. It is here impossible to determine
the spelling of the autographs, but the wisdom of following the
great uncials becomes clearer as we go on. The reverse
phenomenon, psilosis, exx. of which figure on p. 151, 1s
part of the general tendency which started from the Ionic
and Aeolic of Asia Minor and became universal, as MGr
shows. The mention of Tap€iov (p. 152—add neéiv from

" The curious coincidence that many, but by no means all, of these words
once began with F, led to the fancy (repeated by Hort) that the lost con-
sonant had to do with the aspiration. I need not stay to explain why this
cannot be accepted. The explanation by analogy within the Kowvnj is that
favoured by Thumb. (See additional note, p. 234.) [* See p. 244.
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p. 177) brings up a Hellenistic sound-law, universal after A.D.,
viz. the coalescence of two successive i sounds; the inf. drao€iv
for --oetewv (LPg—i/B.C.) will serve as a good example—cf
dvaoi in Lk 23° R.! Tapéiov, néiv and Oyeia are overwhelm-
ingly attested by the papyri of the Roman age, where we
seldom find the reversion seen in Mt 20*. In axe€ig (Mk 1'7 al)
we have dissimilation instead of contraction. Under the head
of Elision (p. 153), it may be worth while to mention that

the neglect of this even in a verse citation, as in the MSS

at 1 Co 15%, is in accord with an exceedingly common
practice in inscriptions. The presence or absence of mov-

able v (pp. 153 f.) cannot be reduced to any visible rule:

the evanescence of the nasal in pronunciation makes this
natural. Cf p. 49 below. Among the spellings recorded on

pp. 155 f. we note o pupig, yévnua, (vegetable product), and
-Xl')vvw2 as well attested in the papyri; while the wavering of
usage between pp and po is traceable down through Hellen-
istic to MGr.”> The case of the spelling dpapuv ("only
Western") is instructive. Deissmann (BS 183) gives but

one ex. of the pp form, and nine of the single consonant,

from three documents. His natural questioning of Hort's
orthography is curiously discounted by the papyri published

up to 1905, which make the totals 11 for the "Western"

and 15 for pp.* The word will serve as a reminder that

only the unanimity of the papyri can make us really sure

of our autographs' spelling: cf Deissmann, BS 181. The
wavering of inscriptional testimony as to Zuvpva (ib. 185)
makes it impossible to be decisive; but the coincidence of
Smyraean coins makes it seem difficult to reject the witness

of X, on suspicion of "Western" taint. In words with oo the
papyri show the Attic TT in about the same small proportion

as the NT uncials, and with much the same absence of
intelligible principle. “Opvi& (Lk 13** RD, also banned as
"Western") has some papyrus warrant, and survives in the
MGr (Cappadocian) (’)pvixz cf Thumb, Hellen. 90. It started

in Doric Greek. Coming to the note on Téooapeg and TeoTa-

! Buresch RAM xlIvi. 213 n. Correct Ti in loc. So dmok\€éiv, OP 265 (i/A.D.).

*So MGr (Cyprus), says Thumb in ThLZ xxviii. 423.

> Thumb /.c. 422. On this and the oo, TT, see now Wackernagel’s Hellen-
istica (1907). * CR xv. 33, since supplemented.
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pdkovTa (p. 157), we meet our first dissonance between NT
uncials and papyri. The € forms are in the latter relatively

few, and distinctly illiterate, in the first centuries A.D. Indeed

the evidence for Téoaepa or TéTTepag is virtually nil before

the Byzantine age,' and there does not seem to be the

smallest probability that the Apostles wrote anything but

the Attic form. For TeooepdkovTa the case is a little better,

but it is hopelessly outnumbered by the -ap- form in docu-

ments antedating the NT uncials; the modern oepdvTa, side

by side with ocapdvTa, shows that the strife continued. No

doubt before iv/A.D. TéoTepeg -a (not Teooépwy) had begun to
establish themselves in the place they hold to-day. ’Epavvdw

is certain from i/A.D. onward;* and Mayser (pp. 42, 56)

gives a ii/B.C. papyrus parallel for dvd@nuo.’ ATTIK@S, dvdBepa (X bis, B
semel). Spellings like kpipa (p. 158) are supported by a great multi-
plication in Kotvr} documents of -pa nouns with shortened
penultimate. Cf Moeris (p. 28), dvdOnua ATTIKAS, dvdBepa
‘EXMViK®@S, and note dpebpepa bis in Par P 62 (ii/B.C.).

Even oo Tepa is found (not *odoTapa), Gen 1'%, which shows
how late and mechanical this process was. The convenient
differentiation of meaning between dvd@nua and dvdBepa’
preserved the former intact, though RADX are quotable for

the levelling in its one NT occurrence. The complete estab-
lishment of €1 prjv after iii/B.C. is an interesting confirmation

of the best uncials. Despite Hort (p. 158), we must make

the difference between a €1 pjv and 7 pjv "strictly orthograph-
ical" after all, if the alternative is to suppose any connexion

with et, if. Numerous early citations make this last assump-

tion impossible.* On et and 1 (p. 153) the papyri are

" Téooapeg acc. is another matter: see above, p. 36.

> But ’e’peuva in the Ptolemaic PP iii. 65 bis, Par P 60%, and Tb P 38, al.
So also MGr. "Epauva was limited in range. See Buresch, RAM xlvi. 213 f,;
but note also Thumb, Hellen. 176 f., who disposes of the notion that it was an
Alexandrinism. Kretschmer, DLZ, 1901, p. 1049, brings parallels from Thera
(a¥- in compounds of eri). See papyrus citations in CR xv. 34, xviii. 107.

? Deissmann has shown that dvdBepa., curse, is not an innovation of "Biblical
Greek" (ZNTW ii. 342).

* The syntax is decisive in the Messenian "Mysteries" inscription (91 B.C.,
Syll. 653, Michel 694): dpk1£6vTw TOV Yuvaikovépov: el pav égetv énpéheran, KTA.
(The same inscription has €iTev for €1Ta, as in Mk 4**: this is also Ionic.) Add
Syll. 578 (iii/B.c.), and note. PP iii. 56 (before 260 Ex.) has 7}, but I have
11 papyrus exx. of €1 from ii/B.C. to i/A.D.
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entirely indecisive: €t even for 1 is an everyday occurrence.
At any rate they give no encouragement to our introducing
yvetvopar and yewwokw, as WH would like to do: to judge
from mere impressions, yivopadt, is at least as common as
yveivopar. This matter of the notorious equivalence of a

and 1 is adduced by Thumb (reviewing Blass®, ThLZ, 1903,
421) as a specimen of philological facts which are not always
present to the minds of theological text-critics: he cites
Brooke and M’Lean (JTS, 1902, 601 ff.), who seriously treat
18ev, 180V, as various readings deserving a place in the LXX
text. Ti did the same in Rev, where even WH (see App” 169)
marked 180v, etc., as alternative. In this matter no reader

of the papyri would care to set much store by some of the
minutiae which WH so conscientiously gather from the great
uncials. It would probably be safer in general to spell
according to tradition; for even WH admit that their para-
mount witness, B, "has little authority on behalf of a as
against 1." Finally might be mentioned a notable matter

of pronunciation to which Hort does not refer. The less
educated papyrus writers very frequently use a for av, before
consonants, from ii/B.C. onwards.' Its frequent appearance in
Attic inscriptions after 74 B.C. is noted by Meisterhans’

154. In Lk 2! (’AyoﬁO'Tou) this pronunciation shows itself,

according to RC*A; but we do not seem to find dT4g, eaTéV,

etc., in the MSS, as we should have expected.” An excellent
suggestion is made by Dr J. B. Mayor (Expos. IV. x. 289)—
following up one of Hort's that dkaTandoTovs in 2 Pet
2'* AB may be thus explained: he compares dxunp@ 1Y A.
In arguing his case, he fails to see that the dropping of a v
(or rather F) between vowels is altogether another thing; but
his remaining exx. (to which add those cited from papyri in
CR xv. 33, 434, xviii. 107) are enough to prove his point.
Laurent remarks (BCH 1903, p. 356) that this phenomenon
was common in the latter half of i/B.C. We need not assume
its existence in the NT autographs.

' The same tendency appeared in late vulgar Latin, and perpetuated itself
in Romance: see Lindsay, Latin Language 41 f. See early exx. in Mayser 114.

? In MGr (see Thumb, Handbuch,, p. 59) we find a0Tég (pronounced aftos)
side by side with dT6g (obsolete except in Pontus), whence the short form 76,
etc. There was therefore a grammatical difference in the Kownj itself.
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Inflexion :-- We pass on to the noun flexion (p. 163).
Nouns. Nouns in -pa and participles in —via in the
papyri regularly form genitive and dative in
-ng -1, except that —viag, -viq are still found in the Ptolemaic
period. Here again the oldest uncials alone (in NT, but very
rarely in LXX) generally support the unmistakable verdict of
the contemporary documents of the Koivr). We saw reason
(above, p. 38) to regard this as the analogical assimilation of
-pa nouns (and—somewhat later and less markedly— -via
participles) to the other -a flexions of the first declension,
rather than as an Ionic survival. We may add that as pdy apa
produced povy aipng on the model of 36Ea 86Emg, so, by a
reverse analogy process, the gen. Nophng as a proper name
produced what may be read as Nopda Nupdav in nom. and
acc.: the best reading of Col 4'° (ad71fig B) may thus stand,
without postulating a Doric Nougav, the improbability of
which decides Lightfoot for the alternative.' The heteroclite
proper names, which fluctuate between 1st and 3rd decl., are
paralleled by Egyptian place-names in papyri. Critics, like
Clemen, whose keen scent has differentiated documents by the
evidence of AboTpav and AdoTpoig in Ac 14°® (see Knowling,
EGT in loc.),” might be invited to track down the "redactor"
who presumably perpetrated either Kepkeootym or Kepye-
oovywy in Gil 46 (ii/A.D.). Ramsay (Paul 129) shows that
Mbopa acc. -av and gen. -wv. Uncritical people may
perhaps feel encouraged thus to believe that Mt 2' and
Mt 2°, despite the heteroclisis, are from the same hand.” The
variations between 1st and 2nd decl. in words like ékaTévTOpP-
% 0S (-ng) are found passim, in papyri: for conscientious labour
wasted thereon see Schmiedel's amusing note in his Preface
to WS. In contracted nouns and adjectives we have
abundant parallels for forms like 6o Téwv, ypuoéwv, and for
xpvoav (formed by analogy of dpyupav). The good attesta-
tion of the type vo6g vot, after the analogy of Bodg, may
be observed in passing. The fact that we do not find
short forms of nouns in -10g -10v (e.g. KOp1g, To1div) is a

! See the writer's paper in Proc. Camb. Phil. Soc. Oct. 1898, p. 12, where
the archaic vocative in -4 is suggested as the connecting link. Cf Aod\a as a
proper name (Dieterich, Unters. 172), and Eipfiva in a Christian inscr. (Ramsay,
C. & B.ii. 497 n.). ? Cf Harnack, Apostelg). 86 n. [** See p. 244.
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noteworthy test of the educational standard of the writers,

for the papyri show them even as early as and always

in company with other indications of comparative illiteracy.
These forms, the origin of which seems to me as perplexed as
ever, despite the various efforts of such scholars as Thumb,
Hatzidakis, and Brugmann to unravel it, ultimately won a
monopoly, as MGr shows everywhere. We must not omit
mention of the "Mixed Declension," which arose from
analogies in the —a.- and -0- nouns, and spread rapidly because
of its convenience, especially for foreign names. The stem
ends in a long vowel or diphthong, which receives -g for nom.
and -v for acc., remaining unchanged in voc., gen. and dat.
sing. Inoodg is the most conspicuous of many NT exx. It
plays a large part in MGr.' Passing lightly over the exact
correspondence between uncials and papyri in the accusatives
of k\eig and y dp1s (p. 164), we may pause on y €ipav in

Jn 20 XAB. The great frequency of this formation in

uneducated papyri, which adequately foreshadows its victory
in MGr,” naturally produced sporadic examples in our MSS,
but it is not at all likely that the autographs showed it (unless
possibly in Rev). Gregory (in Ti, vol. iii. 118 f.) registers
forms like dooodalfjv and To8Mpnv, which also have papyrus
parallels, but could be explained more easily from the analogy
of 1st decl. nouns. Mei€wv acc. (Jn 5°° ABEGMA) is a good
example of the irrational addition of v, which seems to have
been added after long vowels almost as freely as the equally
unpronounced 1.> One further noun calls for comment, Viz.,
"Exou@vog in Ac 1'% (p. 165). The noun éarwiv = olivetum
occurs at least thirty times in papyri between i/ and iii/A.D.,
which prompts surprise at Blass's continued scepticism.
‘EXNkWV (salicetum) is an ancient example of the turning of
a similar word into a proper name.”

! See CR xviii. 109, Kuhner-Blass § 136.

? It seems most probable that the modern levelling of 1st and 3rd decl.
started with this accusative. See Thumb, Handbuch 28, 35; also p. 18 for
the pronunciation. of -v final. The formation occurs often in LXX.

* Thus &\wt is acc. sing., while v (=1}) is sometimes subjunctive. For
exx. see CR xviii. 108. So oa éav fv in Gen 6' E. See p. 168.

4 See Deissmann, BS 208 if., and the addenda in Expos. vii. 111, viii.
429; also below, pp. 69 and 235. See also p. 244, on ovyyevedot (App.? 165).
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Indeclinable Two curious incleclinables meet us period-
Adjectives. ically among the adjectives. ITINY)png should
be read in Mk 4*® (C*, Hort) and Ac 6’
(XAC*DEHP al.), and is probably to be recognised in Jn 1'*
(-pn D). Cf2Jn® (L), Mk 8" (AFGM al.), Ac 6° (AEHP al.)
19 (AEL 13). Thus in almost every NT occurrence of an
oblique case of this word we meet with the indeclinable form
in good uncials. The papyrus citations for this begin with
LPc (ii/B.C.), which suits its appearance in the LXX. We
cannot well credit educated writers, such as Luke, with this
vulgar form; but I readily concede to Deissmann (Licht v.
Osten 85 t.) that it is possible in Jn. (Here B. Weiss and
others would make the adj. depend in sense upon avTod, but
80Eav seems more appropriate, from the whole trend of the
sentence: it is the "glory" or "self-revelation" of the Word
that is "full of grace and truth.") One might fairly
doubt whether expositors would have thought of making
Kodi éBeaodpeba . . . TaTpég a parenthesis, had it not been
for the supposed necessity of construing TAvjpng as a nomina-
tive. We restore the popular form also in Mk." The other
indeclinables in question are mAeiw and the other forms in -w
from the old comparative base in -yos. Cronert (in Philologus
Ixi. 161 ff.) has shown how frequently in papyri and even
in literature these forms are used, like TA\Yjpng and Huiov,
without modification for case. In Mt 26 we have a
good example preserved in XBD, the later MSS duly mend-
ing the grammar with TAetovg. Is it possible that the
false reading in Jn 10% started from an original pei€w of
this kind?
Many more noun forms might be cited in which the
MSS prove to have retained the genuine Hellenistic, as evi-
denced by the papyri; but these typical examples will serve.

"' See the full evidence in Cronert Mem. 179: add CR xv. 35, 435, xviii. 109
also C. H. Turner in JTS i. 120 ff. and 561 f. ; Radermacher in RAM lvii. 151;
Reinhold 53. Deissmann, New Light 44 f., deals briefly with Jn I.c. Winer,
p. 705, compares the "grammatically independent" TAYjpng clause with the
nom. seen in Phil 3'°, Mk 12*°. W. F. Moulton makes no remark there, but
in the note on Jn 1'* (Milligan-Moulton in loc.) he accepts the construction
found in the RV, or permits his colleague to do so. At that date the ease
for the indeclinable mA1jpng was before him only in the LXX (as Job 21**

RBAC); See Blass 81 n.: Mr R. R. Ottley adds a probable ex. in Is 63* B.
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Verbs naturally supply yet more abundant material, but we

need not cite it fully here. Pursuing the order of WH App”

Verbs :(— we pause a moment on the dropped augments,
etc., in pp. 168 f., which are well illustrated

in papyri. This phenomenon goes back to Herodotus, and

Augments. well be a contribution of lonic to the
Common Greek. Diphthongs are naturally the

first to show the tendency: it is not likely, for example, that

Drs Grenfell and Hunt would now, as in the editio princeps

of the Oxyrhynchus Logia (1897, p. 7), call oikoSopnuévn a

"more serious error" than au for € or e1 for 1. The double

augment of dmekaTeo T8 in papyri and NT may be noted as

a suggestive trifle under this head of augments before we pass

Person on. Very satisfactory confirmation of our

endings. uncial tradition is supplied by the person-
endings. The functionally useless difference

of ending between the strong and the weak aorist began to

disappear in our period. The strong aorist act. or mid. is

only found in some thirty -w verbs (and their compounds) in

the NT; and while the great frequency of their occurrence

protected the root-form, the overwhelming predominance of

the sigmatic aorist tended to drive off the field its rival's

person-endings. The limits of this usage in the NT text are

entirely in accord with the better-written papyri. Thus we

find little encouragement for yevduevog,l for which any number

of papyrus citations may be made. But when we notice yeva

[...]in BU 1033 (ii/A.D.) corrected to yevo . . . by a second

hand,” we see that education still rebelled against this develop-

ment, which had begun with the Attic €imag centuries before.

The tendency, in fairly cultured speech, mainly concerned the

act., and the indic. middle. For the details see the careful

note in WS p. 111. Whether the same intrusion should

'S0 Lk 22* N, Lk 24% B, and Mk 6°% and 15* A: there is no further uncial
support, if Ti is reliable, throughout Mt, Mk, and Lk, in a total of 40 occur
rences. The ptc. does not occur in Jn. I have not looked further.

? Ebpdpevog in Heb 9'% (all uncials except D, is perhaps due to the frequency
of 1st aor. in -pa.. The ptc. itself appears in an inscr. of the Roman age,
IMA iii. 1119. P. Buttmaim cites yevdpevos from Archimedes (iii/B.C.), though
Wilamowitz-Mollendorf in his extracts from the Psammiles (Lesebuch 243 ff.)
edits yevdpevog seven times. But in a Doric author the question concerns us
little MGr shows that yevdpevog came to stay.
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be allowed in the imperf., eg. E?X(X,V Mk 8, is doubtful,

view of the scanty warrant from the papyri. It is for the

same reason more than doubtful whether we can accept
naperdBooav 2 Th 3° RAD*: I have only 4 imperf. and

2 aor. exx. from Ptolemaic times, and the forms éaupd-
veoav and adirecov (BM 18, 41, 161 B.C.—cited by WM
91 n.”) show that the innovation had not attained great

fixity before i/A.D. The ocular confusion suggested by Hort
in 2 Th [.c. would be furthered by the later currency of this
convenient ending. What we find it hard to allow in a

writer of Paul's culture is a little easier in Jn (15> **

XBL etc.); and é8ohoboov Rom 3" (LXX) might have been

written by Paul himself, apart from quotation—we can
hardly cite any other 3 pl. imperf. from —6w verbs. As
early as ii/B.C. we find REtodoav in Magn. 47: see Nach-
manson's parallels, pp. 148 f. The —eg of 2 sg. perf., read
by WH in Rev 2’2 11", and in 1st aor. Rev 2°, may
perhaps be allowed in Rev as a mark of imperfect Greek:
it has no warrant from educated writing outside.' The

3 pl. perf. in -av is well attested in Ac 16°° and Ro 16’

RAB, Lk 9°° BLX, Col 2! R*ABCD*P , as well as in Jn, Jas

and Rev, where it raises less difficulty. It certainly makes

a fair show in the papyri, from 164 B.C. down (see Mayser
323), but not in documents which would encourage us to
receive it for Luke or even Paul. As the only difference
between perf. and 1 aor.-endings, the -o.ot was foredoomed to
yield to the assimilating tendency; but possible occurrences
of —av are relatively few, and the witness of the papyri inde-
cisive, and it is safer, except in Rev, to suppose it a vulgarism
due to the occasional lapse of an early scribe.” If it were
really Alexandrian, as Sextus Empiricus says, we could
understand its comparative frequency in the papyri; but
Thumb decisively rejects this (Hellenismus 170), on the
ground of its frequent appearance elsewhere.” The termina-

! Even B shows it, in Ac 21%%. Note also dmekdAv\reg Mt 11%° D.

: T'éyovav formed the starting-point of a valuable paper by K. Buresch in
RAM, 1891, pp. 193 ff., which should not be missed by the student of Hellenistic,
though it needs some modification in the light of newer knowledge. Thus he
accepts the Alexandrian provenance of this and the -oocow type.

? At Delphi, for example, with imperf. and aor. -ocav (see p. 37).
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tion -a.ot invades what is formally, though not in meaning, a
present, in the case of fika.o1, which is a genuine vernacular
form (cf. Hjkapev in Pal P 48 (ii/B.C.). WH (4pp” 176) reject
it as "Western" in Mk 8, regarding it as a paraphrase

of eloiv (BLA); but it must be observed that the Lewis
Syriac is now to be added to XADN, with the Latin and
other versions, which support it. It is after all a form

which we might expect in Mk, and equally expect to find
removed by revisers, whether Alexandrian or Syrian. By
way of completing the person-endings, we may observe that
the pluperf. act. has exclusively the later -ewv form, with

-e1- even in 3 pl.;' and that the 3 pl. imper. in -Twoov and
-0Bwoav are unchallenged.

Taking up the contract verbs, we note how the confusions
between —dw and —éw forms (p. 173) are supported by our
external evidence, and by MGr. Our first serious revolt from
WH concerns the infinitive in —oiv (and by analogy -@v). The
evidence for it is "small, but of good quality" (p. 173—cf
Introd. § 410): it is in fact confined to B*D in Mt 13, B*
in Mk 4%, R* in 1 Pet 2"°, BD* in Heb 7° (where see Ti),
and a lectionary in Lk 9°'. This evidence may pass if our
object is merely to reproduce the spelling of the age of B;
but absolutely no corroboration seems discoverable, earlier
than the date of B itself, except an inscription cited in
Hatzidakis (p. 193),? and two papyri, BM iii. p. 136 bis
(18 A.D.), and PFi 24 (ii/A.D.). Blass (p. 48) does not regard
the form as established for the NT. We can quote against
it from i—iv/A.D. plentiful exx. of —odv in papyri. (That —odv
and —A@v (not @v) are the correct Attic forms, may be seen from
Meisterhans® 175 f., which Hort's hesitation as to —Gv
prompts me to quote: for the reason of the apparent
irregularity see Brugmann, Gr. Gramm.” 61, or WS 42.)

Next may be named, for —dw verbs, the 2nd sing. pres. mid. in
-@oat (kavydooa, 08vvaoat), which has been formed afresh
in the Kowvrj with the help of the -oau that answers to 3rd

" There are isolated exceptions in the papyri.

?So WS 116 n. Two other inscriptions are cited by Hatzidakis, but
without dates. Vitelli (on PFi. /.c.) refers to Cronert 220 n., who corrects
Schmieders philology: the form is of course a simple product of analogy--
NVet: \vew :: dnhoi : Snhoiv,
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sing. -Tat in the perfect.1 It is well paralleled by the early

fut. yapi€ioon in GH 14 c (iii/B.C.), for which y apiecat appears
in OP 292 (i/A.D.). ®dyeoou and mieoat, which naturally went
together, give us the only exx. outside —dw verbs, to which

the quotations in G. Meyer Gr. Gram.? 549 suggest that

the innovation was mainly confined. The later extensions

may be noted in Hatzidakis 188. Note the converse change

in 3Vv1. Unfortunately we do not seem to have exx. of the

subj. of —6w verbs, to help the parsing of Tva. {nhodTe and

the like (p. 167). Blass (Kuhner” i. 2. 587, and Gr. 48)
accepts Hort's view that the subj. of these verbs became

identical with the indic., just as it always was in the —dw

verbs. (See W. F. Moulton's note, WM 363. Ex 1" rav

notodoBe . . . kod Wot, there cited, is a very good example.)
But Blass rightly, I think, rejects the supposition that
evod@Tau (1 Co 162) can be anything but a pres. subj. To
read ev63wTau, as perf. indic., is possible, though the editors
do not seem by their printing to have favoured that
alternative. That it is a perf. subj. is extremely unlikely.

The parallels on which Hort (p. 179) relies—set forth with
important additions in Blass's Kuhner i. 2. 100 f.--do

nothing to make it likely that the Kowv1] had any perf. sub;j.

apart from the ordinary periphrastic form.” Tt is hard,
moreover, to see why the pres. subj. is not satisfactory here:
see Dr Findlay's note in loc. (EGT vol. ii.). Finally we

note the disappearance of the —fjw verbs from the Kown,

with the exception of {rjw and Xpﬁoua13 (as we ought to call
them); also the sporadic appearance of the uncontracted
¢5éeto Lk 8°° (B and a few others —€iTo, which looks like a

correction). It is supported by Esth 143A, BU 926 (ii/A.D.)
and the Mithras Liturgy (p. 12): it is probably, as Blass
suggests, a mere analogy-product from 3éopau conjugated

" To suppose this (or (ddyeoau, similarly formed from pdyeTar) a genuine
survival of the pre-Greek -esai, is characteristic of the antediluvian philology
which still frequently does duty for science in this country. Krumbacher, KZ
xxvii. 497, scoffs at E. Curtius for talking of an "uralte" —oaut.
? To argue this would demand a very technical discussion. It is enough
to say that the Attic kekT@pat and pepv@pat are not derivative verbs, and that
the three derivative verbs which can be quoted, from Doric, Cretan and
Tonic respectively, supply slender justification for the supposed Kowv1j parallel.
’ XpaoBaut was the Hellenistic infin., but there is no example of it in NT.
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like )xliouou,l and owes nothing to Ionic. It affords no
warrant for suspecting uncontracted forms elsewhere: kaTéy eev

Mk 14° is an aor., as in Attic.
The verbs in -pt, continued in Hellenistic to suffer from
the process of gradual extinction which began even in
Homeric Greek, and in MGr has eliminated every form
outside the verb "be." The papyri agree with the NT
Verbs in -p1. uncials in showing forms like 89vopaut, and
-€3eT0 (as well as —€8070), and various

flexions after contract verb types. New verbs like loTdvw’
are formed, and new tenses like —€o-Taka (transitive). The
most important novelty apart from these is the aor. sub;.

doi and yvo’i,3 as to which W. F. Moulton's view (WM 360 n.)
is finally established by good attestation from papyri. The
pres. subj. 81301, after the —6w verbs, set the analogy at

work. That in much later documents such forms may be

opt. need not trouble us. The form 8wWn is more difficult.
Schwyzer (p. 191) quotes Moeris for moiwn in Common
Greek, and calls in the analogy of Tiuun: the further step

to 3wn (also attested by Moeris) was eased by the fact

that 3oin drew towards cliff, and would consequently become
monosyllabic: see p. 45. Adn (subj.) seems a syntact-

ical necessity in Eph 1V (B d®), 2 Tim 2% (cflater

uncials in Eph 3'% and Jn 1516): this form, well known in
Homer, survives in Boeotian and Delphian inscriptions, as
Michel 1411 (ii/B.C., Delphi), 1409 (a’o).4 It is quite intel-
ligible that NW Greek (cf above, p. 36 f.) should have

thus contributed to the Kotvtj; an item which (like other
contributions from a single quarter, e.g. TéoTapeg acc.) kept
only a precarious existence by the side of other forms. We
return to this later (pp. 193 f.). From 018a we have in papyri,

as in NT, ordinary perfect indic. flexion,5 and pluperf. for
18e1v, with occasional literary revival of the older irregular
forms. Finally, in the conjugation of eipi, the middle forms

' See below, p. 234.

? The form —oTdvw in R and D (p. 175) is interesting in that it exactly antici-
pates the MGr. So NP 53 (iii/A.D.), in Wilcken's reading; Syl/. 7377 (ii/A.D.):

? So in 2nd person also, dmo80ig Lk 12 D (as papyri).

* See G. Meyer® 656. Witkowski, p. xxii, reads dmo8otvm (subj.) in Par P 58.

> Probably Ionic: so Herodotus, and even our texts of Homer (0d. i. 337).
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are well established (Yjumv, HjueBa—see above, p. 37), as to a

still further extent in MGr. Even the MGr present elpaut is

found already in a Phrygian inscription v. Ramsay C. and B.

i1. 565 (early iv/A.D.). G. Meyer (3 569) regarded éoTau as

the 3rd sing. of this, transferred to future meaning. Note

that the old 1st sing. fjv reappears in D at Ac 20'®: elsewhere

Nunv stands alone. The rarer fjTw alternates with éoTw, in

papyri and late inscriptions, as in NT.

Miscellaneous It is needless to add any details as to
noteworthy forms among the "principal

parts" of verbs. Papyrus parallels may be cited for quoiynv,

for the double formation of apnd&w and BaoTdiw (Mprdynv

and fipndoOnY, éBdoTaca and éBdO’T(X(t:,(xl), for the alternative

perf. of Tvyxcivw (see Tion Heb 86), for the 1 aor. of c’fyw, etc.

Note especially the intrusion of the p, from the present of Aop-

Bdvw into various parts of the verb, and into derivative nouns

(p. 149). This is normal in the papyri after the Ptolemaic

period, in which there is still some lingering of the older forms.

The same phenomenon occurred partially in Ionic; but the

Tonic fut. \dp\yopau, by taking over the a as well as the nasal

of the present, shows that it was an independent development

in the Kowv). This will serve as a final example to show that

the late uncials and cursives, in restoring classical forms which

the best MSS set aside, were deserting the Greek of the NT

period in the interests of an artificial grammar.

"So P 138 (? rightly) in Rev 2% cf SuoBdoTakTog Lk 11%. It is MGr.

ADDITIONAL Noms.—Superficially parallel with Téooepa, etc. is the curious
variant é&kaBepio8n, which in Mk 1*'. immediately follows kaBapioc8nTi. WH
(App.” 157) note that this occurs only in augmented or reduplicated tense-forms:
so also in LXX (Thackeray). Clearly the e came in as a second augment, follow-
ing what looked like katd. For the itacism of ot and € (WH ib.), cf Mayser
107, who shows that the change of a1 was illiterate, and quite rare in Ptolemaic
times. Later it became normal, till a1 and € were only distinguished ortho-
graphically. Mr Thackeray sends me statistics as to 008eig, supplement-
ing the tables of Mayser (pp. 180 ff.). The phenomenon seems to be of Attic
origin, appearing early in iv/B.C. Thence it spread to the Kowvrj, where in
ii/B.C. it greatly predominated. But in i/A.D. 008eig was markedly recovering,
and before 111/A.D. it had driven out 008eig. The survival of 008eig in NT uncials
is therefore significant. The compound é€ouBev¢€iv, born perhaps in ii/B.C., is
found in the more literary LXX writers, and in Luke and Paul: the later LXX
books show é£oudevodv coined when 008eig was reasserting itself. The 3 pl.
opt. in -oav may be noted in D (Ac 177 bis). The agreement of D with the
LXX in a formation markedly absent from the NT is curious; but it must not
(says Dr Thumb) be used to support any theory of Egyptian origin for the MS.



CHAPTER IV.
SYNTAX: THE NOUN.

WE address ourselves to the syntax, beginning with that of
the Noun. There are grammatical categories here that
Number:— scarcely ask for more than bare mention.
On the subject of Number there is one
obvious thing to say the dual has gone. Many Greek
dialects, Ionic conspicuously, had discarded this hoary luxury
The Dual. long before the Common Greek was born
Neuter Plurals. and no theory of the relation of the Kotvn to
the dialects would allow Attic to force on
the resultant speech a set of forms so useless as these. The
dual may well have arisen in prehistoric days when men could
not count beyond two; and it is evidently suffering from
senile decay in the very earliest monuments we possess of
Indo-Germanic language. It had somewhat revived in Attic—
witness the inscriptions, and folk-songs like the "Harmodius";
but it never invaded Hellenistic, not even when a Hebrew
dual might have been exactly rendered by its aid. We shall
see when we come to the adjectives that the disappearance
of the distinction between duality and plurality had wider
results than the mere banishment of the dual number from
declensions and conjugations. The significant new flexion of
800 should be noted here: there is a pluralised dative dvoti,
but in other respects 800 is indeclinable. “"Apgw has dis-
appeared in favour of the normally declined “apupéTepos.
Apart from this matter the only noteworthy point under
Number is the marked weakening of the old principle that
neuter plurals (in their origin identical with collectives in

—(11) took a singular verb. In the NT we have a large

' See Giles, Manual®, 264 ff. 1 might add here that Dr Giles thinks the
dual may have been originally a specialised form of the plural, used (as in
Homer always) to describe natural or artificial pairs. That this is its earliest

57
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extension of what in classical Greek was a comparatively rare
licence, the plural verb being allowed when the individual

items in the subject are separately in view, while the singular
treats the subject as a collective unity.1 The liberty of using

the plural freely makes the use of the singular distinctly

more significant than it could be in classical Greek.

"Pindaric" It may be added that the converse
Construction. phenomenon, known as the oy flua ITivda-

p1koV, is found in the NT: see Mk 441, Mt 5"

619, 1 Co 1550, Rev 9'% Tt is really only a special case of

anacoluthon, no more peculiar to Pindar than to Shakspere.

An interesting communication by Prof. Skeat to the Cam-

bridge Philological Society (Proceedings, 1xvii. p. 2) describes

a rule in English, from Alfred downwards, that "when a verb

occurs in the 3rd person in an introductory manner . . .,

it is often used in the singular number, though the subject

may be in the plural. "Thus" what cares these roarers for

the name of king?"-- "and now abideth faith, hope, [love],

these three,"—etc.; the last being as true to English idiom

as to its original Greek. That the construction is also pos-

sible with order inverted, is shown by another citation, "For

thy three thousand ducats here is six." (See also p. 234.)

Impersonal An idiomatic use of the plural appears

Plural. in passages like Mt 2% TeOvrkaow, Lk 12°
aitodov, where there is such a suppression

of the subject in bringing emphasis on the action, that

we get the effect of a passive, or of French on, German

man. Our "they say" is like it. Lightfoot compares the

"rhetorical plural" in Euripides I7 1359, k\énTOVTES €K

vYiis E6ava kat Bunmélovg (i.e. Iphigenia). Add Livy ix. I,

"auctores belli [one man] dedidimus." Winer gives other

parallels, but rightly refuses to put Mt 9° 2744, 1 Co 15%

16 into this category. If Heb 10" has not a primitive

error (as Hort suspected), the plural subject of Tpoo pépovaiv

0

extant use is certain, but its origin may very well have been as suggested above.
There are savages still who cannot count beyond two: see Tylor, Primitive
Culture, 1. 242 f. The Indo-Germans had numerals up to 100 before their
separation; but the superfluous dual, I suggest, had been already utilised for a
new purpose.

! This is conspicuous in D (Wellh. 12).
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and 8vvavTar might fairly be described in this way; for the
priests are certainly not prominent in the writer's thought,
and a passive construction would have given the meaning
exactly. So Westcott (for tpoo.) who quotes Jn 15° 202,

Rev 12°, Mt 7'°, Mk 10", Lk.17%. See also p. 163, n. %,

Gender:— On Gender likewise there is not much to
say. There are sundry differences in the

gender of particular words; but even MGr is nearly as much

under the domination of this outworn excrescence on language

as was its classical ancestor. That English should still be almost

the only European language to discard gender, indicating only

distinction of sex, is exceedingly strange. As in the case of

Number, we have to refer to ordinary grammars for some

uses of gender which NT Greek shares with the classical.

One or two cases of slavish translation should be mentioned.

In Rom 11° the LXX T@ Bda is cited as T B., which

occurs however three times in LXX, and in Ascensio Isaiae 12.

Prof. F. C. Burkitt (CR xiv. 458), in commenting on this last

passage, accepts the explanation that the gender is deter-

mined by the Q’ri NW2, translated aioybvm. In Mk 12!

and Mt 21** we have the LXX aTn=nNR?}: the translators

may perhaps have interpreted their own Greek by recalling

Breach of kepanv ywrias. Breach of concord in Gender

Concord. has been already alluded to in a note on the
Greek of Rev (p. 9)." The very difficult € T1g

omAdyyva Kai 0ikTippé of Phil 2! comes in here, involving
as it does both number and gender. We might quote in illus-
tration Par P 15 (ii/B.C.) émt Tt piow T@Qv . . . .0lk1@v, and

BU 326 (ii/A.D.) €1 8¢ Tt nep1ood ypdppata . . . katainw.”

But Blass's €1 T1, read throughout, is a great improvement:

si quid valet 1s the sense required, as Lightfoot practically

shows by his translation. H. A. A. Kennedy (EGT in loc.)

makes independently the same suggestion. Note that the Codex

Amiatinus (and others) read si quid viscera. [ ®See p. 241.
A significant remark may be quoted from the great

Byzantinist, K. Krumbacher, a propos of these breaches of

concord. In his Problem. d. neugr. Schriftsprache (p. 50) he

observes: "If one finds in Greek literature, between the early

Byzantine age and the present day, mistakes like Aeatv@v ur)

oUYYWPOUYTWY, Ppulai KATANABOVTES, TAVTWY TOV YUVOIKWY,
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etc., it shows that we have to do with a half-dead form, in
which mistakes slip in as soon as grammatical vigilance nods."
When we remember that the MGr present participle, e.g.
8évovTacg, is as indeclinable as our own equivalent "binding,"
we can see some reason for the frequency of non-agreement
in this part of the verb. What became common in the early
Byzantine literature would naturally be incipient in the
vernacular of imperfectly educated persons centuries before,
like the author of Rev.! A few nouns wavering in gender

may be named. Awudg is masculine in Par P 22 (ii/B.C.) and
feminine in 26, which is written by the same hand; further
parallels need not be sought for the inconsistency between

Lk 4% and Ac 11%, Lk 15". The apparently purposeless
variation between 1} 8eég and 1 Bed. in Ac 19 is explained by
inscriptions.” Some masculine -og nouns like é\eog, ﬁxog,
nAoDTOS, passed into the neuter declension in Hellenistic,

and remain there in MGr: see Hatzidakis, pp. 356

Case:— We are free now to examine the pheno-
Disappearance mena of Case. To estimate the position of

of the Hellenistic cases along the line of develop-
Local Cases. ment, we may sum up briefly what may be seen

at the two ends of this line. MGr has only the three cases

we ourselves possess—nominative, accusative, and genitive.
(The survival of a few vocative forms, in which MGr and
Hellenistic are on practically the same footing, does not affect
this point, for the vocative is not really a case.) At the

very dawn of Greek language history, as we know it, there is
only one more, the dative, though we can detect a few
moribund traces of instrumental, locative, and ablative. For
all practical purposes, we may say that Greek lost in pre-

! Cf Reinhold 57 f., and p. 234 below. We may cite typical breaches of con-
cord from the papyri. Firstly, case:—KP 37 (ii/A.D.) “Hpwv éypoa vmép adTOD
un eidws yp(dppara):—this is quite true as it stands, but Heron meant €i86Tog!
So BU 31 (e1865!). BU 1002 (i/B.C.) AvTihirov “ENAny . . . inndpyns. Letr.

Teprivou Tod yvadéws 6 cuvepyadpevos.” Then gender:—BU 997 (ii/B.C.) Tv,
undpyov avTdt oikiow. Th. 577 (iii/A.D.) oToA\v Aewodv. b. 1013

(i/A.D.) 1 oporoy@v. Ib. 1036 (ii/A.D.) oToAv Newodv. LPu (ii/B.C.) THjv TdV
8ewv dvacoov dkovoavTa. AP 113 (ii/A.D.) 6 TeTeNeLTTKWS aBTHS piTNP.

2 Cf Blass on 19%": "Usitate dicitur 1) 8eég (ut v.37); verum etiam inscriptio
Ephesia . . . T peyioTn 8ed 'Edecia "ApTéuidt, cum alibi . . . 1) Bedg eadem dicatur.
... Itaque formulam sollemnem 1) peydAn Bed. "A. mira diligentia L. conservavit."

* See p. 244.
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historic times three out of the primitive seven cases (or eight,

if we include the vocative), viz., the from case (ablative), the

with case (instrumental'), and the a or in case (locative), all

of which survived in Sanskrit, and appreciably in Latin,

though obscured in the latter by the formal syncretism of

ablative, instrumental, and (except in singular of -a- and

-0- nouns) locative. In other words, the purely local cases,

in which the meaning could be brought out by a place-

adverb (for this purpose called a preposition), sacrificed their

distinct forms and usages.” Greek is accordingly marked,

Encroachment like English, by the very free use of preposi-

of Prepositions.  tions. This characteristic is most obviously
intensified in Hellenistic, where we are per-

petually finding prepositional phrases used to express rela-

tions which in classical Greek would have been adequately

given by a case alone. It is needless to illustrate this fact,

except with one typical example which will fitly introduce

the next point to be discussed. We have already (pp. 11 f.)

referred to the instrumental év, formerly regarded as a trans-

lation of the familiar Hebrew 2, but now well established as

vernacular Greek of Ptolemaic and later times. The examples
adduced all happen to be from the category "armed with";

but it seems fair to argue that an instrumental sense for év

is generally available if the context strongly pleads for it,
without regarding this restriction or assuming Hebraism.’

Nor is the intrusion of év exclusively a feature of "Biblical"
Greek, in the places where the prep. seems to be superfluous.
Thus in Gal 5' the simple dative appears with évéxouou:

Par P 63 (ii/B.C.—a royal letter) gives us ToUg éveaymuévous

' The instrumental proper all but coincided with the dative in form
throughout the sing. of the 1st and 2nd decl., so that the still surviving
dative of instrument may in these declensions be regarded as the ancient case:
the comitative "with," however, was always expressed by a preposition, except
in the idiom a¥T0ig dvdpdot, and the "military dative.'

? Note that the fo case also disappeared, the "terminal acculsative" seen in
ire Romam,. The surviving Greek cases thus represent purely grammatical
relations, those of subject, object, possession, remoter object, and instrument.

*I should not wish to exclude the possibility that this év, although correct
vernacular Greek, came to be used rather excessively by translators from
Hebrew, or by men whose mother tongue was Aramaic. The use would be
explained on the same lines as that of 1809 on p. 11.
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€v Tiow ayvorpao. In Par P 22 (ii/B.C.) we have T® Ap@
Sto\uBfvat, while the contemporary 28 has Stalvépevar év
T@ \Mp@. What gave birth to this extension of the uses
of év? It seems certainly to imply a growing lack of
clearness in the simple dative, resulting in an unwilling-
ness to trust it to express the required meaning without
further definition. We may see in the multiplied use of pre-
positions an incipient symptom of that simplification of cases
which culminates in the abbreviated case system of to-day.
Decay of the The NT student may easily overlook the
Dative :— fact that the dative has already entered
the way that leads to extinction. I take
a page at random from Mk in WH, and count 21 datives
against 23 genitives and 25 accusatives. A random page
from the Teubner Herodotus gives me only 10, against
23 and 29 respectively one from Plato 11, against 12
and 25. Such figures could obviously prove nothing con-
clusive until they were continued over a large area, but
they may be taken as evidence that the dative is not dead
Uses with yet. Taking the NT as a whole, the dative
Prepositions. with prepositions falls behind the accusative
and genitive in the proportion 15 to 19 and
17 respectively. This makes the dative considerably more
prominent than in classical and post-classical historians.'
The preponderance is, however, due solely to év, the commonest
of all the prepositions, outnumbering eig by about three to
two: were both these omitted, the dative would come down
to 2 Y4 in the above proportion, while the accusative would still
be 10. And although év, has greatly enlarged its sphere of
influence” in the NT as compared with literary Kowr, we

! Helbing, in Schanz's Beitrage, No. 16 (1904), p. 11, gives a table for the
respective frequency of dat., gen., and accus. with prepositions, which works out
for Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon, taken together,at 1 : 12 : 3 ; for
twelve post-classical historians, from Polybius to Zosimus, at 1 : 15 : 24.

? This is well seen by comparing the statistics of Helbing, pp. 8 f. He gives
the figures for the three favourite prepositions of the historians. ’Ev is one of
the three in every author except Polybius, Diodorus, and Josephus; eig falls out
of the list in Eusebius only. The total occurrences of eig in the three classical
historians amount to 6,531, those of év to 6,031; while in the twelve Hellenistic
writers eig comes to 31,651, and év, to only 17,130. Contrast the NT, where
elg is preferred to év, only in Mk and Heb, and the total occurrences amount to
1,743 and 2,698 respectively. See the list in p. 98 below: note there also the
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find very clear examples of eig encroaching on its domain.*
There are many NT passages where a real distinction between
elg and év is impossible to draw without excessive subtlety,
for which all the motive is gone when we find in MGr o016
with accusative ( = eig T6v) the substitute for the now obsolete
dative; while the language in its intermediate stages steadily
tends towards this ultimate goal.' By the side of this we
may put the disappearance of vné with the dative, the
accusative serving to express both motion and rest: in the
classical historians the dative is nearly as frequent as the
accusative, and some of their successors, notably Appian and
Herodian, made it greatly outnumber its rival--see Helbing,
op. cit., p. 22. Similarly tpdg with dative stands in NT in
the ratio of less than 01 to mpdg with accusative: in the three
classical historians it averages nearly 12; in the later twelve,
01 again. 'Eni, and mapd are the only prepositions in which
the use with three cases is really alive; and even éni, rather
illustrates our tendency than contradicts it—see p. 107.
Other cases We pass on to other symptoms of sen-
substituted. escence in the dative. In the papyri there
are some clear examples of an accusative
expressing point of time instead of duration (see CR xviii.
152); and in Ac 20" and Jn 4, Rev 3° we may recognise the
same thing.> Of course the dative of "time when" was still
very much more common. There were not wanting, indeed,
instances where a classical use of the accusative, such as that of
specification (Goodwin Greek Gram. § 1058), has yielded to a
dative of reference (instrumental).” We have examples of
its survival in Jn 6'° a/ (WM 288 £.); but, as in the papyri,
the dative is very much commoner. The evidence of the
decay of the dative was examined with great minuteness by
F. Krebs in his three pamphlets, Zur Rection der Casus in der
spateren historischen Gracitat (1887-1890). He deals only

marked drop in the total for éni which in the twelve writers of literary Koty
comes not far behind év, (14,093).

' See below, p. 234.

? Thus OP 477 (ii/A.D.) 10 mépntov €T1og, "in the fifth year"—a recurrent
formula. Add Gen 43'® (Dieterich, Unters. 151). With (ifpow, however, the
use began in classical times: see Blass 94. See also p. 245.

> Of CR. xv. 438, xviii. 153, and the useful Program b Compernass, De
Sermome Gr. Volg. Pisidiae Phrygiaeque meridionalis, pp. 2 . [* See p. 245.



64 A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

with the literary Ko1v1j; but we may profitably take up his
points in order and show from the NT how these tendencies

of the artificial dialect are really derived from the vernacular.
Krebs starts with verbs which are beginning to take the
accusative, having been confined to the dative in the earlier
language. The distinction in meaning between transitive

verbs and verbs whose complement was properly instrumental
(as with y p&oBa--which itself takes an abnormal accus. in

1 Co 7°"),? or the dative of person interested, inevitably faded
away with time, and the grammatical distinction became
accordingly a useless survival. Of Krebs' exx., moNepéiv

takes accus. also in vernacular, éve8petetv and edSokeiv in the
NT; but EeviceoBat, dnavTay and vmavTav retain the dative
there.! The movement was accompanied with various

symptoms of reaction. Ilpookvuvéiv in the NT takes the

dative about twice as often as the accusative.” The phrase
napaBdileoBat 19 Yuy 1 (Polybius) is matched in respect of
its innovating dative by TapaBoreveo8at in Phil 2°°. We

will dismiss the decay of the dative with the remark that

the more illiterate papyri and inscriptions decidedly show it
before the NT had acquired any antiquity. The schoolboy

of OP 119, referred to already (p. 28), uses o€ for oot after
ypAdw; while later samples (see CR as above) include such
monstrosities as Tivi \éyov, GOV T@V vidV, Y apileTe énod.”
Dittenberger would actually recognise the same thing in

OGIS 17 *ABnvér Swreipa Nikn kai Baoihéwg ITolepaiov.
But at the beginning of i1 B.C. this confusion is surely
unthinkable, and there is a curious asyndeton left: should

the kai, be transposed?” Even OP 811 (A.D. 1), eﬁxaploﬂﬁv
‘Eppinmov, seems much too early to be intentional. We may
follow Krebs further as he shows the encroachments of the
accusative upon the genitive, and upon the field of verbs

which were formerly intransitive. It will be seen that the

' Also, we may add, ne1Bapy €iv, which takes a gen. (like dkovw) in Tb P 104
(i/B.C.), OP 265 (i/A.D.), and the "Gadatas" inscr. (Michel 32). For the dat.,
as in NT, cf Magn. 114, etc. EbSok€iv. acc. is only in a quotation (Mt 12'%).
? Contrast the inscriptions: see CR xv. 436. But note Par P 51 (ii/B.C.)
Tva mpookuvviong adTéy ? See other exx. in Dieterich, Unters. 150.
*D.'s further ex., No. 87 (iii/B.C.) Onép Baoiréws . . . kai Baocinicong. . .
koi TTTolepoiwt T@1 Vi seems merely a mason's carelessness. See his note on
No. 364 (18 B.C.), and exx. in his hide, p. 238. [*" See p. 245.



SYNTAX: THE NOUN. 65

NT does not tally in details with the literary Kotvrj, though

it independently shows the same tendencies at work. In

Accusative gains  his second part Krebs turns to the genitive.

from genitive, The first verb in which we are interested is
the late compound dne\nitetv, [which gene-

rally takes acc. instead of the natural gen. This it seems

to do in Lk 6>, if we read pndéva with X etc. and the

Lewis Syriac:' so Ti WHmg RVmg. Kpatéiv (Krebs

i1. 14) takes the gen. only 8 times in N'T, out of 46 occur-

rences, but Sraéperv ("surpass") has gen. always.  'Ev-

TpémeBau (p. 15) takes only the acc.,” and so does KAjpoVoOpELY.

Apdoaoopar (p. 17) has the acc. in the only place where it

occurs (1 Co 3", altered from LXX).’Em1Bup@ may be added

to this list, if we may follow BD al. in Mt 5**. Add likewise

the sporadic exx. of acc. with verbs of filling (Rev 17° al.;

see Blass 102): Thumb observes (7ThLZ 422) that

the usage lives on in MGr.? There follows a category

from intransitive of intransitive verbs which in Hellenistic

construction, have begun to take a direct object in the
acc. Of these we recognise as NT examples

évepye‘w (six times), ocvvepy€iv, (in Rom 8% AB and Origen),

TAeovekTELV (four times, and once in passive), and y opnyé€iv.

and from dat. The third part of Krebs' work' deals with
and gen. after compound verbs and their cases. Here
compounds. TPoT PwVELV c. acc. may claim 6", but it

has the dat. four times; 157t0Tpéxew has acc.
in its only occurrence; énépxeoem, has only dat. or prepositional
phrase; kaTaBap€Eiv occurs once, ¢. acc.; KATANQNELY takes gen. in
NT, but is once passive, as is KLTATOVELV in its tWo occurrences;
while kaT1oy berv shows no sign of the acc. construction.

Limits of the It would of course be easy to supplement
blurring of old. from the NT grammar these illustrations of
distinctions. a general tendency, but exhaustive discussion

is not needed here. We must (proceed to
note a few special characteristics of the individual cases as
they appear in NT Greek, in uses deviating from earlier

' Mn8¢év, if not to be read undév', is an internal accus., nil desperantes.

* A passage from Dionysius (Krebs 16), olite 8¢iov dopn6évTeg Y 6 ov olite
dvBpwrivny évtpanévTeg véueoy, bears a curiously close resemblance to Lk 18,

? See further, p. 235.
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language. Before doing so, however, we must make some
general observations, by way of applying to noun syntax the
principles noted above, p. 20. We should not assume, from
the evidence just presented as to variation of case with verbs,
that the old distinctions of case-meaning have vanished, or
that we may treat as mere equivalents those constructions
which are found in common with the same word. The very
fact that in Jn 4” mpookvvéiv is found with dat. and then
with acc. is enough to prove the existence of a difference,
subtle no doubt but real, between the two, unless the writer
is guilty of a most improbable slovenliness. The fact that

the maintenance of an old and well-known distinction between
the acc. and the gen. with dkotw saves the author of Ac 9’
and 22° from a patent self-contradiction, should by itself be
enough to make us recognise it for Luke, and for other writers
until it is proved wrong. So with the subtle and suggestive
variation in Heb 6*" from gen. to acc. with yetveoBar."
Further, the argument that because eig often denotes rest

in or at, and sometimes represents that motion fowards (as
distinguished from motion to) which may perhaps have been
the primitive differentia of the dat., therefore it is immaterial
whether eig or év or the simple dat. be used with any par-
ticular word, would be entirely unwarrantable. It depends
upon the character of the word itself. If its content be
limited, it may well happen that hardly any appreciable
difference is made by placing it in one or another of cer-

tain nearly equivalent relations to a noun. But if it is a

word of large content and extensive use, we naturally expect
to find these alternative expressions made use of to define the
different ideas connected with the word they qualify, so as to
set up a series of phrases having a perfectly distinct meaning.
In such a case we should expect to see the original force of
these expressions, obsolete in contexts where there was no-

" To illustrate with a lexical example, we need not think that the evidence
which proves épwTav in the vernacular no longer restricted to the meaning
question (cf Expos. vi. viii. 431), compromises the antithesis between the verbs
in In 167, rightly given by RVmg. Our English ask is the complete equivalent
of the Hellenistic épwTdv; and if we translated aiTrjonTe by some other word, say
beg or petition, we should naturally take ask to mean question there. See West-
cott or Milligan-Moulton in loc., or Loisy, Le Quatribne Eeangile, p. 789.

* See p. 245.
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thing to quicken it, brought out vividly where the need of a

distinction stimulated it into new life. A critical example

is afforded by the construction of 1o TeVw, as to which Blass

Construction of  (p. 110) declares that (beside the prepositional

T TeVW., construction, with the meaning "believe in")
it takes the dat. "passim even in the sense

'to believe in,' as in Ac 5% 18°."" Again, p. 123, "mioTetbev

elg alternates with mioT. év (Mk 1"°) and moT. éni, in

addition to which the correct classical Tio 1. Tivi appears."

Let us examine this. In classical Greeks as LS observe,

"the two notions [believe and believe in] run into each

other." To be unable to distinguish ideas so vitally different

in the scheme of Christianity would certainly have been a

serious matter for the NT writers. Blass allows that with

the preposition the meaning is believe in. Is this meaning

ever found with the simple dat., or is mioTeverv TIVi appro-

priated entirely for the other idea? The answer must, it

would seem, come from examination of the NT passages,

rather than from outside. There are about forty occurrences

of mioTeverv with dat., apart from those where the verb means

entrust. 1t will be admitted that in the great majority of

these passages the meaning is believe. There remain a few

passages where the alternative is arguable, such as Jn 5°*°®

(in which the Ndyog just preceding shows that believe is more

appropriate), 8°' (where the variation from the previous 7. eig

cannot be merely accidental), Ac 5'* (where the dat. may be

construed with TpooeTiBevTo, as in RV), 16>* and 18° (where

accepting the truth of God's word satisfies the connexion).

(See p. 235.) It might be said that the influence of the

LXX tends to weaken the normal distinction in the phrase

7. T Be®@. But it is very clear that the LXX is not re-

sponsible for the NT use of mioTeverv. The only pre-

positional phrase used in the LXX is that with which

is itself very rare, and this occurs in only one NT passage,’

Mk 1", where there can be little doubt hat Deissmann

is right’ in translating " believe in (the sphere of)* the

" The second passage is dropped in 2, but not in the English edition.

* Eph 1" is only an apparent exception, for the second év ¢ is assimilated to
the first, and its sense is determined by éoppayio@nte. (IL éni oe in Wis 12°.)

* In Christo 46 f Cf Gal 3*' (B) év vépw. [* See p. 245.
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Gospel": he compares 1 Th 32, Rom 19, 2 Co8'® 1014, etc.

The construction Tio-T. éni, which outside John is commoner
than eig, is found in Is 2816, where B omits éni, and conformity
to the NT application of the passage may well have occasioned
its insertion in RXAQ. It would seem therefore as if the
substitution of eig or éni, for the simple dative may have ob-
tained currency mainly in Christian circles, where the import-
ance of the difference between mere belief ('? 1" N11) and personal
trust (2 "M) was keenly realised. The prepositional construc-
tion was suggested no doubt by its being a more literal
translation of the Hebrew phrase with 2. But in itself it

was entirely on the lines of development of the Greek

language, as we have seen. There was, moreover, a fitness

in it for the use for which it was specialised. To repose

one's trust upon God or Christ was well expressed by mioTevetv
the dative suggesting more of the state, and the accus-

ative more of the initial act of faith; while eig recalls at once
the bringing of the soul into that mystical union which Paul
loved to express by év Xp1oT@. But as between éni, and

cis, we may freely admit that it is not safe to refine too

much: the difference may amount to little more than that
between our own believe on and believe in.' The really im-
portant matter is the recognition of a clear distinction between
believe on or in and believe with the dative simply.”

" For a closely allied equivalence, cf that of év and émi 7@ évépaT, as de-
monstrated by Heitmuller, /m Namen Jesu (1903), 1. ch. i.

? We may give a table of the constructions of mioTebw, when not absolute, and
not= entrust. As elsewhere, it depends on WH text, ignoring passages in [[ ]].

c. €15 c. émi c. &V c. dat. Total.
dat acc.
Mt 1 — 1 -- 4 6
Mk. — — — 1 1 2
Lk and Ac 3 1 4 — 9 17
Jnand 1 Jn. 37 — — — 18 55
Paul 3 4 2 — 6 15
Jas — — — — 1 1
1 Pet 1 1 — — — 2
Total 45 6 7 1 39 98

1 Jn 4'® is omitted, as éyvukapev determines the construction; also Ac 5" and
Eph 1", for reasons given above. See Thumb, Neue Jahrb. 1906, p. 253.
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Special. uses We have still to gather some noteworthy
of the Cases:-- points in the use of the cases, particularly
Nominative. the Nominative, on which nothing has been

said hitherto. The case has a certain tend-
ency to be residuary legatee of case-relations not obviously
appropriated by other cases. We have its use as the name-
case, unaltered by the construction of the sentence, in Rev
9'!': the fact that this has classical parallels (see Blass 85)
is perhaps only accidental, for we have already seen that
ungrammatical nominatives are prevalent in Rev (see p. 9),
and the general NT usage is certainly assimilation (Mt 1%,
Mk 3'®, Ac 27"). The classical parallels may serve for a
writer such as Luke, if we are to write éxai1wv in Lk
19 21%". In WH and the RV it is é\ou@v, gen. pl., and so
Blass. We noted above (p. 49) the conclusive evidence which
compels us to accept the noun éxowiv, olivetum, as a word
current in the Kowj. WH (4pp” 165) regard the presence
of "Exau@vog in Ac 1'% as corroborating the argument drawn
from the unambiguous 70 §pog T@V éhou@y. Tertullian's in
Elaeonem secedebat, the prevalence of olivetum in the Latin
versions, and the new fact (unknown to WH) that éxautiv is
a word abundantly occurring in the vernacular, may together
perhaps incline us rather to the other view, with Deissmann,
Tischendorf, Tregelles, and Weiss (cf W. F. Moulton's note in
WM 227). Certainly, if we were forced to emend on
conjecture, to substitute’Exat@va. in Lk /L.cc. in one of which
places the initial o.. following makes it especially easy—would
cause much less disturbance than to force Blass é\oi@v
upon Acts and Josephus. (See further on p. 235.)
"Nominativus The nominative which stands at the

Pendens. head of a clause without construction is

a familiar phenomenon hardly needing to
be illustrated: it is one of the easiest of anacolutha,
and as much at home in English as in Greek. The
special case in which the participle is concerned will en-
gage our attention later (p. 225). Typical text. are Lk 2'°,
Ac 7% Mt 5" D (6 8é wv . . . deg abT@—a plausible
reading, as T@ BéNoVTL, is an easy correction), 1 Jn 2%
Rev 2%, etc. Note Mt 17'* and Mk 1** in D.

The parenthetic nominative in expressions of time is well
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seen in Mt 1532, Mk 82, also Lk 9*°. In popular Attic the
construction goes as far back as v/B.C." Viteau (Sujet 41) cites
Parenthetic Eccles 2'° (note emendation in A and X°*) and

Nominative Jos 1'!. On the latter Nestle notes (Exp T
xvi. 429) that B (é11 uépat Tpéig kai dia-

BaiveTe) gives the rationale.” Deissmann adds from the Acta

Pauli et Theclae (in OP p. 9) uépar yap 13N Tpéig kai vikTeg

Tp€ig Oéxha oUK éyﬁyep‘ral.z We must leave it an open ques-

tion whether Ac 57 (see p. 16) belongs to this category: it

means an isolated return to the construction of éyéverto which

Luke used in his Gospel, but then abandoned. This may not

however be quite decisive. The use of parenthetic nominat-

ives appears in the papyri most abundantly in descriptions

with 0ONY] or yeiToves. Thus ”eikéveg"z will run, "to A.,

long-faced, straight-nosed, a scar on his right wrist"; and a

piece of land or a house is inventoried with " belonging to

A., its neighbours on the south the open street, on the west

the house of B."—all nominatives without construction. We

compare such examples as Jn 1°,

Articular There is a very marked increase in the
Nominative use of the articular nominative in address.
in address. Nearly sixty examples of it are found in the

NT. There seems no sufficient reason for
assigning any influence to the coincident Hebrew use, for
classical Greek shows the idiom well established. The rough
and peremptory tone which characterises most of the other
examples seems to have disappeared. Contrast the Aristo-
phanic 6 Taig dkohotBet, "you there! the lad, I mean"
(Blass), with the tender 1) To(ig ’e’yelpe2 in Lk 8% we may
still recognise a survival of the decisiveness of the older use.
Descriptiveness, however, is rather the note of the articular
nom. of address in the NT: so in Lk 1232, In 193, where we
may represent the nuance by "Fear not, you little flock!
"Hail, you 'King'!" In the latter passage we can easily
feel the inappropriateness of the Baoihed found in X, which

would admit the royal right, as in Ac 26" Its appearance

! Meisterhans® 203. See CR xvii. 197, where Cronert reads in BM ii. 299
(no. 417—iv/A.D.) éme1dn) doy ON® éNBiV mpog oév avTé (=-ai) Nuépe, "his diebus"
—a violent example if true. Cfp. 11 n.1 ad fin. [a See p. 245.
? See p. 235.
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in Mk 15'% is merely a note of the writer's imperfect
sensibility to the more delicate shades of Greek idiom.
Vocative.  Note that Lk, and perhaps Mt (XAL), cor-

rect Mk here. The anarthrous nom. should
probably be regarded as a mere substitute for the vocative,
which begins from the earliest times to be supplanted by
the nominative. In MGr the forms in -€ are practically the
only separate vocatives surviving. Hellenistic has little
more, retaining some in -a and —e®, with the isolated ydvou,
ndTep, and BUyaTep; but the nom. is beginning to assert

itself even here, for na‘rﬁpla and BuydTnp are well attested
(see the evidence in Blass 86 n.). The vocative itself need
not detain us, the presence or absence of @ being the only
feature calling for comment. In the Lucan writings only is
the interjection used in the classical manner without emphasis.
Elsewhere it is mostly used as we use 0, except that this is
with us appropriate in prayer, from which it is markedly
absent in the NT, though not entirely in the translation
Greek of the OT. The progressive omission of & is not wholly
easy to explain, for the classical examples (see Gerth's
Kuhner’ § 357. 4) show that the simple voc. has normally
a touch of dignity or reserve. A specially good ex. occurs in
Plato Crito 52A, To0TO1S 31 DOopey Kl 8¢, SWKPATES, TAIS
aitiaig évéEeoBau, where "the effect of omitting @ is to
increase the impressiveness, since W SulkpaTeg is the regular
mode of address: in English we obtain the same effect by
exactly the opposite means" (Adam). NT use has thus
approximated to our own, and may well have travelled upon
the same path without any outside interference, such as A.
Buttmann would find in Latinism.’

Common to nominative and accusative is the use of eig
with acc. to replace a predicate, in such phraes as elvou eig

and &yeipew eig (Ac 87 13*). This cannot fairly be described

" There seems no adequate reason to write mdTnp, as WH (4pp” 165).
2J. A. Scott, in AJP xxvi. 32-43, has a careful study of the classical use
of ). He shows that &, "with the vocative was familiar, and was not freely
used until the familiar language of comedy, dialectic, and the law courts became
the language of literature, when the vocative rarely appears without the inter-
jection." The Attic sermo valgaris in this case did not determine the usage of
the Hellenistic vernacular. [* See p. 245.
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as a Hebraism, for the vernacular shows a similar extension
of the old use of eig, expressing destination: so for example
Predicates KP 46 (ii/A.D.), ’éoxov nop VU@V eig dd(vetov)
with eig. oméppaTa, a recurrent formula. It is obvious

that "I received it as a loan" and "for a

loan" do not differ except in grammar. The fact that this

elg is mainly found in translation falls into line with other

phenomena already discussed—the overdoing of a correct

locution in passages based on a Semitic original, simply

because it has the advantage of being a literal rendering.

Genitive. We may pass over the accusative, as

little remains to be said of it except on

points of detail. As to the genitive, readers of Winer will

perhaps hardly need reminding now-a-days that to call the

case "unquestionably the whence-case" is an utterly obsolete

procedure. The Greek genitive is syncretic (cf p. 61); and

the ablative, the only case which answers to Winer's "case

of proceeding from or out of," is responsible for a part of the

uses of the genitive in which it was merged. Most of the

ordinary divisions of the case we find still in extensive use.

The objective gen. is very prominent, and exegesis has often

to discuss the application of this or the subjective label to a

particular phrase. It is as well to remember that in Greek

this question is entirely one of exegesis, not of grammar.

There is no approximation to the development by which we

have restricted the inflexional genitive in our language almost

entirely to the subjective use. The partitive gen. is largely

replaced by the abl. with dmé or éx,” but is still used freely,

sometimes in peculiar phrases. In Mt 28’ (RV) we have

0\é with this gen.,"late on the sabbath:" ¢f Tb P 230 (ii/B.C.)

Oitepov THig Wpag, and Par P 35, 37 (ii/B.C.) 8¢ Tfig Wpag, and

Philostratus (ap. Blass 312) 6yé Tov Tpwik@v, "at a late

stage in the Trojan war." This last writer however has also

0\é ToOTWY, “after these thing,” and Blass now (/.c.) adopts

this meaning in Mt, giving other quotations. This use of

after involves an ablative gen., "late from." There

remains the vespere sabbati of the Latt. and the Lewis Syr.,

favoured by Weiss, Wright, etc. Since 6\é could be used

practically as au indeclinable noun (see Mk 1 al), this seems

a natural development, but the question is not easy to

* See p 245.
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decide.' How freely the partitive gen. was used in the Koivn
may be seen in passages like Ac 21 16, where it is subject of a
sentence. See WM 253 for classical parallel: add OGIS 56
0 TPOMYTNS §) TAV . . . 1epéwv . . . oloet. How unnecessary
it was there for Dittenberger to insert Tig, may be seen from
the standing phrase 0 3€iva T@V (pilwv, " X., one of the Privy
Council" (as Par P 15 (i/B.C.), etc.).
Genitive of The papyri show us abundantly the
Time and Place. genitive of time and place like véTov "on
the south," étoug B "in the 2nd year." It
comes most naturally from the simplest of all genitives, that
of possession, "belonging to"; but the abl. is possible, as we
find the place idea expressed in Rev 21" by dno véTou.
"Time or place within which"—cf Tod §vTog unvég "within
the current month," FP 124 (ii/A.D.)—is the normal differentia
of this genitive, which has thus perhaps its closest affinity
with the partitive. For time, this genitive is common in
NT, as in phrases like vukT4s, y eip@vos, §pOpov Babéws, ToD
Nowrnod. For place, we have mostly stereotyped words and
phrases like moiag Lk 519, and ancient words like a0T0D,
nod. It is strange that the commentators and grammarians

have so much neglected the difficult gen. in Ac 19%°. Dr
Knowling merely declines Hackett's suggestion that’Eécov
and ndong THs Aoiag depend on &y ov, for which however
we might quote a good parallel in Sophocles OT 236 (see
Jebb). The gloss éwg (D), "within," may possibly express
the meaning; but the vernacular supplies no parallel, except
the stereotyped phrases for points of the compass, nor was it
ever normal in classical Greek after the Epic period: see the
exx., nearly all poetical, in Kuhner-Gerth i. 384 f. On the
whole, one feels disposed to make 35x)\ov responsible after all.
The question of Hebraism is raised again by the genitive
of definition. Some of the "long series of phrases" coming

" See below, p. 101, for a construction which may be parallel. There is a
rote in Dalman's Gram. d. jud,.-pal. Aram. p. 197, in which Lightfoot's *pB 722
(Hor. Hebr. 500) is tentatively approved as the original of 6\sé. The phrase
"means always the time immediately after the close of the Sabbath." In Mt 28',
accordingly, "at most a late hour of the night would. be designated: the term
is impossible for dawn. A reckoning of the Sabbath from sunrise to sunrise
(Weiss in loc.) is unheard of."
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under this head "obviously take their origin from Hebrew,"
says Blass (p. 98). The poetical examples collected in
Genitive of Jebb's note on Sophocles, Antig. 114 (or
Definition. more fully in Kuhner-Gerth, 1. 264), include
some which are quite as remarkable as the
"Hebraisms" quotable from the NT. Thus kap3ia movnpd
anioTiag (Heb 312) will pair off well with T6Tov3e TOAUNS.
npdowmnov (Soph. OT 533). That many of these phrases
really are literal translations from the Hebrew need not be
questioned; and if an existing usage was available for the
purpose, we can understand its being overstrained. Our
only concern is with passages where no Semitic original
1s admissible. In these it seems fair to assume that the
poetical phraseology of the Attic period had come down
into the market-place, as happened also, for example, in
dreipacTog kak@v Jas 17, dkatandoToug (p. 47) dpapTias.
2 Pet 214, which have plentiful illustration from papyri.1
Genitive The rapid extension of the genitive
Absolute. absolute is a very obvious feature of Hel-
lenistic Greek—so obvious, indeed, that we
are not tempted to dwell on it here. In the papyri it may
often be seen forming a string of statements, without a finite
verb for several lines. We also find there a use frequently
seen in the NT—e.g., in Mt 1'° 8' 9" Mk 17!, Lk 127, Ac
2217, etc.--the gen. abs. referring to a noun or pronoun already
in the sentence, without any effort to assimilate the cases.’
Rarely in NT, but frequently in papyri, we find a participle
standing by itself in gen. abs. without a noun or pronoun in
agreement: thus Mt 1714, Ac21’'. A violent use occurs in
Heb 8° (LXX) &v fiuépa émihaBopévou pov: so Blass, but
the construction was probably suggested immediately by the
original Hebrew. Westcott compares Barn 27 2y Nuépa evret-
apévou oov avT®@. The old accus. abs., belonging to impersonal
verbs, has vanished except in the word Tuy 6v "perhaps" (1 Co
166): Blass points out how Luke avoids it in Ac 2330, where
classical Greek would demand unvu6év, c. acc. et inf. The papyri
show é&6vTog passim for the classical é6v, it being allowed.

" See p. 235.
* Cf exx. from Polybius in Kalker 281; and below, p. 236.
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One example of a noteworthy pure dative, the dativus
incommode; may be briefly referred to. In Rev 2>10 €pyopat,
oot is used rather markedly in place of €. npég oe: a reason

Dative of for the peculiar phraseology is offered in
Disadvantage.  J7S1iii. 516. It should however be added

now that the very phrase occurs in a recently
published papyrus, BU 1041 (ii/A.D.), an illiterate document,
with context less clear than we should like. See p. 245.

Datives of Side by side with the common locative
time, reference, dative of time (point of time), we have an
accompaniment. instrumental dative of extension of time,

which is not always easy to distinguish from
it. Thus in Lk 8% TANOiS ¥ povorg is "oftentimes" (loc.)
in RV text, "of a long time" (instr.) in mg. The latter,
which is clearly found in y pévw ikav®d Lk 8%, and \POvo1g
aiwviotg Rom 1625, is supported by the recurring formula in

private letters, épp@0Bai oe e{fxoual TOANNO1S Xp(’)vmg.1 The
field of accusative and instrumental is contiguous also in the
"dative of reference": yévet in Mk 726, Ac 4°° al, as in BU 887

(i/A.D.) yéver dpuyiav. Jn 6" affords one of the few NT exx.

of the acc. in similar construction. TP 1 (ii/B.C.) mpoBepn-

K6TaS 718m Toig ¥Teowv (class.), compared with Lk 17% 2°)

shows how the ubiquitous év came in with datives that did

not need it: here we may presume an Aramaic background.

A difficult dative in Rev 84, TAlig Tpooevy dig (RV text "with

the prayers," and so Milligan and Holtzmann), is probably

to be taken as the sociative instrumental: cf BU 6 9 (ii/A.D.)

ds kai droduow oot T@ évytoTa d08noopévw oYwviw, "with

(i.e. at the time of) my next wages." Cf Abbott Joh. Gr. 519.
"Hebraic" Finally, we may speak of one more dative
Dative. use, that of which dkofj dxovoete, Mt 137,

will serve as a type. In giving a list of

these phrases, Blass (p. 119) remarks that "the usage is an

imitation of the Hebrew infinite absolute like D11 NiM, and

is consequently found already in the LXX"; also that " the

analogous classical phrases such as ydpw yapéiv (in true

"'W. Schulze (Gr. Lat. 14) would make Latin responsible for the first start
of this extension. But it must be allowed that the classical phrase T@ ypévw,

"by lapse of time," was capable of giving the impulse. For the antiquity of
this instrumental, see Delbruck, Grundr. § 109. Cf CR xv. 438, xviii. 153.
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wedlock"), puyfj devyewv (‘to flee with all speed’) are only
accidentally similar to these." I should state this rather differ-
ently. It may be allowed that this construction, and that

with the participle (BAémovTeg BAéYeTe) are examples of
"translation Greek." But in what sense are they imitations of
the Hebrew? It seems to me that such a description implies
something much nearer and more literal, such as akovetv

dkoboete. s it then mere adeident that we find the Hebrew
locution represented by Greek which recalls respectively the
ydpw yopéiv and puyf dhedyev quoted by Blass, and the well-
known Aeschylean

ol TpOTO pev PrémovTeg EBAemOV nd TNV,

KADOVTeS 0K Hikovov (P.V. 447 f),
or the Gpebywv ékhedyer of Herodotus? The Greek translator,
endeavouring to be as literal as he could, nevertheless took care

to use Greek that was possible, however unidiomatic’—a
description well suiting the kind of language used in every

age by translators who have gained the conscientious accuracy,
but not the sure-footed freedom, of the mature scholar.

' As we actually find in Jos 17" é£oheBpedoar 8¢ aiTovg 0UK EEwAéBpevTay:
A emends d\eBpetioet. (I owe this to Votaw, p. 56.) ? The idea of these
words became proverbial: cf [Demosthenes] 797, (o Te, T6 THg mapoipiag, OpAVTAS
11| 6pav kai dkotovTag ut dkoveww. Of course the resemblance to Mt Lc. is more
superficial than real, for Aeschylus means "though they saw, they saw in vain."
But there is enough nearness to suggest the NT form as possible Greek. An
exact parallel is quoted by Winer from Lucian (Dial. Marin. iv. 3) 18wv €18ov:
the participle has vanished in the Teubner text, whether with or without MS
authority I cannot stop to examine. It should be made penal to introduce
emendations into classical texts without a footnote! [* See p. 245.
ADDITIONAL NOTES.—The predicative cis occurs in M. Aurelius vi. 42—see
Wilamowitz, Leseb. ii. 198. Marcus at any rate will not be suspected of
Semitism! A similar use of év is quotable from Hb P 42 (iii/B.C.) 8ujoopev év
O etnriuaTt "as a debt." The freedom with which the dative was used in the
days of its obsolescence may be further illustrated with vernacular exx. For
the dat. ethicus cf €ppwaé pot, Tb P 31p, 314 (both ii/A.D). Dat. commodi, BM
iii. p. 1 (iii/B.C.) compel him ékxwpﬁ(rai 1ot TV éu@v pep@v. The instrumental
of time-duration is common. So Polyb. xxxii. 12 ToA\oig xpévors. Syll. 734
(ii/A.D.) mOA\Oig éTedt (TOV S€iva)="long live X!" Str P 22 (iii/A.D. ) 1} yvvr év
T vout yéyovev moA@ xpévw OGIS 710 (ii/A.D.) x pévw [SradhBapé]v dvuipBwoev
(classical). Note the remarkable instr. in Ep. Diogn. 7, & ToUg 00povoiig éKTioev:
see Gildersleeve in loc. Instr. also is PFi 2 (iii/A.D.), we appoint X. in charge of
the gaol ktw3bvw Mu@v kTA. Locative uses are presumable in BM iii. p. 105 (i/A. D. )
éav dpuoTepti kadpaot "is deficient in fuel." OP 742 (2 B. C., With. 94) Tva T4
dvapBdoet avtag dEwpev (1st aor.), "our return." In the same papyrus is a
curious instrumental: mapddog . ..dp1Ou@ avTdg, "carefully counted" (Wilcken).



