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PREFACE.

THE call fo r a  second editio n o f this work within six o r seven
months of its firs t appearanc e gives me a( welcome opportunity
of makin g a  goo d man y correction s an d additions , withou t
altering in any way its general plan. O f the scope of these new
features I  shal l have somethin g to sa y later; a t thi s point I
have t o explain th e title-page , from whic h certain word s have
disappeared, no t withou t grea t reluctanc e on m y part. Th e
statement in the firs t editio n tha t th e boo k wa s " based o n
W. F. Moulton's edition o f G. B. Winer's Grammar, " claimed
for i t connexio n with a  wor k which fo r thirty-five years had
been i n constan t us e amon g New Testamen t student s i n thi s
country and elsewhere . I  shoul d hardl y hav e yielde d thi s
statement fo r excision, ha d no t th e suggestio n com e fro m on e
whose motive s fo r retainin g i t ar e only les s stron g tha n my
own. Si r John Clark , whose kindness throughout th e progres s
of thi s work it i s a specia l pleasur e to acknowledg e o n suc h
an opportunity , advise d m e tha t misapprehensio n wa s fre -
quently occurrin g wit h thos e whos e knowledg e o f thi s boo k
was limited t o the title. Sinc e the presen t volum e is entirel y
new, and doe s no t i n an y wa y follo w th e line s o f it s grea t
predecessor, i t seem s bette r t o confin e th e histor y o f th e
undertaking to the Preface , an d tak e sol e responsibility . I
have unhappily no mean s of divining wha t judgemen t eithe r
Winer o r his edito r woul d have passed o n my doctrines; an d
it i s therefore, perhaps, du e to Pietat that I  shoul d dro p what
Pietat mainl y prompted .

It i s now fort y year s sinc e m y father, to whos e memory
this boo k i s dedicated , wu s invite d b y Messr s T . & T. Clark
to translate and edi t G . B. Winer's epoch-makin g Grammatik
des neutestamentlichen  Sprachidioms.  Th e proposa l originate d
with Bishop Ellicott , afterward s Chairman of th e Ne w Testa-
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vill PREFACE .

ment Revisio n Company , and th e las t survivo r o f a  band of
workers who , while th e followin g page s wer e i n th e press ,
became unite d onc e more . D r Ellicot t ha d bee n i n corre -
spondence on biblical matter s wit h th e youn g Assistant Tutor
at th e Wesleya n Theologica l College , Richmond ; an d hi s
estimate o f hi s power s was show n firs t b y th e proposa l a s t o
Winer, an d no t lon g afte r b y th e Bishop' s larg e us e o f m y
father's advic e i n selectin g ne w member s o f th e Revisio n
Company. M r Moulto n too k hi s plac e i n th e Jerusale m
Chamber i n 1870 , th e younges t membe r o f th e Company ;
and i n th e sam e yea r hi s editio n o f Wine r appeared . M y
brother's Lif e o f our fathe r (Isbister , 1899 ) give s a n account
of it s reception . I t woul d no t b e seeml y for me to enlarg e
on it s merits , an d i t woul d b e as superfluou s as unbecoming.
I wil l onl y allo w mysel f th e satisfactio n o f quotin g a  fe w
words fro m on e wh o ma y wel l b e calle d th e greates t Ne w
Testament schola r this country has see n fo r generations. I n
giving his Cambridg e students a  short  lis t o f referenc e books,
Dr Hor t said (Romans  an d Ephesians,  p . 71):—

Winer's Grammar of th e Ne w Testament , a s translate d
and enlarge d b y D r Moulton , stand s fa r abov e ever y
other fo r this purpose. I t doe s not need many minute s
to lear n th e read y us e o f th e admirabl e indices , o f
passages an d o f subjects : an d whe n th e boo k i s con -
sulted i n thi s manner , it s extremel y usefu l content s
become i n mos t case s readily accessible . D r Moulton' s
references t o the note s o f th e bes t recen t Englis h com -
mentaries ar e a helpful addition.

In 187 5 D r Moulto n wa s transferre d t o Cambridge ,
charged b y hi s Churc h wit h th e heav y tas k o f buildin g u p
from th e foundatio n a  grea t Publi c School . Wha t tim e a
Head Maste r coul d spar e t o scholarshi p wa s fo r many years
almost entirel y pledge d to the New Testament and Apocryph a
Revision. Naturall y i t wa s no t possibl e t o d o muc h t o hi s
Grammar whe n the secon d editio n wa s calle d fo r i n 1877 .
The thir d edition , fiv e year s later , was eve n les s delaye d fo r
the incorporatio n o f ne w matter ; an d th e boo k stand s now,
in al l essentia l points , just a s it firs t cam e fro m it s author' s
pen. Meanwhil e the convictio n wa s growin g that th e nex t
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edition mus t b e a  ne w book . Winer' s ow n las t edition ,
though fa r fro m antiquated , wa s growin g decidedl y old ;
its jubile e i s i n fac t celebrate d b y it s Englis h descendan t
of to-day . Th e very thoroughness of Winer's wor k had mad e
useless fo r th e moder n studen t man y a disquisition agains t
grammatical heresie s which n o on e woul d now wis h t o dra g
from th e lumber-room . Th e literatur e t o whic h Wine r
appealed was largely buried in inaccessibl e foreig n periodicals .
And a s th e reputatio n o f hi s edito r grew , men aske d fo r a
more compact , bette r arranged , mor e up-to-dat e volume , in
which th e ripes t an d mos t moder n work should no longe r b e
stowed awa y i n compresse d note s a t th' e foo t o f th e page .
Had tim e an d strengt h permitted , Dr Moulto n woul d hav e
consulted hi s mos t cherishe d wish b y returning t o th e work
of hi s youth and rewritin g hi s Gramma r a s a n independen t
book. Bu t " wisest Fate said No. " H e chose his junior col -
league, t o who m h e ha d given , a t firs t a s hi s pupil , an d
afterwards durin g years of Universit y trainin g an d colleague-
ship in teaching , an insigh t int o hi s method s and principles ,
and a t leas t an eager enthusiasm fo r the subjec t t o whic h he
had devote d hi s own life . Bu t no t a  page of th e ne w boo k
was written when , in Februar y 1898 , "God' s finge r touche d
him, and h e slept."

Since heredit y doe s no t suffic e t o mak e a  grammarian ,
and ther e ar e man y roads by which a student o f Ne w Testa-
ment languag e ma y com e t o hi s task , I mus t ad d a  wor d
to explain i n wha t specia l direction s this boo k ma y perhap s
contribute t o the understandin g of th e inexhaustibl e subjec t
with which it deals . Til l fou r year s ago , my ow n teachin g
work scarcel y touched the Gree k Testament , classics an d com-
parative philolog y claiming the majo r par t o f my time. Bu t
I hav e no t fel t tha t thi s tim e wa s il l spen t a s a  prepara -
tion fo r th e teachin g o f th e Ne w Testament . Th e stud y of
the Scienc e of Language in general , an d especiall y in th e field
of th e language s whic h ar e neares t o f ki n t o Greek , is well
adapted t o provid e points o f vie w from whic h new light may
be she d o n th e word s o f Scripture . Theologians , adepts in
criticism, experts i n early Christia n literature, bring to a tas k
like thi s a n equipmen t t o whic h I  ca n mak e n o pretence .
But ther e ar e othe r studies , neve r mor e activ e tha n now ,
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which ma y hel p th e biblica l studen t i n unexpecte d ways .
The life-histor y o f th e Gree k languag e ha s bee n investi -
gated wit h minutes t care , no t onl y i n th e ag e of it s glory ,
but als o throughou t th e centurie s o f it s suppose d senilit y
and decay . It s synta x ha s bee n illuminate d b y th e com -
parative method ; an d scholar s hav e arise n wh o hav e bee n
willing to deser t th e masterpiece s of literatur e an d trac e th e
humble development of th e Hellenisti c vernacula r dow n t o
its linea l descendant in th e vulga r tongu e of th e presen t day .
Biblical scholar s cannot stud y everything, and there are some
of the m wh o hav e neve r hear d o f Brugman n an d Thumb .
It ma y be som e servic e t o introduc e them to the side-light s
which comparative philology can provide .

But I  hop e this boo k ma y bring t o the exeget e materia l
yet more important fo r his purpose, which might not otherwis e
come his way. Th e immense stores of illustration whic h have
been opened to u s by th e discoverie s o f Egyptia n papyri , ac-
cessible to all on their lexica l sid e in the brillian t Bible  Studies
of Deissmann , have no t hithert o bee n systematically treate d
in thei r bearin g on the gramma r of Ne w Testamen t Greek .
The mai n purpos e of thes e Prolegomena  ha s accordingl y been
to provid e a sketch o f the languag e of the Ne w Testament a s
it appear s t o those wh o hav e followe d Deissman n into a new
field o f research . Ther e are many  matters of principle need -
ing detailed discussion , an d muc h ne w illustrativ e materia l
from papyr i and inscriptions, th e presentation o f which will , I
hope, be found helpful and suggestive. I n the present volume,
therefore, I  mak e n o attemp t a t exhaustiveness , an d ofte n
omit importan t subject s o n which I hav e nothing new to say.
By dint of much labour on the indices , I have tried t o provide
a partia l remed y fo r th e manifol d inconvenience s o f for m
which th e pla n o f thes e page s entails . M y reviewer s en -
courage m e to hop e that I  hav e succeede d i n on e cherishe d
ambition, tha t o f writin g a  Gramma r whic h ca n b e read .
The fascinatio n o f the Scienc e o f Languag e has possesse d m e
ever sinc e i n boyhoo d I  rea d Ma x Miiller' s incomparabl e
Lectures; an d I hav e mad e i t m y ai m to communicate what
I coul d of thi s fascinatio n befor e goin g o n t o dr y statistic s
and formulae . I n th e secon d volum e I shal l tr y t o presen t
as concisely as I  ca n the systemati c facts o f Hellenisti c acci-
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dence an d syntax , no t i n th e for m o f a n appendi x t o a
grammar o f classica l Greek , bu t givin g th e late r languag e
the independen t dignit y whic h i t deserves . Bot h Wine r
himself an d the othe r olde r scholars, whom a reviewe r think s
I hav e undul y neglected , will naturall y bul k mor e largel y
than the y ca n d o i n chapter s mainl y intende d t o describ e
the mos t moder n work . Bu t th e mer e citatio n o f authori -
ties, i n a  handboo k designe d fo r practica l utility , mus t
naturally b e subordinate d t o th e succinc t presentatio n o f
results. Ther e will , I hope , be smal l dange r o f m y readers'
overlooking m y indebtednes s t o earlie r workers , an d leas t
of al l tha t t o m y primar y teacher , whos e labour s i t i s
my suprem e objec t t o preserv e fo r th e benefi t o f a  ne w
generation.

It remain s t o perform th e pleasan t dut y of acknowledging
varied hel p which has contributed a large proportio n o f any -
thing tha t ma y be tru e o r useful i n this book. I t woul d be
endless wer e I  t o nam e teachers , colleagues , an d friend s i n
Cambridge, to who m throug h twent y years ' residenc e I  con -
tracted debt s o f thos e manifol d an d intangibl e kind s which
can onl y b e summarise d i n th e mos t inadequat e way : n o
Cantab wh o ha s live d a s lon g withi n tha t hom e o f exac t
science an d sincer e research , wil l fai l t o understan d wha t I
fail t o express . Nex t t o th e Cambridg e influences are thos e
which com e fro m teacher s an d friend s who m I  hav e neve r
seen, and especially those great German scholars whose labours,
too little assisted b y those of other countries , hav e establishe d
the Scienc e of Languag e on the fir m basi s it occupie s to-day .
In field s wher e British scholarshi p i s mor e o n a  leve l wit h
that o f Germany , especiall y thos e o f biblica l exegesi s an d
of Gree k classica l lore , I  hav e als o don e m y bes t t o lear n
what fellow-worker s eas t o f th e Ehin e contribut e t o th e
common stock . I t i s t o a  Germa n professor , workin g
upon th e materia l o f whic h ou r ow n Dr s Grenfel l an d
Hunt hav e provide d s o larg e a  proportion , tha t I  ow e the
impulse whic h ha s produce d th e chie f novelt y o f m y work .
My appreciation o f th e memorabl e achievement of D r Deiss -
mann i s expresse d i n th e bod y o f th e book ; an d I  mus t
only ad d her e m y gratefu l acknowledgemen t o f th e man y
encouragements h e ha s give n m e i n m y effort s t o glea n
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after hi m i n th e fiel d h e ha s mad e hi s own . H e ha s DJ W
crowned the m wit h th e al l to o generou s appreciation s o f
my wor k whic h h e ha s contribute d t o th e Theologiache
Literaturzeitung an d th e Theologische  Rundschau.  Anothe r
great nam e figure s o n mos t o f th e page s o f thi s book .
The service s tha t Professo r Blas s ha s rendere d t o Ne w
Testament stud y ar e alread y almos t equa l t o thos e h e ha s
rendered t o classica l scholarship . I  hav e bee n frequentl y
obliged t o record a  differenc e o f opinion , though neve r with -
out th e inwar d voic e whisperin g "impar  congressus  Aehilli."
But th e freshnes s o f vie w whic h thi s grea t Hellenis t bring s
to th e subjec t make s hi m almos t a s helpfu l whe n h e fail s
to convince a s whe n h e succeeds ; an d I  hav e learne d mor e
and mor e fro m him , the mor e earnestl y I  hav e studie d fo r
myself. Th e nam e o f anothe r brillian t write r o n Ne w
Testament Grammar , Professo r Schmiedel , wil l figur e mor e
constantly i n m y secon d volum e than m y plan allow s it t o
do in this .

The mentio n o f th e book s whic h hav e bee n mos t fre -
quently used , recall s th e nee d o f on e o r tw o explanation s
before closin g thi s Preface . Th e tex t whic h i s assume d
throughout i s naturall y tha t o f Westcot t an d Hort . Th e
principles o n which it i s based, and the minut e accurac y with
which the y are followe d out , seem t o allo w n o alternative t o
a grammatica l worker , even i f th e B  typ e o f tex t were held
to b e onl y th e resul t o f secon d centur y revision . Bu t i n
frequently quotin g othe r readings , an d especiall y thos e which
belong t o wha t D r Kenyo n convenientl y call s th e S-text ,
I follo w ver y readil y th e preceden t o f Blass . I  nee d no t
say tha t M r Geden' s Concordanc e ha s bee n i n continua l
use. I  hav e no t fel t boun d t o ente r muc h int o question s
of "  higher criticism. " I n th e cas e of th e Synopti c Gospels ,
the assumption o f the " two-source hypothesi s " has suggeste d
a numbe r of grammatical point s o f interest . Gramma r help s
to rive t close r th e linV q whic h bin d togethe r th e writing s of
Luke, an d thos e o f Pau l (thoug h th e Pastoral s ofte n nee d
separate treatment); whil e the Johannine Gospel and Epistles
similarly for m a  singl e grammatica l entity . Whethe r th e
remaining Book s ad d seve n o r nin e t o th e tal e o f separat e
authors, doe s no t concer n u s here ; fo r th e Apocalypse ,
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1 Pete r an d 2  Pete r mus t b e treate d individuall y a s much
as Hebrews , whether th e traditiona l authorshi p b e accepte d
or rejected .

Last com e th e specifi c acknowledgements of most generous
and welcome help received directl y h i the preparatio n o f thi s
volume. I  coun t mysel f fortunat e indee d i n tha t thre e
scholars o f th e firs t ran k i n differen t line s o f stud y hav e
read m y proof s through , an d helpe d m e wit h invaluabl e
encouragement an d advice . I t i s onl y du e t o the m tha t I
should clai m th e sol e responsibilit y fo r error s whic h I  ma y
have faile d t o escape , in spit e o f thei r watchfulnes s on m y
behalf. Tw o o f the m ar e ol d friend s wit h who m I  hav e
taken counse l fo r man y years . D r G . G. Findla y has gon e
over m y wor k wit h minut e care , and'ha s save d m e fro m
many a loose and ambiguous statement, besides giving m e th e
fruit o f hi s profoun d an d accurat e exegesis , which student s
of hi s work s o n St . Paul' s Epistle s kno w well D r Eende l
Harris ha s brough t m e fres h light s fro m othe r point s o f
view; an d I  hav e bee n particularl y glad o f criticis m fro m a
specialist i n Syriac , wh o speak s wit h authorit y o n matter s
which tak e a  prominen t plac e i n m y argument. Th e thir d
name i s tha t o f Professo r Alber t Thumb , of Marburg. Th e
kindness o f thi s grea t scholar , in examinin g s o carefully th e
work o f on e wh o i s stil l arjvoovpevos  T$  Trpotrdnry,  canno t
be adequately acknowledge d here. Nearl y ever y page o f m y
book owe s it s deb t eithe r t o hi s writings o r to the criticism s
and suggestion s wit h whic h h e ha s favoure d me . A t leas t
twice h e ha s calle d m y attentio n t o importan t article s i n
English whic h I  ha d overlooked ; an d i n m y illustration s
from Moder n Gree k I  hav e felt mysel f abl e t o venture ofte n
into field s whic h migh t hav e bee n ful l of pitfalls , ha d I  no t
been secure i n hi s exper t guidance . Finally , in the necessar y
drudgery o f index-makin g I  hav e ha d welcom e aid at home .
By drawing u p th e inde x o f Scriptur e quotations , my mothe r
has done for m e what she did fo r my father nearly forty years
ago. M y brother , the Eev . W . Fiddia n Moulton , M.A. , has
spared tim e fro m a  bus y pastor's lif e t o make me the Gree k
index. T o al l thes e wh o hav e helpe d m e s o freely , an d t o
many other s whos e encouragemen t an d counse l ha s bee n a
constant stimulus— I woul d mentio n especiall y m y Man -
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Chester colleagues, Dr R . W. Moss and Professo r A . S. Peake
—I tende r my heartfelt thanks .

The ne w feature s o f thi s editio n ar e necessaril y confine d
within narro w range . Th e Additiona l Note s ar e suggeste d
by m y own reading or by suggestions fro m variou s reviewer s
and correspondents , whose kindness I gratefull y acknowledge.
A ne w lectur e b y Professo r Thumb , an d review s b y suc h
scholars a s D r Marcu s Dods , Dr H . A A . Kennedy, and Dr
Souter, have naturall y provide d mor e materia l tha n I  ca n at
present use . M y specia l thank s ar e du e t o M r H . Scott , of
Oxton, Birkenhead , wh o wen t ove r th e inde x o f text s an d
two o r three complicate d numerica l computation s in th e bod y
of th e book , an d sen t m e unsolicite d som e correction s an d
additions, fo r whic h th e reade r wil l ad d hi s gratitud e t o
mine. A s fa r a s was possible, th e numerou s additions to th e
Indices hav e bee n worke d i n a t thei r place; bu t som e pages
of Addend a hav e bee n necessary , whic h wil l not , I  hope ,
seriously inconvenience the reader . Th e unbroken kindness of
my reviewer s make s i t needles s fo r m e to reply t o criticism s
hera I  am tempted to enlarge upon one or two remarks in the
learned and helpfu l Athenaeum  review, but will confin e myself
to a  commen t o n th e "awkwar d results " whic h th e write r
anticipates fro m th e evidenc e of the papyr i a s set forth i n my
work. M y Prolegomena,  he says," really prove that ther e can
be no grammar of New Testament Greek , and that the grammar
of th e Gree k in th e Ne w Testament i s one and th e sam e with
the grammar of the ' common Greek' of the papyri." I  agre e
with everythin g excep t th e "awkwardness " o f thi s resul t
for me . T o cal l thi s boo k a  Gramma r o f th e '  Common'
Greek, an d enlarg e it 1 b y includin g phenomen a whic h d o
not happe n t o b e represente d i n the Ne w Testament, would
certainly b e more scientific. Bu t th e practica l advantage s of
confining attentio n t o wha t concern s th e grammatica l inter -
pretation o f a Book of unique importance, written in a language
which has absolutely no othe r literatur e worthy of th e name ,
need hardl y b e laboure d here , an d thi s forewor d i s alread y
long enough. I  a m as conscious a s ever o f th e shortcoming s
of thi s boo k whe n place d i n th e successio n o f on e whic h ha s
so many associations of learnin g an d industry , of caution an d
flawless accuracy . Bu t I  hop e that its many deficiencies may
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not preven t i t fro m leadin g its reader s neare r to the meaning
of th e grea t literatur e whic h i t strive s t o interpret . Th e
new too l i s certai n no t t o b e al l it s make r fondly wishe d i t
to be; bu t fro m a  vei n s o rich i n treasur e eve n th e poores t
instrument ca n hardly fai l t o brin g out nugget s of pure gold.