CHAPTER V.

ADIJECTIVES, PRONOUNS, PREPOSITIONS.

Adjectives :—  THERE is not much to be said under the
"Duality,” head of Adjectives, except on the important
“Duality” question raised by the phenomena

of comparison. The question touches the use of dual
pronouns of the éTepog class, as well as the relation between
comparative and superlative. The abolition of a dis-
tinction between duality and plurality is almost inevitable
sooner or later in language history. English affords us
instructive parallels. The simplicity and convenience of our
suffixes -er and -est have helped to preserve in common speech
the old degrees of comparison. But how often does the man
in the street say "the better of the two"? One would not
like to say offhand how far in this matter modern litera-
ture is impeccable on Lindley Murray rules; but in conver-
sation the most correct of us may at times be caught
tripping, and even when the comparative is used we are most
of us conscious of a kind of pedantic accuracy. That "the
best of the two" is the English of the future is a fairly safe
assertion. Whether, adjectivally, is as archaic as TE(')Tepog:1
when we translate Tiva dno T@v 8vo (Mt 27') by the
archaism "whether of the twain," we are only advertising
the fact that the original was normal speech and our trans-
lation artificial. We have not yet arrived at "either of the
three," but people say "either A. or B. or C." without a
qualm. Of course the first step was taken ages ago in the
extinction of the dual, the survival of which in Germanic

1 . . / .
In twelve papyrus collections there is one occurrence of ToTepog in the

indices, and that is nearly illegible and (to me, at least) quite unintelligible
(AP 135,ii/A.D.). Itis replaced by Tig already in the LXX.

77
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is evidenced, centuries after the NT, by Wulfila's Gothic:

Other modern languages tell the same tale. In the NT the

obsolescence of the superlative, except in the elative sense, is
in Comparison, most marked. It is mere chance that only

one example of the —TaTog superlative has

survived,1 for there are scores of them in the papyri. Of the

genuine superlative sense, however, the examples there are

very rare; practically we may say that in the vernacular

documents the superlative forms are used to express the

sense of our "very." The confusion of comparative and

superlative is well seen in some illiterate papyri, where

phrases like TO péyioTov kat Yvnowwtepov occur. One or

two typical examples of irregular comparatives may be cited

—the references will be found, with other examples, in

CR xv. 439 and xviii. 154. Specially instructive is the

papyrus of the astronomer Eudoxus, written in 1i/B.C. There

we have ka8 v 0 §htos depdpevos Triv pév nuépav Bpay v-

Tépav TOlEL THY 8¢ vUKTA pakpoTépav. The context demands

a superlative, and Blass no doubt rightly assumes that the

author (iv/B.C.) wrote Bpay uTd TN and pakpotdTnv. In that

case the scribe's alteration is very significant. He has in the

same way altered peyioTn to pergover in another place, and

he writes év ékaTépwt TOV Luidiwy for "in each of the

(twelve) signs." In Tb P 33 (ii/B.C.) we have év pei¢ovt

d&ldpaTt, an elative.” It is in fact clear that REYLOTOS is

practically obsolete in Hellenistic: its appearance in 2 Pet

1s as significant as its absence from the rest of the NT.

The Revisers' scrupulous margin in 1 Co 13" and Mt 18"

may be safely dispensed with, on the new evidence. KpetTTtwy

and y eipwv are always strictly comparative in NT, but they

have no superlatives:2 KpdT1oTOS only a title. KpelTTwy

(in adv.) occurs once, in 2 Tim 118, but does not appear in any

of Grenfell and Hunt's papyri, except in an official Ptolemaic

document:’ BérTioTOS (not it NT) has a somewhat better

claim (ter in ii/B.C.).  Aneivwy and dprotog (not NT) appear

occasionally. Note especially OP 716 (ii/A.D.) Trjv dpeivova

" Ac 26", in true superlative sense; this speech is much affected by literary
style.
? See p. 236 below. Tb P 27* (113 B.C.).
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aipeov 3186vT1, "to the highest bidder." Yet dp1oTog is found
in OP 292 (i/A.D.), a vernacular document, bit the sole witness
among the papyri named.’EXdoowv is common, but éxdy10Tog
(a true superl. in 1 Co 159, as in Tb P 24 (ii/B.C.)--an official
document, but in very bad Greek) has not wholly disappeared.
IM\eiwv and TAéioTOg are common, but the latter is generally
elative in the papyri note however Tb P 105 (ii/B.C.) Trjv
éoopévny nheiocTn TiuYjp, and other exx. wlich may support

1Co 147, Mt 11%° may show the elative—"those very

numerous mighty works"; but the other rendering is as good.
15 ~ 18 - e

InJn 1" mpwWTog pov, and 15 " mpwWToVv vuwWv, we have the

superlative ousting the comparative. Winer quotes Aelian

(WM 306), and we can add ood Tp@T6g eipt, from LPw

(ii/iii A.D.—magic).” There seems no longer adequate reason
to question that TpdTepog has here been superseded; for the
great rarity of the comparative form in the papyri reinforces
the natural inference from Jn /l.cc. In the Grenfell-

Hunt volumes it only occurs 9 times, in 7 documents.

The mere use of Tp@TOS Iin Ac 11, it must be allowed, proves
very little as to the author's intention to write a third

treatise. Ramsay himself (Paul, p. 28) admits that the
absence of TpdTepog from the Lucan writings precludes

certainty for the hypothesis. See further p. 236. [* See p. 245.
and in The case 1s not quite so strong for the
Pronouns. pronouns. There are plenty of places where

é1epog, ekdTepog, OTGTEPOS, etc., are used of more
than two, and d\\og of two only; but also places where the

pronouns are used carefully according to classical precedent.

It seems a fair assumption that these words held much the

same relative position as was described just slow for our own

comparative and superlative in phrases like "the better (best)

of two." Educated men would know the distinction and

observe it, unless off their guard. In these cases we must let

the context decide, paying due attention to the degree of

grammatical precision usually attained by each several author.

It is remarkable that in this respect we find Luke by no

means particular. In Lk 8% he actually substitutes éTepog

for the correct dA\og which appears in his presumed source,

Mk 47 (cf Mt 135'8); and in Lk 6° he does not alter ™V
dMMY (crayéval) which appears also in Mt 539, but is corrected
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in Clem. Horn. 15°. This will clearly need remembering

when we examine other "dual” words in Luke.! See pp. 245f.
"And6Tepor = all? A difficulty under this head is raised by

Ac 19'°. The probability that dpgéTepot,
was used for TdvTeg in B 336 (ii/A.D.), and two clear

examples of it in NP 67 and 60 (iV/A.D.),2 with the undeniable
Byzantine use, form a strong temptation where the relief would
be so great.3 I cannot but think that Ramsay is quite right
in saying (Paul, p. 272), "The seven sons in v.14 change in an
unintelligible way to two in v.1-6 (except in the Bezan text)."
Luke must have been a very slovenly writer if he really
meant this, and the Bezan reading of v.14 does not help us to
understand how the more difficult "neutral text" arose if it
really was secondary. On the other hand, Luke is one of
the last NT writers whom we should expect to fall into a
colloquialism of which early examples are so rare: that he
shares the loose use of €Tepog, etc., current in his time, does
nothing to mitigate this improbability. If we are to defend
these verses from Ramsay's criticisms—and in a purely
grammatical discussion we cannot deal with them except on
this side--must we not assume that the original text of v.14
is lost?® If this contained a fuller statement, the abruptness
of T0 Tvedpa T0 TOVMPOV in v."*, and of our dupotépwy,
might be removed without compromising the characteristic
éntd: we might also have a clearer term to describe Sceva's
office. The alternative is to suppose the verses an interpo-
lation from a less educated source, which has been imperfectly
adapted to Luke's style.4

We pass on to the Article, on which there is not very
much to say, since in all essentials its use is in agreement

' Note in the Messenian Sy/l. 653°' (91 B.C.) Tov pév éva. ... 1ov 8 &Ahov,
of two. The aberrant €tepov . . . \\ov Lk 7" B is most simply explained
by supposing that the scribe has found place for two variants. If we press
the reading, the messengers are represented as softening the message, no longer
"another kind of Messiah," but "another of the same kind": cf Gal 19,
The meaning "different" naturally developed out of "the other class (of two),"
and it survived when the normal use of éTepog had faded out. See also p. 246.

2 BU 1057 (13 B. C.) must, I think, be otherwise explained.

? See notes in Expos. VL. viii. 426 and CR xv. 440.

* The Sahidic and some later versions took dpdoTépwy as "all." Were this
better supported, we should find another ex. in Ac 23%. Dr Nestle thinks me

unduly timid as to adopting this interpretation. [al See p. 246.
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with Attic. It might indeed be asserted that the NT is in

this respect remarkably "correct" when compared with the

papyri. It shows no trace of the use of the
The Article:—  article as a relative, which 1s found 1n classical
"Correctness"  Greek outside Attic, in papyri from the ﬁrst,1
of NT Greek. and to some extent in MGr. The papyri

likewise exhibit some examples of the article as demonstra-

tive, apart from connexion with pév or 8¢, whereas the NT

has no ex. beyond the poetical quotation in Ac 177, Further,
we have nothing answering to the vernacular idiom by which
the article may be omitted between preposition and infini-
tive. In family or business accounts among the papyri we
find with significant frequency an item of so much eig n€iv,
with the dative of the persons for whom this thoughtful
provision is made. There are three passages in Herodotus
where dvTi behaves thus: see vi. 32 dvTi elvar, with
Strachan's note, and Goodwin, MT § 803 (see further below,
p. 216). In these three points we may possibly recognise
Ionic influence showing itself in a limited part of the
vernacular; it is at least noteworthy that Herodotus will
supply parallels for them all. The lonic elements in the
Ko were briefly alluded to above (pp. 37 f.), where other
evidence was noted for the sporadic character of these
infusions, and their tendency to enlarge their borders in the
later development of the Common Greek.
Hebraisms We are not much troubled with Hebra-
ism under the article.” Blass (p. 151)
regards as "thoroughly Hebraic" such phrases as npo
npogunov Kupiov, év dpBarpsig nudv, év nuépa dpyfis; but
KT 0lKow aBT@V "is a regular phrase and perhaps not
a Hebraism." Where Semitic originals lie behind out
Greek, the dictum is unobjectionable; but the mere admis-
sion that kaT oikov avT@V is Greek shows how slightly
these phrases diverge from the spirit of the translator's
language. Phrases like Tovg év ofkw, 810 y e1pdg €& oikov,
etc., are recurrent in the papyri, and the extension, such as
it 1s, lies in the addition of a dependent genitive.3 The
principle of "correlation" (on which see the note in WM,

" See Volker 5 f; also CR, xviii. 155.  * See p. 236. * See pp. 99 f.
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p. 175) here supports the strong tendency to drop the
article after a preposition. This is seen working in the
papyri: of Volker, Der Artikel pp. 1 5-1 7. Without laying

Anarthrous down a law that the noun is naturally
Prepositional anarthrous when attached to a preposition,
Phrases we may certainly say that the usage is so pre-

dominant that no refinements of interpreta-
tion are justifiable. Obviously év otkw (Mk 21) isnot "in a

house," nor év dyopa (Lk 732) "in a market-place," nor
év o’nym@, in the current papyrus formula, "in a street." We
say "down town," "on 'Change," "in bed," "from start to

finish."" If we substitute "in my bed," "from the beginning

to the end," we are, it seems, more pictorial; we point, as it

were, to the objects in question. There is nothing indefinite

about the anarthrous noun there; but for some reason the

qualitative aspect of a noun, rather than the deictic, is

appropriate to a prepositional phrase, unless we have special

reason to point to it the finger of emphatic particularisation.

To this Dr Findlay adds the consideration that the phrases

in question are familiar ones, in which triteness has reduced

their distinctiveness, and promoted a tendency to abbreviate.

It would seem that English here is on the same lines as Greek,

which, however, makes the anarthrous use with prepositions

much more predominant than it is with us. Pursuing further
Anarthrous the classes of words in which we insert the
"Headings. in translation, we have the anarthrous use

"in sentences having the nature of headings"
(Hort, 1 Peter, p. 15b). Hort assigns to this cause the
dropped articles before Beod, nvedpaTog and afpaTog in

1 Pet 12; Winer cites the opening words of Mt, Mk, and
Rev. The lists of words which specially affect the dropped

Qualitative article will, of course, need careful examina-
Force in tion for the individual cases. Thus, when
Anarthrous Winer includes maTvjp in his list, and quotes
Nouns. Jn 1'* and Heb 127, we must feel that

in both passages the qualitative force is very apparent-

! According to Ramsay (Paul, p. 195), mapd moTapéy, Ac 16", shows famili-
arity with the locality. To accept this involves giving up évopiopev TPOTEVY NV
€lvau, a step not to be lightly taken. (See further, p. 236.)
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“what son is there whom his father, as a father, does not
chasten?" (On the former passage see RV margin, and

the note in WM 151.) For exegesis, there are few of the
finer points of Greek which need more constant attention
than this omission of the article when the writer would lay

stress on the quality or character of the object. Even the

RV misses this badly sometimes, as in Jn 6%

Proper Names Scholarship has not yet solved completely
the problem of the article with proper names.
An illuminating little paper by Gildersleeve may be referred
to (4JP xi. 483-7), in which he summarises some elaborate
researches by K. Schmidt, and adds notes of his own. He
shows that this use, which was equivalent to pointing at a
man, was originally popular, and practically affects only prose
style. The usage of different writers varies greatly; and the
familiar law that the article is used of a person already
named (anaphoric use), or well known already, is not uni-
formly observed. Deissmann has attempted to define the
papyrus usage in the Berlin Philol. Wochenschrift, 1902,
p. 1467. He shows how the writers still follow the classical
use in the repetition with article of a proper name which on
its first introduction was anarthrous. When a man's father's
or mother's name is appended in the genitive, it normally has
the article. There are very many cases where irregularities
occur for which we have no explanation. See also Volker
p. 9, who notes the curious fact that the names of slaves and
animals receive the article when mentioned the first time,
where personalities that counted are named without the article.
The innumerable papyrus parallels to Tadhog 6 kai IMadiog
(Ac 139) may just be alluded to before we pass from this
subject: see Deissmann BS 313 ff., and Ramsay, CR xix. 429.
Position of The position of the article is naturally
Article. much affected by the colloquial character of
NT language. In written style the ambi-
guous position of elg Tov 8dvaTov, Rom 64, would have been
cleared up by prefixing 100, if the meaning was (as seems

' The marginal reading stood in the text in the First Revision. It is one
among very many places where a conservative minority damaged the work by
the operation of the two-thirds
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probable) "by this baptism in o his death." In most cases,

there is no doubt as to whether the prepositional phrase

belongs to the neighbouring noun. A very curious misplace-

ment of the article occurs in the 0 Kxxog no)\ﬁgl of Jn 12°.

As Sir R. C. Jebb notes on Sophocles, OT 1199 f., the noun

and adjective may be fused into a composite idea; but Jebb's

exx. (like 1 Pet 1'® and the cases cited in W. F. Moulton's

note, WM 166) illustrate only the addition of a second

adjective after the group article-adjective-noun (cf OP 99
--i/A.D.—Tfjg Umapy09ong adT® pNTPIKAS oikiag Tp1oTéYOU).
We cannot discuss here the problem of Tit 213, for we must,

as grammarians, leave the matter open: see WM 162, 156 n.

But we might cite, for what they are worth, the papyri

BU 366, 367, 368, 371, 395 (all vii/A.D.), which attest the
translation "our great God and Saviour" as current among
Greek-speaking Christians. The formula runs év vépoTtt Tod
kupiov kai SeoméTov Incod Xp1oTod T0D Be0y Kai TwTHpPOg
MUY, kai THg Seomoivng NUAV THg dyiag BeoTékovu, KTA. A
curious echo is found in the Ptolemaic formula applied to the
deified kings: thus GH 15 (ii/B.C.), T0D peydhov Beod evep-
vétov kai cwThpos [énidpavods] evyapioTov. The phrase here
is, of course, applied to one person. One is not surprised to

find that P. Wendland, at the end of his suggestive paper

on ZwTNp in ZNTW v. 335 ff., treats the rival rendering

in Tit Lc. summarily as " an exegetical mistake," like the
severance of ToD Beod Mu@v, and cwTfpog 'I. X. in 2 Pet 1
Familiarity with the everlasting apotheosis that flaunts itself

in the papyri and inscriptions of Ptolemaic and Imperial times,
lends strong support to Wendland's contention that Christians,
from the latter part of i/A.D. onward, deliberately annexed for
their Divine Master the phraseology that was impiously

arrogated to themselves by some of the worst of men.

Personal From the Article we turn to the Per-
Pronouns :— sonal Pronouns. A very short excursion
"Semitic here brings us up against another evidence

Redundance."  of "the dependence of [NT] language on

"If it is merely careless Greek, one may compare Par P 607 (ii/B.C.?) dno TGV
TANpwpdTwy dpyaiwv. (On the whole subject, see further p. 236.)

See note in CR xviii. 154a.
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Semitic speech," in the "extraordinary frequency of the
oblique cases of the personal pronouns used without emphasis"
(Blass 164). Dependence on Semitic would surely need
to be very strongly evidenced in other ways before we
could readily accept such an account of elements affecting
the whole fabric of everyday speech. Now a redundance
of personal pronouns is just what we should expect in
the colloquial style, to judge from what we hear in our own
vernacular. (Cf Thumb, Hellen. 108 f.). A reader of the peti-
tions and private letters in a collection of papyri would not
notice any particular difference in this respect from the Greek
of the NT. For example, in Par P 51 GI, (ii/B.C.) we see an
eminently redundant pronoun in dvéyw (=dvoiyw) Todg
o(Barpovsg pov. A specially good case is OP 2 99 (i/A.D.)
Adpnwyt puodnpeuvtii €8wka adT@ . . . Spayuds n: the
syntax is exactly that of Rev 27, etc. Kalkei (Quaest. 274)
quotes 310 kai TANY éneppuiocBnoay 31 TadTa from Polybius,
with other redundances of the kind. Such line as this
from a Klepht ballad (Abbott 42),
Kail OTpiReL TO HOVO TAKL TOU, KAWOEL KO TA HOANIQ TOU

("and he twirls his moustache and dresses his hair") illus-
trates the survival of the old vernacular usage in MGr. In
words like kepar}, where the context generally makes the
ownership obvious, NT Greek often follows classical Greek and
is content with the article. But such a passage as Mt 617,
drenai oov TV keparriv, where the middle voice alone
would suffice (cf p. 236), shows that the language already
is learning to prefer the fuller form. The strength of this
tendency enhances the probability that in Jn 8°° 100 TaTPOS is
"the Father" and not "your father": see Milligan-Moulton.

Emphasis in It is perhaps rather too readily taken for

Nominative.  granted that the personal pronouns must

always be emphatic when they appear in

the nominative case. H. L. Ebeling (Gildersleeve Studies,
p. 240) points out that there is no necessary emphasis in
the Platonic v & éyd, épmy éydl, ws ov Prs, etc.; and
Gildersleeve himself observes (Synt. § 6 9): "The emphasis of
the 1st and 2nd persons is not to be insisted on too much
in poetry or in familiar prose. Notice the frequency of
éyQda, éyQduar." Are we obliged then to see a special
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stress in the pronoun whenever it denotes the Master, like
the Pythagorean ad1og épa? We may perhaps better
describe it as fairly represented to the eye by the capital in
"He," to the ear by the slower pronunciation which reverence
likes to give when the pronoun refers to Christ. Generally
the pronoun is unmistakable emphatic in nom., from Mt 1*'
onwards; but occasionally the force of the emphasis is not
obvious--cf Lk 19%. The question suggests itself whether
we are compelled to explain the difficult 00 €imag and the
like (Mt 26™* 27", Mk 15% Lk 227° 23°, Jn 18”7) by putting
a stress on the pronoun. Can we drop this and translate,
"You have said it," 1.e. "That is right"? It is pointed out
however by Thayer (JBL xiii. 40-49) that the TA\1jv in

Mt 26° is not satisfied by making the phrase a mere

equivalent of "Yes"—to mention only one of the passages

where difficulties arise. We seem thrown back on Thayer's

rendering "You say it," "the word 1s here yours.

“Huéig for ' Eyw? There remains here the difficult question
of the use of Muéig for éyu'). The gram-

marian's part in this problem is happily a small one, and

need detain us only briefly. K. Dick, in his elaborate study

of the question,1 gives a few apposite examples from late

Greek literature and from papyrus letters, which prove

beyond all possible doubt that 7/ and we chased each other

throughout these documents without rhyme or reason. We

may supplement his exx. with a few more references taken at

random. See for example Tb P 58 (ii/B.C.), and AP 130 (i/A.D.

—a most illiterate document): add Tb P 26 (ii/B.C.) vt pot év

ITTolepaider . .. npooénecev Nui v, JHS xix. 92 (ii/A.D.) xdipé

pnot, pfiTep YAukuTdTn, kai PpovTiCeTe NUAV o a év vekpoig, and

BU 449 (ii/iii A.D.) dkotoag 6Tt vwBpedn dywviodpev. For

the grammar of the last ex. cf Par P 43 (ii/B.C.,= Witk.

p. 54 f.) éppwpa 3¢ kavToi, EP 13 (222 B.C.) Ti 8v mo0dvTeg

yapigoipny, al. Dick succeeds in showing—so Deissmann

thinks—that every theory suggested for regularising Paul's

use of these pronouns breaks down entirely. It would seem

that the question must be passed on from the grammarian to

! Der schriftstellerische Plural bei Paulus (1900), pp. 18 if. See also
Deissmann's summary of this book, Theol. Rundschau v. 65.
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the exegete; for our grammatical material gives us not the
slightest evidence of any distinction between the two
numbers in ordinary writing. It is futile to argue from
Latin to Greek, or we might expect help from Prof. Conway's
careful study of nos in Cicero's Let‘cers;1 but the tone of
superiority, in various forms, which the nos carries, has no
parallel in Greek.
Reflexive The reflexive pronouns have developed
Pronoun. some unclassical uses, notably that in the
plural they are all fused in to the forms
originally appropriated to the third person. The presence
or absence of this confusion in the singular is a nice test of
the degree of culture in a writer of Common Greek. In the
papyri there are examples of it, mostly in very illiterate docu-
ments,2 while for the plural the use is general, beginning to

appear even in classical times.” This answers to what we

find in the NT, where some seventy cases of the plural occur
without a single genuine example of the singular;4 late
scribes, reflecting the developments of their own time, have
introduced it into Jn 18°* and Rom 13° (Gal 514). As in the
papyri, éavTolg sometimes stands for dAATAovg,” and some-
times is itself replaced by the personal pronoun. In
translations from Semitic originals we may find, instead of
€auT4Y, a periphrasis with \pvxﬁ;s thus Lk 925, compared
with its presumed original Mk 8°°. But this principle will
have to be most carefully restricted to definitely translated
passages; and even there it would be truer to say that éavTév
has been levelled up to THjv Yyuymv avTod, than that Yoy 1

has been emptied of meaning.

"Exhausted" In one class of phrases eavTod is used
eavTod and without emphasis, in a way that brings up the
13105, discussion of its fellow ¥310¢.” In sepulchral

inscriptions we find a son describing his

! Transactions of Cambridge Philological Society, v. i., 1899.

?See CR xv. 441, xviii. 154, Mayser 304. It is rather perplexing to find it
in literature: e.g. Lucian, Dial. Marin. iv. 3; Polybius 10; Marcus vii.
13; Aristeas 215.

? Polybius always uses a0T1@v (Kalker, Quaestiones, p.

*In 1 Co 10* éavTod="one's."

> See J. A. Robinson, Study of the Gospels, p. 114.

% On the shorter forms adT0D, etc. see Mayser 305 ff. [*" See p, 240.
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father as 0 maTYip, 0 18105 TATYpP, Or 0 €LTOD MATHP, and the
difference between the three is not very easily discernible.

In a number of these inscriptions contained in vol. iii. of the
IMA. I count 21 exx. with 1310g, 10 with éavTod, and 16
with neither. The papyrus formula used in all legal

documents where a woman is the principal, viz. peta Kvpiou
T0D €avTHg AVSpbg (dSehhod, etc.), gives a parallel for this
rather faded use of the reflexive. It starts the more

serious question whether 1310g is to be supposed similarly
weakened in Hellenistic. This is often affirmed, and is
vouched for by no less an authority than Deissmann (BS

123 £.). He calls special attention to such passages in the

LXX as Job 24'* (otkwv i8iwv), Prov 27" (Tod i8iov oikov),
9'* (ToD €éauTod dumeN@VoS. . . Tod i8iov yewpyiov), 22
(13101 SeoméTaug), in which the pronoun has nothing what-
ever answering to it in the original. He reminds us that

the "exhausted 1310g" occurs in writers of the literary

Koy, and that in Josephus even oik€éiog comes to share this
weakening: a few Attic inscriptions from i/B.C. (Meisterhans’
235) show 1810g with the like attenuated content. Our
inference must be that in Ac 24** Luke is not ironically
suggesting the poverty of Felix's title, and that in Mt 22

there is no stress on the disloyal guest's busying himself with
his own farm instead of someone else's. (Cf p. 237 below.)
Perhaps, however, this doctrine of the exhausted 1810¢ is

in some danger of being worked too hard. In CR xv.

440 f. are put down all the occurrences of 1310g in BU vols.

1. and ii., which contain nearly 700 documents of various
antiquity. It is certainly remarkable that in all these

passages there is not one which goes to swell Deissmann's

list. Not even in the Byzantine papyri have we a single

case where 1810¢ is not exactly represented by the English
own. In a papyrus as early as the Ptolemaic period we

find the possessive pronoun added—&vTo M@V 1810v, which
is just like "our own." (Cf Pet 3'°, Tit 1'% Ac 2%)

This use became normal in the Byzantine age, in which 1310g
still had force enough to make such phrases as 18iav kai
vopipumy yuvdika. Now, in the ace of the literary examples,
we cannot venture to deny in toto the weakening of 1310g,
still less the practical equivalence of 1810g and éavTod, which
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is evident from the sepulchral inscriptions above cited, as
well as from such passages as Prov 9'> and 1 Co 7°. But

the strong signs of life in the word throughout the papyri

have to be allowed for.

In correlating these perplexing phenomena, we may
bring in the following considerations:—(1) the fact that
Josephus similarly weakens oik€iog seems to show that the
question turns on thought rather than on words. (2) It is
possible, as our own language shows, for a word to be
simultaneously in possession of a full and an attenuated
meaning.' People who say "It's an awful nuisance," will
without any sense of incongruity say "How awfull" when
they read of some great catastrophe in the newspaper. No
doubt the habitual light use of such words does tend in
time to attenuate their content, but even this rule is not
universal. "To annoy" is in Hellenistic okdA\ew,” and in
modern French gener. There was a time when the Greek
in thus speaking compared his trouble to the pains of flaying
alive, when the Frenchman recalled the thought of Gehenna;
but the original full sense was unknown to the unlearned
speaker of a later day. Sometimes, however, the full sense
lives on, and even succeeds in ousting the lighter sense, as
in our word vast, the adverb of which is now; rarely heard
as a mere synonym of very. (3) The use of the English
own will help us somewhat. "Let each man be fully
assured in his own mind " (Rom 14°) has the double
advantage of being the English of our daily speech and
of representing literally the original év T@® 18iw voi. What
function has the adjective there? It is not, abnormally, an
emphatic assertion of property: I am in no danger of being
assured in someone else's mind. It is simply method of
laying stress on the personal pronoun: év T@ voi and "in
his mind" alike transfer the stress to the noun.” This fact
at once shows the equivalence of 13105 and €avTod in certain
locutions. Now, when we look at the examples of "exhausted
(310g," we find that they very largely are attached to words
that imply some sort of belonging. Husband and wife
account for seven examples in the NT, and other relation-

"Cfp. 237 below. ? See Expos. VI iii. 273 f.  * See p. 246.
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ships, including that of master and slave, for a good many
more. A large number come under the category of the
mind, thoughts and passions, and parts of the body. House,
estate, riding-animal, country or language, and similar very
intimate possessions receive the epithet. If occasionally
this sense of property is expressed where we should not
express it, this need not compromise the assertion that
(310¢ itself was always as strong as our English word own.
There are a host of places n the NT, as in the papyri,

where its emphasis is undeniable; e.g. Mt 9" Lk 6*, Jn 1*
(note its position) 58 etc., Ac 1% , 1 Co 38, Gal 6°, Heb 727,
and many others equally decisive. One feels therefore quite
justified in adopting the argument of Westcott, Milligan-
Moulton, etc., that the emphatic position of Tov 1810V in Jn
was meant as a hint that the unnamed companion of Andrew,
presumably John, fetched his brother. What to do in such
cases as Ac 24°* and Mt 22°, is not easy to say. The Revisers
insert own in the latter place; and it is fair to argue that

the word suggests the strength of the counter-attraction,
which is more fully expressed in the companion parable,

Lk 14'®. The case of Drusilla is less easy. It is hardly
enough to plead that 1310g is customarily attached to the
relationship; for (with the Revisers) we instinctively feel
that own is appropriate in 1 Pet 3' and similar passages,

but inappropriate here. It is the only NT passage where

there is any real difficulty; and since B stands almost alone
in reading 131q., the temptation for once to prefer X is very

strong. The error may have arisen simply from the common-
ness of the combination 1 18ia yuvrj, which was here trans-
ferred to a context in which it was not at home.
‘0{d10g.  Before leaving 18105 something should
be said about the use of 6 1810 without a
noun expressed. This occur in Jn 1'' 1!, Ac 4% 247
In the papyri we find the singular used thus as a term
of endearment to near relations: e.g. 6 8€iva T 18iw
yaipew. In Expos. vi. iii. 277 I ventured to cite this as a
possible encouragement to those (including B. Weiss) who
would translate Ac 20** "the blood of one who was his
own." Mt 27*, according to the text of XL and the later

authorities, will supply a parallel for the grammatical

14
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ambiguity: there as here we have to decide whether the
second genitive is an adjective qualifying the first or a noun
dependent on it. The MGr use of 6 1810, as substitute for
the old 6 adTég, has nothing foreshadowing it in the NT;
but in the papyrus of Eudoxus (ii/B.C.) we (find a passage
where Tt 18iau,at is followed by Tt a1t in the same sense,
so that it seems inevitable to trace, with Blass, an anti-
cipation of MGr here. Perhaps the use was locally
restricted.

AUTOg 6 and There is an apparent weakening of

0 0 UTOS. avT0g 0 in Hellenistic, which tends to blunt
the distinction between this and ék€ivog 0.

Dean Robinson (Gospels, p. 106) translates Lk 10*' "in that
hour" (Mt 11%° év &eivw T® kap@), and so Lk 12" (Mk 13"
éketvn), and 107, It is difficult to be satisfied with "John
himself " in Mt 3% and in Luke particularly we feel that
the pronoun means little more than "that." Outside Luke,
and the one passage of Mt, a0Tog 0 has manifestly its full
classical force. From the papyri we may quote OP 745
(i/A.D.) a0ToV ToV 'AvTdav," the said A.": note also GH 26
(ii/B.C.) 6 avtog * Qpog, "the same Horus," i.e. "the aforesaid,"
and so in BU 1052 (i/B.C.). We find the former use in
MGr, e.g. a0T0 T Kpipa., "this sin" (Abbott 184), etc. We
have already seen (p. 86) that the emphatic a9T0g standing
alone can replace classical ékéivog (See now Wellh. 26 f.)

Relatives :(— Turning to the Relatives we note the
Use of 80115, limiting of 60°T1g, a conspicuous trait of the

vernacular, where the nominative (with the
neuter accusative) covers very nearly all the occurrences of
the pronoun. The phrase éwg GTov is the only exception in
NT Greek. The obsolescence of the distinction between 6g
and 60119 is asserted by Blass for Luke, but not for Paul.
A type like Lk 2* eig méA v Aaveid f{Tig karéiTar BnONeép,
may be exactly paralleled from Herodotus (see Blass 173)
and from papyri: so in an invitation formula aiprov H{T1g
€0 TiV 1€, "to-morrow, which is the 15th"—cf Mt 27%%. Hort,
on 1 Pet 2'" (Comm. p. 133), allows that "there are some
places in the NT in which 80115 cannot be distinguished from

0<." "In most places, however, of the NT," he proceeds," 60 Tig
apparently retains its strict classical force, either generic,
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'which, as other like things,' or essential, 'which by its very
nature." A large number of the exceptions, especially in
Lucan writings, seem to be by no means cases of equivalence
between g and 80 T1g, whether agreeing or disagreeing with
classical use. Some of them would have been expressed
with omep in Attic: thus in Ac 11%° we seem to expect
Hrep éyéveto. Others throw subtle stress on the relative,
which can be brought out by various paraphrases, as in Lk 1?,
"which for all that." Or 80'T1g represents what in English
would be expressed by a demonstrative and a conjunction, as
in Lk 10%, "and it shall not be taken away." In Mt we
find 6011 used four times a the beginning of a parable,
where, though the principal figure is formally described as
an individual, he is really a type, and 8o T1g is therefore
appropriate. We may refer to Blass 173, for examples
of 85 used for 6o T1g, with indefinite reference. The large
number of places in which 80114 is obviously right, according
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.
Milker (Quest. 245 f.) asserts that Polybius uses 60 T1g for g
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
Kalker 1s right for Polybius—and there certainly seems
weight in his remark that this substitution occurs just where
the forms of 65 end in a vowel--we may have to admit that
the distinction during the Kowwn period had worn rather
thin. It 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.

The attraction of the Relative—which, of course, does
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not involve 60"T1g—is a construction at least as popular in late

Attraction. as in classical Greek. It appears abundantly
in their papyri, even in the most illiterate

of them; and in legal documents we have the principle

stretched further in formula, such as dpovp@v 3éka 800

1) 6owv édv Do odo@v. There are to be noted some

exceptions to the general rule of attraction, on which see

Blass 173. In several cases of alleged breach of rule we may

more probably (with Blass) recognise the implied presence

of the "internal accusative": so in 2 Co 14, Eph 1° 4' where

Dr Plummer (CGT, 2 Co i.e.) would make the dative the

original case for the relative.

Relatives and Confusion of relative and indirect inter-
Interrogatives  roative is not uncommon. "“0Oacog, 010,
e -~ e\ s . . .
confused. 0mo10S, NAikog occur in the NT as indirect

interrogatives, and also—with the exception
of M\ihog—as relatives," W. F. Moulton observes (WM 210 n.);
and in the papyri even Gg can be used in an indirect question.
Good examples are found in PP ii. 37 (ii/B.C.) kaA@g 0DV
nooelg hpovticag 31 dv 36 Tadta épyaodfvar, and RL 29
(iii/B.C.) ppd&ovTeg [T6 Te] abT@Y Jvopa kai év Mt KWumt
oikodo1v kai n[6oov Tip@v] Tar. So already in Sophocles, Antig.
542, OT 1068 (see Jebb's notes) ; and in Plato, Euth. 14E
d pév ydp 8186a0w, tavti SAHNov. It is superfluous to say
that this usage cannot possibly be extended to diect question,
50 as to justify the AV in Mt 26°°. The more illiterate
papyri and inscriptions show Tig for relative 80115 or 85 not
seldom, as ebpov yeopyov Tig avTd éNkbom--Tivog édv ypiav
Ems--Tis AV KAKDS mowjoe,' etc. Jebb on Soph. 0T 1141
remarks that while "Tig in classical Greek can replace 6o T1g
only where there is an indirect question, . . . Hellenistic Greek
did not always observe this rule: Mk 14°°." There is no ade-
quate reason for punctuating Jas 3" 50 as to bring in this
misuse of Tig. But Mt 10" and Lk 178 are essentially similar;’
nor does there seem to be any decisive reason against so reading
Ac 13%. Dieterich (Unters. 200) gives several inscriptional
exx., and observes that the use was specially strong in Asia

' BU 822 (iii/A. D. ), BM 239 (iv/A.D.), JHS xix. 299. See p. 21 above. Gn 38%
is a clear ex. from LXX. * I must retract the denial I gave in CR xv. 441.
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Minor. It is interesting therefore to note Thumb's statement
(ThLZ xxviii. 423), that the interrogative is similarly used in
Pontic now—a clear case of local survival. The NT use of
071, for Ti in a direct question is a curious example of the
confusion between the two categories, a confusion much
further developed in our own language.
Developments MGr developments are instructive when
in MGr. we are examining the relatives and inter-
rogatives. The normal relative is mod, fol-
lowed by the proper case of the demonstrative, as 0 y1aTpos
nod TOV éoTeha, "the doctor whom I sent," etc. The
ingenious Abbe Viteau discovers a construction very much
like this, though he does not draw the parallel, in Jn 9" §11
NvéwEéy oov Tovg 0(hBainovs, "thou whose eyes he hath
opened": he cites Mk 6'" 8** as further exx. Since § Tt
and WX are passable equivalents, we have here a "pure

Hebraism"—a gem of the first water! We might better
Viteaa's instruction by tracing to the same fertile source

the MGr idiom, supporting our case with a reference to
Jannaris HG § 1439, on MGr parallels to Mk 7%° (fs. . .
atTRg) and the like.! It will be wise however for us to sober
ourselves with a glance at Thumb's remarks, Hellen. 130,
after which we may proceed to look for parallels nearer home
than Hebrew. In older English this was the regular con-
struction. Thus, "thurh God, the ic thurh Ais willan hider
asend waes" (Gen 45%); "namely oon That with a spere

was thirled Ais brest-boon " (Chaucer, Knightes Tale 1851 f1.).
Cf the German "der du bist" = who art.> The idiom is

still among us; and Mrs Gamp, remarking "which her

name is Mrs Harris," will hardly be suspected of Hebraism!
The presence of a usage in MGr affords an almost decisive
disproof of Semitism in the Kotvtj, only one small corner of
whose domain came within range of Semitic influences; and we
have merely to recognise afresh the ease with which identical
idioms may arise in totally independent languages. It does
not however follow that Blass is wrong when he claims

' See below, p. 237; also Wellh. 2, who adds exx. from D.
? See Skeat's Chaucer, Prologue and Knightes Tale, p. xxxvi. I owe the
gestion to my friend Mr E. E. Kellett.
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Mk 7*° 17 13", Lk 3'°, and passages in Rev, as "specialy
suggested by Semitic usage." The phenomenon is frequent
in the LXX (see WM: 185), and the NT exx. are nearly
all from places where Aramaic sources are presumed. A
vernacular use may be stretched (cf pp. 10 f.) beyond its
natural limits, when convenient for literal translation. But
Blass's own quotation, o 1 Tvor} adTod év Miv éoTiv,' comes
from a piece of free Greek. That this use did exist in the
old vernacular, away from any Semitic influence, is proved
by the papyri (p. 85). The quotations in Kuhner-Gerth
§ 561 n.z, and in Blass and Winer //.cc., show 'that it had
its roots in the classical language. As was natural in a
usage which started from anacoluthon, the relative and
the pleonastic demonstrative were generally, in the earlier
examples, separated by a good many intervening words.

The modern Interrogative is mostly mo1ds, for Tig is has
practically worn down to the indeclinable Ti, just as our
what (historically identical with the Latin guod) has become
indifferent in gender. The NT decidedly shows the early
stages of this extension of moiog. It will not do for us to
refine too much on the distinction between the two pronouns.
The weakening of the special sense of moiog called into being a
new pronoun to express the sense gualis, namely, ToTon6S, which
was the old mo3andg ("of what country?"), modified by popular
etymology to suggest T6Te, and thus denuded of its associa-
tion in meaning with dA\o8-amds, ped-ands, and Oped-andg.”
Numerals :(— We take next the Numerals. The use
€1g as ordinal; of €1g as an ordinal is "undoubtedly a

Hebrew idiom," according to Blass, p. 144.

Our doubts, nevertheless, will not be repressed; and they
are encouraged by the query in Thumb's review. To
begin with, why did the Hebraism affect only the first
numeral, and not its successors? If the use was vernacular
Greek, the reason of the restriction is obvious: Tp@TOS is
the only ordinal which altogether differs in foam from the

" Clement ad Cor. 21 fin. (Lightfoot, p. 78). Nestle (ZNTW i. 178 ff.)
thinks the writer was of Semitic birth. Gal 2'° will serve instead.

? The suffix is that of Latin prop-inquos, long-inquos, Skt. anv-anc, etc.: T08-
and 0AN03- are quod, what, aliud, while fjued-, Oped-, answer to ablative forms
in Skt.
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cardinal.' When we add that both German and English say

"page forty" (WM 311), we are prepared for the belief that

the Greek vernacular also had his natural use. Now, although

€15 KO €lK0OTOS, unus et vicesimus, one and twentieth, are (as

Blass says) essentially different, since the ordinal element is

present at the end of the phrase, this is not so with T @ kati

eikd31,” BU 623 A.D.). But the matter is really settled

by the fact that in MGr the cardinals beyond 4 have ousted

the ordinals entirely (Thumb, Handbuch 56); and Dieterich

(Unters. 187 f.) shows from inscriptions that the use is as old

as Byzantine Greek. It would seem then that the encroach-

ment of the cardinal began in the one case where the ordinal

was entirely distinct in form, spread thence over other

numerals, and was finally repelled from the first four, in which

constant use preserved alike the declension and the distinct

ordinal form. Had Semitic influence been at work, there is

no conceivable reason why we should not have had T mévre

at the same time. Simultaneously with this process we note
Simplification  the firm establishment of simplified ordinals
of the “teens”; from 13th to 19th, which now (from 1ii/B.C.

onwards) are exclusively of the form Tpiokat-

BEKALTOS, TETTAPETKALIEKATOS, etc., with only isolated exceptions.

Similarly we find 8éka. Tp€ig, déka €&, etc., almost invariably in

papyri, and 8éka. Svo as well as 8uiSeka.* These phenomena

all started in the classical period: cf Meisterhans® 160.

€1g as Indefinite There is a further use of €15 which calls

Article. for remark, its development into an indefinite
article, like ein in German, un in French, or
our own an: in MGr the process is complete. The fact that

' AetTepog is not derived from 800, but popular etymology would naturally
connect them. Curiously enough, Hebrew shares the peculiarity noted above,
which somewhat weakens our argument Aramaic, like Latin and English, uses
a word distinct from the cardinal for second as well as first. Hebrew has lost
all ordinals beyond 10, and Aramaic shows them only in the Jerus. Targ. See
Dalman, Gramm. 99 f. For clays of the month, the encroachment of cardinals
has gone further still in both dialects. The fact that the ordinals up to 10 are
all treated alike in Hebrew, reinforces our view.

? Eikdg, like Tp1ds, Sexdg, Tprakdg, etc., was originally either No. 20 or a set
of 20, though used only for the 20th of the month. Cf in Philo Tpidg=3rd day
(LS), and TeTpdsg, the usual name for Wednesday, surviving in MGr: see p. 237.

? Wellhausen notes that D has only 8éxo 8o and 1B. [a See p. 246.
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€1g, progressively ousted Tig in popular speech, and that even
in classical Greek there was a use which only needed a little
diluting to make it essentially the same,’ is surely enough to
prove that the development lay entirely within the Greek
language, and only by accident agrees with Semitic. (See
Wellh. 27.) We must not therefore follow Meyer (on Mt
819), in denying that €1g is ever used in the NT in the sense
of T1g: it is dangerous to import exegetical subtleties into the

0 €1g NT, against the known history of the Common

Greek. The use of 6 €15 in Mk 14" is, as
noted in Expos. VI. vii. 111, paralleled in early papyri.”
In Blass's second edition (p. 330) we find a virtual sur-
Distributives. render of the Hebraism in 800 8o, cupundoia
ovpnéoia (Mk 6°°1), Seopag Seopdg (Mt 13
in Epiphanius--a very probable reading, as accounting for the
variants): he remarks on piav piav in Sophocles (Frag. 201)
that "Atticists had evidently complained of it as vulgar, and
it was not only Jewish-Greek." Winer compared Aeschylus
Persae 981, pupia pupia mepnaotdy. Deissmann (ThLZ,
1898, p. 631) cites 8Mjom) Tpia Tpia from OP 121 (iii/A.D.);
and (as W. F. Moulton noted WM 312 n.) the usage is
found in MGr.” Thumb is undeniably right in calling the
coincidence with Hebrew a mere accident. In the papyri
(e.g. Tb P 63°--ii/B.C.) the repetition of an adjective produces
an elative = peydiov peydhov=peyiotov. It should be added
that in Lk 10" we have a mixed distributive dva 8o 8o
(B al): soin Ev. Petr. 35, as Blass notes, and Acta Philippi
92 (Tisch.). See Brugmann, Distributiva (cites above, p. 21).
""Noah the Two single passages clai a word before
eighth person. we pass on from the numerals. “OySoov
N@e épOhakev in 2 Pet 2° presents us with

"It is difficult to see any difference between €ig and Tig in Aristophancs,
Av. 1292 - —
TéPSIE nev €1g KAnmhog WvondLeTo
ywhés, Mevinmw & Av xeAdwv Tobvopa, K.T.\.
From the papyri we may cite as exx. AP 30 (ii/B.C.) Kov80\ov €vog TV dlteiwy
(Sc. mpookAMBévTOg); BU 1044 (iv/A.D.) évog (sic=€lg) heydpevov (= -0g) dafjots.
* We may add good exx. from Par P 15 (ii/B.C.) Tov éva adt@v * Qpov—Ttod évog
T@V éykarovpévwy NeyovBod. Tb P 357 (ii/A.D.) Tod Tod €vog adTdV TaTpds.
3 Thumb, Hellen. 128, Handbuch, 57.
* See W. Schulze, Graeca Latina 13. Add now Wellh. 31.
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a classical idiom which can be shown to survive at any rate in

literary Common Greek: see exx. in WM 312, and Schaefer /.c.

I have only noticed one instance in the papyri (p. 107), and

in 2 Pet we rather expect bookish phrases. The AV of

this passage is an instructive illustration for our inquiries

as to Hebraisms. "Noah the eighth person" is not English,

for all its appearing in a work which we are taught to regard

as the impeccable standard of classic purity. It is a piece of

"translation English," and tolerably unintelligible too, one

may well suppose, to its less educated readers. Now, if this

specimen of translators' "nodding" had made its way into

the language—Iike the misprint "strain at a gnat"—we

should have had a fair parallel for "Hebraism" as hitherto

understood. As it stands, a phrase which no one has ever

thought of imitating, it serves to illustrate the over-literal

translations which appear very frequently in the LXX and in

the NT, where a Semitic original underlies the Greek text.

(Compare what is said of Gallicisms in English on p. 13.)

" Seventy times  Last in this division comes a note on
seven." Mt 1872, Blass ignores entirely the ren-

dering "seventy-seven times" (RV margin),

despite the fact that this meaning is unmistakable in Gen 4**

(LXX). It will surely be felt that W. F. Moulton (WM

314) was right in regarding that passage as decisive. A

definite allusion to the Genesis story is highly probable:

Jesus pointedly sets against the natural man's craving for

seventy-sevenfold revenge the spiritual man's ambition to

exercise the privilege of seventy-sevenfold forgiveness. For

a partial grammatical parallle see Iliad xxii. 349, Sekdkig [Te]

kol Feikoot, "tenfold and twenty-fold," if the text is sound.

Prepositions :— It will be worth while to give statistics
Relative for the relative frequency of Prepositions in
Frequency. the NT, answering to those cited from Helbing

(above, pp. 2 f.) for the classical and post-
classical historians. If we represent év by unity, the order of
precedence works out thus:-- eig 64, ék 34, éni 32, npédg
25, 1o 24, an 24, katd 17, petd 17, mepi 12, vmé
08, mapd 07, vmép 054, obv 048, mpé 018, dvTi 008,
avd 0045. We shall have to return later to prepositions
compounded with verbs, following our present principle of
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dealing with them in connexion with the parts of speech
with which they are used. A few miscellaneous matters
come in best at this point. First let us notice the pro-

Prepositions minence in Hellenistic of combinations of
joined with prepositions with adverbs. In papyri we
Adverbs. find such as ék T6Te, OP 486 (ii/A.D.)

népuot (Deissmann BS 221), and even d.¢’
d1e éxovoduny, "since I last bathed," OP 528 (ii/A.D.). In
NT we have dno T6Te, dno mépuot, dn’ &pTi, ék mdlat, e’
dnag, éni Tpig, etc. The roots of the usage may be seen in
the classical ég aet, and the like. Some of these combinations
became fixed, as Umokd Tw, Vmepdvw, KaTévavTi. This may
be set beside the abundance of "Improper" prepositions. All
of these, except éyyﬁg and &pa., take gen. only.! Thumb
comments’ on the survival of such as éwg, éndvw, dnicw,
vnokd Tw, in MGr. Hebraism in this field was supposed to
have been responsible for the coining of évuimiov, till Deiss-
mann proved it vernacular.’ The compound preposition dva.
néoov was similarly aspersed; but it has turned up abundantly
in the papyri,—not however in any use which would help
1 Co 6°, where it is almost impossible to believe the text
sound. (An exact parallel occurs in the Athenaeum for Jan.
14, 1905, where a writer 1s properly censured for saying,
"I have attempted to discriminate between those which are
well authenticated," i.e. (presumably) "[and those which are
not]." It is hard to believe Paul would have been so slovenly
in writing, or even dictating.) We have a further set of
"Hebraisms" in the compound prepositions which are freely
made with tpéowmov, yeip and oTépa (Blass 129 f.): see
above, p. 81. Even here the Semitism is still on the
familiar lines: a phrase which is possible in native Greek
is extended widely beyond its idiomatic limits because it
translates exactly a common Hebrew locution; and the
conscious use of Biblical turns of speech explains the appli-
cation of such phrases on the lips of men whose minds are
saturated with the sacred writers' language. As early as 1ii/B.C.

'Tlapanifioiov Phil 2%7. XACD has dat. * TLZ xxviii. 422. *BS213.
Cf Expos. vii. 113: add OP 658 (iii/A.D.), and Tb P 14 (114 B.C.) mapnyyer-
K6Teg évwmiov, "I gave notice in person." Hb P 30 (before, 271 B.C.) is the
earliest ex. Cf Par P 63 (ii/B.C.) évomioig (so Mahaffy); and see Mayser 457.
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in a Libyan's will, we meet with kaTd Tpéownév Tvog;' and
in mercantile language we constantly find the formula 31d
v €1pdg, used absolutely, it is true—e.g. MP 25 (iii/B.C.), "from
hand to hand," as contrasted with "through an intermediary."
We may refer to Heitmuller's proof® that the kindred phrase
eig 10 Gvopd Tvog is good vernacular. The strong tendency
to use compound prepositional phrases, which we have been
illustrating already, would make it all the easier to develop
these adaptations of familiar language.

Prepositions The eighteen classical prepositions are,

with one case.  as we have just seen, all represented in NT

Greek, except O’Luq)i, which has disappeared

as a separate word, like ambi in Latin, and like its correlative
in English, the former existence of which in our own branch
1s shown by the survival of um in modern German. It
was not sufficiently differentiated from mept, to assert itself
in the competition; and the decay of the idea of duality
weakened further a preposition which still proclaimed its
original meaning, "on both sides," by its resemblance to
dudéTepot. “Avd has escaped the same fate by its distributive
use, which accounts for seven instances, the phrase ava péoov
for four, and dva pépog for one. AvTi, occurs 22 times,
but dve’ @v reduces the number of free occurrences to 17.
Rare though it is, it retains its individuality. "In front of,"
with a normal adnominal genitive, passes naturally into "in
place of," with the idea of equivalence or return or substitu-
tion, our for. For the preposition in Jn 1'°, an excellent
parallel from Philo is given in WM (p. 456 n.).” TIpé occurs
48 times, including 9 exx. of Tpo Tod c. inf., which invades
the province of mpiv. In Jn 17! we have npo €€ fjuep@v
10D .oy a, which looks extremely like ante diem tertiwm,
Kalendas.  The plausible Latinism forces itself on our
attention all the more when we compare IMA iii. 325 (ii/A.D.)

' Deissmann BS 140.

2 Im Namen Jesu 100 ff. So p. 63, for év dvépatt 611, Mk 9*'.

? Blass compares YAV mpo yAig éNatbveaBat, "from one land to another,"
é\miow €€ éanidwv, and the like (pl. 124). The Philonic passage is from De
Poster. Caini § 145 (p. 254 M.): 810 T mpuiTag aiel ydpiTag, npiv KoperBévTag
éEuBpioat Tovg hay dvTas, Emoy Wy Kai Toplevodpevos eloaddis €Tépasg vt ekeivwy,
Kod TpiTag dvTi TOV SeuTépwv Kad aiel véag dvTi TaNaoTépewy . . . emdidwort.
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npo e Kahavd@v AvyodoTwy, and parallels in translated
documents to be seen in Viereck's Sermo Graecus (see pp. 12,
13, 21, etc.). And yet it is soon found that the same

construction occurs in phrases which have nothing in

common with the peculiar formula of Latin days of the

month. In the Mysteries inscription from Andania (Michel

694, i/B.C.) we recognise it in Doric—mnpd dpepdv déka TOV
pvo Tnpiwv; and the illiterate vernacular of FP 118 (ii/A.D.),
Tpw 31U Nuepdv dyépacov Td dpviBdpia THig elopTAs ("buy the
fowls two days before the feast"), when combined with Jn /. c.,
makes the hypothesis of Latinism utterly improbable. The
second genitive in these three passages is best taken as an
ablative—"starting from the mysteries," etc. It is found as

early as Herodotus, who has (vi. 46) 8euTépw €éTel ToUTWY," in
the second year from these events": cf also OP 492 (ii/A.D.) pet
év1auTov éva TRg TeNeuTRAS pov, "a year after (starting from)
my death." See also the note on 6\sé, supr. p. 72. There

remains the idiomatic use of Tpé, seen in 2 Co 12° mpo éT@v
dekaTeTaappwy, "fourteen years before." Blass (p. 127 n.)
cites Tpo apepdy déka from the will of Epicteta (Michel
1001), written in the Doric of Thera, "end of 11i/B.C. or
beginning of 1i/B.C., therefore pre-Roman"—to cite Blass's own
testimony.' It becomes clear that historically the resem-

blance between the ante diem idiom and the Greek which
translates it is sheer coincidence, and the supposed Latinism
goes into the same class as the Hebraisms we have so often
disposed of already.” This enquiry, with the general con-
siderations as to Latinisms which were advanced above (pp.

20 f.), will serve to encourage scepticism when we note the

" Add FP 122 (i/ii A.D.), BU 180 (ii/iii A.D.), 592 (ii/A.D.), NP 47 (iii/A.D.),
Ch P 15 (iv/A.D.), BU 836 (vi/A.D).

> W. Schulze, Graec. Lat. 14-19, has a long and striking list of passages
illustrating the usage in question, which shows how common it became. His
earliest citation is Tpd TPV Muep@V TR TeeuvTHg from Hippocrates (v/B.C.),
which will go with that from Herodotus given above. We have accordingly
both Tonic and Doric warrant for this Ko construction, dating from a period
which makes Latin necessarily the borrower, were we bound to deny independent
development. Schulze adds a parallel from Lithuanian! Our explanation of
the dependent gen. as an ablative is supported by mpo pi1&g Muépag 1 c. acc. et inf,
in OGIS 435 (ii/B.C.) and Jos. Ant. xiv. 317: 1 replaces the ablative genitive
exactly as it does after comparatives.



102 A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

resemblance of uig dno oTodiwy Sekanévte (Jn 11') to a milli-
bus passuum duobus (Blass 95). Blass cites Jn 21%, Rev 14%°,
and the usage of Kowvn writers like Diodorus and Plutarch.
Mutatis mutandis, this idiom is identical in principle with that
just quoted for mpd. After noting the translation-Hebraism
doBeicBat dné in Mt 10%* (= Lk 12%),' we proceed to observe
the enlargement of the sphere of dné, which encroaches upon
ék, U6, and mapd." The title of the modern vernacular
Gospels, "netadpacpévn ano 10V’ AreE. TIAAN," reminds us
that o6 has advanced further in the interval. Already in
the NT it sometimes expressed the agent after passive verbs
(e.g. Lk 8%), where it is quite unnecessary to resort to
refinements unless the usage of a particular writer demands
them. The alleged Hebraism in kaBapdg dné is dispelled by
Deissmann's quotations, BS 196. The use of prepositions,
where earlier Greek would have been content with a simple
case, enables ék in NT to outnumber dné still, though
obsolete to-day,” except in the Epirot dy or éy.> Thus dné
1s used to express the partitive sense, and to replace the
genitive of material (as Mt 27*' 3*); & can even make a
partitive phrase capable of becoming subject of a sentence, as
in Jn 16", For present purposes we need not pursue further
the NT uses of dné and ék, which may be sought in the
lexicon; but we may quote two illustrative inscriptional
passages with ék. Letronne 190 and 198 have owBeig ék,
"safe home from" (a place), which has affinity with Heb 5’;
and Ondpy wv Beds ék Beod kai Bedg, from the Rosetta stone
(OGIS 90—ii/B.C.), will elucidate Phil 3°, if the reader of
the Greek should, conceivably, fall into the misconceptions
which so many English readers entertain. It gives us an
unpleasant start to find the language of the Nicene Creed
used centuries earlier of Ptolemy Epiphanes!”

We have already (pp. 62 f.) sketched the developments of

! Were the active doBé€iv still extant (below, p. 162), this might be taken as
"do not be panic-stricken by." It is like mpooéy e dné, Lk 12'. See p. 107.

% Thus 6X T0 Bouvd, " from the hill," occurs in a modern song, Abbott 128 f.

? Epiphanes=Avatar: the common translation " illustrious " is no longer
tenable. See Dittenberger's note, OGIS p. 144. So this title also antici-
pates the NT (émipdvera). Cf what is said on Christian adaptations of heathen
terms, above, p. 84. (On dné see also below, p. 237.) [*" See p. 246,
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eig, and need say no more of the single-case prepositions,
with one very large exception.” The late Greek uses of

Further uses év would take too much space if discussed in

of év. full here. It has become so much a maid-of-
all-work that we cannot wonder at its ulti-

mate disappearance, as too indeterminate. Students of Pauline
theology will not need to be reminded of Deissmann's masterly
monograph on "The NT Formula év Xp1o1® 'Inood," with its
careful investigation of LXX uses of and proof of the
originality of Paul's use. But SH (on Rom 6'") seem rightly
to urge that the idea of the mystic indwelling originated with
the Master's own teaching: the actual phrase in Jn 15* may
be determined by Pauline language, but in the original Aramaic
teaching the thought may have been essentially present.
While there are a good many NT uses of év which may be
paralleled in vernacular documents, there are others beside
this one which cannot: in their case, however, analogy makes
it highly improbable that the NT writers were innovating.
If papyri have TpoBePnkéeg 1dn Toig érecv (TP 1 ii/B.C.),
we need not assume Hebraism in Lk 17 merely because the
evangelist inserts év: his faithful preservation of his source's
Nuépaug is another matter. See pp. 61 f. above. In Ac 7"
(LXX) we have év = "amounting to," from which that in
Mk 4% bis does not greatly differ. This is precisely paralleled
by BU 970 (ii/A.D.) npodika év Spoy pnois évvakooiag, OP 724
(ii/A.D.) éoy e TV TpWITNY 8601 €V Spay pois TeooapdkovTa,
BU 105 0 (/A.D.) ipdTia . .. év ... paypais ekatév ("to
the value of"). The use in Eph 2" év 36 ypaoy, "consisting
in," is akin to this. For év Toig = "in the house of," as in
Lk 2%, we have RL 38 (iii/B.C.) év Toig’ AToAwviov, Tb P 12
(ii/B.C.) év Toig "Apevvéws "in A.'s office," OP 523 (ii/A.D.)
év 10ig Khawdiov: cf Par P 49 (ii/B.C.) eis Td MpwTdpy ov
koTaNbow, and even év T@1 “Qpov in Tb P 27. We have in
official documents év meaning "in the department of": so
Tb P 27 (ii./B.C.) 76 év adT@1 d(petbuevov, 72 dg év Mappéi
TomoypappaTel, al. I do not recall an exact NT parallel, but
1 Co 6%, €l év Opiiv kpiveTar 6 k6o pog is not far away. We
have another use of év with a personal dative in 1 Co 14"
"in my judgement": possibly Jude' év Be@ is akin to this.
Such uses would answer to Topd c. dat. in classical Greek

? See v. 246.
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The last might seem to be expressed more naturally by the
"dative of person judging" (like Ac 7*° doTéiog T@ Oe@, or

1 Co Lc. éoopat T® hahodvTt BdpBapog). But the earliest
uses of dative and locative have some common ground, which
is indeed the leading cause of their syncretism. Thus we find
loc. in Sanskrit used quite often for the dat. of indirect object
after verbs of speaking. How readily év was added to the
dative, which in older Greek would have needed no preposi-
tion, we see well in such a passage as OP 48 8 (ii/iii. A.D.),
where " more . . . by one aroura" is expressed by év. This
particular dative is an instrumental—the same case as our

"the more the merrier"—, and is therefore parallel to that

of év payaip, "armed with a sword," which we have already
mentioned (pp. 12, 61). We may fairly claim that "Hebraistic"
év is by this time reduced within tolerably narrow limits. One
further év, may be noted for its difficulty, and for its bearing
on Synoptic questions,--the iuuo)\o'ye”w €v Tw1 which is common
to Mt 10** and Lk 12 this is among the clearest evidences
of essentially identical translations used in Mt and Lk. W. F.
Moulton (WM 283 n.) cites, apparently with approval, Godet's
explanation—"the repose of faith in Him whom it confesses":
so Westcott, quoting Heracleon, who originated this view
(Canon’ 305 n.). Deissmann (In Christo 60) quotes Delitzsch's
Hebrew rendering *2 171", and puts it with Mt 3'7 9°* 11°

23%! as an example of a literal translation "mit angstlicher,
die hermeneutische Pedanterie nahelegender Pietat." Dr
Bendel Harris recalls the Graecised translation in Rev 3°, and
gives me Syriac parallels. On the whole, it seems best not

to look for justification of this usage in Greek. The agreement
of Mt and Lk, in a point where accidental coincidence is out
of the question, remains the most important element in the
whole matter, proving as it does that Luke did not use any
knowledge of Aramaic so as to deal independently with the
translated Logia that came to him.'

Prepositions Of the prepositions with two cases, dia
with two and petd show no signs of weakening their
Cases; hold on both; but kaTd ¢. gen. and mept

vnép and U6 c. acc. distinctly fall behind

' Cf the similar agreement as to (poBéiocBat dné, above, p. 102.
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We may give the statistics in proof. Aid gen. 382, acc,

279; netd gen. 361, acc. 100; katd gen. 73, acc. 391;

mepi, gen. 291, acc. 38; vmép gen. 126, acc. 19; vmé gen.

165, acc. 50. Comparing this list with that in a classical

Greek grammar, we see that petd, mepi and Oné' have been
detached from connexion with the dative a fact in line

with those noted above, pp. 62 ff. Turning to details, we

find that katd, (like dvd, Rev 21") is used as an adverb
distributively, as in T0 ka8 €ig or €15 kot €15 Mk 14", [Jn] &°,
Rom 12°. The MGr kaBeig or kaBévacg, "each,” preserves this,
which probably started from the stereotyping of T6 ka8 €éva,
v ka® ¥év, etc., declined by analogy: cf évdnuog from év
3w (Wv), or proconsul from pro console. The enfeebling of
the distinction between mepi and vnép c. gen. is a matter of
some importance in the NT, where these prepositions are

used in well-known passages to describe the relation of the
Redeemer to man or man's sins. It is an evident fact that

fmép 1s often a colourless "about," as in 2 Co 8% itis used,

for example, scores of times in accounts, with the sense of

our commercial "to." This seems to show that its original
fullness of content must not be presumed upon in theological
definitions, although it may not have been wholly forgotten.
The distinction between avTi and the more colourless Umép, in
applying the metaphor of purchase, is well seen in Mk 10*

( Mt 20°%) A\6Tpov dvTi TOM@V, and the quotation of this
logion in 1 Tim 2° dvTizuTpov Omép ndvTwy.” Awd c. acc.
mostly retains its meaning "for the sake of," "because

of." distinct from "through," "by the instrumentality of,”

which belongs to the genitive. As early as MP 16 and

20 (iii/B.C.), we have Tva 810 o¢ Baoiked Tod Sikaiov Ty w;
but if the humble petitioner had meant "through you,"

he would have addressed the king as a mere medium of

favour: referring to a sovereign power, the ordinary meaning
"because of you" is more appropriate. This applies exactly

to Jn 6°". So Rom 8%°, where Winer's explanation is correct
(p- 498). In much later Greek, as Hatzidakis shows (p. 213)

" For mé c. dat. can be quoted OGIS 54 (iii/B.C.) 0() EauTd moinodpevos,
and OP 708 (as late as ii/A.D.) ék Tod Umd ooi vopod. LXX has mepi c. dat.

? Note that 8ovg éauTéV is substituted for the translation-Greek Sodvau Trjv
YuyMv adTod: on this see above, p. 87. See further on vmép, p. 237.
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81d c. acc. monopolised the field, which it still holds in
MGr.! With the genitive, 81d is often contrasted with
ék, UT6, etc., as denoting mediate and not original authorship:
as 1 Co 8%, Mt 1?%. In Heb 2'° it is used of God, who is "the
final Cause and the efficient Cause of all things" (Westcott).
There seems no adequate reason for accepting Blass's con-
jectural emendation, 8 doBeveiag, in Gal 4" "because of an
illness" is an entirely satisfactory statement (see Lightfoot
in loc.), and the Vulgate per is not strong enough to justify
Blass's confidence.” MeTd. c. gen. has in Lk 1°* a use
influenced by literal translation from Semitic.” Its relations
with o0 are not what they were in Attic, but it remains
very much the commoner way of saying with. Thumb
points out (Hellen. 125) that MGr use disproves Hebraism
in moep€iv petd Tvog, Rev 127 al” Thus, for example, Abbott
44: mohéumoe pe Tp€ig y1iddes Tovpkouvs, "he fought with
3000 Turks."

and with The category of prepositions used with

three. three cases is hurrying towards extinction,
as we should expect. MeTd., mepi and U6

have crossed the line into the two-case class and in the NT
npdg has nearly gone a step further, for its figures are
c. gen. 1 (Ac 27*, literary), dat. 6 (= "close to" or "at,"
in Mk, Lk, Jn ter and Rev), acc. 679. With the dative,
however, it occurs 104 times in LXX, and 23 times c. gen.:
the decay seems to have been rapid. Cf however PFi 5
TPOS TW TUADVL, as late as 245 A.D. For mapd the numbers
are, c. gen. 78, dat. 50, acc. 60. Blass notes that c. dat. it
is only used of persons, as generally in classical Greek, except
in Jn. 19%. One phrase with mapd calls for a note on its
use in the papyri. O1 mop avTod is exceedingly common
there to denote "his agents" or “representatives.” It has
hitherto been less easy to find parallels for Mk 3*', where
it must mean "his family": see Swete and Field in loc.
We can now cite GH 36 (ii/B.C.) o1 mop Mu@V TAVTeS

! Contrast Ac 24” with OP 41 (iii/iv A.D.) TONGV o’.yaev dnolavopev
i oai.

2 00 Suvdpevog 8 doBéverav mheboor may be quoted from OP 726 (ii/A.D.),
and a like phrase from OP 261 (i/A.D.), but of course they prove little of
nothing. [* See pp. 246 f.; b see p. 247.
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BU 998 (ii/B.C.), and Par P 36 (ii/B.C.)." Finally we come

to éni, the only preposition which is still thoroughly at home
with all the cases (gen. 216, dat. 176, acc. 464). The

weakening of case-distinctions is shown however by the very
disproportion of these figures, and by the confusion of meaning
which is frequently arising. In Heb 8'° 10'® we construe
kapdiag as acc. only because of éni Tijv S1dvoiav which follows
it in the latter passage: on the other hand, the original in

Jer 31(38)* is singular, which favours taking it as genitive.?

Our local upon can in fact be rendered by éni with gen.,

dat., or acc., with comparatively little difference of force.
Particular phrases are appropriated to the several cases, but

the reason is not always obvious, though it may often be

traced back to classical language, where distinctions were

rather clearer. Among the current phrases we may note

émi 10 AT "together," "in all," perpetually used in arith-
metical statements: see Ac 1> 2%, Cf Blass® 330. The
common &’  c. fut. indic. "on condition that," does not appear
in the NT. But with a pres. in 2 Co 54, and an aor. in Rom 512,
the meaning is essentially the same ("in view of the fact that"),
allowing for the sense resulting from a jussive future.

! Expos. vi. vii. 118, viii. 436. See Witkowski's note, p. 72.
? For Mk 6 &ni 1@  6pTw, Mt 14" substitutes éni Tod ., but with éni Tov y.
in D. In Ac 7"' D has gen. for acc., and in 8'° acc. for dat. In Eph 1'% it
seems difficult to draw any valid distinction between the cases of éni Toig
obpavoig and éni TRg YAs. Nor can we distinguish between én’ éoydtov in Heb 1'
and the dative in Tb P 69 (ii/B.C.), v 1) S10iknoig én’ éoydTw TéTaKTOL.
ADDITIONAL NOTES.—P. 79. Mr Thackeray says Tp@Tos is used for tpdTepog
regularly in LXX. The latter occurs not infrequently in Ptolemaic papyri, but
seems to have weakened greatly in the Roman period.—P. 98. The Ptolemaic
PP iii. 28 has é3paypaTok\énTter TpiTog Wv. Cf. Abbott JG 562 on p. pévog avTdg
Jn 6"°R. On Mt 18%, W. C. Allen takes 70 x7 in Gen and Mt /. cc. alike.
A further parallel for cardinal in place of adverb is BU 1074 (late D.)
TpLoTUB10VEikng, but Sekao upmioveikng, etc.—P. 99. In Syll. 385° Hadrian says
he could not find ék néTe (Péperv a1 HpEaoBe. This is a fairly close parallel to
the éwg méTe which Dr Nestle brings up against my argument about Semitisms.
If it "may be quotable from early Greek," I cannot quite see why it is for
Dr Nestle "a Hebraism, even if it is still used by Palls in his MGr translation."
I seem to hear the shade of Hadrian demanding "Am [ a Jew?"—P. 102.
BU 1079 (41 A. D.) Bréne caTov dné To@v Tovdaiwv, "take heed to yourself against
the Jews (i.e. moneylenders)," contains an idiom which the Hebraists will
hardly care to claim now!—P. 103. Fresh exx. of év accumulate in a great
variety of meanings. Amongst them I have only room for the Delphian inscr.,
Syll. 8508 (iii/B.C.) kp18évTw év vdpoig Tpiotg, "let them be tried before three
judges," a good illustration of év in Ac 17°".



CHAPTER VI

THE VERB: TENSES AND MODES OF ACTION.

OUR first subject under the Verb will be one which has

not yet achieved an entrance into the grammars. For

the last few years the comparative philologists—mostly in
“Aktionsart.”  Germany—have been busily investigating

the problems of Aktionsart, or the "kind of

action" denoted by different verbal formations. The subject,

complex in itself, has unfortunately been entangled not a

little by inconsistent terminology; but it must be studied by

all who wish to understand the rationale of the use of the

Tenses, and the extremely important part which Compound

Verbs play in the Greek and other Indo-Germanic languages.

The English student may be referred to pp. 477 ff. of Dr P.

Giles's admirable Manual of Comparative Philology, ed. 2.

A fuller summary may be found in pp. 471 of Karl Brug-

mann's Griech. Gramm., ed. 3, where the great philologist sets

forth the results of Delbruck and other pioneers in compara-

tive syntax, with an authority and lucidity all his own.

Conjugation The student of Hebrew will not need
and Tense telling that a Tense-system, dividing verbal
Stems. action into the familiar categories of Past,

Present and Future, is by no means so
necessary to language as we once conceived it to be. It
may be more of a surprise to be told that in our own
family of languages Tense is proved by scientific inquiry to
be relatively a late invention, so much so that the elementary
distinction between Past and Present had only been developed
to a rudimentary extent when the various branches of the
family separated so that they ceased to be mutually intel-
ligible. As the language then possessed no Passive whatever,
and no distinct Future, it will be realised that its resources

108
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needed not a little supplementing. But if they were scanty
in one direction, they were superabundant in another. Brug-
mann distinguishes no less than twenty-three conjugations,
or present-stem classes, of which traces remain in Greek;
and there are others preserved in other languages. We
must add the aorists and perfect as formations essentially
parallel. In most of these we are able to detect an
Aktionsart originally appropriate to the conjugation, though
naturally blurred by later developments. It is seen that the
Point Action; Aorist has a "punctiliar" action,1 that 1s, 1t
regards action as a point: it represents the
point of entrance (Ingressive, as Baleiv "let fly," Baoihedoar
"come to the throne"), or that of completion (Effective, as
Ba€iv "hit"), or it looks at a whole action simply as having
occurred, without distinguishing any steps in its progress
(Constative,” as Baoihedoau "reign," or as when a sculptor
says of his statue, émoinoev 6 8€iva "X. made it"). On
Action in the same graph, the Constative will be a
Perspective; line reduced to a point by perspective. The
Present has generally a durative action-
"linear," we may call it, to keep up the same graphic
Linear Action; illustration--as in BadA\ewv "to be throw-
ing, Baoihevewv "to be on the throne."
The Perfect action is a variety by itself, denoting what
Perfect Action; began in the past and still continues: thus
from the "point" root weido, "discover,
descry," comes the primitive perfect 018a., "I discovered (€180v)
and still enjoy the results," 1.e. "I know." The present
stems which show an 1-reduplication ({o-Tnput, yiyvopat) are
Iterative supposed to have started with an Iterative
Action. action, so that yi'yvopau, would originally
present the succession of moments which are
individually represented by éyevéunv. And so throughout
the conjugations which are exclusively present. Other con-
jugations are capable of making both present and aorist

' venture to accept from a correspondent this new-coined word to represent
the German pumktuell, the English of which is preoccupied.

? Unity of terminology demands our accepting this word from the German
pioneers, and thus supplementing the stores of the New English, Dictionary.
Otherwise one would prefer the clearer word "summary."
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stems, as é(pnv compared with €Bmv, ypddev with Tpanéiv,
oTévewy with yevéoBau. In these the pure verb-root is by
nature either (a) "punctiliar," (b) durative, or (c) capable of
being both. Thus the root of éveykeiv, like our bring, is
essentially a "point" word, being classed as "Effective":
accordingly it forms no present stem. That of (pépw, fero,
bear, on the other hand, is essentially durative or "linear",

and therefore forms no aorist stem. So with that of €011, est,
is, which has no aorist, while éyevépny, as we have seen, had
no durative present. An example of the third class is ’éxw,
which (like our own have) is ambiguous in its action. "I had
your money" may mean either "I received it" (point action)

or "I was in possession of it" (linear action). In Greek

the present stem is regularly durative, "to hold," while ’éO'XOV
is a point word, "I received": thus, €0y oV mapa or dr6 00D
is the normal expression in a papyrus receipt.” Misappre-
hension of the action-form of ’éxw is responsible for most of
the pother about ’éxw pev in Rom 5'. The durative present

can only mean "let us enjoy the possession of peace" (dikaiw-
BévTes) €0y opev eipriyny is the unexpressed antecedent premiss;
and Paul wishes to urge his readers to remember and make
full use of a privilege which they ex hypothesi possess from
the moment of their justification. See p. 247.

Rationale of It is evident that this study of the kind
Defective of action denoted by the verbal root, and the
Verbs. modification of that action produced by the

formation of tense and conjugation stems,
will have considerable influence upon our lexical treatment
of the many verbs in which present and aorist are derived
from different roots. ‘Opdw (cognate with our "beware")
is very clearly durative wherever it occurs in the NT; and

" The new aorist (historically perfect) in the Germanic languages (our bore)
has a constative action.
* Note also a petition, Par P 22 (ii/B.C.), in which the tenses are
carefully distinguished, as the erasure of an aorist in favour of the imperfect
shows. Two women in the Serapeum at Mempbhis are complaining of their
mother, who had deserted her husband for another man: kai To0T0 TOYjC AT
Ge oUK €07y e TO TAS ASKNTAONS TPETWTOV, AANG TVITPYATATO WS ENAVENEITAL AVTOV
0 dn\ovpevog, "she did not put on the face of the wrong-doer, but (her para-
mour) began to intrigue with her to destroy (her husband)."
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we are at liberty to say that this root, which is incapable of
forming an aorist, maintains its character in the perfect, "I

have watched, continuously looked upon," while §rwmo would
be "I have caught sight of." E18ov "I discovered," and
WPpOnv "I came before the, eyes of," are obviously point-
words, and can form no present. Eimov, has a similar dis-
ability, and we remember at once that its congeners (F)éros,
vox, Sanskrit vac, etc., describe a single utterance: much the
same is true of éppéBn, and its cognate nouns (F) pAipa,
verbum, and word. On the other hand, Néyw, whose constative
aorist é\eEa,, is replaced in ordinary language by €imov, clearly
denotes speech in progress, and the same feature is very
marked in A6yos. The meaning of Ndyog has been developed
in post-Homeric times along lines similar to those on which
the Latin sermo was produced from the purely physical verb
sero. One more example we may give, as it leads to our
remaining point. ’Eo8iw is very obviously durative: 6 éo8iwv
net énod, Mk 14'® is "he who is taking a meal with me."

The root ed is so distinctly durative that it forms no aorist,

but the punctiliar (pay€iv (originally "to divide") supplies the
defect. It will be found that ¢pay€iv in the NT is invariably
constative:' it denotes simply the action of éo8ietv seen in
perspective, and not either the beginning or the end of that

Compounds and action. But we find the compound kaTeoBiey,
Perfective kaTodayeiv, used to express the completed
Action. act, eating something till it is finished. How

little the preposition's proper meaning affects
the resulting sense is seen by the fact that what in Greek
is kaTeaBiew and in Latin "devorare," is in English "eat
up" and in Latin also "comesse." In all the Indo-Germanic
languages, most conspicuously and systematically in the
Slavonic but clearly enough in our own, this function of verb
compounds may be seen. The choice of the preposition which
is to produce this perfective action” depends upon conditions

! There is one apparent exception, Rev 10", where Gte €dayov avTé is
"when I had eaten it up." But édayov is simply the continuation of
kaTépayov (see below, p. 115).

* One could wish that a term had been chosen which would not have
suggested an echo of the tense-name. "Perfective action" has nothing
whatever to do with the Perfect tense.
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which vary with the meaning of the verbal root. Most of them
are capable of "perfectivising" an imperfective verb, when the
original adverb's local sense has been sufficiently obscured,
We may compare in English the meaning of bring and bring
up, sit and sit down, drive and drive away and drive home,1
knock and knock in and knock down, take and overtake and
take over and betake, carry and carry off and carry through,
work and work out and work off, fiddle and fiddle in (Tenny-
son's "Amphion"), set and set back and set at and overset, see
and see to, write and write off, hear and hear out, break and
to-break (Judg 9°° AV), make and make over, wake and wake
up, follow and follow up, come and come on, go and go round,
shine and shine away (= dispel by shining). Among all the
varieties of this list it will be seen that the compounded
adverb in each case perfectivises the simplex, the combination
denoting action which has accomplished a result, while the
simplex denoted action in progress, or else momentary action
to which no special result was assigned. In the above list

are included many exx. in which the local force of the

adverb is very far from being exhausted. Drive in, drive out,
drive off, drive away, and drive home are alike perfective, but
the goals attained are different according to the distinct

sense of the adverbs. In a great many compounds the

local force of the adverb is so strong that it leaves the action
of the verb untouched. The separateness of adverb and

verb in English, as in Homeric Greek, helps the adverb to
retain its force longer than it did in Latin and later

Greek. In both these languages many of the compound

verbs have completely lost consciousness of the meaning
originally borne by the prepositional element, which is
accordingly confined to its perfectivising function. This is
especially the case with com (con) and ex (e) in Latin, as in
consequi " follow out, attain," efficere "work out";* and with
and, d1d, katd and ooV in Greek, as in dmoBaveiv "die "
(Bvriokew "be dying"), rahuyeiv "escape” (Pedyerv

"flee"), kaTadtwkerv "hunt down" (81uikw ="pursue"),

! "Prepositions," when compounded, are still the pure adverbs they were
at the first, so that this accusative noun turned adverb is entirely on all fours

with the rest. * See p. 237. [* See p. 247.
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KaTepydLeoBat "work out," ovvTnpéeiv "keep safe" (Tmpéiv

= "watch"). An example may be brought in here to

illustrate how this principle works in details of exegesis.

In Lk 8% the true force of the pluperfect, combined with the

vernacular usage of ToA\Oig ¥ pévorig (see p. 75), goes to show

that the meaning is "it had long ago obtained and now

kept complete mastery of him." Zvvaprd{w then, as the

perfective of apmpdw, denotes not the temporary paroxysm,

but the establishment of a permanent hold. The inter-

pretation of o0v, here depends upon the obvious fact that

its normal adverbial force is no longer at work. It is

however always possible for the dormant odv to awake, as

a glance at this very word in LS will show. "Seize and

carry away" is the common meaning, but in Evvapndoaoat

Tdg éndg elyov xépas (Euripides Hec. 1163) we may recognise

the original together. Probably the actual majority of

compounds with these prepositions are debarred from the

perfective force by the persistency of the local meaning: in

types like 3ramopeteoBat, kaTaBaivev, cvvépyeoBau, the pre-

position is still very much alive. And though these three

prepositions show the largest proportion of examples, there

are others which on occasion can exhibit the perfectivising

power. Lightfoot's interpretation brings émyw(ﬁakw under

this category. The present simplex, ytwwokey, is durative,

"to be taking in knowledge." The simplex aorist has point

action, generally effective, meaning "ascertain, realise," but

occasionally (as in Jn. 17%°, 2 Tim 2') it is constative: Eyvwy

oe gathers into one perspective all the successive moments of

Ywdokwot oé in Jn 17°. "Enryv@vou, "find out, determine,”

is rather more decisive than the yv@vaou (effective); but in

the present stem it seems to differ from ywuwokew by includ-

ing the goal in the picture of the journey there—it tells

of knowledge already gained. Thus 1 Co 13" would be

paraphrased, "Now I am acquiring knowledge which is only

partial at best: then I shall have learnt my lesson, shall know,

as God in my mortal life knew me." But I confess I lean

more and more to Dean Robinson's doctrine (Ephes. 248 {t.):

the vernacular is rich in éni compounds of the kind he describes.
The meaning of the Present-stem of these perfec-

tivised roots naturally demands explanation. Since 8v1j-
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okewv is "to be dying" and droBavéiv "to die," what is
there left for dmoBvijokelv? An analysis of the occur-
Present Stem rences of this stem in the NT will anticipate
of perfectivised some important points we shall have to make
Verbs under the heading of Tenses. Putting aside
the special use péa\w droBvrioke,' we find
the present stem used as an iterative in 1 Co 15!, and as
frequentative in Heb 7° 107, 1 Co 15%, Rev 14" the
latter describes action which recurs from time to time with
different individuals, as the iterative describes action repeated
by the same agent.” In Jn 21% and 1 Co 15°* it stands
for a future, on which usage see p. 120. Only in Lk 8%,
2 Co 6, and Heb 11*' is it strictly durative, replacing the
now obsolete simplex Bvijokw.’ The simplex, however,
vanished only because the "linear perfective" expressed its
meaning sufficiently, denoting as it does the whole process
leading up to an attained goal. KaTtapevyew, for example,
implies that the refuge is reached, but it depicts the journey
there in a coup d’oeil: kaTavy€iv is only concerned with the
moment of arrival. A very important example in the NT
is the recurrent o1 dtoA\Opevor, "the perishing." Just as
much as dmokTeivw and its passive dwoBvrjokw, dré\\vpar’
implies the completion of the process of destruction. When
we speak of a "dying" man, we do not absolutely bar the
possibility of a recovery, but our word implies death as the
goal in sight. Similarly in the cry of the Prodigal, \ip@
dnéMupat, Lk 15", and in that of the disciples in the storm,
o@oov, drol\OpeBa, Mt 8%, we recognise in the perfective
verb the sense of an inevitable doom, under the visible con-
ditions, even though the subsequent story tells us it was
averted. In ot dmoA\dpevor, 1 Co 1'® al, strongly durative
though the verb is, we see perfectivity in the fact that the
goal is ideally reached: a complete transformation of its

" MéM\w c. pres. inf. occurs eighty-four times in NT; c. fut. thrice in Ac
(1. €oeoBan); c. aor. six times (Ac 12°, Rom 8", Gal 3”, Rev 3* (dmoBaveiv) 3'°
12%; also Lk 20° in D and Marcion).

? Both will be (. . .), a series of points, on the graph hitherto used.

’ TéBvnka is really the perfect of dmoBvijokw: a perfect needed no per-
fectivising in a "point-word" like this.

* Note that in all three the simplex is obsolete, for the same reason in
each case.
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subjects is required to bring them out of the ruin implicit
in their state.

Preposition Before passing on, we may note the

not repeated. survival in NT Greek of a classical idiom

by which the preposition in a compound is

omitted, without weakening the sense, when the verb is
repeated. Thus in Euripides, Bacch. 1065, katfiyov, ﬁyov,
ﬁyov, answers to the English "pulled down, down, down."
I do not remember seeing this traced in the NT, but in
Rev 10" (supra, p. 111 n.) £ ayov seems to be the continuation
of kaTéparyov; in Jn 1> ExaBov takes up tapéraBov, and in
Rom 15* mpoeypdn is repeated as éypd.m. So also épav-
vavTeg 1 Pet 1'%, évdvodpevor, 2 Co 5°, and oriivan Eph 6"(2):
—add 1 Co 10°, Phil 1%4F not, I think, Rom 2°% or Mt 577,
The order forbids 1 Co 12°. In all these cases we are justified
in treating the simplex as a full equivalent of the compound;
but of course in any given case it may be otherwise explicable.

Growth of "The perfective Aktionsart in Polybius,"
Constative the earliest of the great Kown writers, forms
Aorist the subject of an elaborate study by Dr

Eleanor Purdie, in Indog. Forsch. ix. 63-153
(1898). In a later volume, xii. 319-372, 11. Meltzer con-
troverts Miss Purdie's results in detail; and an independent
comparison with results derivable from NT Greek shows
that her conclusions may need considerable qualification. Re-
search in this field is, as Brugmann himself observes (Griech.
Gram.® 484), still in its initial stages; but that the Newnham
philologist is on the right lines generally, is held by some
of the best authorities, including Thumb, who thinks her
thesis supported by MGr.* Her contention is that since
Homer the aorist simplex had been progressively taking
the constative colour, at the expense of its earlier punc-

and of tiliar character; and that there is a
"Perfective " growing tendency to use the compounds,
Compounds. especially those with 81d, kaTd and oVv, to

express what in the oldest Greek could be
sufficiently indicated by the simplex. To a certain extent
the NT use agrees with that of Polybius. Thus ¢uyé€iv is
constative eleven times, "to flee," with no suggestion of the
prolongation of flight (¢pevyew) or of its successful accom-

" see p. 247.
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plishment (3ra.puy€iv or kaTaduyeiv). (It seems to me clear
that in Heb 11** we have €duyov for the beginning of action,
—not the goal of safety attained, but the first and decisive step
away from danger. Similarly in Mt 23*> we should read

"how are ye to flee from the judgement of Gehenna?"—just

as in 3. The thought is not of the inevitableness of God's
punishment, but of the stubbornness of men who will not take
a step to escape it. The perfective therefore would be inap-
propriate.) The papyri decidedly support this differentiation
of simplex and compound. In the same way we find that
dtwEanu is always constative in NT, while the perfective
kaTadtwEat, "hunt down," occurs once in Mk 1® 6 where
"followed after" (AV and RV) is not exact.’ Epydoao8at

is certainly constative in Mt 25' 3Jn 5, and Heb 11°°: it
surveys in perspective the continuous labour which is so often
expressed by épyd¢esBar. In Mt 26'°, and even 2 Jn. 8, the
same is probably the case: the stress lies on the activity rather
than on its product. This last idea is regularly denoted

by the perfective compound with katd. duvidEat "guard"
seems always constative, StapurdEat "preserve" occurring
in Lk 4'°. Similarly Tnpficat "watch, keep," a continuous
process seen in perspective: ovv- and dra-Tnpeiv (present stem
only) denote "watching" which succeeds up to the point of
time contemplated. (See p. 237.) "AywviteoBau, is only used
in the durative present, but kaTaywvicaoBout (Heb 1 1) is
a good perfective. day€iv and kaTapoayeiv differ quite on
Polybian lines (see above). On the other hand, in the

verbs Miss Purdie examines, the NT makes decidedly less

use of the compound than does Polybius; while the non-
constative aorists which she notes as exceptions to the

general tendency are reinforced by others which in Polybius
are seldom such. Thus i18€iv is comparatively rare in
Polybius: "in several cases the meaning is purely constative,
and those exx. in which a perfective' meaning must be
admitted bear a very small proportion to the extremely
frequent occurrences of the compound verb in the like

" That is, "punctiliar": Miss Purdie does not distinguish this from per-
fective proper (with preposition). Brugmann, following Delbruck, has lately
insisted on reserving " perfective " for the compounds. Uniformity of ter-
minology is so important that [ have altered the earlier phraseology throughout.
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sense " (op. cit. p. 94 1.). In the NT, however, the simplex
13€iv is exceedingly common, while the compound (ka.Bopdv,
Rom 1°°) only appears once. It is moreover—so far as I can
judge without the labour of a count--as often punctiliar
(ingressive) as constative: Mt 2'°, "when they caught sight

of the star," will serve as an example, against constative

uses like that in the previous verse, "the star which they

saw." (In numerous cases it would be difficult to dis-

tinguish the one from the other.) Here comes in one of
Meltzer's criticisms, that the historian's strong dislike of

hiatus (cf above, p. 92) accounts for very many of his
preferences for compound verbs. This fact undeniably
damages the case for Polybius himself; but it does not dis-
pose of inferences--less decided, but not unimportant—

which may be drawn from NT Greek and that of the papyri.
We are not surprised to find that the NT has no perfective
compounds of Bedopat, Bewpéw, NoyiLopat, Tpdoow, KLV3uvvelw,
&pyopar, péMw, 6pyitopat, Sbvw (unless in Col 3%), or pioyw
(piyvupu), to set beside those cited from the historian. Noéw
is rather difficult to square with the rule. Its present

simplex is often obviously linear, as in vo@v kai (ppov@v, the
standing phrase of a testator beginning a will: the durative
"understand" or "conceive" is the only possible translation

in many NT passages. The aor. in Jn 12* and Eph 3* may

be the constative of this, or it may be ingressive, "realise."

But it is often difficult to make a real perfective out of the
compound kaTavofjoat, which should describe the completion
of a mental process. In some passages, as Lk 20 ("he

detected their craftiness"), or Ac 7°' ("to master the mystery"),
this will do very well; but the durative action is most cer-
tainly represented in the present kaTavo€iv, except Ac 27°°
("noticed one after another"). MaB€iv is sometimes con-
stative, summing up the process of pav8dvetv; but it has
often purely point action, "ascertain": so in Ac 23, Gal 37,
and frequently in the papyri. In other places moreover it
describes a fully learnt lesson, and not the process of study.

On Miss Purdie's principle this should be reserved for
kaTapaBeiv, which occurs in Mt 6**: both here and for
kaTavoroaTe in the Lucan parallel 12°* 7 the RV retains

the durative "consider." It may however mean "understand,



118 A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

take in this fact about." The NT use of Te\éw, again, differs
widely from that of Polybius, where the perfective compound
(ovvT.) greatly predominates: in NT the simplex outnumbers
it fourfold. Moreover the aorist in the NT is always punctiliar
("finish"): only in Gal 5'° is the constative "perform” a
possible alternative. ’Op'yloeﬁvou is another divergent, for
instead of the perfective d10p7y., "fly into a rage," we six
times have the simplex in the NT, where the constative
aorist "be angry" never occurs.' Finally we note that
kaBéCeoBau is always purely durative in NT ("sit," not "sit
down," which is kaBio at), thus differing from Polybian use.
A few additions might be made. Thus Lk 19" has the simplex
npaypatTevoaoBat "trade," with the perfective compound in
v.15 BempaypartevoovTo "gained by trading." But the great
majority of the 81d compounds retain the full force of the S1d.
Provisional The net result of this comparison may
Results. perhaps be stated thus, provisionally: for
anything like a decisive settlement we must
wait for some y aAkévTepog grammarian who will toil right
through the papyri and the Kowvn literature with a minuteness
matching Miss Purdie's over her six books of Polybius—a
task for which a year's holiday is a condicio sine qua non.
The growth of the constative aorist was certainly a feature
in the development of later Greek: its consequences will
occupy us when we come to the consideration of the Tenses.
But the disuse of the "point" aorist, ingressive or effective,
and the preference of the perfective compound to express
the same meaning, naturally varied much with the author.
The general tendency may be admitted as proved; the extent
of its working will depend on the personal equation. In the
use of compound verbs, especially, we cannot expect the neglige
style of ordinary conversation, or even the higher degree of
elaboration to which Luke or the auctor ad Hebraeos could rise,
to come near the profusion of a literary man like Polybius.’
Time and Perhaps this brief account of recent re-
Tense. searches, in a field hitherto almost untrodden
by NT scholars, may suffice to prepare the

" Rev 11'® might mean "were angry," but the ingressive "waxed angry"
(at the accession of the King) suits the context better. % See p. 237.
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way for the necessary attempt to place on a scientific basis
the use of the tenses, a subject on which many of the most
crucial questions of exegesis depend. It has been made
clear that the notion of (present or past) time is not by any
means the first thing we must think of in dealing with tenses.
For our problems of Aktionsart it is a mere accident that
(ebyw is (generally) present and €evyov, épuyov, and Gpuydv
past: the main point we must settle is the distinction between
(evy and puy which is common to all their moods.

The Present :— On the Present stem, as normally denoting

linear or durative action, not much more

need now be said. The reader may be reminded of one idiom
which comes out of the linear idea, the use of words like
nd o with the present in a sense best expressed by our
perfect. Thus in 2 Co 12" "have you been thinking all
this time?" or Jn 15", "you have been with me from the
beginning." So in MGr, é€fvTa pfjvag o dyand (Abbott 222).
The durative present in such cases gathers up past and pre-
sent time into one phrase. It must not be thought, however,
that the durative meaning monopolises the present stem. In
the prehistoric period only certain conjugations had linear
action; and though later analogic processes mostly levelled
the primitive diversity, there are still some survivals of
importance. The punctiliar force is obvious in certain
presents. Burton (MT 9) cites as "aoristic presents" such
words as mapayyéAw Ac 16'°, ddievtar Mk 2° ("are this
moment forgiven,"—contr. agievtor Lk 523), Ac 9’ 4,
etc. So possibly ddiopev Lk 11%, which has ddrikapev as
its representative in Mt. But here it seems better to
recognise the iterative present—"for we habitually forgive":
this is like the difference between Lk and Mt seen in their
versions of the prayer for daily bread. (Cfalso Lk 6°°.) Blass
(p. 188) adds dondeTtar as the correlative to the regular domd-
ooa0oBe. Itis very possible that in the prehistoric period a
distinct present existed for the strong aorist stem, such as
Giles plausibly traces in o’fpxeaeou compared with the durative
’épxt—:()'eou.1 The conjecture--which is necessarily unverifiable

' Manual® 482. The ap is like pa in Tpanéiv against Tpémetv, the familial
Greek representative of the original vocalic r.
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—would sufficiently explain this verb's punctiliar action.
But it may indeed be suspected that point and line action
were both originally possible in present and aorist-stem for-
mations which remained without formative prefix or suffix.
On this assumption, analogical levelling was largely responsible
for the durative character which belongs to most of the
special conjugation stems of the present. But this is con-
jectural, and we need only observe that the punctiliar roots
denoting future which appear in the present stem have given
time; rise to the use of the so-called present tense
to denote future time.' In aliprov droBv1j-
okopev (1 Co 15%%) we have a verb in which the perfective
prefix has neutralised the inceptive force of the suffix -1okw:
it is only the obsoleteness of the simplex which allows it ever
to borrow a durative action. Eipt in Attic is a notable
example of a punctiliar root used for a future in the present
indicative. But though it is generally asserted that this use
of present tense for future originates in the words with
momentary action, this limitation does not appear in the
NT examples, any more than in English. We can say,
"I am going to London to-morrow" just as well as "I go":
and 31épyopat in 1 Co 16, yiverar in Mt 26, and other futural
presents that may be paralleled from the vernacular of the
papyri, have no lack of durativity about them. In this stage
of Greek, as in our own language, we may define the futural
present as differing from the future tense mainly in the tone
of assurance which is imparted. That the Present is not
primarily a fense, in the usual acceptation of the term, is
and past time; shown not only by the fact that it can
stand for future time, but by its equally
well-known use as a past. The "Historic" present
is divided by Brugmann (Gr. Gram.” 484 f.) into the
"dramatic" and the "registering" present. The latter
registers a date, with words like yiyvetou, TexeuTd, etc.
I cannot recall a NT example, for Mt 2* is not really
parallel. The former, common in all vernaculars—we have
only to overhear a servant girl's "so she says to me," if we

! Compare the close connexion between aorist (not present) subjunctive and
the future, which is indeed in its history mainly a specialising of the former.
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desiderate proof that the usage is at home among us--is
abundantly represented in the NT.! From that mine of
statistical wealth, Hawkins's Horae Synopticae, we find that Mk
uses the historic present 151 times, Mt 93 times, Lk 8 times,
with 13 in Ac; also that it is rare in the rest of the NT, ex-
cept in Jn. But it is not true that it was "by no means common
in Hellenistic Greek." Sir John Hawkins himself observes
that it is common in Josephus and in Job: Mr Thackeray
notes 145 exx. in 1 Sam alone--its rarity in LXX was only
inferred from the absence of Aéyer. That Luke invariably
(except in 8*°) altered Mark's favourite usage means that it
was too familiar for his liking. I have not catalogued the
evidence of the papyri for this phenomenon, but it is common.
OP 717 may be cited as a document contemporary with the
NT, in which a whole string of presents does duty in nar-
rative. It may be seen alternating with past tenses, as in

the NT: cf the curious document Par P 51 (i1/B.C.), recording
some extremely trivial dreams. Thus dviyw . .. 0p® ...
Khaiyw ... énopevuduny ... kai épyopat . . . éENeyov, etc.
It was indeed a permanent element in prose narrative,
whether colloquial or literary; but it seems to have run
much the same course as in English, where the historic
present is not normally used in educated conversation or in
literature as a narrative form. It carries a special effect of

its own, which may be a favourite mannerism of a particular
author, but entirely avoided by others. Applying this prin-
ciple, we conceive that Josephus would use the tense as an
imitator of the classics, Mark as a man of the people who
heard it in daily use around him; while Luke would have
Greek education enough to know that it was not common in
cultured speech of his time, but not enough to recall the
encouragement of classical writers whom he probably never
read, and would not have imitated if he had read them.

The limits of the historic present are well seen in the fact
that it is absent from Homer, not because it was foreign to

' An instructive parallel for Méyer ’Inoods, especially as in the Oxyrhynchus
Logia, may be seen in Roman edicts. Thus Syll. 376 Koioap (Nero) Néyet;
ib. 656 (ii/A.D.—a proconsul); OGIS 665 (49 A. D.), etc.

* A peculiar use of the historic present is noticeable in MGr, where it fre-
quently takes up a past tense: thus, 6 Too\kag éEeondBwoe, Kpdel TA TANTKAP1Q,
"drew his sword and calls" (Abbott 44—see also 22, 26, etc.). See p. 139 n.
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the old Achaian dialect, but because of its felt incongruity in
epic style: it is absent from the Nibelungenlied in the same way.
The Moods of the present stem will be treated under their
separate heads later. But there are two uses which should
come in here, as bearing on the kind of action belonging to
Present and the tense-stem. The first concerns the two
Aorist in normal methods of expressing Prohibition in
Prohibitions:  classical Greek, which survive in NT Greek,
though less predominant than before. There
is a familiar rule that pj is used with present imperative
or aorist subjunctive; but the distinction between these,
expounded by Gottfried Hermann long ago, seems to have
been mostly unnoticed till it was rediscovered by Dr
Walter Headlam in CR xvii. 295, who credits Dr Henry
Jackson with supplying the hint. Dr Jackson himself con-
tributes a brief but suggestive note in xviii. 262 f. (June
1904), and Dr Headlam then writes in full upon the subject
in xix. 30-36, citing the dicta of Hermann from which the
doctrine started, and rebutting some objections raised by Mr
H. D. Naylor.” Dr Jackson's words may be cited as linking
the beginning and end of the language-history, and proving
incidentally that the alleged distinction must hold for the NT
language, which lies midway. "Davidson told me that, when
in Modern he was learning modern Greek, he had been
Greek; puzzled about the distinction, until he heard
a Greek friend use the present imperative to
a dog which was barking. This gave him the clue. He
turned to Plato's Apology, and immediately stumbled upon
the excellent instances 20E urj BopuBrionTe, before clamour
begins, and prj BopuB€iTe, when it has begun." The
latter means in fact "desist from interrupting," the former
"do not interrupt (in future)." Headlam shows how the
present imperative often calls out the retort, "But I am not
doing so," which the aorist locution never does: it would
require "No, [ will not." This is certainly the case in MGr,
where pn} ypddns is addressed to a person who is already
writing, um ypdyms to one who has not begun. The
in Papyri; facts for classical and for present-day Greek
may be supplemented from the four volumes
of OP: we need not labour the proof of a canon which
could hardly be invalid for a period lying between periods

* See p. 247.
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in which it is known to have been in force. I have

noted in OP six cases of uj c. aor. subj. referring to

requests made in a letter, which of course cannot be

attended to till the letter arrives. Thus urj duexions,

un AMwg Tojong Spa undevi . . . Tpookpovoms, ete. (all

11/A.D.). One other (OP 744, i/B.C.) is worth quoting as a

sample of such requests followed by a reply: €ipnkasg . . .

811 M1 pe émndOns. Idg dvvapai oe énihabeiv; On the

other hand, we have four cases of un c. pres. imper., all clearly

referable to the rule. TobTo urj Aéye (What he had said)— pn

dywvia (bis) "don't go on worrying" —u1} CkAGA\e €TV

évnfjvau (sic!) "don't bother to give information (??)": in the

last case (295--1/A.D.) the writer had apparently left school

young, and we can only guess her meaning, but it may

well be "stop troubling." As we shall see, the crux is the

differentia of the present imperative, which is not easy to

illustrate decisively from the papyri. Hb P 56 (iii/B.C.) 00 obv

un) évéy her avTév (as you are doing) is good. FP 112 (i/A.D.)

the only case there—is obscured by hiatus. The prevalence

of reports and accounts in Tb P 1. gives little opportunity

for the construction; but in the royal edict Tb P 6 (i1/B.C.),

we find kai pnBevi émiTpénete kOB OVTIVODY TpéTOV TpdoTEY

Tt TOV Tpodednwuévwy, the conformity of which with

the rule is suggested by the words "as we have before

commanded," with which the sentence apparently opens:

a hiatus again causes difficulty. The frequency of these prohi-

and in NT. bitions in NT presents a very marked contrast

to the papyri, but the hortatory character of

the writing accounts for this. The following table gives the

statistics for urj with the 2nd person:--

C. pres. imp. c. aor. subj.
Mt. 12 29
Mk 8 9
Lk. 27 19
Ac 5 4
Jn and Epp 19 1
Rev 3 5
Paul 47 8
Heb 5 5
Jas 7 2
1 Pet 1 2
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We have included the cases where pr is preceded by 8pa. or
the like. But sometimes this is not (as in the Gospels) a
mere compound prohibition, like our "take care notto . . . ¢
In Gal 5" "take heed lest" can hardly be classed as a
prohibition at all; while in Mk 1*, §pa pndevi €inng, there
is virtual parataxis, 6pa. being only a sort of particle adding
emphasis. The analysis of the list raises several suggestive
points. In Mt we note that except 1?° and 3° all the
examples are from sayings of Christ, 39 in all, while in
Lk 32 are thus described (36 if we include a citation of
four precepts from the Decalogue). Since Mt has 12 pres.
to 27 aor., but Lk 21 to 11, we see that there was no sort of
uniformity in translating from the Aramaic. There is no
case where Mt and Lk have varied the tense while using
the same word in reporting the same logion;' but we find
Mt altering Mk in 24%, manifestly for the better, if the
canon is true. In Mk the balance is heavily inclined to
the pres., for 5 out of 9 aor. examples are in the recitation
of the commandments. In Jn there is only one aor., 37,
an exception the more curious in that desine mirari seems
clearly the meaning; but see below. Paul uses the aor.
even less than he appears to do, for Rom 10° is a quotation,
and Col 2! ter virtually such: this leaves only 2 Th 3",
1 Tim 5', 2 Tim 18, with Gal 5'°, on which see above. Heb
has only two aorists (10°° 12%°--the latter with BAémeTe),
apart from a triple quotation 38. 15 47. The very marked
predominance of the urj moiet type is accordingly unbroken
except in Mt, and in Rev and 1 Pet so far as they go. In
the NT as a whole the proportion is 61 p.c. to 39, which
does not greatly differ from the 56 to 44 noted in the
Attic Orators by Miller (4JP xiii. 423).

Passages Before we proceed to draw our deduc-

agreeing. tions from the canon thus applied to the NT,

it will be well to present a few of the

passages in which it obviously holds. In the following
places the reply to the purj moier must clearly be either
"I am not doing so" or "I will stop doing it":--Mk 5°°

(9

"D uses KwhVonTe in Lk 18'%, where Mt and Mk, as well as the other MSS
in Lk, have the much more appropriate present.
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9* and parallels, Lk 7" 8* 8 (cf Mk Ti khaieTe;) 107

117 14" 23% 1n 2'°519*' 20" %, Ac 10" 18” 20",

Rom 11" 14%°, 1 Co 777, 1 Tim 5%, Jas 2', 1 Pet 4",

Rev 5°. In the following, the prj mo1jong would be answered

with "I will avoid doing so":—Mt 6" 10° 17°, Mk 8*°

9%, Lk 6°° 10* (contrast the two prohibitions) 14% 21°,

Ac 7% 9* 1623”1 Tim 5', 2 Tim 1%, Rev 6° 7° 10’

(following Hjuexhov ypd derv—he had not begun).
Difficulties. It must however be admitted that rather

strong external pressure is needed to force

the rule upon Paul. It is not merely that his usage is very

one-sided. So is that of Jn, and yet (with the doubtful

exception of 10°”) every present he uses fits the canon

completely. But does prj dpéher in 1 Tim 4'* require us to

believe that Timothy was "neglecting" his "charism"--

undevi émiTiBer and pnde kowwwver in 5%, that he was warned

to stop what he was hitherto guilty of? May we not rather

say that pr) dpéhet is equivalent to TdvToTe peéta or the

like, a marked durative, with a similar account of pnde

kowwver? If we paraphrase the first clause in 5% "always

be deliberate in choosing your office-bearers," we see the

iterative' force of the present coming in; and this we

recognise again in typical passages like Lk 107, Rom 6",

Eph. 4%, Heb 13°,2 In '°, 1 Jn4'. Thenin 1 Co 14°° how

are we to imagine Paul bidding the Corinthians "desist from

forbidding" the exercise of their darling charism? His

urn Kwhvete means "do not discourage glossolaly, as after

my previous words you might be inclined to do." In other

words, we have the conative," which is clearly needed also in

such passages as Gal 5'. M moiet accordingly needs

various mental supplements, and not one only. It is "Stop

doing," or "Do not (from time to time)," or "Do not

(as you are in danger of doing)," or "Do not attempt to do."

We are not justified in excluding, for the purposes of the

present imperative in prohibitions, the various kinds of

action which we find attached to the present stem elsewhere.

' See below, p. 128. In 1 Co c. we might also trace the iterative, if the
meaning is "Do not repress giossolaly, whenever it breaks out." So Dr Findlay.
Dr Abbott (JG 318 ff.) cites Mk 13*' against the "Do not persist" rule; and
Mr Naylor points to the éT1 required in 1 Ti 5%
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But since the simple linear action is by far the commonest

in the present stem, it naturally follows that ur moiet usually
means "stop doing," though (as Headlam admits, CR

xix. 31) it does not always mean this. To account for

such difficulties on the other side as In. 37, we may well
pursue the quotation from the scholar who started us on

this discussion. "Mn} 8pdong always, I believe, means I
warn you against doing this, I beseech you will not; though
this 1s sometimes used when the thing is being done; notably
in certain cases which may be called colloquial or idiomatic,
with an effect of impatience, uny ppovtiong Oh, never mind!
un detomg Never fear! ur Bovpdons You mustn’t be surprised."

Why Paul One of my main motives in pursuing
prefers this long discussion has been to solve a
1T Tolel question that has consequences for our

Church History. What are we to infer
when we find Paul bidding his converts ur ne@okeoBe
(Eph 5'%), un yet8eaBe (Col 3”), or James changing the
logion of Mt 5°*°% into the suggestive present (5'%)?

What has been said will make it clear that such commands

were very practical indeed, that the apostles were not

tilting at windmills, but uttering urgent warnings against

sins which were sure to reappear in the Christian com-

munity, or were as yet only imperfectly expelled. The critics

who make so much of lapses among Christian converts of the

first generation in modern missions might have damned Paul's

results with equal reason. Time has shown—time will show.'
Present The second point in which we shall
Participle. anticipate later discussion concerns the uses

of the Participle. Like the rest of the verb,

outside the indicative, it has properly no sense of time

attaching to it: the linear action in a participle, connected

with a finite verb in past or present time, partakes in the time

of its principal. But when the participle is isolated by the

addition of the article, its proper timelessness is free to

come out. This can hardly happen with the aorist, where

point action in such a connexion cannot well exist without

the suggestion of past time: 1} Tekodoa. must be rendered

"she who bore a child," not because Tekoboa is past in

' See p. 238.
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time like éTeke, but because the action is not in progress

and therefore must be past. But 1) TikTovoa is common

in tragedy (cf Gal 4”’) as a practical synonym of 1 pjTnp,

the title of a continuous relationship. Winer (p. 444) gives

a good selection of classical exx.: add from the papyri such

as CPR 24 etc. (i/A.D.) T0ig yapodo1, "the contracting
parties," who are called o1 yeyaunkdTeg in a similar docu-
ment, CPR 28 (ii/A.D.). So 6 k\énTwv, Eph 4%, is not "he who
stole" or "he who steals," but simply "the stealer," differing
from 6 kKAémTng "the thief" only in being more closely
associated with the verb k\emTéTw which is coming. If the
Baptist is called 6 BantiCwy (Mk 6'* %), "the baptiser," the
phrase is less of a technical term than the noun, but is other-
wise synonymous therewith. An agent-noun almost neces-
sarily connotes linear action: there are only a few exceptions,
like "murderer," "bankrupt," where the title is generally

given in respect of an act committed in the past. Hence

it coincides closely with the action of the present participle,
which with the article (rarely without—see Kuhner-Gerth

1. 266) becomes virtually a noun. We return to the aorist
participle later, and need not say more on the minute part

of its field which might be connected with the subject of

this paragraph. But it must be remarked that the principle

of a timeless present participle needs very careful application,
since alternative explanations are often possible, and grammar
speaks to exegesis here with no decisive voice. In my
Introduction® (p. 19 9) Mt 27*, 6 kaToAbwY TOV vad, "the
destroyer of the temple," was given as an ex. of a participle
turned noun. But the conative force is not to be missed here:
"you would-be destroyer" gives the meaning more exactly.
Another ambiguous case may be quoted from Heb 10'*: is
ToUg ayraopévoug timeless, "the objects of sanctification,” or
iterative, "those who from time to time receive sanctification,"
or purely durative, "those who are in process of sanctifica-
tion"? The last, involving a suggestive contrast with the
perfect TeTeheiwkev--telling (like the unique éoTé oecwpévor
of Eph 2% ®) of a work which is finished on its Author's

side, but progressively realised by its objects,—brings the
tense into relation with the recurrent of o1 cw¢épevor and

o1 dmoA\Opevor, in which durative action is conspicuous.
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The examples will suffice to teach the importance of
caution.

The Imperfect. We turn to the Imperfect, with which we

enter the sphere of Tense proper, the idea of

past time being definitely brought in by the presence of the
augment. This particle—perhaps a demonstrative base in
its origin, meaning "then" is the only decisive mark of
past or present time that the Indo-Germanic verb possesses,
unless the final -/ in primary tenses is rightly conjectured to
have denoted present action in its prehistoric origin. Applied
to the present stem, the augment throws linear action
into the past; applied to the aorist, it does the same for
punctiliar action. The resultant meaning is naturally various.
We may have pictorial narrative, as contrasted with the
summary given by the aorist. Thus the sculptor will some-
times sign his work 0 3€iva émoiet, sometimes émoinoe: the
former lays the stress on the labour of production, the latter
on the artist's name. When the difference is a matter of
emphasis, we naturally find it sometimes evanescent. “En,
imperfect in form, is aorist in meaning, because (pa., is a
punctiliar root. But é\eyev often differs very little from
eimev—its pictorial character is largely rubbed off by time,
and in MGr the two forms are mere equivalents. In words
less worn the distinction can hardly ever be ignored. The
categories to which we were alluding just now, in discussing
the participle, are everywhere conspicuous in the imperfect
indicative. Thus we have frequently the iterative, its graph
(......) instead of ( ), describing past action that was
repeated. Especially important, because more liable to be
missed, is the conative imperfect, for which we might give the
graph ( ). Action going on implies the contingency
of'its failure to reach an end : our linear graph may either
be produced beyond our vision, or reach a definite terminus
in view (ka0 010V, perfective, see above, p. 111), or stop
abruptly in vacuo. How important this is for the NT may
be seen from some of the passages in which the Revisers have
earned our gratitude by their careful treatment of the Tenses,
a specially strong point of their work. Ac 26'" is a notable
example: the AV commits Paul to the statement that he had
actually forced weak Christians to renounce their Master,



THE VERB: TENSES AND MODES OF ACTION. 129

Now in itself qud-ykagov might of course be "I repeatedly
forced," the iterative imperfect just referred to. But the
sudden abandonment of the aorist, used up to this point, gives
a strong grammatical argument for the alternative "I tried to
force," which is made certain by the whole tone of the Apostle
in his retrospect: we cannot imagine him telling of such a
success so calmly!® Other typical exx. are Mt 3", Lk 17,
Ac 7°°, the RV being right in all: in Ac c. the AV curiously
blundered into the right meaning by mistranslating a wrong
text. (Their cvvr\aoev would naturally mean that he "drove"
them to shake hands! Did the translators (Tyndale and
his successors) mistake this for cvv\ANaooev, or did they
consciously emend? The Vulgate reconciliabat may have
encouraged them.) In Mk 9°° the Revisers unfortunately
corrected the text without altering the translation: it seems
clear that the imperfect is conative, the man refusing to be
stopped in his good work. So also in Heb 11" npocédepev
appears to be a conative imperfect, as the RV takes it: the
contrast between the ideally accomplished sacrifice, as per-
manently recorded in Scripture (tpooevrivoyev), and the
historic fact that the deed was not finished, makes an
extremely strong case for this treatment of the word. 1
cannot therefore here agree with Thumb, who says that we
expect an aorist, and suggests that €édepov had already begun
to be felt as an aorist as in MGr é(epa,, the aorist of (pépvw
(ThLZ xxviii. 423). He cites no ancient parallel;' and of
all NT writers the author of Heb is the least likely to start
an innovation of this kind.” (See p. 238.)

The Aorist:-- In the Aorist indicative, as in the Imper-

feet, we have past time brought in by the

use of the augment. To appreciate the essential character of
aorist action, therefore, we must start with the other moods.
The contrast of its point action with the linear of the present
stem is well seen in 80 ojpepov in Mt 6'', against 8i8ov 70
ka® Mpuépav, in Lk 117 cfalso Mt 5% 1@ aitodvTt 8ég, but
novTi aiTodvTt 8idov in Lk 6°°; and (with respective parts
reversed) Mt 5'2 yoipeTe, without note of time, but Lk 6>
ydpnTe év ékeivy TH Muépq. The Imperative shows the con-
trast so well that we may add another example:® Rom 6" gives
us present TopioTdveTe (see pp. 122 ff.) and TapaoTioaTe to-

" dépete in Hb P 45 might serve. So possibly Mk 117 [* See p. 247.
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gether in marked antithesis—the daily struggle, always ending

in surrender, and the once-for-all surrender to God which

brings deliverance. Note further the delicate nuance in Ac

15°™: Barnabas, with easy forgetfulness of risk, wishes ouv-

nopaoBéiv Mark—Paul refuses cuvraparapBdvetv, to have

with them: day by day one who had shown himself unreliable.

Examples are very numerous, and there are few of the finer

shades of meaning which are more important to grasp, just

because they usually defy translation. The three kinds of

point action, Ingressive, Effective, and Constative,' are not
Classified. always easy to distinguish. Two or even

three of them may be combined in one verb,

as we saw above with Ba€iv (p. 109); for of course this may

be the summary of BdA\ewv "throw," as well as "let fly" and

"hit". In usage however nearly all verbs keep to one end

or other of the action; though the marked growth of the

constative enlarges the number of cases in which the whole

action is comprised in one view. Thus from Baoi\eVewv we

have the ingressive aorist in Baoi\eboag dvanayoetat," having

come to his throne he shall rest" (Agraphon, OP 654 and

Clem. Al.), and the constative in Rev 20* "they reigned

a thousand years." The ingressive especially belongs to

verbs of state or condition (Goodwin MT 16).> For the

effective aorist, we may compare durative Teh€éiv "fulfil, bring

to perfection" (2 Co 12° "my power is being perfected in

weakness") with the aorist Texéoon "finish" (Lk 2*° etc.): for

constative in Gal 5'° see above, p. 118.

Aorist Participle The aorist participle raises various ques-
of Coincident tions of its own, which must be considered
Action. here in so far as they concern the nature of

aorist action. The connotation of past time
has largely fastened on this participle, through the idiomatic
use in which it stands before an aorist indicative to qualify
its action. As point action is always completed action, except
in the ingressive, the participle naturally came to involve

' We may express them by the graph A-->--B, denoting motion from
A to B. A will be Ingressive, B Effective, and the Constative would be the
line reduced to a point by perspective. ? Thus dmodnuéiv = live abroad;
dnedrjunoev= went abroad, Lk 15", LI P 1 (iii/B.C.) with date of leaving.
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past time relative to that of the main verb. Presumably

this would happen less completely when the participle stood
second. The assumption of past time must not however be
regarded as a necessary or an accomplished process. In
many cases, especially in the NT, the participle and the

main verb denote coincident or identical action. So dno-
kp1Beig eimev Mt 22" etc.,' kah@g énoinoag mapayevépevog
Ac 10%. The latter puts into the past a formula constantly
recurring in the papyri: thus FP 121 (i/ii A.D.) €0 moijoeig
8ovg "you will oblige me by giving"--si dederis in Latin.

In Jn 11°® we have eimobdoa first for past action and then
€inaca (BC*) for coincident: the changed form is suggestive,
but is perhaps without conscious significance. One probable
example of coincident action may be brought in here because
of its inherent difficulty, though it belongs rather to lexicon
than to grammar. The participle émBaiwv (Mk 147%)--

which may well have been obscure even to Mt and Lk, who
both dropped it—has now presented itself in the Ptolemaic
papyrus Tb P 50, émiBalwv cuvéywoev Ta év Tt éavTod Y
népn 100 onpovopévov V3paywyod, which I translate, "he set
to and dammed up." It is true that in Tb P 13 émiBdA\w
means "embankment," as Dr Swete has pointed out to me.”
But Dr F. G. Kenyon has since observed that if émiBa\w
were here used of casting up earth, it would add nothing to
ouvvéywoev alone. Moreover, since Mark's phrase has to be
explained in any case, there is good reason for taking the
word in the same sense in both places. Many versions

either take this view of émiBaiuwiv (cf Euthymius' gloss
dpEdevog), or translate the paraphrase fipEato found in D.
Mt and Lk substitute the ingressive aorist ékhavoev. If this
account is right, émiBalwv is the aorist coincident with the
first point of the linear ék\auev, and the compound phrase
expresses with peculiar vividness both the initial paroxysm

" This phrase, except for Ac 19" 25°, occurs in the Semitic atmosphere alone;
so that we should look at the Hebrew 1R 131, which suggested it through the
medium of the LXX. (It is not Aramaic, Dalman thinks, Words 24 f.) The
form of the Hebrew prompts Dr Findlay to suggest that dmokp18eig is ingressive,
€imev consecutive upon it. It is not fatal that dmwokp18fjvau is generally con-
stative. We should note here Ac 19%, where the coincident aor. ptc. is doctrin-
ally important: cf RV, ? See notes in Expos vi. vii. 113 and viii. 430.
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and its long continuance, which the easier but tamer word of
the other evangelists fails to do.

No Evidence for There are even cases where the participle
that of Subse- seems to involve subsequent action. Thus in
quent Action. Pindar Pyth. iv. 189 we have, "when the

flower of his sailor-folk came down to Iolcos,
Jason mustered and thanked them all (\éEaTo énavrioaig)."
This is really coincident action, as Gildersleeve notes; but
of course, had the poet felt bound to chronicle the exact
order of proceedings, he would have put the muster first.
I am strongly disposed to have recourse to this for the
much - discussed domoodpevor in Ac 25", though Hort's
suspicions of "prior corruption" induce timidity. It might
seem more serious still that Blass (p. 197) pronounces
"the reading of the majority of the MSS . . . not Greek,"'
for Blass came as near to an Athenian revenant as any
modern could hope to be. But when he says that the
"accompanying circumstance . . . cannot yet be regarded
as concluded," may we not reply that in that case Pindar's
énouvnoatg equally needs emending? The effective aorist
KOTAYTNOav is very different from a durative like émopetovTo,
which could only have been followed by a word- describing
the purpose before them on their journey. But in "they
arrived on a complimentary visit" I submit that the case is
really one of identical action. The RV text gives the meaning
adequately.” There are a good many NT passages in which
exegesis has to decide between antecedent and coincident
action, in places where the participle stands second: Heb 9'
will serve as an example. It would take too much space

" Blass here slurs over the fact that not one uncial reads the future. The
paraphrastic rendering of the Vulgate cannot count, and a reading supported
by nothing better than the cursive 61 had better be called a conjecture outright.
(Blass's misquotation kaTT)A\Bov, by the way, is not corrected in his second
edition.) As little can I share his confidence that Jn 11% "is certainly an
interpolation” (p. 198 n.). What difficulty is there in the explanation he
quotes, "who as is well known did (or, has done) this"? (See p. 238.)

?We may quote an example from the vernacular: OP 530 (ii/A.D.) &€ v
duoelg Tapaniwvt T GPilw ... \uTpWoaod pov Ta ipdTia 8p. EKATOY,
"of which you will give 'my uncle' Sarapion 100 drachmae and redeem my clothes."
We should add that Dr Findlay would regard d.om. in Ac Lc. as denoting the
initial act of kaTvTNnoav. See further p. 238.
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to discuss adequately the alleged examples of subsequent
action participles for which Ramsay pleads (Paul, p. 212),
but a few comments must be ventured. In Ac 16° (WH)
—the first of a series of passages which Rackham (Acts,

p. 184) regards as "decisive"—we really have nothing to
show when the Divine monition was given. Assuming
Ramsay's itinerary correct, and supposing that the travellers
realised the prohibition as far on as Pisidian Antioch, the aorist
remains coincident, or even antecedent, for they had not yet
crossed the Asian frontier. In 23* (and 22*%) it is entirely
arbitrary to make assumptions as to the order of the items.
The former is "he said . . meanwhile ordering him . . .,"
which may perfectly well mean that Felix first told his
soldiers where they were to take Paul, and then assured

the prisoner of an early hearing, just before the guards led
him away. In 22 Lysias presumably said in one sentence,
"Bring him in and examine him." In 17%° the épicag is not
"later" than the émoinoev in time: the determination of
man's home preceded his creation, in the Divine plan.
Rackham's other "decisive" exx. are 24>, in which €{mag
and S1oTaEdpevog are items in the action described by dve-
Bd\eTo; and 7°°, where the constative é£fyoyev describes
the Exodus as a whole. Rackham's object is to justify

the reading of RBHLP a/ in 12%°, by translating "they

returned to J. and fulfilled their ministry and took with

them John." Now "returned . . . in fulfilment .. ." is a

good coincident aorist and quite admissible. But to take
ovvnapalaBovTeg in this way involves an unblushing aorist
of subsequent action, and this I must maintain has not yet
been paralleled either in the NT or outside. Hort's conjecture
-1 eig’I. mAnpuioavTeg Stakovioav—mends this passage
best. The alternative is so flatly out of agreement with the
normal use of the aorist participle that the possibility of it
could only introduce serious confusion into the language.

Prof. Ramsay's appeal to Blass will not lie, I think, for any
"subsequent action" use: we have already referred to the

great grammarian's non possumus for Ac 25", which entirely
bars his assent to any interpretation involving more than
coincident action. All that he says on 23 is that kexeboag

= eké\evoév Te, which is not warrant for Ramsay's inference,
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On the whole case, we may safely accept the vigorous state-
meat of Schniedel on Ac 16° (EB ii. 1599): "It has to
be maintained that the participle must contain, if not
something antecedent to 'they went' (81fjABov), at least
something synchronous with it, in no case a thing subsequent
to it, if all the rules of grammar and all sure understanding
of language are not to be given up."'
Timeless The careful study of the aorist participle
Aorists  will show surviving uses of its original time-
less character, besides those we have noted
already. Lk 10" €é8ewipouv (durative) TOV TaTav@v ... ék Tod
oVpavod meoévTa, which is nearly like Aeschylus PV 956 f.,
0UK €k TAVS éyW [sc. mepydpwy]
810000 Tupdvvoug kneoévTag 1o86uny,’
or Homer /1. 284 (also, however, with aorist in the main verb),
€l KEWOV ye Fidoiut kaTeNB6vT “Aldog €low—
belongs to a category of which many exx. are given by
Goodwin MT § 148, in which the sense of past time does
not appear: cf Monro HG 212, 401. "I watched him fall"
will be the meaning, the aorist being constative: minTovTa
"falling (cf Vulg. cadentem) would have been much weaker,
suggesting the possibility of recovery. The triumphant
¢neoev éneoev of Rev 187 (cf next page) is the same action.
We need not stay to show the timelessness of the aorist in
the imperative, subjunctive and infinitive: there never was
any time connotation except when in reported speech an
optative or infinitive aorist took the place of an indicative.
Cases where an aorist indicative denotes present time, or even
future, demand some attention. EB\{01 in Jn 15° is
paralleled by the well-known classical idiom seen in Euripides
Alc. 386, dmwhépny €l pe heietg, "I am undone if you leave
me."”* Similarly in ééotn, Mk 3*', English again demands the
perfect, "he has gone out of his mind." Jannaris HG § 1855
notes that this idiom survives in MGr. In Rom 14* an
analogous use of the perfect may be seen. The difficult
aorist of Mk 1'" and parallels, v ool e086knoa., is probably "on
thee I have set the seal of my approval": literally "I set,”

" Ac 21" may be rendered "we ceased, with the words . . ."
? Suggested by my friend Mr H. Bisseker.
* See Giles, Manual* 499. [* See p. 247.
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at a time which is not defined. None of these exx. are

really in present time, for they only seem to be so through

a difference in idiom between Greek and English. We have
probably to do here with one of the most ancient uses of
the aorist--the ordinary use in Sanskrit—expressing what has
Jjust happened:* cf. Mk 16°, Lk 7'° 14* 15> 24** Jn 11*
12" 13" (AnBev) 13°! 21'°, Rev 14° 18, etc., and see p. 140.'
In two other uses we employ the present, the "epistolary"
(as Eph 6%), and the so-called "gnomic" aorist. Goodwin
(MT § 155) observes that the gnomic aorist and perfect
"give a more vivid statement of general truths, by employ-
ing a distinct case or several distinct cases in the past to
represent (as it were) all possible cases, and implying that
what has occurred is likely to occur again under similar
circumstances." The present is much commoner than the
aorist,” which generally (Goodwin § 157) refers to "a

single or a sudden occurrence, while the present (as usual)
implies duration." The gnomic aorist survives in MGr
(Jannaris HG § 185 2), and need not have been denied by
Winer for Jas 1'! and 1 Pet 1**: see Hort's note on the
latter. Jas 1** combines aor. and perf. in a simile, reminding
us of the closely allied Homeric aorist in similes.

English This is not, however, the only usage in
Rendering which the Greek has to be rendered in English
of Aorist idiom by what we call our Perfect Tense.
Indicative. Our English Past--historically a syncretic

tense, mostly built on the Perfect—is essentially a definite
tense, connoting always some point or period of time at which
the action occurred. But in Greek this is not necessarily
involved at all. Idiomatically we use the past in pure narra-
tive, where the framework of the story implies the continuous
dating of the events; and though the Greek aorist has not this
implication, we may regard the tenses as equivalent in practice.
But outside narrative we use the periphrastic have tense as an

"In classical Greek we may find an aorist of this kind used with a sequence
which would naturally suggest a foregoing perfect, as Euripides, Medea, 213 f..
¢EfNBOY 3épwy prj poi Tt népdmoe’. See Yerrall's note.

? In the important article quoted below (p. 247, additional note upon p. 115),
Prof. Thumb observes that the perfectivising preposition enabled a present or
imperfect to replace the gnomic aorist in similes. [* See p. 217,



136 A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

indefinite past; and it thus becomes the inevitable representa-
tive of the Greek aorist when no time is clearly designed: e.g
1 Co 15° Tivég ékowunenoav, "fell asleep (at various times),"
and so "have fallen asleep." This has two unfortunate
results. We have to decide for ourselves whether a Greek
aorist refers to definite or indefinite time—often no easy
task. And we have to recognise that our own perfect is
ambiguous: it is not only the genuine Perfect, describing action
in the past with continuance into present time, but also the
simple indefinite Past. As Dr J. A. Robinson says (Gospels,
p. 107), on ékpu\rag and drekdvag in Mt 11%°: "If we
render, '"Thou didst hide . . . Thou didst reveal,' . . . our
minds are set to search for some specially appropriate
moment to which reference may be made. The familiar
rendering, 'Thou hast hid . . . Thou hast revealed,' expresses
the sense of the Greek far more closely, though we are using
what we call a 'perfect.! The fact needs to be recognised

that our simple past and our perfect tense do not exactly
coincide in meaning with the Greek aorist and perfect
respectively. The translation of the aorist into English

must be determined partly by the context and partly by
considerations of euphony."" The use of the English perfect
to render the aorist evidently needs careful guarding, lest the
impression of a true perfect be produced. Take for example
Rom 1°. The AV "we have received" decidedly rings as a
perfect: it means "I received originally and still possess."
This lays the emphasis on the wrong element, for Paul
clearly means that when he did receive a gift of grace and a
commission from God, it was through Christ he received it.
This is not an indefinite aorist at all. If a man says to his
friend, "Through you I got a chance in life," we should
never question the idiom: "have got" would convey a
distinct meaning. Among the paraphrasers of Rom, Moffatt

! This thesis was elaborately worked out by Dr R. F. Weymouth in a
pamphlet, On the Rendering into English of the Greek Aorist and Perfect (1890:
since in 2nd ed.). His posthumous NT in Modern Speech was intended to give
effect to the thesis of the pamphlet. Weymouth's argument is damaged by
some not very wise language about the RV; but in this one point it may
be admitted that the Revisers' principles were (very rarely) applied in rather
too rigid a manner. See however pp. 137 ff.
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and the Twentieth Century NT rightly give the past tense
here with the RV: Rutherford, Way and Weymouth less
accurately give the perfect. The limitations of our idiom
are evident in the contrasted tenses of Mk 16° and 1 Co
15% "HyépOn states simply the past complete fact, the
astounding news of what had just happened—see above on
this use of the aorist. "EyfyepTaut, sets forth with the utmost
possible emphasis the abiding results of the event, which supply
the main thought of the whole passage. But "He is risen"
is the only possible translation for the former; while in the
latter, since a definite time is named, our usage rather rebels
against the perfect which the sense so strongly demands.
We must either sacrifice this central thought with the AV
and the free translators, who had a chance that was denied
to the literal versions, or we must frankly venture on
"translation English" with the RV: to fit our idiom we might
detach the note of time and say "that he hath been raised
—raised on the third day, according to the scriptures."
AV and RV The subject of the rendering of the
in Mt. Greek aorist is so important that no apology
is needed for an extended enquiry. We will
examine the usage of AV and RV in Mt, which will serve
as a typical book. If my count is right, there are 65
indicative aorists in Mt which are rendered by both AV and
RV alike with the English perfect,' or in a few cases the
present; while in 41 the AV is deserted by the RV for the
simple past.” These figures alone are enough to dispose
of any wholesale criticism. In 11 of the 41 Weymouth
himself uses the past in his free translation. His criticism
therefore touches between a quarter and a third of the

"Including 6'%, where the AV would certainly have translated dvjKopev as
the RV has done. In a private memorial which was sent to the Revisers by an
unnamed colleague, before their final revision, it is stated that out of nearly
200 places in the Gospels where the aorist was rendered by the English perfect,
the Revisers had only followed the AV in 66. The figures above for Mt show
that the appeal took effect; but in Jn 17, which is specially named, the 21 exx.
remain in the published text. That the majority were right there, I cannot
doubt: the English perfect in that chapter obscures a special feature of the
great prayer, the tone of detachment with which the Lord contemplates His
earthly life as a period lying in the past.

* One passage, 18, is only in RVmg.
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passages which come under our notice in Mt. From which
we may fairly infer that the Revisers' English was, after
all, not quite as black as it was painted. In examining the
material, we will assume 1n the first instance that the aorist
is rightly rendered by our perfect (or present) in all the
places where AV and RV agree. (This is only assumed for
the sake of argument, as will be seen below.) Our first task
then is with the 41 passages in which there is a difference.
Of these Weymouth's own translation justifies 215 (a very
definite aor.—see Hos 11') 5°* %% (here AV was misled
by its wrong translation of Toig O’praimg—it is right in
vv. 2121 10**" (AV came in one of the three) 17'2 21%
25* We may further deduct 21'° as justified by the AV
in v. *, and 25%* % as on all fours with the past "I sowed."
It remains to discuss the legitimacy of the English past in
the rest of the exx. Our test shall be sought in idiomatic
sentences, constructed so as to carry the same grammatical
conditions: they are purposely assimilated to the colloquial
idiom, and are therefore generally made parallel in grammar
only to the passages they illustrate. In each case the pre-
terite tacitly implies a definite occasion; and the parallel
will show that this implication is at least a natural under-
standing of the Greek. Where the perfect is equally idiomatic,
we may infer that the Greek is indeterminate. Taking them
as they come, 2* €{8opev seems to me clearly definite: "I saw
the news in the paper and came off at once." 3’ VonéderEev
"has warned" may be justified, but "Who told you that?"
is presumably English. We may put together 5' 10°4",
(M\Bov) 15** (dmeoTdAnV). As we have seen, the AV and
Weymouth use the past in one of these passages, and they
are all on the same footing. "I came for business, not
for pleasure" is good enough English, even if "have come"
is likewise correct and not very different. Or compare
Shakspere's

"Why came I hither but for that intent?"
In 7 (énpomredoapey, EeBdropey, émorioapey) the perfect
would be unobjectionable, but the past is quite idiomatic:
cf such a sentence as "Now then—didn't I make speeches
all over the country? Didn't I subscribe liberally to the
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party funds?" 10°® (éxdBeTe): cf "What do you expect
You paid nothing: you get nothing." 11" (ndriocapev,
etc.): cf "There's no pleasing you. I made small talk, and
you were bored: I gave you a lecture, and you went to
sleep." 117 (dmékpurag, dmekdAvag—see above): cf
"I am very glad you kept me in the dark, and told my
friend." 13" (éneBbunoav, €180v, fikovoav): here no better
justification is needed than Watts's

"How blessed are our ears

That hear this joyful sound,
Which kings and prophets waited for,
And sought, but never found."

13* (épu\e): the aorist is almost gnomic, like Jas 17%, but
it would be wrong to obliterate the difference between the
aorist and the present (historic) which follows.! 15" éo-
Tevoev): cf "Every movement which you didn't start is
wrong." 16’ (éxdBopev): cf "I brought no money away
with me." 19'? (edvoty1oav) is to my mind the only decided
exception. Unless Origen's exegesis was right, the third
verb does not refer to a single event like the other two,
except so far as may concern a moment of renunciation in
the past: the perfect therefore would perhaps be less mis-
leading, despite apparent inconsistency. 21?° (éempdven): cf
"How on earth did that happen?" (AV wrongly joins T@g
and Tapaypfipa.) 21% (éyevri@n—for éyévero see p. 138) is
ambiguous: if it is the aorist of an event just completed,
the AV is right, but this may well be pure narrative. 28"
(81epnuiocBN): here the added words "[and continueth]"
leave the verb to be a narrative aorist. Finally 28”° (éver1-
Adunv) is obviously idiomatic: ¢f "Mind you attend to
everything I told you." In all these passages then, with one
possible exception, the simple past is proved to be entirely
idiomatic; and if this is allowed, we may freely concede the
perfect as permissible in several cases, and occasionally
perhaps preferable.

Let us go back for a moment to our lists for Mt, to

! For this idiom see p. 121 n. above. Wellhausen, on Mk 7% (Einl. 16),
makes it an Aramaism. In view of the MGr usage, we can only accept this
with the proviso that it be counted good vernacular Greek as well.
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draw some inferences as to the meaning of the aorist where
simple narrative, and the reference to a specific time, are
mostly excluded. Parenthetically, we might strike out a few
of the passages in which AV and RV agree on the English
perfect. 13*® is not indefinite: "You did that" is quite as
correct as "You have done it," and seems to me more suitable
where the emphasis is to lie on the subject. In 19° cvvétevEev
carries the thought immediately and obviously to the wedding
day: "those whom God joined together" is on this view
preferable. Similarly ddrvijkopev (-kev) in 197" * calls up
unmistakably the day of the sacrifice. In 20’ we cannot
object to rendering "has hired"; but it may be observed
that "nobody asked you" is not exactly a Graecism. And
surely HjuapTov mapadois (274 is definite enough—"I sinned
when I betrayed"? We may end this section by putting
together the exx. of two important categories. Under the
head of "things just happened " come 9'® érexevTnoev (with
&prr); 52 époixeucev and 14"° mapfrBev and 172 AABe (with
fdm); 6" ddprkapev, 12°° éhBacev, 14°° Ryépon, 16" dre-
kd\vre, 18" &képdnoasg, 20" énoinoav —ag, 26' HpydoaTo
26" énoinoe, 26° éBraodhrunoey, fkovoaTe, 26 einag, 27"
¢noBov, 27 éyKaTéNTES, 28" éimov, 28'® 8601 (unless 1177
forbids), and perhaps 21* é’yevr’]en. Some of these may of
course be otherwise explained. If they rightly belong to this
heading, the English perfect is the correct rendering. Equally
tied to the have tense are the aorists of indefinite time-refer-
ence; but we must be ready to substitute our preterite as soon
as we see reason to believe that the time of occurrence is at
all prominently before the writer's mind. Clear examples of
this are 5*' etc. fKovoaTe, 8'° ebpov, 10* énekdreoav, 12° etc
dvéyvwTe (003émoTe in 21'° brings in the note of time: cf
Shakspere, "Why dost thou wrong her that did ne'er wrong
thee?), 13" énay vl etc., 15° Akvpdioare, 13** 187 22°
wpo1ui8 (probably because the working out of the comparison
included action partially past: Zahn compares Jn 3'%), 21'°
KaTNPTiow, 237 ddrikaTe, 24* katéotnoey, 252 7 &képdnoa,
277 énoinoe.

The Perfect :— Our study of the English periphrastic

perfect prepares us for taking up the most

important, exegetically, of all the Greek Tenses. In Greek, as in
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English, the line between aorist and perfect is not always easy
to draw. The aorist of the event just passed has inherently
that note of close connexion between past and present which
is the differentia of the Greek perfect; while the perfect was
increasingly used, as the language grew older, as a substitute
for what would formerly have been a narrative aorist. A
cursory reading of the papyri soon shows us how much more
the vernacular tends to use this tense; and the inference
might be drawn that the old distinction of aorist and perfect
was already obsolete. This would however be entirely
unwarrantable. There are extremely few passages in the
papyri of the earlier centuries A.D. in which an aoristic perfect
is demanded, or even suggested, by the context. It is simply
that a preference grows in popular speech for the expression
which links the past act with present consequences.” A casual
Used in place example from the prince of Attic writers
of Aorist. will show that this is not only a feature of late
Greek. Near the beginning of Plato's Crito,
Socrates explains his reason for believing that he would not
die till the third day. "This I infer," he says in Jowett's
English, "from a vision which I zad last night, or rather only
just now." The Greek, however, is Tekpaipopou €k TIvog
évumviov, 0 EWpaka ONiyov mpdTepov TaBTNg TAS VUKTOS, where
point of time in the past would have made €180v as inevitable
as the aorist is in English, had not Socrates meant to em-
phasise the present vividness of the vision. It is for exactly
the same reason that éyrjyepTat is used with the point of time
in 1 Co 15* (see above). So long as the close connexion of
the past and the present is maintained, there is no difficulty
whatever in adding the note of time. So in Rom 16’ we have
to say either "who were in Christ before me," or (much better)
"who have been in Christ longer than I." A typical parallel
from the papyri may be seen in OP 477 (ii/A.D.) TQV TO TMéumTOV
€105, . . énBevk6TWY—a fusion of "who came of age in" and
"who have been of age since the fifth year." Now, if the
tendency just described grew beyond a certain limit, the
fusion of aorist and perfect would be complete. But it must
be observed that it was not the perfect which survived in the
struggle for existence. In MGr the old perfect forms only
survive in the passive participle (with reduplication syllable

*See pp. 247 f.
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lost), and in the -ka. which was tacked on to the aorist
passive (¢8éBnxka. for é8é0mv): there is also the isolated elipnka
or Bpfika (Thumb, Handb. 94), aoristic in meaning. It does
not appear that the perfect had at all superseded the aorist
--though in a fair way to do so—at the epoch when it was
itself attacked by the weakening of reduplication which
destroyed all chance of its survival as a distinct form, in
Ultimate decay competition with the simpler formation of
of the Perfect. the aorist. But these processes do not fairly
set in for at least two centuries after the
NT was complete. It is true that the LXX and inscrip-
tions show a few examples of a semi-aoristic perfect in
the pre-Roman age, which, as Thumb remarks (Hellenismus,
p. 153), disposes of the idea that Latin influence was work-
ing; cf Jannaris, § 1872. But it is easy to overstate their
number.* Thus in Ex 32 ke pOVike is not really aoristic
(as Thumb and Jannaris), for it would be wholly irregular
to put an aorist in oratio obliqua to represent the original
present or perfect "Moses is tarrying" or "has tarried":
its analogue is rather the y povitet, of Mt 24" Nor will it
do to cite the perfects in Heb 11'7 al (see pp. 129, 143 ff)),
where the use of this tense to describe what "stands written"
in Scripture is a marked feature of the author's style:* cf
Plato, Apol. 28C, 6oo1 év Tpoiq TeTAeUTHKAO 1Y, as written in
the Athenians' "Bible." In fact Mt 13* ménpakev kai yépa-
oev is the only NT example cited by Jannaris which makes any
impression. (I may quote in illustration of this OP 482 (ii/A.D.)
ywpis Wy aneypayduny kai nénpaka.) The distinction is very
clearly seen in papyri for some centuries. Thus Tfig yevopévng
kai dmomeneppévng yvvaikés NP 19 (ii/A.D.), "who was my
wife and is now divorced"; GAov TOV x akkoV [Seda]ndumKa eig
avTu BU 814 (iii/A.D.), where an erased é- shows that the scribe
meant to write the aorist and then substituted the more appro-
priate perfect. As may be expected, illiterate documents show
Perfect and confusion most: e.g. OP 528 (ii/A.D.) o0k é\ov-

Aorist used odpnv ovk Hhipe (= Hretppar) péypet 1B’ ABGp.
together. It is in the combinations of aorist and perfect

that we naturally look first for the weaken-
ing of the distinction, but even there it often appears clearly
drawn. At the same time, we may find a writer like Justin

> See p. 248.
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Martyr guilty of confusion, as in Apol. i. 2 2 Temoinkévat . ..
dveyéipat, 32 ékdBioe kai eloeni\uBev, 44 vofioar SedvvnyTat kad
égnynoavTo. Other aoristic perfects may be seen in 60 éERANBoV
... Kai yeybvaot, 62 dkfKoe . . . Kai . . . NP, ii. 2 Temoinke . . .
Kod . .. ékohdoaTo, etc. We may compare from the LXX such
a mixture as Is 5°° éTpavpatiodn. . . pepardkiotar (aor. in A).
The NT is not entirely free from such cases: c¢f Mt 13 (above).
In Jn 3°% épakev and fkovoev--contrast 1 Jn 1°—is explained
by Blass as due to the greater stress laid on the seeing.
Mk 5" §oa . . . co1 memoinkev kai HAénoév oe shows the
proper force of both tenses. In Lk 4'* it seems best, with
Nestle and Wellhausen, to put a stop after ’éxpwé e, so that
dméoTalke is the governing verb of all the infinitives, and is
not parallel with éypioe. Ac21%, elovjyayev kai kekoivwkev,
needs no explaining. To Rev 3° 5" and 8 we must return
later. There are other places where aorist and perfect are
used in the same context, but they do not belong to this
category of aorist and perfect joined with ka1 and with
identical subject. When the nexus is so close, we might
fairly suppose it possible for the tenses to be contaminated by
the association, even where a perfect would not have been
used aoristically by itself. But there are evidently no NT
exx. to place by the side of those from Justin, except Mt 13*
and the passages from Rev. (See further p. 238.)
Aoristic We come then to the general question of
Perfects in NT?  the existence of aoristic perfects in the NT.

It is a question which must be settled on its
merits, without any appeal to the a priori, for aoristic
perfects may certainly be found in and even before the epoch
of the NT writings. We are entirely at liberty to recognise
such perfects in one writer and deny them to another, or to
allow them for certain verbs and negative the class as a
whole. Among the authorities we find Blass (p. 200)
admitting them for Rev and most sparingly in other places.
Even less concession is made by W. F. Moulton (WM 340 n.).
Burton (MT 44) allows rather more, but says, "The idiom is
confined to narrow limits in the NT." The extremely small
proportion of even possible exx. will naturally prevent us
from accepting any except under very clear necessity. We
begin by ruling out the alleged exx. from Heb (7" 9" 11"
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11%%), since they are obviously covered by the author's usus
loquendi described above (p. 142). Some isolated cases may
also be cleared out of the way. Lk 9 éipakav seems to
be virtually reported speech: & éwpdkapev takes this form
regularly in orat. obl., which the form of this sentence suggests.
In Jas 17, kaTevénoev kai dmeAi\uBev kai ebBéwg énerdBeTo,
the aorist expresses two momentary acts, which are thrown
into narrative form, and the perfect accurately describes the
one action with continuance.! In Ac 7°°, dnéoTarkev, with
the forest of aorists all round, is more plausibly conformed
to them, and it happens that this word is alleged to have
aoristic force elsewhere. But, after all, the abiding results of
Moses' mission formed a thought never absent from a Jew's
mind. Then there is an important category in which we are
liable to be misled by an unreal parallelism in English.
Burton rightly objects to our deciding the case of vvy 8Yjuepov
év T BuB® memoinka (2 Co 11%°) by the easy comment that
it "goes quite naturally into English" (Simcox). But it does
not follow that we have here a mere equivalent for énoinoa.
That would only place the experience on a level with the
others: this recalls it as a memory specially vivid now.
There is in fact a perfect of broken as well as of unbroken
continuity: in the graph " *. .. >, .. " which leads from a
past moment to the moment of speech, the perfect will
tolerate the company of adjuncts that fasten attention on the
initial point (as in Rom 16’, above) or on some indeterminate
point in its course (as here), or on several points in its course.
Cf Lucian Pisc. 6 mod ydp éyw vpdg UBpwa;—Plato Theaet.
144B dkrikoo név Totivopa, pvnuovedw 8 od (see Goodwin
MT § 46)—BU 163 (ii/A.D.) (pa.oi o1 TopéVTeS EKEIVOY AoV
(? "often") ToDTO TeMOINKEéV QL KOi Yap AANOL WG TATYéVTES
V16 avToD dvadiprov deduikaoi--EP 11 (222 B.C.) mheovdkig
veypddapev. To this category belong perfects with TwinoTe,
as Jn 1'* 5% 333, and such cases as 2 Co 1217, WV ATéTTANKA,
"of those whom (from time to time) | have sent." The
aorist 1s obviously much commoner but the perfect may
still be used to express a close nexus with present time.

We turn finally to the residuum of genuinely aoristic

' Cf. Syll. 807" kai dvéBheyev kai éNHAVBev kai by apioTnoey dnuociq
T@W Bew (sc. Asclepios).
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perfects, or (those which have a fair claim to be thus regarded.
First, we may frankly yield those alleged for Rev, viz. 57
In Rev.  and 85 €i\ndev (and by consequence probably
3* 11" and 2*"), 7"* and 19° €lpnka (-av).
Since these are without apparent reduplication, they may
well have been actual aorists in the writer's view: Bousset
remarks how little Rev uses éxaBov. Secondly, we have
YEoymka  éoymrain2 Co 2" 1° 7°, Rom 5*—outside
Paul only in Mk 5. We must, I think,
treat all the Pauline passages alike, though Blass believes the
perfect justifiable except in 2 Co 2'°. It seems clear that an
aorist would suit all passages in 2 Co; and in the first of them
it seems hopeless to squeeze a natural perfect force into the
Greek:' an aorist would suit Mk /c. perfectly, but that
matters less. Now, if we may take them together, we can
see an excellent reason why ’éoxnka should have been used
as an aorist. There is no Greek for possessed, the constative
aorist, since ’e’oxov is almost (if not quite) exclusively used
for the ingressive got, received.” “Eoy ov occurs only 20
times in the NT, which is about 3 per cent. of the whole
record of ’éxw. There is not one place where ’éoxov must be
constative: Jn 4'® may be rendered "thou hast espoused"--
as in Mk 12%, the forming of the tie is the point. The NT
does not contravene Dr Adam's dictum (p. 49 of his notes on
Plato's Apology) that "the aorist means got, acquired, not
had." The similarity of ’e’oxnka to the aorists €0nka. and
ddfika gave a clear opening for its appropriation to this
purpose, and the translation "possessed" will generally suit
the case. We thus get in the required aoristic perfects in
Rev and in Paul without sacrificing a principle. Passing
over mémpako (Mt 13*), where the absence of an aorist from
the same root may have something to do with the usage, we
Ilénpoaka. come to the perplexing case of yéyova. Its
Téyova affinities would naturally be with the present,
and there seems small reason for letting it
do the work of the common éyevéunv. Yet even Josephus

" Plummer (CGT in loc.) says, "As in 1°, the perfect shows how vividly he
recalls the feelings of that trying time": so Findlay. This means applying
what is said above on memoinka in 2 Co 11%°. But is this natural, when the
coming of Titus with good news had produced &veo1g so complete? (See p. 288).

® See p. 248.
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(c. Apion. i. 21) has ONiyw mpéTepov Thg Mero10TpdTO0E
TUPAVVidog dvBpwiTov YeyovdTos, "who flourished a little
before P." From the papyri we may cite two exx. (both from
ii/A.D.). OP 478, "I declare that my son . . . has reached
(tpooBePmnkévat) the age of 13 in the past 16th year of
Hadrian . . . and that his father was (yeyovévau) an in-
habitant . . . and is now dead (TeTehevTnkévai)." BU 136
dtaBeBatovpévov Tod I, prj yeyovévaun ToV matépa THig
ékS1kouvpévung dvnhdTny. Now there are not a few NT passages
in which it is far from easy to trace the distinct perfect force
of yéyova, and exx. like those above make it seem useless to
try. But aoristic sense is not really proved for any of the
45 NT passages in which yyéyova (indic.) occurs, and in the
great majority it has obviously present time. Lk 10°® and
Jn 6% are unpromising for our thesis. But the first has the
vivid present of story-telling—"seems to have shown himself
neighbour." The second — inevitably translated "when
camest thou hither?"—is only another instance of the perfect
with point of time, dealt with already: it is the combination
of "when did you come?" and "how long have you been
here?" The aoristic use of yéyova is said by Burton to be
general in Mt: Blass only admits it in 25°. Even this last
is more like a historic present. The remaining passages
mostly belong to the formula which tells us that the abiding
significance of an event lies in its having been anticipated in
prophecy. In general, it would appear that we can only
admit a case of the kind with the utmost caution. K.
Buresch, in his valuable article "T"éyovawv" (RhM 1891,
pp. 193 ff.), noting an example of aoristic yeyovaot, in Plato (?)
Alcib. 12 4A," observes that this is never found in Greek that
is at all respectable. In later Greek, he proceeds, the use of
véyova greatly increases. "It has present force always where
it denotes a state of rest, preterite force where it denotes
becoming. Hence in innumerable cases it is quite an
equivalent of eipd, as with exstiti, factus or natus sum,
veni, etc." (p. 231 n.). It may be doubted however
whether this canon will adequately account for the exx.
from Josephus and the papyri with which we began.”