J. H . M.

DIDSBUBT COLLEGE , Aug. 13,1906.

NOTE T O TH E THIR D EDITION .

As i t i s no t ye t thre e year s sinc e thi s boo k firs t appeared ,
I a m spared th e necessit y o f introducin g very drasti c change .
Several ne w collection s o f papyr i hav e bee n published , and
other fres h material , o f whic h I  shoul d hav e like d t o avai l
myself mor e fully . Bu t th e alteration s an d addition s hav e
been limite d b y m y wis h no t t o distur b th e pagination .
Within thi s limit , however , I  hav e manage d t o brin g i n a
large number of small changes—removing obscurities, correcting
mistakes, or registering a  chang e o f opinion; while , by the us e
of blan k spaces , or the cuttin g dow n o f superfluities , I  hav e
added ver y man y fres h references . Fo r th e convenienc e of
readers wh o possess forme r editions , I  ad d below * a not e of
the page s o n whic h change s o r addition s occur , othe r tha n
those tha t ar e quit e trifling . N o smal l proportio n o f m y
time has been give n t o th e Indices . Experienc e ha s show n
that I  ha d planne d th e Gree k Inde x o n to o smal l a  scale .
In th e expansio n o f thi s Index , a s als o fo r th e correctio n of
many statistic s i n th e bod y o f th e book , I  hav e agai n t o
acknowledge wit h heart y thank s th e generou s hel p o f M r

1 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,
906, 214 , 215, 223-225, 227-231 , 234-237 , 239-241 , 243-249 . Pp . 260-26 6
have many alterations, Inde x iii a few. Inde x ii and the Addenda are new.
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H. Scott . T o th e kindnes s o f man y reviewer s an d corre -
spondents I  mus t mak e a  genera l acknowledgemen t fo r the
help the y hav e given me . On e deb t o f thi s kind, however,
I coul d no t omi t t o mention , du e t o a  learne d membe r of
my ow n College , wh o i s workin g i n th e sam e field . Th e
Accidence o f Mr H . St . J. Thackeray' s Septuagin t Gramma r
is now happily fa r advanced towards publication ; an d I hav e
had th e privileg e o f readin g i t i n MS , t o m y ow n grea t
profit. I  onl y wis h I coul d hav e succeeded in m y endeavour
to provid e er e no w for m y kind critic s a n instalmen t o f th e
systematic gramma r to whic h thi s volum e is intended t o b e
an introduction . I t i s smal l comfor t that Prof . Schmiede l
is stil l i n th e middl e o f th e sentenc e wher e h e lef t of f te n
years ago . Th e irreparabl e los s tha t Prof . Blass' s deat h
inflicts o n ou r studie s make s m e mor e tha n eve r wishfu l
that D r Schmiede l and hi s ne w coadjuto r ma y no t kee p u s
waiting long.

Some importan t fields which I  migh t hav e entere d hav e
been pointed out by Prof. S. Dickey, in the Princeton  Theological
Review fo r Jan . 1908 , p . 151 . Happily , I  nee d no t b e
exhaustive i n Prolegomena,  thoug h th e temptatio n t o rov e
further i s ver y strong . Ther e i s onl y on e topi c o n whic h
I fee l i t essentia l t o enlarg e a t present , touching a s i t doe s
my centra l position , tha t th e Ne w Testamen t wa s writte n
in th e norma l Koivij  o f th e Empire , except fo r certai n past s
where over-litera l translatio n fro m Semiti c original s affecte d
its quality. I  mus t not here defen d afres h th e general thesi s
against attack s lik e tha t o f Messr s Conybear e an d Stock ,
delivered i n advanc e i n thei r excellen t Selections  from  th e
Septuagint, p . 2 2 (1905) , o r Dr Nestle' s review of my book i n
the Berliner  PhUologisehe Wocnenschrift  fo r December 8,1906 .
There ar e man y points in thi s learne d an d suggestiv e review
to which I hop e to recur befor e long . Bu t ther e i s on e new
line essaye d b y som e leadin g critic s o f Deissmannism—i f
I ma y coi n a  wor d o n a n obviou s analogy—whic h claim s
a fe w words here . I n th e firs t additiona l not e appende d t o
my secon d edition (p. 242, below), I referre d t o th e evidenc e
for a  large Aramaic-speakin g Jewish populatio n i n Egypt , and
anticipated th e possibilit y tha t " Hebraists" might interpre t
our parallel s from th e papyr i a s Aramaisms o f hom e growth .
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As this argument had no t ye t bee n advanced , I di d not offe r
an answer . Bu t simultaneousl y Prof. Swete was bringing out
his monumenta l Commentar y o n th e Apocalypse ; an d I
found o n p. exx tha t th e vetera n edito r o f th e LX X wa s dis-
posed t o take thi s very line. Th e late D r H . A. Kedpath also
wrote to me, referring to an article o f his own in the American
Journal o f Theology  fo r January 1903 , pp. 10 f., which I should
not hav e overlooked . Wit h two such authorities t o suppor t
this suggestion , I  canno t o f cours e leav e th e matte r a s i t
stands in the not e referred to. Fulle r discussio n I  must defer ,
but I  ma y point ou t that our case does not rest on the papyr i
alone. Le t i t b e granted, for th e sak e o f argument , that we
have no right t o delet e fro m th e lis t o f Hebraism s use s fo r
Which we can onl y quote Egyptia n parallels , such a s th e us e
of II&TO,  referre d t o o n p . 246 . Ther e wil l stil l remai n a
multitude o f use s in whic h we can suppor t th e papyr i fro m
vernacular inscription s o f differen t countries , without encoun-
tering any probability of Jewish influence . Take , for example ,
the case of instrumental ev , where the Hebre w 3 has naturall y
been recognised by most scholars in the past . I  hav e asserted
(p. 12 ) that Ptolemai c exx. of ev ^a^aipy (T b P 1 6 al.)  rescue
Paul's e v pdftSy  fro m thi s category : befor e thei r discover y
Dr Findla y (EGT  o n 1  C o 4 S1) cite d Lucian , Dial.  Mort.
xxiii. 3 . No w let u s suppos e tha t the Egyptia n officia l wh o
wrote T b P 1 6 wa s unconsciousl y usin g a n idio m o f th e
Ghetto, and tha t Lucian' s Syria n origin— credat ludceus! —
was peeping out in a  reminiscence o f th e nursery . W e shall
still b e abl e t o cit e example s o f th e reckles s extensio n
of e v i n Hellenisti c o f othe r countries ; an d w e shal l fin d
that th e root s o f thi s particular extensio n g o down deep into
classical usus  loguendi:  se e th e quotation s i n Kiihner-Gert h
i. 465 , an d especiall y not e th e Homeri c ev  o<j>0a\fu>uri
FiSecrOeu (H.  L  58 7 cd.)  an d e V irvpl Kaiew  (II.  xxiv . 38) ,
which ar e quit e nea r enoug h t o explai n th e development .
That som e Biblica l use s o f e v go beyon d eve n th e generou s
limits o f Hellenisti c usage , neither Deissman n no r I  see k t o
deny (se e p . 104) . Bu t evidenc e accumulate s t o forbi d m y
allowing Semitis m a s a  vera  causa  fo r th e mas s o f Biblica l
instances o f ev  i n sense s whic h mak e the Atticis t star e an d
gasp. An d on the genera l questio n I  confes s mysel f uncon -
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vinced tha t Egyptia n Gree k differ s materiall y fro m tha t
current i n th e Empir e as a whole , or tha t the larg e Jewis h
population lef t thei r stam p o n th e languag e o f Greek s o r
bilingual Egyptian s in th e Delta , any more than th e perhap s
equally larg e proportio n o f Jew s i n Mancheste r affect s th e
speech of our Lancashir e working men. Ther e is another lin e
of argumen t whic h I personall y believ e to b e sound, but I  do
not pres s i t here—th e dogm a o f Thumb (se e pp . 1 7 n . and
94 below) , that a usage native i n Moder n Gree k i s ipso  facto
no Semitism. I t ha s been pressed by Fsichari in his valuable
Essai swr  le  grec d e la Septante  (1908) . Bu t I  hav e alread y
overstepped th e limit s o f a  Preface , an d wil l onl y expres s
the earnes t hop e tha t th e modes t result s o f a  laboriou s
revision ma y make  thi s boo k mor e helpfu l t o th e grea t
company o f Biblica l student s who m i t i s m y ambitio n t o
serve.

J. H.M.

DIDSBUBY COLLEGE , Nov. 6,1908.
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ABBREVIATIONS.

ABBREVIATIONS for the names of Book s of Scriptur e wil l explain them -
selves. I n th e O T and Apocryph a the names of th e Book s follo w th e
English B Y (excep t C a for Son g o f Songs) , as also d o th e number s for
chapter and verse: the LXX numbering, where it differs , i s added within
brackets.

Centuries are denote d iii/B o., U/A.D., etc., except whe n an exact date
is given. Wher e the dat e may fal l withi n wide r limits, th e notatio n
is ii/ i B.O. , iv/v A.D. , etc. Wher e papyri o r inscription s ar e not dated ,
it may generally be taken that no date is given by the editor .

The abbreviations for papyri and inscriptions are given in Index I  (c)
and (d),  pp . 251 ff. below, with the ful l title s of the collections quoted.

The ordinar y abbreviations fo r MS8 , Versions , and patristi c writers
are used in textual notes .

Other abbreviation s will, it i s hoped, need no explanation: perhap s
MGr fo r Moder n Greek should b e mentioned . I t shoul d b e observe d
that references are to pages, unless otherwise stated : papyri and inscrip-
tions are generally cited b y number. I n al l thes e document s th e usual
notation is followed, and the original spelling preserved.
Abbott JG—Johanni-M Grammar,  by E. A. Abbott. Londo n 1906.
Abbott—see Index I («) iii.
AJP=American Journa l of Philology , ed. B. L. Qildersleeve, Baltimore

1880 ff.
Arehvv—see Index I  (c).
Audollent—see Index I (c).
JSCff—see Inde x I (c).
Blass=Grammar o f N T Greek , by F . Blass . Secon d Englis h edition ,

tr. H. St J . Thackeray, London 1905. (Thi s differ s fro m ed.1 only
by the addition of pp. 306-333.) Sometime s the reference is to notes
in Blass' s Ad a Apostolorum  (Gottinge n 1895) : th e contex t wil l
make it clear .

Brngmann Dist.^Die distributive n n. d. kollektiven Numeralia der idg.
Sprachen, by K. Brugmann. (Abhandl.  d. K. S. Ges. d. Wiss.,  xxv. v,
Leipzig 19070

Burton Mr=Ne w Testamen t Mood s an d Tenses , b y E . D . Burton .
Second edition, Edinburgh 1894 .

Buttmann=Grammar o f Ne w Testamen t Greek , b y A . Buttmann .
English edition by 1. H. Thayer, Andover 1876 .

zxi
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BZ= Byzantmische Zeitschrift, ed. K. Krumbacher, Leipzig 1892 ff.
Caner—see Index I  (c).
COT= Cambridge Greek Testament for Schools and Colleges .
OJJ=Classical Revie w (London 188 7 S.). Especiall y referenc e is mad e

to the writer's collection o f form a and syntactical example s from th e
papyri, i n O R xv . 31-38 an d 434-44 2 (Feb . and Dec . 1901) , an d
xriii. 106-112 and 151-155 (March and April 1904—to be continued).

GQ=Classical Quarterly. Londo n 1907 f.
Dalman Words=Th&  Word s o f Jesus, b y G. Dalman . Englis h edition ,

tr. D. M. Kay, Edinburgh 1902.
Dalman Gramm.=Grammati k de s jiidisch-palastinischen Aramaisch , by

G. Dalman, Leipzig 1894.
DB=Dictionary of the Bible, edited b y J. Hastings . 5  vols., Edinburgh

1898-1904.
Deissmann BS— Bible Studies , b y G . A . Deissmann . Englis h edition ,

including Bibelstudim and Neue Bibelstudien, tr. A. Grieve, Edinburgh
1901.

Deissmann In Christo=T>ie  neutestamentliche Formel "in Christo Jesu,"
by G. A. Deissmann, Marburg 1892.

Delbruck 0runtfr.=Grundri8 s de r vergleichende n Grammati k de r
indogermanischen Sprachen , b y K . Brugman n an d B . Delbruck :
Dritter Band, Vergleichende Syntax, b y Delbrttck, Strassburg 1893-
1900. (Reference s to Brugmann's part, on phonology and morphology,
are give n t o hi s ow n abridgement , Kurze  vergleichende  Qrammatik,
1904, which has also an abridged Comparativ e Syntax.)

Dieterich Z7nfer*.=Untersuchunge n zu r Geschicht e de r griechische n
Sprache, von der hellenistische n Zeit bis zum 10. Jahrh. n. Chr., by
K. Dieterich, Leipzi g 1898.

DLZ= Deutsche Literaturzeitung, Leipzig .
EB=Encyclopaedia Biblica , edite d b y T . K . Cheyn e an d J . S . Black .

4 vols., London 1899-1903.
EOT= Expositor's Gree k Testament , edite d b y W . Robertso n Nicoll .

4 vols. (vol. iv. not yet published), London 1897-1903.
Exp ^Expositor' s Bible , edite d b y W . R Nicoll . 4 9 vols., London

1887-1898.
Sg>o»=The Expositor, edite d b y W. R. Nicoll. Cite d by series, volume,

and page. Londo n 1875 ff .
Exp T=  The Expository Times, edited by J. Hastings. Edinburg h 1889 fl' .
Qildersleeve Studies=Studies in Honor of Professor Gildersleeve, Baltimore.
Gildersleeve Syni. = Syntax of Classica l Greek , by B. L. Gildersleeve and

C. W. E. Miller. Par t i, New York 1900.
Giles Mamual3=A. Shor t Manua l of Comparative Philolog y fo r classical

students, by P. Giles. Secon d edition, Londo n 1901.
Goodwin MT= Syntax o f th e Mood s an d Tense s o f th e Gree k Verb , by

W. W. Goodwin. Thir d edition , Londo n 1889.
Goodwin Greek  Qrarni.  = A Greek Grammar, by W. W. Goodwin. Londo n

1894.
Grimm-Thayer=» Grimm's Wilke's Clavit Novi  Ttitamenti,  translated and
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enlarged by J. H. Thayer, as " A Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament." Edinburg h 1886 .

Hatzidakis=Einleitung i n di e neugriechisch e Grammatik , by Q . N .
Hatzidakis. Leipzi g 1892.

Hawkins HS= Horas Synoptic®, by J. 0 . Hawkins. Oxfor d 1899 .
HR=A Concordance to the Septuagint, by E. Hatch and H. A. Bedpath.

Oxford 1897 .
IMA—see Inde x I  (e).
Indog. .ForscA..=Indogermani8che Forschungen , edite d b y E . Brugman n

and W. Streitberg. Strassbur g 1892 ff.
Jannaris HG=A. Historical Gree k Grammar, by A. N. Jannaria. Londo n

1897.
JBL=Journal o f Biblical Literature. Bosto n 1881 ff.
/HS—see Index I (e).
•7TS=Journal of Theological Studies. Londo n 1900 ff.
Julicher Introd.= Introduction t o th e Ne w Testament, b y A . Julicher .

English edition, tr. by J. P . Ward, London 1904.
Kalker=Qvuestiones de elocutions Polybiana, by F. Kaelker. I n Leiptiger

Studien m. ii., 1880 .
Kiihner8, or Kuhner-Blass, Euhner-Gerth=Ausfuhrliche Grammatik der

griechischen Sprache, by R. Etihner. Thir d edition , Elemental- und
Fwrmenlehre, by F. Blass . 2  vols., Hannove r 1890-2 . Satelthre,  by
B. Gerth. 2  vols., 1898, 1904.

Kuhring Praep. = De Praepositionum Graec. in chartis Aegyptii s usu, by
W. Kuhring. Bon n 1906.

£Z=Euhn's Zeitschrift fii r vergleichend e Sprachforschung . Berli n and
Gutersloh 1852 ff.

LS=A Greek-Englis h Lexicon , b y H. G. Liddell and R. Scott Eight h
edition, Oxford 1901 .

Mayser=Grammatik der gr. Papyri aus der Ptolemaerzeit, by E. Mayser.
Leipzig 1906 .

Meisterhanss=Grammatik der attischen Insehriften , b y E. Meisterhans .
Third edition b y E. Schwyzer (see p. 29 n.), Berlin 1900 .

MG=Concordance to the Gree k Testament , by W. F. Moulton and A. S.
Geden. Edinburg h 1897 .

Milligan-Moulton=Commentary on the Gospel of St John, by W. Milligan
and W. F. Moulton . Edinburg h 1898 .

Mithraslit.—see Index I (<Q .
Monro HG= Homeric Grammar , b y D . B . Monro . Secon d edition ,

Oxford 1891 .
Nachmanson=Laute un d Forme n de r Magnetische n Inschriften , b y E .

Nachmanson, Uppsala 1903 .
Ramsay Pau{=Paul the Traveller and Roman Citizen, by W. M. Ramsay

Third edition, London 1897.
Ramsay G. cmd B.—see Index I (c).
fi.E*=Herzog-Hauck BealencyclopUdie.  (I n progress. ) Leipzig .
REQr=: Revue des Etudes grecques. Pari s 1888 ff.
Reinhold=De Gnecitate Patrum, by H. Reinhold. Hall e 1896.
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J&M—Rheinisches Museum. Bon n 1827 ff.
Riddell=A Diges t o f Platonic Idioms , by J. Riddel l (i n bis edition o l

the Apology,  Oxfor d 1867) .
Eutherford NP=The New Phrynichua, by W. G. Rutherford, London 1881.
Schanz £etir.=Beitrage zur historischen Syntax der griechischen Sprache,

edited by M. Schanz. Wurtzbur g 1882 ff.
Schmid Attic.=Dei Atticismus in seine n Hauptvertretern von Dionysiua

von Halikarnas s bis au f de n zweite n Philostratus , b y W . Schmid .
4 vols. and Register, Stuttgart 1887-1897.

Schmidt Jb».=De Flavii Joeephi elocutione, by W. Schmidt, Leipzig 1893.
Schulze Or. iaf.=Graeca Latina, by W. Schulze, Gottingen 1901 .
Schwyzer Per£r.=Grammati k de r pergamenische n Inschriften , b y E .

Schweizer (see p. 29 n.), Berlin 1898 .
SH=The Epistl e t o th e Romans , b y W . Sanday an d A . C. Headlam .

Fifth edition, Edinburgh 1902 .
2%L£=Theologi8Che Literaturzeitung , edite d b y A . Harnac k an d E .

Schurer, Leipzig 1876 ff.
Thumb Hdlm.=Die griechisch e Sprach e im Zeitalte r de s Hellenismus,

by A. Thumb, Strassburg 1901 .
Thumb flandi.=Handbuc h de r neugriechische n Volksaprache , b y A .

Thumb, Strassburg 1896.
Tl=Novum Testamentu m Greece , b y C . Tischendorf . Editi o octav a

critica maior . 2  vols. , Leipzi g 1869-72 . Als o vol . iii , b y C . R .
Gregory, containing Prolegomena, 1894.

Viereck SO—see Index I (c) .
Viteau=Etude BU T l e gree d u Novea u Testament, by J. Yiteau . Yol . i,

Le Yerbe : Syntax e de s Propositions , Pari s 1893 ; vol . ii , Sujet ,
Compliment et Attribut, 1896 .

V6lker=Syntax de r griechische n Papyri. I . Der Artikel, by F. Yb'lker,
Minister i. W. 1903.

Votaw=The Us e of the Infinitiv e in Biblica l Greek , by 0. W . Votaw.
Chicago 1896 .