Since the earliest period of Greek, certain perfects pos-

" But see p. 238. > Note yéyova there is constative: éyevéunv, is mostly ingressive.
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sessed a present meaning, depending upon the mode of

action belonging to the root, and on that exhibited in the
Perfects with present. Thus the markedly conative present
Present Force. meiBw, "apply persuasion,” with its new per-

fect mémeika and aorist émeroa to match, kept

its ancient, perfect mémo10a, which is intransitive (like most

early perfects—see below, p. 154), with meaning / trust.

Monro's account of the Perfect in its Homeric stage of

development may be quoted: "If we compare the meaning

of any Perfect with that of the corresponding Aorist or

Present, we shall usually find that the Perfect denotes a

permanent state, the Aor. or Pres. an action which brings

about or constitutes that state. Thus, . . . W\eTo was lost,

SNw\e is undone. . . . Thus the so-called Perfecta praesentia,

... ¢oTNKa, . . . pépvnpat, énoiBa, 0180, €01Ka, KEKTNHAL,

etc., are merely the commonest instances of the rule. . . .

Verbs expressing sustained sounds . . . are usually in the

Perfect" (HG 31). This last remark explains kékpaya, which

has survived in Hellenistic, as the LXX seems to show

decisively. W. F. Moulton (WM 342 n.) says, " InJn 1"

hath cried seems the more probable meaning," observing that

the pres. kpdw is rare in classical writers. It is common

in NT, a fact which probably weighed with him in making

kékparyev a normal perfect. But the LXX, when exx. are

so numerous and well distributed, must certainly count as

evidence for the vernacular here; and when we find kékpaya

14 times, sometimes indisputably present, and never I think

even probably perfect--cf esp. Ps 141(140)' mpog o¢ ékékpata

... mpboyes TH pwvf TAS Serjoedis pov v T@ Kekpayévar pe

npog oé (Heb. *RAP2); and Job 30”°, where kékpaya translates

the impf. ¥AWX--, it is difficult to suppose the word used

as a true perfect in NT. It has not however been "borrowed

from the literary language in place of the Hellenistic kpd&e1"

(Blass 198). Kpdw has its own distinction as a durative

—cfPs 32(31)° dmo Tod kpdEev pe SAnY Ty fuépav; and

kékpaya, with kekpdgopat and ékékpaga, may well have been

differentiated as expressing a single cry. In any case we

cannot treat the LXX as evidence for the literary character

of the survival. One may doubt the necessity of putting

M\ mika and mémeiopan at into this category; but TéBvmKa
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naturally belongs to it; and Hynuat in Ac 26 (contr. Phil 37)
is one of the literary touches characteristic of the speech
before Agrippa: see Blass in loc. (See further p. 238.)

The Pluperfect The Pluperfect, which throws the Perfect

into past time, was never very robust in

Greek. It must not be regarded as a mere convenience
for expressing relative time, like the corresponding tense in
English. The conception of relative time never troubled
the Greeks; and the aorist, which simply states that the
event happened, is generally quite enough to describe what
we like to define more exactly as preceding the time of the
main verb. A typical case of a pluperfect easily misunder-
stood is Lk 8%°, which we referred to on p. 75 in connexion
with the concurrent ambiguity of moX\oig ypévois, and again
(p. 113) in connexion with the perfectivising force of oiv.
Since vernacular usage so clearly warrants our rendering the
former "for a long time," we are free to observe that to
render "oftentimes it had seized him" (RV text) involves a
decided abnormality. It would have to be classed as the
past of the "perfect of broken continuity" which we discussed
above (p. 144) on 2 Co 11%. But it must be admitted that
the extension of this to the pluperfect is complex, and if there
is a simple alternative we should take it; RVmg is essen-
tially right, though "held fast" would be better than "seized."
We need not examine further the use of this tense, which
may be interpreted easily from what has been said of Perfect
action. It should be noted that it appears sometimes in
conditional sentences where an aorist would have been pos-
sible: e.g. 1 Jn 2" pepevrikeicav &v. The pluperfect expresses
the continuance of the contingent result to the time of speak-
ing. In Mt 127 éyvuikerte is virtually an imperfect to a
present €yvwka, in which the perfect form has the same
rationale as in 018a; and in Jn 19" €866 I would have only
pictured the original gift and not the presence of it with
Pilate at the moment.

The Future :— Last comes the Future. The nature of

Its Action. its action may be looked at first. This may
be examined in the history of its form. Its

' On the periphrastic pluperfect, fiv 8eSopévov, see pp. 225 if.
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close connexion with the sigmatic aorist act. and mid., and
the two aorists pass., is obvious. Except in the passive, in
fact, the future was mainly a specialised form of the aorist
subjunctive.! As such it will naturally share the point action
of the aorist. We cannot however decisively rule out the
possibility that another formation may have contributed to
the Greek future, a formation which would be originally
linear in action. The Aryan (Indo-Iranian) and Letto-Slavonic
branches of the Indo-Germanic family have a future in -syo,
which however was very moderately developed in these con-
tiguous groups before they separated. Greek, geographically
contiguous with Aryan on the other side in prehistoric times,
may have possessed this future but the existing Greek future
can be very well explained without it, though it might be
safest to allow its probable presence. In any case there is no
question that the action of the Future is in usage mixed.

”AEw is either "I shall lead" or "I shall bring"—the former
durative, the latter effective. Thus in Mk 14*® npod&w dpdg
is probably "I shall go before you," while dEwv (Ac 22°) "to
bring," and &Ee1 (1 Th 4'*) "he will bring," refer to the end of
the action and not its progress. An ingressive future may
probably be seen in dmoTayrioerar, 1 Co 157 the TéTe seems
to show that the Parousia is thought of as initiating a new kind
of subordination of the Son to the Father, and not the per-
petuation of that which had been conspicuous in the whole of
the mediatorial acon. The exposition of this mystery must
be taken up by the theologians. We pass on to note
another example of the ingressive future, to be found in
Jn 82, "EXeuBepodv, appears to be always punctiliar in
NT, but it is not necessarily so: cf Sophocles OT 706 76 y’
elg EQUTOV TAV éNevBepoi oTépa, "as for himself, he keeps his
lips wholly pure" (Jebb). (It is true Sir R. Jebb uses "set
free " in his note, but the durative force of his translation
seems more suitable.) It is therefore noteworthy that in v. >
we have the paraphrase éxetiBepot YEVN0 €0 B, to bring out the
(ingressive) point action of the future that precedes. Some-
times the possession of two future forms enabled the language
to differentiate these meanings. Thus €£w was associated

3

' See Giles, Manual® 446-8.
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with ’éxw, and meant "I shall possess"; oy jow with ’éoxov,
and so meant "I shall get."' There is one possible ex.
in NT: in 1 Pet 4'® pavéitar may well be durative as in
Attic—note the durative oWeTaut preceding it in the same
clause; while pavrjoerar (Mt 24°°) has obviously point action.
See the classical evidence marshalled in Kuhner-Gerth 1. 114 ff.,
170 ff.: add the note in Giles, Manual* 483 n. Since Hellen-
istic generally got rid of alternative forms--even oy jow is
entirely obsolete,”—this distinction will not be expected to
play any real part in NT Greek. Indeed even those futures
which by their formation were most intimately connected with
the aorist, such as (popnOMcopan (for which Attic could use a
durative (poBrjoopar), exercised the double mode of action
which was attached to the tense as a whole: cf Heb 136,
where "be afraid" (durative) seems to be the meaning, rather
than "become afraid." This question settled, we next have
Shall and Will.  to decide between shall and will as the
appropriate translation. The volitive future
involves action depending on the will of the speaker or of the
subject of the verb: in I will go, you shall go, it is the former;
in will you go? it is the latter. Side by side with this
there is the purely futuristic we shall go, they will go.
It is impossible to lay down rules for the rendering of the
Greek future—the case is almost as complicated as are the
rules for the use of shall and will in standard English.
Not only are the volitive and the futuristic often hard to
distinguish, but we have to reckon with an archaic use of
the auxiliaries which is traditional in Bible translation. For
instance, in such a passage as Mk 13°**" we have shall
seven times where in modern English we should undeniably
use will.’ But in v.18 ("the same shall be saved") the
substitution of will is not at all certain, for the words may
be read as a promise (a volitive use), in which shall is

' See Brugmann, Kurze vergl. Gramm. 568, for this as seen in KAA@S oyMoel
and KoA@g €Eet: also his Gr. Gram.® 480.

2 It occurs in OGIS 751 (ii/B.C.) doBevag [ox]oeTe--see note—and in the
archaising Lp P 41 (iv/A.D.) map[aoy] foeoBar: both are only ex suppl.

* The use of shall when prophecy is dealing with future time is often par-
ticularly unfortunate. I have heard of an intelligent child who struggled under
perplexity for years because of the words "Thou shalt deny me thrice": it
could not therefore be Peter's fault, if Jesus commanded him! The child's
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correct. Speaking generally, it may fairly be claimed that
unless volitive force is distinctly traceable from the context,
it would be better to translate by the futuristic form. The
modernising of our English NT in this respect would involve
the sacrifice of a very large number of shalls in the 3rd
person, for our idiom has changed in many dependent
clauses, in which neither shall nor will is any longer correct.
In Mk 14", for example, we should certainly say, "Follow
him, and wherever he goes in. . .." It is one of the points
in which modernising is possible without sacrificing dignity
—a sacrifice too palpable in some of the attempts to render
the NT into twentieth century English.

Moods of the What remains to be said about the

Future. Future will most appropriately come in when
we discuss categories such as Commands and

Prohibitions, Conditional Sentences, etc. It will suffice to
remark here that the moods of the Future have in Hellenistic
Greek receded mostly into their original non-existence, as
experiments that proved failures. The imperative and sub-
junctive never existed: a few lapsus calami like kavOMoCwpat,
or analogically formed aorist subjunctives like §ymo8e, 8wo
(WH App® 179), will not be counted as efforts to supply the
gap. The optative, which only performed the function of orat.
obl. substitute for fut. indic., has disappeared entirely. The
infinitive, originally limited in the same way, except for the
construction with péA\w,' has shrunk very considerably, though
not obsolete. With péM\w it is only found in the word
€oeoBat. The innumerable confusions in the papyri, where a
future form often i1s a mere blunder for an aorist, show that
the tense was already moribund for most practical purposes:
see Hatzidakis 190 ff. Finally the participle, the only modal
form which may claim prehistoric antiquity, retains a limited
though genuine function of its own. The volitive force (here
final or quasi-final) is the commonest, as Brugmann remarks,’
and the papyri keep up the classical use; but futuristic forms
are not wanting—cf 1 Co 15° 7 Heb 3°, Ac 207,

determinism is probably more widely shared than we think; and a modernised
version of many passages like Mk 14**—e.g. "you will be renouncing me three
times"—would relieve not a few half-conscious difficulties.

" Goodwin MT § 75. > Gr. Gram.” 498.



CHAPTER VIL
THE VERB: VOICE.

Voice :— THE phenomena of Voice in Greek present
us with conditions which are not very easy
for the modern mind to grasp. Active we know, and Passive
we know, nor can we easily conceive a language in which
either is absent. But nothing is more certain than that the
parent language of our family possessed no Passive, but only
Active and Middle, the latter originally equal with the
former in prominence, though unrepresented now in any
language save by forms which have lost all distinction of
History of the = meaning. What the prehistoric distinction
Middle. was, we can only guess. It is suggestive
that in the primitive type which is seen
in the Greek TiBnui—TiBepat, the principle of vowel-grada-
tion (4blaut) will account for -Be- as a weakening of -81-,
and -p1 as a weakening of -pac, if we posit an accent on the
root in one form and on the person-ending in the other.
Such an assumption obviously does not help with TiBepev
T1BépeBa, nor with N\Ow—A\vopar; but if it accounts for part
of the variation, we have enough to suggest a tentative inter-
pretation of the facts. If such be the origin of the two forms,
we might assume a difference of emphasis as the starting-
point: in the active the action was stressed, in the middle
the agent. We may illustrate this by the different emphasis
we hear in the reading of the sentence in the Anglican liturgy
which reminds the penitent of the Divine forgiveness. One
reader says "He pardoneth," wishing to lay all stress on
the one Source of pardon, another "He pardoneth," the pardon
itself being the uppermost thought with him. We could easily
suppose the former represented by dgietaut, and the latter
by dino, in a language in which stress accent is free to
alter the weight of syllables as it shifts from one to another.'

' See below, p. 238.
152
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The Middle in Out of these postulated conditions, which
Sanskrit, are of course the merest conjecture, we could
readily derive the nuance which meets us in
the earliest, accessible developments of Indo-Germanic speech.
The Indian grammarians acutely named the active parasmai-
pada and the middle atrmane-pada, "a word for another" and
"for oneself" respectively. Thus yajate would be "he sacrifices
for himself," while yajati, unless the dat. atmane is present in
the context, is "he sacrifices for another." The essence of the
middle therefore lies in its calling attention to the agent as
in some way closely concerned with the action. The same
and in Latin.  characteristic is ultimately found in other
languages. In Latin the middle has been some-
what obscured formally by the entrance of the r suffix, which
it shares with its most intimate relative, the Keltic branch.
But this has not caused any confusion with the active; so that
the Latin, Greek, and Sanskrit middle voice may be put together,
the differentia of Latin being that it has made no reserve like
the Greek aorist and future middle, in lending its middle
forms to the invading passive. In our inquiry into the
“Deponents.” meaning conveyed by the middle, we naturally
start with the verbs which are found in active
only or middle only, to both of which classes the unsatisfactory
name "deponent" should be given, if retained for either.
Typical words not used in the middle, in the parent language,
are the originals of our verbs eat, come, am, and the Greek
318w, (simplex) and péw; while no active can be traced for
véopat, énopan (= sequor), paivopou, unriopat (= metior),
kdOnpat, kéipar.! The former class will be seen to denote
"an action, an occurrence, or a state'"; as likewise do the
latter, but "prevailingly such as take place in the sphere of
their subject, the whole subject being concerned in the action."
Where the distinction is so fine, it is easily seen that many
cases must arise in which we can no longer detect it, and are in
danger of over-refining if we try. Our investigation must take
account of the rather extensive categories in which one part
of the verb affects the middle and another the active form. We

"1 quote from Brugmann, Kurze vergl. Gramm. § 799, and mainly follow
his account throughout this paragraph.
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have a number of cases in which the "strong" perfect active
attaches itself in meaning to the middle, either figuring

Intransitive among the parts of a verb which has no other
Strong active forms, or siding with the intransitive
Perfects. middle where the rest of the active is transi-

tive. So conspicuous is this, that the grammars
in which we learnt Greek thirty years ago actually gave
"rétuna"—the product, by the way, of an inventive imagina-
tion—as the perfect middle of that highly irregular and defec-
tive verb which in those days was our model regular.’ As
exx. of this attachment we may cite yéyova from yivopou and
éEAHAvBa from ’épxop,ou,2 with dvéwya, éoTdvat, dnélwha,
oéonmna, and méno1Ba as intransitive perfects from transitive
verbs. Among the few remaining strong perfects occurring
in the NT, we note dkrikoa., KéKpaya,3 nénovOa, TéT(e)vya, and
€iAna, as from verbs with a future middle. We have the
defectives 018a., ¢oika, and €iwBa; and the two isolated actives
évrivoya and yéypada remain the only real exceptions to the
rule which finds some link with the middle in each of the
relatively few survivors of the primitive perfect active. The
list might perhaps be slightly extended from other vernacular
Greek: thus dyrjoya (dyeioya, dyéwya) is found freely in
papyri, and belongs to a purely active verb. The conjecture
that the perfect originally had no distinction of active and
middle, its person-endings being peculiar throughout, affords
the most probable explanation of the facts: when the much
later -ka perfect arose, the distinction had become universal.
Future Middle Parallel with this peculiarity, but much more
in Active sense extensive, is the category of middle futures
attached to active verbs. As an abnormality
for which no reason could be detected, it naturally began to
suffer from levelling in Hellenistic, but is still prominent. We
have in NT dkotow as well as dkodoopat, KpdEw beside kekpdi-
gopat, Yerdow, éunTiow, ATavTiow, SiWEw, pebow, onovddow,

" In this the grammars followed ancient authority: thus Dionysius Thrax
says, "1nedéTng 8¢ 1 moTé név évépyetav moTé 3¢ TdBog TaPITTAT A, 010V TéN010a,
31é(hBopa., énonoduny, éypoduny."

? The aorist N\Bov is really due to the influence of a third constituent root in
this defective verb.

? KekpdEopau is only formally passive.



THE VERB: VOICE. 155

ywpiow, nnoitw, apndow, KAéyw, apapTiocw—all these from
the selected list of such verbs in Rutherford's small grammar

of Attic Greek, which supplies only about as many exx. of the
preservation of the old future middle. (Some of these active
futures, indeed, have warrant in classical Greek of other

dialects than Attic, even from the Homeric period; but the

list will sufficiently illustrate the weakening of this anomaly.)

In spite of this, we still find in NT &yopou, -Bricopar,
yYvdoopal, pdyopat, droBovoduat, kopioopat and koptoduat,
Apopat, miopat, Tegoduat, TEEopat, hevEopar, which are
enough to show that the phenomenon was anything but

obsolete. Rutherford classes most of them as "verbs which

denote the exercise of the bodily functions" or "intellectual

or emotional activity"; and he would suggest that "the

notion of willing implied in the future tense" may be the

reason of the peculiarity. Brugmann connects it with the

tendency of the strong aorist to be intransitive. This

would naturally prompt the transitive use of the sigmatic

aorist and consequently the future, so that the middle future
attaches itself to the active intransitive forms. The explana-

tion is only invoked for cases like Brjoopat, and does not
exclude Rutherford's suggestion. We may fairly take the
existence of this large class of futures as additional evidence

of a close connexion between the middle flexion and the

stressing of the agent's interest in the action of the verb.

Use of the What has been said of the history of
Middle: how the Middle prepares us for the statement
far is it that this voice is quite inaccurately described
reflexive? by empiric grammarians as essentially re-

flexive. As a matter of fact, the proportion of strictly
reflexive middles is exceedingly small. In NT we may cite
o’amﬁyga'ro (Mt 27°) as the clearest example, and a survival
from classical Greek. But even here one may question
whether the English intransitive choke is not a truer parallel
than the reflexive hang oneself. 1t is curious that in

Winer's scanty list of exx. (WM 316), presumably selected as
the most plausible, we have to discount all the rest. Aovopat
accompanies its correlate vintopat; and its one decisively
middle form (bg Aovoapévn, 2 Pet 2*%) would raise diffi-
culties if it occurred in a better Hellenist. Certainly, if the
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pig's ablutions are really reflexive rather than passive, sundry

current notions need revising. To our author at any rate

Novoapévn did not suggest willing co-operation.' In citing

kpomTopar (Jn 8°), bonus dormitat Homerus: ékpOBn is not

middle in form, nor does the verb show any distinct middle

in NT. In tapaokevdoerar (1 Co 14°) the intransitive

prepare, make preparations, gives a better sense than the

reflexive. We might bring in such an example as un

oxdIov Lk 7°, compared with the illiterate contemporary

papyrus OP 295, prj ok\GA\e éaTvjv. But though no doubt

a reflexive meaning ultimately accrued to the Middle, and

in MGr almost drives other uses off the field, it would

be wrong to suppose that it was originally there. If the

active is transitive, the middle indicates that the action

goes no further than the agent himself, a sense which

naturally comes out of the concentration on the agent

characteristic of the middle. Thus virtTopan, is "I wash,"

with or without object, but implying that the action stops

with myself. If then there is no object, virTopo1= "I wash

myself": if there is, vinTopau Tag y €ipag ="I wash my

Bearing of the hands." This characteristic produced a passive
Passive upon use of the middle, in Brugmann's opinion,
Theory of  before the dialectic differentiation of Indo-

Middle. Germanic speech. Intransitive use is a

natural development from the fundamental idea of the

middle; and from intransitive to passive is but a step.

The well-known classical use of dmoBv1joket V16 TIvog, as

correlative to dmokTeivetr T1g, illustrates the development.

It may seem to us strange that the same form should be

used indifferently as active or passive in meaning--that,

for example, évepyouvpévm in Jas 5'° should be translated

"working" (RV) or "inwrought,"* with only the context

to decide. Our own coincident transitive and intransitive,

' The rhythmical conclusion of the proverb suggests that it originated in
an iambic line from comedy. Was 2 Pet citing from memory a verse the
metrical nature of which he did not realise? If so, the original would of course
not admit Aovoapévrn—it would run Aexovpévn 8 dg eig kuAo POV BopBdpou, or ANovBEiTQ
dmo f)g, or the like. But see below, p. 238, and J. B. Mayor, Comm. p. Ixii.
* See Mayor in loc., and J. A. Robinson, Eph. 247. W. F. Moulton strongly
favoured the second rendering. Why the Revisers did not give it even a
marginal place, is hard to divine: it was there in their first revision.
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however, 1s almost equally capable of producing ambiguity,
or would be if it were not for the studied avoidance of
ambiguity which is necessarily characteristic of an analytic
language. "He who hides can find," "He who hides is safe,"
exhibit the same form both as transitive and intransitive;
and it would be easy to devise a context in which the second
would become really ambiguous.
The Middle From what has been said, it is clear that
paraphrased the most practical equivalent of the Middle
by Reflexive  will generally be the active with the dative
in Dative case. of the reflexive pronoun. This is in fact
the nearest approach to a general statement which we can
formulate, premising of course that it is rough in itself,
and an exaggeration of the differentia. In mpooéyeTe
éauTaig (Lk 1°"), "pay attention for yourselves," we have a
phrase differing little from (pu\dooeaBe (v.15), "be on your
guard," being only rather more emphatic. Mk 14" onaod-
nevog Ty pdyoupav is paraphrased by Mt (26”') dnéonocev
T. p. abT00: here, as in Ac 14", where SiappriEavTeg Td ipdTia
€auT@V replaces the more idiomatic iappnEdpevor Td 1.,
we see the possessive gen. expressing the same shade of
meaning. Sometimes we find redundance, as when in Jn 19%*
StepepioavTo . . . €qvToig stands against the unaccompanied
Typical verb in the same quotation Mt 27%°. A few
Middles:— typical illustrations of the general principle
may be added. IIpookalodpar, "I call to
myself," is clear: its opposite dnwBodpat, "I thrust away
from myself," is not really different, since AnwO® éuavT®
would show a legitimate dativus commodi. We have in fact
to vary the exact relation of the reflexive perpetually if we
are to represent the middle in the form appropriate to
the particular example. SuveBovhedoavTo Mt 26" answers
Reciprocal, to cuveBovievoav eavToig, "they counselled
one another": here we have the reciprocal
middle, as in pdyecBar.' "EgenéyovTo Lk 147 "they picked
out for themselves," and so "chose": cf the distinction

' Cf the closeness of dAATAovg and éauTovs. Brugmann has some notes on
this middle in Indog. Forsch. v. 114. Cf MGr vd mtapnyopnBodpue, "that we
may comfort one another" (Abbott 228, distich 56).
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of aip® and aipodpat. Ie1Betv "to exercise suasion"
in the middle it keeps the action within the sphere of the
agent, and consequently means "to admit suasion to oneself."
Xp@pau, from the old noun xp1} "necessity," is "I make
for myself what is necessary with something"—hence the
instrumental, as with the similar middle ufor in Latin. Less
Dynamic, easy to define are the cases of "dynamic"
middle, where the middle endings only
emphasised the part taken by the subject in the action of
the verb, thus vijyw and viiyopar (not NT) "to swim."
The category will include a number of verbs in which it is
useless to exercise our ingenuity on interpreting the middle,
for the development never progressed beyond the rudimentary
stage. We need not stay to detail here the cases where the
middle introduces a wholly new meaning. On the point of
principle, it should however be noted that mental as opposed
Mental Action. to physical applications of the idea of the
verb will often be introduced in this way,
since mental action is especially confined within the sphere of
the agent. Thus kaTohapBdvw "seize, overtake" (Jn 1° 12°°),
in the middle denotes mental "comprehending," as Ac 4.

Hellenistic "On the whole the conclusion arrived at
Use of the must be that the NT writers were perfectly
Middle. capable of preserving the distinction between

the active and middle." Such is the authori-
tative summary of Blass (p. 186), which makes it superfluous
for us to labour any proof. Differences between Attic and
Hellenistic use in details are naturally found, and the un-
classical substitutions of active for middle or middle for
active are so numerous as to serve the Abbe Viteau for proof
of Hebraism on a large scale. As Thumb remarks (Hellen-
ismus 127), a mere glance into Hatzidakis's Einleitung—an
indispensable classic, the absence of which from Viteau's list
of works consulted accounts for a great deal—would have
shown him that in the Hellenistic period Greeks by birth
were guilty of many innovations in the use of the voices
which could never have owed anything to Hebrew. The NT
exx. which Hatzidakis gives (pp. 195 ff.) are not at all in-
consistent with the dictum of Blass quoted above. The
sphere of the middle was, as we have seen, not at all sharply
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delimited, and usage inevitably varied in different localities
and authors. There are plenty of middles in Attic, and

even in Homer, in which the rationale of the voice is very

hard to define. Naturally such words may have dropped

a no longer intelligible distinction, just as popular Latin

did in such words as sequor and utor, while in other

words the distinction may have been applied in a dif-

ferent manner. We can see why yap€io8air=nubere fell

out of use in Hellenistic:' even if a need was still felt

for a separate word to suit the bride's part in a wedding,

the appropriateness of the middle voice was not clear, and

the distinction was liable to lapse. The accuracy with which
the middle was used would naturally vary with the writers'
Greek culture. Note for example how Mt and Lk correct

the épura&duny (legem observare) of their source in Mk 10°°,
In Mk 2% they have removed another incorrect use, unless
030TO1€LV is to be read there with B etc. (WHmg); for

080V means "construct a road" (Gildersleeve Synt.

69), and the middle should have been used instead. In the

less educated papyrographers we find blunders of this kind
considerably earlier than the time when the more subtle
meanings of the middle disappeared.” As early as 95 B.C.

we find édv aipfiTe and édv aipfioBe used side by side for "if
you like" (GH 36), and in the preceding century dia\0wpev
appears in the sense of 3tahvuwpeBa in LPe. These are of
course sporadic, but some violations of classical usage have
almost become fixed. This especially applies to the idiom-

atic use of moi€ioBa, with a noun as substitute for a verb.
Here the middle sense was not clearly discernible to the

plain man, and mwoi€iv invades the province of the middle

very largely! We still have pveiow moiéioBau, (as in Eph 1'°)
BU 632 (ii/A.D.), kaTapvuynv noi€icBor TP 5 B.C.),

BU 970 (ii/A.D.), etc. But the recurrent phrase T0 TpooKU-
vnud (oov) tow@ only twice (Letr. 117, Tb P 412) has the
middle. Mt 6, . éxnpoodvny, Mk 15' cupBovrov =.,> Lk
187 7. ék8ikmoy, etc., will serve as specimens of a fairly large

! Speaking generally: it survives in the legal language of marriage contracts,
as OP 496 (early ii/A.D.), and even Lp P 41 (iv/A.D.). [* See p. 248.

? Of the modern phrase cupBovito yid va kdpouvv "to consult," of physicians
(Abbott 200). (On mo1€iv in such phrases, cf Robinson, Eph. 172).
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class of usages, in which we cannot accuse the writers of
ignorance, since the middle could only defend itself by pre-
scription. So when a new phrase was developed, there might
be hesitation between the voices: cvvapat Ndyov appears in
Mt 18% 25", BU 775 (ii/A.D.), but the middle, as in FP 109
(YA.D.), OP 113 (ii/A.D.), 1s more classical in spirit. In places
however where an educated Hellenist like Paul markedly
diverges from the normal, we need not hesitate on occasion
to regard his variation as purposed: thus fjppoodunv 2 Co 117
fairly justifies itself by the profound personal interest the
apostle took in this spiritual TpouVNT TIKTY.
AlT® and This is not the place for discussing, or
Aitodpat even cataloguing, all the verbs which vary
from classical norm in respect of the middle
voice; but there is one special case on which we must tarry
a little longer. The distinction between aiT® and aiToduat
claims attention because of the juxtaposition of the two in
Jas 4%, 1 Jn 5'°; Mk 672 10°>°® (=Mt 20** *%). The
grammarian Ammonius (iv/A.D.) declares that aiT@ means to
ask simpliciter, with no thought of returning, while aiTodpou
involves only request for a loan. This remark serves as an
example of the indifferent success of late writers in their
efforts to trace an extinct subtlety. Blass (p. 186) says that
aitodpat, was used in business transactions, aiT@ in requests of
a son from a father, a man from God, and others on the
same lines. He calls the interchange in Jas and 1 Jn /l.cc.
"arbitrary"; but it is not easy to understand how a writer like
James could commit so purposeless a freak as this would be.
Mayor in his note cites grammarians who made aitodpat =
ask ne® ikeoiag, or petad mopak \fioews, which certainly suits
the idea of the middle better than Ammonius' unlucky guess.
"When aiTéite is thus opposed to aiT€éioBe," Mayor proceeds,
"it implies using the words, without the spirit, of prayer."
If the middle is really the stronger word, we can, understand
its being brought in just where an effect of contrast can be
secured, while in ordinary passages the active would carry as
much weight as was needed. For the alternation of active
and middle in the Herodias story, Blass's ingenious remark
may be recalled, that "the daughter of Herodias, after the
king's declaration, stands in a kind of business relation to
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him " (p. 186 n.), so that the differentia of the middle cited
above will hold.
Middle and The line of demarcation between Middle
Passive Aorists. and Passive is generally drawn by the help
of the passive aorist, which is supposed to be
a sound criterion in verbs the voice of which is doubtful.
It should however be pointed out that historically this
criterion has little or no value. The "strong" aorist passive
in -nv is nothing but a special active formation, as its
endings show, which became passive by virtue of its pre-
ference for intransitive force. The -Bmv aorist was originally
developed, according to Wrackernagers practically certain
conjecture, out of the old aorist middle, which in non-
thematic formations ran like é86unv—e366ms—EédoTo: when
the thematic -oo displaced the older -8ng (Skt. -thas), the
form €366ng was set free to form a new tense on the
analogy of the -nv aorist, which was no more necessarily
passive than the identic formation seen in Latin hakes, habet.
Compare &y dpnv from yaipw (later also yaipopat, by formal
levelling),' where the passive idea remained impercep-
tible even in NT times: the formally passive ékptpm, from
kpUTTw, in Jn 8% (cf Gen 3'°) will serve as an ex. of a pure
intransitive aorist from a transitive verb.> In Homer (cf
Monro HG 45) the -Bnv aorist is very often indistinguishable
in use from the aorist middle; and it is unsafe to suppose
that in later periods of the language the presence of an aorist
in -nv or -nv is proof of a passive meaning in a "deponent"
verb. Of course the -Bnv forms, with their derivative future,
were in the very large majority of cases passive; but it may
be questioned whether there was markedly more passivity in
the "feel" of them than there was in the present or perfect
formations. For example, from dmokpivopat, "answer," we
have dmekpivduny in Attic Greek and predominantly in the
papyri, while dnekp1Onv greatly outnumbers it in the NT;
but the evidence noted above (p. 39) shows that the two
forms were used concurrently in the Kown, and without

'So Ac 3® D: cf Trygaeus in Arist. Pax 291 (Blass).

* To match these specimens of formal passives with middle meaning, we may
cite middles in passive sense. Thus BU 1053, 1055 (i/B.C.) T6 év oAy
Onoduevov, "the amount that shall he charged as due."
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the slightest difference of sense. W. F. Moulton was inclined

to see "a faint passive force . . . in most of the instances"

of é01d8nv in NT, though observing that it "is in regular

use as an intransitive aorist" in MGr' (WM 315 n.). He

also suggested the possibility that ékoiujenv, in 1 Th 4

might be a true passive, "was put to sleep," which gives a

strikingly beautiful sense. A purely middle use of koiun6fjvau,

"fell asleep," is patent in such phrases as Ch P 3 fjvika

fuerhov kounBfivar éypaa émotéha (iii/B.C.). The active

kowud@v however, though apparently dormant in classical prose,’

revives in the LXX, as Gen 24''. We may also compare the

clear passive in FP 110 (i/A.D.) Tva. Td TpéBaTa ekei KotunO,

"may be folded," as the edd. translate. It seems possible

therefore to conceive the passive force existing side by side

with the simple intransitive, as apparently happened in éoTd.-

Onv (see note 1 below); but we cannot speak with confidence.

Common Perhaps the matter is best summed up
Ground. with the remark that the two voices were not

differentiated with anything like the same

sharpness as is inevitable in analytic formations such as we

use in English. We have seen how the bulk of the forms

were indifferently middle or passive, and how even those

which were appropriated to one voice or the other are

perpetually crossing the frontier. Common ground between

them is to be observed in the category for which we use the

translation "submit to," "let oneself be," etc.” Thus in Tb P

35 (ii/B.C.) éavTov aitidoerar, "will get himself accused," is

a middle; but in 1 Co 6’ d31k€ioBe and Ao Tep€ioBe are

described as passives by Blass, who says that "'to let' in the

sense of occasioning some result is expressed by the middle"

(p. 185). The dividing line is a fine one at best. *Amo-

ypayooBar in Lk 2° might seem to determine the voice of

the present in vv. >, but Blass finds a passive in v." Is

' "EoTdOnka is used as aor. to o Tékw "stand," and éoTONKA to TiVwW "place”
(Thumb Handb. 92).
2 Cf. mopetierv and poBeiv, which have entirely given up their active: we
should hardly care to call tpoevBfjvar and popnBfHvar passive. In MGr we have
some exx. of the opposite tendency, as doipoviCw "drive mad" (Abbott 224,
no. 47): in older Greek this verb is purely middle. See other exx. in Hatzi-
dakis 198 f. ’ Gal 5° mepruTépvnoBe will serve as a good example.
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there adequate evidence for separating them? Formally
dnokéovtar, Gal 5'2 (Dt 23"), is middle,' and so are BdnTioQ,
and dré ovoar, Ac 22'° (cf 1 Co 6'' 10%); but if the tense

were present or perfect, could we decide? The verb vnoTdoow
furnishes us with a rather important application of this
question. What is the voice of vrtoTayfoerarin 1 Co 15
Is it passive—""be subjected" by as well as "to him that did
subject all things to him"? Or is it middle—"be subject"?
Findlay (EGT in loc.) calls it "middle in force, like the 2nd aor.
pass. in Rom 10°, in consistency with the initiative ascribed to
Christ throughout." I incline to this, but without accepting

the reflexive "subject himself," which accentuates the differ-
ence between the identical VroTay1j and VroTayoeTar; the
neutral "be subject" explains both, and the context must

decide the interpretation. In Rom 10° the RV renders "did

not subject themselves," despite the passive; and the reflexive
is an accurate interpretation, as in vnoTdooeo8e Col 3'%.

The question next presents itself whether we are at liberty

to press the passive force of the aorist and future and perfect

of éyeipw, when applied to the Resurrection of Christ. A
glance at the concordance will show how often ﬁyépenv etc.
are merely intransitive; and we can hardly doubt that Ryép8n,
in Mk 16° and the like, translated Qp (cf Delitzsch). But if

the context (as in 1 Co 15) strongly emphasises the action of
God, the passive becomes the right translation. It is in fact
more for the exegete than for the grammarian to decide
between rose and was raised, even if the tense is apparently
unambiguous: one may confess to a grave doubt whether the
speaker of Greek really felt the distinction.’

28?

! The verb must be similarly treated with reference to its voice, whether we
translate with text or margin of RV. The various arguments in favour of
the margin, to which the citation of Dt /.c. commits us above, are now reinforced
by Ramsay's advocacy, Expos. for Nov. 1905, pp. 358 ff. He takes the wish
rather more seriously than I have done (infr. 201); but I should be quite ready
to go with Mr G. Jackson, in the same Expos., p. 373. See also Findlay in loc.
(Exp. B 328 1.).

2 On the Passive, reference should be made to Wellh. 25 f., for exx. showing
how this voice was largely replaced by other locutions in Aramaic (especially
the impersonal plural, p. 58 f. above), and consequently in Synoptic translations.
One or two other problems, in which Voice is concerned, must be reserved. On
BrdCeTat in Mt 112, Lk 16", see Expositor, Oct. 1908, "Lexical Notes," s.c.



CHAPTER VIIIL

THE VERB : THE MOODS.

The Moods THE Moods which we have to discuss will be
in general. the Imperative, Subjunctive, and Optative, and
those uses of the Indicative which make it
a "modus irrealis." In this preliminary chapter we shall
aim at evaluating the primary meanings of the Moods
leaving to the systematic grammar the exhaustive classi-
fication of their uses, especially in dependent clauses.
The moods in question are characterised by a common
subjective element, representing an attitude of mind on
the part of the speaker. It is not possible for us to
determine with any certainty the primitive root-idea of each
mood. The Imperative is tolerably clear: it represented
command—prohibition was not originally associated with it,
and in Greek only partially elbowed its way in, to be elbowed
out again in the latest developments of the language. The
Subjunctive cannot be thus simply summarised, for the only
certain predication we can make of its uses is that they all
concern future time. We shall see that its force can mostly
be represented by shall or will, in one of their various senses.
Whether the Subjunctive can be morphologically traced to a
single origin is very problematic. A possible unification, on
the basis of a common mood-sign -a-, was conjectured by the
writer some years ago (4JP x. 285 f.: see the summary in
Giles, Manual® 460 n.). It is at least a curious coincidence
that the mood-sign thus obtained for the Subjunctive should
functionally resemble the —ye- under which the Optative can
confessedly be unified. We are dealing with prehistoric
developments, and it is therefore futile to speculate whether it
would be more than a coincidence, should these two closely
allied moods prove to have been formed by suffixes which

164
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make nouns of nearly identical function. However clearly

the Optative may be reduced to a single formation, it gives

us nevertheless no hope of assigning its meanings to a single
root-idea: Optative and Potential, may and might in their
various uses, defy all efforts to reduce them to a unity. In

this book the discussion of the Potential might almost be

drawn on the lines of the famous chapter on snakes in Iceland,
but for literary survivals in the Lucan writings. (See pp. 197 {f.)
No language but Greek has preserved both Subjunctive and
Optative as separate and living elements in speech, and
Hellenistic Greek took care to abolish this singularity in a

fairly drastic way. It ought to be added, before we pass

from this general introduction, that in a historical account

of the Moods a fourth, the /njunctive, has to be interpolated,

to explain certain phenomena which disturb the development

of the others, and perhaps of the Indicative as well. The
Injunctive was simply an imperfect or aorist indicative

without the augment. Avov, N0eaTBe, A\UT 0.0 B, N\OONTE, NVeTE
Nooate and oy és will suffice as specimens, enough to illustrate
how largely it contributed to the formation of the Imperative.
Syntactically it represented the bare combination of verbal

idea with the ending which supplies the subject and its
prevailing use was for prohibitions, if we may judge from
Sanskrit, where it still remains to some extent alive. The

fact that this primitive mood thus occupies ground appropriate
to the Subjunctive, while it supplies the Imperative ulti-

mately with nearly all its forms, illustrates the syntactical
nearness of the moods. Since the Optative also can express
prohibition, even in the NT (Mk 11'*), we see how much
common ground is shared by all the subjective moods.

Particles affect- Before taking the Moods in detail, we
ing MoodsAv. :— must tarry a little over the consideration
Y Av. of two important particles which vitally

affect their constructions, &v and prj. The
former of these is a very marked peculiarity of Greek. It is
a kind of leaven in a Greek sentence: itself untranslatable,
it may transform the meaning of a clause in which it is
inserted. In Homer we find it side by side with another
particle, kev or ke (probably Aeolic), which appears to
be somewhat weaker in force: the later dialects generally
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select one or the other for exclusive use. The general
definition of its meaning is not very easily laid down.
"Under the circumstances," "in that case," "anyhow," may
express it pretty well.! The idiomatic use of "just," common

in Scotland, approximates to &v (ké€v) very fairly when used

in apodosis: éyuw 3¢ kev avTog EAwpan, "I'1jilt tak her mysel'."
(See p. 239.) It had become stereotyped by the time we

reach Hellenistic Greek, and we need not therefore trace its
earlier development. Two originally connected usages are

now sharply distinguished. In one, &v stands with optative

or indicative, and imparts to the verb a contingent meaning,
depending on an if clause, expressed or understood, in the
context. In the other, the &v (in the NT period more often

written édv—see pp. 42 f., 56) has formed a close contact with

a conjunction or a relative, to which it generally imparts the
meaning -soever: of course this exaggerates the differentia in
most cases. Here the subjunctive, invariable in Attic, does

not always appear in the less cultured Hellenistic writers.

How greatly this use preponderates in the NT will best be

shown by a table” :—

”Av (&dv) with subj. (or indic.) ”Av conditional, with verb.
joined with relative or With indic. With opt.
conjunction.
Impf. Aor. Pluperf. Pres. Aor.
Mt 55 1 7 0 0 0
Mk 30 0 1 0 0 0
Lk 28 2 4 0 3 1
Ac. 10 0 1 0 3 2
Jn,1Jn,3Jn 15 7 7 1 0 0
(incl. 1{8e1Te bis)
Rev 5 0 0 0 0 0
Paul 27 3 3 0 0 0
Heb 1 4 1 0 0 0
Jas 1 0 0 0 0 0
Total 172 17 24 1 6 3

" Brugmann Gram.® 499 gives "allenfalls, eventuell, miter Umstanden."
? The corresponding figures for the LXX will be instructive. A rough count
in HR gives 739 as the total occurrences of &v (including kd&v), apart from
édv = dv. Out of these 26 are with aor. opt.; an comes 3 times and éy ot once
(in 4 Mac, an artificial work which supplies by itself 11 out of the exx. just
noted) ; 22 can be classified as iterative; 41 are with aor. indic., 6 with imperf.
and 1 with pluperf.; and 8 are abnormal (6 with relative and fut. indic., and
1 each with pres. indic. and fut. indic.). I have included all cases in which
was read by any of the authorities cited in Swete's manual edition.
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The disproportion between these totals--172 and 51—would
be immensely increased if édv (if) and §Tav were added. We
shall see later (pp. 198 and 200) that the conditional &v is
rapidly decaying. The other use, though extremely abundant
in our period, falls away rapidly long before the papyri fail
us; and even within the NT we notice some writers who
never show it, or only very seldom. This prepares us for
the ultimate disappearance of the particle except in composi-
tion (MGr &v if, from the old &v;' odv as or when, from uig
dv—see below; and k&v even, used like the NT k&v=kai, not
affecting construction).
We proceed to mention a few miscellaneous points in

the NT use of &v. There are three places in which the old

Iterative dv. iterative force seems to survive: Ac 2* and

4% k8611 &v T1g Y peiav elyev, and 1 Co 12°

Wg 8w fiyecBe.” "As you would be led (from day to day)
translates the last by an English iterative construction which
coincides with the conditional, as in Greek: Goodwin MT
249 pleads for a historical connexion of these two uses of
dv. The aorist no longer appears in this construction as in

wg Q. classical Greek. Then we should note the

appearance of wg & in constructions which

foreshadow the MGr idiom just mentioned.> Rom 15> is
an interesting case, because of the present subjunctive that
follows: "when I am on my way" (durative) transfers into
the subjunctive the familiar use of present for future. In
1 Co 11°** it has the easier aorist, "whenever I shall have
arrived," and so in Phil 2**. Tn 2 Co 10°, however, it
means "as it were."* MGr till has gone further, and takes
the indicative as an ordinary word for when. The weakening
of the connexion between compounds of &v and the sub-
junctive is seen in the appearance of the indicative with

"On &v and édv (if) in NT see above, p. 43 n.

? Winer (p. 384) would make all these parallel with the use of §mov &v c.
indic. in Mk 6 and the like. I deal with the question below.

* For vernacular evidence see Par P 26 (ii/B.C.—with gen. abs.), 46 (ii/B. C.—
with aor. subj.); BM 20 (ii/B.C.) cuvétatag uig &v eig Méudv; OGIS 907
(ii/B.C.—the Rosetta Stone) uig &v . . . cuveoTnkuiasg, etc. Exx. are numerous.

* Both the exx. of &v c. partic. quoted by Winer (p. 378) are uig &v: add 2 Mac
12*. T have noted one ex. of genuine v c. ptc. in a Kow inser., IMA iii. 179
Sikaétepov Qv cwBévTa (=Syll. 356, a despatch of Augustus).
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dTav and édv (if), and other words of the kind. So not
infrequently in Mk, as 3'" §Taw 28edipour, 117 §Tav orriKeTe,

19 , 9 ,
“OTav, etc. 11 8tav éyévero: add Rev 4~ §tav Sdoovo,
. 1 .
c. indic. 8 OTav HvoiEev. Parallel with these are
56 ¢ % ’ ’ 19 %
Mk 6™ 0mov av eloenopeveTo and 0001 AV

HyavTo, Rev 14" §mov &v dndyer, (where however we are
entirely free to spell fmo’wn if we like). Since these are

in the least cultured of NT writers, and include presents and
futures as well as past tenses, we should hardly class them
with the cases of iterative &v just given from well-educated
writers such as Luke and Paul, though there is an obvious
kinship. If &v added -ever to the force of a relative or con-
junction, there seemed no reason to forbid its use with a past
tense where that meaning was wanted. The papyri yield
only a small number of parallels, showing that in general

the grammatical tradition held. Thus BU 607 (ii/A.D.)
onéTav dvarpodvrtar, FP 126 (iv/A.D.) 80” &v ndoyerTe,
Par P 26 (ii/B.C.) §Taw €Bnuev kot dpyds eig T0 1epév

( = merely when), BU 424 (Will A.D.) éndv énuBéunv (also
.. .when), BM 331 ii/A.D.) oo édv naperaBéunv.” The
tendency to drop the distinction of when and whenever® may
be connected with the fact that 0néTe is freely used for when
in papyri—so the later uncials in Lk 6°. "Edv with indica-

tive is found in 1 Th 3° oTNKeTe, 1 Jn 51 oi3aev, to mention
only two cases in which indic. and subj. are not formally
identical in sound. Winer quotes even édv jo8a., from Job
22° (g A), just as in Hb P 78 (iii/B.c.), where fjo8a. is cer-
tainly subj., and édv foav in Tb P 333 (iii/A.D.). They are
probably extensions from the ambiguous édv fjv, which is
normally to be read ﬁ see CR xv. 38, 436, and above, p. 49.
We may add a selection from papyri:—Par P 18 édv noy odov
net éood. 62 (ii/B.C.) édvmep eknAnpuicovow. Tb P 58
(ii/B.C.) édv 8¢i. BU 546 (Byz.) éav 018ev. OP 237 (ii/A.D.)
éav 8 eioiv. AP 93 (ii/A.D.) édv paiverar.

”Av dropped from The same lesson is taught by conjunctions
its compounds. which still take the subjunctive, though &v has

been allowed to fall out. It does not seem to
make any difference whether éwg or éwg Qv is written. So
with many other compounds. Thus PP i. 13 (Ptol.) 6oa

* See p. 239. ® See p. 248.
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oei woiv Teg, CPR 24, 25 (ii/A.D.) éd’ & v § ypévov, 237

doa adT® TpooTéknTat, Tb P 6 (ii/B.C.) éwg névwo, GH 38

(i/B.C.) éwg katapig, OP 34 (ii/A.D.) piTe 8186Tw . . . TPiv AOTO

émoTéNANTAY, etc., etc. The prevalence of this omission in

the papyri with conjunctions meaning until (c’fxpl, néypt,

néy pt 0d, éws, mpiv, mpo Tod, etc.), is paralleled in the NT:

cf Mk 1432, 2 Pet 119, Lk 138, etc. see the list in WM 371.

With mpiv (1), however, the &v occurs in the only place (Lk

226) where it is used with subjunctive.l

Ei prjTi &y In1Co 7’ urj dnooTepeite AANINOUS,

el piT1 &v [om. B, probably to ease a diffi-

culty] ék cupdWvov Tpog Kapéy, we have a curious combina-

tion which seems to be matched in the papyri.2 So BU 326

(ii/A.D.) €l T1 édv dvBpuimivov nd[Bn], and €1 T1 édv peTd TodTA

veypappéva katohinw, "if I should leave a codicil": the

latter phrase is repeated subsequently without édv in this

rather illiterate will. OP 105 (ii/A.D.) € Tt d\\o aidv (’é)\xw.

FP 130 (iii/A.D.) €l Tivog fidv ypia ooi éotiv. BM 233

(iv/A.D.) €l 11 v anaEani@dg dvarwons. These documents

are too illiterate for illustrating Paul: some early scribe is

more likely to be responsible than the apostle. Note that

Origen quotes éav urjtt. This explanation (Deissmann's) seems

on the whole preferable to the alternative cited from Buttmann

in WM 380 n. Winer's editor himself compared the &v to

that in k&v and wg &v which does not affect construction:

cf Tb P 28 (ii/B.C.) €i k&v dvvaTar.

M More important still in its influence on

the moods is the subjective negative pm, the

distinction between which and the objective ne (replaced in

Greek by 00) goes back to the period of Indo-Germanic unity,

and survives into the Greek of the present day. The history

of un has been one of continuous aggression. It started in

principal clauses, to express prohibition. As early as Homer

"Luke once uses it with subj. and once with opt., both times correctly with
a negative clause preceding (Lk 1.c., Ac 2519. The papyrus writers are not so
particular. Elsewhere in NT the infin. construction is found.

? See Deissmann BS 204 n. He quotes BU 326, but will not allow that e
uiTt & is a kind of analysis of édv urjTt, though this gives the meaning correctly.
Blass?, p. 321, has not summarised him quite adequately, if I understand Deiss-
mann correctly. The point is that &v is added to el urjTt as it might be to §mov
or 8Te, meaning unless in a given case, unless perhaps. See further p. 239.
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un) had established itself in a large and complex variety of
uses, to which we have to appeal when we seek to know
the true nature of the modal constructions as we come to
them. Since every Greek grammar gives the ordinary rules
distinguishing the uses of 0¥ and p1j we need not examine
them here in their historical relationship: what must be said
will come up best as we deal with the moods seriatim. But
the broad differences between Hellenistic and earlier Greek in
this respect raise questions affecting the moods as a whole,
and especially the verb infinite. We must therefore sketch
the subject briefly here.

Blass's Canon. The difference between o0 and utj in the

Kowvn of the NT becomes a very simple

matter if we accept the rule which Blass lays down (p. 253).
"All instances," he says, "may practically be brought under
the single rule, that o negatives the indicative, p1j the other
moods, including the infinitive and participle." In review-
ing Blass, Thumb makes the important addition that in
MGt 8év (from 008év, which stepped into the place of ov),
as we can easily understand from many of its adverbial
uses in NT) belongs to the indicative and uvj(v) to the sub-
junctive. The classical paper of Gildersleeve in the first
number of his AJP (1880), on encroachments of urj upon ov
in the later Greek, especially in Lucian, makes it very clear
that the Attic standard was irrecoverable in Lucian's day
even by the most scrupulous of Atticists: cf the parallel case
of the optative (below, p. 197). It is of course obvious
that the ultimate goal has not been completely reached in
NT times. M1 has not been driven away from the indicative.

Its use in questions is very distinct from that of 01’),1 and is

! Blass (p. 254 n.) thinks that pjTt in Jn 21° "hardly lends itself to the
meaning 'certainly not I suppose." But the tone of this word, introducing a
hesitant question (as Jn 4°%), is not really inappropriate. We often hear "I
suppose you haven't got . . . on you, have you?" Moreover, the papyri show
us that Tpoo hdytov is not so broad a word as "something to eat." See my note,
Expos. viii. 437, to which I can now add OP 736 and 738 (cir. A.D. 1). The
apostles had left even &pTot behind them once (Mk 8'*): they might well have
left the "relish" on this occasion. It would normally be fish ; cf Mk 6.

(While speaking of Jn I.c., I should like to add that the address ITa13ia.,
"Lads!", may be paralleled in MGr, e.g. in the Klepht ballad, Abbott 42--
nodia pov and Taudia, to soldiers.) See further p. 239.
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maintained in NT Greek without real weakening. M re-
mains after el c. indic. in unfulfilled conditions, except in

Mk 14%' (and Mt). But in simple conditions ei 00 is common
Luke has 6, Jn 3, Paul 16, Jas 2, and Mt, Heb, 2 Pet, and
Rev one each. Against this total of 31, we have 4 exx. of
el p1] in simple conditions with verb expressed, and three of
these (1 Co 152, 2 Co 135, Gal 17) are anything but normal:’
1 Tim 6° is more ordinary, according to classical standards.
Blass adds el 8¢ p1j 018ag from the agraphon in D at Lk 6"
Ei un is three times as common in NT as €i o0, but we
soon see that it is restricted to three uses: (1) in protasis
of unreal conditions; (2) meaning except, much like TAv;
(3) with 8€, meaning otherwise, without verb expressed. Lk
913, with a deliberative subjunctive following, is exceptional.
Such being the facts, it is difficult to combat the assertion
that €1 00 came to be the norm;2 though doubtless several of
its exx. were correct according to classical standards, as in
Rom 89, where a single word is negatived rather than a
sentence. A few survivals of p1j in relative sentences pre-
serve literary construction; so Ac 15% D, 1Jn 4 (unless we
desert the extant MSS for patristic evidence and read \Vet,
with Wiling and Blass), Tit 111, 2Pet1’. A genuine
example of the old distinction is traceable in the otherwise
identic phrases of Jn 3'® and 1 Jn 5'°: the former states
the charge, quod non crediderit, the latter the simple fact, quod
non credidit. But it must be allowed that this is an isolated
case.' We will leave to the next chapter the only other excep-
tion to Blass's canon, the limited use of 0¥ with the participle.
The First among the Moods we take up the
Imperative :-- Imperative. It is the simplest possible form
of the verb. ”Avye the imperative of dyw, and
dyé the vocative of dyds, are both of them interjections formed
by isolating the root and adding no suffix—the thematic vowel
€ 1s now generally regarded as a part of the root rather than
a suffix. In our own language, where nouns and verbs have
in hosts of cases reunited through the disappearance of suffixes,
we can represent this identity easily. "Murder!", in Russia
or Armenia, might be either verb or noun—a general order to

' See below, p. 239. ? See p. 240.
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soldiers charging a crowd, or the scream of one of the victims.
The interjection, as we might expect, was indifferently used
for 2nd and 3rd person, as is still shown by the Latin agito,
Skt. ajatat, (= age + tod, the ablative of a demonstrative pro-
noun, "from this (moment)," added to make the command more
peremptory). How close is the kinship of the interjection
and the imperative, is well shown by the demonstrative
adverb 3ebpo, "hither," which only needs the exclamation
mark to make it mean "come here": it even forms a plural
deDTe in this sense. We shall recall this principle when we
describe the use of the infinitive in commands.

Tone of There being in Greek a considerable

Imperative. variety of forms in which one man may

express to another a wish that is to control

his action, it will be necessary to examine the tone of that
mood which is appropriated to this purpose. As we might
expect from our own language, the imperative has a very
decided tone about it. The context will determine how much
stress it is carrying: this may vary from mere permission, as

in Mt 8° (cf énétpeev in the presumed source Mk 513) or

1 Co 715, to the strongest command. A careful study of the
imperative in the Attic Orators, by Prof. C. W. E. Miller

(4JP xiii. 3 9 9 1), brings out the essential qualities of the
mood as used in hortatory literature. The grammarian Her-

mogenes asserted harshness to be a feature of the imperative;1
and the sophist Protagoras even blamed Homer for addressing

the Muse at the beginning of the //iad with an impelrative.2
By a discriminating analysis of the conditions under which
the orators use the imperative, Miller shows that it was

most avoided in the proem, the part of the speech where con-
ciliation of the audience's favour was most carefully studied;
and the criticism of Protagoras, which the ancients took
more seriously than many moderns have done, is seen to

be simply due to the rhetorician's applying to poetry a rule
that was unchallenged in rhetoric. If a cursory and limited
observation may be trusted, the ethos of the imperative

had not changed in the age of the papyri. Imperatives

'Tyrpata 8¢ Tpayéa pEAOTO Pév TA TPOT TAKTIKA.
? Ap. Aristotle Poetics ch. 19.
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are normal in royal edicts, in letters to inferiors, and among
equals when the tone is urgent, or the writer indisposed to
multiply words: they are conspicuously few in petitions.
When we come to the NT, we find a very different state
of things. The prophet is not accustomed to conciliate
his hearers with carefully softened commands; and in the
imperial edicts of Him who "taught with authority," and
the ethical exhortations of men who spoke in His name,
we find naturally a large proportion of imperatives. More-
over, even in the language of prayer the imperative is at
home, and that in its more urgent form, the aorist. Gilder-
sleeve observes (on Justin Martyr, p. 137), "As in the Lord's
Prayer, so in the ancient Greek liturgies the aor. imper.
1s almost exclusively used. It is the true tense for 'instant’
prayer." The language of petition to human superiors is
full of 8éopat, KaA@S mo1Moets, and various other periphrases
whereby the request may be made palatable. To God we
are bidden by our Lord's precept and example to present
the claim of faith in the simplest, directest, most urgent
form with which language supplies us.

Tenses of The distinction between present and

Imperative. aorist imperative has been drawn already,

to some extent, in the discussion of pro-

hibitions; for though the subjunctive has to be used in the
aorist, it is difficult to question that for this purpose the
two moods hardly differ—the reason for the ban on unj
noinoov lies buried in the prehistoric stage of the language.
And whatever the distinction may be, we must apply the
same essential principles to commands and prohibitions,
which were felt by the Greeks to be logically identical
categories: see Miller op. cit. 416. The only difference
will be that the meaning of urj Tojong (above, pp. 122 ff.)
comes from the future sense inherent in the subjunctive,
while in estimating the force of moinoov we have nothing
but the aorist idea to consider. This, as we have often
repeated, lies in the "point action" involved. In the
imperative therefore the conciseness of the aorist makes it a
decidedly more sharp and urgent form than the present. The
latter may of course show any of the characteristics of linear

action. There is the iterative, as in Lk 113, the conative,
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as in Mk 9° ("do not try to stop him, as you are doing"),

Phil 2" ("set to working out"); and of course the simple
durative passim. Writers differ in their preferences between
the tenses. Thus 1 Pet shows a marked liking for the aorist,
which he has 22 times in commands (2nd pers.), against

6 presents; on the other hand Paul has 9 presents to 1

aorist (apart from LXX citations) in Gal, and 20 to 2 in

Phil. In Mt 5-7 the presents (still 2nd pers.) are 19 to

24, and in corresponding parts of Lk 21 to 16. In seven
passages only do the two evangelists use different tenses, and
in all of them the accompanying variation of phraseology
accounts for the difference in a way which shows how delicately
the distinction of tenses was observed. Mt 5> = Lk 630, and
Mt 6''= Lk 113, we have dealt with. Mt 5'* has continuous
presents, following 8Tav c. aor. subj.: in Lk 6> a little more
stress on the ingressive element in these aorists makes the
addition év éxeivn T1) Muépq suitable, and this carries with it
the aor. imper. In Lk 1278 36¢ is natural with év T 03@:

Mt 5% has o6t evvo@v, which is curious in view of TOLXIS.
But since eipi has no aorist, it is not surprising that its
imperative is sometimes quasi-ingressive: cf Mk 534, Lk

1917, and the phrase yvwoTov €0Tw (Ac ter). The punctiliar
oTpéyov, turn, in Mt 5°” answers well to the linear Tapeye,

hold out, offer, in Lk 6> The vivid phrase dywviGeo8e
eloeBéiv of Lk 13** may well preserve more of the original

than the constative e10é\8aTe of Mt 7. In all these cases

some would recognise the effects of varying translation from

an Aramaic original, itself perhaps not wholly fixed in

detail; but we see no trace of indifference to the force of

the tenses. The remaining example is in a quotation from

Ps 69, in which Mt 7% preserves the LXX except in. the verb

o’nnoxwpé‘re, while Lk 13*” modifies the address to épydTat

adikiag: here it is enough to say that the perfective dmo-

Y wp€EiTe may have quasi-ingressive sense even in the present.
Third Person We have so far discussed only commands
Imperative. and prohibitions in the 2nd person. Not

much need be added as to the use of the
3rd. Here the veto on the aorist in prohibition is with-
drawn: we need not stay to ask why. Thus in Mt 6 un

YYWTW 24718 1 KaToBATwW. . . u1 éntoTpeydTw, which
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all come under ordinary aorist categories. As in classical
Greek, the 3rd person is naturally much less common than

Expressions the 2nd. Though the 1st person is not

for First formally brought in under the Imperative,
Person. it will be well to treat it here: a passage
like Mk 14* &yeipeoBe dywpev shows that

logically it is fair to speak of three persons in the imperative
mood, since dywpev only differs from éyeipeoBe in that the
speaker is included with the objects of the command. That
this should affect the tone of the command is of course
inevitable; but indeed all three persons necessarily differ
considerably in the ethos they severally show. The closeness
of connexion between this volitive subjunctive 1st person
and the regular imperative is well seen in Sanskrit, where
the Vedic subjunctive is obsolete in the epic period except
for the 1st person, which stands in the grammars as an
ordinary part of the imperative--bhareima, bharata, bharantu,
like pépwpev, dpépete, PepévTwy (Att.). In Hellenistic Greek
the imperative 1st person is beginning to be differentiated
from other subjunctives by the addition of &ddeg, dpeTe, a use
which has recently appeared in a papyrus of the Roman
period (OP 413, deg éyw avTiv BpnyHow), and has become
normal in MGr (&g, with 1st and 3rd subj. making

imperative). This is always recognised in Mt 7' =1Lk 6™
why not in 27* Mk 15°® one has never been able to

see. To force on Mt a gratuitous deviation from Mk seems

a rather purposeless proceeding. Translating both passages
simply "Let us see," the only difference we have left is in

the speakers, which is paralleled by several similar variations
(Hawkins HS 56 ff.). It is possible that Jn 127, &dpeg adTrv

Tva Tnpﬁon,l has the same construction in the 3rd person, to
be literally rendered like the rest by our auxiliary, "Let
her keep it." (So practically RV text.) The alternative is
"Let her alone: let her keep it," which is favoured by Mk 14°.
The acc. a0V, compared with the éyd seen in OP 413, dis-

. )
courages our treating dpeg, as a mere auxiliary.” We shall

" Tetripmkev (a-text) is a self-evident correction.
* If we suppose the Ti kémous mapéyeTe; (durative) to indicate that Judas and
the rest were trying to stop Mary, the "let her keep it" (Tnprjom constative)
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be seeing shortly that Tva c. subj. is an imperative (Tva

élnnc= MGr vd.’nfic, say!). The word had not yet by any
means developed as far as our /et, or its own MGr derivative
ds. Note that it much more frequently takes the infin.

(8 times in NT):2 other parts of the verb take infin. 7 times
and Tva c. subj. once (Mk 1116). Our own word helps us

in estimating the coexistence of auxiliary and independent
verb in the same word: in our rendering of Mt 7* "allow

me" is the meaning, but to substitute "allow" for "let"

in a phrase like "let us go" would be impossible. “Adreg

is "let" as in "do let me go," while MGr as is the simple

auxiliary.
Perfect The scanty relics of the Perfect Impera-
Imperative. tive need detain us very briefly. In the

active it never existed, except in verbs whose
perfect had the force of a present:3 we find kekpayéTwoav

in LXX (Is 1431), but no ex. in NT. In the passive it was
fairly common in 3rd person (periphrastic form in plural),
expressing "a command that something just done or about
to be done shall be decisive and final" (Goodwin). We have
this in Lk 12°°. The rare 2nd person is, Goodwin adds, "a
little more emphatic than the present or aorist": it shares,
in fact, the characteristic just noted for the 3rd person.
Cf medpipwoo Mk 4% with GrpuwonT 17, The epistolary
€ppwoo in Ac 23% (a-text), 15% (passim in papyri), does not
come in here, as the perfect has present meaning.
Substitutes for We are ready now to look at the other
Imperative :- forms of Command—we use the word as
including Prohibition—which supplement the
mood appropriated to this purpose. We shall find that
forms of command can be supplied by all six moods of the
verb--acquiescing for the moment in a convenient misuse
(1) Future of the term "mood," to cover all the subjects
Indicative; of this chapter and the next. The Future
Indicative is exceedingly common in this sense.

may be taken as forbidding interference with an act already begun. That the
e ’ ~ 3 ~ . ’
nuépa T1od evtaproopod was already come, is stated as much by the tpoéraev of

Mk 14® as by the phrase in Jn. The action of V.3 is narrated completely (as it
is by Mk), before the interruption is described.
' Thumb Handb. 100. So Hb P 41 (iii/B.C.). 3 Goodwin MT § 108.
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It seems to come to it by two roads, as may be seen by

the study of its negatives. A command like 00 (hovetoerg,
which can be seen in earlier Greek and becomes abundant in
the Hellenistic vernacular, is proved by its 00 to be a purely
Sfuturistic form. Such a future may have the tone of absolute
indifference, as in the colloquial o0 8y, "you will see to
that," Mt 27, Orit may show that the speaker takes the

tone of one who does not contemplate the bare possibility of
disobedience. Thus in Euripides Med. 1320 ye1pi & 0v
Yavoeig moTé, "you will never be able to touch me," shades
into "you shall never touch me." Against Winer's remark

(p- 397) that this form "was considered milder than the
imperative," we may set Gildersleeve's emphatic denial. "A
prediction may imply resistless power or cold indifference,
compulsion or concession" (Synt. 116). We have also a

rare form in which the negative urj proclaims a volitive future,
in its origin identical with the pry To1ong type already dis-
cussed. Demosthenes has 1y BovAjoeo8e e18évau, and pny
éeeotan, BU 197 (i/A.D.), prj ddrjoig BU 814 (iii/A.D.), show
its sporadic existence in the vernacular Koivr]. Blass adds

undéva momnoerte from Clem. Hom. iii. 69." These passages
help to demonstrate the reality of this rare form against
Gildersleeve's suspicions (Synt. 117).1 Yet another volitive
future is seen in the imperatival use of the future with o0 in

a question: Ac 13" 00 novo SraoTpédpwy; Prediction and
Command approximate in the NT use of 00 p1j (see below,

pp. 187 ff.), which in Mt 15°, Lk 1'°, Jn 13%, Gal 4°°, and
possibly elsewhere, is most naturally classed as imperatival.
(2) Subjunctive; Next among these forms of command comes
the subjunctive, already largely dealt with.
So we have had the 1st person, as Jn 147! &ywpev, Gal 5%
unj ywwpeba. The future and the imperative between
them carried off the old jussive use of the subjunctive in
positive commands of 2nd and 3rd person. The old rule
which in ("Anglicistic") Latin made sileas! an entirely
grammatical retort discourteous to the Public Orator's sileam?

" To this class I should assign the use of §mwg c. fut. =imper., as in Plato
337 B 8nwg pot purj ép€is, don't tell me: owns is merely a conjunction, "in

which case." Though common in colloquial Attic, it is mostly ousted in
Hellenistic by(fvcx; but see Hb P 45, 60, 168 al. (iii/B.C.), Tb P 414 (ii/A.D.),
BU 625 (ii/iii A.D.). [* See pp. 240, 243.
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—which in the dialect of Elis produced such phrases as
émpérerav morjatat Nikédpopop, "let Nicodromus attend to
it"'—has no place in classical or later Greek, unless in Soph.
Phil. 300 (see Jebb). Add doubtfully LI P 1 vs.® (iii/B.C.),

Tb P 414%™ (ii/A.D.). We have dealt already with ur moijons,
the historical equivalent of the Latin ne feceris. In the 3rd
person the subjunctive is little used: 1 Co 1611, 2 Co 1116,

2 Th 2 are exx. The tone of these clauses is less peremptory
than that of the imperative, as may be seen from their closeness
to the clauses of warning. Such pun clauses, with subj.--rarely
future (as in Col 28, Heb 312), which presumably makes the
warning somewhat more instant—are often reinforced by 8pa.,
BAéme, or the like. It must not be supposed that the un

clause historically "depends on" this introductory word, so

that there is an ellipsis when it stands alone. Even where

the apparent governing verb is a real independent word and

not a mere auxiliary—e.g. in Mk 148 TpoTely eoBe Tva ur
é\ONTe €ig melpaopév—the parataxis was probably once as
real as it is in a phrase like Lk 12" 0paTe kol puNdoTeoBe.

In Rev 19'% 227 we find u standing alone after dpa.: of our
colloquial "Don't!" One important difference between pro-
hibition and warning is that in the latter we may have either
present or aorist subjunctive: Heb 12" is an ex. of the
present. But we must return to these sentences later. An
innovation in Hellenistic is Tva c. subj. in commands, which
takes the place of the classical §nwg c. fut. indic. Whether
it was independently developed, or merely came in as an
obvious equivalent, we need not stop to enquire. In any case
it fell into line with other tendencies which weakened the
telic force of Tva,; and from a very restricted activity in the
vernacular of the NT period it advanced to a prominent
position in MGr syntax (see above, p. 176). In the papyri we
have a moderate number of exx., from which may be cited
FP 112 (99 A.D.) énéyov (-wv) Zwilwt kai €{va adTov pm
duownnons, "attend to Z. and don't look askance at him."
An earlier ex. appears in a letter of Cicero (A4tt. vi. 5) TadTO

! Cauer 264 (iv/iii B. C.). It must however be noted that Brugmann (Gram.?
500) calls the connexion of this with the prehistoric jussive 3rd sing. "sehr
zweifeihaft": he does not give his reasons.

? Earlier are Tb P 408 (3 A.D. ), BU 1079 (41 A.D.).
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oV, Tp@TOV Pév, Tva ndvTa owinTat * SebTepov 8¢, Tva pnde T@v
Tékwv OAywproms. Winer (WM 396) would find it "in the

Greek poets," citing however only Soph. OC 155. W. F.

Moulton, in setting this aside as solitary and dubious,

observes that the scholiast took the passage this way—in

his day of course the usage was common.” An ex. for the 1st

person may be added: BU 48 A.D.) édv avaBig T4 €opTi,

Tvo opéoe yevipeBa. In the NT the clearest ex. is Eph 55

n 8¢ yuvr tva GpopfTar Tov vdpa, which is correlated with
dyandTw in the first clause. So 1 Co 7% 2 Co 8, Mk 5%;

Gal 2'° is the same construction put indirectly. Mk 10°!
and parallels have really the same: 8é\w Tva. more nearly

coalesce in Mk 6 1035, Jn 17%*. The combination 8é\w

°iva,b which of course is not confined to quasi-imperative use,
gave birth ultimately to the MGr auxiliary 8d (Bevd, etc.),
(3) Optative; forming the future tense. The Optative can

express commands through either of its main

constructions, but its evanescence in the Kowvm naturally

limits NT illustrations. The Optative proper (neg. un),

however, does occur in Mk 1 1'*: note that Mt (21 19) sub-

stitutes the familiar construction o0 un; c. subj. The Poten-

tial with v (neg. 0v), as Aéyoig &, "pray speak," is not

(4) Infinitive; found in NT at all.' The imperatival
Infinitive has been needlessly objected to.

It is unquestionable in Phil 316, Rom 1215, and highly pro-

bable in Tit 2°'": we must not add Lk 93, which is merely

a case of mixed. direct and indirect speech. The epistolary

Xaipew, Ac 157 2326, Jas 11, is the same in origin. We no

longer need Winer's reminder (p. 397) that the verbs in

1 Th 311, 2Th2" 3’ are optatives; but it is well to note

that our assurance rests on something better than the

accentuation, which any one of us may emend, if he sees fit,

without any MS that counts saying him nay. The infin. for

imper. was familiar in Greek, especially in laws and in

maxims. It survives in the Koww", as the papyri show;

on AP 86 (i/A.D.), é&€ivau, and moB@oat, cf Radermacher in

RhM 1vii. 147, who notes it as a popular use.” Hatzidakis

' An ex. perhaps occurs in Par P 42 (ii/B.C.), y apiGov (?= -010) & &v koi Tod
oWpoTog émperduevos v vyraivns. [*P€ See p. 248.
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shows (p. 192) that in the Pontic dialect, the only form

of MGr in which the infinitive form survives, the infin. is

still used as an imperative for all numbers and persons. We

have therefore every reason to expect it in the NT, and its

rarity there is the only matter for surprise.1 Last among

(5) Participle.  these substitutes for the imperative comes the

Participle, the admission of which, despite

Winer's objections (p. 441), is established beyond question by

the papyri. The proof of this will be given when we deal with

the Participle in its place. Here it is sufficient to point out

that a passage like 1 Pet 38f', where adjectives and participles

alike obviously demand the unexpressed éo1é, gives us the

rationale of the usage clearly enough. It is a curious fact

that while 1081 occurs 5 times in NT, é0Tw (fjTw) 14, and

éoTwoav twice, éoTé, which we should have expected to be

common, does not appear at all. T'iveo8e occurs and éoeo B¢,

but it seems more idiomatic to drop the copula: compare

the normal absence of the verb with predicates like

HOKAP10S, KATAPATOS, EDNOYNTES, ovai, which sometimes raises

doubts whether an indicative or an imperative (optative) is

understood. We are accordingly absolved from inventing an

anacoluthon, or some other grammatical device when we come

to such a passage as Rom 129'19, where adjectives and parti-

ciples, positive and negative, in imperative sense are inter-

rupted by imperatives in vv. 141619 and infinitives in v."
The participles are obviously durative in their action: this is
well seen in V.19, where ék81koDvTeg, meaning either "do not
avenge yourselves (whenever wronged)" iterative sense—

or "do not (as your tendency is)" (supr. p. 125), is strongly
contrasted with the decisive aorist 86Te, "once and for all

make room for the Wrath (which alone can do justice on
wrong)." The infinitives are appropriate in the concise

. 15 .
maxim of v. ~. Assuming the cogency of the vernacular

! See Deissmann BS 344. I do not however think there is any real ellipsis
of a verb of command: see below, p. 203. Historically there is probably no
ellipsis even in the epistolary yaipew. It should be stated that Viteau i. 146
claims this also as a Hebraism! See Thumb, Hellen. 130 f.; also Meisterhans®
244-6, for its use in decrees.

% So the RV in the First Revision, and the American Revisers, beyond all
question rightly. It is one more example of the baneful effects of the two-
thirds rule upon the RV.
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evidence given on p. 223 below, we may select the following
as probable exx. of imperatival participle from the list of
passages in which the absence of such evidence compelled
Winer /c. to adopt other intelrpretations1 1 Pet3'7 2"
4% in this last passage ’éXOVTeg might of course be con-
structed with viyaTe, and at first sight it seems possible in
this way to avoid an asyndeton. But 7po mdvTwyv only intro-
duces a series of asyndetic precepts, in which p1A0Eevor and

dtakovodvTeg must have the same construction. To supply
the imperative idea (as in 4“) seems simplest, though of
course vv.* ! are all still dependent on the imperatives of
v.". Since Peter is evidently given to this construction, we
may take 2'%in the same way, though it would pass as an
easy constr. ad sensum with v. " one would be inclined to add
114, but Hort's alternative must be noted.” These are all the
passages we can accept from Winer's list of exx. proposed; a
glance at the unrecorded remainder will vividly show what
astounding fatuities, current in his day, the great grammarian
had to waste his space in refuting. But we may extend the
list somewhat. Paul was not so fond of this construction as
his brother apostle: note how in 1 Pet 31, echoing Eph 522,
the UmoTa.ooduevan is slipped into the place where Paul
(according to B and Jerome) left an ellipsis, having used the
verb just before in a regular sequence. But the exx. we have
already had are conclusive for Paul's usage. Add Col 31
(note the imperative to be supplied after tdvTa in V.17),

and Eph 4% (cf'1 Pet 212).3 In 2 Co 8** &v8et-

Kvouevot, is read by B (and the 8-text uncials,—presumably
the reason why WH relegate it to the margin): it is how-
ever obvious that the év8ei&aoBe of RC and the later uncials

is not likely to be original as against the participle, which
would challenge correction. The imper. in Versions counts
for little, if we are right in our account of the idiom; but

the participle ustaiknyandans in Wulfila is a noteworthy piece

' We follow Winer's order, tacitly agreeing with his explanation when we
pass over a passage cited. The exx. in which the ptc. would be indicatival will
be dealt with below. (An important ex. is added on p. 240.)

* I must withdraw 57, cited in Expos. VI. x. 450: the participle there goes
closely with TametwwiBnTe. Probably 3’ was meant—"sed pvnpovikov dpdprnua,”
as Cicero says. 32 Co I.c. may be for indic. (so virtually RV).
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of evidence on the other side. 2 Co 9'" is more simply ex-
plained this way than by the assumption of a long parenthesis.
Rom 13'' means "and this (do) with knowledge," the parti-
ciple being rather the complement of an understood imperative

than imperative itself. Heb 13° gives us an ex. outside
Peter and Paul. With great hesitation, I incline to add

Lk 2447, punctuating with WHmg: "Begin ye from Jeru-
salem as witnesses of these things." The emphatic Upé€ig,

repeated in V.49, thus marks the contrast between the Twelve,
for whom Jerusalem would always be the centre, and one to
be raised up soon who would make the world his parish:

the hint is a preparation for Luke's Book II. There are
difficulties, but they seem less than the astonishing breach of
concord which the other punctuation forces on so correct a
writer. (See p. 240.) On this usage in general W. F. Moulton
(WM 732 n.) sided with Winer, especially against T. S. Green's
suggestion that it was an Aramaism; but he ends with

saying "In Heb 135, Rom 129ff', it must not be forgotten

that by the side of the participles stand adjectives, with
which the imperative of €1vau is confessedly to be supplied."
This is, as we have seen, the most probable reason of a use
which new evidence allows us to accept without the mis-
givings that held back both Winer and his editor. It is not
however really inconsistent with Lightfoot's suggestive note
on Col 316, in which he says, "The absolute participle, being
(so far as regards mood) neutral in itself, takes its colour
from the general complexion of the sentence. Thus it is

sometimes indicative (e.g. 2 Co 75, and frequently), some-

times imperative (as in the passages quoted [Rom 127" 1oF

Eph 42f', Heb 135, | pet 212 317915 16’]), sometimes opta-
tive (as [Col] 2%,2 Co 9", cf Eph 3'7)." The fact is, when
we speak of a part of elvau being "understood," we are
really using inexact language, as even English will show.

I take the index to my hymn-book and note the first line of
three of Charles Wesley's hymns: "Happy the souls that

first believed," "Happy soul that free from harms," "Happy
soul, thy days are ended." In the first, on this grammatical
principle, we should supply were, in the second is (the), while
we call the third a vocative, that is, an interjection. But

the very "!"-mark which concludes the stanza in each case
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shows that all three are on the same footing: "the general
complexion of the sentence," as Lightfoot says, determines
in what sense we are to take a grammatical form which is
indeterminate in itself.

Some Elliptical A few more words are called for upon
Imperative the subject of defective clauses made into
Clauses commands, prayers, imprecations, etc., by the

exclamatory form in which they are cast, or
by the nature of their context. In Rom 13" and Col 3" we
have already met with imperatives needing to be supplied
from the context: Mt 2719'25, Col 46, Gal I’ (see Lightfoot)

and Jn 20" are interjectional clauses, and there is nothing
conclusive to show whether imperative or optative, or in
some like clauses (e.g. Lk 128) indicative, of elvot would be
inserted if the sentence were expressed in full logical form.
Other exx. may be seen in WM 732 But there is one

case of heaped-up ellipses on which we must tarry a little,
that of Rom 12°®. There is much to attract, despite all the
weight of contrary authority, in the punctuation which

places only a comma at end of V.S, or—what comes to nearly
the same thing—the treatment of ’éXOV‘reg as virtually equi-
valent to ’éxouev: "But we have grace-gifts which differ
according to the grace that was given us, whether that of
prophecy (differing) according to the measure of our faith, or
that of service (differing) in the sphere of the service, or he
that teaches (exercising—’éxwv—his gift) in his teaching, or
he that exhorts in his exhorting, he who gives (exercising this
charism) in si gleness of purpose, he who holds office in a
deep sense of responsibility, he who shows compassion in
cheerfulness." In this way we have 8iddopov supplied with
npodmTeiav an Srokoviav, and then the €yovTes yapiopata
is taken up in each successive clause, in nearly the same
sense throughout: the durative sense of €y w, hold and so
exercise, must be once more remembered. But as by advanc-
ing this view we shall certainly fall under the condemnation
for "hardihood pronounced by such paramount authorities

as SH, we had better state the alternative, which is the justi-
fication for dealing with this well-known crux here. The
imperatival idea, which on the usual view is understood in
the several classes, must be derived from the fact that the
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prepositional phrases are successively thrown out as inter-
jections. If we put into words the sense thus created,
perhaps éo-Tw will express as much as we have the right to
express: we may have to change it to dpev, with év T
Srokoviq, ("let us be wrapped up in," like év TovTO1S 10O

1 Ti 415). In this way we arrive at the meaning given in

paraphrase by the RV.
The We take next the most live of the
Subjunctive. Moods, the only one which has actually

increased its activities during the thirty-two
centuries of the history of the Greek language.1 According to

the classification adopted by Brugmann,2 there are three main
divisions of the subjunctive, the volitive, the deliberative, and
the futuristic. Brugmann separates the last two, against W.

G. Hale, because the former has pur as its negative, while the
latter originally had ov. But the question may well be

asked whether the first two are radically separable. Prof.
Sonnenschein well points out (CR xvi. 16 6) that the "deli-
berative" is only "a question as to what is or was to be done."
A command may easily be put in to the interrogative tone:
witness 0108 00V 0 8pdcov; quin redeamus? (= why should
we not? answering to redeamus = let us), and our own "Have
some?" The objection to the term "deliberative," and to the
separation of the first two classes, appears to be well grounded.
It should further be observed that the future indicative has
carried off not only the futuristic but also the volitive and deli-
berative subjunctives; cf such a sentence as eimwpev ) C1yDpev;

N 7 Spo’w'o;u-:v;3 With the caveat already suggested, we may
(1) Volitive; outline the triple division. The Volitive has
been treated largely under the substitutes for
the imperative. We must add the use with pur] in warning,

which lies near that in prohibition; cf Mt 25°. Intro-
ductory words like poBoduat, okomet, etc., did not historically

" So if we start from the mention of the Achaians on an Egyptian monu-
ment of 1275 B. C.—’ Akaiwasa="Ay a1F®s, the prehistoric form of Ay atoi. See
Hess and Streitberg in Indog. Forsch. vi. 123 ff.

* Gram.® 490 ff.

* Eurip. Ion 771. On the subjunctive element in the Greek future see
above, p. 149. Lat. ero, faxo, Greek miopau, (pdyopar (Hellenistic mixture of
€3opon and épayov), ¥ €w, are clear subjunctive forms, to name only a few.
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determine the construction: thus Heb 4' was really "Let us
fear! haply one of you may . . " out of the Volitive
arose the great class of dependent clauses of Purpose, also
paratactic in origin. The closeness of relation between
future and subjunctive is seen in the fact that final clauses
with 8nwg c. fut. were negatived with prj: the future did not
by any means restrict itself to the futuristic use of the mood
which it pillaged. On the so-called Deliberative we have
(2) Deliberative; already said nearly enough for our purpose.
It is seen in questions, as Mk 12'* 8@pev A
ur dwuev; Mt, 23% W hUynTe; Rom 10" RS éMKANETWYTAL,
The question may be dependent, as Lk 9>t Béelg e’{nwuev;1
ib. 58, with cf Marcus viii. 50, éxovo1 Tod avTd piYwot.
We see it both with and without Tva in Lk 18*'. In the
form of the future we meet it in sentences like Lk 22* €1
natd&opev év poyeipn; The present subjunctive may possibly

be recognised in Mt 1’ é1epov npodok@uev; Finally, the
(3) Futuristic. Futuristic is seen still separate from the
future tense in the Homeric kai moTé Tig
Feinnot, and in isolated relics in Attic Greek, like Ti TdBw;
Its primitive use reappears in the Kotvrj, where in the later
papyri the subjunctive may be seen for the simple future.
Blass (p. 208) quotes it occurring as early as the LXX,
Is 33% dedfj ydp avToig M duapﬁa.z So Ac 7** (LXX).
From the futuristic subjunctive the dependent clauses with
édv and Tav sprang: the negative pvj, originally excluded
from this division of the subjunctive, has trespassed here
from the earliest times. There is one passage where the
old use of the subjunctive in comparisons seems to outcrop,
Mk 4%° &g dvBpwmog BAAn TOV omépov . . . kol KaBeHST (ete.,

all pres. subj).3b Mr Thackeray quotes Is 72 17" 317 To

place this use is hard—note Brugmann's remarks on the impossi-
bility of determining the classification of dependent clauses in
general,—but perhaps the futuristic suits best: cf our "as a man
will sow," etc. The survival of this out-of-the-way subjunc-

tive in the artless Greek of LXX and Mk is somewhat curious;

" MGr. 80, eimodpe; is simple future, shall we say? * See p. 240.
? It must be noted that Blass® (p. 321) calls this impossible, and inserts édv.
But XBDLA and the best cursives agree on this reading: why should they agree
on the lectio ardua? “Qg édv (AC) has all the signs of an obvious correction.
“ See p. 248. ® See p. 249.
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it is indeed hardly likely, in the absence of evidence from the
intermediate period, that there is any real continuity of
usage. But the root-ideas of the subjunctive changed
remarkably little in the millennium or so separating Homer
from the Gospels; and the mood which was more and more
winning back its old domain from the future tense may well
have come to be used again as a "gnomic future" without
any knowledge of the antiquity of such a usage. Other
examples of this encroachment will occur as we go on.

Tenses. The kind of action found in the present,

aorist, and perfect subjunctive hardly needs
further comment, the less as we shall have to return to
them when we deal with the dependent clauses. One result
of the aorist action has important exegetical consequences,
which have been very insufficiently observed. It affects rela-
tive, temporal or conditional clauses introduced by pronoun or
conjunction with &v (often édv in NT, see pp. 42f). The verbs
are all futuristic, and the v ties them up to particular occur-
rences. The present accordingly is conative or continuous or
iterative: Mt 6° Tav morfjg éxenpoovny "whenever thou art
for doing alms," 6Tav vnoTetnTe "whenever ye are fasting,"
Jn 2> 811 v Aéyq "whatever he says (from time to time)."
The aorist, being future by virtue of its mood, punctiliar by
its tense, and consequently describing complete action, gets a
future-perfect sense in this class of sentence; and it will be
found most important to note this before we admit the less
rigid translation. Thus Mt 5*' g &v dovedon "the man who
has committed murder," 5% édv dondomno®e "if you have only
saluted,” Mk 9'® 8nov édv adTov KaTahd By "wherever it has
seized him:" the cast of the sentence allows us to abbreviate
the future-perfect in these cases. Mt 5°" at first sight raises
some difficulty, but dmworton denotes not so much the carrying
into effect as the determination. We may quote a passage
from the Meidias of Demosthenes (p. 525) which exhibits
the difference of present and aorist in this connexion very
neatly: pn} 8¢ §Tow pév T1BRHTBe Tovs VOPOUS OTdi0l TIVES €101y
OKOTELY, énerdav 8¢ OR8¢, huldTTew Kai  pTioBa1—T10f 0 0e
applies to bills, B\oB€ to acts.
The part which the Subjunctive plays in the scheme of

the Conditional Sentences demands a few lines here, though
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any systematic treatment of this large subject must be left
for our second volume. The difference between et and

Conditional édv has been considerably lessened in Hellen-

Sentences, istic as compared with earlier Greek. We
Simple, have seen that édv can even take the indi-

General and cative; while (as rarely in classical Greek)
Future. el can be found with the subjunctive. The

latter occurs only in 1 Co 145, where the peculiar phrase
accounts for it: cf the inscription cited by Deissmann

(BS 118), ékT0g €l ur dav' ... BeArjon. We should hardly

care to build much on Rev 1 15. In Lk 913 and Phil 311f’ we

probably have deliberative subjunctive, "unless we are to go
and buy," "if after all [ am to attain . . . to apprehend."

The subjunctive with el is rare in early papyri: cf OP 496

(i/A.D.) el 8¢ AV (=1) 0 YDV TPOTEPOS TETENEVTTKUS, éX éTw
kTA. The differentiation of construction remains at present
stereotyped: ei goes with indicative, is used exclusively when

past tenses come in (e.g. Mk 326), and uses o0 as its negative;
while édv, retaining prj exclusively, takes the subjunctive
almost invariably, unless the practically synonymous future
indicative is used. "Edv and el are both used, however, to
express future conditions. This is not only the case with el
c. fut—in which the NT does not preserve the "minatory or
monitory" connotation” which Gildersleeve discovered for
classical Greek--but even with €i c. pres. in such documents
as BU 326, quoted above, p. 59. The immense majority

of conditional sentences in the NT belong to these heads.
We deal with the unfulfilled condition below, pp. 200 f., and
with the relics of €t c. opt., p. 196.

Some Uses of Leaving the Dependent Clauses for sub-
the Negatives :— sequent treatment, let us turn now to some
Ov uv aspects of the negative pur] mainly though

not exclusively concerning the Subjunctive.
Into the vexed question of the origin of the 0¥ uvj con-
struction we must not enter with any detail. The classical
discussion of it in Goodwin M7 389 ff. leaves some very
serious difficulties, though it has advanced our knowledge.
Goodwin's insistence that denial and prohibition must be

" Cfabove (p. 169), on ei pnTt &v. 2But 1 Co 3" ¢f Hb P 59 (iii/B.C.).
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dealt with together touches a weak spot in Prof. Sonnen-
schein's otherwise very attractive account of the prohibitory
use, in a paper already quoted (CR xvi 165 ff.). Sonnen-
schein would make 00 unj motjong the interrogative of the
prohibition pry To1Mons, "won't you abstain from doing?"
Similarly in Latin quin noli facere? is "why not refuse to
do?" The theory is greatly weakened by its having no
obvious application to denial. Gildersleeve (4JP iii. 202 ff.)
suggests that the 00 may be separate: ol* purj okWi\mg = no!
don't jeer, o8* ur) yévnrar =no! let it never be!” Brugmann
(Gram.3 502) practically follows Goodwin, whom he does not
name. We start from prj in cautious assertion, to which we
must return presently: pm yévmrou = it may perchance happen,
un okWd\ng = you will perhaps jeer, uv} €peig 10070 = you will
perhaps say this. Then the o0 negatives the whole, so that
0V urj becomes, as Brugmann says, "certainly not." Non
nostrum est tantas componere lites: these questions go back
upon origins, and we are dealing with the language in a late
development, in which it is antecedently possible enough that
the rationale of the usage may have been totally obscured.
The use of 00 urj in the Greek Bible calls for special com-
ment, and we may take for our text some remarks of Gilder-
sleeve's from the brief article just cited. "This emphatic
form of negative (o0 1) is far more common in the LXX and
the NT than it is in the classic Greek. This tendency to
exaggeration in the use of an adopted language is natural."
And again, "The combination has evidently worked its way
up from familiar language. So it occurs in the mouth of
the Scythian archer, Ar. Thesmoph. 1108 ovki pu1j N\aAfot
00;" Our previous inquiries have prepared us for some
modifications of this statement. "The NT" is not a phrase
we can allow; nor will "adopted language" pass muster
without qualification. In Exp T xiv. 429 n. the writer
ventured on a preliminary note suggested by NP 51,
a Christian letter about coeval with X and B, in which

Mt 10* or Mk 9*' is loosely cited from memory and ours
AmONNi, (sic) substituted for o0 pr) drnoléory. Cf Didache 15
quoting Mt 5°. 03 un is rare, and very emphatic, in

the non-literary papyri. On the other hand, we find it

13 times in OT citations in NT, and abundantly in the

*See D. 249.
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Gospels, almost exclusively in Logia. In all of these we have
certain or probable Semitic originals. Apart from these, and
the special case of Rev, it occurs only four times in Paul and
once in 2 Pet. It will be seen therefore that if "translation
Greek" is put aside, we have no difference between papyri

and NT. Paul's few exx. are eminently capable of bearing
empbhasis in the classical manner. The frequency of o0 p1j in
Rev may partly be accounted for by recalling the extent to
which Semitic material probably underlies the Book; but the
unlettered character of most of the papyrus quotations, coupled
with Gildersleeve's remark on Aristophanes' Scythian, suggests
that elementary Greek culture may be partially responsible
here, as in the rough translations on which Mt and Lk had

to work for their reproduction of the words of Jesus. The
question then arises whether in places outside the free Greek
of Paul we are to regard o0 prj as bearing any special
emphasis. The analysis of W. G. Ballantine (4JP xviii.

453 {1.), seems to show that it is impossible to assert this. In
the LXX, X2 is translated 00 or 00 un indifferently within a

single verse, as in Is 5°7. The Revisers have made it emphatic
in a good many passages in which the AV had an ordinary
negative; but they have left over fifty places unaltered, and

do not seem to have discovered any general principle to

guide their decision. Prof. Ballantine seems to be justified in
claiming (1) that it is not natural for a form of special

emphasis to be used in the majority of places where a negative
prediction occurs, and (2) that in relative clauses, and questions
which amount to positive assertions, an emphatic negative is
wholly out of place: he instances Mk 13% and Jn 18" Mt

257 is decidedly more striking. In commenting on this article,
Gildersleeve cites other examples of the "blunting . . .

of pointed idioms in the transfer from classic Greek": he
mentions the disproportionate use of " the more pungent
aorist" as against the "quieter present imperative"—the
tendency of Josephus to "overdo the participle"—the con-
spicuous appearance in narrative of the "articular infinitive,
which belongs to argument." So here, he says, "the stress"
of o0 u1} "has been lost by over-familiarity." One is inclined
to call in the survival among uneducated people of the older
English double negatives—"He didn't say nothing to nobody,"
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and the like—which resemble 00 u1j in so far as they are old
forms preserved by the unlearned, mainly perhaps because
they give the emphasis that is beloved, in season and out of
season, by people whose style lacks restraint. But this parallel
does not take us very far, and in particular does not illustrate
the fact that o0 urj was capable of being used by a cultured
writer like Paul with its full classical emphasis.1

Let us now tabulate NT statistics. In WH text, 00 u
occurs in all 96 times. Of these 71 exx. are with aor. subj.
in 2, the verb is ambiguous, ending in -w; and 15 more, ending
in —eig (-e1) or -1 (-n), might be regarded as equally indetermin-
ate, as far as the evidence of the MSS readings is concerned.
There remain 8 futures. Four of these—Mt 167 ¢oTat, with
Lk 21°° and Rev 9° 18" (see below)—are unambiguous: the
rest only involve the change of o to w, or at worst that of ov

to w, to make them aor. subj. The passages are:—Mt 267
(-oopat, RBCD) = Mk 14%! (-oopatr ABCD, against X and the

mob). (The attestation in Mt is a strong confirmation of the
future for the Petrine tradition in its earliest Greek form.)

Lk 217 (-oovtar RBDL) answers to the Marcan o0 mapeked-

oovTOl (1331 BD: the insertion of urj by XACL etc. means
a mere assimilation to Lk), while Mt has o0 un tapé\8waov
(2435): it is at least possible that our Lucan text is only

a fusion of Mk and Mt. In Jn 10° ABD dl. support
dxorovBrigovaty. In Heb 10" (from LXX) we have the
nvno6noopat of RACD 17 and the Oxyrhynchus papyrus
emended to pvnoBw (following the LXX) in correctors of X
and D and all the later MSS. There remains evpioovo1v

in Rev 9° (AP eBpworiv, against XB,) 18", We need

not hesitate to accept the future as a possible, though
moribund, construction: the later MSS in trying to get rid

of it bear witness to the levelling tendency. There is no
apparent difference in meaning. We may pass on to note

" Winer (p. 634) refers to "the prevailing opinion of philologers" in his own
time (and later), that of 0¥ pr mo1jomg originates in an ellipsis—"no fear that he
will do it." It is advisable therefore to note that this view has been abandoned
by modern philology. To give full reasons would detain us too long. But it
may be observed that the dropping out of the vital word for fearing needs
explanation, which has not been forthcoming; while the theory, suiting denials
well enough, gives no natural account of prohibitions.
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the distribution of 00 uvj in NT. It occurs 13 times in

LXX citations. Apart from these, there are no exx. in Ac,

Heb, or the "General Epp", except 2 Pet 1'°. Rev has it

16 times. Paul's use is limited to 1 Th 4'° (v. infr.) 5°, 1 Co
8", Gal 5'°. Only 21 exx. in all come from these sources,
leaving 64 for the Gospels. Of the latter 57 are from actual
words of Christ (Mt 17, Mk 8 [Mk] 1, Lk 17, Jn 14): of

the remaining 7, Mt 16> and 26 (= Mk 14°"), In 13°

20% have most obvious emphasis, and so may Lk 1'° (from the
special nativity-sources) and Jn 11°°. That the locution was
very much at home in translations, and unfamiliar in original
Greek, is by this time abundantly clear. But we may attempt

a further analysis, by way of contribution to the minutia of
the Synoptic problem. If we go through the exx. of 00 utj in
Mk, we find that Mt has faithfully taken over every one, 8§ in
all. Lk has 5 of these logia, once (Mk 13% = Lk 21°) dropping
the pj. Mt introduces o0 p1j into Mk 7'%, and Lk into Mk 4*
and 10%°, both Mt and Lk into Mk 13°' (see above).” Turning
to "Q", so far as we can deduce it from logia common to

Mt and Lk, we find only two places (Mt 5°° = Lk 12*°, Mt
23* Lk 13%%) in which the evangelists agree in using 00 p1j.
Mt uses it in 5'® (Lk 217 has a certain resemblance, but

16" is the parallel), and Lk in 6’ bis (contrast Mt 7").

Finally, in the logia peculiar to Mt or Lk, the presence of
which in "Q" is therefore a matter of speculation, we find of
un 4 times in Mt and 7 in Lk. When the testimony of Jn

is added, we see that this negative is impartially distributed
over all our sources for the words of Christ, without special
prominence in any one evangelist or any one of the documents
which they seem to have used. Going outside the Gospels,

we find 00 p1j in the fragment of Aristion (?) ((Mk] 16'®); in

1 Th 4" (regarded by Ropes, DB v. 345, as an Agraphon); and
in the Oxyrhynchus "Sayings"—no. 2 of the first series, and
the preface of the second. The coincidence of all these separate

"It comes from the LXX of 1 Sam 1", if A is right there, with mieTou
changed to the aor. subj. But A of course may show a reading conformed to
the NT.

? As to Mk 4", note that in the doublet from "Q" neither Mt (10%°) nor Lk
(12%) has o0 p1j: the new Oxyrhynchus "Saying," no. 4, has also simple 0d.
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witnesses certainly is suggestive. Moreover in Rev, the only
NT Book outside the Gospels which has 00 prj; with any fre-
quency, 4 exx. are from the Epp. to the Churches, where
Christ is speaker; and all of the rest, except 18'* (which is
very emphatic), are strongly reminiscent of the OT, though
not according to the LXX except in 18* (= Ezek 26"). It
follows that 00 u1j is quite as rare in the NT as it is in the
papyri, when we have put aside (a) passages coming from the
OT, and (b) sayings of Christ, these two classes accounting
for nearly 90 per cent. of the whole. Since these are just
the two elements which made up "Scripture" in the first age
of Christianity, one is tempted to put it down to the same
cause in both a feeling that inspired language was fitly
rendered by words of a peculiarly decisive tone.
M1 in Cautious In connexion with this use of negatives,
Assertions. we may well pursue here the later develop-
ments of that construction of purj from which
the use of 0¥ pr; originally sprang, according to the theory
that for the present holds the field. It is obvious, whatever
be its antecedent history, that puj is often equivalent to our
"perhaps." A well-known sentence from Plato's Apology
will illustrate it as well as anything: Socrates says (p. 39A)
dANG p1j 00 TODT 1 ahemby, BdvaTov ékpudeiv,” perhaps it
is not this which is hard, to escape death." This is exactly
like Mt 25° as it stands in XALZ: the o0 prj which replaces
0V in BCD does not affect the principle. The subjunctive
has its futuristic sense, it would seem, and starts most
naturally in Greek from the use of urj in questions: how
this developed from the original use of urj in prohibition
(whence comes the final sentence), and how far we are to
call in the sentences of fearing, which are certainly not
widely separable, it would not be relevant for us to discuss
in this treatise. M1 T00T 1§ yahendv, if originally a question,
meant "will this possibly be difficult?" So in the indicative,
as Plato Protag. 312A dAN dpa prj ody dmorapBdvers, "but
perhaps then you do not suppose " (Riddell 140). We have
both these forms abundantly before us in the NT:—thus
Lk 117 okémer pr 70 h@g . . . okéTOS é0Tiv, " Look! perhaps
the light . . . is darkness"; Col 2° BehémeTe p1j Tig éotat 6
ouvlaywywv, "Take heed! perhaps there will be someone who
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... " (cfHeb 3'%); Gal 4" ¢poBodpat dpdg un Twg ik
kekomioka, "I am afraid about you: perhaps I have toiled in
vain." So in the papyri, as Par P 49 (ii/B.C.) dywviw pfinoTe
dppwoTé 16 tarddprov, NP 17 (iii/A.D.) dpwpodpue . . . p1
&pa evBwokwy éxaBev BdaTt, "I suspect he may have jumped
into the water unnoticed": so Tb P 333 (216 A.D.) v¢rop@pat
oV prj énabdv T1 dvBpuimivov. In all these cases the prohibi-
tive force of ur] is more or less latent, producing a strong
deprecatory tone, just as in a direct question urj either
demands the answer No (as Mt 7° etc.), or puts a suggestion

in the most tentative and hesitating way (Jn 4%). The

fineness of the distinction between this category and the
purpose clause may be illustrated by 2 Co 2’, where the
paratactic original might equally well be "Perhaps he will

be overwhelmed" or "Let him not be overwhelmed." In

Gal 2* the purpose clause (if such it be), goes back to the
former type--"Can it be that I am running, or ran, in

vain?"' So 1 Th 3°. The warning of Ac 5% might similarly
start from either "Perhaps you will be found," or "Do not

be found": the former suits the woTé better. It will be

seen that the uses in question have mostly become hypotactic,
but that no real change in the tone of the sentence is
introduced by the governing word. The case is the same

as with prohibitions introduced by Gpa,, BAémeTe, TpooéyeTe,
etc.: see above, p. 124. One very difficult case under this

head should be mentioned here, that of 2 Tim 2%°. We have
already (p. 55) expressed the conviction that dwm is really
3w, subjunctive. Not only would the optative clash with
advavwoy, but it cannot be justified in itself by any clear
syntactic rule. The difficulty felt by WH (4pp® 175), that

"its use for two different moods in the same Epistle would

be strange," really comes to very little; and the survival of

the epic 8w is better supported than they suggest. There

is an apparent case of yvun subj. in Clement Paed. iii. 1,
€QUTOV Ydp Tig €AV Yvw. A respectable number

of quotations for 8w is given from early Christian litera-

! Tpéxw would be subjunctive, since the sentence as it stands is felt as final.
This interpretation as a whole has to reckon with the alternative rendering,
"Am I running (said I), or have I run, in vain?"—a decidedly simpler and
more probable view: see Findlay in Exp B p. 104; Thess. (in CGT) p. 69.
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ture in Reinhold 90 f. Phrynichus (Rutherford NP 429,

456) may fairly be called as evidence not only for the
Hellenistic 8w and 818¢n (which he and his editor regard
as "utterly ridiculous") but for the feeling that there is

a subjunctive 8wm, though he only quotes Homer. But

we must not press this, only citing from Rutherford the
statement that some MSS read "8wn" for 3@ in Plato

Gorg. 481A, where the optative would be most obviously
out of place. If we read the opt. in 2 Tim /.c., we can

only assume that the writer misused an obsolete idiom,
correctly used in Lk 3'° in past sequence. Against this
stands the absence of evidence that Paul (or the auctor ad
Timotheum, if the critics demur) concerned himself with
literary archaisms, like his friends the authors of Lk, Ac,
and Heb. Taking 8un and dvoaviywov, together, we make
the uvjmoTe introduce a hesitating question, "to try whether
haply God may give": cf the well-known idiom with et,

"to see if," as in Ac 27'%, Rom 1'%, Lk 14°*, Phil 3''" See in
favour of 8w the careful note in WS 120, also Blass 50.

The Optative :—  We take next the Optative, which makes
Optative so poor a figure in the NT that we are tempted
Proper; to hurry on. In MGr its only relic’ is the

phrase urj yévorto, which appears in Lk 20"
and 14 times in Rom (10), 1 Co (1) and Gal (3). This 1s
of course the Optative proper, distinguished by the absence
of &v and the presence (if negative) of pvj. Burton (M7 79)
cites 35" proper optatives from the NT, which come down to

' Note OP 743 §)os S1anovodpot el “E. yohkods dnéreoev, where Witkowski
says (p. 57) "idem quad frequentius o’wwvuﬂ pun." Aliter G. and H.
? Unfortunately we cannot call the LXX in aid: there are a good many
exx. of 8¢, but they all seem optative. Tig 8wn...;in Num 11%, Judg 9%,
2 Sam 18%, Job 31%, Ca 8', Jer 9%, might well seem deliberative subj., but
Ps 120(119)® 11 808¢in oot kai Ti TPoo TeBein oot; is unfortunately quite free from
ambiguity. We may regard these as real wishes thrown into the interrogative
form. The LXX use of the optative looks a promising subject for Mr Thackeray's
much-needed Grammar. We will only observe here that in Num i.e. the
Hebrew has the simple imperf.—also that A has a tendency to change opt. into
subj. (as Ruth 1° 8@ . . . elpnTe), which accords with the faint distinction
between them. In Dt 28%*™ we have opt. and fut. indic. alternating, with
same Hebrew. A more surprising fusion still—worse than 2 Tim l.c. with
SuWin—is seen in 2 Mac 9** édv Tt mapddoEov droBain kol Tpooaménen.
3 But see p. 240. * Read 38: I correct the remaining figures.



THE VERB: THE MOODS. 195

23 when we drop pmj yévorto. Of these Paul claims 15
(Rom 15>, Philem *°, 2 Tim 1'®'* 4'° the rest in 1 and
2 Th), while Mk, Lk, Ac, Heb, 1 Pet and 2 Pet have one
apiece, and Jude two. "Ovaipny in Philem *° is the only
proper optative in the NT which is not 3rd person." Note
that though the use is rare it is well distributed: even Mk has
it (p. 179), and Lk 1°® and Ac 8%° come from the Palestinian
stratum of Luke's writing. We may bring in here a com-
parison from our own language, which will help us for the
Hellenistic optative as a whole.” The optative be still keeps a
real though diminishing place in our educated colloquial: "be
it so" or "so be it," is preserved as a formula, like urj yévorTo,
but "Be it my only wisdom here" is felt as a poetical archaism.
So in the application of the optative to hypothesis, we should
not generally copy "Be it never so humble," or "If she
be not fair to me": on the other hand, "If I were you"
is the only correct form. "God bless you!" "Come what
may," "I wish I were at home," are further examples of
optatives still surviving. But a somewhat archaic style is
recognisable in

"Were the whole realm of nature mine,

That were a present far too small."

We shall see later that a Hellenist would equally avoid in
colloquial speech a construction like

el kod Td mdvT €W €in

1d TdvTa pot yévorr Qv

é\aooov 1 WoTe dodvar

The Hellenist used the optative in wishes and prayers very

much as we use our subjunctive. It is at home in formuhe,

as in oaths passim: €bopkoDYTL pép pot d €im, édropkodvTt 8¢ T
évavTio (OP 240—i/A.D.), §j évoy ot €inuev 1@ Spkwt (OP 715
—ii/A.D.), ... nopaduwiow . . . T évoyeBeiny T® Spkw (BM
301—i1/A.D.), etc. But it is also in free use, as OP 526

(ii/A.D.) yaipotis, Kardkaipe, LPb (ii/B.C.) 05 8180in oo1, LPw
(ii/iii A.D.), pndeig pe kataprdoaito and elcénBoig kai moroaig,

! Some support for the persistence of this optative in the Koiwrj may be found
in its appearance in a curse of iii/B.C., coming from the Tauric Chersonese, and
showing two lonic forms (Audollent 144, no. 92).

? Cf Sweet, New English Grammar: Syntax 107 ff.
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BU 741 (ii/A.D.) 6 p1) yeivorto, BM 21 (ii/B.C.) ool 8¢ yévorTo
edmuepeiv, BCH 1902, p. 217, KEY ONWNIEVOV ’éxono Miva
kaToy86viov, HI P 6 (iii/iv A.D.) éppwpévov oe 1 Bia tpévota
durdEar. In hypotaxis the optative of wish appears in
in Hypothesis, clauses with e, as is shown by the negative's
being un, as well as by the fact that we can
add et, si, if, to a wish, or express a hypothesis without a
conjunction, by a clause of jussive or optative character. Ei
with the optative in the NT occurs in 11 passages, of which
4 must be put aside as indirect questions and accordingly
falling under the next head. The three exx. in Ac are all in
or. obl.: 20" ("I want if I can to . .. "), and 27°° ("We
will beach her if we can"), are future conditions; and 24"
puts into the past (unfulfilled) form the assertion " They
ought to bring their accusation, if they have any" (’éxovm).
The remainder include et TU) 01, in 1 Co 1410 1537, the only
exx. in Paul, and two in 1 Pet, el kai TAoy01TE 3" and el
Béxot 3'7. The examination of these we may defer till
we take up Conditional Sentences together. We only note
here that HR give no more than 13 exx. from LXX of ei
c. opt. (apart from 4 Mac and one passage omitted in uncials):
about 2 of these are wishes, and 5 are cases of Wo(nep)
€l T1g, while 2 seem to be direct or indirect questions.
Neither in LXX nor in NT is there an ex. of €t c. opt.
answered with opt. c. &v, nor has one been quoted from the
papyri.' To the optative proper belongs also that after final
particles, as we infer from the negative uv and from its being
an alternative for the (jussive) subjunctive. It does not how-
in Final clauses ever call for any treatment in a NT grammar.
We have seen already (p. 55) that Tva 3oi
and Tva yvoi are unmistakably subjunctives: if Tva 84 be read
(ib. and pp. 193 £.) in Eph 1" it will have to be a virtual wish
clause, Tva. serving merely to link it to the previous verb; but
dum is preferable. This banishment of the final optative only
means that the NT writers were averse to bringing in a

"Meanwhile we may observe that Blass's dictum (p. 213) that the €l c. opt.
form is used "if I wish to represent anything as generally possible, without
regard to the general or actual situation at the moment," suits the NT exx.
well; and it seems to fit the general facts better than Goodwin's doctrine of a
"less vivid future" condition (Goodwin, Greek Gram. 301).
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construction which was artificial, though not quite obsolete.
The obsolescence of the optative had progressed since the
time of the LXX, and we will only compare the writers

and papyri of i/A.D. and 1i/A.D. Diel in his program De
enuntiatis finalibus, pp. 20 f., gives Josephus (1/A.D.) 32
per cent. of optatives after Tva, §nwg and wg, Plutarch
Lives (i/A.D.) 49, Arrian (ii/A.D.) 82, and Appian (ii/A.D.) 87,
while Herodian (iii/A.D.) has 75. It is very clear that the
final optative was the hall-mark of a pretty Attic style. The
Atticisers were not particular however to restrict the optative
to past sequence, as any random dip into Lucian himself will
show. We may contrast the more natural Polybius (ii/B.c.),
whose percentage of optatives is only 7,' or Diodorus (i/B.C.),
who falls to 5. The writer of 4 Mac (i/A.D.) outdoes all

his predecessors with 71, so that we can see the cacoethes
Atticissandi affecting Jew as well as Gentile. The papyri

of our period only give a single optative, so far as [ have
observed: OP 237 (late ii/A.D.)Tva. . .. SuvnBeinv. A
€int, in primary sequence; and before long, in the Byzantine
age, there is a riot of optatives, after édv or anything else.
The deadness of the construction even in the Ptolemaic
period may be well shown from TP 1 (ii/B.C.) REiwoa Tva
xPpnuaTioBnoorto — future optative! Perhaps these facts
and citations will suffice to show why the NT does not
attempt to rival the litterateurs in the use of this resuscitated

elegance.
Potential We turn to the other main division of
Optative. the Optative, that of which o0 and &v are

frequent attendants. With &v the Potential
answers to our own [ should, you or he would, generally
following a condition. It was used to express a future in
a milder form, and to express a request in deferential style.
But it is unnecessary to dwell upon this here, for the table
given above (p. 166) shows that it was no longer a really
living form in NT times. It was literary, but not artificial,
as Luke's use proves. It figures 30 times in LXX, or
19 times when 4 Mac is excluded, and its occurrences are

' See Kalker's observations, Quaest. 288 f.
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tolerably well distributed and not abnormal in form. We

should note however the omission of &v, which was previously
cited in one phrase (p. 194 n.).! We shall see that &v tends

to be dropped with the indicative; the general weakening of

the particle is probably responsible for its omission with the
optative as well. Tig &v 8un, Job 31°' al, does not differ

from Tig 8uin elsewhere; and no distinction of meaning is
conveyed by such an omission as appears in 4 Mac 5"
ouyyvwpovoetey, "even if there is (éoT1) [a God], he would
forgive." In other ways we become aware how little differ-

ence &v makes in this age of its senescence. Thus in Par

P 35 (ii/B.C.) é&vjveykev 6m60” &v épevv[@]To,” the dropping
of &v would affect the meaning hardly at all, the contingent
force being practically nil. So when Luke says in 1%

évévevov ... 1O Ti &v BéNot, "how he would like,"—cf

Ac 10", Lk 15°° 18°° (D) 9*,--there is a minimum of

difference as compared with Ac 21*° énuvvOdveTo Tig €in "who
he might be," or Lk 18°° RAB i €in TodT0. Not that v

c. opt. in an indirect question is always as near as in this case

to the unaccompanied optative which we treat next. Thus in

the inscr. Magn. 215 (i/A.D.) énepwtd . . . Ti a0T@ onpaiver 1
11 &V mojoag dde@g SraTehoin represents the conditional sen-
tence, "If I were to do what, should I be secure?" i.e. "what

must I do that Imay . .. ?" Soin Lk 6'' 11 &v morjocaiev

is the hesitating substitute for the direct T{ To1joopev; Ac 5°*
11 Qv yévoito TodTO answers to ""What will this come to?"

Cf Esth 13° mvuBopévou . . .tig dv dy Beim. . . . "how this
might be brought to pass" (RV). In direct question we

have Ac 17" 71 &v Bé\ot . . . Néyew; The idiomatic opt. c.

4 in a softened assertion meets us in Ac 26*° X°AB, ed&aipny
dv "I could pray." Among all the exx. of &v c. opt. in Luke
there is only one which has a protasis, Ac 8*' n@g yap Av
Svvaiuny, édv pn Tig 08N yrioet pe;--a familiar case of future

"Par P 63 (ii/B.C.) has a dropped de in a place where it is needed badly:
Mo pév 00Béva éneimot TANY 611 EAkeoBan BeBovievTar. But I would read
0U6&v &<v>—if one may conjecture without seeing the papyrus. (So Mahaffy
now reads: he also substitutes d\\d., and kak@g for é¥AkeoBa.t.)

* It is unfortunate that this crucial 43 is missing, for épevv@To (an unaug-
mented form) is quite possible, though less likely. The papyrus has another
optative, in indirect question, €inoav eloTopevodpevor.
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condition with the less vivid form in the apodosis.' No

more need be said of this use; nor need we add much about
the other use of the Potential, that seen in indirect questions.
The tendency of Greek has been exactly opposite to that of
Latin, which by the classical period had made the optative
("subjunctive") de rigueur in indirect questions, whatever

the tense of the main verb. Greek never admitted Tig €inv

= quis sim into primary sequence, and even after past tenses
the optative was a refinement which Hellenistic vernacular
made small effort to preserve. On Luke's occasional use of it
we need not tarry, unless it be to repeat Winer's remark

(p. 375) on Ac 21, where the opt. is appropriate in asking
about the unknown, while the accompanying indicative, "what
he has done," suits the conviction that the prisoner had com-
mitted some crime. The tone of remoteness and uncertainty
given by the optative is well seen in such a reported question
as Lk 3" primoTe adTog €in 6 Xprotés, or 22% 16 Tig dpa €in
... 0 TadTO péMWV mpdooew. It will be noted that Luke
observes the rule of sequence, as he does in the use of mpiv

(p. 169).?
"Unreal" The Indicative—apart from its Future,
Indicative. which we have seen was originally a sub-

junctive in the main is suited by its whole
character only to positive and negative statements, and not
to the expression of contingencies, wishes, commands, or other
subjective conceptions. We are not concerned here with the
forces which produced what is called the "unreal" use of the
indicative, since Hellenistic Greek received it from the earlier
age as a fully grown and normal usage, which it proceeded to
limit in sundry directions. Its most prominent use is in the
two parts of the unfulfilled conditional statement. We must

"It is sentences of this kind to which Goodwin's "less vivid form "does
apply: his extension of this to be the rule for the whole class I should ven-
ture to dissent from—see above, p. 196 n.

? On the general question of the obsolescence of the optative, reference may
be made to F. G. Allinson's paper in Gildersleeve Studies 353 ff., where itacism
is alleged to be a contributory cause. Cf OP 60 (iv/A.D.)Tv’ odv ’e’XOl‘re ...Kal
KaTao THoOMTO (=-€), where éymTe is meant; OP 71 (ib) where €l ool Sokai is
similarly a misspelt subj. (or indic.). When ot had become the complete
equivalent of n, 1, €1, and aut of €, the optative forms could no longer preserve
phonetic distinctness. Prof. Thumb dissents: see p. 240.
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take this up among the other Conditional Sentences, in

vol. ii., only dealing here with that which affects the study of
the indicative as a modus irrealis. This includes the cases of
omitted &v," and those of 00 instead of u1j. It happens that
the only NT example of the latter has the former character-
istic as well: Mk 14%' (=Mt 26>*) kaAov odT@ el 0K
éyevviiBn—Mt improves the Greek by adding fjv. It is only
the ultimate sense which makes this "unreal" at all: as far

as form goes, the protasis is like Heb 12% €1 ék€ivor ok
é&éduyov, "if they failed to escape" (as they did). There, "it
was a warning to us" might have formed the apodosis, and so
that sentence and this would have been grammatically similar.
We might speak thus of some villain of tragedy, e.g. "A good
thing if (nearly = that) there never was such a man." Trans-
ferred as it is to a man who is actually present, the saying
gains in poignancy by the absence of the contingent form.

E1 o0 occurs fairly often with the indicative, but elsewhere
always in simple conditions: see above, p. 171. The dropping
of &v in the apodosis of unfulfilled conditions was classical with
phrases like €3et, éxpﬁv, KoAOV Tiv. Such sentences as "If he
did it, it was the right thing," may be regarded as the
starting-point of the use of the indicative in unfulfilled
condition, since usage can easily supply the connotation "but
he did not do it." The addition of &v to an indicative

apodosis produced much the same effect as we can express in
writing by italicising "if": "if he had anything, he gave

it," or "if he had anything, in that case (&v) he gave it,"

alike suggest by their emphasis that the condition was not
realised. We further note the familiar fact that the imper-

fect in all "unreal" indicatives generally denotes present
time:” cf the use with ehov in Rev 3" and 2 Co 11"
(These are the sole NT examples of this kind of unreal
indicative. The sentences of unrealised wish resemble

those of unfulfilled condition further in using the aorist

(1 Co 4% in reference to past time; but this could

" Cf OP 526 (ii/A.D.) i kai pur| dvéBeve, éyw) Tov N\éyov pov ob napéBevov,
OP 5:30 (ii/A.D.) el TAEiov 8¢ pot mapékelTo, TAAY ool dneoTdAety, Rein P 7
(ii/B.C.) oUk dméoTmt el piy qudykaoe ceonuet@oBat . . . cuyypadry, al.
% In Lk 17° note present, in protasis. Cf Par P 47 (ii/B.C..=Witk. p. 641
\ 7 9 ’ 9 b4 o 113 "
U1 LIKPOV T EVTPETONALL, OUK AV e 18€g, “but for the fact that [ am.
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hardly have been otherwise.! The difference of time in
the real and unreal imperfect will be seen when we drop
the &v in the stock sentence €{ T1 €1y ov, é8iSovv &, "if I
had anything (now), I should give it," which by eliminating
the &v becomes "if (i.e. whenever) I had anything, I used to
give it." Goodwin (MT § 399, 410 ff.) shows that this use
of the imperf. for present time is post-Homeric, and that it is
not invariable in Attic—see his exx. For the NT we may
cite Mt 23% 24% (8e1). Lk 12, In 4" 11*"%%, 1 Jn 2"
as places where ei with imperf. decidedly denotes a past
condition; but since all these exx. contain either Hunv or §jdewv,
which have no aorist, they prove nothing as to the survival
of the classical ambiguity—we have to decide by the context
here, as in all cases in the older literature, as to whether
present or past time is meant. The distribution of tenses in
the apodosis (when & is present) may be seen in the table on
p. 166. The solitary pluperf. is in 1 Jn 2", It need only
be added that these sentences of unfulfilled condition state
nothing necessarily unreal in their apodosis: it is of course
usually the case that the statement is untrue, but the sen-
tence itself only makes it untrue "under the circumstances"
(&v), since the condition is unsatisfied. The time of the
apodosis generally determines itself, the imperfect regularly
denoting present action, except in Mt 23°° (HueBa).
Unrealised purpose makes a minute addition to the tale of
unreal indicatives in the NT. The afterthought é3papov in
Gal 2%, with which stands 1 Th 3°, has plenty of classical
parallels (see Goodwin MT § 333), but no further exx. are
found in NT writers, and (as we saw above, p. 193 n.) the
former ex. is far from certain. Such sentences often depend
on unfulfilled conditions with &v, and the decadence of these
carries with it that of a still more subtle and less practical
form of language.

" There is one ex. of §herov c. fut., Gal 5', and there also the associations of
the particle (as it now is) help to mark an expression never meant to he taken
seriously. The dropping of augment in &jpehov may be Ionic, as it is found
in Herodotus; its application to 2nd or 3rd pers. is probably due to its being
felt to mean "I would" instead of "thou shouldst," etc. Note among the
late exx. in LS (p. 1099) that with pe . . . o éoBau, a first step in this develop,
ment. Grimm-Thayer gives LXX parallels. See also Schwyzer Perg. 173.



CHAPTER IX.

THE INFINITIVE AND PARTICIPLE.

Nominal Verbs THE mention of "The Verb" has been omitted
and Verbal in the heading of this chapter, in deference to
Nouns. the susceptibilities of grammarians who wax

warm when NOe1v or NOoag is attached to the
Verb instead of the Noun. But having thus done homage
to orthodoxy, we proceed to treat these two categories almost
exclusively as if they were mere verbal moods, as for most
practical purposes they are. Every schoolboy knows that
in origin and in part of their use they belong to the
noun; but on this side they have been sufficiently treated
in chapters iv. and v., and nearly all that is distinctive 1s
verbal.
The Infinitive:— The Greek Infinitive is historically either
Its Origin. a locative (as NVewv) or a dative (as Aboau,
€lvau, etc.) from a noun base closely connected
with a verb.! We can see this fact best from a glance at
Latin, where regere is obviously the locative of a noun like
genus, reigi, the dative of a noun much like rex except in
quantity, and rectum, -tut, -tu the accusative, dative, and loca-
tive, respectively, of an action-noun of the 4th declension. In
Plautus we even find the abstract noun factio in the nomi-
native governing its case just as if it were fangere. Classical
Greek has a few well-known exx. of a noun or adjective
governing the case appropriate to the verb with which it is
closely connected. Thus Plato Apol. 18B Ta peTéwpa hpovTi-
o TNs, Sophocles Ant. 789 o€ pOE1pog: see Jebb's note. Vedic

' On the morphology of the Infinitive see Giles Manual’= 468 ff. It should be
noted that no syntactical difference survives in Greek between forms originally
dative and those which started in the locative.

202
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Sanskrit would show us yet more clearly that the so-called
infinitive is nothing but a case—any case—of a noun which
had enough verbal consciousness in it to "govern" an object.
The isolation and stereotyping of a few of these forms produces
the infinitive of Greek, Latin, or English. It will be easily

seen in our own language that what we call the infinitive is
only the dative of a noun: Middle English had a locative with
at. In such a sentence as "He went out to work again," how
shall we parse work? Make it "hard work," and the Noun claims
it: substitute "work hard," and the Verb comes to its own.

One clear inference from all this is that there was originally

No voice no voice for the infinitive. AvvaTog Bavpd-
distinction. oat, "capable for wondering," and &d&10g,

Bavpdoat, "worthy for wondering," use the

verbal noun in the same way; but one means "able to
wonder," and the other "deserving to be wondered at." The
middle and passive infinitives in Greek and Latin are merely
adaptations of certain forms, out of a mass of units which
had lost their individuality, to express a relation made
prominent by the closer connexion of such nouns with
the verb.

Survivals of There are comparatively few uses of the

Case force. Greek Infinitive in which we cannot still

trace the construction by restoring the dative
or locative case from whence it started. Indeed the very
fact that when the form had become petrified the genius of the
language took it up afresh and declined it by prefixing the
article, shows us how persistent was the noun idea. The
imperative use, the survival of which we have noticed above
(pp. 179 1)), 1s instructive if we are right in interpreting it in
close connexion with the origins of the infinitive. A dative
of purpose used as an exclamation conveys at once the
imperatival idea. The frequent identity of noun and verb
forms in English enables us to cite in illustration two lines of
a popular hymn :(—
“So now to watch, to work, to war,
And then to rest for ever!”

A schoolmaster entering his classroom might say either "Now
then, to work!" or "at work!"—dative or locative, express-
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ing imperative 2nd person, as the hymn lines express 1st
person. Among the NT exx., Phil 3'® has the 1st,' and the
rest the 2nd person. The noun-case is equally traceable in
many other uses of the infinitive. Thus the infinitive of
purpose, as in Jn 21° d iebewv a-fishing, or Mt 2° mpookuviioat
for worshipping, —of consequence, as Heb 6'° émia8éoBau, fo
the extent of forgetting,—and other "complementary" infini-
tives, as Heb 11'° kaipov dvaxdp\yar opportunity for returning,
2 Tim 1" 8vvatdg hurdEar competent for guarding. The force
of such infinitives is always best reached by thus going back
to the original dative or locative noun.

Tenses. From the account just given of the

genesis of the infinitive it follows that it

was originally destitute of tense as much as of voice. In
classical Sanskrit the infinitive is formed without reference
to the conjugation or conjugations in which a verb forms its
present stem: thus V cru (k\Ow), inf. crotum, pres. crnomi--
\ yuj (iungo), yoktum, yunajmi— bhu (dpdw, fui, be), bhavi-
tum, bhavami. We can see this almost as clearly in Latin,
where action-nouns like sonitum, positum, tactum and tactio,
etc., have no formal connexion with the present stem seen
in sonat, penit, tangit. The o in A\do au has only accidental
similarity to link it with that in “é\voa. But when once
these noun forms had established their close contact with the
verb, accidental resemblances and other more or less capricious
causes encouraged an association that rapidly grew, till all
the tenses, as well as the three voices, were equipped with
infinitives appropriated to their exclusive service. Greek had
been supplied with the complete system from early times,
and we need say nothing further on the subject here, since
the infinitive presents no features which are not shared with
other moods belonging to the several tenses.”

' Brugmann, Gram.? 517 n., regards wg émog ein€iv as being for €{nwpev, and
coming therefore under this head. It is a literary phrase, found only in Heb
7°: ¢f the would-be literary papyrus, OP 67 (iv/A.D.). On this and other exx.
of the "limitative infin." see Grunewald in Schanz Beitrage 1. iii. 22 ff.,
where it is shown to be generally used to qualify n&g or o03eig, and not as here.
* The Hellenistic weakening of the Future infinitive, which in the papyri
is very frequently used for aorist or even present, would claim attention here
if we were dealing with the Kowv1j as a whole. See Kalker 281, Hatzidakis
190 f., 142 f. The NT hardly shows this form: apart from éoecBau, I
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Infinitive of Some important questions arise from the
Purpose, etc. free use in NT of the infinitive which is
equivalent to Tva c. subj. In ThLZ, 1903,
p. 421, Prof. Thumb has some suggestive remarks on this
subject. He shows that this infinitive is decidedly more
prominent in the Kown than in Attic, and is perhaps an
Ionic element, as also may be the infin. with 100, of which the
same is true. In the Pontic dialect of MGr—as mentioned
above, pp. 40 f.—the old infin. survives, while it vanished
in favour of vd c. subj. in European MGr, where the infin.
was less prominent in ancient times.” Now the use of the
infin. in Pontic is restricted to certain syntactical sequences.
To these belong verbs of movement, like come, go up (cf Lk
18'°, Par P 49—ii/B.C., = Witk. 29—&dv dvap® Ko yw Tpoo-
KUVAo ), turn, go over, run, rise up, incline, etc. The NT (and
LXX) use generally agrees with this; and we find a similar
correspondence with Politic in the NT use of the infinitive
after such verbs as Botlopat, én1Buu®, cToVId LW, Telpdlw,
Emiyelp@, aioy bvopat, hoBoduat, A&1d, Tapatvd, keebw, TATowW,
€, EmTpénw, Sbvapat, éyw, dpyopar. With other verbs, as
TapoKOA®, the Tva construction prevails. This correspondence
between ancient and modern vernacular in Asia Minor, Thumb
suggests, is best explained by assuming two tendencies within
the Ko1vt, one towards the universalising of Tva, the other
towards the establishment of the old infinitive in a definite
province: the former prevailed throughout the larger, western
portion of Hellenism, and issued in the language of modern
Hellas, where the infinitive is obsolete; while the latter held
sway in the eastern territory, exemplifying itself as we should
expect in the NT, and showing its characteristic in the dialect
spoken to-day in the same country. Prof. Thumb does not
pretend to urge more than the provisional acceptance of this
theory, which indeed can only be decisively accepted or rejected
when we have ransacked all the available inscriptions of Asia
Minor for their evidence on the use of the infinitive. But it

can only cite He 3'%, Ac 26’ (WH mg). Jn 217 has ywpnoew (XBC), replaced
by ywpfioaut in the later MSS; but the future is wanted here. The aorist may
be due to the loss of future meaning in y wprjoetv by the time when the late
scribes wrote. The obsoleteness of fut. infin. with pé\kw in NT and papyri has
been remarked already (p. 114 n.). [* See p. 249.
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is certainly very plausible, and opens out hints of exceedingly
fruitful research on lines as yet unworked.

“Ecbatic" Tva The long debated question of " Tva. ék-

BaTikOv" may be regarded as settled by the

new light which has come in since H. A. W. Meyer waged heroic
warfare against the idea that Tva could ever denote anything
but purpose. All motive for straining the obvious meaning
of words is taken away when we see that in the latest stage
of Greek language-history the infinitive has yielded all its
functions to the locution thus jealously kept apart from it.
That Tva normally meant "in order that" is beyond ques-
tion. It is perpetually used in the full final sense in the
papyri, having gained greatly on the Attic §nwg. But it
has come to be the ordinary construction in many phrases
where a simple infinitive was used in earlier Greek, just as
in Latin ut clauses, or in English those with that, usurp the
prerogative of the verbal noun. "And this is life eternal,
that they should know thee" (Jn 17°), in English as in
the Greek, exhibits a form which under other circum-
stances would make a final clause. Are we to insist on
recognising the ghost of a purpose clause here?® Westcott
says that Tva here "expresses an aim, an end, and not only
a fact." The Tva clause then, as compared with (T0) yvu-
okew, adds the idea of effort or aim at acquiring knowledge of
God. I will not deny it, having indeed committed myself
to the assumption as sufficiently established to be set down
in an elementary grammar.' But I have to confess myself
troubled with unsettling doubts; and I should be sorry now
to commend that Tva as strong enough to carry one of the
heads of an expository sermon!

Let us examine the grounds of this scepticism a little
more closely. In Kalker's often quoted monograph on the
language of Polybius, pp. 290 ft., we have a careful presenta-
tion of Tva as it appears in the earliest of the Kowwrj writers,
who came much nearer to the dialect of common life than
the Atticists who followed him. We see at once that Tva
has made great strides since the Attic golden age. It has
invaded the territory of 6nwg, as with (ppovTiCev and omov-

"Introd.? 217. [* See p. 249,
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8d. ey, to mention only two verbs found in the NT. The

former occurs only in Tit 3°%; the latter eleven times. And

instead of Attic 6mwg, or Polybian Tva, behold the infinitive

in every occurrence of the two! Under Kalker's next head
Polybius is brought into an equally significant agreement

with the NT. He shows how the historian favours Tva after
words of commanding, etc., such as Stacadeiv, aiTeodat,
ypAdew, mapayyéNket, and the like. One ex. should be
quoted: cuvetdEaTo Tpds Te Tavpiwva ntapaokevdlety IMnEig
TEVTIKOVTA Kl Te€0US TEVTAKOT10US, KAl Tpog MeTamvious,
Tva T00g 1o 0Ug TOUTOIS ITTELS KAl e 0US eEAMO0 TEINWOTL.
The equivalence of infin. and Tva c. subj. here is very plain.

In the later Kowvnj of the NT, which is less affected by

literary standards than Polybius is, we are not surprised to

find Tva. used more freely still; and the resultant idiom in

MGr takes away the last excuse for doubting our natural
conclusions. There is an eminently sensible note in SH on

Rom 11", in which the laxer use of Tva is defended by the
demands of exegesis, without reference to the linguistic
evidence. The editors also (p. 143) cite Chrysostom on

5%°: 16 8¢ Tva évTadBa 0K aiTiohoyiog ALY AAN ekBdoeuis
éoTw. It will be seen that what is said of the weakening

of final force in Tva applies also to other final constructions,
such as 100 c. infin. And on the other side we note that

WoTe in passages like Mt 27" has lost its consecutive force

and expresses a purpose.” It is indeed a repetition after

many centuries of a development which took place in the

simple infinitive before our contemporary records begin. In

the time when the dative 86pevau, and the locative 86pev

were still distinct living cases of a verbal noun, we may

assume that the former was much in use to express designed
result: the disappearance of distinction between the two

cases, and the extension of the new "infinitive mood" over

many various uses, involved a process essentially like the
vanishing of the exclusively final force in the normally final
constructions of Greek, Latin, and English. The burden of
making purpose clear is in all these cases thrown on the

context; and it cannot be said that any difficulty results,

except in a minimum of places. And even in these the diffi-
culty is probably due only to the fact that we necessarily

* See p. 249.
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read an ancient language as foreigners: no difficulty ever
arises in analogous phrases in our own tongue.

Latinism? The suggestion of Latin influence in this

development has not unnaturally been made

by some very good authorities;' but the usage was deeply
rooted in the vernacular, in fields which Latin cannot have
touched to the extent which so far-reaching a change
involves. A few exx. from papyri may be cited :—OP 744
(i/B.C.) épwT® e Tva pny dywvidons. NP 7 (i/A.D. ) éypaya
o oot puray8@ot (cf BU 19 (ii/A.D.)). BU 531 (ii/A.D.)

vivw €lva entopdon. OP 121 (iii/A.D.) €ind oot €{va SWbowov.
BM 21 (ii/B.C.) R&iwod oe §nwg dnod00q; dE1@ c. infin.
occurs in the same papyrus. Par P 51 (ii/B.C.) Néyw . ..

Tva mpookuyong avTév. In such clauses, which remind us
immediately of Mt 4* 16%, Mk 5'° 3% etc., the naturalness

of the development is obvious from the simple fact that the
purpose clause with Tva is merely a use of the jussive sub-
junctive (above, pp. 177 f.), which makes its appearance after
a verb of commanding or wishing entirely reasonable. The
infinitive construction was not superseded: cf AP 135 (ii/A.D.)
épWT@ o€ pr) dpekéiv pov. We need add nothing to Winer's
remarks (WM 422 f.) on 8é\w and mow@ c. Tva. 1 Co 14°

is a particularly good ex. under this head, in that Bé\w

has both constructions: we may trace a greater urgency

in that with Tva., as the meaning demands. From such
sentences, in which the object clause, from the nature of

the governing verb, had a jussive sense in it which made

the subjunctive natural, there was an easy transition to

object clauses in which the jussive idea was absent. The
careful study of typical sentences like Mt 10* 8® (contrast
3118, Jn. 177 (contr. Lk 15'%) 4** 15% 13, Lk 1* (for which
Winer quotes a close parallel from Epictetus), will show
anyone who is free from predisposition that Tva can lose the
last shred of purposive meaning.” If the recognition of a
purpose conception will suit the context better than the denial

' So Gotzeler De Polybi elocutione 17 ff. for npocéyew Tva and mapakarév va
un): also Kalker op. cit., and Viereck SG 67. Against these see Radermacher
RAM 1vi. 203 and Thumb Hellen. 159. * See further pp. 240 f.
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of it, we remain entirely free to assume it; but the day is
past for such strictness as great commentators like Meyer
and Westcott were driven to by the supposed demands of
grammar. The grammarian is left to investigate the extent
to which the Tva. construction ousted the infinitive after
particular expressions, to observe the relative frequency of
these usages in different authors, and to test the reality of
Thumb's proposed test (above, p. 205) for the geographical
distribution of what may be to some extent a dialectic
difference.

Consequence. The consecutive infin. with &joTe has

been already alluded to as admitting some-

thing very much like a purely final meaning. The total
occurrences of wjoTe in the NT amount to 83, in 51 of which
it takes the infin. A considerable number of the rest,
however, are not by any means exx. of what we should call
woTe consecutive with the indicative: the conjunction be-
comes (as in classical Greek) little more than "and so" or
"therefore," and is accordingly found with subj. or imper.
several times. Of the strict consecutive WoTe c. indic. there
are very few exx. Gal 2'° and Jn 3'® are about the clearest,
but the line is not easy to draw. The indicative puts the
result merely as a new fact, co-ordinate with that of the
main verb; the infinitive subordinates the result clause so
much as to lay all the stress on the dependence of the result
upon its cause. Blass's summary treatment of this construc-
tion (p. 224) is characteristic of a method of textual criticism
which too often robs us of any confidence in our documents
and any certain basis for our grammar. "In Gal 2" there is at
any rate a v.1. with the infin."—we find in Ti "a* cvvvmoy Bn-
vat"--,"while in Jn 3'® the correct reading in place of GjoTe
is 671 which is doubly attested by Chrys. (in many passages)
and Nonnus." Those of us who are not impressed by such
evidence might plead that the text as it stands in both places
entirely fits the classical usage. It is just "the importance
attaching to the result"—to quote one of Blass's criteria
which he says would have demanded the indic. in Ac 15°° in
a classical writer—which accounts for the use of the indica-
tive: in Jn 3'°, "had the other construction—&oTe Sodvat,
so much as to give—been used, some stress would have been

* See p. 249.
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taken off the fact of the gift and laid on the connexion
between the love and the gift."' Even if the indicative
construction was obsolete in the vernacular—which the
evidence hardly suffices to prove—, it was easy to bring in the
indicative for a special purpose, as it differed so little from
the independent &oTe = and so. The infinitives without
woTe in consecutive sense were explained above (p. 204),
upon Heb 6'°. So in OP 526 (ii/A.D.), o0k fjunv drabng
ci)\éng oe dnoleimiy, "so unfeeling as to leave you," etc.
Sometimes we meet with rather strained examples, as those in
the Lucan hymns, 1°*7* especially. The substitution of Tva.
c. subj. for the infin. occasionally makes Tva. consecutive, just
as we saw that WoTe could be final: so 1 Jn 19, Rev 920,
Jn 9> —where Blass's "better reading" 8Tt has no authority
earlier than his own, unless Ti needs to be supplemented.
Blass quotes a good ex. from Arrian, oUTw pwpdg N Tva p
131n. We should not however follow him in making Tva. con-
secutive in Lk 9%, for the thought of a purpose of Providence
seems demanded by Tapakekalvppévov. 1 Th 5% we can
concede, but 2 Co 1'7 is better treated as final: Paul is
disclaiming the mundane virtue of unsettled convictions,
which aims at saying yes and no in one breath. See p. 249.
The infinitive when used as subject or

Infinitive as object of a verb has travelled somewhat
subject or further away from its original syntax. We
object. may see the original idea if we resolve

humanum est errare into "there is something human in

erring." But the locative had ceased to be felt when the
construction acquired its commanding prevalence, and the
indeclinable verbal noun could become nom. or acc. without
difficulty. The Tva alternative appears here as it does in the
purpose and consequence clauses, and (though this perhaps

was mere coincidence) in the imperative use (pp. 176 and

178 £.). Thus we have Mt 5% al cupdéper, Mt 10 dpkeTév,

Jn 18* ocvvniBerd éotw, 1 Co 4’ elg éndyeroTév éotiv, Jn 4
énov Bpwud éoTiv, all with iva in a subject clause. See Blass's
full list, p. 228, and note his citation from "Barnabas" 58
€3e1Tva mdBn: still more marked are such exx. (p. 229) as

"1 quote from my Introduction 218, written before Blass's book.
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Lk 1%, 1 In. 5°,Jn 155, etc. The prevalence of the Tva. in

Jn has its bearing on Prof. Thumb's criteria described above
(pp. 40 f. and 205); for if the fondness of Jn for éudg is a
characteristic of Asia Minor, that for Tva. goes the other way.
It would be worth while for some patient scholar to take up
this point exhaustively, examining the vernacular documents
among the papyri and inscriptions and in the NT, with care-
ful discrimination of date and locality where ascertainable.
Even the Atticists will yield unwilling testimony here; for a
"wrong" use of Tva., if normal in the writer's daily speech,
could hardly be kept out of his literary style there was a

very manifest dearth of trained composition lecturers to correct
the prose of these painful litterateurs of the olden time!
Schmid, Atticismus iv. 81, shows how this "Infinitivsurrogat"
made its way from Aristotle onwards. Only by such an inquiry
could we make sure that the dialectic distribution of these
alternative constructions was a real fact in the age of the

NT. Tentatively I should suggest--for time for such an
investigation lies wholly below my own horizon--that the
preference was not yet decisively fixed on geographical lines,
so that individuals had still their choice open. The strong
volitive flavour which clung to Tva would perhaps commend
it as a mannerism to a writer of John's temperament; but one
would be sorry to indulge in exegetical subtleties when he
substitutes it for the infinitive which other writers prefer.

The Accusative We might dwell on the relation of
and Infinitive the accus. c. infin. (after verbs of saying,
and substitutes. believing, and the like) to the periphrasis

with 6Tt which has superseded it in nearly
all the NT writers. But no real question as to difference
of meaning arises here; and it will suffice to cite Blass's
summary (pp. 230 ff.) and refer to him for details. He
shows that "the use of the infinitive with words of believing
is, with some doubtful exceptions, limited to Luke and Paul
(Hebrews), being a 'remnant of the literary language'
(Viteau [1.] 52)." So with other verbs akin to these: Luke
is indeed "the only writer who uses [the acC. and infinitive]
at any length, and even he very quickly passes over into the
direct form." The use of Wg instead of &7t is limited, and
tends to be encroached upon by n@g: of Hatzidakis 19, who
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(might not however to have cited Ac 4*! in this connexion
The combination (f)g 811in 2 Co 5" 1121, 2 Th 22, 1s taken
by Blass (Gr.> 321 £.) as equivalent to Attic wg c. gen. abs.,
the Vulgate quasi representing it correctly. It must be
noted that in the vernacular at a rather later stage it meant
merely "that": thus CPR 19 (iv/A.D.) npuinv BiBAia émi-
8édwka TH 0f Empereiq W §T1 EBOVAIBNY Twa vmdpyovTd
1ov drod3608a1. Wessely notes there, "wg 6Tt seem to be
combined where the single word would be adequate." He
quotes another papyrus, Ws 8Tt x peorTEiTOU € AUTOD O KUp1S
"Tavés. Two Attic inscriptions of i/B.C. show wg 871 c. superl.
in the sense of wg or 71 alone: see Roberts-Gardner 179.
Winer (p. 771) cites Xenophon, Hellen. 111. ii. 14, einuv
uig 871 Okvoin, and Lightfoot (on 2 Th 2%) and Plummer
repeat the reference; but the editors have agreed to eject
071 from the text at that place. Its isolation in earlier
Greek seems adequate reason for flouting the MSS here.
Winer's citation from the Argument to the Busiris of Isocrates,
KaTNY6pouY aviTod Wg 8Tt kawa darpdvia eiopéper, will hardly
dispose of Blass's "unclassical" (as Plummer supposes), since
the argument is obviously late." We may follow Lightfoot
and Blass without much hesitation.
Nominative for In classical Greek, as any fifth-form boy
Accusative. forgets at his peril, the nominative is used
regularly instead of the accusative as subject
to the infinitive when the subject of the main verb is the
same: €(n 0UK abTOg AMA K éwva oTpatnyéiv. This rule
is by no means obsolete in NT Greek, as passages like 2 Co
10°, Rom 9°, In 7* (WH text), serve to show; but the ten-
dency towards uniformity has produced a number of violations
of it. Heb 7** has a superfluous atTév, and so has Lk 2*:
Mt 26° inserts ne, Phil 3B éuowT(')v, and so on. Blass,
p. 238 f., gives instances, and remarks that translations
from Latin (Viereck, SG 68) exhibit this feature.” Kalker
(p. 280) anticipates Viereck in regarding this as a case of
propter hoc as well as post hoc. But the development of

" Dr J. E. Sandys (4ristotle's Constitution of Athens, p. xxviii) makes the
author of the Um6Beo1g to the Areopagitieus "a Christian writer of perhaps the
sixth century." He kindly informs me that we may assume the same age for
that to the Busiris. [* See p. 249
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Greek in regions untouched by Latin shows that no outside
influence was needed to account for this levelling, which
was perfectly natural.
Mixed The accus. c. inf. and the 11 construction
Construction.  have been mixed in Ac 27'°, by an inadvert-
ence to which the best Attic writers were
liable. See the parallels quoted by Winer (p. 426), and add
from humbler Greek OP 237 (ii/A.D.) 3n\@v 811 el TQ dANOH
(avein pnde kpioews d€ioBan 10 mpdypa. Also see Wellh. 23.
The Articular We will proceed to speak of the most
Infinitive. characteristic feature of the Greek infinitive
in post-Homeric language. "By the sub-
stantial loss of its dative force," says Gildersleeve (4JP iii.
195), "the infinitive became verbalised; by the assumption of
the article it was substantivised again with a decided increment
of its power." Goodwin, who cites this dictum (M7 315),
develops the description of the articular infinitive, with
"its wonderful capacity for carrying dependent clauses and
adjuncts of every kind," as "a new power in the language, of
which the older simple infinitive gave hardly an intimation."
The steady growth of the articular infinitive throughout the
period of classical prose was not much reduced in the
Hellenistic vernacular. This is well seen by comparing the
NT statistics with those for classical authors cited from Gilder-
sleeve on the same page of Goodwin's M7. The highest
frequency is found in Demosthenes, who shows an average of
1 25 per Teubner page, while he and his fellow orators
developed the powers of the construction for taking dependent
clauses to an extent unknown in the earlier period. In the
NT, if my calculation is right, there is an average of 68 per
Teubner page—not much less than that which Birklein gives
for Plato. The fragmentary and miscellaneous character of
the papyri make it impossible to apply this kind of test, but
no reader can fail to observe how perpetual the construction
is. [ have noted 41 exx. in vol. i of BU (361 papyri), which
will serve to illustrate the statement. An interesting line
of inquiry, which we may not at present pursue very far,
concerns the appearance of the articular infinitive in the
dialects. Since it 1s manifestly developed to a high degree
in the Attic orators, we should naturally attribute its fre-
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quency in the Hellenistic vernacular to Attic elements in

the Kowvnj; and this will be rather a strong point to make

against Kretschmer's view (p. 33), that Attic contributed

no more than other dialects to the resultant language. To

test this adequately, we ought to go through the whole
Sammlung of Greek dialect-inscriptions. I have had to

content myself with a search through Cauer's representative
Delectus, which contains 557 inscriptions of all dialects except
Attic. It will be worth while to set down the scanty

results. First comes a Laconian inscr. of ii/B.C., 32 (= Michel
182) éni 10 KANQS . . . SteEayvnkévar. Then the Messenian
"Mysteries" inscr., no. 47 (= M. 694, Syll. 653, 91 B.C.), which
has four or five instances, all with prepositions. Four Cretan

exx. follow, all from ii/B.C., and all in the same formula, Tept T@
(once T0D) yevéoBou with accus. subject (Nos. 122-5 =M. 55,
56, 54, 60). (The Gortyn Code (Michel 1333, v/B.C.) has no

ex., for all its length.) Then 148 (= M. 1001, the Will of
Epikteta), dated cir. 200 BC., in which we find ©po ToD Tav
otvodov fuev. No. 157 (M. 417), from Calymnus, dated

end of iv/B.C., is with one exception the oldest ex. we have:
napayevépevor Tdoav omovddv énotioavTo Tod {Tov} Sta\vBév-
Tag ToUg TONITOS TA TOT AVTOVS TONITEVeT O eT Opovoiag.
No. 171, from Carpathus, Michel (436) assigns to ii/B.C.: it

has mpo 100 poBwBNuev. No. 179 (not in M.), from Priene,
apparently iii/B.C., has [tept T]oD napopieoBar oy Y Wpay.
The Delphian inscr. no. 220 has ©po Tod napaucivat. Elis
contributes one ex., no. 264 (= M. 197), dated by Michel in

the middle of iv/B.C., and so the oldest quoted: mepi 8¢ T@
dmooTaNGuev ... 10 ... ydytopa. Finally Lesbos gives

us (no. 431 = M. 357), from ii/B.C., éni Td1 npaypatevOfvar.
I have looked through Larfeld's special collection of Boeotian
inscriptions, and find not a single example. Unless the

selections examined are curiously unrepresentative in this

one point, it would seem clear that the articular infinitive

only invaded the Greek dialects when the Koivr} was already
arising, and that its invasion was extremely limited in extent.

To judge from the silence of Meisterhans, the Attic popular
speech was little affected by it. It would seem to have been
mainly a literary use, starting in Pindar, Herodotus, and the
tragedians, and matured by Attic rhetoric. The statistics of
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Birklein (in Schanz Beitr., Heft 7) show how it extends during
the lives of the great writers, though evidently a matter of
personal taste. Thus Sophocles has 94 examples per 100
lines, Aeschylus 63, and Euripides only 37. Aristophanes
has 42; but if we left out his lyrics, the frequency would be
about the same as in Euripides. This is eloquent testimony
for the narrowness of its use in colloquial speech of the Attic
golden age; and the fact is significant that it does not appear
in the early Acharnians at all, but as many as 17 times in
the Plutus, the last product of the poet's genius. Turning to
prose, we find Herodotus showing only 07 examples per Teubner
page, and only one-fifth of his occurrences have a preposition.
Thucydides extends the use greatly, his total amounting to 298,
or more than 5 a page: in the speeches he has twice as many
as this. The figures for the orators have already been alluded
to. The conclusion of the whole matter—subject to correction
from the more thorough investigation which is needed for
safety—seems to be that the articular infinitive is almost
entirely a development of Attic literature, especially oratory,
from which it passed into the daily speech of the least
cultured people in the later Hellenist world. If this is true,
it is enough by itself to show how commanding was the part
taken by Attic, and that the literary Attic, in the evolution
of the Kowvn.

The application of the articular infin. in NT Greek does
not in principle go beyond what is found in Attic writers.
We have already dealt with the imputation of Hebraism which
the frequency of év T@ c. inf. has raised. It is used 6 times
in Thucydides, 26 times in Plato, and 16 in Xenophon; and
the fact that it exactly translates the Hebrew infin. with 2

does not make it any worse Greek, though this naturally in-

creases its frequency.” Only one classical development failed

to maintain itself, viz. the rare employment of the infin. as a

full noun, capable of a dependent genitive: thus in Demos-

thenes, T0 y’ €0 dpovéiv adT@V, "their good sense"; or in Plato,
81d TowTog ToD elvar. Heb 2 81d mavTog Tod LRy is an exact
parallel to this last, but it stands alone in NT Greek, though
Ignatius, as Gildersleeve notes, has T6 d81dkpiToV U@V ERY.
The fact that {fjv was by this time an entirely isolated

infinitive form may account for its peculiar treatment.” A

1 Gee D. 249,
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similar cause may possibly contribute to the common verna-
cular (not NT) phrase eig méiv,' which we compared above
(p. 81) to the Herodotean dvTi c. anarthrous infin. The
prepositions which Birklein (p. 104) notes as never used
with the infin. retain this disqualification in the NT: they
are, as he notes, either purely poetical or used in personal
constructions. It may be worth while to give a table of
relative frequency for the occurrences of the articular infini-
tive in NT books. Jas has (7 =) 108 per WH page;
Heb (23 =) 109; Lk (71 =) nearly 99; Paul (106 =)
89 (in Pastorals not at all); Ac (49 =) 7 (73 in cc. 1-12,
68 in cc. 13-28); 1 Pet (4 =) 59; Mt (24 =) 35; Mk
(13 =) 32; Jn (4 =) 076; Rev (1 =) 027. [Mk] 16"
has one ex., which makes this writer's figure stand at
143: the other NT books have none. It will be found
that Mt and Mk are about level with the Rosetta Stone.”