Wellh.=Einleitung i n di e dre i ersten Evangelien , by J. Wellhausen .
Berlin 1905 .

WH=The New Testament in the Original Greek , by B. F. Westcott and
F. J. A. Hort. Yol . i, Text (als o ed . minor); vo L ii , Introduction .
Cambridge and London 1881; second edition of vol. ii, 1896 .

WH App= Appendix t o WH , i n vol . ii , containin g Note s o n Selec t
Readings and on Orthography, etc.

Witk.=Epistulae Privatae Graecae, ed. S. Witkowski. Leipzi g 1906.
WM=A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek, regarded aa

a sur e basis for Ne w Testament Exegesis , b y G. B. Winer. Trans -
lated fro m th e German , wit h larg e additions an d ful l indices , by
W. F. Moulton. Thir d edition, Edinburgh 1882 .

WS»G. B. "Winer' s Grammati k de s neutestamentliche n Sprachidioms .
Eighth edition, newly edited by P. W. Schmiedel, Gottingen 1894 ff.
(In progress.)

£ffTFP=Zeitechrift fu r di e neutestamentlich e Wissenschaft , edite d b j
E. Preuschen. Giesee n 1900 ff.



A GRAMMA R O F NE W TESTAMEN T GREEK .
P R O L E G O M E N A .

CHAPTER I .

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS .

As recently a s 1895 , in the openin g chapte r
of a  beginner' s manua l o f Ne w Testamen t

Greek, th e presen t write r define d th e languag e a s "Hebraic
Greek, colloquial  Greek , and late  Greek. " I n thi s definitio n
the characteristi c feature s o f th e dialec t wer e expresse d
according t o a  formul a whic h wa s no t questione d the n b y
any of th e leadin g writer s o n th e subject . I t wa s entirel y
approved b y Dr W. F. Moulton , wh o woul d undoubtedl y a t
that time hav e followed thes e familia r lines , had h e been abl e
to achieve hi s lon g cherishe d purpos e of rewriting hi s Englis h
Winer a s a n independen t work . I t is no t without impera -
tive reaso n that , in thi s firs t instalmen t o f a  wor k i n whic h
I hope d t o b e m y father' s collaborator , I hav e bee n com -
pelled seriousl y t o modif y th e positio n he took , i n vie w of
fresh evidenc e whic h cam e to o lat e fo r hi m t o examine .
In th e secon d editio n o f th e manua l referre d to, 1 "  common
Greek " i s substituted fo r the firs t elemen t i n th e definition .
The disappearanc e o f tha t wor d "  Hebraic" fro m it s pro -
minent plac e i n ou r delineatio n o f N T languag e mark s a
change i n ou r conception s o f the subjec t nothing les s than re -
volutionary. Thi s i s no t a  revolutio n i n theor y alone . I t

1 Introduction to the Study  o f New Testament  Greek,  with *  First  Reader.
Second Edition , 190 4 (0. H . Kelly—no w E. Oulley).

New Lights.



2 A GRAMMAR OF NE W TESTAMEN T GREEK.

touches exegesi s a t innumerabl e points . I t demand s larg e
modifications i n our very latest grammars, and an overhauling
of ou r bes t and mos t trusted commentaries . T o write a  new
Grammar, so soon afte r th e appearanc e o f fres h ligh t whic h
transforms i n ver y importan t respect s ou r whol e poin t o f
view, may seem a  premature undertaking . Bu t i t mus t no t
be suppose d tha t w e ar e concerne d wit h a  revolutionar y
theory whic h needs time for readjustin g ou r scienc e t o ne w
conditions. Th e development of th e Gree k language , in th e
period whic h separates Plato an d Demosthene s fro m ou r ow n
days, has bee n patientl y studie d fo r a  generation , an d th e
main lines o f a  scientific history hav e been thoroughl y estab -
lished. Wha t ha s happened t o ou r ow n particula r stud y is
only the discover y of its unit y wit h th e large r scienc e which
has bee n maturin g steadil y al l the time . "  Biblical Gree k "
was long supposed t o li e i n a  backwater : i t ha s no w been
brought ou t into th e ful l strea m o f progress. I t follow s tha t
we have now fres h materia l fo r illustratin g ou r subject , and
a mor e certai n methodolog y fo r th e us e o f materia l whic h
we had alread y at hand .

The isolated positio n o f th e Gree k foun d
™ fche LXXand the NThafi been the Problem
dividing grammatica l student s o f thi s liter -

ature fo r generations past . Tha t th e Greek , Scriptures, and
the smal l bod y o f writing s whic h i n languag e g o wit h
them, were written i n the Koivij,  th e " common " or " Hellen-
istic " Gree k * tha t supersede d th e dialect s o f th e classica l
period, was well enough known. Bu t i t wa s mos t obviousl y
different fro m th e literar y Kotvrf  o f the period . I t coul d no t
be adequatel y parallele d fro m Plutarc h o r Arrian , an d th e
Jewish writer s Phil o an d Josephus 2 wer e n o mor e helpfu l
than thei r "  profane" contemporaries . Naturall y th e pecu-
liarities of Biblical Gree k cam e t o b e explained fro m it s ow n
conditions. Th e LXX was in " translation Greek, " it s syntax
determined perpetuall y b y tha t o f th e origina l Hebrew .
Much th e sam e wa s tru e o f larg e part s o f th e NT , wher e

11 shall use the terms Hellenistic, Hellenist,  an d Hellenism  throughon t fo r
the Gree k o f th e late r period , whic h ha d becom e coextensive wit h Wester n
civilisation.

* See below, p . 283 .

"Biblical
Greek"
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translation had take n plac e fro m a n origina l Aramaic . Bu t
even where this wa s no t th e case , it wa s argued, the writer s
used Gree k as foreigners , Aramaic thought underlying Greek
expression. Moreover , they wer e s o familia r with th e LX X
that it s idiosyncrasie s passe d largel y int o thei r ow n style ,
which accordingly was charged with Semitisms from tw o dis -
tinct sources. Henc e this " Judaic " or " Biblical" Greek, this
" language of th e Hol y Ghost," 1 found i n the sacre d writings
and neve r profaned b y common use . I t wa s a  phenomenon
against whic h the scienc e of languag e coul d raise n o a priori
objection. Th e Purist , wh o insiste d o n findin g parallel s i n
classical Gree k literatur e fo r everythin g i n th e Gree k NT ,
found hi s task impossibl e withou t strainin g languag e t o th e
breaking-point. Hi s antagonis t th e Hebrais t went absurdly
far i n recognisin g Semiti c influenc e wher e non e wa s reall y
operative. Bu t whe n a  grammaria n o f balance d judgemen t
like G . B. Winer cam e to sum up th e bygon e controversy, h e
wan foun d admittin g enoug h Semitisms t o make the Biblica l
Greek essentially an isolated languag e still.

It i s jus t thi s isolatio n whic h th e ne w
evidence come s i n t o destroy. 0 Th e Gree k
papyri o f Egyp t ar e i n themselve s nothin g

novel; bu t thei r importanc e fo r th e historica l stud y of th e
language di d no t begi n t o b e realised until , withi n th e las t
decade or so, the explorer s began t o enrich u s with an outpu t
of treasur e whic h has bee n perpetuall y fruitfu l i n surprises .
The attention o f th e classica l worl d ha s bee n busy with th e
lost treatis e o f Aristotl e an d th e ne w poets Bacchylide s and
Herodas, whil e theologian s everywher e hav e eagerl y dis -
cussed new " Sayings o f Jesus. " Bu t eve n thes e las t mus t
yield i n importanc e t o th e spoi l whic h ha s bee n gathere d
from th e wills , officia l reports , privat e letters , petitions ,
accounts, and othe r trivia l survival s fro m th e rubbish-heap s
of antiquity. * The y were studie d b y a  youn g investigator of
genius, at tha t tim e known only b y one small treatise on th e
Pauline formul a ev  Xpicny,  whic h t o those who read i t no w
shows abundantl y th e power s tha t wer e t o achiev e suc h

1 So Cremer, BiUito-Theological  Lexicon  o f NT Greek,  p. ir (E.T.), follow ,
ing Bothe. (Cite d by Thumb. Hellmimiu  181. ) [""Se e p. 248.

Greek Papyri:
Deissmann.
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splendid pionee r wor k withi n thre e o r fou r years . Deiss -
mann's Bibelstudien  appeare d i n 1895 , his Neue  Bibelstudien 1

in 18 9 7. I t i s needless to describe how these lexical researches
in the papyri and the later inscriptions proved tha t hundred s
of words , hitherto assumed to be " Biblical,"—technical words,
as i t were , calle d int o existenc e o r minte d afres h b y th e
language o f Jewis h religion,—wer e i n realit y norma l first -
century spoke n Greek , excluded fro m literatur e b y the nic e
canons o f Atticisin g taste . Professo r Deissman n deal t bu t
briefly wit h th e grammatica l feature s o f this newly-discovered
Greek; bu t n o one charge d wit h th e dut y of editing a  Gram-
mar o f NT Gree k coul d rea d hi s wor k without seein g that a
systematic grammatica l stud y i n thi s fiel d wa s th e indis -
pensable equipmen t fo r such a  task. I n tha t conviction th e
present write r se t himsel f t o th e stud y o f th e collection s
which have poure d with bewilderin g rapidit y fro m th e bus y
workshops o f Oxfor d an d Berlin , an d others , onl y les s
conspicuous. Th e lexica l gleaning s afte r Deissman n whic h
these researche s hav e produced, almost entirel y i n document s
published sinc e hi s book s wer e written , hav e enable d m e
to confir m hi s conclusion s fro m independen t investigation. 2

A larg e par t o f m y grammatica l materia l i s collecte d i n a
series of papers in th e Classical  Review  (se e p . xxi.) , to whic h
I shal l frequentl y hav e t o mak e referenc e i n th e ensuin g
pages a s supplying i n detai l th e evidenc e for the result s her e
to be described.

The new linguistic fact s no w in evidenc e
show wit h startlin g clearnes s tha t w e hav e
at las t befor e u s the languag e i n which th e

apostles and evangelist s wrote. Th e papyr i exhibi t i n thei r
writers a variety of literar y educatio n eve n wide r tha n tha t
observable i n th e NT , and w e can matc h eac h sacre d autho r
with document s tha t in respec t of Gree k stan d o n abou t th e
same plane. Th e conclusion i s that " Biblical" Greek, excep t
where it i s translatio n Greek , was simpl y th e vernacula r of
daily life. * Me n who aspire d t o literar y fam e wrot e i n a n

1 See p. xxi. above .
> See Expositor for April 1901 , Feb . an d Dee. 190 3 ; an d new series in 1908 .
*CfWellhausen (EM.  9) : "I n th e Gospels , spoke n Greek , an d indee d

Greek spoken among the lower classes, makes its entrance into literature."

Vernacular
Greek.
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artificial dialect , a would-be revival o f the languag e of Athena
in he r prime , much a s educate d Greek s o f th e presen t da y
profess t o do . Th e N T writer s ha d littl e ide a tha t the y
were writin g literature . Th e Hol y Ghos t spok e absolutel y
in th e languag e o f th e people , a s w e migh t surel y hav e
expected H e would . Th e writing s inspire d o f Hi m wer e
those

Which h e ma y rea d tha t bind s th e sheaf ,
Or build s th e house , o r dig s th e grave ,
And thos e wil d eye s tha t watc h th e wav e

In roaring s roun d th e cora l reef .

The very grammar an d dictionar y cr y ou t agains t me n wh o
would allow the Scripture s t o appea r i n an y other for m tha n
that " understanded of the people. "

There is one very striking fact brough t out

preserve fo r u s th e Hellenisti c vernacular .
It wa s a  languag e withou t seriou s dialecti c differences ,
except presumabl y i n pronunciation . Th e histor y o f thi s
lingua franca  mus t b e trace d i n a  late r chapter . Her e i t
suffices t o poin t ou t tha t i n th e firs t centurie s o f ou r er a
Greek covere d a far large r proportio n o f th e civilise d worl d
than eve n Englis h doe s to-day." Th e well-know n heroics of
Juvenal (iii. 60 f.)—

Non possu m ferre , Quirites ,
Qraecam Urbem— ,

joined with the Greek " JEw 'Eavrov " of the Boman Empero r
and th e Gree k Epistle  to the Romans, serve as obvious evidence
that a man need have known little Latin to live i n Borne itself.1

It wa s not Italy but Africa tha t first called fo r a Latin Bible. 2

That the Gree k the n curren t i n almos t ever y part of the Em-
pire wa s virtually unifor m i s a t firs t a  startling fact , and to
no one so startling as to a  student o f th e scienc e of language.
Dialectic differentiatio n i s the roo t principle of that science;8

1 Of A. S. WUkins, Soman Education 19 ; SH Iii ff.
1 So at least most critics believe. Dr Sanday, however, prefers Antiooh,

wkich suits our point equally well. Rome is leas likely. See Dr Kennedy in
Hastings' SD iii. 64.

• See, for instance, the writer's Two Lecture* «t the Science of Language,
pp. 21-23. [• See p. 242

Language. by the study of papyri ans inscription whichA Universal
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and when we know how actively i t work s withi n th e narro w
limits of Grea t Britain , it seem s strang e that i t shoul d ap -
parently b e suspended in th e vas t are a covere d by Hellenisti c
Greek. W e shall return t o this difficult y late r (pp . 19-39) :
for th e presen t w e mus t b e conten t wit h th e fac t tha t an y
dialect variatio n tha t di d exis t i s mostly beyon d th e rang e
of ou r present knowledge t o detect. Inscriptions , distributed
over th e whol e area , an d date d wit h precisio n enoug h t o
trace th e slo w developmen t o f th e vernacula r a s i t ad -
vanced toward s Mediaeva l an d Moder n Greek , presen t u s
with a  gramma r whic h onl y lack s homogeneit y accordin g
as thei r author s varie d i n culture . A s w e hav e seen , th e
papyri o f Uppe r Egyp t tall y i n thei r gramma r wit h th e
language see n i n th e NT , a s wel l a s with inscription s lik e
those o f Pergamu m an d Magnesia . N o on e ca n fai l t o
see how immeasurabl y importan t thes e condition s wer e fo r
the growt h o f Christianity . Th e historia n mark s th e fac t
that th e Gospe l bega n it s caree r o f conques t a t th e on e
period i n th e world' s annal s whe n civilisatio n wa s concen-
trated unde r a  singl e ruler . Th e grammaria n add s tha t
this was the onl y perio d whe n a singl e languag e was under -
stood throughou t th e countrie s whic h counted fo r the histor y
of tha t Empire . Th e historia n an d th e grammaria n mus t of
course refrain fro m talking about " Providence." The y would
be suspected o f "  ah apologeti c bia s " or " an edifyin g tone, "
and that i s necessarily fata l t o an y reputatio n fo r scientifi c
attainment. W e will onl y remar k tha t som e old-fashione d
people ar e dispose d t o se e i n thes e fact s a  attfixiov  i n it s
way as instructive a s th e Gif t o f Tongues.

_.,. . . I t i s needles s t o observ e that excep t i nBilinguansm ~  , , ,  , , ,the Gree k world , properl y s o called , Gree k
did no t hol d a  monopoly . Egyp t throughou t th e lon g
period o f th e Gree k papyr i i s ver y strongl y bilingual , th e
mixture ~of Gree k an d nativ e name s in th e sam e family, an d
the prevalenc e o f doubl e nomenclature , often makin g it diffi -
cult t o tel l the rac e of a n individual. 1 A  bilingua l countr y

1 It should be noted that in the papyri we hare not to do only with
Egyptians and Greeks. In Par P 48 (163 B.C.) there is a letter addressed to an
Arab by two of his brothers. The euiuu, 11. Brunet de Presle, remarks as
follows on this :—" It is worth uur while to notice the rapid diffusion of Greek,
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is vividl y presente d t o u s in th e narrativ e o f A c 14 , where
the apostle s preach i n Gree k an d ar e unabl e t o understan d
the excited populace when they relapse into Lycaonian. Wha t
the loca l Gree k was like, w e may gaug e fro m suc h specimen s
as the touchin g Christian epitaph publishe d by Mr Croni n in
JHS, 1902 , p. 369 (se e Exp T  xiv. 430) , and date d "  little
if a t al l later tha n iii/A.D." W e need not develo p the evidence
for othe r countrie s : i t i s more to the poin t i f we look at th e
conditions o f a moder n bilingua l country , suc h a s w e hav e
at hom e in th e countr y of Wales. An y popula r English poli -
tician o r preacher, visiting a  place in th e hear t o f the Princi -
pality, could be sure of an audience, even if it were assumed that
he would speak i n English . I f h e did, they would understand
him. Bu t should he unexpectedly address them i n Welsh , we
may b e ver y sur e they woul d b e " the mor e quiet" ; an d a
speaker anxiou s to conciliat e a  hostile meetin g woul d gain a
great initia l advantag e i f h e coul d surpris e the m wit h th e
sound o f thei r nativ e tongue. 1 No w thi s i s exactl y wha t
happened whe n Paul addresse d th e Jerusale m mo b fro m th e
stairs of Antonia . The y too k fo r grante d h e woul d spea k

. _  ,  . . i n Greek , an d ye t the y mad e "  a grea tin Palestine . . , „  '  ,  * . ,  ,/ .. . . , 6 .silence whe n he face d them with the gestur e
which indicated a  wis h t o addres s them. Schiire r nods , for
once, when he call s in Paul' s Aramaic speec h a s a witnes s of
the people' s ignoranc e of Greek.2 I t doe s not prov e even th e
" inadequate " knowledg e whic h h e give s a s the alternativ e
possibility fo r th e lowe r classes , i f b y "  inadequate know -

after Alexander' s conquest, amon g a  mas s o f people who in al l othe r respect s
jealously preserve d thei r nationa l characteristic s unde r foreig n masters. Th e
papyri show us Egyptians, Persians, Jews, an d her e Arabs, who do no t appear
to belong to the uppe r classes, usin g the Greek language. W e must not be too
exacting towards the m i n the matte r o f style. Nevertheles s th e letter which
follows i s almos t irreproachabl e i n synta x an d orthography , whic h doe s not
always happen even with me n of Greek birth." I f thes e remarks, published in
1865, ha d bee n followe d u p a s the y deserved , Deissman n woul d hav e com e
too late. I t i s strange ho w little attention was aroused by the great collections
of papyri a t Paris and London, until the recent flood of discovery set in.

1 These words wer e writte n befor e I had rea d D r T. K. Abbott' s able, bu t
not alway s conclusive, article i n hi s volume of Essays.  O n p. 16 4 he gives an
incident fro m bilingual Ireland exactly parallel with that imagined above. Prof .
T. H . Williams tell s m e he ha s ofte n hear d Wels h teacher s illustratin g th e
narrative o f Ac 21« 22* in the sam e way : c f also A . S . Wilkins, OS  ii. 142 f.
(On Lystra, se e p. 233. ) *  Jewish People, II . i . 4 8 (=' II. 63).
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ledge " is implie d that th e crowd would hav e bee n unable to
follow a  Gree k speech . The y though t an d spok e amon g
themselves, like the Welsh , exclusively in their nativ e tongue ;
but w e may well doubt if ther e were many of them wh o could
not understan d th e world-language , or eve n speak i n i t whe n
necessary.1 W e have in fac t a  state o f things essentiall y th e
same as in Lystra. Bu t th e imperfec t knowledg e o f Gree k
which ma y b e assume d fo r th e masse s i n Jerusale m an d
Lystra i s decidedl y les s probabl e fo r Galile e an d Peraea .
Hellenist Jews, ignorant o f Aramaic, would b e found ther e a s
in Jerusale m ;  an d th e proportio n o f foreigner s woul d b e
much larger. Tha t Jesus Himself an d the Apostle s regularl y
used Aramaic i s beyon d question , but tha t Gree k wa s als o
at comman d i s almos t equall y certain . Ther e i s no t th e
slightest presumptio n agains t th e us e o f Gree k i n writing s
purporting t o emanate from th e circl e o f th e firs t believers. 4

They woul d write a s me n who ha d use d th e languag e fro m
boyhood, no t a s foreigner s painfull y expressin g themselve s
in a n imperfectl y known idiom . Thei r Gree k woul d diffe r
in qualit y accordin g t o thei r education , lik e tha t o f th e
private letter s amon g th e Egyptia n papyr i Bu t i t doe s
not appea r tha t an y o f the m use d Gree k a s w e ma y some -
times find cultured foreigner s usin g English, obviously trans -
lating out o f thei r ow n languag e a s the y g o along . Eve n
the Gree k of the Apocalypse itself 8 does not see m to owe any

1 The evidence for the use of Greek in Palestine is rery fully stated by Zahn
in hi s Einl.  in das  NT , oh . ii. O f als o Julicher i n EB  ii . 200 7 ff . Mahaff y
(Hellenism,, 130f. ) overdoe s i t whe n h e says , "Thoug h w e may believ e tha t
in Galilee and amon g hi s intimate s ou r Lor d spok e Aramaic , an d thoug h w e
know that som e o f his last words upo n th e cros s wer e in tha t language , ye t
his publi c teaching , his discussion s with the Pharisees , his tal k wit h Pontiu s
Pilate, wer e certainly carrie d o n i n Greek. " D r Nestl e misunderstand s m e
when he supposes me to endorse in any way Prof. Mahaffy' s exaggeratio n here .
It woul d b e har d t o persuad e moder n scholar s tha t Christ' s public teaching
was mainly i n Greek ; and I  shoul d no t drea m o f questioning Hi s dail y use
of Aramaic . M y own view i s that whic h i s authoritativel y expressed i n th e
remarks of Profs. Drive r an d Sanda y (DB  iv . 683a ) as to ou r Lord' s occasiona l
use of Greek. C f Ramsay, Pauline Studies 254 ; Nicklin , OS xx. 465 ; Mahaffy ,
Silver Age 250 ; Mayor , S t James  xlii.

1 Dr T. K. Abbot t (Essays  170 ) points ou t that Justi n Martyr , brough t up
near Siche m earl y i n ii/A.D. , depend s entirel y o n th e LXX— a circumstanc e
which i s ignore d b y Mg r Barne s i n hi s attemp t t o mak e a  differen t us e of
Justin (JTS vi . 369) . (Se e further below , p. 233. )

* On Prof. Swete' s criticism here see my Preface , p . xvii .
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of its blunders to " Hebraism." Th e author'sApocalypse. uncertain us e o f cases is obviou s to th e mos t
casual reader . I n an y other write r w e might b e tempted t o
spend tim e ove r ra<s  \v%yla<;  i n I 20, where T&V  \vxyi£>v  i s
clearly needed : fo r hi m i t i s enoug h t o sa y tha t th e
neighbouring 01! ? ma y hav e produce d th e aberration . W e
find hi m perpetuall y indifferen t t o concord . Bu t th e les s
educated papyr i giv e us plentiful parallels fro m a  field where
Semitism canno t be suspected.1 Afte r all , w e do not suspec t
Shakspere o f foreig n upbringin g becaus e h e say s "  between
you an d I. " *  Neithe r h e no r hi s unconsciou s imitator s i n
modern time s woul d sa y "  between I  an d you, " any mor e
than th e autho r o f th e Apocalyps e woul d hav e sai d a-n-o  6
fidprv<} 6  TTIO-TO ? (I6): i t i s onl y that hi s grammatica l sens e
is satisfied whe n the governin g word ha s affected  th e cas e of
one object.8 W e shal l fin d tha t othe r peculiaritie s o f th e
writer's Greek ar e o n the sam e footing . Apar t from place s
where h e may be definitel y translating a  Semiti c document ,
there i s n o reason t o believ e tha t hi s gramma r woul d hav e
been materially different ha d h e bee n a native of Oxyrhynchus,
assuming th e exten t o f Greek educatio n the same. 4 Clos e t o

1 See my exx. o f nom. in apposition to noun i n anothe r case , an d of gender
neglected, i n O R xviii. 151 . O f also below , p . 60 . ('Air * 6 &r, I4, is o f cours e
an intentional tour  de  force.) Not e the sam e thin g i n the 8-text of 2  Th 1s,
'Iqirov . . . SiSous  (D*FG and some Latin authorities).

* Merchant o f Venice,  in. ii . (end—Antonio' s letter).
8 There ar e parallel s t o thi s i n correc t English . "  Drive fa r awa y th e

disastrous Keres , they  wh o destroy " (Harrison , Prolegomena  t o the Study  o f
Greek Religion, p. 168 ) would not h e mended by substituting them,

* The grammatica l peculiaritie s o f th e boo k ar e convenientl y summarise d
in a fe w line s b y Julicher , Introd.  t o NT, p . 273 : fo r a full accoun t see the in-
troduction t o Bousset' s Commentary , i n the Meye r series . I t ma y be well to
observe, a  propos of the curious Gree k of Rev , that gramma r her e mus t play a
part in literary criticism. I t wil l no t do to appea l to gramma r t o prov e that
the author is a Jew: a s fa r a s tha t goes , h e migh t jus t a s wel l hav e bee n a
farmer o f the Fayum. Though t an d materia l mus t exclusively determin e that
question. Bu t as that point is hardly doubtful , we pass on to a more important
inference fro m th e imperfec t Gree k cultur e o f thi s book . I f it s dat e wa s
95 A.D, the autho r canno t hav e writte n th e fourt h Gospe l onl y a  shor t tim e
after. Either , therefore, we must tak e the earlie r dat e to r Rev , which woul d
allow the Apostl e to improv e hi s Gree k b y constant use in a city like Ephesus
where his Aramai c would b e useless ; or w e mus t suppos e that someone (say ,
the autho r o f Jn 21" ) mende d hi s gramma r fo r him throughou t th e Gospe l
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the othe r en d o f the scal e come s the learne d Eabbi o f Tarsus.
"A Hebrew , the so n o f Hebrews, " h e call s

in inferrin g that h e always claimed Aramaic
as his mothe r tongue. Bu t h e ha d probabl y used Greek fro m
childhood wit h entir e freedom , an d durin g the mai n par t of
his lif e may have had fe w opportunities of usin g Aramai c a t
all. I t i s highly precarious t o argu e with Zahn from "Abba,
Father" (Eo m 8 15, Gal 4 8), that Aramai c wa s th e languag e
of Paul' s prayers . Th e peculia r sacrednes s o f associatio n
belonging to the firs t wor d of the Lord' s Prayer i n it s origina l
tongue supplie s a  fa r mor e probabl e accoun t o f its liturgi -
cal us e amon g Gentil e Christians. 1 Finally , w e hav e th e
Gentile Luke 2 an d th e auctor  a d Hebraeos,  bot h o f who m
may wel l hav e know n n o Aramai c at all : t o th e forme r we
must retur n presently . Betwee n thes e extreme s th e N T
writers lie ; an d o f the m al l w e ma y asser t wit h som e con-
fidence that, where translation i s no t involved , we shall find
hardly any Greek expression used which would sound strangely
to speakers o f the Koivtf  i n Gentil e lands .

To wha t exten t the n shoul d w e expec t
*° ^ n<^ *^ e s *7^e ° ^ Jewis h Gree k writer s
coloured by the influenc e of Aramaic o r Heb-

rew ? Her e our Welsh analog y helps us. Captai n Fluellen i s
marked in Shaksper e not onl y by his Wels h pronunciatio n of
English, bu t als o by his fondness fo r th e phras e "  look you. "
Now "  look you " is English: I  am told i t is common in th e
Dales, and i f we could dissociate it fro m Shakspere' s Welsh -
man w e shoul d probabl y no t b e struc k b y i t a s a  bizarr e
expression. Bu t why does Fluellen us e i t s o often ?  Becaus e

Otherwise, w e must joi n th e Xwpifoires . D r Bartle t (i n Exp T  fo r Feb. 1905 ,
p. 206) puts Rev under Vespasian and assigns it to the author of Jn :  h e thinks
that Prof . Ramsay' s accoun t (Sevem  Churches,  p . 89 ) does no t leav e sufficien t
time fo r th e developmen t o f Gree k style . W e ca n no w quote fo r th e earlie r
date th e weighties t o f al l Englis h authorities : se e Hort' s posthumou s Com-
mentary (wit h Sanday's half consen t in the Preface) .

1 Of Bp Chase, in Texts  and Studies, I. iii. 23. Thi s is not very different fro m
the devout Roma n Catholic' s "sayin g Paternoster"  ; bu t Pau l wil l no t allo w
even one word o f prayer i n a foreign tongue without adding an instant transla -
tion. Not e that Fader  i s the Wels h nam e for the Lord's Prayer. (Se e p. 283. )

» Of Dalman, Wardi,  4 0 f.

Paul Like,
"Hebrews." himself (Phil 35), and Zahn is no doubt right

Genuine
Ssemitisma.
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it translates two or thre e Wels h phrase s o f nearl y identica l
meaning, which woul d b e very  muc h o n hi s tongu e whe n
talking with hi s ow n countrymen. Fo r th e sam e reason th e
modern Welshman overdoes the word " indeed." I n exactly the
same way the goo d Attic interjection ISov  i s use d b y som e NT
writers, with a  frequency quite un-Attic, simply becaus e the y
were accustomed t o th e constan t us e of a n equivalen t inter -
jection i n thei r ow n tongue.1 Probabl y thi s i s th e furthes t
extent to which Semitism s went in th e ordinar y Gree k speec h
or writin g o f me n whos e nativ e languag e wa s Semitic . I t
brought into prominence locutions, correct enough as Greek, but
which would have remained i n comparativel y rare use bu t fo r
the accident o f their answering t o Hebrew or Aramaic phrases .
Occasionally, moreover, a word with som e special metaphorical
meaning might b e translated int o th e literall y correspondin g
Greek an d use d wit h th e sam e connotation, as whe n the ver b
"f>n, i n th e ethica l sense, was represented no t b y the exactl y
answering ava<TTpe<f>ea-dai,  bu t b y Trepnrareiv?  Bu t thes e
cases ar e ver y few , and ma y b e transferre d an y da y to th e
other category , illustrate d abov e i n th e cas e o f I8ov,  by th e
discovery o f ne w papyrus texts . I t mus t no t b e forgotte n

1 Note that James uses ISou 6  time s i n hi s shor t Epistle , Paul only 9 times
(including one quotation) in all his writings. I n A c 1-12 i t appear s 1 6 times ,
in 13-28 onl y 7 : its rarit y in th e Gentil e atmosphere i s characteristic . I t i s
instructive to note the figures for narrative as against speeches and OT quotations.
Mt has 33 in narrative , 4  in quotations, 2 4 in speeches; M k 0/1/6; L k 16/1/40;
Ac (1-12) 4/0/12, Ac (13-28) 1/0/6 ; J n 0/1/3. Ad d that Heb has 4 OT quotations
and n o othe r occurrence , an d Re v ha s n o les s tha n 2 6 occurrences . I t i s
obvious that it wa s natural t o Hebrew s in speech , and t o som e o f the m (no t
Mk o r Jn ) i n narrative . Luk e i n th e Palestinia n atmospher e (Lk, A c 1-12 )
employs i t freely , whethe r reproducin g his source s o r bringin g i n a  trai t of
local characte r like Shakspere with Fluellen . Hor t (Ecdesia,  p . 179 ) says lSo6
is " a phras e whic h whe n writing i n hi s ow n person and sometime s even in
speeches [Luke] reserve s for sudden and as it wer e providential interpositions."
He does not appear to include the Gospel , to whic h the remar k is evidentl y in -
applicable, an d thi s fac t somewha t weaken s it s applicatio n t o Ac 1-12. Bu t
with this reservation we may accept the independent testimony of Hort's instinc t
to ou r conclusio n that Luk e whe n writin g withou t externa l influence s upo n
him woul d use ISoA  as a Greek would us e it . Th e sam e is true of Paul . Le t
me quote in conclusion a curiously close parallel , unfortunatel y late(iv/v A.D.)
to Lk IS 1': B U 94 8 (a letter) yui<!xrKfu>  i9fKa  i n elirev  6 irpaypaTevrfy Srt  ij  fafyntf
ffov iurOfvi,  eldov,  Stm  Tpti  pyres.  (Se e p . 70. ) I t weaken s th e cas e fo r
Aramaism (Wellh. 29).

1 Deissmann, BS 194. Ilope6o/uu  i s thus used in 1 Pet 4' al.Cf
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that th e instrumenta l ev  in e V fM^alpy (L k 22 49) and e V pd(38<p
(1 C o 421) was only rescue d fro m th e clas s o f "Hebraisms "
by th e publicatio n o f th e TeUunis  Papyri  (1902) , whic h
presented u s with half-a-doze n Ptolemai c citation s fo r it.1

„ .  .  A  ver y importan t distinctio n mus t b eGrammatical ,  .  ',.  .  .  ,  ,  ,- , .. .
and Lexical draw n a^ *ms P°mt betwee n Semitism s con-

cerning vocabular y an d thos e whic h affec t
syntax. Th e forme r hav e occupie d u s mainl y s o far , and
they are th e principa l subjec t o f Deissmanii' s work. Gram-
matical Semitism s ar e a  muc h mor e seriou s matter . W e
might indee d rang e unde r thi s hea d al l sin s agains t nativ e
Greek styl e an d idiom , suc h a s mos t N T book s wil l show .
Co-ordination o f clauses with the simpl e «at', 2 instea d o f th e
use of participle s o r subordinat e clauses , is a  goo d example .
It i s quite tru e tha t a  Hebre w would fin d thi s styl e com e
natural t o him, and that an Egyptian migh t b e mor e likely ,
in equa l absenc e of Greek culture , t o pil e u p a  series of geni -
tive absolutes . Bu t i n itsel f th e phenomeno n proves nothin g
more tha n woul d a  strin g o f "  ands " in an English rustic' s
story — elementary culture , and no t th e hamperin g presenc e
of a  foreign idio m tha t i s bein g perpetuall y translate d int o
its mos t litera l equivalent . A  Semitis m whic h definitely
contravenes Gree k synta x i s wha t w e hav e t o watc h for.
We hav e see n tha t airo  'Iija-ov  Xpurrov  o  tidprvs  o  wtoro ?
does no t com e int o thi s category . Bu t Ke v 2 18 e v TO W
f//j,epai<; 'Am  Lira's o  ftdprvs  .  .  .  S s aireicrdvdi}  woul d b e a
glaring example , for i t i s impossible t o conceiv e o f 'Avriiras
as a n indeclinable . Th e Hebrais t migh t b e suppose d t o
argue tha t th e nom . is unchange d becaus e i t woul d b e un -
changed (stat.  dbs.)  in Hebrew . Bu t n o on e would seriousl y
imagine the tex t soun d : i t matter s littl e whethe r we mend
it wit h Lachmann' s conjectur e 'AvrLira  o r with tha t o f th e
later copyists , wh o repea t af c afte r ^te/sat ? an d dro p o? .
The typica l cas e o f eyevero  %\0e  wil l b e discusse d below ;

1 Expos, vi . vii. 112 ; of OR xviii. 153, and Preface, p . rrii. above.
J Of Hawkins S8 120 f., o n the frequenc y of Kai  i n Mk . Thum b observe !

that Kal  in place of hypotaxis is found i n MG r — and i n Aristotl e (Hellenism/us
129) : here even Viteau gives way . S o fjpOe  /cotpd s KI  i.pp<Siurii<rei>  (Abbot t 70).
The simpl e parataxi s o f Mk 1526, Jn 4 s8 11M, i s illustrate d b y the uneducate d
document Far P  18 , tri Svo  V^pas ftW " 00<£<ropci > els
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and i n th e cours e o f ou r enquir y w e shal l dispose o f others ,
like ^ ? TO dvyd-rpiov aurjj ? (Mk 7 25), which w e now fin d occur -
ring i n Gree k tha t i s beyon d suspicion of Semitic influences .

There remai n Semitism s du e t o translation , fro m th e
Hebrew o f th e OT , or fro m Aramai c " sources " underlyin g
parts o f th e Synoptist s an d Acts . Th e forme r cas e cover s

all th e usage s whic h hav e bee n suppose dTranslation

TJTY, the constan t readin g o f which b y Hel -
lenist Jew s ha s unconsciousl y affecte d thei r Greek . I n th e
LXX w e may hav e abnormal Gree k produce d b y th e effor t o f
Greek-speaking me n t o translat e th e alread y obsolet e an d
imperfectly understoo d Hebrew : whe n th e Hebre w puzzle d
them, they would ofte n tak e refuge i n a  barbarou s literalness.1

It i s no t antecedentl y probabl e tha t suc h "  translation
Greek" woul d influenc e fre e Gree k excep t b y supplyin g
phrases fo r conscious or unconscious quotation: thes e phrase s
would no t becom e models to b e followe d b y me n wh o wrote
the languag e a s thei r own . Ho w fa r suc h foreig n idiom s
may get int o a  language, we may see b y examining ou r own .
We hav e a  fe w foreig n phrase s which hav e bee n literall y
translated int o English , an d hav e maintaine d thei r plac e
without consciousnes s o f thei r origin : "  that goe s withou t
saying," o r "thi s give s furiousl y t o think, " wil l serv e a s
examples. Man y mor e are retaine d a s consciou s quotations ,
with no effort to assimilate them to English idiom. "  To return
to our muttons " illustrates one kind of these barbarisms; bu t
there ar e Biblica l phrase s taken ove r in a similar way without
sacrificing their unidiomati c form. W e mus t notice , however,
that suc h phrase s ar e sterile : w e hav e onl y t o imagin e
another ver b pu t fo r saying  i n ou r version o f Cela va  sans  dire
to see how it ha s failed to take root in our syntax.

.The general discussio n o f this importan t
subject ma y be clinched wit h a n enquir y into
the dictio n o f Luke, whose varieties o f style i n

the differen t part s o f hi s work for m a  particularly interestin g
1 My illustration here from Aquila (Gen I1) was unfortunate: cf Swete's

Introd. 458 f. Better ojies may be seen in Mr Thackeray's " Jer j3" (see JTS
vs., 94). He gives me i<r8ltu> •rip> lyxtTefav in 2 K 19M al—also in the Greek
additions to Esther (C98). Was this from some Greek original of Vergil's consumers
atensat, or was it a "Biblical" phrase perpetuated in the Biblical stylet

Greek.
to arise from over-literal rendering in the

Hebraism in
Luke.
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and importan t problem. 1 I  restric t mysel f t o grammatica l
Hebraisms mainly , bu t i t wil l b e usefu l t o recal l Caiman' s
list (Words  2 0 ff.) to se e ho w fa r Luk e i s concerne d i n it .
He give s a s pur e Aramaism s (a ) th e superfluou s afyel?  o r
KaTa\iira»v an d rjpgaro,  a s mor e Aramai c tha n Hebre w th e
use o f eivai  wit h participl e a s a  narrativ e tense . Eithe r
Aramaic o r Hebre w wil l accoun t fo r (& ) th e superfluou s
Ikfftov* icadiffas,  e<rra>? , an d ava<rrd<t  o r eyepdek.  Pur e
Hebraisms ar e (c ) the periphrase s wit h -n-poa-coirov,  th e us e of
ev TO>  with infinitive, 3 th e type s a,Koy  d/cova-ere  an d /SXeTrovre ?
jSXeSjreTe (se e below , pp . 75f.) , an d th e formula e teat  eyevero,
e\d\r)<rev \a\&v  and a-rroicpiOels  elirev.*  I n clas s (a) , w e find
Luke unconcerne d wit h th e firs t case . Th e thir d w e mus t
return t o (see pp . 22 5 ff.) : suffic e t o sa y now that i t ha s it s

1 In assumin g th e unit y o f th e tw o book s a d Theophilum,  I  wa s quit e
content t o shield mysel f behind Blass ; bu t Harnac k ha s no w stepped in with
decisive effect. Th e following pages will supply not a  fe w grammatical point s
to supplement Harnack's stylistic evidence in Luke the Physician.

" A fair vernacular parallel i n Syll.*  80 7 (ii/A.D.) xai &r<i0i j xal A0<!» Sypofflf
tlftX.aptffT'iifffv tiurpoaOev  To 8 Sj/iav.