Tod c. inf. The general blurring of the expressions

which were once appropriated for purpose,

has infected two varieties of the articular infinitive. That
with ToD started as a pure adnominal genitive, and still
remains such in many places, as 1 Co 164, dEtov ToD
nopeveoBat. But though the Tod may be forced into one
of the ordinary genitive categories in a fair proportion of
its occurrences, the correspondence seems generally to be
accidental: the extension which began in the classical period
makes in later Greek a locution retaining its genitive force
almost as little as the genitive absolute. The normal use of
100 c. inf. is telic. With this force it was specially developed
by Thucydides, and in the NT this remains its principal
use. We will analyse the exx. given in the concordance,
omitting those in which 109, is governed by a preposition,
and those which are due to the LXX. Mt has 6 exx.:
in one of them, 21°?, Tod Mo TedT A gives rather the content
than the purpose of petepeAri®nTte. Luke supplies two-thirds
of the total for the NT. In Lk we have 23 exx., of which
5 may be due to dependence on a noun, and about one-half

" But not to eig Bdat, OP 736 (cir. A.D. 1). Winer (413) cites two exx.
from Theodoret. See Kuhner3 § 479. 2. Add an ex. with dypt from Plutarch
p. 256 D. An inscription of iii/B.C. (OGIS 41, Michel 370) has dmooTa\eisg . . .
éni Tdg mapaBohdg T@V S1k@v hapBdverv: Dittenberger emends. > See p. 241.
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seem clearly final; in Ac there are 21, with 2 adnominal,
and less than half final. Paul shows 13 (only in Rom, Gal,
1 and 2 Co, Phil), but there is not one in which purpose is
unmistakable. In Heb there is one adnominal, one (11°)
final or quasi-final. Jas 5'7 (object clause), 1 Pet 47
(adnominal), and the peculiar' Rev 127 supply the remainder.
Before turning to grammatical detail, let us parenthetically
commend the statistics just given to the ingenious analysts
who reject the unity of the Lucan books. The uniformity
of use is very marked throughout Lk and Ac: cf Ac 27
("We"-document) with 15°° 20°, Lk 21** with Ac 9'°, Ac 20
("We"-document) with 14'®. Note also the uniform pro-
portion of final To®, and the equality of total occurrences.
When we observe that only Paul makes any marked use of
100 c. inf., outside Lk and Ac (the two writers together
accounting for five-sixths of the NT total), and that his use
differs notably in the absence of the telic force, we can
hardly deny weight to the facts as a contribution to the
evidence on the Lucan question. In classifying the uses of
this T0D, we note how closely it runs parallel with fva. Thus
Lk 17" dvév8ekTév éotiv ToD . . . 1y éNBEiv, and Ac 10
éyévem 10D €ioenB€iv (cf 3'%), where the Tob clause represents
a pure noun sentence, in which 16 would have been more
correct, may be paralleled at once by Lk 1%, n66ev pot
T00TO Tva éNOM; After verbs of commanding we may have
10D or Tva. We find the simple infin. used side by side with
it in Lk 17°". (purpose) and 17°. It is not worth while to
labour any proof that purpose is not to be pressed into
any example of To®d where the context does not demand
it; but we must justify our assertion about Paul. It is
not meant that there are no possible or even plausible
cases of final To0, but only that when Paul wishes to express
purpose he uses other means. In the majority of cases T0d
c. inf. is epexegetic (Rom 1** 7° 8'% 1 Co 101%), adnominal
(Rom 15,1 Co 9" 16,2 Co 8", Phil 3*") or in a regular
ablative construction (Rom 15%, 2 Co 1*). The rendering

' WH make this a quotation from Dan 10"’ the former verse names
Michael, who in the latter says émioTpéw Tod Tolepfioar petd kT (Theodotion).
See below.
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"so as to" will generally express it. The nearest to pure final
force are Rom 6° and Phil 3'; but in both it would be
quite as natural to recognise result as purpose—the main
purpose is expressed by a clause with Tva in each case, and
the 1o c. infin. comes in to expound what is involved in
the purpose stated. An extreme case of explanatory infin.
is that in Rev 127, where mé epog is explained by Tod
molepfjoat with subject in the nominative. The construction
is loose even for the author of Rev, but the meaning is clear:
we might illustrate the apposition by Vergil's "et cer ta-
men erat, Corydon cum Thyrside, magnum;" or more closely
still—if we may pursue our former plan of selecting English
sentences of similar grammar and widely different sense—
by such a construction as "There will be a cricket match,
the champions fo play the rest."
ITpog 16 and Two other modes of expressing purpose
€ig T6 c. infin. have been, to a more limited extent, infected
by the same general tendency. TIpog T6
c. infin. occurs 5 times in Mt and once in Mk, with clearly
final force, except perhaps in Mt 5°°, where it might rather
seem to explain BAémwy than to state purpose. Lk 18"
and Ac 3" stand alone in Luke, and the former is hardly
final: we go back to a more neutral force of Tpog—"with
reference to the duty" (Winer). Paul has it 4 times,
and always to express the "subjective purpose" in the
agent's mind, as W. F. Moulton observes (WM 414 n., after
Meyer and Alford). This then is a locution in which the
final sense has been very little invaded. Eig 76 c. infin.
is almost exclusively Pauline. It occurs thrice in Mt, in
very similar phrases, all final; Mk, Lk and Ac have it once
each, with final force fairly certain. Jas and 1 Pet have
two exx. each, also final; and the same may probably be
said of the 8 exx. in Heb. The remaining 44 exx. are evenly
distributed in Paul, esp. Rom, Th, and Co--none in Col,
Philem and the Pastorals. Westcott on Heb 5' distinguishes
between Tva and eig 16, which he notes as occurring in
close connexion in a considerable number of passages:
appears to mark in each case the direct and immediate
end, while eig 76 indicates the more remote result aimed
at or reached." This seems to be true of both Tod and

n

1va
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el 70. Since we have seen that Tva itself has largely lost
its appropriation to telic force, it would naturally follow
that eig T6 would lose it more easily: on the whole,
however, this is hardly the case. On Heb 11°, Moulton
and Westcott, independently, insist on the perseverance of
the final meaning, in view of the writer's usage elsewhere.
The eig T0 yeyovévar (mark the perfect) will in this case
depend on kaTNpTioBat, and describe a contemplated effect
of the fiat in Gen 1. Paul's usage is not so uniform. It is
difficult to dispute Burton's assertion (M7 § 411) that in
Rom 12°,2 Co 8°%, Gal 37 (not, I think,' in 1 Th 2'%) eig 16
"expresses tendency, measure of effect, or result, conceived
or actual." Add (with WM 414 n.) exx. of el T6 expressing
the content of a command or entreaty (as 1 Th 2'%), or
acting for the epexegetic inf. (1 Th 4%). Purpose is so
remote here as to be practically evanescent. We must
however agree with SH in rejecting Burton's reasoning as
to Rom 1°%; for this belongs to the category of passages
dealing with Divine action, in which contemplated and actual
results, final and consecutive clauses, necessarily lose their
differentia. It has been often asserted--cf especially a
paper by Mr A. Carr on "The Exclusion of Chance from the
Bible," in Expos. v. viii. 181 ff.--that Hebrew teleology is
responsible for the blurring of the distinction between pur-
pose and consequence: it is a "subtle influence of Hebrew
thought on the grammar of Hellenistic Greek." This might
be allowed—as a Hebraism of thought, not language--in
passages like that last mentioned, where the action of God
is described. But the idea that "Hebrew teleology" can
have much to do with these phenomena as a whole is put
out of court by the appearance of the same things in lan-
guage which Semitic influences could not have touched. We
Evidence of the have already shown this for fva. A few exx.
Papyri, etc. may be cited for 70 from vernacular
witnesses:—BU 665 (1/A.D.) due\éiv Tod
vpddew. BU 830 (i/A.D.) yp1) 0dv éTorndoewv kai mpoatpéiv,
T €1 10D TwhEiv: cf Mt 187, Jn 57, for parallel construe-

' See Findlay CGT in loc., where strong reasons are given for accepting
Ellicott's interpretation, seeing here the purpose of God.
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Lions with &yw. BU 1031 (ii/A.D.) hpévnoov Tod morfioor.
JHS, 1902, 369 (Lycaonian inscr., iii/A.D. or earlier) T@
SuyoTopnoavTi pe Tod T0 Noemdv LAY €ig (cause). NP 16
(iii/A.D.) kwhbovTeg Tob pun omeipeww: cf Lk 4%, Ac 14'% etc.
BU 36 (ii/iii A.D.) Tod ¢fjv petaotiicat: cf2 Co 1°. BU
164 (ii/iii A.D.) Tapoka\@ o€ . .. TEioal aUTOV ToD ENBELV.
BM 23 (ii/B.C.) mpoo 3eouévou pov Tod nepimorfjoat. BU 595
(i/A.D.) Tod o¢ prjt evpeBfjva, apparently meaning "because
of your not being found," as if T@:' the document is illiterate
and naturally ejects the dative. OP 86 (iv/A.D.) éBog éoTiv
10D napaoyedfivar. OP 2'75 (i/A.D.) Tod droonadfjvar
énitetpov. CPR 156 éEovoiav ... T0d ... 0é001: cf
1 Co 9°. BU 46 (ii/A.D.) ebkaipiag. . . Tod eOpéiv: cf
Lk 22°. BU 625 (ii/iii A.D.) ndv moinoov T0d o¢ dnevéyke:
so 845 (ii/A.D.). The usage is not common in the papyri.
Winer's plentiful testimony from LXX, Apocrypha, and
Byzantine writers (WM 411) illustrates what the NT
statistics suggest, that it belongs to the higher stratum of
education in the main. For eig T6 we may quote the re-
current formula eig T6 év pndevi pepdOfvar, which is decidedly
telic: as PFi 2 (iii/A.D.) quater, OP 82 (iii/A.D.). Miscel-
laneous exx. may be seen in OP 69 (ii/A.D.), BU 18 (ii/A.D.),
195 (ii/A.D.), 243 (ii/A.D.), 321 (iii/A.D.), 457 (i/A.D.), 651
(ii/A.D.), 731 (ii/A.D.), and 747 (ii/A.D.). Like the rather
commoner TPos T0, it seems to carry the thought of a remoter
purpose, the tendency towards an end. This is well shown by
the cases in which the main purpose is represented by Tva or
dnwg, and an ultimate object is tacked on with the articular
infinitive. Thus BU 226 (i/A.D.) 8nwsg €187 napéoeoTot
(=-801) AVTOV ...8TaV KT\ ... TPOS TO TUYIV pe THS ATO
ood BonBeiag. OP 237 (ii/A.D.) §nwg PppovTtions k6 ovba
TPAEAL ... TPOS TO Ur) Tepl TAV AVTAV TAAY AVTOV
evTuyydvew. ib. [Tva] & odv...8wapévn ... 1 yphHoels
Tpog TO un) TdAw dnoypadfis denBfjvar. This kind of final
force is just what we have seen in nearly all the NT exx.;
nor do those in which the purpose is least evident go beyond
what we see in these other illustrations.

Before dealing with the Participle proper, we may

'Cf2 Co 2"; LPb (ii/B.C.) IMwg 8¢ T® unBev’ €yewv mArv Tod ITTokepaiov.
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briefly touch on another category closely connected with it.
Brugmann has shown (/dg. Forsch. v. 89 {f.), that the

The Participle Greek participle, formed with the suffixes
and the Verbal -nt-, -meno-, and -wos- (-us-), represents the
Adjectives. proethnic participle, which was intimately

connected with the tense system; while
there are primitive verbal adjectives, notably that in -to-,
which in other languages--Latin and English are obvious
examples—have become associated more intimately with the
verb. The —T16g form in Greek has never come into the
verb system; and its freedom from tense connexions may
be seen from the single fact that "amarus est" and "he is
loved" represent different tenses, while "scripfum est" and
"it is written" agree.! Even in Latin, a word like facitus
illustrates the absence of both tense and voice from the
adjective in its primary use. Brugmann's paper mainly
concerns Latin and the Italic dialects, and we shall only
pursue the subject just as far as the interpretation of the
Greek —T6g calls us. The absence of voice has just been
remarked on. This is well shown by the ambiguity of d8tva.-
Tov in Rom 8% is it "incapable," as in Ac 148, Rom 151,
or "impossible," as in the other NT occurrences? Grammar
cannot tell us: it is a purely lexical problem. As to
absence of tense, we may note that both in Greek and
English this adjective is wholly independent of time and of
"Aktionsart." Both ciyoutnTég and beloved may answer
indifferently to dyandwpevos, nyannuévos, and dyannBeis.
This fact has some exegetical importance. Thus in Mt 25
the timeless adjective "cursed" would answer to the Greek
katdpaTot. The perfect kaTnpapévor has the full perfect
force, "having become the subjects of a curse"; I and this
makes the predicate translation (RVmg "under a curse")
decidedly more probable. That our -d (-n) participle has no
tense force in itself, and that consequently we have no exact
representative of either present, aorist or perfect participle
passive in Greek, is a point that will often need to be borne
in mind. The very word just used, horne, translates the

! The verbal adjective in -no- stands parallel with that in -fo- from primitive
times.
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present aipépevov in Mk 2°, while its punctiliar equivalent
brought represents (RVmg) the aorist évexee“wav in 2 Pet 1'%,
and the similar taken away stands for jppévov in Jn 20';
and yet all these are called "past participle" in English
grammars. Having cleared the way for a lexical treatment
of the verbals in —Tdg, by leaving usage in each case to decide
whether an intransitive, an active, or a passive meaning is to
be assigned to each word, we may give two or three examples
which will lead to a new point. TvveT6g is a good example
of an ambiguous word: it is always active, "intelligent," in
NT, but in earlier writers it is also passive. LS cite
Euripides IT 1092 ebEGveTog EVveToiot Bod as combining
the two. ~Aodvertog in Rom 1°! is also active, but the next
word dovBeTog, combined with it by paronomasia, gets its
meaning from the middle cvvBéoBant, "not covenanting." An
example of the passive, and at the same time of the free use
of these adjectives in composition, is Be0318akTog "God-
taught." Intransitive verbs naturally cannot show passive
meaning. Thus {eaT0g fervidus, from £é(o)w "to boil." But
when we examine BvnTdg, we see it does not mean "dying "
but "mortal"; Ta®NTdg is probably not "suffering" but
"capable of suffering," patibilis. So often with transitive
verbs. "The 'invincible' Armada" would be rendered 6
adfTTNTOS 31 0TéNOS: invictus would be similarly used in
Latin, and "unconquered" can be read in that sense in
English. A considerable number of these adjectives answer
thus to Latin words in -bilis, as will be seen from the lexicon:
we need cite no more here. It will be enough merely to
mention the gerundive in —Téog, as it is only found in Lk 53 8,
BAMTéOV "one must put." It is not unknown in the papyri,
but can hardly have belonged to the genuine popular speech.
Participle for A considerable proportion of what we
Indicative. have to say about the Participle has been
anticipated. One Hellenistic use, already
adumbrated in the discussion of the Imperative (pp. 180 ft.),
may be finished off at this point, before we go on to describe
subordinate participial clauses. That the participle can be
used for indicative or imperative seems to be fairly estab-
lished now by the papyri. Let us present our evidence
before applying it to the NT exx., which we have already
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given so far as the imperative is concerned. For indicative

the following may be cited :--Tb P 14 (ii/B.C.) T@1 00V
onuawopévwt ‘Hpd Tt topnyyehkdTes évimiov, "l gave notice
in person" (no verb follows). Tb P 42 (ib.) A8iknuévog (no

verb follows). AP 78 (ii/A.D.) Biav ndoywv ekdoToTE, etc.

(no verb). Tb P 58 (ii/B.C.) ypdrag 8nws eidfis, kai o0
dvaywviaTtog1o8et. NP 49 (iii/A.D.) §11"... éeaypioavTes
...Kai...OpeTepioavTeg, Koi ATAVTNKA AVTOIS ... " On
GH 26 (ii/B.C.), 0 ocuvenikeAevovong THS ToOUTWY unTpog Opfipig
175 Ila@Tog ouvevdokodVTeg TWY mpoyeypo(upévwy), the edd.
remark: "The construction is hopeless; one of the participles
OUVEeTK. or 0vVevd. must be emended to the indicative, and

the cases altered accordingly." The writer of the papyrus

uses his cases in a way which would have convicted him of

Semitic birth before any jury of NT grammarians not very

long ago; but if cuvevdokoduev is meant by the ocvvev-
dokodVTeg, we may perhaps translate without emendation,

taking T@v . as partitive gen. like Ac 21'® (supr-, p. 73).

In Par P 63 (ii/B.C.) évTevEv Niv npodepbpevot comes in so
long a sentence that the absence of finite verb may be mere
anacoluthon. OP 725 (ii/A.D.) 6 8¢ “H. e080k@V ToUTOIS AT
kod ékSe18dEety, "H. agrees to all this, and to teach," etc. In

CPR 4 (i/A.D.), kai undéva kwhvovTa, for Kwhvelv, seems to be
the same thing in orat. obl., but more clearly due to anaco-

luthon. For the imperative there is the formula seen in

G 35 (i/B.C.) éauT@v 8¢ dmipehopevor 1’ vyraivnTe (1st person
plural precedes): so Par P 63, G30,PathP 1, Tb P 12

(all Ptolemaic), etc. FP 112 (i/A.D., translated above,

p. 178) énéy ov (=-wv) Zwilwt kai €{va adToV um Svownions
Tb P 59 (i/B.C.=Witk. p. 88) v o1g édv npoodénoBé pov émitdo-
oovTég pot mpoBundTepov--following a gen. abs.' The writer

1s "an official of some importance" (G. & H.) who bears a

Greek name. We may observe that the participial use we

are discussing is in the papyri not at all a mark of inferior

education. Though fairly certain, it was not very common.

It may be recalled that in a prehistoric stage Latin used the

participle for an indicative, where the 2nd plur. middle for

some reason became unpopular; and sequimini = énépevor, not
only established itself in the present, but even produced

" Add PP ii. 19 d&1® oe. . . 80U KTA (q.v.), and G 30 (=Witk. p. 83).
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analogy-formations in future and imperfect, and in the subjunc-
tive.! Cfthe constant ellipsis of est in perfect indic. passive. If
further analogies may be permitted, we might refer to the plaus-
ible connexion claimed between the 3rd plural indicative and
the participle in all languages of our family: bheronti (ferunt,
dépova, Gothic bairand, etc.), and bheront- (ferens, dhépwv,
bairands). These analogies are only adduced to show that the
use of the participle always lay ready to hand, with or without
the auxiliary verb, and was a natural resource whenever the
ordinary indicative (or, less often, imperative) was for any
cause set aside. In D we find this use apparently arising

from the literal translation of Aramaic: see Wellh. 21.

We may proceed to give some NT passages in which the
participle appears to stand for an indicative: those where

the imperative is needed were even on pp. 180 ff. As before,
we shall begin with those from Winer's list (p. 441 f.) in which
we may now reject his alternative construction. Rom 5"
Kowy Wpevot is most naturally taken this way: Winer's explana-
tion seems forced. The a-text MSS correctly glossed the true
reading with their kavy Wpeba. In Heb 7% we might have to
take refuge in explaining épunvevépevog as an indicative, if we
felt ourselves tied to 0g cuvavTioag in v.1, which is read by
RABC’DEK 17. But it seems clear that we may here

accept the conjecture of C*LP and the later MSS, the

doubled sigma being a primitive error parallel with those in
11% yuvdikag (RAD and the new Oxyrhynchus papyrus) and
11* ad10D T® Oe@ (where Hort's adT@ T0D Ocod) is now found
in the papyrus, as well as in Clement): this is an excellent
witness to the scrupulous accuracy of the B-text in preserving
even errors in its ancient source. In Heb 8'° 10'® 81801¢

is parallel to émiypd\w, if the order of thought is to be
maintained: the LXX had 8180u¢ 3Wow, but AQ and Heb

omit 8uow (because there was only the simple Qal in the
Hebrew?), leaving 81800¢ to do the work of an indicative.
Winer (p. 717) would make ém’ypdww a substitute for parti-
ciple, as in Col 1?°,1 Co 777, etc. In Ac 2% eVPOVTES arrives

at the goal by the way of anacoluthon--Luke cruelly reports

! Sequimini imperative has a different history: cf the old infinitive émépevau,
sacamane. See p. 241.
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the orator verbatim. In2 Co 7’ OAeBouevor is most simply
taken in this way: perhaps mopek\1jOnuev was in mind for

the main verb. ’Amayyé\\wv in the a-text (HLP and cur-
sives) of Ac 26 would be explained thus, though the influence
of éyevépunpy is still consciously present: were this a marked
irregularity, the Syrian revisers would hardly have admitted

it. In Rom 12° €y ovTes is I think for €yopev: see above,

p. 183. In Rev 10° ’éxwv is for e"ixevz Winer allows that

" ¢oTi, [rather jv] may be supplied." So 21 1214 A different
class of participle altogether is that coming under the head

of "hanging nominative," which our own nominative absolute
translates so exactly that we forget the genitive presumed in

the Greek. Heb 10" will be a case in point if the text is
sound—Westcott and Peake accept 8vvatat, which is strongly
supported by the combination DH boh vg: the RV (so W. F.
Moulton, Comm. in loc.) follows the construction expressly
vouched for by Theophylact, reading ’éxwv as an "absolute

clause.” In Phil 1°° ’éXOVTeg similarly takes the place of a gen.
abs. (or dat. agreeing with Opiv) the construction is taken up

as if éxdBeTe had preceded.1 The idiom in fact is due merely

to anacoluthon: see other exx. in WM 716 and Jannaris

HG 500. Answering Viteau, who as usual sees Hebraism

here, Thumb observes (Hellenismus 131) that the usage is

found 1n classical Greek, and in Hellenistic both in and

outside Biblical Greek, "and is the precursor of the process

which ends in MGr with the disappearance of the old

participial constructions, only an absolute for in -ovTag

being left." This construction is identical, to be sure, with

the nom. pendens unaccompanied by the participle: it is as

common in English as in Greek, and just as "Hebraistic" in

the one as in the other.”
Participles We saw when we first introduced the
with €lvau. participial substitute for indicative or impera-

tive (p. 182), that its rationale was practically
the suppression of the substantive verb. Our next subject
will therefore naturally be the use of the participle in peri-

" Lightfoot rejects the alternative punctuation (WH) which. would treat
NTig ... ndoyew as a parenthesis. So Kennedy (EGT in loc).—rightly, it
seems to me. 2 Add 1 Th 2'": see Dr G. Milligan in loc.
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phrastic tenses. Since the question of Semitism is rather
acute here, we will deal with it first. Blass (pp. 202 ff.)
discovers the influence of Aramaic especially in the peri-
phrastic imperfect: in the case of Mt, Mk, Lk and Ac 1-12
"this is no doubt due to their bring direct translations from
Aramaic originals"---"based on direct translations," would be
a better way to put it. Schmid (Attic. 11i. 113 f.) has a
valuable note, in which, after sketching the extent of this
periphrasis in classical Greek and literary Kowvr, he remarks
that in Par P he can only find it in future-perfects, and

twice in optative with aor. participle. Comparing this scanty
result with “the extraordinary abundance of the participial
periphrasis in NT . . ., one can of avoid separating the NT

use from that of the Kowvn, and deriving it from the Heb. and
Syr. application of the participle.” We can of course have no
objection to this, within limits. In translated Greek, as we
have seen again and again, we expect to find over-literal
renderings, — still more to find an overdoing of correct
idioms which answer exactly to locutions characteristic of the
language rendered. The latter is the case here. No one

denies that periphrasis is thoroughly Greek: see the page

and a half of classical exx. in Kuhner-Gerth i. 38 ff. It is

only that where Aramaic sources underlie the Greek, there

is inordinate frequency of a use which Hellenistic has not
conspicuously developed. Cf Wellh. 25. The exx. in

Jn (see Blass 203 n.) and Paul we may treat on purely

Greek lines. By way of further limiting the usage, we

observe that the imperfect is the only tense in which corre-
spondence with Aramaic is close enough to justify much of a
case for dependence. No less a authority than Wellhausen
warns us not to carry the thesis into the imperative: " “Io61
in imperative before participle or adjective often occurs

(Mk 534, Lk 1917), and in consideration of Prov 3° LXX is
not to be treated as an Aramaism" (Comm. on Mt 525). Then
we note the papyrus usage. ""Eywv éo1i and 8éov éo1i, (with
other impersonal verbs) are both classical and vernacular.
The future éoopau c. perf. part. s well kept up in the papyri,
and so is the periphrastic pluperfect: thus, OP 285 (1/A.D.)

Ov Hunv évdedupévog y1T@va, Par 8 (ii/B.C.) dv Hunv 8 adTdV
napapeperpnkuia. There can be no thought of Aramaisms
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here.' But BU 183 (i/A.D.), ¢’ dv ypbvov c@oa 1, is rather
limited illustration for the present participle in this usage.
Winer however cites Lucian, observing that its common appear-
ance in the LXX "was but seldom suggested by the Hebrew."
In classical Greek Rutherford showed (CR xvii. 49) that the
idiom imparts a special emphasis. So in Thuc.i. 54 joav Se¢
Tives Kal yevopevor T@ Nikig Adyot," some proposals were even
actually made to N." Antiphon (Fr. M. 3. 67) v 0 YPidos
évtadBa pénwy, "the puzzle did indeed mean as much."
Aristoph. Ach. 484 €o1nKag; 00K €1 kaTamiwy Edpinidny;
"afraid to go! not effectually saturated with Euripides!" May
we not apply this in the originally Greek parts of NT—e.g.
Gal lzzf’, "I was entirely unknown only they had been hear-
ing"? (Cf Lightfoot.) Paul has only one other ex. in imperfect,
Phil 2°°, where én1mo8@v and dnpov@v seem decidedly adjec-
tival, and not at all improved by reading them as imperfect.
(No one would cite 2 Co 5 °.) Blass well remarks that in
Jn "in most passages" v has a certain independence of its
own"; and he further notes that in Ac 13-28, where
Aramaic sources are almost entirely absent, the Semitisms
fail, except in 2219, in a speech delivered in Aramaic. The
total number of exx. of pres. partic. with imperf. of €elvau is
for Mt 3 (only 7% possibly Aramaising), Mk 16, Lk 30,
Ac (1-12) 17, (13-28) 7, Jn 10, Paul 3, 1 Pet 1.2 Large
deductions would have to be made from these figures, on any
theory, to get the maximum of exx. for the supposed literal
translation of an Aramaic periphrastic imperfect. Even in
Mk and Luke the fyv is generally very distinct from the
participle; and whatever was the Aramaic original, we may
be quite sure that such expressions as we find in Mk 10° or
Lk 4% owe nothing to it in this way. See p. 249.

The participle as a whole has diverged so little from
earlier usage that we have not very much more to say.
The fenses need no further discussion in this volume; and
for our present purpose little need be added to what was
said about the articular participle on pp. 126 f. An

' Three papyri of iii/A.D. have aor. ptc. with in fut. perf. sense. Note
Syll. 92852 (ii/B. C.) dmokekpipuévng oiomg: Arist. Ran. 721 shows this in colloquial
Attic. So Col 17",

*1 count €oTu)g as a present, but omit £6v v, and give Jn 1°, but not Lk 3%
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. . . . 1 \ \
idiomatic use of 6 wJv may be noted in Ac 13" kaTd THV

3 ’ 13 ~ \
oboav ékkAnoiav "the local church," 14~ D 10D dvTog Atdg

Articular IMpomtdrews (or Tpo né)\ewg).l Cf Ramsay's
Participle. remark (Ch. in Rom. Emp. 52, quoting J. A.
Robinson), that in Ac 6 ujv "introduces some
technical phrase, or some term which it marks out as having
a technical sense (cf 5'7 13! 2817) and is almost equivalent
to ToD dvopatonévou." An ingenious person might apply
this in Eph 1" to the text with v "Edéow absent; but
the usual view needs no defence against such an alternative.
With af odoat, in Rom 13" we may compare Par P 5 (ii/B.C.)
¢’ 1epéwv Kol 1epet@V TOVY SvTwY kai oo @v. On the crucial
passage Rom 9° see SH p. 235 f., with whom I agree, though
the argument that "He who 1s God over all," would have
to be 0 émi m. 6. might perhaps be met by applying the
idiom noted above for Ac, with a different nuance. ©edg,
may still be subject, not predicate, without making ojv
otiose: the consciousness of Ex 3'* might fairly account
for its insertion. It is exegesis rather than grammar which
makes the reference to Christ probable. One other Pauline
passage claims a brief note, Col 28, where the natural 0g
ouhaywynoe, is replaced by 0 Cv @ ywydv, to give "direct-
ness and individuality to the reference" (Lightfoot). Rela-
tive clauses are frequently ousted by the articular participle,
which (as Blass observes) had become synonymous therewith.
There is a marked diminution in the use of the parti-
ciple with verbs like Tuyy dvw, c’fpxoual, Aovldvw, paivopart,
Participle as etc. But this was, partly at any rate, mere
Complement. accident, for Toyydvw c. part. is exceedingly
common in the papyri: "I happen to be"
is a phrase NT writers would instinctively avoid. Kal@g
Moo €1S C. aor. part. (sometimes infin., or even indic., but the
participle greatly predominates) is the normal way of saying
"please" in the papyri, and is classical. So 3 Jn 6, and
in the past Ac 1033, Phil 4'*: ¢f 2 Pet 1'°. T cannot agree
with Blass's "incorrectly ed mpdooev in Ac 15% (p. 245)

' Cfrespectively BM p. 136 (18 A.D.) éni 1aiig oliooug yertviatg, Tb P 309
(ii/A. D.), dno Tod 8vTog év kumnt [Tod 1epou’ | Beod peydlov Kpdvouv—also such phrases
as ToD vTog umrog Xotdk, NP 49 (iii/A.D.), "the current month."
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except in the query he attaches to the remark. Surely this

is an ordinary conditional sentence, "If you keep yourselves
free from these things, you will prosper"? Ed moijoeTe, from
vernacular usage, would suggest "you will oblige us"; but
Blass can hardly mean this. With verbs like oida, 6;.10)\0y(D,
novedvw, the participle is being encroached upon: it appears
regularly in 2 Co 12, 1 Jn 4 (not B), 2 Jn ’, Lk 8%,

Ac 2410, but is generally replaced by acc. and inf. or a 671
clause. So Par P 44 (ii/B.C., Witk. p. 58) yivwoké pe memo-
pedoBat, and the recurrent yiwokew oe 86w 6T1: for the
participle cf BU 151 (Christian period—ic61), TP 1 (ii/B.C.
—-0p6N0y0s), NP 1 (ii/A.D.— ei pdBoipt, the optative of which
suggests culture), al. Of course Phil 411, €noBov ... ewvar, "I

have learned how to be," is classically correct: 1 Tim 51 is

in any case no ex. of pav@dvw c. part., for this could only mean

"learn that they are going about." (The RV rendering is

supported by Winer with Plato Euthyd. 276B of ot dpaB¢ig dpa

oodot pavBdvovot, and the parallel phrase $18doketv Tva

oo6v: Field adds from Chrysostom el iaTpog pélheig

poavdverv, with other parallels. The construction—pav@dvw

as passive of 818dokw—is not unnatural in itself. Despite

Weiss, the absolute pav8. seems intolerable, and there is no

real alternative, unless with Blass we boldly insert eivau.)

Participial We come then to the manifold uses of
Clauses. the participle as forming an additional clause
in the sentence. This is one of the great

resources of Greek, in which the poverty of Latin shows

markedly by contrast. Our own language comes much

nearer, but even with the help of auxiliaries we cannot

match the wealth of Greek: thus, we cannot by our participle

distinguish Ae\ukwg and Aboag. The elasticity of Greek

however has its disadvantages, such as the possibility of

supplying in translation particles as widely apart as because

and although. But it seldom happens that serious ambiguity

arises from this absence of strict logical differentiation.

We need spend little space in classifying participial
usages. We have already seen (pp. 170 f.) that one important
criterion has disappeared in Hellenistic, by the encroachments

In Conditional of ur over the whole field, when in classical
Greek it was essentially conditional. We
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return to this point presently. The participle in conditional

clauses is still found very freely. It stands for édv c.

aor. subj. in Lk 9% compared With Mt 1626; for €l c. pres.

indic. in 1 Co 117, There seem to be no exx. of its sub-

stitution for el c. opt., or €l c. indic. irreal.; but this is an

accident, due to the relatively small number of sentences of
“Conjunctive,” the kind. Another class is called by Blass

13 . . 29 . 13 » -~ 9 ’
conjunctive”: 1 Tim 1~ ayvo@v eroimoa
(cf Ac 317) is his ex. In Mt 6°” we have a choice—"Who

can by worrying," or "even if he does worry, add a span to his
Concessive, life?" Concessive clauses are often expressed with the

participle alone: Rom 172 "though
they know," Jas 3 "big though they are," 1 Co 9! "free

though I am," Jude 5 (not causal, as Winer), etc. Where
ambiguity is possible, we sometimes find the meaning fixed by

KaiTep, as Phil 34, 2 Pet 112, and Heb ter; once by kaiTot,
Heb 4°, kai Tadra Heb 11'%, or kad ve Ac 17°7--note
Causal, the o there surviving, with characteristic
emphasis. The opposite causal sense is ex-
ceedingly common: so Ac 421, Heb 6~ (unless temporal), Jas
225, Mt 119, etc. Purpose is less often expressed by the parti-
Final, ciple, as the future was decaying._r,:1 we have
however Mt 2749, and two or three in Luke.

The present sometimes fulfils this function, as in Ac 157,
Finally come the temporal clauses, or those which describe

Temporal and the attendant circumstances of an action: e.g.
Attendant Mt 13% GloTe abToV €ig mAGiov éuBdvTa Ka-
Circumstances 810 Bat, "when he had entered, he sat down."?
Clauses. We should not usually put a temporal

clause to represent these, as it would overdo the emphasis:

in comparatively few cases, like Ac 17 "and similar narra-
tive passages, we might replace with émei or §te. Our
English participle is generally the best representative, unless
we change it to the indicative with and: Latin, unless the
ablative absolute can be used, necessarily has recourse to

cum c. subj., its normal method of expressing attendant;
circumstances. The pleonastic participles AaBuiv, dvaoTds,

"It was not however by any means dead: cf the string of final fut. parti-
ciples in OP 727 (ii/A.D.); BU 98 (iii/A.D.), Ch P 4 (ii/B.C., =Witk. p. 70), etc.
*Sec p. 241.
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TopevBeig, dneNBWv, largely occurring in translated passages
have been already referred to (p. 14). One interesting
Aramaism may be noted here from Wellhausen (p. 22). He
asserts that in Mk 27 Ao\éi BAao pnuei, (without stop) liter-
ally translates two Aramaic participles, the second of which
should in Greek appear as a participle. In Lk 22% we find
Brao hnpodvTes ENeyov correctly. But it must be noted that
with the RV punctuation Mk /c. 1s perfectly good Greek, so
that we have no breach of principle if we do allow this

account of the passage.

The large use of participles in narrative, both in gramma-
tical connexion with the sentence and in the gen. abs. con-
struction (p. 74), is more a matter of style than of grammar,
and calls for no special examination here.

Ov with We may close our discussion with some

Participle notes on the places in which the ordinary

rule, that uvj goes with the participle, is set

aside. The number of passages is not large, and they may
well be brought together.1 Mt (22'") and Jn (1012) have one
each; Luke (Lk 642, Ac 7’ 267 2817’19) five; and there are
two each in Heb (111' 35) and 1 Pet (18 210—-quotati0n).
Paul has Rom 9 and Gal 47 bis (quoted), 1 Co 26, 2 Co 4%’
quciter, Gal 48, Phil 32, Col 2': 1 Th 2" and 2 Pe 1'® have ot
... d\\d. Before discussing them, let us cite score papyrus
exx. for 00. OP 471 (ii./A.D.) TOv 00K év \euka(ig éoBRTWY év
BeaTp@ TeMANPWKOTWY: cf Mt L.c. OP 491 (ii/A.D.) éav TehevTriow
003énw TeMANPwWKGTWY (When they are not yet 25). AP 78
(ii/A.D.) 0 Suvdpevog éykapTepeiv émdiSwpt: contrast 1 Th 3.
OP 726 (ii/A.D.) 00 8uvdpevog 8t doBéverav nhedoau since he
cannot): so 727 (ii/A.D.). Tb P 41 (ii/B.C.) 00 oToy0.0°d.-
LLevog (= -0v) Wv ’e’XOpev ...mioTewv (in a long gen. abs.
succession): so Par P 40 oiTe ToD 1epod ooy aoduevor olite
TOD KANWS ’cfXOVTog. Par P 13 kpaToDo1v 0Ok dvamep-
VavTeg TV Gepvmy. Tb P 34 (ii/B.C.) prj mapavoy NeiBuw (sic)
U 008evés. BIT 361 (ii/A.D.) yupav 0Ok €xet, OUK €n1oTd-
lLevog Ti ék€ivog dnekpeivato. See also Par P 4, OP 286
TP 1 (11/B.C.), 3 and 8 (i1/B.C.). In many of these

"1 omit o0k €&6v, used for indic., and the common vernacular phrase oﬁx
TuyWv. In the exx. of 00. .. dAXQ . . . the negative tinges the whole sentence.
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exx. we can distinctly recognise, it seems, the lingering con-
sciousness that the proper negative for a statement of a
downright fact is 00. The same feeling may have made 00
rise to the lips when an emphatic phrase was wanted, as in
the illiterate Tb P 34 above. The closeness of the participle
to the indicative in the kinds of sentence found in this list
makes the survival of 00, natural. Much the same principles
may be applied to the NT, though in Luke, Paul and Heb

we have also to reckon with the literary consciousness of an
educated man, which left some of the old idioms even where
un) had generally swept them away. In two passages we
have 00 and p1j in close contact. Mt 22! (see parallel
above) is followed in the king's question by n@g elofi\Beg
Wde pu ’éxwv. .. ; The distinction is very natural: the

first 1s a plain fact, the second an application of it. The
emphasis would have been lost by substituting urj. In
Pallis's MGr version of the Gospels the two phrases are alike
translated with 8év and indic. (The completeness of MGr
levelling is well illustrated by his version of Lk and Jn /l.cc.
The former becomes kai . . . 3ev c. indic.; the latter is

kai Bookog v dvarg, followed by mov 8¢v €lvar T TpéBaTa
31kd Tov, "whose own the sheep are not." Outside the

indicative 8év is not found.) 1 Pet 1% is best left to Hort:
"The change of negative participles . . . is not capricious.
The first 1s a direct statement of historical fact; the second

is introduced as it were hypothetically, merely to bring out
the full force of mioTevovTeg." Though Blass thinks it arti-
ficial to distinguish, it is hard to believe that any but a slovenly
writer would have brought in so rapid a change without any
reason. The principles already sketched may be applied to
the remaining passages without difficulty, in so far as they
are original Greek. In the quotations from the LXX we

have, as Blass notes, merely the fact that X% c. partic. was
regularly translated with 00. The passages in question
would also come very obviously under the rule which admits
oV when negativing a single word and not a sentence.
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P. 2.—Thumb points out (Hellen. 125) that Josephus has only been con-
victed of one Hebraism, the use of tpoaTiBeoBat c. inf. = "to go on to do"
(‘? I On, i.e. "to do again"). (For this, cf Wellh. 28.) He refers to Schmidt
Jos. 514-7, and Deissmann BS 67 n. That the solitary Hebraism in the Pales-
tinian writer should be a lexical one, not a grammatical, is suggestive.

P. 7.—In the Expositor for September 1905, Prof. Ramsay says that the
earlier tombs at Lystra show Latin inscriptions, while at Iconium Greek is
normal. This may involve our substituting Latin as the language of Paul's
preaching at Lystra: such a conclusion would not in itself be at all surprising.

P. 8.—"Even a Palestinian like Justin knew no Hebrew," says Dalman
(Words 44) in arguing against Resch's theory of a primitive Hebrew Gospel.

P. 10.—Lightfoot (on Gal 4°) prefers to regard ~ABRd 6 TaTrip in Mk 14 as
spoken by our Lord in this form. He cites from Schottgen the address *7°2 AN,
in which the second element (kUpt€) emphasises the first by repetition; and he
compares Rev 9'' 12° 20%. Thus understood, the phrase would be a Most emphatic
"testimony to that fusion of Jew and Greek which prepared the way for the
preaching of the Gospel to the heathen." But Lightfoot's first alternative
(practically that of the text) seems on the whole more probable.

P. 16.—In Ac 2' D, Blass puts a full stop at the end of the verse. But we
might translate without the stop:—"It came to pass during those days of
fulfilment of the day of Pentecost, while they were all gathered together, that
lo! there was . . ." This is the (b) form, with kai 1809, so that it comes
near (a). This punctuation helps us to give adequate force to the durative infin.
ovunAnpodoBat. On this view D gives us one ex. of the (a) forth, and one of
the (b), to reinforce the more or less doubtful ex. of (b) in the ordinary text of
Ac 5”. Those who accept Blass's theory of Luke's two editions might say that
the author had not quite given up the (a) and (5) constructions when he wrote
his first draft of Ac: before sending the revised edition to Theophilus, he
corrected what remained of these (like a modern writer going over his proofs to
expunge "split infinitives"), but overlooked 5’. I am not commending that
view here; but [ may suggest a systematic study of the gramnar of the D
text in Luke as a probably fruitful field for those who would contribute to the
greatest of all textual problems in the NT.

P. 23.—We might have expected to find a specimen of Cretn Tit 1'% ;
but if Epimenides the Cretan was really the author of this unflattering descrip-
tion of his countrymen, he waited till he came to Athens, where (among other
advantages for this composition) he could write a a.et and disyllabic O’prai. Plato
makes him reach Athens just before the Persian War.

P. 30.—It may be worth while to add a note illustrating the early date at
which some characteristic MGr elements began to appear in the vernacular,

233
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On a Galatian tombstone of vi/A.D.(BCH 1903, 335) the word dvdravoig is
written dv<dmn>a\g, showing the fully developed result of the pronunciation of
av as av: cf MGr énaa, from nadw. Ramsay (C. and B. ii. 537) notes kaTeo-
okéBaoa (BCH 1888, 202), which is an ex. of the same phenomenon. He also
gives a Christian inscription of iii/A.D. from Phrygia, containing the 3 pl.
émitndevoouy, and "an anticipation of the modern periphrastic future" in
Boukn8f dvoi&t, noted by Mordtmann. We may add the gen. éood from ii/A. D.,
as OP 119, 528, 531, al. But Thumb (in BZ ix. 234) cites a yet earlier ex.,
,EIXOUO'GS for nom. or acc. pl. fem., from an inscription of i/A.D. Cod A reads
oopdkovTa, in Jn 8.

P. 43.—S. Langdon (4JP xxiv. 4 47 ff.) examines the history of édv for &v,
and agrees with Winer, who thinks it a peculiarity of the popular language
(WM 390). Mr Langdon attributes it to "the effort to emphasise the abstract
conditional aspect of the relative clause. This would of course occur much
more frequently with relatives without antecedent than when they were defined
by an antecedent. . . . This popular idiom met the necessity which the LXX
translators felt in their effort to distinguish between the complete and in-
complete relative clauses when translating from Hebrew. . . . In the NT
the rule of using édv, in sentences without antecedent is invariably followed,
almost invariably in the OT and in Christian Greek writers." Mr Langdon's
trust in his one or two exx. from classical MSS can hardly be shared; and
before we can feel sure that the LXX translators themselves used this édv, and
meant anything by the distinction, we should at least have examined the early
papyri very carefully. The earliest exx. quotable are Hb P 96 and 51, PP iii.

43, of'iii/B.C., and BM 220 bis, G 18,1Th P 12 bis, 105, 107, from ii/B.C.. A sug-
gestive ex. is Tb P 59 (99 B. C.), where the sentence is translatable with either
interpretation of édv. It may be noted that the rarity of antecedent in these
relative sentences makes it easy to misinterpret statistics. See Mayser, p. 152.

P. 44— Edopkéiv, banned by WH as "Western," occurs frequently in
inscriptions and papyri. See Schwyzer Perg. 118 for exx. and au explanation
(Thumb's).

P. 55.—A more peculiar produc is [énika]\éope (=-a1) in Audollent no.
189 (Rome), to which Prof. Thumb calls my attention. So ka\éw ib. no. 15
(Syria, iii/A.D.). That these are genuine survivals of uncontracted forms (e.g.
from Epic dialect) is very improbable.

P. 58 —"Pindaric Construction," when the verb follows, is hardly ana-
coluthic: it is due to a mental grouping of the compound subject into one entity
—"flesh and blood".= "humanity,” "heaven and earth" = "the universe."

A papyrus ex. may be cited: BU 225 (ii/A.D.) vndpy1 8¢ adTHi év T kWun oikiat
800 kai kTA. So also 537.

P. 60.—Meisterhans 3203 (§ 84) cites a number of exx. from Attic inscrip-
tions of v/ and iv/B.C., where in a continued enumeration there is a relapse
into the nominative. Gildersleeve adds CI4 1. 170-173 (v/B.C. =Roberts-

Gardner no. 97) Td8e Tapédooayv ...0TEPAVOS . .. Pralat etc.

P. 63.—To discuss this large question for individual exx. would take us too
long. Blass in § 39. 3 states this fairly: he notes that the misuse of eig
was still a provincialism, which in respect of the local signification of eig and
év is not present in the Epistles nor strangely enough) in Rev, though found in
all the narrative writers of the NT. Hatzidakis 210 f. illustrates both the use
of eig for év and that of év for eig;: for the latter, add the early Par P 10
dvakeywpnkev év ' ANegowvdpeia. (He should not have cited 2 Tim 1", where eig is
perfectly normal.) We need not accept all Blass's exx.: thus Jn 17% is
surely "perfected into one." But it must be confessed that our evidence now
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makes it impossible to see in Jn 1'* (6 Qv elg TOV K6AToV) "the combination . . .
of rest and motion, of a continuous relation with a realisation of it" (Westcott).
Without further remark we will reserve discussion till the time comes for
treating the prepositions systematically, only noting that in D there are
suggestive substitutions of év for elg in Ac 7'> 8% (the latter however probably
involving an entirely different sense—see p. 71), and eig for év in Ac 117 (éo1iv
eig Tdpoov). On this of Wellh. 12.
P. 65.—D often, as Wellhausen notes (p. 13), shows acc. with dkotev,
KaTNYop€Eiv, and kpaT€iv, where the other texts have gen.
P. 67.—Both in Ac 16* and in 18%, D alters the dat. to éni (eig) c. acc.;
but in the latter a clause is added containing TioTeVelV TQ Be@.
P. 69.—Blass's objection to recognising the noun "Exauwiv, Ac
Josephus, rests upon the fact that assimilation of case is generally practised,
and that in T6 §pog TV éha@v the genitive is unmistakable. But the nom. is
frequent in LXX (Thackeray): thus Gen 3%°, Num 21", See also Deissmann
BS 210. Blass rightly, I think, regards Jn 13° as a vocative and not as
equivalent to pwveiTé pe TOV Si18dokahov; but Winer's 1 Sam 9° is a clear ex. to
put by Rev 9'! and Blass's own Mk 3" (as found in A and the Latt.. It is note-
worthy that both Luke and Josephus (4nt. xx. 169 mpdg 8pog T0 TpoTayopevs-
nevov 'Exauwv, Bell. Jud. ii. 262 eig 16 "EXoiwv kalobpevov 8pog) not only use
the unambiguous genitive —@vog (4nt. vii. 202 81d Tod 'Elat@vog 8poug) but also
put the anarthrous é\atwv in combination with the word called. This seems to
show that the name was not yet fixed in the Greek speech of Jerusalem
residents, and that the halfway-house to the full proper name wanted some
apology. To 8pog T@V éhar@v will thus be a translation of the native name.
The new name for the hill would spring from two sources, the vernacular word
for oliveyard, and the impulse to decline the stereotyped éAa1@v. An exact
parallel for the latter was quoted in Expos. vi. vii. 111. In the Ptolemaic
papyri Tb P 62, 64, 82, 98 the noun 1Biwv is found, which the editors connect
closely with iBiwv (Tpodfig) "for the feeding of ibises," the word being treated
as nom. sing. instead of gen. pl.: they observe that "the declension of the
village called "IBiwv probably contributed to the use of this curious form."
In both words then we see a gen. pl. made into a new nominative which
coincides with a noun of slightly different meaning already existing.
P. 70.—Prof. Thumb tells me that the construction (parenthetic nomina-
tive) survives in MGT: thus (dn’) é8w kai mévTe népeg [nom.]= "heute vor 5
Tagen." E. W. Hopkins (4JP xxiv. 1) cites a rare use from Skt.: "a year
(nom.) almost, I have not gone out from the hermitage." Contra, I Wellh. 29.
Ib.— Eixbveg perhaps should be translated: it is the name given in BU 1059
(i/B.C.) to the personal descriptions which accompany an IOU, receipt, bill of
sale, census paper, etc.
Ib.—The vocative 1 maiig, as Dr Rendel Harris reminds me, literally trans-
lates the Aramaic absolute X’ ‘70 (as Dalman gives it, Gramm. 118 n). 1 should
have remarked that the usage is commonest where there is translation from
Semitic. The author of Heb does not use it except in OT citations, nor does
Luke in Ac 13-28 (though we may note that in the three citations involved
there is no article in the Hebrew). It is only another instance of over-use of an
idiom through its coincidence with a native usage
P. 74.—See Kuhner-Gerth 401 n. 5. 6, for these genitives after a negative
adjective. Typical exx. are Tb P 105 (ii/B.C.) al, dxiv8uvog TavTog K1v8ivou,
dvunéroyov ndomg pBopds, and dvunedBuvor tavTog émitipov. Tb P 124 (ii/B.C.)
ddiotdoToug §vTag ndomg aitiag. BU 970 (ii/A.D.) Tfg elg dravTag ebepyeriasg. . .

12 and
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aBoriBnTog. They illustrate dvopog Beod; in I Co 9*' =4vev vépov Beod, which
differs only in that the genitive is subjective, while the rest are either objective
genitives or pure ablatives.

1b.—One or two parallels may be added for the free use of the gen. abs.

For the substitution of gen. for the case in construction, cf Tb P 41 (ii/B.C.),

KaV@Y NudY dTTWS é) 6UTwY dvekey wprikapev; BU 1040 (ii/A.D.) yaipw 811 pot
TadTa énoinoag, énod petaperopnévou mepi pndevéds. Other exx. will be seen in

CR xv. 437. For gen. abs. without expressed subjects, cf BU 925 (iii/A.D.?)
dvayvwoBévtwy, 970 (ii/A.D.) SnAwBévTog 31’ A Tpoeidn pot dodakeiag, etc.

P. 78 —Elative comparatives may be seen in D in Ac 4'°, (pavepéTepdv (sic)
éoTw, and 10 BéNTiov épioTooBe (=¢n.—cf. 44, and WH App® 151). It
substitutes TA€iorTot for TAetoug in 192 and adds an elative H{81oTa in 13*. On
10%® Blass compares 24°* 25'% in the ordinary text, and 2 Tim 1'%, Jn 13*. As to
yelpwv, we should add that y eipioTog is found in Tb P 72 (ii/B.C.), al.

P. 79.—Before leaving the subject of comparison, we ought to remark on
curious forms which have been brought into existence by the weakening of the
old formations, or their detachment from the categories of comparative and
superlative. Beside the regular form éx dytoTog, which is predominantly super-
lative in Mt, but elative in Lk (ter, and 12*° doubtful) and Jas, Paul uses é\a-

Y10 TéTepog in Eph 3%, whether as comparative or true superlative the sentence
leaves uncertain. He uses éAo’tXlO'Tog as superl. in 1 Co 15°, and as elative in 4°

6°. The double comparative pe16Tepog occurs in 3 Jn *: of our lesser, which is
equally due to the absence of clear comparative form in a word whose meaning

is clear. See Jannaris HG 147 for a list of these forms: add pei{6Tepos, Archiv

iii. 173 (iv/A.D.) al, peyro1éTatog BM 130 (i/ii A.D.), npecBuTtepwTépa BM 177
(i’/A.D.), mpdiTioTa BU 665 (i/A.D.). Exx. are found even in Homer (mpwiT10T0S).

On the Aramaising use of positive c. ¥ or tapd for compar., see Wellh. 28.

P. 81.—Wellhausen (p. 26) finds in the Synoptists some traces of insertion
of the article through literal translation of Semitic idiom: here again D is con-
spicuous. Thus Mt 10* Tod dooapiov. Note also his exx. of Semitism arising
from the rule which drops the article with a noun in construct state preceding
a definite noun: so Mt 12** "the Queen of the South."

P. 82.—Westcott translates év ovvaywyf (Jn 6> 18*) “in time of solemn
assembly.” Our own use of "in church," "in or out of school," etc., is enough
to illustrate this phrase, which must be explained on the lines described in the
text above: Westcott seems to be somewhat overpressing it.

P. 84.—On the presence or absence of the article when a prepositional clause
has to be added as an epithet, cf J. Ap Robinson, Ephes. 149. For its presence
may bf 8cited such passages as Eph 1, for its omission, Eph 2'' 4', Phil 1°,

Col. 1"%

It is only very seldom that we find in Greek of the NT types the complex
arrangement by which the classical language will wrap up a whole series of ad-
juncts between the article and its noun. 1 Pet 3’ will serve as an exceptionally
good example. The simplicity of NT style naturally causes less involved forms
to be generally preferred.

One more paralipomenon under the Article may be brought in. In Prof.
Cooke's North Semitic Inscriptions, no. 110 (ii/A.D.), there is a bilingual
inscription, Palmyrene-Aramaic and Greek, containing within its compass a
good parallel to the genealogy in Lk 3% *Aaihdpev Aipdvouv Tod Mokipou Tod
Alpdvou Tod MaB864a (Wadd. 2586). There are one or two other specimens: in
113 the article is dropped for the last two steps, as in the first step in 110.

P. 85.—In Mt 6'" note that D reads &\enov, rejecting the middle in view of
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the presence of oov. In Ac 5% €Beto and *! ouvykaheodpevot, D makes the
opposite change, which in the former case, at any rate, is no improvement.

P. 88.—Cf Wellh. 30: {8105 in Mt and Lk is sometimes 3rd pers.
possessive."

P. 89.—Prof. Thumb notes how accent may differentiate words capable of
full or attenuated meaning: "God is," but "God is Almighty!"

P. 94—To the exx. cited from Blass (top of p. 95) add from Hawkins Jn 1%
(taken like Lk 3'® from the original source in Mk 17), Ac 157 (LXX), Rev 3
7*213%1220°, and I Pet 2** (Ti with X*LP, against ABCK). The idiom is in
one place translation Greek, and in the rest a sign of inferior Greek culture,
which makes it the more striking that Lk and Jn (not Mt) faithfully copy their
source. Since the Greek of 1 Pet is remarkably good, it does hot seem likely
that 00 T@ puWiwmt adToD, is due to the autograph: the LXX adTod may well
have been added by a glossator who did not notice that the or made it needless.

This consideration may fairly be set against the a priori argument of Ti in
favour of the reading of K. See p. 249.

P. 96.—Cf Josephus Ant. i. 29, atitn pév &v €in npwtn Nuépa, Mwuofg &
adTnv piov eine (quoted by Schmidt). Note in Gen 8" the variation pmvog Tod
npuiTou, mi@ Tod uMvog, which had adequate motive in the different words of the
Hebrew. Prof. Thumb has traced the history of the Greek names for the days
of the week in Zeitschrift fur deutsche Wortforschung i. 163-173 (1901).

P. 102.—The importance of Heb 13** in critical questions justifies our adding
one more note on and. In Theol. Bundschau v. 64 Deissmann writes two
"marginalia" upon Harnack's famous article in ZNTW i. 16 ff. He notes the
masculine 811yo0pevov in 11**—not, I presume, as a difficulty likely to give
Harnack much trouble; and observes that ot dné "ITaliog are "can, according
to the late Greek use of a6, describe very easily the greetings of the brethren
to be found in Italy." He refers to the article by E. Brose in Theol. Stud. und
Krit., 1898, pp. 351-360, on dné in 1 Co 11%. Brose examines dné, mapd, H7é,
and ék, showing that in daily speech these prepositions were used without exact-
ness of distinction. The argument is designed to show that A6 Tod Kuvpiov in
1 Co [.c. does not mean by tradition, but by revelation from the Lord. Deiss-
mann observes that Brose could have made his treatment of a6 still more
illuminating, if he had gone outside the NT: he refers to a "stop-gap" of his
own in Hermes xxxiii. 344, which touches on. the passage from Heb.

P. 105.—On mép we may cite TP 8 (ii/B.C.) Onép éavTov dpov@v: of Rom 12°.

P. 112.—A very good ex. in Greek is 2 Co 4*, where perfective €& shows the
dmopia in its final result of despair.

P. 116.—In the Dream of Nectonebus, the last Egyptian king of the old
dynasties (LPu, ii/B.C.), there occurs the phrase StaTeTripnKo THY Y Wpav dpépnTws,
which gives a striking parallel to 2 Tim 4”. The perfective in the king's
words emphasises the fact that the watchful care has been successful; the
simplex in Paul lays the stress on the speaker's own action, "I have guarded
my trust."

P. 118.—Hawkins, HS 142, gives the number of compound verbs for the
several parts of the NT. His figures work out thus:—Heb has 7 - 8§ per WH
page, Ac6-4,Lk6-0,Mk5-7,Paul 3-8, Mt3 -6, Cath. Epp. and Rev 3 - 1, and
Jn 2 - 1. The high figure of Mk in this table may be illustrated by the large
use of compounds in many uneducated papyri (e.g. Tb P 413, of A. D. —see
my notes in CQ ii. 140). That Heb and Luke (whose unity comes out by this, as
by so many other tests) should be at the top, is what we might expect.

P. 126.—Since writing this, I have noticed Prof. Ramsay's suggestive
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language on the early Christians of the average type in C. and B. ii. 485: see
also his Paul 208 f.

Pp. 126 and 129.—On the biblical use of present and aorist imperative, cf
F. W. Mozley in JTS iv. 279 ff. Prof. Thumb notes that Mozley independently
confirms his judgement on the aoristic Tpooédepev in Heb 117, by the observa-
tion that pépe and &ye are aoristic in meaning. Were the author Mark or the
John of Rev, and the context less clamant for an imperfect, I should readily
yield.

P. 132.—See now D. Smith, /n the Days of His Flesh, p. 208.

Ib.—In OGIS 219 (iii/B.C.) there is an ex. of coincident domaodpevol which
may be worth quoting:— é\éoBau 3¢ kai TPeTPevTaAS . . . [01TIVeS] doTATdHeVOL
aiTov mopd T[oD dYuov p@ToV Pév keheboovoy v]yraivew . . . [éneita 8 dmayye-
AoDo1w adT@1 T Tt pv. The "salutation" seems to consist in the double
message: it is difficult anyhow to make it precede the wish for good health.

P. 143.—In Mt 25 we find 6 eiAndug in a phrase otherwise parallel with
v.20, 6 haBuiv. The intervening space supplies an excuse for the change which
takes it out of the category described in the paragraph above. Both tenses
were entirely justifiable, and the rather more emphatic perfect suits the situation
of v.% better.

P. 145.—I must make it clear that in this tentative account of ’éo‘XﬂKOL—which
is propounded with great hesitation, and with a full appreciation of its diffi-
culties—there is no suggestion that the aoristic meaning proposed was more
than an idiosyncrasy of individual writers, or (better) of certain localities. The
pure perfect force is found long after Paul's day: thus in the formula of an
10U, oporoy® éoymnkévar mopd ood 810 xe1pos €& oikov ypfo évtokov (BR 1015—
early iii/A.D.), "to have received and still possess." But in AP 30 (ii/B.C.),
TPOTepnapTOPOVY TOV M. KaTeoy NKévar TOV oikiaw mpo Tod morépov, the aoristic
possessed seems to be recognisable, in an early illiterate document. See p. 248.

P. 146.— Otpar 8¢ k&v Aapmidd, Ty AewTvyi8ov pév Buyatépa,’ Apy18duov 8¢
YUVAika, “Ayi8og 8¢ unTépa, o1 tdvTes Baoih€ig yeybvaot, Bavpdoat Qv kTA. It is
hard to see why this should be cited as aoristic: Agis was on the throne at the
supposed time of the dialogue.

P. 148.—In connexion with this paragraph should be mentioned the birth
of the new present oTrikw (MGr o Tékw) from the perfect €0 Tnka, with the same
meaning.

P. 152.—On this view of the prehistoric relations of act. and mid., cf Hirt,
Indog. Forsch. xvii. 70. The theory had been restated in terms of the
new school of philology, in Osthoff and Brugmann's pioneer Morphologische
Untersuchungen iv. 282 n. (1881). There H. Osthoff conjectures that "Skt.
dves-ti and dvis-te depend on one and the same proethnic basis-form [dueistai],
which was differentiated by the accent, according as one wished to say
‘hates for himself” or 'hates for himself.' "I had overlooked this passage,
and am all the more confirmed by it in the theory which I had independently
developed as to the relationship of the voices in the element they severally
emphasise.

On the late Greek developments of the voices the student should carefully
observe the rich material in Hatzidakis 193

P. 156.—The proverb in 2 Pet 2* is acutely treated by Dr Rendel Harris,
as I ought to have remembered, in The Story of Ahikar, p. Ixvii. He cites as
the probable original words appearing in some texts of Ahikar: "My son, thou
hast behaved like the swine which went to the bath with people of quality, and
when he came out, saw a stinking drain, and went and rolled himself in it.’
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If, as seems extremely likely, this is the source of the Tapoipia to which

2 Pet refers, of course Aovoapévn is used in its correct sense. That a Greek
iambic verse may have been the medium of its transmission had been antici-
pated: see Mayor in loc. 1leave my note unaltered in view of the measure of
uncertainty attaching in Dr Harris's judgement to the account he proposes.

P. 166.—Dr P. Giles, in a letter endorsing and improving my Scotch trans-
lotion of Homer R. i. 137, says, "I agree that &v is very like jist, and if you
had added /ike at the end you would have got your subjunctive also. This like
does for many dialects what the subjunctive did for Greek, putting a state-
ment in a polite, inoffensive way asserting only verisimilitude." It is found
elsewhere.

P. 168.—Add to this list the curious anti-Christian inscription in Ramsay,

C. and B. ii. 477 (no. 343) 007og 6 Biog pot yéyovev (aoristic!) §Tav €Cwv éyd.

P. 169.—Since writing the paragraph on ei urjTt &v, I have observed several
other exx. of i . . . & in illiterate Greek of a century or two later than the
NT. An inscription from Cyzicus, lately published by Mr F. W. Hasluck
in JHS xxv. 63, has 1 115 8 &v Toruot, peténdn adTov 6 Bebds. (The second
subjunctive here is the itacistic equivalent of the optative which would have
been used in earlier Greek: cfp. 199n.). In Ramsay's C. and B. vol. ii. |
note the following:--No. 210 (p. 380) €1 8¢ Tig &v pavein ... éoTat. . .,
where the optative shows the writer a bit of an Atticist, but not very successful.

No. 377 (p. 530) kaTeokebaoev TO Npdov €avTf kai T dvdpi avThs EvToy 1 kod €l
TW1 v (Do cuvywproet” el 8¢ peTd TV TENeLTHY pov €dv Tig émyprioet KTA. No.
273 (p. 394) €l 8¢ [¢Tepog] &v émvyerpri[oer, B]oer kTA. Add PFi 50'" (iii/A.D.)

€l T1 8¢ éav dpirn, Tb P 391n (99 A. D.) T T1g 8¢ u@v . . . édv mapa .

P. 170.—On p1 in questions see J. E. Harry, Gildersleeve Studies, 430.

He shows it was absent from orators and historians, and from the later writers
Aristotle, Polybills, and Diodorus. Plato uses it 24 times; but the 69 occur-
rences in NT outnumber those in all the prose and poetry of ten previous
centuries. The inference is that it was a feature of everyday language. In
nearly half the exx. the verb is be, can, or have; three-fourths of the total comes
from Jn and Paul (only Rom and Co).

P. 171.—For ék10g €1 ur see Deissmann, BS 118. Cf also Ramsay, C. and B.
ii. 391 (no. 254) ywpis el p1j T1 TAOY).

Ib.—On the encroachments of u, especially as to 6T1 p1j and u c. inf. after
verba dicendi et cogitandi, see E. L. Green in Gildersleeve Studies, 471 ff. Green
shows how urj intrudes increasingly in the Kown literature. Considering the
extent of this intrusion in the time of the NT, there are fewer exx. of un
wrongly used than would be expected, except that urj holds almost undisputed
sway over the participle. There are 6 exx. of u1j c. inf. after a verb of saying
or denying [Lk 22** must however be struck off (WH, following XBLT)];

2 with verbs of thinking (2 Co 11°, Ac 25%); one case of causal §T1 u1j, Jn 3'%;
3 of urj after relatives. (In excluding Col 2'® because an imper. precedes, Green
ignores a yet more decisive reason—that ur is indisputably spurious.) The
participle with p1j in orat. obl. occurs only in Ac 23% 28° in causal, concessive,
and temporal clauses it abounds. The comparison of Plutarch with the NT
shows a great advance in the use of §T1 urj. The whole paper deserves study.

A few papyrus passages may be cited in illustration of the subjects of Green's
paper. For pyj in relative clauses:—BU 114 (ii/A.D.) mpodiko 1V dnodéSwkev
adT@ uiTe dbvatar NaBeiv, CPR 19 (iv/A.D.) évtdEag . . . & ur ocvvedvnoa. For
verba dic. et cog..—MP 25 (iii/B.C.) prj d(eirerv dpéoag pot, BM 401 (ii/B.C.)
KaTeyVwkws pny SbvaoBat, OP 266 (i/A.D.) 6poroyei ur) évkaeiv (classical, as op.=
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undertakes), OP 237 (ii/A.D.) drekpeivaTto pn c. inf., and several cases with
3nhodv (BR 5, 11, etc.). For énei prj cf BU 530 (i/A.D.) pépdetai oe éni pr
dvTéypaag avTh (the charge, like the ex. in Jn Lc.).

On €i 00, Blass notes (Hermes xxiv. 312) its identity with & pj in the
illiterate OP 119 (see p. 28).

A note may be added prj 871; for though the NT only uses oﬁx 411, the
syntax is identical with that in prjTiye, 1 Co 6° ("not to speak of mere affairs
of daily life"). It occurs in BM 42 (ii/B.C.,= Witk. p. 40) urj 671 ye Too09ToU
X POVoU émyeyovéTog, "not to speak of so much time having gone by."

P. 177.—In Mt 6" D reads purj Bnoavpioerar (=-¢), which may just possibly
be added to the list. But it is more likely to be a mere mistake. An earlier
ex. of unj c. fut. than those cited in the text is Par P 15 (ii/B.C.) p1j yodv koi
KpaTrjoets—but this may be aor. subj.

P. 181.—Essentially the same principle must be traced in’Ikewig oot (Mt 16%),
"[God be] merciful to thee." The interjectional adjective and participle are on
the same footing, and must be explained in the same way. In CR xv. 436 are
quoted inscriptional parallels for this phrase (Gen 43*, 2 Sam 20%°, 1 Chr 11'):
—Letronne 221 (iv/A.D.) Thewg Muiv TI\dTwv kai évTaBa, and without subject
557 Thewig oo1, ‘Edpueiag . . . kai “Hpdkietog ddek(pés. Letronne also quotes
another inscription (ii. 286) TAewig oo1 dvni (leg.” ANUm1), "[Sarapis] help thee,
Alypius," as I read it. With the development of a deprecatory force in such
phrases we may compare that in our vernacular expression, "Mercy on us!"

P. 182.—Dr Rendel Harris thinks the Up€ig may be only translation Greek.
The suggested allusion to Paul is in any case only propounded tentatively.
It is curious that dpEdpevog gives us trouble elsewhere in Luke. Ac 10° is fairly
hopeless as it stands, and Blass thinks dp&. dno 7. T, interpolated from Lk 23°.
It is conceivable that dp&dpevog ydp in AD vg may preserve the relics of a better
text, in which a new sentence beginning I there was continued with ’Inoodg 6 dno
N., ov (D) ’éxpw'ev ..., 00705 (D). The change needed to make the D reading
grammatical is but small. (See Wellh. 12.) A quasi-adverbial use of dpEdpevog
may be seen in Syll. 537°, 538°, 540", 549%, and with pres. ptc. in Tb P 526 (ii/A. D.).

P. 185.—The practically complete equivalence of subjunctive and future is
quite as evident in Phrygian inscriptions as in the Alexandrian Greek Bible or
late Egyptian papyri. Thus we have in JHS xxiii. 85 €i 8¢ T1g dviEag éTepov
BdAn, and in Ramsay C. and B. ii. 392 (no. 260) € Tva. Ahov BouinB1, 559
(no. 445, iii/A.D.) €l T1g 8¢ €Tepog émioevévket (so nos. 448, 449). In nos. 317,
391, 395, 399 al (pp. 472, 535-8) we have ob TeB1 for the 0 TeBriTeTaun, found
elsewhere. The progressive disappearance of the Future prepares us for MGr,
where the tense is a periphrastic one. For the papyri, cf BU 303 (vi/A.D.)
napdoyw "I will furnish," AP 144 (v/A. D. ) é\6w "I will come." Innumerable
exx. of verbs in -oet and the like, in locutions requiring subjunctives, could be
cited from various sources; but these being itacistic prove less—see p. 35.

P. 194.—Prof. Thumb tells me that MGr pu1j yévoito seems to him a phrase
of learned origin. (I notice that Pallis retains it in Lk 20'°.) See p. 249.

P. 199 n. 2.—Prof. Thumb observes that he does not believe in itacism as
contributory to the obsolescence of the optative, "since the coincidence of ot
and 1) took place very late." It has been made clear in the text that the
optative was doomed from the very birth of the Kotvrj, while o1 (and v) did not
become simple i for several centuries.

P. 208.—By way of adding to our illustrations from the Bezan text of Ac,
we may note that in 12'" D substitutes Tva o1y[ . . . ] o for o1ydv, and in 16'*
Tva Eeénbmg for EeNBEiY, both after words of commanding. In 17°' however the
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omission of év 1 wékket adds to the tale of quasi-final infinitives. Were this
tendency to use Tva more marked, it might help us to fix the provenance of D, by
the use of Thumb's canon (p. 205).

P. 216.—Some further exx. are noted by Votaw (p. 18) from the LXX.
He gives on p. 19 the totals for the articular infin. in OT, Apocrypha, and NT:
there are 1161 occurrences with a preposition, and 1614 without. The anar-
throus infin. occurs 6190 times in all. In the statistics of the articular infin.

1 have checked my count (based on MG) by Votaw's: they differ slightly where
I have omitted passages which WH enclose in double brackets, and also
through my not counting twice the places where two infinitives stand under the
government of a single article. Votaw's total for Heb has a slight error.

P. 224 —To the footnote it should be added that Hirt and Sommer make
sequimini imperative the original form, supposing it simply transferred to the
indicative at a later stage (Indog. Forsch,. xvii. 64).

P. 230.—The phrase in Mt 137 is quoted here purely as it stands in Greek;
exx. of this participle could be cited from almost any page of narrative in the
NT or other Greek writing. It happens however, as Dr Rendel Harris tells
me, that my example is a translation of a phrase meaning simply "he went on
board a boat." He observes, "'To go up and sit in a ship' is a pure Syriac
expression. Sometimes you get 'Bit in the sea' for 'embark™ (Mk 4', the
original here). This superfluous kaBfjoBau is rather like the pleonasms quoted
from Dalman on pp. 14 ff. Of course the recognition of this as translation Greek
does not affect the grammatical category in which we place éuBdvTa.

Since I have not given a chapter to Conjunctions, I may put at the end
of these addenda a note upon a use of d\\d which has excited much discussion.
In Mt 20* some have translated dAd. "except," as if=ei prj or TAYjv. Against
this both Winer and his editor (p. 566) speak very decisively: thus, the latter
says," Even in Mk 4% a\\d is simply but (but rather), not save, except." 1 have
a draft letter of his to a fellow-Reviser (dated 1871), in which he argues at length
against the lax use of d\\d, which in Mt /.¢. "would be equivalent to supplying
éuév éoti Sodvau in the second clause." Blass does not allude to the latter
passage, but on Mk 7.c. (p. 269) he says d AN =ei u1j "save that." It is certainly
difficult here to separate the dANd from the édv prj which stands in the parallel
clause. I am very unwilling to challenge an opinion held so strongly after
careful study; but the discovery of Tb P 104 (i/B.C.) makes me ready to
believe that the note in WM might have been altered under stress of new
evidence. Kai pn égéotw diriokwt yuvaika MM énayayéoBat dANG ATowviov
must call for a sense of dA\d very near to i p1}. That supplements may be
contrived we may allow, though they are often far from simple but is there
adequate motive for straining the natural meaning of the phrase? In Gen 21°°
003¢ ¢yw Tfikovoo dAA ouepov, the dAND actually translates "N, except. In Mt
l. c., it may well be that the AV or RV supplement is correct. But I cannot feel
at all sure of this; and it seems moreover that the meaning need not be affected
by reading AA\d as €l p1. In In 15%, Lk 4%, Ac 27%, Gal 2'%, Rev 217, etc.,
we are familiar with the brachylogy—essentially akin to zeugma—which makes
el w1 and the like= but only: why not apply this to dAAd? This would mean
that only the thought of 8odvau was carried on, and not that of éuév as well.
(Cfnow Wellh. 24 in support of my position: also cf Kuhring, p. 149.)

The study of Wellhausen's illuminating forty pages increases my regret that
I can only refer to them generally in notes inserted at the last revision. My
argument in chapter i. is not affected by Wellhausen's exposition; but had his
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book come into my hands earlier, I should have taken care to emphasise more
clearly what is said above concerning "translation Greek," and the tendency

to over-use a correct vernacular idiom where it exactly or nearly translates an
Aramaic original. Wellhausen rightly warns us against denying Aramaism
because we can scrape together one or two parallels from holes and corners of
Greek writing. That was the error of the old Purists, and we must be on our
guard. But if we neo-Hellenists need to be careful, Wellhausen's criticisms of
Dalman show that the neo-Semitists want watching as well. It is necessary in
studying Wellhausen to remember that he only professes to speak from the
Semitist's side: his (ppayyerodv (bis) on P. 10 and éavtdg and XA 01 on p. 30
illustrate his limitation—non omnia vossumus omnes! Space forbids our
mentioning more than one further feature of his work, the great importance of
his treatment of the Bezan text. He shows that D in a large number of places
stands distinctly nearer the Aramaic which underlies the Synoptic records. If
this is proved, we have manifestly taken a large step towards the solution of our
great textual question. Let me finally quote his dictum that Mk is tolerably

free from Hebraisms, i.e. pieces of translation Greek due to the LXX: Mk is
however richest in Aramaisms, which Mt and Lk have largely pruned away

Of course Wellhausen's argument has not bearing on free Greek in the NT.

ADDITIONAL NOTES TO THE
SECOND EDITION.

P. 3.—To anticipate a possible objection, I may say that the evidence for
large Jewish settlements in Egypt from an early date is indisputable: see
for example Mahaffy's and Th. Reinach's contributions to Melanges Nicole
(pp. 619 ff., 451 ft.). Mahaffy speaks of Aramaic trade documents in Upper
Egypt from the time of Xerxes down. So far, however, no "Hebraist" has
tried to use this fact to discount the deductions of Deissmaun from the papyri;
and I need not meet the argument before it arises. (See Preface, p. xvi. f.)

Ib.—The Rev. J. Pulliblank sends me an interesting extract from his notes
of Bishop Lightfoot's lectures in 1863. Speaking of some NT word which had
its only classical authority in Herodotus, he said, "You are not to suppose
that the word had fallen out of use in the interval, only that it had not been
used in the books which remain to us: probably it had been part of the common
speech all along. I will go further, and say that if we could only recover letters
that ordinary people wrote to each other without any thought of being literary,
we should have the greatest possible help for the understanding of the language
of the NT generally."