8 See Kalker 252 , and below , p . 215 . Ad d Pa r P  63 (ii/B.0.) rls  y&p  ofrus
(ffrlv dvAXijTo s (? ) fj  /t\irpos  (v  rif  \oylff<r9ai  xal  vpdy/MTOs  Sta<t>opia>  e6peir,  6 s
oiS'airt> TOVTO  SvvfoeTai  ffwvoeiv ; " so utterly wantin g i n reaso n " (Mahaffy).
It i s o f course the frequency o f this locutio n tha t i s du e to Semitic thought :
of what is said of ISav,  above , p. 11 . Bu t se e p. 249.

4 See Wellh . 16 . T o clas s (c ) I  ma y appen d a  not e o n e h drdyri/iriy ,
which in Mt 27" (S-text) an d 1  Th 4 " take s a  genitive . Thi s U  o f course *
very litera l translatio n o f nunj?^ , which i s give n b y H E a s it s origina l i n 29
places, a s agains t 1 6 wit h dative . (Variant s awar.,  ineavr.,  an d other s ar e
often occurring : I  coun t al l place s where one of th e primar y authorities ha s
els air.  with gen . or dat . representin g "* \ I n additio n ther e ar e a  fe w places
where th e phras e answer s to a  differen t original ; als o 1  ex . wit h gen . an d
3 wit h dat . fro m th e Apocrypha. ) Luk e (Ac 28U) use s i t wit h dat. , and in
Mt 25 * it appear s absolutely , as onc e in LXX (1 Sa 13"). No w thi s last ma y
be directl y parallele d in a Ptolemaic papyru s whic h certainly has no Semitism
—Tb P 4 3 (ii/B.0.) iropeyeyijSij/te K tls  i,vi.vrii<ru>  ( a newl y arrivin g magistrate) .
In B U 362 (215 A.D.) irpis [d]irai'rq[cru> roCJ^yc/uSpo t has the ver y gen. w e want.
One o f Strack' s Ptolemai c inscriptions (Archiv  iii . 129) has tr'  ellrji  Ijy  tffxyfcr
n-pis a,vTt>f  TI  v6\is  fuxdpifTov  a.va.i>TTj<nv.  I t seem s that the specia l idea of th e
word was the officia l welcom e of a newly arrived dignitary—a n ide a singularl y
in plac e in th e N T ezx . Th e cas e afte r i t i s entirel y consisten t wit h Gree k
idiom, the gen . as in our "to hi s inauguration, " the dat . a s the case governed
by the verb. I f i n th e LX X the us e ha s bee n extended , i t is only because i t
seemed s o literal a  translatio n o f th e Hebrew . Not e tha t i n 1  Th i.e . th «
authorities of the S-tex t read the dat. , whic h is I suspect bette r Greek. (Wha t
has bee n said applies also to ell  fardynjcru' OI/T<JJ, as i n Mt 8", Jn 12": the two
words seem synonymous). Se e also p. 242 .
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roots in classical Greek , and i s at mos t only a more liberal use
of wha t is correct enough , if les s common . Bu t rjpfar o raise s
an interestin g question . I n L k 3 8 we fin d teal  fir)  apfyaOt
\eyeiv ev  kavrok.  Dalma n (p . 27 ) show s tha t i n narrativ e
" the Palestinian-Jewis h literatur e use s th e meaningles s ' he
began,"" a conventiona l locutio n whic h was evidently paralle l
with ou r Middle-Englis h auxiliar y gan.  I t i s very common
in th e Synoptists , and occur s twic e a s ofte n i n Luk e a s in
Matthew. Dalma n think s tha t i f thi s Aramai c  ̂wit h
participle ha d becom e practicall y meaningless , w e might well
find th e sam e us e i n direc t speech , thoug h n o exampl e
happens t o b e known . No w i n th e otherwis e verball y
identical vers e M t 3 * we fin d Soffyr e fo r ap%t)<r6e,  "  do no t
presume t o say, " which i s thoroughl y idiomati c Greek , and
manifestly a  deliberate improvemen t o f a n origina l preserve d
more exactly by Luke.1 I t seem s to follow tha t thi s origina l
was a Greek translatio n of the Aramai c %ia-document , used
in commo n by both Evangelists , bu t wit h greater freedo m b y
the first . I f Luk e wa s ignoran t o f Aramaic, * h e woul d b e
led b y hi s kee n desir e fo r accurac y t o incorporat e wit h a
minimum o f chang e translation s h e was abl e t o secure , even
when the y wer e execute d b y men whose Gree k wa s not ver y
idiomatic. Thi s conclusion , whic h i s i n harmon y wit h ou r
general impression s o f hi s method s o f usin g hi s sources ,
seems to me much more probable tha n t o suppos e that i t was
he wh o misrea d Aramai c word s i n th e manne r illustrate d
by Nestl e o n L k II 41'- (Exp  T  xv . 528) : w e ma y just a s
well accuse the (ora l o r written) translation he employed.

Passing o n t o Dalman' s (£> ) class , in whic h Luk e i s con -
cerned equall y with the othe r Synoptists , we may observe that
only a  very fre e translatio n woul d drop these pleonasms . I n
a sense they are " meaningless," jus t as the first verb is in " He
went an d did it al l th e same, " or " He go t up and wen t out, "
or (purposel y t o take a  paralle l fro m th e vernacular ) "  So he

1 But se e E . Norden, Antike  Kunstprosa  ii . 487 . Harnac k (Sayings,  p . 2)
cites m y vie w withou t approvin g it . I  canno t resis t th e convictio n tha t
Harnack greatly overpresses his doctrine o f Luke's stylistic alterations of Q.

* Luke "probably did no t understan d Aramaic, " says Julicher, Introd.  359 .
So Dalman , Words  38-41 . Harnac k (Luke,  pp . 10 2 f.) observe s tha t i n ch ,
1 an d 2  Luk e eithe r himsel f translate d fro m Aramai c source s o r ver y freel y
adapted oral material s to literary form. H e prefers the secon d alternative .
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ups an d says. " Bu t howeve r littl e additiona l informatio n
they ma y add—an d fo r u s a t leas t th e " stand prayin g " ia
not a  superfluou s touch—the y add a  distinc t nuance  t o th e
whole phrase, which Luk e was not likel y t o sacrific e whe n he
met it i n his translation or heard i t fro m th e ainoirrai  whos e
story h e wa s jottin g down . Th e sam e ma y b e sai d o f th e
pleonastic phrase s whic h begi n an d en d Dalman' s lis t o f
"pure Hebraisms. " I n thi s clas s (e)  therefor e ther e remain s
only th e constructio n wit h Kal  eyeve-ro,  answerin g t o th e
narrative W , which is (strangely enough ) almos t peculia r t o
Luke in the NT . Ther e are thre e constructions:—(a ) eyevero
tl\0e, (&) eyevero Ka l $\de,  (c) eytvero  (avrov)  eXflea/. 1 Th e
occurrences o f thes e respectivel y ar e fo r L k 22/11/5 , fo r
Ac 0/0/17. 2 I t ma y be added tha t th e constructio n occur s
almost alway s with a  tim e claus e (generall y wit h eV) : i n Lk
there i s onl y on e exception , 16 2Z. Th e phras e wa s clearl y
therefore tempora l originally , like ou r " It wa s in th e day s
of .. . tha t .  .  . " (Thi s i s (c) , bu t w e coul d us e th e
paratactic (a ) form , o r eve n (6) , withou t transgressin g ou r
idiom.) Drive r (Tenses,  §  78) describes th e w constructio n
as occurrin g whe n ther e i s inserted "  a clause specifyin g th e
circumstances under which an action take s place,"— a descrip-
tion whic h wil l sui t th e Luca n usag e everywhere , excep t
sometimes in th e (c ) class (a s 16 22), the onl y one of the thre e
which ha s n o Hebre w parallel . W e mus t infe r tha t th e
LXX translator s use d thi s locutio n as a just tolerabl e Gree k
which literall y represente d th e original; 8 an d tha t L k (an d
to a  minut e exten t M t an d Mk ) deliberatel y recalle d th e
Greek O T b y usin g th e phrase . Th e (a) for m i s used else -
where i n th e N T twic e i n M k an d fiv e time s i n Mt , onl y
in th e phras e eyevero  or e ere\effev  KT\.  M t 9 10 ha s (Z> ) an d
Mk 2 23 has (c) . Ther e are (a ) form s wit h !<rra i Ac 2 17-21 S23,
Rom 9M (all O T citations); an d (c) forms wit h vtverai  M k 216,

1 Once (Ac 10M), iyfrero TOV eireXfleti- rlu> Htrfu>.
1 Blass cites Ac 45 D for (a), and finds (6) in 5'. Certainl y th e latter sentence

may be thus construe d (se e below, p . 70) ; no r i s i t a  fata l objectio n tha t th e
construction is otherwise isolated in Ac. Se e p. 233 .

' W . F. Moulton (WM 760 n.) gives LXX exx. fo r the (a) and (&) forms : th «
only approac h t o the (e) for m is 2 Map 3W, * } » . . . iipwrra  .  .  .
Here Mr Thackeray think s ij»=tSei, "  it was impossible not to .
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Mt 18 18, an d &jro> 9 fii)  yevijrai  A c 20 19. No w
in wha t sense is any of this to be called " Hebraism " ? I t i s
obvious that (Z» ) is a litera l translatio n o f th e Hebrew , while
it i s a t leas t grammatica l a s Greek , howeve r unidiomatic .
Its retentio n t o a  limite d exten t i n L k (wit h a  singl e
doubtful cas e i n Ac) , and absenc e elsewher e i n N T (excep t
for M t 9 10, whic h i s affecte d b y th e author' s lov e fo r KUI
IBov), ar e bes t interprete d a s meanin g tha t i n fre e Gree k
it wa s rathe r a n experiment , othe r construction s bein g
preferred eve n b y a  write r wh o se t himsel f t o cop y th e
LXX style . A t firs t sigh t (a) woul d seem worse Greek still ,
but w e must not e tha t i t i s apparentl y know n in MGr: 1 cf
Pallis's versio n o f Mt II 1, Kal  <rwe/3r}Ke,  aav  -re\icaae  .  .  . ,
e<f>vye .  .  . , etc. "W e canno t suppos e tha t thi s i s a n inva -
sion o f Biblica l Greek , an y mor e tha n ou r ow n idiomati c
" It happene d I  wa s at hom e that day. " Wha t the n o f (c),
which i s characteristic of Luke, and adopte d b y him i n A c as
an exclusiv e substitut e fo r th e othe r tw o ? I t start s fro m
Greek vernacular , beyon d doubt . Th e norma l Gree k <rwe@i)
still takes wha t represent s th e ace.  e t inf.:  <rwe/3i)  ort  %># e
is idiomati c i n moder n Athenia n speech , agains t eTv%e  va
e\6y which , I a m told , is commone r in the country districts .
But eav  yevtjrai  wit h inf . was goo d contemporar y vernacular :
see AP 135 , B M 970, and Pap.  Catt.  (in Arctwo  iii. 60)—al l
ii/A.D. S o was five-rat (a s Mk 216): cf Par P  49 (ii/B.C. ) yiverai
yap evTpa-rrrjvai,.  Fro m thi s t o eyevero  i s bu t a  step , which
Luke alone o f NT writers seems to hav e taken : * th e isolate d
ex. in Mk 2M is perhaps a  primitive assimilation t o Lk 61.8

'OfThumb, Htllenismus 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 icaXu; iroii)<r«j
y/xtycit in the papyri.

1 An interesting suggestion is made by Prof. B. W. Bacon in Expos., April
1905, p. 174 n., who thinks that the " Semitism" may be taken over from the
"Gospel according to the Hebrews." The secondary character of this Gospel,
U judged from the extant fragments, has been sufficiently proved by Dr
Adeney (Hibbert Journal, iii. 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 eat autem, cum ascendisset . . ., docendit . . ."
(No. 4 in Preuschen's collection, AntiUgomma, p. 4). The (a) form occurs in
frag. 2 of the " Ebionite Gospel" (Preuschen, p. 9).

9 TlapnropefeirBai (MALA at) may be a relic of Mk's original text

&v yevirrai
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By thi s time w e hav e perhaps deal t suf -Conclusions asto Semitism ncien tv W1 *fl t"6 principles involved, and may
leave detail s o f allege d Semitism s t o thei r

proper place s i n th e grammar . W e hav e see n tha t th e
problem i s onl y complicate d i n th e Luca n writings : else -
where we have either pur e vernacular o r vernacular tempere d
with "  translation Greek. " I n Luke , th e onl y N T write r
except th e autho r o f Heb t o sho w an y consciou s attention t o
Greek idea s o f style , w e fin d (1 ) roug h Gree k translation s
from Aramai c lef t mainl y a s the y reache d him , perhap s
because their very roughness seeme d to o characteristi c t o be
refined away ; an d (2 ) a  ver y limite d imitatio n o f th e LX X
idiom, as speciall y appropriat e whil e th e stor y move s in th e
Jewish world . Th e conscious adaptation o f hi s own style t o
that of sacred writings long current among his readers reminds
us of the rul e which restricted ou r nineteenth century Biblica l
Revisers t o th e English o f the Elizabetha n age .

On th e whol e question , Thum b (p . 122 ) quote s wit h
approval Deissmann' s dictu m that "  Semitisms whic h ar e in
common use belong mostly t o th e technica l languag e of reli-
gion," like tha t o f our sermon s and Sunda y magazines. Suc h
Semitisms "alte r th e scientifi c descriptio n o f th e languag e
as littl e a s di d a  fe w Latinisms , o r othe r boot y fro m th e
victorious marc h o f Gree k ove r th e worl d around the Medi -
terranean." 1 I n summin g up thus th e issue of the long strife
over N T Hebraisms , w e full y apprehen d th e dange r of going
too far . Semiti c thought , whos e nativ e literar y dres s wa s
necessarily foreig n t o th e Helleni c genius , wa s boun d t o
fall sometime s int o un-Helleni c languag e a s wel l a s style .
Moreover, if Deissmann ha s brough t u s a  long way, we must
not forge t th e complementar y researche s o f Dalman , which
have opene d up a  new worl d o f possibilitie s i n th e scientifi c
reconstruction o f Aramai c originals , an d hav e warned u s of
the importanc e o f distinguishin g ver y carefull y betwee n
Semitisms fro m tw o widel y differen t sources . Wha t w e
can asser t wit h assuranc e i s tha t th e papyr i hav e finally
destroyed th e figmen t o f a  N T Gree k whic h i n an y
material respec t differe d fro m tha t spoke n b y ordinar y

> Art. Helltniititchei Qrbchisck,  i n RE*  vii. p. 638 .
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people i n dail y lif e throughou t th e Roma n world . I f th e
natural objection is raised that ther e mus t have been dialecti c
variation wher e people of ver y differen t races , scattered ove r
an immense area, wer e learning th e worl d language , and tha t
" Jewish-Greek " is thus made a n a  priori  certainty , w e can
meet th e difficult y wit h a  tolerabl y complet e modern parallel.
Our own languag e i s to-da y spoke n ove r a  fa r vaste r area ;
and w e hav e onl y t o as k t o wha t exten t dialec t differenc e
affects th e moder n Weltsprache.  W e fin d tha t pronuncia -
tion an d vocabular y exhaus t betwee n the m nearl y al l th e
phenomena w e coul d catalogue . Englishman , Welshman ;
Hindu, Colonial , grante d a  tolerabl e primar y education , can
interchange familia r letter s withou t betrayin g excep t i n
trifles th e dialec t o f thei r dail y speech. " Thi s fac t shoul d
help u s t o realis e ho w few local peculiaritie s ca n b e expected
to sho w themselves a t suc h a n interva l in a  language known
to u s solel y fro m writing . W e ma y ad d tha t a  highl y
educated speake r o f standar d English , recognisabl e b y hi s
intonation a s hailing fro m London , Edinburgh, or New York,
can no longer thu s b e recognised when hi s words are writte n
down. Th e comparison will hel p u s to realise the impressio n
made by th e travelle r Paul [°Seep . 243.

There i s on e genera l consideratio n which
niust detai n u s a  littl e a t th e clos e o f
this introductor y chapter . Thos e wh o have

studied som e recen t wor k upo n Hellenisti c Greek , suc h a s
Blass's brilliant Grammar  of N T Greek,  will probabl y be led
to fee l tha t moder n methods result i n a  considerable levellin g
of distinctions , grammatical and lexical , on which the exegesi s
of th e pas t has laid grea t stress . I t seem s necessary there -
fore a t th e outse t t o pu t i n a  ple a fo r caution , les t a n
exaggerated vie w shoul d b e take n o f th e exten t t o whic h
our new lights alter our conceptions o f th e N T language and
its interpretation . W e hav e bee n showin g tha t th e N T
writers use d th e languag e o f thei r time . Bu t tha t does not
mean that the y ha d no t i n a  ver y rea l sens e a  language of
their own. Specifi c examples in which we feel bound to assert
this for them wil l come up fro m tim e t o tim e in our inquiry.
In th e ligh t of the papyr i an d o f MG r w e ar e compelle d to
give u p som e grammatica l scruple s whic h figur e largel y in

A special NT

diction ?
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great commentator s like Westcott , and colou r man y passages
of th e KV . Bu t i t doe s no t follo w tha t w e must promptly
obliterate ever y grammatica l distinctio n tha t proves to have
been unfamilia r to th e dail y conversatio n o f th e firs t centur y
Egyptian farmer . W e ar e i n n o dange r no w o f revivin g
Hatch's ide a tha t phrase s whic h coul d translat e th e sam e
Hebrew mus t be equivalent t o on e another. Th e papyri have
slain thi s very Euclid-like axiom, but they must not enslav e us
to others a s dangerous. Th e NT mus t still be studied largel y
by ligh t drawn from itself . Book s written o n the same subject
and withi n th e sam e circle mus t alway s gathe r som e amount
of identica l styl e o r idiom , a  kin d o f technica l terminology ,
which ma y ofte n preserv e a  usage o f earlier language , obso -
lescent becaus e not neede d in more slovenly colloquia l speech
of th e sam e time . Th e variou s conservatism s o f ou r ow n
religious dialect , eve n on the lip s o f uneducate d people , may
serve as a  paralle l up t o a  certai n point . Th e comparative
correctness an d dignit y o f speech to whic h an unlettered ma n
will ris e in prayer , i s a  ver y familia r phenomenon,  lending
strong support to th e expectation tha t even wypdniM-Yoi,  woul d
instinctively ris e abov e thei r usua l leve l o f exactnes s i n
expression, whe n dealin g wit h suc h hig h theme s a s thos e
which fil l the NT . W e ar e justifie d b y these consideration s
in examinin g eac h N T writer' s languag e firs t b y itself, an d
then i n connexio n wit h tha t of hi s fellow-contributors t o th e
sacred volume ; an d w e ma y allo w ourselve s t o retai n th e
original forc e o f distinction s whic h wer e dyin g o r dea d i n
every-day parlance , when there is a sufficien t bod y of internal
evidence. O f cours e w e shal l no t b e tempte d t o us e thi s
argument whe n the whol e of our evidence denies a  particula r
survival t o Hellenisti c vernacular : i n suc h a  cas e we could
only fin d th e locutio n a s a  definit e literar y revival , rarel y
possible i n Luk e an d th e write r t o th e Hebrews , an d just
conceivable i n Paul.

It seem s hardl y wort h whil e t o discus s
"* a generftl Wa 7 ^ne suppositio n that Lati n
has influenced th e Koivtf  o f the NT . I n th e

borrowing o f Lati n word s o f cours e w e ca n se e activit y
enough, and there ar e eve n phrase s literall y translated , lik e
\afielv T O licavov A c 17'; iroieiv  r&  1.  Mk 15 " (a s early a s

Note on
Latinisms.
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Polybius); fterh  -iro\\ck<i  ravTa?  ij/tepa s A c I 5, etc . Bu t
grammar w e must regard a s another matter , i n spit e o f such
collections a s Buttmann' s (se e hi s Index , s.v.  Latinisms) o r
Thayer's (Hastings ' DE  iii . 40) . I t wil l suffic e t o refe r t o
Prof. Thumb's judgement (Hellenismus 15 2 if.). Roman s writ-
ing Gree k might be expected t o hav e difficultie s fo r example
with th e article 1—as I  hav e notice d in the Englis h effort s
of Japanes e boy s at schoo l in thi s country ; bu t eve n of thi s
there seem s t o b e n o ver y decisiv e proof . An d though th e
bulk o f the NT come s to u s from author s with Eoman names,
no one will car e t o asser t tha t Lati n wa s the nativ e language
of Paul s o r Luke or Mark . Apar t fro m lexica l matters , we
may be content wit h a  genera l negative . "  Of an y effectiv e
grammatical influenc e [o f Latin ] upo n Greek there can b e no
question: a t an y rat e I  kno w nothin g whic h coul d b e
instanced t o thi s effec t wit h any probability. " S o say s D r
Thumb, and th e justificatio n o f hi s decisio n i n eac h alleged
example may b e safel y lef t til l th e case s arise . I t shoul d
of cours e b e note d tha t Prof . Blas s (p . 4 ) i s rathe r mor e
disposed t o admi t Latinism s i n syntax . Gree k an d Lati n
were s o constantly i n contac t throughou t th e histor y o f th e
Koivtf, tha t th e questio n of Latinisms i n Gree k o r Graecisms
in Lati n mus t ofte n tur n largel y o n genera l impression s of
the geniu s of each language.3

1 Foreigners sometimes di d find the articl e a  stumblin g block : witnes s th e
long inscriptio n o f Antiochu s I  of Commagene, OGIS  88 3 (i/B.c.)—see Ditten -
berger's note s on p. 596 (vol. i.). W e may here quote the lamented epigraphist'g
note, o n Syll.*  93 0 (p. 785) , tha t a  translato r fro m Lati n migh t fal l int o a
confusion betwee n rts  an d 4s . I n a  linguis t wh o ca n rende r qu o minus  b y
<J5 (\aa-ffov  (1 . 57), we take such a mistake as a matter o f course ; ye t w e shall see
(p. 93 ) that its occurrence is very fa r fro m convictin g a document o f Latinising.

1 This doe s not involve denying that Paul could speak Lati n ; see p. 233 .
* How inextricably boun d together were the fortune s o f Gree k and Lati n in

the centuries followin g our era, i s well shown in W. Schulze's pamphlet, Graeca
Latino,. H e doe s not , I  think , prove an y rea l actio n o f Latin o n Greek early
enough to affec t th e NT , excep t fo r som e mere trifles . Brugman n (Diat.  p . 9),
discussing th e idio m 5i!o Sfo  (se e below, p. 97) , speaks of the theor y of Semitism
and Thumb's denia l of it, an d proceeds: "Th e trut h lie s betwee n th e two , u
it doe s i n man y similar cases— I a m thinkin g amon g other s o f Graecism s i n
Latin, an d o f Latinism s an d Gallicism s i n German . A  locatio n alread y i n
existence i n Gree k popula r language , sid e b y side with othe r form s (dp i Stfo ,
KttTi Svo],  receive d ne w strengt h an d wide r circulatio n throug h th e simila r
Hebrew expression as-it became known." I  welcome such a  confirmation of my
thesis from th e acknowledge d maste r of our craft .



CHAPTER II .

HISTORY O F TH E "COMMON " GREEK .

 W E proceed t o examin e th e natur e an dA Ne w Study history o f th e vernacula r Gree k itself. Thi s
is a  stud y whic h ha s almos t com e int o existenc e i n th e
present generation . Classica l scholar s hav e studie d th e
Hellenistic literatur e fo r the sak e of its matter : it s languag e
was seldo m considere d wort h noticing , excep t t o chronicl e
contemptuously it s deviation s fro m "  good Greek. " I n s o
suffering, perhap s th e author s onl y receive d th e treatmen t
they deserved ; fo r to writ e Atti c wa s th e objec t of them all ,
pursued doubtles s wit h varyin g degree s o f zeal , bu t i n al ,
cases removin g the m fa r fro m th e languag e the y use d i n
daily life . Th e pur e stud y o f th e vernacula r wa s hardl y
possible, for th e Biblica l Gree k wa s interprete d o n line s o f
its own, and the papyr i were mostly reposing in their Egyptia n
tombs, the collection s tha t wer e published receiving bu t littl e
attention. (C f above , p. 7  n.) Equall y unknow n wa s th e
scientific stud y o f moder n Greek . T o thi s day , eve n grea t
philologists lik e Hatzidaki s decr y a s a  mer e patois , utterly
unfit fo r literar y use , the livin g languag e upo n whose history
they hav e spent thei r lives . Th e translation o f the Gospel s
into th e Gree k whic h descend s directl y fro m thei r origina l
idiom, is treated a s sacrileg e b y the devotee s of a " literary "
dialect which , in poin t o f fact , n o on e eve r spoke ! I t i s
left t o foreigner s t o recognis e th e valu e o f Pallis' s versio n
for student s wh o seek to understan d N T Gree k i n th e ligh t
of th e continuou s development of th e languag e fro m th e ag e
of Alexande r t o ou r ow n time. Se e p . 243 .

As ha s bee n hinte d i n th e precedin gThe Sources. paragraph, th e material s fo r ou r present-da y
study o f NT Gree k ar e threefold:—(1 ) th e pros e literatur e

2S
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of th e post-classica l period , fro m Polybiu s down , and includ -
ing the LXX ; (2 ) th e Koivq  inscriptions , and the Egyptia n
non-literary papyri ; (3 ) moder n vernacula r Greek , wit h
especial referenc e t o it s dialecti c variations , so fa r a s thes e
are at presen t registered . Befor e w e discuss the par t whic h
each o f thes e mus t pla y i n ou r investigations , i t wil l b e
necessary t o as k wha t wa s th e Kotvq  an d ho w i t arose .
We should premise that we use the name here as a convenient
term fo r the spoke n dialect o f the perio d under review, using
"literary Kotvij"  an d simila r term s whe n th e dialec t o f
Polybius, Josephus, and the rest, is referred to . Whethe r this
is the ancien t use o f th e nam e we need not stay to examine :°
the curiou s wil l fin d a  pape r o n th e subjec t b y Prof .
Jannaris in C R xvii. 9 3 ff. , whic h may perhaps prov e tha t h e
and w e hav e misused th e ancien t grammarians ' phraseology.
Oil <f>povrl<!  'IiriroKXeiBy.  [ « See p. 243 .

The history , geography , an d ethnolog y
°^ Hella s ar e jointl y responsibl e fo r th e
remarkable phenomen a whic h eve n th e

literature of th e classica l perio d presents. Th e very school-
boy i n hi s firs t tw o or thre e year s a t Gree k ha s t o realis e
that " Greek " is anything but a unity. H e has not thumbed
the Anabasis  long befor e th e mercifu l pedagogu e takes hi m
on t o Homer , and hi s painfull y acquire d irregula r verb s de -
mand a  great extensio n o f thei r limits . Whe n h e develop s
into a  Tripos candidate , h e know s well tha t Homer , Pindar ,
Sappho, Herodotu s an d Aristotl e ar e al l o f the m i n thei r
several way s defian t o f th e Atti c gramma r to which hi s ow n
composition mus t conform . An d i f hi s studie s ultimatel y
invade the dialec t inscriptions, 1 he finds in Elis and Heraclea ,
Lacedaemon an d Thebes , Crete * and Cyprus , forms o f Gree k
for whic h hi s literature ha s almos t entirel y faile d t o prepar e
him. Ye t th e Theba n wh o sai d Firrto  Aevs  an d th e
Athenian wit h hi s la-rat  Zevs  live d i n town s exactl y a s fa r
apart a s Liverpoo l an d Manchester ! Th e bewilderin g variety
of dialect s within tha t littl e countr y arises partl y fro m racia l

1 An extremel y convenien t littl e selectio n o f dialec t inscription s i s now
available in the Teubne r series:—Inscriptions Graecat  ad inlustrandas Dialeetoi
ulectae, b y Felix Solmsen . Th e boo k ha s les s tha n 100 pp., but its content !
might be relied on to perplex very tolerable scholars 1 *  See p. 233.

Greek and its
Dialects.
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differences. Upo n th e indigenou s population , represente d
best (it woul d seem) b y th e Athenian s of history, swept firs t
from Norther n Europe 1 the horde s of Homer' s Achaeans , and
then, i n post-Homeri c days , the Doria n invaders . Dialecti c
conditions wer e as inevitabl y comple x as they becam e in ou r
own countr y a  thousan d year s ago , whe n successiv e wave s
of Germani c invaders , o f differen t tribe s an d dialects , ha d
settled i n th e severa l part s o f an islan d i n whic h a  Kelti c
population stil l maintaine d itsel f t o greate r o r les s extent .
Had th e Norma n Conques t com e befor e th e Saxon , which
determined th e languag e o f th e country , the paralle l woul d
have bee n singularl y complete . Th e condition s whic h i n
England wer e largely supplie d b y distance, wer e supplied i n
Greece b y th e mountai n barrier s whic h s o effectivel y cu t
off eac h little . Stat e fro m regula r communicatio n wit h it s
neighbours—an effec t an d a  cause at onc e of th e passio n fo r
autonomy whic h made of Hellas a heptarchy o f heptarchies .

Meanwhile, a  stead y proces s wa s goingSurvival of the on wmc n determine d finally the character
of literar y Greek . Spart a migh t wi n th e

hegemony o f Greec e a t Aegospotami , an d Thebe s wres t i t
from he r a t Leuktra . Bu t Spart a coul d no t produc e a
man o f letters,—Alkma n (wh o wa s no t a  Spartan! ) wil l
serve a s th e exceptio n tha t prove s th e rule ; an d Pindar ,
the lonel y "  Theban eagle, " knew bette r tha n t o tr y poeti c
flights i n Boeotian . Th e intellectua l supremac y o f Athen s
was beyond challenge lon g befor e th e politica l unificatio n of
Greece wa s accomplished ; an d Atti c wa s firml y establishe d
as th e onl y possibl e dialec t fo r pros e composition . Th e
post-classical writer s wrot e Atti c accordin g t o thei r lights ,
tempered generall y wit h a  plentifu l admixtur e o f gram -
matical an d lexica l element s draw n fro m th e vernacula r
for whic h the y ha d to o heart y a  contemp t eve n t o giv e i t
a name . Strenuou s effort s wer e mad e b y precisian s t o
improve th e Atti c qualit y o f thi s artificia l literar y dialect ;
and w e stil l posses s th e work s o f Atticist s wh o cr y ou t

11 a m assumin g a s prove d th e thesi s o f Prof . Ridgeway' s Early  Ag e
of Greece,  whic h seem s t o m e a  ke y tha t wil l unloc k man y problem s o f
Greek history , religion , an d language . O f cours e adhuc  tu b indict  lit  tit,
ind with Prof . Thumb on the other side I should be sorry to dogmatise.

Fittest.
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against th e "  bad Greek " an d "  solecisms" o f thei r con -
temporaries, thus incidentally providing u s wit h informatio n
concerning a  Gree k which interests us more than the artificia l
Attic the y prize d s o highly . Al l thei r scrupulousnes s di d
not howeve r preven t thei r deviatin g fro m Atti c i n matter s
more important tha n vocabulary . Th e optativ e i n Lucia n
is perpetuall y misused , and n o Atticia t successfull y attempt s
to reproduce the ancient us e o f ov  and n^ wit h the participle .
Those writer s wh o are les s particula r i n thei r puris m writ e
in a  literar y Kourf  whic h admit s withou t difficult y many
features o f variou s origin , whil e generall y recallin g Attic .
No doub t th e influenc e o f Thucydide s encourage d thi s
freedom. Th e tru e Attic , as spoke n b y educated peopl e i n
Athens, wa s hardl y use d i n literatur e befor e iv/B.c.; l

while th e Ioni c dialec t ha d largel y influence d th e some -
what artificia l idio m whic h th e olde r writer s a t Athen s
used. I t wa s no t strang e therefor e tha t th e standar d fo r
most o f th e post-classica l writer s shoul d g o back , fo r
instance, t o th e irpaaaw  o f Thucydide s rathe r tha n th e
irpdrrio o f Plat o an d Demosthenes .

Such, then , wa s the "  Common Gree k "
 o f literature , fro m whic h w e hav e stil l t o

derive ou r illustration s fo r th e N T to a  ver y large extent .
Any lexico n wil l sho w ho w importan t fo r ou r purpos e i s
the vocabular y o f th e Koivq  writers , fro m Polybiu s down .
And eve n th e mos t rigi d Atticist s foun d themselve s unabl e
to avoi d word s an d usage s whic h Plat o woul d no t hav e
recognised. Bu t sid e b y sid e wit h thi s was a  fondnes s fo r
obsolete word s wit h literar y associations . Tak e vov? , fo r
example, whic h i s freel y foun d i n Aelian , Josephus , an d
other Koivr)  writers . I t doe s no t appea r i n th e indice s
of eigh t volume s o f Grenfel l an d Hunt' s papyri—excep t
where literar y fragment s com e in,—no r i n thos e t o vol . ii i
of th e Berli n collectio n an d th e smal l volum e fro m Chicago .
(I am naming al l th e collection s tha t I  happe n t o hav e by
me.1) W e tur n t o th e N T an d fin d i t once , an d tha t i s

1 Schwyzer, Di e Wdtsprachm det  Altertums, p. 15 n., cite s a s the earlies t
•xtant pros e monument of genuine Attio i n literature , the pgeudo-Xenophon' s
Dt republics  Athenienri,  which dates from befor e 413 B.O'. *  In 1905 .

Literary 
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in Luke' s shipwrec k narrative , i n a  phras e whic h Elas s
(Philology^ 186 ) suspect s t o b e a  reminiscenc e o f Homer .
In styl e an d synta x th e literar y Commo n Gree k diverge s
more widel y fro m th e colloquial . Th e bearin g o f al l thi s
on the subjec t o f ou r stud y wil l com e out frequentl y i n th e
course o f ou r investigations . Her e i t wil l suffic e t o refe r
to Blass , p . 5 , fo r a n interestin g summar y o f phenomen a
which ar e practicall y restricte d t o th e autho r o f Heb , an d
to part s o f Luk e an d Paul , wher e sundr y lexica l an d
grammatical element s fro m th e literar y dialec t invad e th e
colloquial styl e which is elsewhere universal in th e NT. 1

The writer s wh o figur e i n D r W .
Schmid's well-know n book , Der  Attitismus,
were no t th e las t t o foun d a  literar y lan -

guage o n th e artificia l resuscitatio n o f th e ancien t Attic .
Essentially th e sam e thin g i s bein g trie d i n ou r time .
"The purist s o f to-day, " say s Thum b (Hettenismus  180) ,
"are lik e th e ol d Atticist s t o a  hair. " Thei r "mummy -
language," a s Krumbache r call s it , wil l no t stan d th e tes t
of us e i n poetry ; bu t i n pros e literature , i n newspapers ,
and i n Biblica l translation , i t ha s th e dominion , which i s
vindicated b y Athenia n undergraduate s wit h bloodshe d
if nee d be. 1 W e hav e nothin g t o d o wit h thi s curiou s
phenomenon, except to warn students that befor e citin g MGr
in illustratio n o f th e NT , the y mus t mak e sur e whethe r
their sourc e i s icadapevovaa  o r ofju\ov/j,evi),  boo k Gree k o r
spoken Greek . Th e forme r ma y o f cours e hav e borrowe d
from ancien t o r moder n sources—fo r i t i s a  medle y fa r
more mixe d tha n w e shoul d ge t b y compoundin g togethe r
Cynewulf an d Kipling—th e particula r featur e fo r which i t
is cited. Bu t i t obviousl y cannot stan d i n an y lin e of his -
torical development , and i t i s just a s valuabl e a s Volapiik t o

1 For literary element s i n N T writers , se e especiall y E . Norden , Antike
Ktmstprosa ii . 48 2 ff . I n th e paragrap h above referred to , Blass suggest s tha t
in A c 20 29 Luk e misused  th e literar y wor d d</>i{« . I f so , h e hardl y sinne d
alone: c f the citations in Grimm-Thayer, which are at least ambiguous, and add
Jos. Ant,  ii . 1 8 fin . /i^i  jrpoSijXi&rojre j TI}  rarpl  •riiv  (aelat &</>i£u>,  where departwrt
seems certain . Se e our not e tub  voce  in Expositor  vn. vi. 376. Th e meaning
"my home-coming" is hardly likely.

* See Erumbacher' s vigorous polemic, Das Problem d. neugr. Schriftsprachc,
summarised by the present writer in Exp T  ziv. 55 0 ff . Hatzidaki s replies witb
equal energy in REOr, 1903, pp . 210 ff., and further in an 'ATdrrqru (1905).

Modern
''Attic.''
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the studen t o f linguisti c evolution . Th e popula r patois , on
the othe r hand , is a  livin g language , and w e shal l soo n se e
that i t take s a  ver y importan t par t i n th e discussion s o n
which we are entering .

We pass on the n t o th e spoke n dialec t
 o f th e firs t Centra 7 Hellenists , it s histor y
and it s peculiarities . Ou r source s are , i n

order o f importance, (1) non-literar y papyri , (2 ) inscriptions ,
(3) moder n vernacula r Greek . Th e literar y source s ar e
almost confine d t o th e Biblica l Greek . A  few general word s
may b e said o n these sources , before we examine the origin of
the Gree k which they embody.

. Th e papyr i hav e on e ver y obviou s dis -
advantage, in that , with th e not very import-

ant exceptio n o f Herculaneum, 1 thei r provenanc e i s limite d
to on e country , Egypt . W e shal l see , however , tha t th e
disadvantage doe s no t practicall y count . The y dat e fro m
311 B.C . to vii/A.D. Th e monument s o f th e earlies t perio d
are fairly abundant , and the y give us specimens of the spoken
K.owr) fro m a  tim e whe n th e dialec t wa s stil l a  novelty .
The papyri , t o b e sure , ar e no t t o b e treate d a s a  unity .
Those which alone concern us com e from the tomb s and wast e
paper heap s of Ptolemaic an d Eoman Egypt ; an d thei r styl e
has th e sam e degree of unity as we should se e in th e content s
of th e sack s o f wast e pape r sen t t o a n Englis h paper-mil l
from a  solicitor's office , a  farm, a  school , a shop , a manse, and
a hous e i n Downin g Street . Eac h contributio n ha s t o b e
considered separately . Wills , law-reports , contracts , census -
returns, marriag e - settlements, receipt s an d officia l order s
largely ra n alon g stereotype d lines ; and , a s formula e ten d
to b e permanent , we have a  degre e o f conservatis m i n th e
language whic h i s no t see n i n document s fre e fro m thes e
trammels. Petition s contai n thi s elemen t i n greate r o r les s
extent, but naturall y show mor e freedom i n th e recitatio n o f
the particula r grievance s fo r whic h redres s i s claimed .
Private letter s ar e ou r mos t valuabl e sources ; an d the y
are al l th e bette r fo r th e immens e difference s tha t betra y

i On these see the monumenta l work o f W. Oonert, Memoria  titrate d Her-
ntlanentis (Teubner, 1903) ; also E. L. Hicks in OR i. 186 .

Pirst Century
Sources.

(1) Papri.
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themselves in th e educatio n o f thei r writers . Th e well-worn
epistolary formulae sho w variety mostly i n their spelling ; an d
their value for the studen t lie s primarily i n their remarkabl e
resemblances to th e conventiona l phraseolog y which even th e
NT letter-writer s wer e conten t t o use. 1 Tha t par t o f th e
letter which is free fro m formula e i s perhaps mos t instructiv e
when it s gramma r i s weakest , fo r i t show s whic h wa y the
language wa s tending. Fe w papyr i ar e more suggestive than
the lette r o f th e lower-school-bo y t o hi s father , O P 11 9
(ii/iii A.D.) . I t woul d hav e surprise d Theo n pire,  whe n h e
applied the well-merited cane , to learn that seventeen centuries
afterwards ther e might b e scholars who would coun t his boy's
audacious missiv e greate r treasur e tha n a  ne w fragmen t of
Sappho! Bu t thi s is by the way . I t mus t no t b e inferre d
from ou r laudatio n o f th e ungrammatica l papyr i tha t th e
NT writers are a t al l comparabl e to thes e scribe s i n lack of
education. Th e indifferenc e t o concord , whic h w e note d
in Rev , i s almos t isolate d i n thi s connexion . Bu t th e
illiterates sho w u s b y thei r exaggeration s th e tendencie s
which th e bette r schoole d writer s kee p i n restraint . Wit h
writings fro m farmer s an d fro m emperors , an d ever y clas s
between, we can form a  kind of " grammatometer " by which
to estimate ho w th e languag e stand s i n th e developmen t of
any particula r us e we may wish to investigate .