P. 5.—A very striking testimony may be cited from Cicero, Pro Archia,
23:—Nam si quis minorem gloriae frustum putat ex Graecis versibus percipi
quam ex Latinis, vehementer errat, propterea quod Graeca leguntur in omnibus
fere gentibus, Latina suis finibus, exiguis sane, continentur.

P. 14—To the exx. of elg dmdvTnov, c. gen. may be added two (one of them
eig ovvavT.) from the Pelagia stories (Legenden der hl. Pelagia, ed. Usener),
pp. 19, 22. The documents are written in excellent vernacular, which does not
seem open to the charge of being merely modelled ou the biblical Greek.
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P. 19.—Dr Marcus Dods finds a weak spot in my parallel, in that Greek
was generally "not the vernacular, but a second language acquired for com-
mercial or social purposes. The real parallel would therefore be the English-
speaking Hindu, or semi-Americanised German or Pole, or the pidgin-English-
speaking Chinaman, or bilingual Highlander or Welshman." So Dr Nestle.

I have modified the form of the parallel accordingly, and I think it will now
stand. The Hindu and the Welshman, "granted a tolerable primary education"
in English, will not show much difference in their written dialect.

P. 22.—A reviewer in the Athenaeum, to whom I am greatly indebted,
criticises my attitude towards the translation of Pallis. (So far from " strongly
objecting," Mr Pallis prefers to be so styled, and not as Palli.) I cannot go
into detail, but I would make two or three notes. (1) The Reviewer expresses
the "shock" which even a foreigner experiences in finding Christ's speeches
"abounding in Turkish words." Mr Pallis gives me a list of all the foreign
words in his version of Mt, some two dozen in all, and not a quarter of them
Turkish. This accusation of bringing in foreign words has been freely made by
many on mere hearsay. (2) A lover of Hellenism can feel nothing but sympathy
for the modern Greeks' national pride in their language. But whether Greek
artisans can repeat the NT Greek by heart or no, it is abundantly proved that
they cannot understand it; and that is sufficient justification for a popular
version. (3) The general question of the Purist movement tempts discussion;
but it has only one side which is relevant for this book. If the movement only
concerned the abolition of foreign words, the NT grammarian could quote Purist
as readily as popular Greek. But the kaBapetovoa is an artificial language in its
grammar, and it is therefore obviously useless when we are seeking scientific
evidence bearing on ancient Hellenistic. The strongest sympathiser with
Purism as a national movement would have to admit that for such purposes
as ours the faintest suspicion of artificiality makes MGr valueless: nothing but
the unschooled speech of the people can help us here.

P. 23.—On the use of the term Kotv1 Prof. Thumb observes that the
grammarians were far from consistent with themselves. A definition like kowwn
S1d\ekTog 1) TdVTeS Y puipeBa is not far from our present use; and even if the term
be historically incorrect it is a pity to banish from science so well-established and
pregnant a word (Neue Jahrbucher f. d. klass. Altertum, 1906, p. 262).

P.32—Dr W. H. D. Rouse, who has an exceptionally intimate first-hand
knowledge of modern Greece, especially in the more out-of-the-way parts, tells me
he thinks it too sweeping an assertion to say that the old dialects died out com-
pletely, except for what they contributed to the Koiwvrj. He has heard the broad a.
in Calymnos, and kid méka in Cos. In the lecture just quoted (Neue Jahrb. 1906,
p. 256), Prof. Thumb gives some interesting survivals of old dialectic forms in
Cyprus, which he has noticed in the curse-tablets of Audollent. We have in
fact to remember that the dialects existing within the Koivr} were partly or even
mainly characterised by the survivals from the old local dialect which the
levelling process failed to destroy.

P. 34—A good illustration of my point that dialectic differences very largely
lay in pronunciation is found in Dr Rouse's remark that "a [modern] Athenian,

a Lesbian and an Astypaliote all will write ka1, while they pronounce it respect-
ively kye, ce, tse."

P. 36.—The case of Téooapes. acc. ought not to be left without remarking
that this is isolated, as the only early cardinal which ever had a separate acc.
form. In the first 900 of Wilcken's ostraka I find 42 exx. of the indeclinable,
and 29 of Téooapasg, which shows how this form predominated in business



244 A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.
language before 200 A.D. In the same documents I find Téooepag and Teooepd-
kovTa only once each (both ii/A.D.): cf p. 46 above.

1b.—A "probably Ptolemaic" ostrakon in Melanges Nicole, p. 185 (E. J.
Goodspeed), has piaavBponiq and 86015 (=8woers) to add for the early confusion
of 0 and w; kaTd pAvav (see p. 49) and pndevi 8oig (p. 55 n.”) evidence the writer's
scanty culture. Earlier still is NoyevuvTwy HbP 77 (249 B.C. ), and cf Par P 40
(i1/B.C.). See Mayser, pp. 98 f., 139.

P. 38.—The point about Kowv1 needs perhaps to be stated less concisely.
Brugmann makes it probable that in early Attic, as in its sister dialect lonic, it
became n universally, but that in Attic 1nj and pn (15’Y1ﬁ, npHTTW) broadened into
1o, pa, whenever the m did not arise from a pre-Greek &: this & long maintained
a different quality. But this specially Attic power of p became obsolete while
kOpFm was still pronounced with digamma.

P. 41.—Thumb (op. cit. 260) holds out hopes that we may get some not
inconsiderable help in dating and localising textual types from such peculiarities
as the confusion of tenuis, aspirata and media in Egypt and Further Asia, and
that of e and i sounds in Asia Minor and Syria.

P. 44—Among the irregular aspirations might have been given oﬁx
"Tovdaikds (Gal 2'* X*ACP 17 37). Here the 0dyi of BD* al probably helps
us; a repetition of the 1 after ovk would lead to the correction of oﬁxi and this to
oﬁx by the dropping of the same letter. This seems simpler than Lightfoot's
explanation from the Hebrew initial which would not explain OGX 1300 (B
decies in 3 K, says Mr Thackeray).

P. 48.—Usener, Pelagia, p. 50, quotes 1 Iepooé vpa from two MSS of
xi/A.D. In the same book we find the vocative k0p1 twice (p. 14—see Usener's
note, p. 34). An additional early ex. of this shortening of -10- nouns may be
found in a Ptolemaic ostrakon in Melanges Nicole, p. 184, cuvié\ew (i.e. -1ov).
(The document has the word kpdBaTog, ao spelt.) See Mayser 260.

P. 49.—The NT forms ovyyevis and cuyyevedot. (WH App® 165) are both
cited by Thumb from Asia Minor (JHS xxii. 358 and BCH xxiv. 339).

Mayser cites ovyyevéa: per contra ovyyevéo occurs Tb P 61 (ii/B.C.) al. So we
have double forms, éo0fic1v OP 466 and é08njoeot (as NT) BU 16, both ii/A.D.

P. 59.—An apparent false concord in B, mepi ndvTwy Qv €18ev Suvdpewv
(Lk 19%"), is corrected by Prof. Burkitt from the Old Syriac, which shows
that Suvdpuewv is a mere gloss. B accordingly shows the first stage of corrup-
tion, while D (yetwvopévwy) shows an independent gloss, and the other MSS
present a completely regularised text. (The textual phenomena here are most
instructive: c¢f what is quoted from Wellhausen about B and D, p. 242.) Note
that in MGr ndoa survived ndg, as t&oa évag "every one."

Ib.—For indeclinable Tt Dr Rouse reminds me of the MGr kd&T1, as k&Tt
novyia, "a little rest."

P. 60.—Mr Ottley calls my attention to Is 37°, where it is very hard to
resist the impression that an accusative stands for a genitive in apposition to
an indeclinable.

Ib.—A better account of 1 8edg in Ac 19°7 is given by G. Thieme, Die
Inschriften von Magnesia am Maeander and das NT (Gottingen, 1905), pp. 10 f.
He notes that the classical 1) 8edg often appears in Magnesian inscriptions to
describe the great goddess of the city, while other people's goddesses were Beat,
the usual Kown term. The town clerk is accordingly using the technical
term, as we might expect. Plentiful quotations are given by Nachmanson,

p- 126. We may therefore keep Blass's comment on Luke's accuracy, but
apply it in a different way.
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P. 63.—It might be added that before év disappeared it was often used for
elg, just as eig was for év. Thus in the late gloss at Jn 5* alsi four times in Tob,
as Mr Thackeray notes, adding that it is a feature of the LXX in Jd--4 K. Cf
in Pelagia, dvi\@Bopev év T@ keM\iw (i. 4), dri\Bapev év T peydin ékkinoiq (i. 5),
Edpuyov év Toig dpeo (ii. 1). Some further quotations for late uses of év will be
found in Kuhring, pp. 43

Ib—On dpav (Jn 42, Au 10 al) see Usener, Pelagia 50, and Abbott JG 75,
Who suggests that the change from vernacular ace. to dat., Jn 4°*", is brought
in to denote exact time.

P. 64.—For ypdoBau c. acc. add Wis 7' (B—so RV), and Syll. 653%
(katayp.). The Purist Kontos (MAwo oikai Mapatnprioers, Athens, 1882, p. 420)
complains of writers who used kaTaypaoBat (and even émeoBau!) with gen. As
early as ii/A. D. we find a chiliarch of a Thracian cohort writing ‘Qpiwvog (i.e. -1)
yaipew (Wilcken, Ostr. ii. 927): so ovv Mnvodilov ib. 240 (same date). See
Ramsay CR iii. 332.

P. 66.—On the construction of dkobw, yebopat, and Tpookvv®, see Abbott,
JG 76-78.

P. 70.—Dr Rouse compares with this nominative in ime - expressions
Aeschines' VOE év péow koi mapfpev (In Ctes. 71).

P. 71.—On the threefold matrip in Jn 17, see Abbott JG 96 f.

P. 72.—A full study of prepositions replacing the simple gen. may be found
in Kuhring, Praepos. 11 ff., 20. Dr Rouse notes that ané is regularly used
in partitive sense now: 3@oe pov dnd TodTo, "give me some of that."

P.75.—For ’épxouai oot am I should have quoted the well-known line of Aeschy-
lus (PV 358), dAN ANBev adT@ Zmyog dypunvov Béros.

P. 76.—Reference should have been made to Eph 5°, {oTe yivdiokovTes, where
Dean Robinson assumes Hebraism, comparing 1 Sam 20°, yivdokwy 018ev, Jer 42
(49)”, 1o Te (imper.) ywwokovTeg 871 (Symmachus). So RV. If this be so, we
can only suppose Paul definitely citing OT language, just as a preacher using
the archaic phrase "Know of a surety" would be immediately recognised as
quoting. (It may be noted that if lore is indic. it is a purely /iterary word,
such as Paul is not very likely to have used: it would be less improbable in
Heb 12", But in these places and Jas 1'? the imper. seems better, somewhat in
the sense of the common classical €d 108" §71, "you may be sure": see LS s.v.
018a 7.) Itis, however, at least as probable that we are to separate the verbs
and read "For you must be assured of this (the following), recognising for
yourselves that . . . " So E. Haupt, Salmond, and T. K. Abbott.

P.79.—Dr E. A. Abbott (Joh. Gram. 510) makes it seem probable that the
Leyden papyrus is quoting from Jn 1'°. He would translate Tp@Tég pov "my
Chief." See pp. 11-14 for his exposition, which brings in several harmonics
beside the main note. I am not yet disposed to give up the view defended
in the text. If Dr Abbott takes away one parallel, he gives me two new ones
instead, in the quotations from scholiasts on Euripides; and his exegesis seems
open to the charge of over-subtlety. Moreover, the Aelian passage, o1 Tp@Tol
pouv TadTa (ileveéaVTeg (N. A. viii. 12), is closely parallel for Jn 15'; and the
doubts as to the reading expressed by the Thesaurus editor here and in Plutarch,

Cato Minor § 18 (oiTe mp@Tég T1g AVERT . . . Kat@vog olite o Tepog anfihBe), only
mean that a modern scholar thought Tp@Tog incorrect, which is undeniable.
I am tempted to claim that Dr Abbott has proved my point for 'me.

P. 80.—I must confess to a rather serious oversight in omitting to discuss
the "Hebraistic" use of m&g with negative in the seise of 008eig. In CR
xv. 442, xviii. 155, I quote a number of exx, of mdg with prepositions and



246 A GRAMMAR OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

adjectives of negative meaning: thus dvev or K WPIS TAoMG UnepBeTews, a recurrent
formula, dvunedBuvor TavTog émtipov Tb P 103 (ii/B.C.), Siya ndoms eEovoiag
Plutarch Cons. ad Uxor. 1 (cf Heb 77). Closely allied to this is the Kot use of

T1g with negative, as undep1dg kpaTioews uNndé kupteiag Tvog éyyaiov meptyvopéung
adT@t TP 1 (ii/B.C.), which has analogues in MGr (Jannaris HG § 1 449 c).

This was accordingly claimed as “a very slight extension of a vernacular

usage under the encouragement of a similar idiom in Hebrew.” It is found

not only in presumed translation, as Mk 13, but in Paul, as Eph 5°.

Ib.—Mr J. B. Shipley sends me an ingenious suggestion that énTd, arose
from a gloss, Skevd= Y2W= éntd.

Ib— In Gal 1°" Ramsay maintains against Lightfoot that éTepog when
definitely contrasted with d\\og denotes specific difference against generic,
"another of the same kind," against "another of a different kind." Space
precludes examination of his classical exx.; but it must not be too hastily
assumed that Lightfoot is wrong. Abbott JG 611 supports him against Blass.

P. 86.—Add Hb P 44 (253 B.c.), 0p@VTES . . . Lumv as an early ex.

P. 87.—The reciprocal €ig Tov éva (1 Th 5'') may be noted, with the MGr
0 €vag Tov dM\hov. (Dr Rouse tells me the Purists say éo(age 6 pév Tov 8é!)

Ih.—On "exhausted 1810¢" see new Kuhring, Praep. 13.

P. 89.—Dr Marcus Dods criticises my treatment of év T® 18iw vot, remark-
ing that the danger was of a man's being "assured by some other person's
convictions." That is, of course, quite true, but I think my statement holds
that the phrase simply lays stress on the personal pronoun—"let each man be
fully assured for himself."

P. 96.—Note that 8u)Seka greatly predominates over 8éka 30 in ostraka.

P. 102.—In Kuhring's account of dné (Praep. 35 ff., 52 ff.) there is striking
evidence of the encroachments of this preposition. The common commercial
’éo‘xov ano (for mapd ) od may save us from over-refining in 1 Co 11%. The
note as to the perplexing rarity in the papyri of dné with the agent after passive
verbs will prevent us from assuming it too readily in the NT, though its occa-
sional presence is undoubted. For odad . . . dno T@V okavddiwy (Mt 187) 1
may quote excellent parallels from Pelagia, @ Bia dnd Tod . . . \jpov TovTOU
(Usener, pp. 11 bis, 27), and & dno T@v XproTiav@v (p. 28): the difference in the
interjection shows that this was not imitation. Usener (p. 44) notes o Bia
"Murder!" as a vernacular phrase. So Acta Thomae, p. 224, 0 amo Tod Soriov. It
is simply the classical &j c. gen. (cf Ep. Diogn. 9 & Tig dmepBailotiong pihavBpwniog),
with the gen. strengthened, as so often. “Ex of material (as Mt 27*”) Kuhring
only finds once, AP 99 (ii/A.D.): add Mel. Nicole p. 281, mepiTpaynhiSiov éx
koBopuiwv \Bva@v, "a necklace made of strings of stones " (iii/B.C.). As to the
survival of éx to-day authorities differ: the Athenaeum reviewer cites among
others Psichari, who says of ék Tév, "C'est bel et bien une forme vivante."

P. 103.—There seem to be places where eig actually stands for the posses-
sive genitive, as Deissmann BS 117 f. shows it does for the dative: TbP 16 00
AyovTeg T (for TRS!) [€lg] adTovg adBadiq, "not desisting from their violent
behaviour " (ii/B.C.); ywpig T0D elg a bV oikov (=ov) Par P 5, "her house "

(ib.). It is tempting to seek help here for 1 Pet 1'' In, but the illiteracy of the
documents must be remembered.

P. 106.—One more quotation should be made from Kuhring, whose pamphlet
must be constantly in our hands a we study the NT prepositions. He seems
to demolish even the solitary Hebraism I had left to Aterct, that in Lk 1°°.

AP 135 (ii/A.D.) has Ti 8¢ Nuéiv ovvéPn petd TOV dpy6vTwy; " What befell us
in connexion with the magistrates?" (G. and H.). So also BU 798 (Byz.).
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Kontos (ITapatnpricerg 409 ff.) fiercely attacks mohep® petd Tivog “fight with,"
i.e. “against”; but he is at least eighteen centuries late.

Ib.—One force of mapd in composition is noted by Thumb (Neue Jahrb. '06,
p. 249), with reference to TapfiA8ev in Mt 14"°. He parallels Welhausen's
“vorgeruckt” (our "advanced ") by citing MGr napandvw, " far over," mopakdTw,
"far under," mopapéoa, "far in." Another force is exemplified in TapaninTw,
which Wilcken (Ostraka, i. 78 f.) illustrates as a commercial word, giving Momm-
sen's "ungultig werden, etwa wegen eines Formfehlers." He compares Xen.

Hell. i. 6. 4, and Polybius, xviii. 36. 6, where it is co-ordinated with o’vyvoe‘w,
=napaninTew TAg dAnBeiag.

P. 110.—Th the weighty authorities for €y opev in Rom 5' is now added
Prof. H. A. A. Kennedy: see ExpT for July 1906, p. 451. I still agree with SH.

P. 112.—Usener (Pelagia, 49) remarks on dnépxopou that in later Greek it
is transferred to the thought of the goal. Thus dri\8apev év TH peydin
ékkAnoiq = "we arrived at the great church."’ A ikvoduat was much earlier in
showing this result of perfective dmé.

P. 115.—In Neue Jahrb. 1906, pp. 254 ff., Prof. Thumb justifies his view
that Miss Purdie's general position is right, though pure Kowv texts like the
NT and the papyri would have served better than a writer like Polybius,
belonging to a transition period of the language. He points out that by this
development of the prepositions Hellenistic gains the means lof expressing
aoristic Aktionsart in present time. Thus “o’méxovm (Mt 6% % %) is in its
Aktionsart identical with éxaBov or ’e’o‘xov, that is, it is an aorist-present, which
denotes the present answering to AaB€iv or oy €iv." The recognition of punctiliar
force in this commercial word (see Deissmann BS 229 and Licht v. Osten 74 ft.)
makes it very vivid in Mt Lc. . the hypocrites have as it were their money
down, as soon as their trumpet has sounded.

P. 122.—Mr H. D. Naylor sends me some additional notes as to the pun
noiel canon. Some of his classical exx. against Dr Headlam are very good:
note Aristoph. Av. 1534, where the conative present seems clear, and Ran.

618-622. Mr Naylor remarks, "I venture to hold the view that the distinction

is a growth. It was beginning in classical times; it was nearly crystallised in

NT Greek; and it is completely so in the modern language." In other words,
usage progressively restricted the various possible forces of voiet in this locution,
till only one was left. Mullach treated the matter well (pp. 345 f.), as the
Athenaeum reviewer notes. Add to my papyrus refl. HbP 45 (iii/B.C.) real

10 Ao1md me1paoBe ocvvdye kai pr) vmotundveoBe.

P. 129.—The present of this conative ﬁvdykatgov is well seen in Gal 6'*:
of also Jn 10°*. With reference to Thumb's argument on mpoo (pépw, I find
it easier to deny him Heb 11'7, as I can give him a good ex. in a less literary
writer: Tpéo hepe T6 S@pov in Mt 57* is very probably aorist in action.

1b.—The differentia of the aorist may be effectively brought in to decide
the famous difficulty in 1 Co 7°'. If Paul meant "go on in youll slavery," he
must have said xp@: the aorist x pfjo-at can only be "seize the opportunity."

We can now see that Origen took the passage this way: see JT.S ix. 508.

P. 134.—For Jn 15° Epictetus iv. 1. 39, &v pév otpatebowpat, drnidynv
TAVTWY TOV Kak@v. 1 Co 7** and Gal 5* may be noted. See Abbott JG 586 for other exx.

P. 135.—An idiomatic old aorist belonging to this category still survives:

a traveller in Cos "had a pleasant shock, on calling for a cup of coffee, to hear
the waiter cry "E(pBaca."

P. 141.—1In a discussion of aorist and perfect (Am. Journ. Theol. x. 102 f.),
in which Latinism is regarded as contributory to the fusion, E. J. Goodspeed
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remarks on the curious development in the formula with the verb diaypddw,
"pay," in receipts. The Ptolemaic do uments have 8iayéypaev, the early
Roman Srayeypdnkev. Then in twelve years, towards the end of i/A.D., the
aorist suddenly and completely ousts he perfect, having previously only
appeared once, cir. 40 A.D., and the hange occurs simultaneously in Ele-
phantine and Thebes. It affects no other words: pepérpn-pot and -kev continue
unchanged.

P. 142.—Mr Ottley has noted no case of aoristic perfect in Isaiah except in
the category of aorist and perfect standin together, joined by kai.

Ib.—Gal 3'® 4% are Pauline exx. of the perfect for what "stands written."

P. 145.—The constative "we possessed" clearly will not suit écrxﬁkapev in
Rom 5°. Can it have been a mannerism which Paul dropped between the
writing of "3 Corinthians" and Romans? On the other hand, another papyrus
can be quoted where "possessed" suits he sense well, and the perfect stands
in close connexion with the aorist: BU 97 (end of ii/A.D.), T0ig Sikaiav aitiov
éoyMkéo1 Kai dvev TIvos ApdoBnTHoews €V T vout yevopévous (= -01s).

Ib.—I venture to question the rendering "began to amend " in Ju 4°%. The
idiomatic English "got better" suits the punctiliar ’e’o‘xev, and the comparative
does not differ from the positive in édv Kop@g oy @, TbP 414 (ii/A.D.), more
than "got better" differs from "got well." The father does not suggest a
gradual recovery.

P. 159.—On the verb mapéy w= pay, Wileken observes (Ostraka, i. 107) that
even in RL (iii/B.C.)—e.g. 51—the word occurs often both in act. and in mid.
without apparent distinction. These sporadic exx. of irregular middles occur in
the earliest period of the Kowvr, but they do not invalidate the general rule.

P. 168.—The papyrus exx. of Tav=when make it an open question whether
in Mk 11" we are not to translate "when evening fell," that is the evening
before the mpwt of v.*°. In such a writer as MKk this is at least possible, and
the other rendering produces an awkward sequence. The impf. é&enopetovTo
may be pictorial quite as well as iterative.

P. 177.—Prof. W. Rhys Roberts suggests to me another ex. of  c. fut. in
Eurip. Med. 822, NéEerg 8¢ undév . . ., were the change to NéEng (especially in
that order) has always seemed to him a bitrary. "Probably there are other
similar cases in which the MS reading should be carefully weighed."

P. 179.—Add Epict. iv. 1. 41, Tva pj pwpog m, AN Tva pden, "let him not be
a fool, but learn. . . ." Dr J. 0. F. Murray suggests to me that this la may
be seen in Rev 14", Since the jussive Requiescant falls from Divine lips, it has
no bearing on controverted questions. Its superior fitness in the grammatical
structure of the verse is undeniable. In I Co 14° we have a good ex. of 8&;w
{va and Bé\w c. inf. side by side with no eal difference.

Ib.—Prof. Burkitt (Evang. da-Mepharr. ii. 252 f.) reads in M. 23% 10070
3¢ morfjoat kak€iva pr déivan, after the Lewis, supposing the MSS readings to
be corrections. In 2 Co 12" he would follow X in reading kavy 8oBa1—o0 oupdépov
név—ehetoopat 3¢ K.TA., which is presumably "Now to boast!—it is not ex-
pedient, but I shall be coming," etc. There seems no special difficulty about
infin. for imper. here, and Aramaism is entirely out of court. Prof. Burkitt's
reading in Mt i.e. is “translation Greek” no doubt, but perfectly allowable.

P. 185.—The use of u1j in warning retains still the consciousness of its
paratactic origin. Dr. Rouse quotes (poBodpot pritwg dméBave (of Gal 4", 2 Co
11%) with the independent pjmwg in quest ons expressing surprise or indignation
(Wimwg elpar Aépdog; "do you suppose I'm millionaire?") (Mullach, pp. 395 f.).

Ib—In Gal 6'"° WH read ujg kopov éywpev (XB*17). As we have seen on
Rom 5', the MSS can hardly perhaps be egarded as decisive between o and w;
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but the subj. is justifiable with the sense "as long as we have opportunity, let

us continue to work." ( “Qg in MGr takes the meaning of éwg as well as its own.)
In classical Greek this futuristic subj. would demand &v, but words meaning
until constantly drop it in Hellenistic.

P. 188.—Dr Giles tells me that Gildersleeve's suggestion of an independent
o in 0¥ p1j was anticipated in the Middle Ages: in one if not both of the best
MSS of Aristophanes it is regularly punctuated off pj . ..

P. 205.—Prof. Thumb (Neue Jahrb. '06, p. 259) observes that the infin. of
purpose is commoner in Homer than in Attic: the preference accordingly has
lingered in Asiatic and island Greek for three thousand years.

P.206.—Dr E. A. Abbott reinforces the depleted ranks of scholars who
would press the telic force of Twa in Jn. We might cite such passages as 15"
as affording scope for exegetical ingenuity on these lines. If we had no evidence
from Hellenistic and MGr as to the loss of this force in Tva, we might accept
such subtleties of interpretation as at least not out of character with so allusive
a writer. But with our present knowledge we need much stronger evidence
to prove that Jn differed so greatly from his contemporaries.

P. 207.—Prof. Burkitt notes (Ev. da-Meph. ii. 183) that Tatian took WjoTe
as consecutive in Lk 4%, "so that they cast him down."

P. 209.—The consecutive 8Tt which Blass would read in Jn 3'® does appear
in later Greek, e.g. Pelagia, 20, Ti $180ig Tdig dpvoig oov, §T1 Cwirv aidviov éyovoy;
See Abbott JG 534.

P. 210.—The consecutive use of Tva was recognised by Lightfoot in Gal 5",
1 Th 5 see his notes, and cf what he says on €ig 76 c. inf. in 1 Th 2'.

P. 212.—For classical exx. of acc. and infin. where no. would have been
regular, cf Aeschylus PV 268 f. and the note of Sikes and Wynne-Willson; also
Adam's note on Plato Apol. 36 B.

P. 215.—Dr Abbott touches a weak spot in my treatment of év T@ c. inf.
He reminds me that, to prove the Biblical use free from Semitism, we must find
classical parallels for it with the sense "during." Birklein's statistics un-
fortunately do not give us the opportunity of testing this, and in the face of
Blass's dictum (p. 239) it is not worth while to try. I should transfer this
"Hebraism" to the category of "possible but unidiomatic" Greek (supra, p. 76).

Ib.— ZAv, like m€iv and (pavy€iv, our living, had become a noun in the ver-
nacular. Thus BM iii. p. 131 (a poor weaver's petition, 140 A.D.) pio8od nopi-
¢ovTog T0 Ry TbP 283 (illiterate, i/B.C.) kivdvvedwt Tt LTy, al.

P.227—The perlphrastlc imperf. occurs several times in Pelagia, as - 14,
Hunv anepxopevog, MV dkovoaoa: note also p. 26, €00 ywdokwy, like {001 edvodv,
in Mt 5*'. Cf Usener's note p. 50. That this is pure vernacular, untainted by
Hebraism, is beyond question. Dr Rouse observes that it is used now in
Zaconian, as popodvTep épe=¢dopoduev, 6podpevep Eui=6pdpuat.

P. 237.—A further addition to the list on p. 95 is given by Prof. Burkitt in
Mt 10" D and 28, 1) méA1g eig fiv Qv eloénbnTe €ig adTV (Ev. da-Meph. ii. 75).
This goes with the passages supporting Wellhausen's thesis (above, p. 242).

P. 240.—If prj yévorTo is "a phrase of learned origin," it is presumably
parallel with some other survivals in idiomatic phrases, fo which Dr Rouse
instances petd yopds, dno Bpoyfs, TéNos TdvTwy, T@ 8vTt, TavTdract. Dr Rouse
himself has never heard pr} yévotto, for which the people say 6 Bedg va purden.
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11.18 118
12. 4 114
12.6 59
12.7 106, 217. 218
12.9 233
13.8, 12 237
14.4 168
14.8 135
14. 13 114,248
14. 20 102
17.3 65
18.2 134,135
18. 14 190, 192
18.22 192
19.3 145
19. 10 178
20.2 233
20.4 130
20.8 237
21.12, 14. 225
21.13. 73
21.21 105
21.27 241
22.9 178

N.B.-The numbering of the chapters is according to the English Ilible ; where
the LXX differs, the numbers are added in brackets. So with titles of

Books.
PAGE
Gen. 1. 10 46
“ 3,10 161
“ 4,24 08
“ 6,17 49
“ 813 237
“21.26 241
“24.11 162
“43.16 63
“43.23 240
“45.8 94
Ex. 1. 16 54
“ 3 14 228
“ 321 142
Num. 11. 29 194
Deut. 23. 1 163
“ 28 24ff 194
Jos. 1. 11 70
“17.13 76
Judg. 9. 29 194
“ 9 53 112
Ruth 1.9 194

PAGE
1 Sam. (1 K.) 1.11 191
“ 9.9 235
«“ 13.15 14
2 Sam. (2 K.) 18.33 194
“ 0 20.20 240
“ 21.24 50
1 Chr. 11. 19 240
Job22.3 168
“24.12. 88
“30.20 147
“31.31 198
“ 31.35 194
Ps. 6.9 174

“32(31).3 147
“120(119).3 194
“ 141 (140). 1 147

Prov. 3.5 226
“9.12. 88, 89
“22.7 88
“27.15 88

Eccles. 2. 16 70

Ca. 8.1

Isai. 5. 27
“14. 31

“ 28.16

“ 33.24

“ 535

Jer. 9.2

“ 31 (38). 33.
Ezek. 26. 131
Dan. 10. 13, 20
Hos. 11. 1

APOCRYPHA

Esth. 13.3
“ 14.3

2 Mac. 3. 16
“9.24
“12.4

4 Mac. 5. 13

PAGE
194
189
176
68
185
143
194
107
192
217
138

198
54
16
194
167
198
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(¢) INSCRIPTIONS.

Archiv

Archiv fur Papyrusforschung, ed. U Wilcken.

PAGE PAGE PAGE

iii. 129 14
Audollent

Defixionum Tabellae, ed. AudollentParis, 1904).
no. 15 234 no. 92 1951 no. 189 234
BCH

Bulletin de Correspondance Hellenique.
1888, p. 202 234 1902, p. 21 196 1903, p. 335 234
Cauer

Delectus inscriptionum Graecarum, proper dialectum memorabilium?, ed.
P. Cauer (Leipzig, 1883).

no. 32 214 no. 157 214 no. 220. 214
47 214 171 214 264. 178,214
122-5 214 179 214 431 214
148 214
Cooke
North Semitic Inscriptions, by G. A. Cooke (Oxford, 1903).
no. 110 236 no. 113 236
IMA
Inscriptiones Maris Aegaei, ed. von artringen and Paton.
iii. 174 167 iii. 325 100 iii. 1119 61
JHS
Journal of Hellenic Studies (Hellenic Society).
xix. 92 . 86 xxii. 369 7,220 XXv. 63 239
Xix. 299 93 Xxiii. 85 240

Letronne (or Letr.)
Recueil des inscriptions grecques et latines de I'Egypte, ed. Letronne (1842).

no. 117 159 no. 198 102 no. 557 240
149 60 221 240 vol. ii. p. 286 240
190 102
Magn.
Die Inschriften von Magnesia am Maeander, ed. 0. Kern (Berlin, 1900).
no. 47 52 no. 114 64 no. 215 198
Michel
Recueil d'inscriptions grecques, ed. C. Michel (Brussels, 1900).
no. 32 64 no. 357 214 no. 694. 46, 101,214
41 32 370 216 1001 101,214
54-6 214 417 214 1333 214
60 214 416 214 1409 55
182. 214 565 38 1411 55

197 214
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OGIS
Orientis Graeci Inscriptrones Sel ectae, ed. Dittenberger (Leipzig, 1903-5).
PAGE PAGE
no. 17 64 no. 87 64
41 216 90 102, 167, 216
54 105 219 238
56 73 383 21

Ramsay, C. and B.

no.

435
665
710
751

Cities and Bishoprics of Phrygia, byl W. M. Ramsay, 2 vols. (Oxford, 1895, 1897).
ii. 535-8

ii. 380 239 ii. 472 240
391 239 477 239
392 240 485 238
394 239 497 48

530 239

Roberts-Gardner
Introduction to Greek Epigraphy, vol. The Inscriptions of Attica ; ed.
E. S. Roberts and E. A. Gardner (Cambridge, 1905).
p. 179 212 p- 258 (no. 97) 234

Viereck SG
Sermo Graecus quo Senatus Populusque Romanus . . . usi sunt, by P.
Viereck (Gottingen, 1888).
pp- 12, 13,21 101

(d) PAPYRI.
Archiv (see under (c) above)
iii. 60 17 iii. 173 236
BM
British Museum Papyri, ed. F. G. Kenyon (London, 1893, 1898, 1907). (See
Addenda.)
Vol. i. nos. 1-138.
no. 18 52 no. 23 220
20 167 41 52
21 196, 208
Vol. ii. nos. 139 fr.
no. 177 236 no.239 93
220 234 301 195
233 169 336 80
BU

Griechische Urkunden, from the Berlin Museum.
Vol. i. nos. 1-361 (1895).

no. 16 244 no. 114 239
18 220 136 146
31 60 151. 229
36 220 163 144
46 220 164 220
48 179 183 227
69 75 195 220

98 230 197 177

no.

no.

no.

537
559 f.
565

4
130

401
417
970

225
226.
243
297
303
321
326.
361

259

PAGE
101
121
76

150

240
234
240
56

240
236

239
70
17

234
220
220
248
240
220
59, 169, 187
231
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BU-continued.

no. 362.
366
368
371
395
424
449

no. 731
741.
747
775
814
822.

no. 1013
1015
1031
1033
1036

ChP

no. 3

CPR

no. 4
19
24

Eudoxus

PFi

no. 2

HIP

no. 6

KP

no. 37

LP

Vol. ii. nos. 362-696 (1898).

PAGE
14 no. 457
84 531
84 537
84 546
84 577
168 592
86 595
Vol. iii. nos. 697-1012 (1903).
220 no. 830
196 836
220 845
160 887
142, 177 925
93 926
Vol. iv. nos. 1013 ff. (in progress).
60 no. 1040
238 1041
220 1044
51 1050
. 60 1052

Greek Papyri from the Cairo Museum, ed. E. J. Goodspeed (Chicago, 1902).

162 no. 4

Corpus Papyrorum Raineri, ed. C. W ssely (Vienna, 1895).

223 no. 25
212,239 28
127, 169

Papyrus of the astronomer Eudoxus, ed. Blass

Florence Papyri, ed. Vitelli and Co paretti (Lincei Academy : fast. i., ii.,

Milan, 1905-).
76, 220 no. 5

Heidelberg Papyri (mainly LXX), ed. G. A. Deissmann (1905).

196

Papyri from Karanis, ed. E. J. Goodspeed (Chicago, 1900).

60 no. 46

Papyri graeci Musei antiquarii publici Lugdunai - Batavi, ed. C. Leemans

(1843).
195, 220 E
50 G

PAGE
220
208
234
168
60

101
220

219
101
220
75
236
54

236
75
97
103
91

230

169

127

78,91

106

72

159
45

no. 607
623
625
632
651
665.

no. 948
970
997
998
1002

no. 1053
1055
1057
1059
1079

no. 15

no. 156
237

no. 24
50

c

W

PAGE
36, 168
96
177, 208, 220
159
220
219,236

11
103, 159, 235, 236
60
107
60

161
161
80
235
107, 178

101

220
169

53
239

60, 237
79, 195, 197, 245
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MP
Papyri from Magdola, in BCH 1902 ff., ed Lefebvre.
PAGE PAGE
no. 16 105 no. 20 1051
Mithras Liturgy
Eine Mithrasliturgie, by A. Dieterich (Leipzig, 1903).
p. 12 54 p.- 17 40
NP
Geneva Papyri, ed. J. Nicole, 2 vols. (1896-1906).
no. 1 229 no. 19 142
7 208 47 101
16 220 49 228
17 193 51 188
Par P
Paris Papyri, in Notices et Extraits, xviii. part 2, ed. Brunet de Presle (1865).
no. 5 228, 246 no. 26 60, 167, 168
8 226 28 62
10 234 35 72
13 231 36 107
14 231 37 72
15 59, 73, 240 40 231,244
18 12, 168 42 179
22 60, 62, 110 44 229
Path P

Papyri from Pathyris, in Archiv ii. 514 ff., ed. de Ricci.
no. 1 223

PP
Flinders Petrie Papyri, ed. J. P. IVIahafty (in Proc. Royal Irish Acad., 3 vols.,
1891-1905). (See Addenda.)
i. no. 13 168 ii. no. 19 223
TP
Turin Papyri, ed. Peyron (1826).
no. I 75,103, 197, no. 3 231

229,231, 246 5 159

The following collections are (with one exception) from the publications of
the Egypt Exploration Fund ; the papyri were discovered and mainly edited

by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt :—

RL
Revenue Laws of Ptolemy and Philadelphus, ed. Grenfell and Mahafty
(Oxford, 1896).
col. 29 93 col. 38 103
G
An Alexandrian, Erotic. Fragment, agul other Greek Papyri, chiefly Ptolemaic,
ed. Grenfell (1896).
no. 18 234 no. 30 223

no. 25

no. 53
67
69

no. 46
47
48
49
51
60
62
63

ii. no. 37

no. 8

col. 51

no. 35

261

PAGE
100, 239

55
80
80

167
200
6,53
17, 103, 193, 205
85, 121,208
46, 84
46, 168
14, 61, 99, 198, 223

93

231,237

248

223
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GH
Greek Papyri, series II. (1897).
PAGE PAGE PAGE
no. 14 54 no. 26 91,223 no. 38 169
15 84 36 106, 159 46 48
opP
Oxyrhynchus Papyri.
Vol. i. nos. 1-207 (1898).
no. 6 70 no. 67 204 no. 99 84
34 169 69 220 105 169
41 106 71 199 113 160
60 199 82 220 119 28, 64, 234, 240
86 220 121 97,208
Vol. ii. nos. 2.08-400 (1899).
no. 237 168, 197, 213, no. 265 45, 64 no. 286 231
220, 240 266 239 292. 54,79
240 195 275 220 295 123,156
261 106 285 226 299 85
Vol. iii. nos. 401-653 (1903).
no. 413 175 no. 486 99 no. 526 195,200, 210
471 231 488 104 527 60
477 63, 141 491 231 528 99, 142,234
478 146 492 101 530 132,200
482 142 496 159, 187 531 234
523 103
Vol. iv. nos. 654-839 (1904),
no. 654 130 no. 717 121 no. 738 170
658 99 724 103 742. 76
708 105 725 223 744 123,208
715 195 726 106, 231 745 91
716 78 727 230, 231 811 . 64
736 170,216
FP
Fayum Towns and their Papyri (1900).
no. 109 160 no. 118 101 no. 124 73
110 162 121 131 126 168
112 123,178, 223 122 101 130 169
AP
Ambherst Papyri, part ii. (1901].
no. 30 97, 238 no. 93 168 no. 130 86
78 223,231 99 246 135 17,77, 208, 246 f.
86 179 113 60 144 240
Tb P
Tebtunis Papyri (University of California Publications), part i. (1902).
no. 6 123, 169 no. 35 162 no. 64 235
12 103, 223, 234 38 46 69 107
13 131 41 231,236 72 103,236
14 99, 223 42 223 82 235
24 79 43 14 98 235
26 86 50 131 104 64,241
27 78, 103 bis 58 86, 168, 223 105 79,234,235, 246
28 169 59 223,234 107 234
33 78 62 235 124. 235

34 231, 232 63 97 230 72
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(e) GREEK LITERATURE.
1. Classical.

Homer (? x/viii B. C.)

PAGE

Iliad i. 1 172

i. 137 166, 239

1. 587 Xvil

Pindar (v/B. C.)
Pyth. iv. 189 132

Aeschylus ( v/B. C.)

Prom. Vinct. 268 f. 249

358 245

Sophocles (v/B. C.)
Antigone 114 74

542 93

789 202
Oedipus Coloneus

155 179

Euripides (v/B.C.)
Alcestis 386 134
Bacchae 1065 115
Hecuba 1163 113

Aristophanes (v/B.C.)
Acharn. 484 227
Pax 291 161

721

Hippocrates (1/B. C.)
Epidem. vii. 51 . 101

Herodotus (v/B. C.)
vi. 32 81

Antiphon (v/B.C.)
Frag. M. 3. 67 227

Thucydides (v/B. C.)
iv. 54 227

[Xenophon] (v/B.C.)
De Republ. Athen.
1.3 31

Xenophon (iv/B. C.)
Hellenica 1. vi. 4 247

Plato (iv/B.C.)
Alcibiades 124A 146,
238
Apologia 18B 202
20E 122
21IA 122

Aeschines (iv/B.C.)
In Ctes. 71 245
Demosthenes (iv/B.C.)
Aristocrates 659 177

.227

PAGE
Iliad vi. 284 134
vi. 459 185

Odyssey i. 337 55

Prom. Vinct . 447 £. 76
956 f. 134

Oedipus Tyrannus

236 73
533 74
706 149
1141 93
ITon 771 184
Iph. Taur. 1092 222
1359 58
Ranae 521 70

618-622 247

vi. 46 101
L. ii. 14 212
Apologia 280 142
36B 249
39A 192

Crito 52A 71
44A 141

Gorgias 481A 194

Meidias 525 186

263

Iliad xxii. 349
xxiv. 38

Persae 981

Oedipus Tyrannus
1068

1199

Philoctetes 300
Eris 201 (Dindorf)

Medea 213 f.
822
1320

Thesmophor.1108
Ayes 1534

Euthydemus 276B
Euthyphro 14E
Theaetetus 144B
Protagoras 312A
Republic i. 337B

PAGE
98
Xvil

97

93

84
178

97

135
248
177

188
247

229
93
144
192
177
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[Demosthenes] (?)

PAGE PAGE
Aristogeiton 797 76
Aristotle (iv/B.C.)
Poetics 19 172

1. Hellenistic.

[For the main writers in this section see also Index I1I.]

Pseudo-Aristeas (iii/ii B.C.?) (Wendland's sections)

215 87
Polybius (ii/B.C.) (Hultsch's pages)
50 (i. 41) 85 11004 (xviii. 36) 247
516 (v.92) 207 1270 (xxxii. 10) 87
Cicero (i/B.C.)
Ad Att. vi. 5 178 f.
Dionysius Halicarnassensis (i/B. C.)
x. 10 65
Philo Judaeus (1/A.D.)
De Posteritate De Opificio Mundi,
Caini, § 145 100 § 62 96
Flavius Josephus (1/A.D. ) (Niese's sections)
Antiq. 1. 29 237 Antiqg. xiv. 317. 101
ii. 18 26 xx. 169 235
vii. 202 235
Dionysius Thrax (1/A.D.)
154
Plutarch (1/A.D.)
p. 256D 216 p. 608B 246
[Barnabas] (V/A. D.)
ii. 28 74 v. 13 210
Clement of Rome (1/A.D.)
ad Cor. 17 38 ad Cor. 21 95
Ignatius (ii./A. D. )
Bph, cc. 3 and 11 215
Justin Martyr (ii/A.D.)
Apology 1. 22,32,
44, 60, 62, ii. 2 143
Epistle to Diognetus (ii/A.D. ?)
c.7 76 c.9 246
Aelian (ii/A.D.)
N.A. viii. 12 79, 245
Arrian (ii/A.D.)
Epictetus ii. 2. 16 210 iv. 1. 39 247
Lucian (ii/A.D.)
Dialogi Marini, Dialog: Mortuorum,
iv.3 76, 87 xxiii. 3 xvil

Marcus Aurelius (ii/A. D.  xxiii, 3
vi. 42 76 vii. 13 87

1270 (xxxii. 12)

c. Apion. 21
Bell. ii. 262

p. 767

iv. 1.

Pisator 6

viii. 50

PAGE

76

146
235

245

41

144

185
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Ascensio Isaiae (ii/A.D.)

PAGE PAGE PAGE
12 59
Aquila (ii/A. D.)
Gen.i. 1 13

Clement of Alexandria (ii/A.D.)
Paedagogus 193

Doctrina Apostolorum (ii/A.D. ?)
L5 188

[Clement] (iii/A.D. ?)
Homilies iii. 69 177 Homilies xv. 8 80

John Chrysostom (iv/A.D.)
ix. 259B 229 on Ro 5% 207

Isocrates (Argument to—vi/A.D.)
Busiris 212 Areopagiticus 212

Pelagia
Legende der hl.
Pelagia, ed.
Usener . 242, 244,
245, 246, 247, 249

Apocrypha
in Preuschen's Antilegomena (ed. 1)
Gosp. acc. to He- Ebionite Gospel Gospel of Peter 35
brews, no. 4 no. 2b (p. 9) 17 (p. 16) 97
(p-4) 17
in Tischendorf's Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha
Acts of Philip 36 Acts of Thomas 41
(p-92) 97 (p. 224) 246
111. Modern.
Abbott
Songs of Modern Greece, by G. F. Abbott (Cambridge, 1900) (See p. 29 n.2.)
p- 22,26 121 p- 70 12 p- 222 119
42 85,170 128 £. 102 224. 162
44 106, 121 184 91 228 157
56 38 200 169
Pallis (see p. 30 n')
title 102 Mt 22" 232 Lk 20' 240
Mt 11! 17 Lk 6% 232 Jn 10" 232
(f) LATIN.
Cicero
Pro Archia 23 242
Vergil
Eclogues vii. 16 218 Aepeid vii. 125 13
Livy
ix. I 58
Juvenal

iii. 60 f. 5



II. INDEX OF GREEK WORDS

AND FORMS.
a : for av 47-a to 1 in Kowj-pure in the circumstances" or "in that
Attic 33, 38, 244-a in MGr dialects case" 166, 201-in protases= édv 43,
32, 243-a in Vocative 48 n. 167-dropped in compounds 168, 249
ABBd 10, 233 --in compounds meaning -soever
dyannTég 221 166, 168-with indic. 168--with &g
dyyapedw written éyy- 46 43, 240-with subjunctive 166, 168,
&yew: Ist aor. 56, 76--action in future 186-wg &v 167, 169—ei T dv 169,
149—d&ywpev 175, 177—dye 171, 238 239-distinction of pres. and aor.
-—-dyfoya, etc. 154 subj. 186
"AyodoTog. 47 &v: in apodoses 166-tends to drop out
dywviteoBoau: perfective compound 116 167, 198, 200 f.-esp. with €3¢t et
--pres. imper. 174 sim. 200-with indic. 106-with opt.
aS1KELY voices 162 166, 198--in LXX 197--Potential
advvatog 221 Opt. with &v not found thus in NT
dei 233 179, 197
a, €: identity of sound 34, 51, 56, &v: in questions with optative 198 f.
199--caused wv. 11. 35 avd: frequency 98, 100--distributive
aipé€iv voices 158 f. 100, 105—advd péoov 99, 100—dva
ai{pewv pres. and perf. ptc. 222 pépos. 100
aioydveoBau c. infin. 205 dvaBaivev with infin. 205
aiTéiv: voices 160—with fva 207--and dvaykdew in imperf. 129, 247
¢pWTAY 66 dvdBepa 46
aividiog or épvid. 35 avaoi for —oeiel 45
dkaTdnacTog 47, 74 dvaoTdg pleonastic 14, 230
aknkoa 154 dvoaoTpédeoBau in ethical sense, no Heb-
akovewv: c. ékofj 14, 75-c. accus. and raism 11
gen. 66, 235, 245--future forms 154 dvéwya 154
--perfect 154 ave’ &v 100
a\e€ig spelling 45 dvoiyew: qvoiynv 2 aor. 56-intransi-
d\eierv voice 236 tive perfect of 154
dN\d and ei prj 241 dvopog c. gen. 236
dM\TAovg and éavTotg 87, 157 n. dvTi: meaning 100--frequency 98, 100
d\\og and étepog 79 £., 246 --with anarthrous infin. 81, 216-
dpa 99 compared with Omép 105
apaptdvew future 155 ’AvTinag flexion of 12
apeivwy 78 &&10g: with anarthrous infin. 203-with
augi disappearance of 100 70D c. infin. 216
apdéTepor: supplants dudw 57--of more d&todv: with infin. 205, 208 --with
than two 80 Omwg in papyri 208
-av accus. ending 49 deou 1st aor. of dyw 56, 76
-av: in 2nd aor. 51-in perfect 37, 52 o’mdyxeo‘ﬁcu reflexive 155
--in imperfect 52 dmovTav: c. dat. 64-future 154
-av (not @v) in infin. 53 dndvtnoig 14, 242
&v: history 165 f., 239--statistics for dnekoTeo TdONV double augur. 51
LXX and NT 166 f.--replaced by dmeAmitew c. acc. 65
édv 42, 166, 186, 234 o’mépxeoeal: meaning "arrive" 247--
dv: iterative 167 f.--moaning "under aneAduv leon. 231

266
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dméyew action 247

ané: frequency 98--outnumbers ék 102
--partitive 72, 102, 245--with ad-
verbs 99--relations with &, mopd,
576 237--agent after pass. 102, 246
enlargement of use 102, 237, 246-
with kaBapdg 102--with hoBeioBan
102-forces in composition 112, 247
¢. nom. (6 &v) 9, (12)

dnoypddeoBa voice 162

admnodnuéiv pres. and aor. 130

dnoevrjakew: perfective 112, 114, 120
--0m6 Twog 156--future 155--for
future 114, 120--action in pres. and
aor. 112, 114—rvéevmka 114, 147

dmokarvmTey 136, 139 £,

dmnokénTeoBau voice and meaning 163

dmnokpiveoBau aorist 39, 161-dmokp1Beig ,
aine 14, 131

dmnokptrTer: force of aorist 136, 139

dnokTeivewy 114, 156

dnéA\uoBau: perfective in present 114
-intrans. perf. act. 154—0 dmoA\U-
pevot 114 (bis), 127

dmnoloteoBat voice 163

dmnooTepéioBat voice 162

dnoxwpe‘w, ingressive force in present
174

dnwBeioBat voice 157

-ap- =vocalicr 119 n.

dp18u@ = "carefully counted" 76

&proTég 78 1.

dpkeTév c. Tva 210

dpuéteoBat voice 160

anpd¢ew: flexion 56--future 155--per-
fective in ovv- 113

dppaBuiv spelling 45

&pyeoBar: pleonastic use of HpEato 14 f.
--present stem an old aorist? 119--

c. inf. 205--c. partic. 228—dp&Edpevog
240--no perfective compounds 117

-apyos and -ng 48

-Ag as nouns in, with gen. —-430g or &, 38

-Goauin 2 s. pres. mid. 53 f.

-0.01 3 pl. perf. yielding to -av 52 f.--
fikaot 53

dond{eoBau: aoristic use of pres. 119
--action of domaoduevog 132, 238

b

aoTépeg as accus. 36
b

aovveTog 222

dovvBeTog 222

doparfjv accus. 49

dt6g for abTég 47

av: pronounced o in late Greek 234--
changed to a 47

a71ég: emphatic in nom. 85 f.--replac-
ing ekéivog 86--with article, weaken-
ing of, 91—aBTog 6, 6 AvTég 91-
atTod, gen. of place 73

adToUg 87

a(B)xunpés

detpnuévog 35

d1Se et sim, 44

ddiévar: aoristic or iterative present
119-dpéwvTau history of form 38--
relation to dievtar 119—ddeig pleo-
nastic 14—d¢peg independent and
auxiliary 175 f.--c.Tva 175 f.-c.
inf. 176--c. imper. 1st pers. 175--
ddietar, dinot 152 —ddka 119,
137 n., 140, 145

dvéioBat function of perfective dmnéd
in 247

& P1&1g later meaning of 26

" Ay aroi prehistoric form of 184

&y pr 169
-dw verbs: relations with —éw 33, 37 (bis),
53--subj. of 54--2 s. mid. —-Goou 53

B pronunciation 33

Bda\ gender of 59

-Baiverv: aorist 110--future mid. 155

BdA\ewv: action in pres. and aor. 109,
130—EBA1}0 timeless aor. 134-
BAnTéOV 222

BanTieoBau: voice 163—06 BanTifwy
127

Baothevewv action in pres. and aor. 109,
130

BaoTd&ew flexion 56

BerTiwv, 78, 236

Bid&eoBar voice 163

Brémew: B. dné 107-B. unj 124, 178,
193—BAénovTeg PréyeTe 14, 76

BANTéOV 222

BovleoBau c. inf. 205

Bodg 48

'Y pronunciation 33

YOuEiy voices 159

Yéyova: aoristic 145, 238, 239-
=eim? 146—yéyovav 52 n.

véypada 154

venav future mid. 154

vévnua spelling 45

YevvaoBar 120

yeveoBau c. gen. and ace. 66, 245

yiveoBau: orthography 47 —yiverau,
futural 120 (bis)--original action of
pres. and aor. 109 f.--its imper. 180
--development of constr. with éye-
veTo 14, 16 f—éyéveto with ludic.
16 f.-with kai and indic. 16 f., 70-
éyévTeo 8Te 16—2yéveto NABe 12, 16
-—-&yéveTo c. inf. 16 f—éyevnin 139 f.
--pnj yévorro 194, 240, 249—1yevd.-
pevog 51—yéyova 52-intrans. perf.
act. 154-aoristic 145, 238, 239-
= etvou? 146

ywdokew: orthography 47--action of
pres. and aor. 113--of perfect 148--
future mid. 155-forms yvoi aor.
subj. 55, 196—ywvuin 193--relation to
émywdiokew 113
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ypddew: form of root 110-perfect 154
--c.Tva in Polybius and NT 207 f.
yuv survival of vocative 71

& pronunciation of 33

&¢é with article as demonstrative 81

8€ioBau, in petitions 173

Séov éo1i 226

debpo, dedTe 172

SevTepog 96

3dnhodv c. Tva in papyri 208

d1d.: frequency 98, 104 f.--with acc.
and gen. 105 f.--with accus. only in
MGr 106--with gen. contrasted with
&k, Umé 106--perfective action in
composition 112 f., 115 f,, 118

Sraypddewv aor. and perf. 247 f.

Sralverv voices confused 159

SrapepiteoBau voice 157

SramopevedBor 113

Srampaypateboaodor 118

Srappnyvivou voices 157

Staoadeiv c. Tva in Polybius 207

dratmpéiv 116

Sudéperv c. gen. 65

dapuyeiv 112, 116

drapurdEar 116

3186var: not used in middle 153--forms
after -w and —6w verbs 55-80ig, 801
aor. subj. 55, 196--8wm 55, 193 £,
196, 198-in LXX 194 n.—3@ 55--
3uwom 151--action in pres. and aor.
129-86pevar and d6pev 207

S1épyeoBau pres. used for future 120

Sudketv: compared with perfective 112,
116--action of aor. 116--future in
act. form 154

Sokeiv 15

36Ea -ng 48

dpdooeoBau c. acc. 65

vvaoBau: flexion 55—38vvn 54--c. inf.
205

duvaTdg c. infin. 203 f.

Svvewv no perfective 117

3vo: flexion 57—38éka 3v0 96, 246--
--ordinal 96-(dva) 8o Svo 21, 97

dvoBdoTaKTOS 56

duwdeka 96, 246

€ thematic vowel 171

€- augment 128, 129

e and at: sounded alike 34, 51, 56,
199-caused wv./l. 35

édv for &v after 8g, etc. 42 E, 49 n.,
166, 186, 234--history of 234-c.
indic. 168, 187 (bis)--with futuristic
subj. 185-with dependent clauses
185--with uj as negative 185, 187-
relations with el 187--replaced by
€l ... &v in illiterate Greek 169,
239--replaced by participial clause
229 f.

éav c. inf. 205
¢avTév: reciprocal in plural 87-re-
placed by Yyruyn 87, 105 n.—éavTod
and{310g 87, 89—¢&avT@ (-0ig) c. act.
compared with middle 157—¢&auTotg
and dANjNovg 87, 157 n.
By 110
éyyapedw 46
éyyls c. gen. and dat. 99
éyeipew: with eig 71 f.-perfect and
aor. 137, 141—2vyepBeig pleonastic
14—éynyepton 137, 141--voices 163
Eyvwka 148-¢yvwy 113
€yu: emphasis in nom. 85-replaced
by Muéig 86 f., 246
¢8éeTo 54
€8et1: with dropped &v 200-c.Tva. 210
--app. replaced by v 16
-é3eT0 55
860, history of suff. 161
¢donodoav 52
-£€30T0 55, 161
€onka 145
€1, 1, M, 1), OL: approximating sounds
34,41,46 1., 51, 199 n.--caused
w.ll. 35
et: relations with édv, 187-with indic.
187-replaced by participial clause
230-with imperf. indic. 201--with
future 187--with pres. indic. to
express future conditions 187--with
past indic. 187--with subj. 187--
el ... d&v in illiterate Greek 239--
with optative 196--expressing a wish
196--in questions 194--"to see if"
194—i 09 with indic. 171, 187, 200,
240- €l p1j 171, 241—ei priTi &v 169,
239
€18ov: aor. 109, 111, 138 £, 141--
edited {8ov 47
€idving 38
eikdg 96
eik6veg, 70, 235
€O\na aoristic ? 145, 154, 238
€. Attic use as future 120
-ew in pluperfect 53
A wiv, 46
cwvau flexion 55 f.--middle forms 33,
36 f., 55 f.--imperf.: A (Ist s.) 56,
funv, 56, 201—7v for §j 49, 168, 187
-No8a and oo as subjunctive--
no aorist 110, 174, 201--future 16,
180-inf. c. péxrewv 151, 204-im-
per. forms: 1061 174, 180, 226-
dotw (Rrw) éoTwoov 180—eoTé
180-infin. a dative 202.-Action
110—eivou elg 71--use of 6 @v 228,
cp. 9 n.--imperf. and imper. in para-
phrases with participle 14 f., 225-
227, 249 -- as copula understood
183 E. 225--with adjectives 180, 182
--perhaps used for é8e1 16
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€in€iv: has no present 111, 140—einag
51—0U einog 86—eimev and éneyev
128

€lpnka aoristic 145

elg: frequency 62, 98--meaning 66,
72—eig T6 vopa 100--with drdvTnow
14, 242-- forming predicate with
€wau, etc. 71 f., 76--in place of gen.
and dat. 246--encroaches on év 62 f,
66, 234 f., 245--replaced by év 245
--relation with éni 68--with infin.
anarthrous 81, 216—eig T6 c. infin.
218-220

€ig: as ordinal 95 £, 237--as indef.
art. 96 f—06 €1g 97—¢ig and T1g 97--
distributive use 105—¢ig 16V ¥va re-
ciprocal 246

iTev 46

€lwBa 52

€lwBa 154

é: frequency 98--survival into MGr
102, 246--partitive 72, 102--of
material 246--joined with adverbs
99—0owBeig &k and Bedg éx Beod 102--
perfectivising 237--relations with
arb 102, 237--with 81d (gen.) 106--
with napd and ¥ 102, 237

ékaBepiodn, 56.

éKot‘r()VTotpxog and -ng 48

ékS1K€iv action in pres. 180

ékéivog sometimes replaced by adTég 91

ék\éyeaBau voice 157

ékS1kéiv 162

ékpipn 156, 161

ékTog €l pny 187, 239

EnaBov 139 (bis), 145, 247

Nt or ENautwv, 49, 69, 235

édoowy 79

éndy1oTog 79, 236—éNay 10 T6TEpOS 236

é\eog flexion 60

é\evBepou v action 149

ENiAvBa 154

éNBUWV, pleonastic 14-16

érmig 44

éuég and pou 40 £, 211

éunaigew fut. 155

éuntoew fut. 154

év: statistics 62, 98-instrumental 12,
61, 104--of time 16-added to dative
75, 104--in anarthrous prepositional
phrases 82, 236--miscellaneous uses
103 f., 107, 245- = mapd (c. dat.)
103--late Greek use of xvii, 103--
&v Xp1o1@ 68, 103—2év éuoi 103-év
Toi g in the house of 103—év 1@ c.
infin. 14, 215, 249--relations with
€lg 62 f. 66 ., 76, 234 f., 245

évdnuog 105

éveykeiv action 110. See (éperv

¢vedpetiewv c. accus. 64

évepye”w: c. accus. 65--voices 156

évivoya 154

€voyos c. gen. 39
¢vtpémeoBau c. accus. 65
évdimiov 99
éeaidung, eeédung 35
¢e1oTdvau action of aorist 134
é£6v: accus. abs. 74—eE0v Ay 227—oUK
éeév 231 n.
¢eouBeverv and ¢Eovdevodv 56
€ew. See éyew
fowa 154
endvw, 99
émei pny 240
énépyeoBat c. dat. 65
éneoBau: deponent 153--late use c. gen.
245
éni: with three cases 63, 107--fre-
quency 63 n., 98, 107-with adverbs
99—2dy dmaE 99—Ed &, 107—&mi 16
atTé 107--perfectivising 113--with
articular inf. in inscriptions 214--
relation with eig 68
émBoiuwv 131
émywdiokew 113
émiBupéiv: aorist 139-c. acc. and gen.
65-c. inf. 205.
émipénety c. inf. 205.
ém@dvera 102 n.
émvyelpéiv c. inf. 205
énoinoev and énoiet, in sculptors' sig-
natures, 109, 128
énog 111
éntd: for énTdkig 98, 107--arising from
a gloss on Ircevas? 246
épavvav, orthography 46
épydeoBar: perfective 113--pres. and
aor. 116
éppédm 111
€ppwoo (-08¢) 176
’e’pxea'eal: voice forms 154—m\Bov 154 n.
--é\AvBa 154--possible relation to
dpyeoBar 119--followed by dat. in-
commodi 75, 245
¢pwTdv: meaning 66-c. inf. or 'va 208
-eg accus. pl. in 33, 36, 37
-eg in perf. and 1st aor. 52
-egat in 2 s. mid. 54
€oeoBau: c. péahew 114 n., 151,205 n.
--c. perf. part. 226
¢o01jg flexion 244
éoBiew: flexion 54--why defective 111
--its perfective 111, 116 --future
(dbdyopar) 155, 184
éoTdOny, 162 (bis)
éoTan 56
éotdvou 154—¢éotaka 55—éotnka 147
154, 238
¢otw, éoTwoav 56, 180
€0 Tuig pleonastic 14
€0y mKa. See éy et
€oyov a 'point' word 110, 145, 247 f.
See &y ew
€repog 77-and dAhog 79 f.. 246
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é11in a pres. imper. prohibition 125

érog 44

b notéiv 228 f—ed moroerg "please
131—ed npdooew 228 f.

€0BOKEIV: ¢. accus. 64—eB86knoa 134

et’))\éynmg predicate without €lvau 180

ebod@TO 54

épdpevog 51

€dhayov 184 n. See éoBieww

éd’ Enmidt 44

épmy 110, 128

édropkéiv 234

¢dpvidiog 35

Eduyov, Epeuvyov 116, 119

¢puraEduny 159

¢’ @ 107

éxdpmy 161

’éxew: action in pres. 110, 183-ques-
tion between €y opev and éywpev 35,
110, 247, 249—¢iyav 3 pl. imperf.
52--action in aorist 110, 247 f.--
€0y ov ingressive in NT 145—¥0y0v
dné (mapd) oov 110, 246—EoyMKka
aoristic or genuine perfect 145, 238,
248-future 150--c. infin. 205—¥¢oy Mka
éoTi 226--relation with dméyew 247

éxpfv without &v 200

-éw and —dw verbs confused 33, 37 (bis),
53

€wka 38 n.

éuipaka, relations with aorist 141, 143 f.

€wg: prep. 99—éwg 6Tov 91—éwg méTE
107--conjunction c. subj. with de
dropped 168 f.

n

F :in Theban FiTTw 23—«K6pFm 244--
effect surviving in Attic 38, 244-
nothing to do with phenomena of
irregular aspiration 44 -- dropped
between vowels 47--in Fénog and
Fpfipa 111--in prehistoric form of
"Ayatoi 184

-Cew verbs in, 33, 56

teoT6g 222

EnhoDTe subj. 54

¢1v: flexion 54--infin. used as in-
declinable noun 215, 249.

Zpidpva 45

n from a. 33, 38, 244

M, M €1, 1, OL: approximating pro-
nunciation 34, 41, 199 n., 240--
caused vv. 11. 35

1): after positive adjective 236--after
comparatives 101 n.

Nyépdny: tense 137--voice 163

fyvpat perf. with pres. force 148

8ew 55,201

fi810Ta elative 236

Hikapev, Hkoot 53

AABov 138, 140, 154 n.

N\ikog 93

TAmika perf. with pres. force ? 147
nNuéig for éyu) 86, 246

Nuépa Hebraistic locution 81

b4

Hunv, fueba 56, 201

A uiiv 46

Huiov indeclinable 50

M for flumv 56

Q(v), Ao8a, Aoav quasi - subjunctive
49 n., 168, 187

-nv ending "strong" nor. pass. 161

Avoiyny, 56

NEodoav 52

fpEato use of 14, 15

nprdynv, nerdodnw 56

NoBa, Noav quasi-subj. 168, 187

1w 56, 180

ﬁxog 60

-Aw verbs almost disappeared from
Kown 54

-6- and -T- interchanged 38

-8au and -B¢e pronounced alike 35

Bavpdoanr as ex. of voiceless inf. 203

BedoBar 117

Bewpéiv 117

Béewv: c.Tva 179, 208, 248--c. subj.
without {va 185-c. inf. 248

0e0313akTog 222

Be6g and Bed., 60, 244

-8 aorist forms in 161

Ovijoketv: action in pres. and aor. 114
--perfective 112-simplex obsolete
except in perf. TéBunka 114 (bis)-
OvnTog 222

BuydTnp and B yaTep as voc. 71

1 sounds, two successive coalesce 45

1, M, 1, €1, o1 of approximating sounds 34,
46 f., 199, 240

-1- reduplicative, verbs with 109

-t irrational final 49

1806au aoristic present 119

18€iv 116, 117--has no pres. 111--aor.
(see €180v) punctiliar or constative
116 f., 138

{8104 relation to éavTod 87-90, 237,
246—0 18105 90 f—«a® idiow 44

{8ov orthography 47

1800: statistics 11 n.--"Hebraic" use
of 11—«kai 1809 17, 233—ovy 1800, 244

’Iepooéivpa fem. and neut. 48, 244

’Inoobg flexion 49

ikavég in Latinisms 20

Tewg 240

Tva.: enlarged sphere in Western Hel-
lenistic 41, 205, 211--in Polybius
206 f.-in papyri 206, 208--in John
206, 211, 249--c. indic. fut. 35--c.
subjunctive: ecbatic use 206-209,
249--replaces 8mwg 206--consecutive
210, 249--as subject-clause 210 (bis)
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--with nouns and adject. 210-after
verbs of commanding 178, 207 f., 217,
240-c. mapokaléiv 205--after wot€iv,
208—Bérew 179, 185, 208, 248-&peg
175--as a form of imper. 176, 178 f.,
210, 248--with delib. subj. 185-c.
optative 196 f.--relations with in-
finitive 205 f., 240 f., 248--with
articular infin. 220—7090 inf. 217--
elg 76 inf. 218 f.

-1g, -1 for —o0g, -1ov 48 ., 244

{o01: frequency 180--with adject. or
partic. 226

-iokw inceptive force of 120

ioTdvat: orig. iterative 109--new pre-
sents ioTdverv and oTdverv 55--voice
forms 154, 162—éotaka 55—¢éo1mKa
147, 238—%o 1Ko and oTkety 238

{ote indic. or imper. 245

Totw 23

K, ), interchanged 38

-ka: aoristic perfects in, 145, 238, 248
--relation to strong perfect 154--
added to passive aor. in MGr 142

kaBapevovoa. See Index 11

KaBapog and 102

kaB’ €t 105

ka8’ érog 44

KaBéCeoBaut action 118

Ka.BfjoBat: apparently pleonastic 241--
no active 153

ko8’ 18iav 44

ka.Bigerv: action 118—«kaBiocal18--
ka.Bioag pleonastic 14

kaBopdv 117

k8471 with iterative dv 167

kai: pronunciation in MGr 243 -- in
place of hypotaxis 12—«kai éyéveto
14, 16—«ai ye with participle 230--
replaced by k&v 167

kainep with participle 230

kaiTo1 with participle 230

Ka\ov Ay with &v dropped 200

KAA@S TOLELY: ¢. partic. 131—«. Ton}-
oeg 173,228

k&v 167, 169

koTd: a. gen. and aeons. 104--fre--
quency 98, 104 f.-- perfectivising
compounds 111 f,, 115, 117--in com-
pounds dropped in repetition 115--
in combination with adverbs 99,--
distributive 105—«a8’ €1g 105—«a8’
%105 44—«08’ 18iav 44

katoBaivev 113

KaTaBapeiv c. accus. 65

KaTaywviocaoBat perfective 116

kaTadwketv perfective aor. 112, 116

KQTONONELY C. gen. or in pass. 65

kaTahopBdverv act. and mid. 158

kaTomdv pleonastic 14

KaTaNOwy pres. partic. conative 127

KaTapoBev 117

KaTaveoiv —Bvofjoan 117 (bis)

kaTavTAv effective aor. 132

KOTOLTLOVELV passive 65

katdpaTog: predicate without elvar 180
--relation with Kar77pa,LGE7/03 221

kaTopayév: perfective 111, 116--con-
tinned by ¢pavyéiv 111 n,, 115

kaTadevyew perfective in pres. and aor.
114,116

KOTOUY €1V aor. KaTéy eev 55

kaToypdoBat c. gen. 245

kaTévavTt 99

KaTepydGeoBou 113, 116

kaTeoBiew: perfective 111--action of
pres. stem 128-compound continued
by simplex 111 n., 115

KO TTMYOPELV c. accus. in D 235

kaTnpapévog compared with kaTdpaTog
221

KaTioy vetv c. gen. 65

KQT 01KaV avT@v, 81

kavBowpar 151

kavydoat 53

KEKTTO 147—KekT@pat 54 n.

Kehevewv c. infin. 205

Kev, ké in Homer 165 f.

Kepalr] 85

k184w Tonic for y1Tuiv 38

kiwdvvedew without perfective in NT 117

K\aiew ingressive aorist 131

K\eig flexion 49

K\énTew: future 155—06 kAénTwy and
0 KhémTng. 127

KATPOVOUELY c. accus. 65

koip&v: survival of true passive? 162
--force of aorist 136, 162

Kow. See Index 111

kopitew future 155

kopws and comparative 248

k6p history of the Attic form 38, 244

kpdBaTog spelling 244

kpdewv: action of pres. and perf. stems
147--voice forms 154--perf. imper.
in LXX 176

KQTELY c. accus. and gen. 65, 235

KpdT1OTOS as a title 78

KpelTTwy (kpeioowy) 78

Kpipo 46

KpOTTEW: Voices 156, 161

NapBdvew: flexion 56--future 155--
€i\na aoristic 145, 238--action of
énaBov 247--pleonastic \aBuwiv 230--
voice forms 154

Na\€iv: "Hebraic" locution é\dAnoev
NoA@wv 14

NavBdvewv c. participle 228

Méyew: action of pres. stem compared
with aor. ein€iv and pn@fvar, with
cognate nouns 111—\éyer ' Inood 121
--relation of é\eyev and €inev 128--
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einodoa and €lraoa in one verse 131
--€lpmKa possibly aoristic in Rev 145
-Néyew Tva in papyri 208

Apég gender 60

NoyiteoBau no perfective in NT 117

N6y6s compared with durative stem in
Néyew 111

Aoirod gen. of time 73

Movew voices 155 f., 238 f.

Nbew: injunctive forms 165—\doau 202,
204

AVoTpa flexion 48

-8 in AMjpyopat 56
-pa nouns 46
pokdprog predicate without elvou 180
povBdvew: action in pres. and aor. 117
--its perfective 117--c. ptc. or inf.
229--c. §T1 clause 229
pdyoaupa flexion 48
ndyeoBou reciprocal middle 157
péyroTog nearly obsolete 78
peigwv: flexion 49, 50--as superlative
78—net6Tepog 236
pérewv: no perfective in NT 117--c.
pres. and aor. infin. 114--c. fut.
infin. 114, 157, 205 n.
pév with article as demonstrative 81
peTd: c. gen. and accus. only 104-106--
frequency 98, 105--a Semitism in
Tol€iv and peyalvverv éheog petd?
xvii, 106, 246 f.--in To\epéiv petd?
106, 247--reglations with oov 106--
peTa yapdg 249
peTpéiv: perfect 248
péypt and yéxpt 0D as conjunction with
d&v dropped 169
un): history of 169-171, 239--differ-
ence from o0 169 f.- 00 utj see 0v--
often="perhaps" 188, 192 f.--in
questions 170, 185, 192 f., 194, 239
--in warnings 178, 184, 248--ex-
presses prohibition 169, 192 f., 247
--in relative sentences 171, 239
w: with Indic. 170 f.--pres. and perf.
192 f.--future 177 f., 185, 188, 193,
240, 248--after el in protases 171,
241--after 8mwg with fut. [not in
NT] 185--after BAémeTe 193--after
causal 57--t. 171, 239--p. 7)T-ore 193--in
questions 170-prT1 in questions 170
--with indic. irrealis 200—émei pr
in papyri 240--in cautious assertions
192 1.
pu1j: with imperative, pres. 2 p. in
prohibitions 122-126, 247--after pa.
124--aorist 3 p. (not with 2 p.) 173,
174
wny: with subjunctive, pres. st p. pl.
177--after &kTog el 187, 239--aorist
2 p. in prohibitions 122-126, 173,
178, 185, 188 (bis)--3 p. 178, 184,

188--with volitive or deliberative
subj. 184--in questions with deli-
berative subj. 185--in cautious asset.-
tions (aor.) 188--after édv 185, 181,
241--afterTva 178--after Gpa, BAéme,
etc. 124, 178--in commands after Tva
in papyri 178 f—ei prim1 &v 169, 229

un): with optative 179, 193 f., 196-
pnfmoTe 199—npm yévorto 194 £, 240,
249

un): with infix. 170, 239--after verbs
cog. et dic. 239

wrj: with panic. 25, 170, 184, 229,
232 f., 239-imperatively 180-in
orat. obl. 239

pn 871, pun) 87 e in papyri 240

pmoTe: c. indic. 193--c. opt. 199--
subj. 194

pATwg c. indic. 248

pnTL c. indic. in questions 170—punTiye
240

-u verbs in, invaded by -w forms 33,
38,55 f.

pioyew, pryvovat, no perfective in NT
117

Mbupa flexion 48

-v: movable 45--irrational final 49—
added to 3rd deal. accus. sing. 49

vadg obsolete in vernacular 25 f.

vinteoBan force of middle 155, 156

vo€iv and kaTovoéiv 117

vodg flexion 48

VukTOg gen. of time 73

Nougav accus. of Nuda, not Nuopudhag
48

EeviteoBau c. dative 64

0, w: pronounced alike 35 (quater)-
confusion of 0, co 35 n., 244, 248

60 kad with alternative name 83

é8vvdoar 53

o1, M, 1, L, €1 approximating sounds 34
199 n., 240

018a: flexion 55--relation to €180v 109
--absence of aorist 201--a "present
perfect" 147 f.--strong perfect 154
-A{oTe indic. or imper.? 245--c.
partic. or infin. 229--c. §T1--clause
229

oikéiog in Josepbus 88 f.

oikodounuévn 51

01K0g: &V 0fkw 82—KaT oiKov 81

-oiv in infin. 53

otlog double use of; 93

O\iyog 44

SM\Uvar aor. and perfect 147

Opoloy€iv: with iv 104--with ptc. or
acc. and inf. 229-with §T1-clause
229

Svaipuny 195
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Svopa.: c. év and éni. 68--c. eig 100

oniocw 99

omdiog double use of 93

oméTe "when" 168

dmov with &v 167, 168, 186

Orwma 111

Omwg: representing main purpose, fol-
lowed by artic. inf. 220--with future
imperativally 177--c. fut. with pq
for o0 185--with optative in Atticists
197--replaced by Tva. with subj.
177 h., 178,206 f.