Inscriptions com e secon d t o papyri , in(2) Inscriptions. this connexion , mainl y becaus e thei r ver y
material shows that the y wer e mean t t o last . Thei r Gree k
may not be of the purest; bu t we see it, such as it is , in its bes t
clothes, while that of the papyr i i s in corduroys . Th e special
value of the Common Greek inscriptions lies in their corroborat-
ing the papyri , fo r the y practicall y sho w that ther e wa s bu t
little dialectic difference between the Greek of Egypt and that of
Asia Minor, Italy, and Syria. Ther e would probably be varieties
of pronunciation , and w e have evidence that district s differe d
in thei r preference s amon g sundr y equivalent locutions ; bu t
a speake r o f Greek woul d b e understood without the slightes t
difficulty whereve r h e wen t throughou t th e immens e are a

i On this poin t se e Deissmann , BS  2 1 ff. ; J. R . Harris , in Expo. v . riii .
161 ff. ; Q. G. Findlay, That.  (COT),  lii. ; Robinson , EpK.  275-284 .
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over which the Greek world-speech reigned . Wit h the caveat
already implied , tha t inscription-Gree k ma y contain literar y
elements whic h are absent fro m a n unstudie d privat e letter ,
we may use without misgivin g the immens e and ever-growing
collections o f late r Gree k epigraphy . Ho w muc h ma y b e
made o f the m i s wel l see n i n th e Preisschrift  o f D r E .
Schwyzer,1 Grammatik  der  Pergamenischen  Inschriflen,  a n
invaluable guid e to the accidenc e of the Koivrj.  (I t ha s been
followed u p b y E . Nachmanson in hi s Laute  und  Formen  de r
Magnetischen Insehriften  (1903) , which doe s th e sam e work,
section b y section , fo r th e corpus  fro m Magnesia. ) Nex t t o
the papyru s collections , there i s n o too l th e studen t o f th e
NT Kowij  wil l fin d s o useful a s a  boo k o f lat e inscriptions ,
such a s Dittenberger' s Orientis  (fraeci  Inscriptiones  selectae,  or
the large r par t o f his Sylloge  (ed. 2).

Finally w e have MG r to bring in. 2 Th e
discovery that th e vernacula r o f to-da y goes
back historically t o th e Koivtf  wa s mad e i n

1834 b y Heilmaier , i n a  boo k o n th e origi n o f th e
" Eomaic." Thi s discovery once established , it becam e clea r
that w e coul d wor k bac k fro m MG r t o reconstruc t th e
otherwise imperfectl y know n ora l Gree k o f th e Hellenisti c
age.8 I t i s howeve r onl y i n th e las t generatio n tha t th e
importance o f thi s metho d ha s bee n adequatel y recognised .
We had not indeed till recently acquired trustworthy materials.
Mullach's grammar, upon which the edito r o f Wine r ha d t o
depend for on e o f the mos t fruitfu l innovation s o f hi s work, *
started fro m wron g premisses as to th e relatio n betwee n th e
old language an d th e new. 6 W e hav e now , in suc h book s

1 He was Schweizer in 1898 , whe n this book was published, but has changed
since, to ou r confusion . H e ha s edite d Meisterhans ' Grammatik  der aitisehtn
Imchrtften*, an d writte n th e interestin g lectur e o n Di e Weltsprache  name d
above.

> I must enter here a caveat as t o th e use o f G. F. Abbott' s charming littl *
volume, Songs  o f Modern  Greece,  a s a  sourc e fo r scientifi c purposes . Prof .
Psiohari and Dr Bouse show me that I have trusted it too much.

* I cite from Eretschmer , Die Entstthung de r ~K.tx.rti,  p . 4 .
4 Of WM index «.» . " Greek (modern)," p. 824.
6 Of Krumbacher i n jST- Z xxvii. 488 . Krumbache r use s th e epithe t "dilet -

tante " about Mullach, tfc . p . 497, bnt rather (I fancy) fo r his theories than his
facts. Afte r all, Mullaoh came too early to be blameworthy fo r his unscientifi c
position.

(3)Modern
Greek.
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as Thumb' s HandbucK  der  neugritchischen  Volkssprache  an d
Hatzidakis's Einleitung  i n di e neugriechische  Grammatik,  th e
means of checking not a few statements about MGr which were
really base d o n the artificia l Greek o f the schools . Th e per-
petual reference s t o th e N T in th e latte r wor k will indicate
forcibly ho w many of the development s o f modern vernacular
had thei r root s i n tha t o f tw o thousan d year s ago . Th e
gulf betwee n the ancien t an d th e moder n i s bridge d b y th e
material collecte d and arranged b y Jannaris i n hi s Historical
Greek Grammar.  Th e stud y o f a  Gospe l i n th e vernacular
version of Pallis1 will a t firs t produc e th e impressio n tha t
the gul f i s very wide indeed ; bu t th e stron g point s o f con -
tact wil l becom e ver y eviden t i n time . Hatzidaki s indeed
even goes so fa r a s t o asser t tha t "  the languag e generall y
spoken to-da y i n th e town s differ s les s fro m th e commo n
language of Folybiu s than thi s las t differ s fro m th e languag e
of Homer. " *

We ar e no w ready t o enquir e ho w this
Common Gree k o f th e N T ros e ou t o f th e
classical language . Som e feature s o f it s

development ar e undoubted , and ma y b e note d first . Th e
impulse whic h produced it lay , beyond question, in th e wor k
of Alexande r th e Great . Th e unificatio n o f Hella s wa s a
necessary firs t ste p i n th e accomplishmen t o f hi s drea m of
Hellenising the worl d which he had marked out fo r conquest.
To achiev e unit y o f speec h throughou t th e littl e countr y
which hi s father' s diplomati c an d militar y triumph s ha d
virtually conquere d fo r him , wa s a  tas k to o seriou s fo r
Alexander himsel f t o face . Bu t unconsciousl y h e effecte d
this, a s a  by-produc t o f hi s colossa l achievement ; an d th e
next generatio n foun d tha t no t onl y had a  common language
emerged fro m th e chao s of Helleni c dialects , but a  ne w and

1'H N& i Atad^ini , /UTa</>ptur/i^ini  dr i ri r 'AXff . IltiXXi ) (Liverpool , 1902) .
(Pallis has no w translated th e Iliad,  an d eve n som e o f Kant—wit h striking
success, i n Thumb' s opinion , DLZ,  1905 , pp . 2084-6. ) Unfortunatel y th e
B.F.B.S. versio n contain s s o muc h o f the artificia l Gree k tha t i t i s beyon d
the comprehensio n o f th e commo n people : th e bitte r prejudic e o f th e
educated classe s a t presen t ha s close d th e doo r eve n t o this , muc h mor e to
Pallia's version.

' RE&r, 1903, p. 220. (See a further note below, pp. 288t)

The Birth of
the
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nearly homogeneou s world-speech ha d bee n created , in which
Persian an d Egyptia n migh t d o busines s together , an d
Roman proconsul s issue their command s to th e subject s o f a
mightier empir e tha n Alexander' s own . Hi s arm y was i n
itself a  powerfu l agen t i n th e levellin g proces s whic h ulti -
mately destroye d nearl y al l th e Gree k dialects . Th e
Anabasis of th e Te n Thousan d Greeks , seventy years before ,
had doubtles s produced results o f th e sam e kin d o n a  smal l
scale. Clearchu s the Lacedaemonian , Menon th e Thessalian ,
Socrates th e Arcadian , Proxenu s th e Boeotian , and th e rest ,
would find i t difficul t t o preserv e thei r nativ e brogu e very
long fre e fro m th e solven t influence s o f perpetua l associatio n
during thei r march ; an d whe n Cheirisophu s o f Spart a an d
Xenophon o f Athens had safely brought th e hos t home , it i s
not strang e tha t th e historia n himsel f ha d suffere d i n th e
purity o f hi s Attic , which ha s som e peculiaritie s distinctl y
foreshadowing th e Koivq. 1 Th e assimilatin g proces s woul d
go muc h furthe r i n th e cam p o f Alexander , where , durin g
prolonged campaigns , me n fro m al l part s o f Greec e wer e
tent-fellows an d messmates , wit h n o choic e bu t t o accom -
modate their mod e of speech in it s mor e individual character -
istics t o th e averag e Gree k whic h wa s graduall y bein g
evolved amon g thei r comrades . I n thi s proces s naturall y
those feature s which were peculia r t o a  singl e dialec t would
have the smalles t chanc e of surviving, and thos e which mos t
successfully combine d th e characteristic s o f man y dialect s
would be surest of a place i n th e resultant " common speech. "
The army by itself only furnished a nucleus for the new growth.
As Hellenis m swep t victoriousl y int o Asia , and establishe d
itself o n al l th e shore s o f th e easter n Mediterranean , th e
mixture o f nationalitie s i n th e new-risin g communitie s de -
manded a  commo n languag e a s th e mediu m o f intercourse ,

1 Cf Eutherford, N P 160-174 . Th e sam e may be sai d o f the languag e of
the lower classes in Athens herself i n V/B.O . , consisting as they did of immigrants
from al l parts . S o [Xenophon ] Constitution  o f Athens  11 . 3  :—"The Greek s
have an individual dialect , and manne r o f lif e an d fashio n o f thei r own ; but
the Athenians hav e what is compounded fro m al l th e Greek s an d barbarians. "
The vase-inscriptions abundantl y evidenc e this . (Eretschmer , EntttchuHf  d.
KOK-T), p . 34. ) Th e importanc e o f Xenopho n a s a  forerunne r o f Hellenis m i t
well brough t ou t b y Mahaffy, Progreu  t f Hellenism  i n Alexander's  Emfirt,
Lecture i.
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and th e Gree k o f th e victoriou s armie s o f Alexande r wa s
ready fo r th e purpose . I n th e countr y district s o f th e
motherland, the ol d dialects lived o n fo r generations; bu t b y
this tim e Greec e hersel f wa s onl y on e facto r i n th e grea t
Hellenising movemen t t o whic h th e worl d wa s t o ow e s o
much. Besides , th e dialect s whic h strikingl y differe d fro m
the ne w Koivrj  wer e spoke n b y races tha t mostl y lay outsid e
the movement. Histor y give s an almost patheti c interes t to
an inscriptio n lik e tha t fro m Lariss a (Miche l 41—en d o f
iii/B.c.), wher e th e citizen s recor d a  rescrip t fro m Kin g
Philip y, and their own consequent resolutions:—

TayevovTow 'Ava/yievmroi  UerOateioi  K.T.\.,  $tXwrwo t TO *
/8a<rt\6M>; et)icrro\av  airvareXXai/ro ? TTOT  TO ? Tcpyo ? /ca t rav
iro\iv ritv  {rrroyeypa/j,fjLevav

Baffi\ev<; iPiXwnro s AapiaaUov  rot ? Tayot? xat  riji  iro\et
Xalpeiv (an d so on in norma l Koivrj).

The old and th e new survived thu s sid e
^7 8^e "lfco tne imPerial &S&> but Christianity
had only a brie f opportunit y o f speakin g i n

the ol d dialects of Greece. I n on e corner of Hellas alone did
the dialect live on . To-da y scholars recognise a single modern
idiom, th e Zaconian , which doe s no t directl y descen d fro m
the KOUT/I.  A s w e migh t expect , thi s i s nothin g bu t th e
ancient Laconian , whose broad 5.  holds its ground stil l in th e
speech o f a  rac e imperviou s t o literatur e an d proudl y con-
servative o f a  languag e tha t wa s alway s abnorma l t o a n
extreme. Apar t fro m thi s th e dialect s die d ou t entirely.0

They contributed thei r shar e to the resultant Common Greek;
but i t i s an assured resul t of MG r philolog y tha t ther e ar e
no element s o f speec h whateve r no w existing , du e t o th e
ancient dialects , which did not find their way into the strea m
of developmen t through the channe l of th e vernacula r Kotvq
of mor e than tw o thousan d years ago. [ asee p. 243 .

So fa r w e ma y g o withou t differenc eRelative Contri-o
f opinion . Th e onl y serious dispute arise sbuttons to toe

Resultant, whe n we ask what were th e relativ e magni-
tudes o f th e contribution s o f th e severa l

dialects t o th e ne w resultan t speech . Tha t th e literar y
Koivr) wa s predominantly Atti c ha s bee n alread y stated , and
is o f cours e beyon d doubt . Bu t wa s Atti c mor e tha n on e

Decay of the
Dialects.
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among man y element s assimilate d i n th e ne w vernacular ?
It ha s alway s bee n take n fo r grante d tha t th e intellectua l
queen o f Greec e was th e predominan t partne r i n th e busi -
ness of establishin g a ne w dialec t based o n a  combination of
the ol d ones . Thi s conclusion ha s recentl y bee n challenge d
by D r Pau l Kretschmer , a brillian t comparativ e philologist ,
previously distinguishe d fo r hi s studie s o n th e languag e o f
the Gree k vase-inscriptions and o n the dialect s of the Greeks '
nearest neighbours. 1 I n bi s tractat e entitle d Di e Entstehung
der Koivij,  publishe d i n th e Transaction s o f th e Vienn a
Academy fo r 1900 , h e undertoo k t o sho w tha t th e ora l
Koivrf containe d element s fro m Boeotian , Ionic , an d eve n
North-west Greek, to a  large r exten t tha n fro m Attic . Hi s
argument affect s pronunciatio n mainly . Tha t Boeotia n
monophthongising o f th e diphthongs , Dori c softenin g o f ft ,
8 and 7 , an d Ioni c de-aspiration o f word s beginnin g with h,
affected th e spoke n languag e mor e tha n an y Attic influenc e
of thi s nature, might perhaps be allowed. Bu t when we turn
to features which had to be represented in writing, as contrasted
with mere variant pronunciation s o f th e sam e written word,
the cas e becomes less striking . Boeotia n ma y have supplie d
3 plur . forms i n -a-av  for imperfect and optative , bu t thes e do
not appear t o any considerable extent outsid e the LXX: th e
NT exx . ar e precarious , an d the y ar e surprisingl y rar e i n
the papyri. 2 North-wes t Greek ha s th e accusativ e plura l i n
-e?, foun d freel y i n papyr i an d (fo r th e wor d reo-aapes ) i n
M38 o f the NT ; als o the middl e conjugation of elpl,  an d th e
confusion o f form s fro m -dca  an d -eta  verbs . Dori c contri -
butes some guttural form s from verbs in -£o> , and a  fe w lexica l
items. Ioni c supplie s a  fai r numbe r of isolate d forms , an d
may b e responsibl e fo r man y -a  o r - w flexion s fro m -fu
verbs, an d som e uncontracte d noun-form s lik e oaretov  o r
Xpvirey. Bu t th e on e peculiarly Atti c featur e o f th e KOIVIJ
which Kretschmer doe s allow , its treatment o f origina l d,  in
contrast wit h Ioni c phonolog y on on e sid e an d tha t o f th e
remaining dialect s on the other , is so far-reaching in its effect s

1 Die grieeh. raseniraeJiriften, 1894 ; Einlcitung in die OaekiehU dor  grieeh.
Sprachc, 1896 .

» See OS xv. 86, an d the addend a i n xriii. 110 .
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that w e cannot but giv e i t mor e weigh t tha n t o an j other
feature. An d whil e th e accidenc e o f Atti c ha s bequeathe d
to th e vernacular muc h matte r whic h i t share d with othe r
dialects, on e ma y questio n whethe r th e accidenc e o f an y
single dialec t woul d present anything like th e sam e similarity
to that of the Koivrf  a s the Attic doea W e can hardly resist
the conclusion o f the expert s tha t Kretschme r ha s faile d t o
prove his point . A t th e sam e tim e w e may allow that th e
influence o f th e othe r dialect s o n pronunciation  ha s bee n
commonly underestimated. Kretschme r necessarily recognises
that Atti c supplie d th e orthograph y o f the Konn),  excep t for
those uneducated persons to who m w e owe so much fo r thei r
instructive mis-spellings . Consequently , h e says , whe n th e
Hellenist wrote ^at/set and pronounce d i t chfri,  hi s languag e
was really Boeotia n and no t Attic. 1 I t i s obviou s tha t th e
question doe s no t seriousl y concern us , since we ar e dealin g
with a language which , despite its vernacular character , comes
to us in a  written and therefore largel y Atticise d form. " Fo r
our purpose we may assume that we have before u s a  Gree k
which includes important contribution s fro m variou s dialects ,
but with Attic as the basis, although the exclusive peculiarities
of Atti c make but a  small show in it W e shall see later on
(pp. 213ff. ) tha t synta x tell s a  cleare r stor y i n a t leas t one
matter o f importance, th e articula r infinitive .

At thi s point i t shoul d be observed tha t
P101111110"1^011 is n°* * ° b e passe d over a s a
matter o f n o practica l importanc e b y th e
modern studen t o f Hellenistic. Th e undeni-

able fac t tha t phoneti c spelling—which durin g th e reig n of
the old dialects wa s a blessin g commo n to all—was entirel y
abandoned by educated people generations before the Christian
era, ha s som e ver y obviou s result s fo r bot h gramma r an d
textual criticism . Tha t at  an d e , ei  (77 ) and * , 01  and v  wer e
identities for th e scribe s o f our MSS , is certain.* Th e scrib e
made hi s choic e accordin g t o th e gramma r an d th e sense ,

1 Against this emphasising of Boeotian, see Thumb, Hellenitmus  228.
> On the dat e o f the levellin g of quantity , s o notable a  feature in MGr , see

Hatridakis in 'ASrjra.  fo r 1901 (ziii . 247). H e decide s tha t i t bega n outsid e
Greece, and establishe d itsel f ver y gradually. It must have been complete, 0 1
nearly M, before the scribes of * and B wrote. [ « See p. 243.

Pronunciation
and MS

Tradition.
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just a s w e choos e betwee n kings,  king's,  an d kings',  o r
between lo w an d bough.  H e wrot e av  nominativ e an d ffo i
dative: \vaaa-ffat  infinitiv e and \vaacrde  imperativ e • $t\et? ,
etSofiev indicative , an d $1X179 , fficaftev subjunctive; /8ow\ « verb,
but /3ov\fj  noun—her e o f cours e ther e wa s th e accentua l
difference, i f h e wrot e t o dictation . Ther e wa s nothin g
however t o preven t hi m fro m writin g ej-e<f>vi)<},  e'̂ WSto? ,
atf>eip7)/j,evo<i, etc. , if hi s antiquaria n knowledg e failed ; whil e
there wer e time s whe n hi s choic e betwee n (fo r example )
infinitive an d imperative , a s in L k 19 U, was determined onl y
by hi s own or perhaps a traditiona l exegesis . I t wil l be seen
therefore tha t w e canno t regar d ou r bes t MS S a s decisiv e
on suc h questions , excep t a s fa r a s w e ma y se e reaso n t o
trust thei r general accurac y in grammatica l tradition . W H
may be justified i n printin g iva  .  .  .  eVt<r#ta<re t i n A c 516,
after B  and som e cursives; bu t th e passag e i s wholly useless
for an y argumen t a s to th e us e of 'iva  with a  future . O r le t
us take th e constructions of ov  ̂a s exhibited fo r WH tex t
in the concordance (MG). Ther e are 71 occurrences with aor.
subj., and 2  mor e i n whic h th e -aa>  migh t theoreticall y be
future. Agains t thes e we fin d 8  case s o f the future , and 1 5
in which th e parsin g depends on our choic e between ei  and y.
It i s eviden t tha t editor s canno t hop e t o decid e her e wha t
was the autograp h spelling . Eve n supposin g the y ha d th e
autograph befor e them , i t woul d b e n o evidenc e a s t o th e
author's grammar i f h e dictate d th e text . T o thi s we ma y
add that b y the tim e K  and £  wer e written * o and o > were n o
longer distinc t i n pronunciation , whic h transfer s tw o mor e
cases t o th e lis t of the indeterminates . I t i s no t therefor e
simply the overwhelmin g manuscrip t authorit y whic h decide s
us for excopev  i n Eo m 5 1. Withou t th e hel p o f th e version s
and patristic citations, i t woul d be difficul t t o prov e that th e
orthography o f th e MS S i s reall y based o n a  ver y ancien t
traditional interpretation . I t i s indee d quit e possibl e tha t
the Apostle' s own pronunciatio n di d no t distinguis h o  and o >
sufficiently t o giv e Tertiu s a  clea r lead , withou t hi s makin g
inquiry.1 I n al l thes e matter s w e ma y fairl y recognis e a

1 o and u were confused in various quarters before this date: of Sohwyzer,
Pcrgam. 95; Nachmanson, Magnet. 64; Thumb. Hellenimnut 143. We har«
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case nearl y paralle l wit h th e editor' s choic e betwee n suc h
alternatives as rtW? and rives  in Heb 3 16, where the tradition
varies. Th e moder n exposito r feel s himsel f entirel y a t
liberty t o decid e according t o hi s view of th e context . O n
our choic e in Bom , I.e.,  see below, (p. 110) .