0pav: why defective 110 f.--has no

aorist 111 (see 18€iv)--perfect (EWpaka)

durative 111--future mid. (§yopau)
155--its compound with katd 117--
Spa pr 124, 178, 193

dpyiteoBau: no perfective 117, 118--
constative aor. not in NT 118

dpvig 45

3pBpou Babéwg gen. of time 73

8 replaced by Tig 21, 93--for §oT1g
91 f.--in indirect question 93--
attraction 93--reinforced with de-
monstrative 13, 94 f., 237, 249—38g
édv, 42, 234-63 8¢ &v with aor. subj.
186--with future? 240

-oo o imperf. and 2nd aor. 52 n.

8o og: double use of 93--c. &v, 16

Gomep 92

doTéwy 33, 48

8o 11g: limited use of 91 f.--use by
Luke and Matt. 92--for classical
8omep 92--replaced by Tig 93—éwg
81ov 91

gTov: "when" instead of "whenever"
168, 248--c. indic. 168, 239--c.
subj. originally futuristic 185--c.
pres. and aor. subj. 186

&71: for 11 in direct question 94--with
finite verb replacing accus. and infin.
211, 213--replacing participle 229--
like GGorTe? 209 f.--consecutive 249--
replaced by wg and n@g 211—8T1 prj
171, 239—8711 00 171—pn 871 240--
0¥y, 871 240—uwg §11 57--¢ 212

00, 0UK, oﬁx: relation to p¥j 169-171--
negatives a fact 232--or a single
word 171, 232--in LXX translating
X' 189, 232--in questions 170, 177
--with futuristic subj. originally 184
--c. indic. 170—ei 0% in simple con-
ditions 171 (ter), 187, 200, 240--in
unfulfilled conditions (indic. irrealis)
200 -- with future 177 -- impera-
tival use in questions 177--c. optative,
197--c. participle 25, 171, 230-232
--in relative sentences 171

0¥ u1j: statistics 35, 187-192--weakened
force of 39--connected with " trans-
lation Greek" 39, 188 f., 191 f.-in
words of Christ 191 f.-is it an

emphatic negative? 39, 188-190, 192
--in LXX translating X2 189--is 00
in 00 p1 separate from pr}? 188, 249
--in questions 189--c. future 190--
c. aor. subj. 190--in relative clauses
189

ovai: without verb 180--with dné 246

0U8év replacing 00 170

003év and 008eig 56

-o0v infin. 53

-o0g —0080g nouns 38

-odoav 3 pl. imperf. 52

-0000¢ and —oDTe subj. 54

oﬁX before words with smooth breath-
ing 44, 244

01’)% 011240

Sberov 200 £,

dhBarnég Hebraistic locution with 81

Oyéc. gen. 72 f.

dymo8e 151

S\opar 155

-6w verbs: infin. 53--3 pl. imperf. 52
--pres. subj. 54

nadnTog 222

na1diov: illiterate Ta1div 48—Bmaidia
meaning 170 n.

maig use of voc. 235

ndhau with present rendered by our
perf. 119

nopd: with gen. dat. acc. 63, 106-
frequency 98, 106 --with dative
almost entirely of persons 103, 106
--with accus. after positive for com-
parison 236--with gen. oi map’ adTod
106 f.-close to A, &, VTd 237-
encroached upon by dné 102, 246-
force in composition 247

napaBoleveoBat c. dative 64

napoyé\ew: aoristic pres. 119--c.
Tva 207

Topatveiv c. infin. 205

mopaka€iv c. infin. and Tva c. subj.
205, 208 n.

napaninTey 247

TOPATART10V 99

napaokevdeaBou force of middle 156

napeNdBooav 52

nopéy et irreg. middle 248

naploTdvew pres. and aor. 129

nd&g: "Hebraistic" 245 f.--after dvev,
ywpig 246

nd.oyew voice forms 154

noTp: anarthrous 82 f.--vocative 71,
245

ne1Bapy€iv c. dat. and gen. 64

neiBewv: differentiation of tenses 147
-voice forms 154—mnéneiopat as a
perfectum praesens? 147--active and
middle 158

néiv: for m€iv, 44, 45-as indeclinable
noun with eig 81, 216 249
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nelpd e c. infin. 205

nieoat 54

néro1Ba. 147 (bis), 154

nénov0a, 154

nénovOa aoristic 145

mepi: c. gen. and accus. 104 f.--no
longer with dative 105 f.--frequency
98, 104 f.--relations with dui. 100
--with Orép 105--with articular
infin. in inscriptions 214

TEPIMATELY translating 7 911 in ethical
sense 11

nepodpat, 155

nedipwoo 176

nivew: néiv 44 £, 81, 216—niecan 54
--future an old subj. 184 --fut.
middle 155

mnpdoketv aoristic perfect, 145

mimTew: action in aorist 134--fut.
middle 155

o Tebev constructions 67 f., 235

A€o TOS: generally dative 79--used
for comparative in D 236

nAeiw indecl. 50

TAEOVEKTELV C. accus. 65

TAqv, 171, 241

nAfpNS indecl. 50, 244

nAnodTog flexion 60

nodMpnv accus. 49

noiag gen. of place 73

motéiv: imperfect and aorist action 109,
128 (sec émoinoev)--with noun instead
of middle 159—pn} noier 124-126, 247
—-un movioms 125, 173, 177 f.--¢. va
208—«ko\Wg Tot€iv c. partic. 131, 173,
228 f.

noiog with Tig 95

TONENELY: case government 64--with
petd 106, 247

nopeveoBat: active obsolete 162—mopev-
Beig pleonastic 231--in ethical sense
11n.

noTanés meaning and history 95

n6Tepog replaced by Tig 77

mod gen. of place 73

npaypatedeoBaut with its perfective

npdooewv: oo or TT 25, (45)--no per-

fective in NT 117—ed npdooew 228 f.

npiv: with and without &v 169--re-
placed by mpo T0od c. infin. 100--c.
infin. 169 n.--c. subj. 169--c. opta-
tive 169, 199

npiv 1: c. optative 169 n.—npov §j v c.
subj. 169--c. infin. 169 n.

np6: frequency 98, 100—npo Tod c.
infin. 100, 214--without &v 169--
a seeming Latinism 100 f—npo ér@v
dekateoodpwy 101 f.

npds: with gen., dat. accus. 106--
almost confined to accus. in NT 63.
106--frequency 63, 98, 106--in LXX
106—mpog T6 c. infin. 218, 220- 1

statistics 218--in papyri 220--final
force 218, 220
npooéyew: c. dative 157--introducing
a prohibition 193--c. Tva 208 n.--c.
ané 102 n.
npookal€ioBau force of middle 157
TPOOKVVELY c. dat. and accus. 64, 66, 245
npooTiBeaBat: c. dat. 67--c. infin. 282
npoo hdytov meaning 170 n.
npoo déperv: alleged aoristic action of
pres. stem 129, 238, 247-- perfect
and imperf. 129
npoo Pwvéiv c. dat. and accus. 65
np6éowmnov Hebraic 14, 81, 99 f.
np6Tepog relations with mp@Tog 79, 107
np@ToS: with gen. for TpdTepog 79, 245--
as ordinal partly replaced by €ig 95 f;,
237--in LXX 107—npuiTioTa 236
nWroTe with perfect 144
n@g: encroaches upon (wg 211-used for
gmi211

-pa- =vocalicr 119 n.

-pa nouns in, 38, 48

pé€iv: not used in middle 153--fut.
mid. replaced by active 154

pipa 111

-pp, -p0-, 45

-0- in infin. and indic. aorist 204
-00-and -T7- 25, 45
-oau in 2 s. mid. pres. and fut. 53 f.
-oav 3rd plural in, 33, 37 (ter), 52
onfmewv: voice forms 154—acéomna 154
-o0Bwoav, in imper. 53
2kevQg 246
oKOTel prj in warnings 184 f., 192
oKUM\ew: meaning 89--voices 156
-00 2 pers. ending 161
om&v voices 157
omeipng 38, 48
omovddew: future 154--c. infin. 205 f.
--c.Tva in Polybius 206
oThkew: from éoTnka. 238
oTory€iv 11
oTépa in "Hebraic" locutions 99
00: emphasis in nom. 85 f—ob €inag
et sim. 86
ovyyevs flexion 49, 244
OUYKaX€ELY voice 237
gupBovieveaBoau force of middle 157
ovpmopoloppdvetv: pres. and aorist
action 130-aorist ptc. 133
ovumAnpodoBat durative pres. 233
ovunéoia ovpunéoia 97
oupdéper with subject Tva-clause 210,
oVv: frequency 98--relations with
petd 106--c. accus. by Aquila 13--
with gen. in papyri 64--perfectivs-
ing compounds 112 ., 115 £,, 148
ovvaipetv act. and middle with Aéyov,
160
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guvaldooew 129

ovvdvtnois 14 n., 242

ovvapndewv 113

ovvéR constr. 17, 110

OuVepYE€iv. accus. 65

ovvépyeoBar 113

ouvBéoBau 222

ovvn- 222

OUVTENELV. See ouuT-

oUVTNAELY 118

ovvtnpeiv 113,116

ovoTepa 46

odupig 45

oxfow 150 (bis)

oWleoBau: tenses 127--durative 127,
150—ot ocw¢épevor 127

owThp 84

Tap€iov 44 f.
Tdooew c. infin. 205
-Tatog superl. ending 78

TéBnKa perfect of dmoBvriokev 114 n.,

147

TeN€iv : action 118 -- pres. and aorist
action 130--its perfective vV TeNELV
118

TeheuTAv: "registering" present 120--
aor. with &pT1 140

TéEopon fut. mid. 155

-Téog verbal in 222

TeooapdkovTa 45 f., 244

Téooapes : orthography 45 f., 56, 244-
accus. 33, 36, 55, 243

TeTTAPeTKA1SEKOTOS 96

TéT(e)uya, 56, 154

Tnpéiv perfective 113, 116

T18évau voices 237--relation of T18np1
and TiBepou 152

TikTew: pres. and aorist 126 f.-future
155

Tiveg, Twég 36

Tig : replaces mGTepog 77--become Ti
(indecl.) 95, 244--used as relative
21,93

T1g: supplanted by €ig 97 f.--with
negative 246

-Tog verbal in 221 f.

ToU : c. infin., perhaps Ionic 205--an
adnominal gen. 216-- statistics of
216 f.--normal use telic 216--so fre-
quently by Luke 216 f.--purpose
rare or absent in Paul 217--use in
papyri 219 f.--after verbs of com-
manding 217--final force weakened
207--use parallel with Tva, 207, 217
-- "so as to" in. Paul 218

ToD howwod gen. of time 73

Tpémerv, Tpenéiv 110, 119 n.

-TT - and -00-- 25, 45

Tuyydvew: flexion 56--voice forms 154

-TUy 6V accus. abs. 74—ovy 6 TUY WV
231 n.--c. partic. 228

Tuy 6V "perhnps" 74
-Twoav in imper. 53

v (F) dropped between vowels 47

v, M, 1, 1, O1, €1 approximating sounds
34, 240

Vyeia, Oyia. 38,45

-uia, flexion of perf. ptc. in 38, 48

OpéTepog 40 n.

Ou@v: position of 40 n.,--ousts VuéTe-
pos 40 n.

OmavTav c. dat. 64

dndvTnoig 14 n.

Umép: frequency 98, 104 f. --predomi-
nantly gen. 105--often= "about"
105--in commercial "to" 105--rela-
tions with mepi and dvTi 105--with
accus. 105, 237--in compound
adverbs 99

Unepdvw 99

Omé: c. dative 63, 105 f.--frequency
98, 104 f.--compared with 31d., (gen.)
106--encroached upon by dné 102-
relations with dné, ék, mapd 237-
anoBvijokew Vmé TIvog 156--in com-
pound adverbs 99

OmokdTw 99

YnotdooeoBar: middle or pass. 163-
future 149, 163

YmoTpéy e c. accus. 65

Ppayéiv see ¢oBiev--as indecl. noun 249

hdyeoar 54

(hdyopou 155, 184 n.

(aiveoBau: action in future 150--with
ptc. 228

(dvau: punctiliar 128—&¢pn 110, 128

(héperv: why defective 110--no aorist
action 110--in imperf. 129, 238-
aoristic (?) use of pres. stem 129, 238
--force of perfect évﬁvoxa, 154-
relation between (épovot and pépwy
224

hevyew: and its perfective 112, 116-
pres. and aorist action 115 f., 119-
future middle 155

(G1podoBar perfect and aorist imper. 176

(oBeioBar: active obsolete 102 n., 162
--action in future 150-with a7r 6
102, 104 n.-with p7, 184 £, 193-
with pirwg 248--with infin. 205

(dpovTitew c.va or infin. 206 f.

(Guldooev: action in aorist 116--its
perfective 116--force of middle 157,
159

(Guo10006e subj. 54

xoipew: pres. and aor. action 129--
voice 161--pronunciation of xaipet
34--epistolary use 179 f., 245
flexion 49

X €v, future 184
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X €elu@vog gem of time 73

X€lp: accus. y€ipav 49—31a yeipég 100
—in " Hebraic " locutions 99 f.

X€lp1oToS : in papyri 236—not in NT 78

Y eipw strictly comparative in NT 78

XOPMYELY C. accus. 65

xpdoBar: flexion 54—voice 158—action
in aorist 247—c. accus. 64, 245—c.
instrumental 64, 158

Xp1oTég Paul's phrase év X. 68

X POvos instrumental dat. of duration
75, 148

xpvoodg flexion 33, 48

-xOvvew 45

xwpe€iv : future 155—infin., future and
aor. 205 n.

vy periphrasis for éavTév 87, 105 n.
249
w, o pronounced alike 35 (bis), 244, 249

-w and —@ verbs, from -pt 33, 38

@ in classical and Hellenistic Greek
71

Wpaw point of time 63, 245

wg : c. indic., with &v 167—with &1t
212—in papyri 212—for &71 replaced
by ni@g 211—c. subj. 185, 249--
with &v 167 — without &v 249 — c.
optative, in LXX 196—in Josephus
etc. 197—c. infin., Wg émog einéiv
204 n.

w’oTe : statistics 209— "and so" or
"therefore" 209 f. — difference be-
tween indic. and infin. 209—with
indic. consecutive rare 209, 210—
c. imperative 209—c. subj. 209—c.
infin. 209—expresses purpose 207,
210 — Tatian's misreading of it

&Ppenv 111. See 6pav
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MODERN GREEK.

PAGE
dv if 167
ané c. acc. 102, 245
dmokpifMKa. 39
d=ddeg 175, 176
-dg gen. d30g, nouns in. 38
atTég, Pontic d1ég 47,91
dy, (Epirot)= €& 102
BdBpakog 38
Bpfika=etpnka 142
yevdpevog 51
yd vd in order that 159
Sapovidw 162
Sév=008¢év 170, 232
8évovTag indecl. pres. partic. 60
dud c. acc 106
¢pdoTata 56
¢3é0mKa 142
eimodpe 1. pl. subj. of éima. 185
&K 102, 246
é\eye and €ime 128
vag= €lg 96
énaja=¢navoa 234
€pevva 46
¢oTdONKA, €0 THONKA 162
éov =09 234
eUpnKa 142
€depa aor. of péprw= pépw 129
@ déTo=¢@)’ €Tog 44
¢hBaca 247
NPBa=NABa 12

0d, Bevd auxil. forming future 179, 185

1810g
-1g, -1V nouns in

91
48 f., 244

KOBeig, kaBévag each
9

KO, Kt

’ 24
Kapvw (aor. ékapa) make
k&

¥
KA T

pé=petd
népa=npuépa
pr(v) c. subj.
u yévorto
prinws

/_&
va=iva

b4 ’ b4 .
opviy=0opv1ig (Pontic)
-00g gen. —0030g, nouns in
6)( (Epirot) = &

naidid (pl. of moudi child)
napd, compounded

naoa

nfis=€inns

T010g interrogative .
TONEU® pé

nod relative (indeclinable)

’ e p74

odv (=wg Av) when, as

; ;
oapdvTa (cepdvTa) forty
O TéKW=0TAKW
oTivw=iocTdvw
oT6(v) dat. of 6 (=eig T6V)
OUVERMKE=0VVERM

Tepddn Wednesday
Pépvw

xVvvw (Cypriote)

e 74
Ws=éwg
wg ToTE
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PAGE
105

12
159
167
244

106

235

122,170

194, 240, 249
248

157, 159, 176, 205

45
38
102

170

247

244

176

95

106, 247
94

17,167
46,234
162, 238
55,162
63
17

96
129

45

249
107



III. INDEX OF SUBJECTS.

R—see Sinaiticus

A-see Alexandrinus

Ablative case: lost in prehistoric Greek
61-as a part of the genitive 72-
alleged Latinisms 101 f.

Ablaut 152

Absolute: genitive 12, 74, 236--accu-
sative 74

Accent (stress): differentiating voices
152, 238--distinguishing words 237

Accusative: and infinitive 16 f., 211 £,
229--pl. in -eg 36--sg. in -v 49--3rd
decl. and mixed 49--terminal 61--
with prepositions, compared with dat.
and gen. 62--with eig, encroaching
on év c. dat. 62 f., 234 f.--with other
preps. supplanting dat. 63--for point
of time 63--specification 63=-en-
croaching on other cases as object
case with verbs-on dat. 64, 65=-on
gen. 64 f., 235--with verbs formerly
intransitive 65--internal or adverbial
65, 93--how far the old distinctions
of cases still hold here 66--constr.
of moTebw, 67 f., 235--with eig re-
placing a predicate 71 f.--absolute
74--substituted for nominative c.
inf. 212-mixed with tirt construe-
tion 213

Achaian-Dorian Kowvd; 37

Action-foam, verbal 108-118, 221 al-
see Aorist, Perfect, Present, Future,
Linear, Punctiliar, Perfective, Con-
stative, Iterative, Ingressive, Effective.

Active Voice 152 ff.--see Middle

Acts: relations of first and second part
11,216, 235--unity with Lk 14, 217
--the "We"-document 217--see
Luke

Adjectives: pronominal 40, 79 f., 87-
91--indeclinables 50--"Duality"
77 f.--comparison 78 f.--position,
with article and noun 84--interjec-
tional 181 f., 240--verbal 221 f.

Adverbs: prepositions katd and dvd
used as 105--in composition 112

Aelian 25, 79

Acolic 37, 38, 44, 214--cf Lesbian

278

Aeschylus 215-see Index I (e), p. 263
Agent : dné for Oné expressing102, 246
Agent-nouns 127
Agrapha 130, 171, 191
Ahikar, Story of 238 f.
Aktionsart-see Action form
Alexander the Great 7, 30
Alexandrian Greek 40, 52
Alexandrinus, Codex 36, 47, 54, 76,
191, 194, 240 al
Alkman, 24
a-text 42, 53, 175, 176, 190, 225
American RV 180
Ammonius 160
Anabasis, effect of the expedition on
Greek dialects 31
Anacoluthon 58, 69, 95, 180, 223, 224,
225,234
Analogy-formations 37, 38, 44, 48, 49,
51,52, 53,54, 55,56
Anaphoric article 83
Anarthrous: infinitive with preposi-
tions 81, 216--prepositional phrases
81 f., 236-nouns in "headings" 82
--use of nouns with qualitative force
82 f.--proper names 83--adjective
clauses 83 f., 236--infin., statistics
241
Aorist: subjunctive c. 0% u1 5 35, 190-
endings 51 f.--action--form 109-111,
113, 115-118, 129 f., 132, 238-
subjunctive, closely connected with
fut. ludic. 120, 149, 240--indicative,
compared with imperfect 128 f.--
partic. 130-134, 227, 238--timeless
uses 134-as past indefinite 134 f.,
135-140-expressing immediate past
134 £., 139, 140-epistolary 135-
gnomic 135--English rendering 135-
140--compared with perfect 141-146
--passive and middle 161 f.--subjulic-
tive after compounds of &v 166, 186
--no longer used with &v iterative
167--imperative, tone of 173, 189-
3rd person in prohibition 174 f.--con-
trasted with imperatival pres. partic.
180--in unrealised condition, wish,
or purpose 200 c.
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Greek 213, 215-for NT 213, 216 -
for Greek Bible 241-citations from
dialect inscriptions 214-essentially
literary, specially Attic 214 f.--use
with dependent gen., as if a full
noun 215-1ov c. inf., without pre-
position, its original adnominal use
216--telic force in Tliucydides and
in NT 216--usage of the several NT
writers in this respect 217--Paul's
tendency to drop telic force 217-
parallelism with Tva 217--explana-
tory infin. 218—mnpog 16 and eig 16,
how far remaining telic 218 f.-
papyrus citations for 703, eig 76,
npos T6 c. inf. 219 f.--belongs mainly
Aquila 13--see Index I (e), p. 264 to higher educational stratum 220.
Aramaic: influences on Greek in NT Articular Nominative in address 70,
3,13, 14, 15, 18, 75, 95, 103, 104, 235
124, 174, 189, 224,226 ., 230 f,, Articular Participle 126 f., 228
235, 236, 240, 242 -periphrastic Asia Minor: characteristics of Greek
imperfect 14, 226 f.--speech of Paul 38,40 f., 205, 211
7--of Jesus 8--of John 9--diction Aspiration 44, 234, 236, 244
in Luke 14-18--ordinals 96--tenses Assimilation of Cases: after verbs of
139 -- participle 182—periphrastic naming 69, 235--omitted with gen.
imperative 226 f.--see under Hebra- abs. 74, 236
ism and Over-use Asyndeton 17, 181
Arcadian 38 Attendant Circumstances, participle of
Archimedes 51 230
Aristophanes 215 --see Index I (e), Attic: literary supremacy 24 --its
p- 263 earliest use in prose 25--grammar of
Arrian, optative in 197--see Index | inscriptions 29--Xenophon 31--lan-
(e), p. 264 guage of the lower classes in Athens
Article: use by foreigners 21, 236 31--the basis of literary Koivrj 32-
--general "correctness" of NT how much did it contribute to the
Greek 81--as relative and as de- vernacular Kown? 33 f., 41, 214 f.-
monstrative 81--dropped between nom. pl. as accus. 37—kekTwpatr and
preposition and infin. 81, 216- pepv@pon 54—«katéyea 55--revival of
these three Ionic uses absent from the dual 57--parenthetic nominative
NT 81--alleged Hebraisms 81 f., 70--use of vocative, divergent from
236--correlation 81 f.--anarthrous Hellenistic 71--historic present 121
prepositional phrases 82, 236- --the Orators, forms of prohibition
dropped in sentences having the 124, use of imperative 172-alleged
nature of headings 82-words spe- ex. of aoristic perfect 146, 238-
cially affecting anarthrous form 82 linear and punctiliar futures 150-
--qualitative force of anarthrous active verbs with future middle
words 82 f.-with proper names 83- 154 f—dmekpvduny 161--optative in
used with the parent's name in gen. conditional sentences 196 f.--imper-
83, 236--with names of slaves and fect in unfulfilled condition 201-

Aoristic: presents 119, 247--(pépw 129,
238, 247-perfects 141-146, 238, 248

Apocalypse: grammatical level 9--use
of cases and neglect of concord 9, 60
--bearing of grammar here on criti-
cism 9 f.--use of 1800 11--possible
acc. pl. in -eg 36, and sg. 3rd decl.
in -av 49 -- person -- endings 52-
nominative 69--prohibitions 124-
aoristic perfects 145—o0 p1j 191, 192
--ToU c. inf. 217, 218--does not
confuse eig and év in local sense 234
--small use of compound verbs 237

Apocrypha, RV of 198

Apotheosis 84

Appian: dative 63--optative 197

animals 83—6 kai ITadrog 83-col-
loquial style drops art. before ad-
jective adjuncts 83 f., 236-mis-
placement of adjective 84--ToD Beod
Kol CwTpog MU@Y, papyrus parallels
84--complex adjectival clause be-
tween art. and noun 236

Articular Infinitive: év T@ in transla-
tion 14, 215, 249-bearing on history
of Kow; 34, 213 - 215-rare anar-
throes use with prepositions 81, 216
--appropriate to rhetoric 189, 213,
215-statistics forclassical and later

Snwg and Tva 206-wig G11, 212-
articular infin. mainly due to Orators
213-215--nom. for acc. in long
enumerations 234--see under the
Attic writers' names and in Index I
(e), p. 256

Atticism 5, 22, 24 f., 26, 170, 197, 206,
211,239

Attraction of Relative 92 f.

Augment 51, 128, 129

Authorised Version 93, 98, 112, 128 f.,
136-140, 189

Auxiliary &peg 175 f.
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B-see Vaticanus
B-text 42, 53, 224--see under Sinaiti-
cus and Vaticanus
Bezae, Codex 16, 38, 42, 50, 55, 56, 58,
69, 73, 80, 94, 96, 107, 114, 124,
131, 161, 171, 228, 233, 235, 236,
240, 241, 242 al--see under 3-text
Biblical Greek, 2-5, 18, 99
Bilingualism: in Rome 5--illustrated
from Wales 6 f., 10 f.--in Egypt 6--
in Lystra 7, 233--in Palestine 7 f.,
233
Boeotian 33, 34, 55, 214
Bohairic 225
Brachylogy, with dA\d 241
Broken continuity, perfect of 144, 145,
148
Byzantine period 88, 96, 168, 197

Cappadocian--see Pontic

Cardinals: encroachment on ordinals
95 f£., 237-- simplification of the
"teens" 96-uses of €1g 96 f.-repeti-
tion for distributive 97

Cases: in Rev 9--history 60-76, 234-
236--with prepositions 100-107, 237
--see under the several Cases.

Catholic Epistles, use of compound
verbs 237--see under First Ep. of
Peter, James, Second Ep. of Peter

Causal Participle 230

Cautious assertion 188, 192 f.

Chance in the Bible 219

Christians, ethics of average early 126,
238

Chrysostom, on ecbatic Tva 207--see
Index I (e), p. 264

Clement of Rome 95--see Index I (e),
p. 264

Colloquial--see under Vernacular

Common Greek: takes place of "He-
braic" in definition of NT Greek 1--
a universal language 5 f., 19--ma-
terials for study 22 f.--literary Kowvn
(q.v. ) -- papyri, inscriptions, MGr
27-30--unification of earlier Greek
dialects 30--foreshadowings of this
during v/iv B. C. 21--completed in
time of Alexander 31 f.--decay of the
old dialects 32-their relative con-
tributions to the resultant Kowwj 32-
34, 36 f., 214 f.--pronunciation 34 f.
how far was Kotvr} homogeneous?
19, 38-41-dialects in (q.v.)

Comparison of adjectives and adverbs
77-79, 236

Complementary Infinitive 204

Compound Prepositions 99

Compound Verbs: cases with 65--per-
fective action 111-118, 237--repeated
without preposition 111, 115-
statistics 237

Conative action 125, 127, 128 f., 147,
173 £, 186, 247
Concessive Participle 230
Concord 9, 28, 59 f., 182, 244
Conditional Sentences: pluperfect in
148-apodosis with &v 166 f., 196,
197-199, 200 f.- édv c. indic. 168,
187—et untt &v 169—ei p1j in unful-
filled condition, €i o in simple 171,
200, 240--futuristic subj. with édv
185--its future-perfect sense in aor.
186--lessened difference between el
and &dv 187, 240--these almost ex-
elusively confined to their proper
moods 187—=i c. deliberative subj.
18--differentia of ei and édv in
future conditions 187--use of opta-
tive 195, 196, 197 f.-- unfulfilled
conditions 199-201 -- participle in
protasis 229 f.
Conjugation-stems 109 f., 120
Conjunctions: with &v (édv) 166, 264-
dA\d "except" 241
Conjunctive participle 230
Consecutive clauses: infinitive alone
204, 210—joTe with indic. and with
infin. 209 f.--expressed by Tva 210-
by 100 c. infin. 218
Constative action 109, 111, 113, 115-
118, 130, 133, 145,174
Construct state (Semitic) 236
Contingent dv, 166, 198, 200
Contract Verbs, 37, 52-54, 55, 234
Contraction of &v sounds 45, 55
Correlation of Article 81 f.
Cretan 214, 233--see Gortyn
Criticism, contributions of grammar to
9f,40f.
Culture--see Education

D-see Bezae

Dative: lost in MGr 60, 63--obso-
lescent in Koiv1j 62--decays through
a period of over-use, esp. with év 62
--statistics with prepositions 62 f.--
confusion of eig and év 63, 66, 234 f.
--decay of dative uses with U6 and
npég 63-with éni, distinct meaning
lost 63, 107--accus. begins to express
point of time 63--reaction, as in ex-
tension of dative (instrumental) of
reference 63, 75, and in some transi-
tive verbs taking dative 64--verbs
beginning to take accus. or gen.
instead of dat. 64--illiterate uses of
gen. and ace. for dat. 64-some im-
probable citations from early in-
scriptions 64--with TpooKLVELY 64,
66--with some compound verbs 65
--with motebewv 67 f.--incommodi
75--syncretism with locative 75 f.,
104-with instrumental 75-exten
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sion of time and point of time thus
both given by dative 75 f.--sociative
instrumental 75--instrumental used
in translating Hebrew infin. abs. 75
--this and use of participle com-
pared with classical uses and with
LXX 76--various uses of év 103 f.--
dat. of person judging 104--common
uses of dat. and loc. in Greek and
Sanskrit 104—¢év added even to in-
struruental dative 104-6po\yéiv év
104—peTd, mepi, K6 no longer c.
dat. 105--one or two exceptions with
Umé 105-- mpég c. dat. common in
LXX, rare in NT 106-éni indiffer-
ently with the three cases 107-
&’ §: 107--dative of reflexive ap-
proximates to force of the Middle
157—ypAoBat with instrumental
--dat. or loc. of a verbal noun makes
the Infinitive 202-204-- articular
infin. (q.v.)

Days of week and month 96, 101, 237

De-aspiration-see Psilosis

Defective Verbs 110 f.

Definite nouns, in Semitic 236

Definition, gen. of 73 f.

Deliberative Subjunctive 171, 185, 187,

194

3-text 14, 44, 45, 53, 181, 233, 234—
see under Bezae

Delphian, 36, 37, 52, 55, 214

Demonstrative: article as 81—o0T6g
and ékéivog 91

Demosthenes 213--see Index I (e), p.

263
Denial and Prohibition, with 0% pvj
187 f.

Deponents 153 £, 161 f.

Dialects in ancient Hellas 23 f., 30-34,
36-38, 41, 213 f.--see under Attic,
Ionic, etc.

Dialects in Kown 5 £, 19, 28 f,, 38-41,
47,91, 94, 205, 209, 211, 241, 243, 249

Digamma 23, 38, 44, 47, 111, 244

Diodorus, optative in 197

Diphthongs: pronunciation 33, 34 f.--
augment 51

Dissimilation 45

Distributive numerals 97

Doric, 33, 41, 45, 48, 51, 101, 214

Double comparative and superlative

236

Dual 57 f., 77 f.

Duality 77-80, 100

Durative action--see Linear

Dynamic Middle 158

Ecbatic Tva. 206-209

Education, varieties of: in NT writers
8 1., 28, 44, 50, 52, 60-in papyri,
etc. 4,61.,9,". 44,47, 49, 50, 51,

281

52--see under [lliteracy; also under
Apocalypse, Mark, Luke, Paul,
Hebrews, etc.

Effective action 109, 113, 130, 149

Egypt, bilingualism in, xvii f., 6, 242

Elative 78, 79, 236

Elis, dialect of 178, 214

Elision 45

Ellipsis 178, 180, 181, 183, 190

Emphasis: in pronouns 85 f.--im-
perfect and aorist differing in 128
--possible cause of original voice-
differentiation 152, 238--on subject,
brought out by English preterite
140--degree of, in 00 1 construe-
tion 188-190-00 c. partic. 232
=-differentiating words of full or
attenuated meaning 237
158 English, Hellenistic illustrated from
19, 39, 58, 71,77, 79, 82, 85, 89,
92,94, 96, 98,99, 111, 112, 135-
140, 144, 150 f., 171 £, 182, 184,
185, 189, 195, 203, 206, 218, 221 f.,
229, 236, 243

Epexegetic infinitive 217, 218, 219

Epimenides 233

Epistolary aorist 135--formula 28, 176,
180

Euripides 215--see Index 1 (e), p. 263

"Exhausted" éauTod and 1810g 87-90,
237

Final clauses : weakened telic force of
Tva 178, 205-210, 240 £., of 700 c.
infin. 207, 216-218, of eig T6 c. infin.,
in Paul 219--originated in volitive,
with parataxis 185--final optative
with <{va. 196 f—doTe c. infin. used
for purpose 207—Tou c. infin. 216-

218—mpog 16 and eig 16 c. infin.
218-220--use of participle 230
Final 1 and v 49, 168, 187
First Epistle of Peter : prohibitions
124--preference for aorist imperative
174--for imperatival participles 181
--0D. .. aToU ; improbable in such
good Greek 237
Fluellen 10 f.
Fourth Book of Maccabees, Atticising
in 166, 197

Fourth Gospel and Apocalypse 9 f.

French idioms in English 13

Frequency, relative, of prepositions
62 f., 98, 100, 102, 105, 106 f.

Frequentative verb, 114

Future: ¢. Tva 35-c. o uj 35, 190
--c: & & 107--in Indo-Germanic
verb 108--compared with futural
present 120--history of its form 149
--links with subjunctive 149, 184,
187, 240 - action mixed 149 f. -
English rendering 150 f. - volitive
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and futuristic uses 150 f.--its moods
151--Middle in active verbs 154 f.
--Passive with middle force 161--
used for imperative 176 f.--ditto
with 8nwg 177--rarely with pvj in
prohibition 177--in warning with
u1 178--c. el 187-c. urj in cautions
assertion 193--optative 197--infini-
tive 2041.--participle 230

Future Conditions: with édv 185--with
et 187 --"less vivid form" 196, 199

Futuristic: future 150, 177--subjunc-
tive 184, 185, 186, 192, 240

Gender 59 f.

Genitive: absolute 12, 74, 236--verbs
with 65, 235--with dkovetv, and vev-
eoBa 66--syncretism with ablative
72--objective and subjective 72--
partitive 72 f., 102--with S\sé 72, 73
--time and place 73--definition 73 f.
--Hebraism here 74--after negative
adjective 74, 235 f.-- prepositions
with 100-102, 104-107, 237-- of
material 102

German, illustrations from 94, 96

Gerundive in —Téog 222

Gnomic aorist 135, 139--present 135--
future 186

Gortyn Code 214--cf Cretan

Gothic 78, 181, 224

Grammar and literary criticism 9, 40 f.,

205,211
Grammatical and lexical Semitism 12
Greece, physical conditions of 23 f.

Headings, anarthrous 82

Hebraism: in theory of NT Greek
1-3--in Rev 9--use of 6, xvii, 11 f.,
61, 103--cf Gallicisms in English
13—év 1@ c. inf. 14, 215, 249-
in Lk 14-18--tested by MGr 17,
94—eig predicate 72, 76—articular
nom. in address 70, 235--gen. of
definition 73 f.--gen. abs. 74--dat.
or partic. for infin. abs. 75 f.--use of
article 81, 236--redundance of pro-
nouns 85—\uy1 used for reflexive
87, 105--relative with superfluous
demonstrative 94 f.-- €ig as ordinal
95 f.--and as indef. art. 96 f.--dis-
trib. num. 21, 97--illustrated by AV
98—2&vdimiov 99--compound preposi-

tions 99—d mokp18eig eimev 131--active

for middle 158--infin. for imper. 180
--Hebrew teleology and final clauses
219--nom. pendens c. partic. 225-
periphrastic tenses 226 f.-- freedom
of Mk from 242--cf under Over-use
Hebraist school of NT interpretation
2 f., 12,223,242
Hebrew: how far known in Palestine

8, 233--NT (Delitzsch) 104, 163--
tenses 108

Hebrews, Epistle to: did author know
Aramaic? 10--Greek style of 18, 20,
118, 129, 232, 237--grammatical
points in 62, 129, 182, 211, 217,
218 £, 231, 237

Hebrews, Gospel of 17-- see Index

I (e), p.265

Hellenistic 2-see Common Greek

Heracleon 104

Herculaneum, papyri from, 27, 43

Hermogenes 172

Herodian: cases in 63--optative 197

Herodotus 51, 62, 81, 91, 101, 214, 215
--see also Index I (e), p. 263

Heteroclisis 48, 60

Hiatus 92, 117

Historic Present, 120 f., 139

Homer: the Achnans of 24-forms
found in 55--syntax 121, 135, 147,
161--the Athenians' "Bible" 142--
blamed by Protagoras for use of ini.
perative 172--see Index I (e), p. 263

Hypotaxis-see under Parataxis

Ignatius 215
Illiteracy 28, 36, 43, 49, 56, 78, 87, 93,
142, 169, 189, 220, 237, 238, 239
Imperative: endings 53--of eipi 56,
174--present, compared with aor.
subj. in prohibition 122-126-tenses
compared generally 129 f., 173 £,
176, 189, 238-prehistoric use 164-
formal history, 165, 171 f.--tone of
172 f., 175-prominence of in NT
173--aorist appropriate in prayer
173--in 3rd person 174 f.--expres-
sions for 1st person 175 f.--auxiliary
ddeg 175 f.--perfect 176--substitutes
for 176-182, 203, 223, 241, 248
Imperfect 128 f.--in unreal indic. 200 f.
--replaced by periphrasis 226 f.--see
Present stem
Impersonal plural 58 f.-verbs 74, 226
Improper Prepositions 99
Inceptive action of —iokw suffix 120
Incommodi, Dativus 75
Indeclinable: Greek proper name not
to be taken as 12—m\1jpng, Hutov and
comparatives in -w 50
Indefinite Article 96 f.
Indicative: alone may have inherent
time-connotation 126, 128, 129 -
imperfect 128 f.--aorist, used of im-
mediate past 135, 140-rendering of
aorist in English 135-140—yévova
not aoristic in NT 145 f., 238-pluper-
feet 148--future 149-151--as modus
irrealis 164, 199-201-with div 166 f..
200 f.--with §Tawv, 8nov &v, oot v,
édv 168, 239--negatived by ot 170 f.
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--but pA not entirely expelled 170 f.,
239 f.--negatived questions 170-
future used for command 176 £., 240
--future with 0% p1j 190--c. u1j in
cautious assertions 192 f. --imperfect
for present time in unfulfilled con-
dition, wish, and purpose 200 f.--
replaced by participle 222-224-peri-
phrasis 225-227
Indirect Questions 196, 198 f.
Indo-Germanic: dual in 57 f. --
numerals 58--cases 61, 72, 75--verb
system 108 f. --Aktionsart 109 f. -per-
fectivising by means of composition
111 f.--aorist-present in 119-aug-
ment and the final -i in primary
tenses 128--was there a future in?
149--future participle 151--voice, its
rationale in 152, 238--no separate
passive 152--verbs with no middle
153--strong perfect without voice
distinction 154--passive use of
middle already developing in 156--
Greek weak aorist passive developed
from middle person-ending -thes 161
--differentia of the imperative 164,
171 f.--glottogonic theories of sub-
junctive and optative 164--the
injunctive 165--the two negatives
169--jussive subjunctive in posi-
tive commands 177 f. --origins of the
infinitive 202 f.--its deficiency in
voice 203, and tense 204--verbal
adjectives and participles 221 f.--
closeness of 3 pl. act. in -ont(i) to the
participle 224
Infinitive: c. év 7@ 14, 215--forms in
contract verbs 53--future 151, 204 f.
--for imperative 172, 179 f., 203--
articular (q.v.) 189, 213-220, 240-
verb and noun 202--its origins 202--
204 --comparisons with Sanskrit,
Latin, English--202-204, 207, 210--
development of voice 203, and of tense
204--case-uses traced 203 f., 207,
210--anarthrous expressing purpose
204, 205, 207, 217, 240 f.--conse-
quence 204, 210--complementary
204--limitative 204--relations with
{va c. subj. 205-209, 210 f,, 240 f.--
with ddoTe final 207, 210--alleged
Latinism 208--consecutive with GjoTe
209 f.--relations with djoTe c. indic.
209 f., and with consecutive Tva 210
--subject and object 210 f.--accus.
and infin. compared with o Te clause
211--accus. tending to replace regular
nom. 212--not Latinism 212 f.--
mixture of acc. c. inf. and &1 con-
struction 213--statistics 241

Ingressive action 109, 116, 117, 118,

130, 131, 145, 149, 1741

Injunctive mood 165

Inscriptions: Kown 6, 23, 28 1.--classi-
cal, 23, 214--see Index I (c), pp.
258 f.

Instrumental case 61, 75, 104, 158-
use of év 12, 61 f., 75, 104

Interjectional character of voc. and
imper. 171 f.--of infin. in imperatival
sense 179, 203--of partic. or adj.
used imperativally 180 f., 240--pre-
positional clauses 183 f.

Internal accusative 65, 93

Interrogative: confused with relative
93 f. —moiog and Tig, TOTATAS 95--
command 184

Intransitive: verbs becoming transitive
65, 162--use of strong perfect 147,
154--tendency of strong aorist 155

Tonic 33, 37 f,, 41, 43, 44, 48, 51, 55,
57,81, 101, 195, 205

Ireland, bilingualism in 7

Irrational final i and v 49, 168, 187

Isolation of Biblical Greek 2, 3

Itacism 34 £, 47, 56, 199, 239, 240

Iterative action 109, 114, 125, 127,
128, 129, 173, 180, 186, 248--use of
dv 166, 167, 168

James: 1800 in 11--prohibitions 126--
use of Middle 160

Jerome 181

Jewish Greek 2 f., 19--see Hebraism
and Aramaic

John: Greek of Gospel and Apocalypse
9--place of writing 40 f., 211--use
of historic present 121--prohibitions
124, 125, 126—n1 in questions 170,
239--periphrastic tenses 226, 227--
compound verbs 237

Josephus 2, 23, 25, 62, 89, 121, 146,
189, 197, 233, 235--see Index I (e),
p. 264

Jussive subjunctive 178, 208 --see
Volitive

Justin Martyr 8, 143, 233-see Index
1(e), p. 264

KaBapetbovoa 26, 30 --cf Atticism,
Literary Kown

Klepht ballads--see Index I (e), p.265

Kown 23--see Common Greek

Laconian--see Sparta

Late Greek 1

Latin: Bible 5, 72, 106, 129, 132, 240
--Paul speaking 21, 233--cases 61--
use of we for I 87--parallels with
Greek, etc. 112, 158--the Middle 153
--subj. and indic. in cause-clauses
171--jussive subj. 177--prohibition
178--quin redeamus? 184-optative
in indirect question 199--verbal
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nouns 202-infinitive 204-ut clauses
206--their weakened final force 207 f.
--verbal adj. turned into participle
221--participle and adj. in -bilis 222
--parallels to use of participle for
indic. or imper. 223 f., 241--poverty
in participles 229 f.
Latinisms 18, 20 f., 71, 75, 100-102,
142,208, 212 f. 247
Lesbian--see Aeolic
Lewis Syriac 53, 65, 72, 248
Lexical notes: elg dndvtnow 14—vodg
25 E -d (1&g 26—EpwTdv 66—0KONE
89—&vuimiov 99—emipavrs, mdvera
102—EmiBardiv 131—dmoké\ovTat
163, 201—npooddyrov 170—modia
170—npooTiBeoBat 232—eikdveg 235
Lexical: studies of Deissmann 4--
Hebraisms 11, 12, 46, 233
Limitative infinitive 204
Linear action 109, 110, 111, 114, 117,
119, 120, 125, 126, 127, 128, 147,
149 £, 173, 174, 175, 180, 183, 186,
233
Literary element in NT 20, 25 E , 26,
55, 106, 147 £., 204, 211--see under
Hebrews, Paul, Luke
Literary Kow" 2 f,, 21, 22 £, 24-26,
62 f., 64, 88,118, 194, 197, 211--its
analogue in MGr 21, 26, 30--clement
in inscriptions 29--see Atticism
Lithuanian: alleged Latinising gen.
found in 101--future in -siu 149
Local cases 60 f.
Localising of textual types 41
Locative 61, 75, 104, 202 f.
Logia 15, 104, 124, 126, 189, 191
Lord's Prayer 10, 173
Lost cases 61
Lucian 25, 170, 197, 227--see Index
I (e), p. 264
Luke: did he know Aramaic? 10, 15,
104-style 11, 18, 20, 232--Hebraism
in 13-18--unity of Lucan wiitings
14, 217--preserving words of source
15, 18, 106, 237, contra 159, 242--
construction of éyévero for 71 16 £,
70, 233-was "Hebrew's Gospel" a
source? 26--misusing a literary word?
26--recalling Homer? 26--use of &)
71--projected third treatise? 79--use
of "dual" words 79 f—8o11g 91 f.--
pres. for aor. imper. 119--historic
pres. 121--prohibitions 124--itera-
tive &v 167 f.--optative165,195, 198 f.
--"correct" use of tpév 169, 199--
preference for pres. imper. com-
pared with Mt 174—dpEdpevor 182,
240--00 u1j 190 f.--hymns in, their
use of infin. 210--acc. c. inf. 211--
10D c. inf. 216 f.--literary survival
of 00 c. partic. 232--his two editions

233—&ouwv 69, 235--artic. nom. of
address 235—é\dy10°Tog 236--com-
pound verbs 237--see Acts

LXX--see Septuagint

Lycaonian 7 f., 233

Lystra--see Lycaonian

Magnesia 29, 38, 43
Manuscripts of NT, orthography tested
42-56
Marcion 114
Mark: uncultured Greek 50, 53, 71--
dative 62—eig and év 62--the Middle
159—8Ttav, etc. c. indic. 168--subj. in
comparisons 185--fut. c. 0% p1j 190,
191--optative 195--compound verbs
237--rich in Aramaism 242
Matthew: improves Greek of his source
15, 124, 159, 200, 237, 242—«od 1806
17--historic present 121--prohibi-
tions 124--aorist in 137-140--aoristic
véyova 146 -- preference for aor.
imper. in Sermon on the Mount 174,
(119)—00 prj 190, 191,-- ToD c. inf.
216 --superlative é)\dxw"rog 236-
compound verbs 237
Middle: of eipi 36 f., 55 f.~-with and
without expressed. personal pronoun
(gen. or dat.) 85, 157, 236 f.--primi-
tive differentia 152, 238--in Sanskrit,
Latin, and Keltic 153-- "Deponents"
153--links with the strong perfect
154, and with future 154 f.--how far
reflexive 155 f., 238--evolution of a
passive 156--compared with English
verbs that are both transitive and
intransitive 156 f.--paraphrased by
reflexive in dative case 157--typical
exx. 157--reciprocal 157--dynamic
158--mental action 158--differences
between Attic and Hellenistic 158 f.
--"incorrect" uses in NT and
papyri 159 f.--Paul not implicated
160—aitéiv and aitéicBou 160 f.—-
middle and passive aorists 161 f.--
verbs in which active became obsolete,
or was recoined out of a deponent
162-common ground b etween middle
and passive 162 f.
Misplacement of article 84
Misuse of old literary words 26
Mixed declension 49
Modern Greek: kai in place of hypo-
taxis 12--used as a criterion against
Semitism xviii, 17, 94--study com-
paratively recent 22, 29--dialects in
23 (see Pontic and. Zaconian)--the
written language (see Atticism and
kaBapevovoa--use of the modern
vernacular in NT study 29 f.--
versions of NT 30 (see Index I (),
p- 265)-Ionic forms in 38-parti
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ciple now indeclinable 60, 225--
gender changes 60--the dative obso-
lete 60, 63--vocative 71--article as
a relative 81--redundant personal
or demonstrative pronoun 85, 94-
relative 94--interrogative 94, 95-
cardinals as ordinals 96--indefinite
article 96--distributives 97-- sup-
ports Purdie's thesis on the consta-
tive 115- present tense for our
perfect, with words of duration 119
--historic present alternating with
aorist 121, 139--pres. and aor. subj.
in prohibition 122--imper. in pro-
hibition 122, 164--imperf. and aor.
compared 128 f.--idiom of égéoTn
134--gnomic aorist 135--the perfect
obsolete 141 f.--use of Middle 156,
157--new active verbs 162--subj. for
relics of &v 167--negatives 169, 170,
232--auxiliaries forming imperative
175 f., 178, and future 179, 185--sole
survival of optative 194, of learned
origin 240--infinitive obsolete, ex-
cept in Politic (q.v.) 205--early date
of its characteristics illustrated 233 f.
--periphrastic future 234, 240--the
parenthetic nominative 235--see
Index I (e), p. 265, and 11, p. 269
Modus irrealis 164, 199-201
Moeris 46, 55
Month, numerals for days of 96
Moods: common subjective element
164--other common ground 165—&v
in connexion with 165-169--nega-
tives (q.v. ) 169-171 al-see under
Imperative, Injunctive, Optative, Sub-
junctive, and Itiodus irrealis
Mystical év of Paul 68, 103

Narrative, tenses in 135

Nasal in word-endings 45, 49

Negative adjective c. gen. 74, 235

Negatives: in Atticists 25--in NT and
papyri 39, 169-171, 177, 184, 185,
187-194, 200, 229, 231 f., 239, 240

Neuter plurals 57 f.

"Neutral" text--see B-text

New Testament, how far its diction

peculiar 19 f., 67 f.

Nominative: as receiver of unappro-
priated uses 69--name-case unassi-
milated 69, 235--nominativuspendens
69, 225--parenthetic in time expres-

sions and elkéveg 70, 235--articular

in address 70 f., 235--replaced as
predicate by eig c. acc. 71 f.-per-
sonal pronouns not always emphatic
85 f.--for accus. as subject to infin.
212 f.

Nonthematic present stems 38, 55

North-West Greek 33, 36 f., 55

Nouns: in -pa and —via 38, 48--hetero
clisis 48, 60--contracted 48--in —00g
passing into 3rd decl. 48--in -1, -1v,
from--105 and —ov 48 f.--mixed de-
clension 49--accusatives with added
-v 49--number 57-59--gender 59 f.
--breach of concord 59 f.--case 60--
76, 234-236

Number: disappearance of dual 57 f.,
77 f.- neuter plural, history and
syntax of 57 f.-"Pindaric" con-
struction 58, 234--impersonal plural

58 £, 163—ueis for éyd) 86 f., 246

Numerals: €ig as an ordinal 95 f., 237

--ordinals in MGr 96—simplified
"teens" 96—e€1g as indefinite article
96 f—0 €ig 97--repeated to form
distributives 97—8y8o00ov N@e in AV
97 f— EBSounkovTdKig ENTA 98

Object clauses 210-213
Objective Genitive 72, 236
‘Opthoupévn 26
Omission of &v 194, 198, 200 f.
Optative: in Lucian 25—38¢n 55,
193 f.--future 151, 197-- origin
164 f.--with &v 166, 198--after mpiv
169, 199--in command 179--in
LXX 194--compared with subj., and
with future 194 - optative proper
194-197--compared with English
survivals 195--in hypothesis 196--
differentia of optative conditional
sentences 196, 198, 199--in final
clauses 196 f.--Atticisers ignorant of
sequence 197--misuses in ignorant
Greek 197-potential optative 197-
199-attended by oil and ctv 197--a
literary use, but not yet artificial
197--omission of &v 198--in indirect
questions, contrasted with Latin
198 f.--Luke observes sequence 199
--itacism in late period hastens decay
199, 239, 240
Oratio obliqua 142, 144, 151, 196, 223,
239
Ordinals: use of €1g 95 f., 237-sim-
plified "teens" 96
Origen 139, 169, 247
Orthography: Attic basis 34--a test of
provenance of MSS 41--correspond-
ence of NT and papyri 42-56
Over-use of vernacular locutions agree-
ing with Semitic 11, 14, 21, 39, 61,
72,74, 95,99, 215, 226, 235, 242
Oxyrhynchus Loggia 3, 51, 121, 130,
191 f.--MS of Heb 190, 224

Pagan phraseology 84, 102

Papyri: non-literary, their importance
brought out by Deissmann 3 f.--
education of writers 4 a/ (see Edit.
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cation and [lliteracy)--compared
with inscriptions 6, 28--remarkable
anticipation by Brunet de Presle 6 f.
--their character and use 27 f.--ex-
ceptions to their general agreement
with NT 39, 46, 53--see Index |
(d), pp. 252-255
Parataxis 12, 178, 135, 193
Parenthetic nom. in time-expressions
69, 235, 245--in descriptions 69
Participle: pleonastic by Semitism 14,
230, 241--negatives with 25, 229,
231 f£., 239--tendency towards in-
decl. 60--in gen. abs. 74--trans-
lating Hebrew inf. abs. 76--present
with article 126 f., 228--aorist of
coincident or identical action 130--
134, 238--that of subsequent action
denied 132-134--with &v 167--for
imperative 180-183, 223, 240--for
optative 182--overdone by Josephus
189--for indic. 222-225, 241--in
periphrastic tenses 226 f. --comple-
mentary 228 f.--contrasted with
partic. in Latin and English 229-
conditional 229 f.--conjunctive, con-
cessive, causal, final, temporal, and
attendant circumstances 230—alleged
Aramaism 231
Partitive Genitive: largely replaced by
dmé or ék c. abl. 72, 102--possibly
with 8\ré 72--as subject of a sentence
73,223
Passive: no separate forms in Indo-
Germanic 108, 152, 156--invades
middle in Greek, Latin and else-
where 153--evolved from intransitive
156--only partially differentiated in
aorist and future 161 f.--common
ground with middle 162 f.--replaced
largely in Aramaic by impersonal
plural 163--not definitely attached
to the verbal adjective 221 f.
Past time 108, 119, 128, 129
Paul: spoke Greek 7, 19, Latin? 21,
233, Aramaic 7, 10--limited literary
phraseology 20--his év Xp1oT1®, 68,
103--use of we for 186 f.-use of
between 99--prohibitions 124-126-
perfect 145, 238 - middle 160-
iterative &v 167, 168--prefers present
imperative 174--imperatival par-
ticiple 181—o® p1j 190--optative 195
-acc. et inf—211--1od c. inf. 217
--mpog 16 and eig 76 c. inf. 218 f.--
periphrastic tenses 226, 227—od c.
partic. 232—éXdy10Tos and é\a-
Y10 T6Tepog 236 --compound verbs
237—n1 in questions 239—pnjTiye
240
Perfect: action 109, 111--in English,
its double force 136

Perfect: for event on permanent re-
cord 129, 142, 143 f.--vivid use fee
event yet future 134 --compared
with aorist 140 f.--increasing use in
vernacular 141--may be used with
a point of time 141, 146--decayed
in mediaeval Greek 141 f.--obsolete
in MGr 141 f.--Latin not responsible

142--characteristic use in Heb 142,
143 f.-combined with aorist 142 f.,
238--genuinely aoristic uses possible
in Rev 143, 145--broken continuity

144, 145-¢0y Ko 145, 238—ménpaka

145--yéyova 145 f., 239--with pre-
sent meaning 147, 176, 238—«é

kpaya 147 —<fynpan literary in Ac 148

--strong perfect normally intransi-
tive 154--originally voiceless 154--
imperative 176--periphrastic forms
176, 226, 227

Perfective verbs 111-118, 128, 135, 176,

Pergamum 29, 38
Periphrasis 226 f., 249--see under
Participle, and the several tenses
Person-endings 51-54, 152, 154
Personal Pronouns: alleged Semitism
84 f., 94 f.-emphasis in nominative
85 f.—muéig for &y 86 f.
Perspective, action in--see Constative
Philo 2, 96-see Index I (e), p. 264
Phrygian Greek 56--see Index I (c),
p- 259
Phrynichus 39, 194
Pictorial imperfect 128
Pindar 214--see Index I (e), p. 263
Pindaric construction 58, 234
Place, genitive of 73
Plato 62, 213, 215--see Index I (e), p.
263
Pleonasm 14-16, 85, 94 f., 230, 237, 241
Pluperfect: endings 53--action 113,
148--in conditional sentences, 201
Plural--see Number
Plutarch: optative 197—8T1 urj 239-
see Index I (e), p. 264
Polybius 14, 21, 23, 25, 30, 39, 62, 85,
92, 115-118, 197, 206 f., 247-see
Index I (e), p. 264.
Pontic dialect of MGr 40, 45, 47, 94,
180, 205
Point action--see Punctiliar
Popular etymology 96
Position of article S3 f.
Potential 165, 197-199
Prayer: the Lord's 10, 173--absence
of @ in 71--In 17, use of aorist in
137--aorist imper. appropriate to 173
--optative in 195
Predicate, with eig 71
Prepositional clause, anarthrous and
articular, 81 f., 236
Prepositions: added to local cases in

[237, 247
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Greek 61--extended use in Heile-
nistic, not due to Semitism 61 f.--
statistics for classical and post-
classical historians 62 f., and for
NT 62 f., 98--in composition with
verbs 65, 111-118, 128, 237--re-
placing partitive gen. 72--"Hebraic"
phrases 81 f.--dropping of article
between prep. and infin. 81, 216--
tendency to drop article after 82,
236--combinations with adverbs
99--Semitism 99 f. --with one
case 100-104 --alleged Latinisms
100 -102--over-use paving the
way for extinction 103 f.--with
two cases 104-106--statistics 105--
with three cases 106 f.--adverbs in
essence 112--dropped when corn--
pound is repeated soon after 115--
compounds tend to be used instead
of punctiliar simplex 115-118 --
Polybius using compounds to avoid
hiatus 117--NT writers use them
less than the litterateurs 118--with
articular infinitive 216, 218-220, 241
--see Index II under the several
Prepositions
Present stem: twenty-three Greek
varieties of 109--its linear action
109, 110, 111, 114, 117, 119, 120,
125, 126, 127, 128, 147, 149, 173,
174, 175, 180, 183, 186--iterative
action 109, 114, 119, 125, 127, 128,
129, 173, 180, 186, 233-verbs de-
fective in 110 f.--in perfectivised
verbs 113 f.--punctiliar action 119 f.,
238--contrasted with aorist in pro-
hibitions 122-126--conative action
125,127, 128 f., 147, 173 f, 186--
timeless articular participle 126 f.--
statistics with 6, 166--imperative,
compared with aorist 173 f., 238-
quasi-ingressive in o’moxwpe‘ﬂe 174
-- subjunctive in warning clauses
178--subjunctive with compounds
of v, compared with aorist 186-
participle in periphrasis 227--special
uses of 6 v 228--see Imperfect and
Present tense
Present tense: for future time 114,
120, 167--with md\au, etc., rendered
by our perfect 119--for past time
(historic present) 120-122, 139--see
Present stem
Prohibition: distinction of present
and aorist in 122-126--not originally
expressed by imperative, nor now in
MGr 164--use of injunctive 165--
negative in 169, 187 f., 192--in same
category as commands 173—o0 1
187 f,--must be treated here with
denial 187 f.

Pronouns: possessive 40--duality 77,
79 f.--personal 84-87--reflexives 81
--unemphatic éavTod and 1810 87-90,
237—6(8105 90 f—a 165 6 and 6
avT6g: 91-- relatives 91-95 --inter-
rogatives 93 f., 95,

Pronunciation 28, 33-36, 240, 243, 244
--see Itacism

Proper names and Article S3, 236

Prophecy, use of shall in 150 f.

Protagoras 172

Psilosis 33, 38, 44

Punctiliar action 109-111, 116, 117,
118, 119, 120, 126, 129-131, 135,
145, 149, 173, 174, 186, 222, 247

Purist school of NT grammarians 3,
242

Purists in MGr 26, 30, 243-ef Atticism

Purpose--see Final clauses

"Q"--see Logia
Qualitative use of anartlarous noun
82 f.
Quantity, levelling of 34
Questions: with prjtt 170--with o0
170, 177--with pun 170, 192 £, 239-
indirect, in optative 196
Quotations from classical Greek 45,
81, 156,233,238 f.
Quotations from OT 11, 16, 52, 124,
174, 188, 190, 192, 224, 235--see
Index I (b), p. 257

Reciprocal Middle 157

Reciprocal Pronoun, éauTtodg used for 87

Reduplication 109, 142, 145

Reference, dative of 63, 75

Reflexive Middle 155-157, 163

Reflexives: no distinction for persons
in plural 87--this confusion illiterate
in singular 87--used for dAAAoUg 87
--replaced by Semitic use of Yruymn
87--unemphatic éautod 87-90

Relative time 148

Relatives: pleonastic demonstrative
with 85, 94 f., 237--Sans 91-93-
attraction 92 f.--confused with inter-
rogatives 93 f.--with &v (&dv) 166,
234--relative sentences, putj in 171,
239--relative clauses replaced by
articular participle 228

Religion: technical language 18--con-
servative phraseology 20

Repetition, making distributives and
elatives 97

Reported speech--see Oratio obliqua

Result clauses--see Consecutive

Resurrection, voice of the verbs applied
to 163

Revelation--see Apocalypse

Revised Version of NT: quoted or
discussed 20, 50, 69, 72, 75, 90, 91,
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116,117, 128, 129, 132, 136-140,

148, 163, 175, 184, 189, 225, 229,

231, 241--margin 65, 66, 75, 78,

98,137, 148,163, 221, 222--the

First Revision 83, 156, 180
Rhetoric, rules for command in 172
Rome, Greek used at 5, 242

Sahidic 80
Sanskrit: survival of Indo-Germanic
cases 61--locative of indirect object
104--aorist of "thing just happened"
135--future in -syami 149--gram-
marians' names for active and middle
153--2 sing. mid. secondary suffix
-thas compared with Greek weak
aorist passive 161--survival of the
injunctive 165--imperative suffix
-tat 172--Vedic subjunctive makes
in Epic a 1st person imperative 175
--Vedic infinitives 203--classical
ditto 204--infinitive parallel with
sequimini 224--parenthetic nomina-
tive in time-expression 235--active
and middle forms differentiated by
Ablaut 238
Scotch parallel to &v 166, 239
Second Epistle of Peter 78, 98, 171,
238 f.
Semitism--see Aramaic and Hebraism
Septuagint: "translation Greek" of
2 f., 13--Justin Martyr's dependence
on 8, 233—eig dndTnow in 14-
constructions of éyéveto="1" 16 f.--
extent of Luke's imitation 18--
Hebraisms from this source to be
carefully distinguished from Arama-
isms 18--3rd pl. in -oaw 33, 56-
indecl. TA\Yjpng 50--gender of Bd.a
59—adiitn for NIt 59-mioTeder 67 f.--
parenthetic nominative 70--violent
use of gen. abs. 74--renderings of
the Hebrew infin. abs. 75 f.--"ex-
hausted" 1810 and éavTod 88--redun-
dant demonstrative after relative 95,
237--"77 times" 98, 107--uses of év
103—mepti c. dat. 105—mpdg c. dat.
and gen. 106—np@Tog 107—historic
pres.121—dmokp1Beig eimev three 131--semi-
aoristic perfect 142--aorist and per-
feet together 143---kékpaya and kpd&w
147—xowuav active 162—dmoKeKop-
névog 163--statistics for &v 166-
perf. imper. 176--subj. used for
future 185—o0 urj 188, 191 f—3¢im
optative 194—ei c. opt. 196--opta-
tive disappearing in final clauses 197
--potential opt. 197 f—8&dperov 201
--articular intin. 220, 241--participle
for indicative 224--partic. c. eipi,
disproving Aramaism 226—X? c.
partic. translated with 00, 232—édv

for &v 234--articular nom. in address

235—pia for mpuiTm 237--statistics
for infin. 241--Mk little influenced
by 242--see under Quotations, and
Index I (b), p. 250

Sequence, rules of: Luke observes with
npiv 169, 199--breach of 197--in
indirect question 199

Sermon on the Mount, respective pro-
portions of aorist and present imper.
in Mt and Lk 174

Sextus Empiricus 52

Shall and Will 150 f.

Simple conditions 171

Sinaiticus, Codex 34, 35, 38, 42, 45,
47,52, 53, 55, 65, 90, 133, 181,

190 al

Slavonic: perfective compounds 111-
future from that in -syo (obsolete)
149--cf Lithuanian

Sophocles 215--see Index I (e), p. 268

Sources for study of Ko 22 f., 27-30

Sparta 24, 32

Spoken Greek-see Vernacular

Style, in Luke and Heb (q.v.) 18

Subjective genitive 72, 236--moods
164--negative 169 f.

Subjunctive: itacistic confusions with
indicative 35--forms in contract verbs
54--Sen 55, 193 f., 196--origin 164
--relation to injunctive 165--after
compounds of &v 166, 186, 239, 240

--after npiv (1)) &v 169--after el prjTt
&v 169, 239--negatives 170, 184 f.,
187 f., 190, 192--1st person volitive
used to supplement imperative 175,
177--ditto in 2nd and 3rd person
177 f.--volitive in positive commands
177 f.--c. tea as an imperative 177 f.
--its tone in command 178--with uvj
in warning 178, 184--present allowed
here 178--classified 184--volitive
184 f.--deliberative 184, 185-futur-
istic 184, 185, 186, 192, 240--future
indic. trespasses on all three 184 f.,
240--volitive clauses of purpose 185
(see Final)--futuristic with day and
81av (¢.v. in Index II), etc. 185--in
comparisons 185 f.--tenses of 186-
with el 187, 239--has excluded
optative from final clauses 196 f.--
c. tea has become equivalent of infin.
205 (see Tva in Index I1)
Subsequent action, alleged aor. partic.
of 132-134
Suffixes--see severally in Index 11
Superfluous words--see Pleonasm
Superlative 78 f., 236
Syncretism of cases 61, 72, 104 --of
tenses in English 135
Synoptic question, grammatical points
in 15-18, 71, 95, 103, 104, 105, 124,
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174, 175, 189-192, 224, 226 £., 231,
236, 241, 242--see under Matthew,
Mark, Luke

Syntax: alleged Semitisms in 12 f.--
Latinisms 21

Syriac 104, 241, 244--see Lewis, and of
Aramaic

Syrian Recension 42, 53--see a.-text

Teleology 219

Telic--see Final clauses

Temporal Participle 230

Tenses: connexion with time mi-

original 108 ., 119--with &v 166,
186--in conditional sentences 166,
201--in infinitive 204--in verbal ad-
jective 221--see under the several

Tenses

Tertullian 69

Textual Criticism: pronunciation bear-

ing on 34-36--a, B and & text (q. v. )--
see also under Alexandrinus, Bezae,
Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, etc.

"Textus Receptus"--see a-text

Thematic vowel 171

Thucydides 25, 62, 215, 216--see
Index I (e), p. 263

Time: cases expressing 63, 70, 72,

73, 75--connexion with tense un-
original 108f., 119--expressed by
augment, and possibly by suffix -i
128--the perfect accompanied by
mark of 141
Timelessness: participles 126 f., 134-
perfect and aorist 134

Traditional spelling 35 f.

"Translation Greek" 4, 13, 39, 59, 76,
102, 104, 105, 106,188 £., 237, 240,
242, 248--see Hehraism and Aramaic

Translations of NT: Latin, Syriac,
Sahidic, Bohairic, Gothic (q.v.)--

Hebrew (Delitzsch) 104, 163--MGr
(Pallis and B.F.B.S.) 22, 30--sce
Index I (e), p. 265

Uncontracted vowels 38, 48, 54 f., 234

Unemphatic pronouns 85--€ouTod and
18105 87-90

Unfulfilled condition 171, 196, 199-
201--wish 200--purpose 201

Unification of Greek dialects 30

Uniformity of Kown 5 f., 19, 38-41

Universal language, Greek asa 5 f.,
19,28 £, 31

Vase-inscriptions, Attie 31, 33

Vaticanus, Codex 34, 35, 38, 42, 47,
52,53, 54, 80,90, 97, 131, 133, 159,

169, 181, 190, 244 al--see B-text

Verba dieendi et cogitandi 239

Verbal adjectives 221 f.

Verbs: forms 38, 51-56--in pt (see
Nonthematic)--number 58 f.--transi-
tive and intransitive 64, 65 (q.v.)-
cases governed by 61-68--Aktionsart
108-118, 221 al (see Action-form)-
defectives 110 f.--compounds (q.v.)
--tenses 119-151 (see under the
several tenses)-voice (q.v.) 152-163
--moods (q.v.) 164-201--infinitive
and participle (q.v.) 202-232

Vernacular Greek 1, 4 f., 22-41, 83, 85,

188, 234, 239 al

Vocative: not strictly a case 60--rela-
tions with articular nominative of
address 70 f., 235--few forms sur-
viving 71--anarthrous nominative
tends to supplant it 71--progressive
omission of @--like imperative, is
an interjection 171

Voice 152-163, 221, 238f.--see Middle,
Passive, Active

Volitive future 150, 151, 177-subjunc-
tive 175, 177 f., 184 f.--see under
Future and Subjunctive

Vulgate--see Latin

Wales, bilingualism in 7 f., 10 f.

"We"--document 217--see Acts

Week, days of 96, 237

"W estern" Text--see 3-text

Wish: optative in 195--unrealised
200 f.--ditto in future with §pehov
201

World-language--see Universal

Waulfila--see Gothic

Xenophon: fore runner of Hellenism
31--grammar of 62--see Index I
(e)

Xenophon, pseudo- 25-see Index 1

e)

Zaconian, 32, 249
Zeugma 241



MATTHEW

7,19

ARGV R

26
6.2,5,16
7.29
10. 11
11.12
11.25
12.18
17. 14
18.7
18.22
27.29

MARK

1.34
1.41f.
11.2
13.20
13.21

LUKE

4.29
9.58
15.13
16. 16
19. 37

JOHN

3.16
452
4.52f,
5.[4]
6.15
10. 32
15.13
17.21,24 1.
18. 11

ADDENDA TO INDICES

INDEX I.
(a) NEW TESTAMENT.
ACTS
PAGE PAGE
115 7.34 185
247 10. 30 245
249 17.27 56
188 17.31 107
247 19.2 131
227 19. 27, 37 60, 244
249 26.7 205
163
52 ROMANS
64
69 2.9f1. 115
246 5.2 248
107 14.5 246
246
1 CORINTHIANS
3.14f1. 185
4.21 XVii
69 7.21 247
56 7.28 247
129 7.29 179
246 10.9 115
125
2 CORINTHIANS
11.3 248
12.1 248
249
185
130 GALATIANS
163 2.10 95
244 2. 14 24
2. 16 241
3.18 248
249 3.21 67
248 4.23 248
245 5.2 162
245 5.4 247
107 5.17 249
247 6.10 248
249 6.12 247
249 EHESIANS
189 5.5 245,246

290

PHILIPPIANS

1.24f.

COLOSSIANS

1.21
2.18
3

PAGE
115

227
239
117

1 THESSALONIANS

1 TIMOTHY

5.22

2 TIMOTHY

4.7

HEBREWS

1 PETER
1. 11
1

2 PETER
1. 16

225

249

249
246

125

237

205
246
247
245

245
126

246
90

231



Gen. 3. 20
“38.25

Num. 21. 14

1 Sam. (1 K.) 20.3

Wis. 7. 14

Syll.

ADDENDA TO INDICES.

(b) OLD TESTAMENT.

PAGE

235 2 Sam. (2K.) 19. 23

93 Job 21. 24

235 Isai. 7.2

245 “17.11
APOCRYPHA.

245 Wis. 12. 2

(C) INSCRIPTIONS.

PAGE
13

50

185
185

67

Sylloge Inscriptinum Graecarum, iterum ed. W. Dittenberger (Leipzig, 1898,

1900, 1901).
no. 356

364

376

385

537

538

JHS xxii. 358.

BM

167 no. 540.
64 549
121 578
107 653
240
240 656
244 BCH

240
240
46

46, 80, 101,
214, 245
121

xxiv. 339

(d) PAPYRI AND OSTRAKA.

Vol. iii. (1907--cited by pages).

p-1

105
BU

Vol. i.
no. 5

Vol. ii.
530

Vol. iii.
798
Par P
no. 43
PP

Vol. iii.
no. 28

43

OoP
Vol. iii.
no. 466

Vol. iv.
no. 743
Tb P

Vol. i.
no. 16

76 p- 131
76

240 no. 11
240

246

86 no. 47
107 no. 56
234

244

194

Xvii, 246 no. 61

Vol. ii. (1907--nos 265-689)

no. 283
309
314
315

249 no. 333
28 357
76 391
76 408

249

240

200

46

214

168, 193
97

239

178

291

Isai. 31. 4
“37.38
“63.2

Jer. 42 (49) 22

PAGE
185
244
50
245

Esth. 14. 17 (C. 28) 13

no. 734
737
807
850
928
930

p. 136

no. 180

no. 58

no. 65

no. 412
413
414
526

76
55
14, 144
107
227
81

244

53,228

101

55

46

159
237
177,178
240
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Hb P
Hibeh Papyri, vol. i. (ed. Grenfell and Hunt, 1906—all iii/B.C.).
PAGE PAGE
no. 30 99 no. 51 234 no. 77
41 176 56 123 78
42 76 59 185 96
44 246 60 177 168
45 129, 177, 247
EP
Elephantine Papyri, ed. O. Rubensohn (Berlin, 1907—all iv or iii/n.c.).
no. 11 144 no. 13 86
LIP

Papyrus grecs, from the Institut Papyrologique de Universite de Lille; ed. P.
Jouguet (tome i. fast. 1, 2, Paris, 1907-8).
no. 1 130, 178

LpP
Griech. Urkunden, der Papyrussammlung zu Leipzig, ed. L. Mitteis, vol. i.
(Leipzig, 1906).

no. 41 150, 159
Rein P
Papyrus Th. Reinach (Paris, 1905).
no. 7 200
Str P
Strassburg Papyri, ed. Fr. Preisigke, vol. i. part 1, 1906.
no. 22 76
Ostr
Griechisch e Ostraka, by Ulrich Wileken. 2 vols. (Leipzig, 1899.)
nos. 1-900 243 f., 246 no. 240 245 no 927
Meélanges Nicole
Studies, largely papyrological, in honour of Prof. Jules Nicole, Geneva, 1905.
p. 184. 244 p. 185 244 p. 251
INDEX III.
Aorist: action-form, 247—expressing Education, varieties of 244
immediate past 247— compared with "Exhausted" {810 246
perfect 247 f. Final clauses: weakened Tva. 249
Aramaic: in Egypt xvi f., 242—infin.
for imper. 248 Genitive: with dkotelv and yedeoBou 245
Attic: treatment of a 244 —partitive 245—eig supplying for

possessive 246
Bezae, Codex 56, 244, 249

Bilingualism 243 Hebraism: wg néTe 107—BAémerv dnd
107—{oTe ywukovTes 245—use of

ndg with negative 245 f.
Compound verbs, not confined to
literary Greek 237 Imperfect 248
Infinitive: for imperative 248—pur-

Dative: ethicus 76—commodi 76— pose (anarthrous)249 --relations with

illiterate use of gen. for, 245 {va 248—in MGr 249

PAGE
244
168
234
177

245

246
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John: use of Tva 206, 249

KoaBapetbovoa, 243, 245, 246
Kow: periods in 41, 45, 48—history
of name 243

A, Codex 234

Lexical notes: elg dndvtno 242
Literary element in NT 245

Luke: accurate use of 1] 8e6g 60, 244

Middle: "incorrect" uses 248

Modern Greek: versions of NT 243—
naoa 244—dné 245—T1g 246—sur-
vivals 249

Ostraka 243 ff., 283

Partitive gen., replaced by dné 245
Paul: literary use of {oTe? 245—use of
perfect 248—Hebraism in? 245

Perfect: in refl. to Scripture,in Paul 248
combined with aor.— éoyMKa--248

Plautus 202

Prepositions, replacing partitive 245

Present stem: punctiliar 247—im-
perative compared with aorist 247

Pronunciation of m, 1, €1

Revised Version 245

Septuagint: flexion of -pa nouns, etc.
48—acc. in -av in 3rd decl. 49—2&ka.-

BepioBn 56—010€ig and 008eig 56--3
pl. opt. in -cav 56—uses of &v 245

Subjunctive, futuristic 249

Symmachus 245

Textual Criticism: pronunciation bear-
ing on 244—relations of B and D
244,249

Time, cases expressing 245

Tobit, uses of év 245



	Title Page
	Preface
	Note to the Third Edition 
	Table of Contents
	Abbreviations
	Ch. 1:  General Characteristics
	Ch. II:  History of the "Common" Greek
	Ch. III:  Notes on the Accidence
	Ch. IV:  Syntax:  The Noun
	Ch. V:  Adjectives, Pronouns, Prepositions
	Ch. VI:  The Verb: Tenses and Modes of Action
	Ch. VII:  The Verb:  Voice
	Ch. VIII:  The Verb:  The Moods
	Ch. IX:  The Infinitive and Participle
	Additional Notes
	Additional Notes to the Second Edition
	Index to Quotations
	II.  Index of Greek Words and Forms
	Index of Greek Words: Modern Greek
	Index of Subjects
	Addenda to Indices
	End


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for improved printing quality. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