Before w e leave dialectology , it ma y be
we^ to  ma^e a  *ew more  remarks on the
nature o f th e contribution s whic h w e hav e

noted. Som e surpris e ma y b e fel t a t th e importanc e o f
the elements allege d t o have been brought int o th e languag e
by th e "North-wes t Greek," 1 whic h lie s altogethe r outsid e
the literar y limits. Th e group embraces a s its main consti -
tuents the dialect s of Epirus , Aetolia, Locris an d Phokia , and
Achaia, and i s know n to u s onl y from inscriptions , amongst
which thos e o f Delph i ar e conspicuous . I t i s the ver y last
we should have expected to influenc e th e resultan t language ,
but i t i s soon observed tha t its par t (on Kretschmer's theory)
has bee n ver y marked . Th e characteristi c Achaia n accus .
plur. i n -e 9 successfull y establishe d itsel f i n th e commo n
Greek, as its presenc e in th e vernacula r o f to-day sufficientl y
shows. It s prominenc e in th e papyr i * indicates that it was
making a  goo d fight , whic h i n th e cas e o f retro-ape ? ha d
already becom e a fairly assured victory . I n the N T reWa/m?
never occurs without some excellent authorit y fo r reWa/jes : *
of WH App* 157* Moreove r we find that A , in Ee v 1 M, has
affT&pe?—with omissio n o f e^eav,  i t i s true , bu t thi s ma y
well b e a n effor t t o men d th e grammar . I t i s o f cours e
impossible to build o n thi s example; bu t takin g into account
the obviou s fac t tha t th e autho r of Ee v wa s stil l decidedl y
aypdfj,fjuiTo<i i n Greek , an d rememberin g th e simila r phen -
omena o f th e papyri , w e migh t expec t hi s autograp h t o
exhibit accusative s i n -69 , and i n othe r instance s besid e

The middl e conjugatio n o f et/ u i s give n b y

confusion o f this ver y word i n B U 607 (ii/A.D.). Se e p. 244 , and th e copiou s
early papyrus evidence in Mayser, pp . 9 8 f., 139 .

1 Brugmann, Or . Gramm.* 17. [ ° See pp. 243 f.
1 See GK XT. 34, 435, xriii. 109 (where by a curious mistake I  cited Dr Thumb

for, instea d of against, Kretschmer's argument on this point) .
» Jn 11" le A; A c 27* and Rev 9" K ; Re v 4 « x A (WHro?), 7 l A W» P semel.

Mr Thackeray says ritraaftt ace . is constant in the B  text of the Octateuch.

Contribution
of NW Greek,
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Kretschmer as a NW Greek feature ; bu t th e Delphia n fyrai
and ianneu  ar e balance d b y Messenia n rjvrai  an d Lesbia n
e<r<ro, which looks as i f some middle forms ha d existe d i n th e
earliest Greek . Bu t th e confusio n o f th e -d<o  an d -eo > verbs ,
which i s frequent i n the papyri 1 and NT , and is complet e in
MGr, ma y wel l hav e com e fro m th e N W Greek , thoug h
encouraged b y Ionic. W e cannot attemp t here to discuss the
question between Thum b an d Kretschmer ; bu t a n a  priori
argument migh t b e foun d fo r th e latte r i n th e well-know n
fact tha t betwee n iii / an d i/B.c . the politica l importanc e of
Aetolia an d Achaia produce d an Achaian-Dorian Koivij,  which
yielded t o the wide r Koivij  abou t a hundred years before Pau l
began t o write : i t seem s antecedentl y probabl e tha t thi s
dialect woul d leav e som e trace s o n tha t whic h supersede d
it. Possibl y th e extensio n o f th e 3r d plur . -<rat>,  and eve n
the perfec t -av,  may be due to th e sam e source: * th e forme r
is als o Boeotian . Th e peculiaritie s jus t mentione d hav e i n
common their sporadic  acceptanc e i n th e Hellenisti c of i/A.D. ,
which is just wha t we should expect wher e a dialect lik e this
contended for survival with one that had already spread over a
very large area . Th e elements w e have tentativel y se t down
to th e N W Gree k secure d thei r ultimat e victor y throug h
their practica l convenience. Th e fusio n o f -ao > an d -eta  verb s
amalgamated tw o grammatica l categorie s whic h serve d n o
useful purpos e b y thei r distinctness . Th e acous . i n -e ?
reduced th e numbe r of case-form s t o b e remembered , at th e
cost o f a  confusio n whic h Englis h bear s withou t difficulty ,
and eve n Atti c bor e i n woXet? , #a<rt\ets, •TrXei'oi/? , etc.; while
the othe r noveltie s bot h reduce d th e tal e o f equivalen t
suffixes an d (h i th e cas e o f -oav)  provide d a  usefu l mean s of
distinction betwee n 1s t sing , and 3r d plur .

We come t o secure r groun d whe n weand of Ionic.  T  .  .  , ,estimate th e par t take n b y Ioni c i n th e
formation o f th e Koivij,  fo r her e Thum b an d Kretschme r
are a t one . Th e forme r show s tha t w e canno t safel y trac e
any featur e o f Commo n Gree k t o th e influenc e o f som e

1 See CB XT. 36, 485, rriii. 110 . Thum b suggests that the commo n aor. in
-jfra. starte d the proces s of fusion .

* The -far  suffi x i s found i n Delphian (Valaori, Delph. Dial.  60) rather pro-
minently, both in indio. and opt. Th e ease for -or (ibid.)  is weaker .
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particular dialect , unless it appears in that dialec t a s a distinc t
new type , and no t a  mer e surviva l Th e noun s in -a ? -aSos
and -ow 5 -ouSo s ar e b y thi s principl e recognise d a s a  clea r
debt o f MG r t o Ioni c element s i n th e Koimj.  Lik e th e
other element s whic h cam e fro m a  singl e ancien t dialect ,
they ha d t o struggl e fo r existence . W e fin d the m i n th e
Egyptian Greek ; bu t i n th e N T -a ? makes gen . -a, as ofte n
even i n Asi a Minor , where naturall y -aSo ? wa s a t home. 1

Kretschmer give s a s Ioni c factor s i n th e Koivtf  th e form s
KiQwv (  = j£tTfiii> ) an d th e like, 2 psilosi s (whic h th e lonian s
shared with their Aeoli c neighbours) , the uncontracted noun
and verb form s alread y allude d to , and th e invasio n o f th e
-fu verb s b y themati c form s (contrac t o r ordinary). 8 H e
explains th e declensio n cnrelpa  cnrelpTjs  (norma l in th e KOIVTJ
from i/B.c.) as due not to lonism, but t o the analogy of y\&a<ra
yXoMr<ri?9. T o hi s argumen t on thi s poin t we might add th e
consideration tha t th e declensio n -pa -̂ 77 9 is both earlie r and
more stable than -via  -WMJS , a difference whic h I would connect
with th e fac t tha t th e combinatio n iij  continue d to b e barred
in Attic at a  time when py (from pFa)  was no longer objected
to (contrast vyta  an d Koprf)  ?  if Ioni c form s ha d bee n simply
taken over , elSviiji  woul d have come in a s early a s tnrefpifi.

But suc h discussio n ma y b e lef t t o th e
philological journals . Wha t concern s the NT
student i s th e questio n of dialecti c varietie s
within th e Kotvij  itsel f rathe r tha n i n it s

previous history . Ar e w e t o expec t persistenc e o f Ioni c
features in Asi a Minor; an d wil l th e Gree k of Egypt , Syria ,

1 But -£5o j i s rare bot h a t Pergamu m an d at Magnesia: Schwyze r 139f. ,
Nachmanson 120 .

9 Kitfuic , KuSpa.  an d ivSavra  occu r no t seldo m i n papyri ; an d i t i s rathe r
curious that they are practically absent fro m N T MSS. I  ca n onl y find in T i
•XfiBuv&t D * (Mt 1010) and nrSana  B * (Mk 14™—" ut alib i K," says the editor) .
Kvffpa occur s i n Clem . Rom . 1 7 fin . (se e Lightfoot) ; als o thre e time s i n th e
LXX, accordin g t o grea t uncial s (Thackeray) . RdOpa/cos,  whic h i s foun d i n
MGr (as Abbott 56 ) I cannot trace, nor ird^ci; . O f Hatzidakis 160 f.

' The perfect (ana  fro m fi;/ u (N T d^wrai) i s noted a s Ionic rather than
Doric b y Thumb, ThLZ  xxviii . 421 n. Sinc e thi s wa s a prehistori c for m (cf
Gothic saiso fromsaia , "sow") , we cannot determin e th e questio n certainly .
But note that the imperative A.<f>ew<r8u  occur s in an Arcadian inscription (Michel
585«—iii/?B.c.). It s surviva l in Hellenisti c is the more easily understood, if it
really existed in two or three dialects of the classica l period. [ • See p. 244.

Did dialectic
differences
persist?
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Macedonia, and Ital y diffe r t o an extent whic h we can detect
after tw o thousan d years ? Speakin g generally , w e ma y
reply i n th e negative . Dialecti c difference s ther e mus t have
been i n a  languag e spoken ove r s o large an area. Bu t the y
need no t theoreticall y b e greate r tha n thos e between British
and America n English , to refe r agai n to the helpfu l paralle l
we examine d abov e (p . 19) . W e sa w ther e tha t i n th e
modern Weltsprache  th e educate d colloquia l closel y approxi -
mates everywher e whe n writte n down , differin g locall y t o
some extent , but i n vocabular y an d orthograph y rather tha n
in grammar . Th e uneducate d vernacula r differ s more , bu t
its difference s stil l show leas t i n th e grammar . Th e study
of th e papyr i an d th e Kotvrj  inscription s o f Asi a Mino r dis -
closes essentially the sam e phenomena in Hellenistic . Ther e
are fe w point s of gramma r i n whic h the N T languag e differ s
from tha t which we see in othe r specimen s of Common Greek
vernacular, from whateve r province derived. W e have already
mentioned instance s i n whic h wha t ma y hav e bee n quit e
possible Hellenisti c is heavil y overworke d because it happen s
to coincid e wit h a  Semiti c idiom . Apar t fro m these , w e
have a few small matter s i n whic h th e N T differ s fro m th e
usage o f th e papyri . Th e weakening o f ov  ̂i s the mos t
important o f these , fo r certainl y th e papyr i len d n o coun -
tenance whateve r t o an y theor y tha t o v pj  wa s a  norma l
unemphatic negative i n Hellenistic. W e shall return to this
at a  later stag e (see pp. 187 ff.) ; bu t meanwhil e we may note
that i n th e N T o v /M ; seem s nearl y alway s connecte d wit h
"translation Greek"—th e place s wher e n o Semiti c origina l
can b e suspecte d sho w i t onl y in th e ver y emphatic sens e
which i s commo n t o classica l and Hellenisti c use . Amon g
smaller point s ar e th e N T constructio n o f Ivo^o s wit h gen .
of penalty , an d th e prevailin g us e o f aireicplffijv  fo r aireicpi-
vdfj,i)v: i n bot h o f thes e th e papyr i wholl y or mainl y agre e
with th e classica l usage ; bu t tha t i n th e latte r cas e th e
NT ha s goo d Hellenisti c warrant , i s show n b y Phrynichu s
(see Eutherford, NP 18 6 ff.), by the witnes s o f Polybius , and
by th e MG r airotcpldijica.

The whol e questio n o f dialecti c differ -Thumbs verdict. .., . , , ^  ,  „.  ,  . .......ences within th e spoke n Koivij  i s judiciall y
summed u p b y ou r greates t livin g authority , D r Alber t
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Thumb, i n chap . V . o f hi s boo k o n Greek  i n th e Hel-
lenistic Age,  alread y ofte n quoted. 1 H e think s tha t suc h
differences mus t have existed largely, in Asia Minor especially;
but tha t writings lik e th e Gree k Bible , intended for genera l
circulation, employed a Durchschnittsprache which avoided local
peculiarities, though intended for single localities. (Th e letters
of Pau l ar e n o exceptio n t o thi s rule, for h e coul d no t b e
familiar wit h th e peculiaritie s o f Galatia n o r Acbaian , still
less of Eoman, Koivrj.) T o the questio n whether ou r autho-
rities are right i n speakin g o f a  specia l Alexandria n Greek ,
Thumb practicall y return s a  negative . Fo r nearl y al l th e
purposes of ou r ow n special study , Hellenisti c Gree k may be
regarded as a unity, hardly varying except with the education
of th e writer , hi s tendenc y t o us e o r ignor e specialitie s o f
literary language , an d th e degre e o f hi s dependenc e upon
foreign original s whic h migh t b e eithe r freel y o r slavishl y
rendered int o the curren t Greek .

It i s howeve r t o b e note d tha t th e minut e dialecti c
differences whic h ca n b e detecte d i n N T Gree k ar e some -
times significan t t o th e literar y critic . I n a n articl e i n
ThLZ, 1903 , p . 421, Thumb calls attentio n t o th e promin -
ence of e/to s i n Jn , a s agains t fiov  elsewhere. 2 H e tell s u s
that e/to ? an d its like surviv e in modern Pontic-Cappadocian
Greek, while the gen . of the persona l pronoun has replaced i t
in other part s of the Greek-speaking area. Thi s circumstance
contributes somethin g t o th e evidenc e tha t th e Fourt h
Gospel came from Asi a Minor . W e migh t ad d tha t on th e
same showin g Luk e shoul d com e fro m Macedonia , o r some
other countr y outsid e Asi a Minor , for h e hardl y uses e/*os ;
while Rev, in whic h out o f the fou r possessiv e pronoun s e'/w?
alone occurs, and tha t but once , seems to b e fro m th e pe n of
a recen t immigrant . Valeat  guantvm  ! I n th e sam e paper
Thumb show s tha t th e infinitiv e stil l survive s i n Pontic ,

1 Gf Blass 4 n. ;  and Thumb's paper in Jfeue  Jahrb.  fo r 1906.
•'E/tAs occars 41 times in Jn, onc e eac h i n 3  Jn an d Bev , and 3 4 times in

the rest of the NT. I t mus t be admitted tha t the othe r possessive s do not tell
the same story: the thre e together appea r 1 2 times in Jn (E v and Epp), 1 2 in
Iik, and 21 in th e rest of NT. Blaa a (p. 168) notes how i/tuv in Pau l (i n th e
position o f the attribute ) oust s th e emphati c ii/tirepoi.  (Fo r tha t positio n c l
4<rov o&rfo, Mithraslit . p. 1 7 and note.)
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while in Greec e prope r i t yield s entirel y to th e periphrasis .
The syntactical conditions under which the infinitiv e is foun d
in Pontic answer very well to those which appear in the NT: in
such use s Western Greek tended to enlarg e the spher e o f iva.
This test , applie d t o Jn , rathe r neutralise s tha t fro m e'/uo? :
see below, p. 205 , 211. Probabl y the carefu l stud y of loca l
MGr patoi s will reveal more of these minutiae. Anothe r field
for researc h is presente d by the orthographica l peculiarities of
the N T uncials , which, i n compariso n wit h th e papyr i an d
inscriptions, wil l hel p to fix the provenance  o f th e MSS , and
thus supply criteria fo r that localising of textual types which
is an indispensable step towards the ultimate goal of criticism.1

1 One or two hints in this directio n ar e give n by Thumb, Hellenismus  179 .
Of Prof. Lake's Leiden inaugural (Oxford, 1904) . Se e also p. 244.

ADDITIONAL NOTE.— A fe w new points ma y he added o n the subject s of this
chapter. Firs t comes the important fact—noted b y Thumb in his ffellenismus ,
p. 9, and agai n i n reviewin g llayser (Archiv iv . 487)—tha t th e pre-Byzantin e
history of the Koicij divides about the date A..D . Th e NT falls accordingly in th e
early years of a new period, whic h does not, however , diffe r fro m it s predecessor
in anything tha t ordinar y observers woul d notice. Th e fac t need s bearing in
mind, nevertheless, whe n we are comparing the Gree k of the LXX and the NT .

There ar e difficultie s a s t o th e relation s o f 17 , -Q,  and « , which hav e some
importance i n view of the matters noted on p. 35. I n Atti c 0 and e t were fuse d
at a n earl y date ; wherea s 17 remained distinct , being th e open  e , while in th e
diphthong i t ha d becom e dose. Ioni c inscriptions sho w the sam e fusion . I n
papyri if,  lik e if  an d p , sheds its t  just as 1 7 (<a  an d 5 ) ca n ad d it , regardles s o f
grammar; s o tha t T\  an d 5  ar e equivalent , an d the y remai n distinc t fro m «
(=i) till a late period. I t i s difficul t t o correlat e thes e fact s ; but i t mus t be
remembered tha t th e papyr i onl y represent Egypt , whic h was not necessaril y
at one with al l other Greek-speaking countries as to the quality of >; . Ther e i s
also the probabilit y tha t the j j which alternate s with. 17 is often hysterogenous —
/fovXe? was replaced b y a  newly formed /SoiA g because of the 1 7 that runs through
the res t o f the singula r flexion . ( I owe many suggestions here to a letter fro m
Prof. Thumb, Marc h 1908.) Se e further Mayser 126 ff.

On the question of the contributions of the ol d dialects to the Kou>ij , research
seems progressively emphasisin g th e preponderanc e of Attic. Ther e are pheno-
mena whic h ar e plausibly treated a s Doric i n origin ; but Thum b reasonabl y
points to Mayser' s evidence , showing tha t thes e di d no t emerg e til l th e late r
period of the KOIKI} , a s a serious difficult y i n suc h a n accoun t o f thei r history .
On the other hand, he rightly criticises Mayser's tendency to minimise the Ioni c
influence: h e believe s tha t dialecti c elements , an d especiall y lonisms , foun d
their way into the spoken Attic of the lower classes, whic h spread itsel f largel y
through the operation of trade. "  The first people to speak a Eon-i) were lonians,
who used the speech of their Athenian lords . .  . .  Outsid e the Athenian empire ,
the Macedonians were the firs t t o tak e u p th e ne w language, an d joined thei r
subject Greeks , especiall y lonians , i n spreadin g i t throug h th e world. " Th e
old dialects worked still in producing local differentiations in the Koin ) itself.



CHAPTER III .

NOTES O N TH B ACCIDENCE .

BEFORE w e begi n t o examin e th e condition s
 „  ,- r n  •  ,  • ^  ^  -,Hellenistic syntax , w e mus t devot e a

short chapte r t o th e accidence . T o trea t
the form s i n an y detai l woul d b e obviousl y out o f plac e i n
these Prolegomena.  Th e humbl e bu t necessar y wor k o f
gathering int o small compass the accidenc e of the N T writer s
I hav e done in my little Introduction (see above, p. 1 n.); and
it wil l hav e to be don e agai n mor e minutel y i n th e secon d
part of this Grammar.  I n th e presen t chapte r w e shal l tr y
to prepar e ourselve s for answerin g a  preliminar y questio n of
great importance , viz., what was the positio n occupie d by th e
NT writer s between the literar y an d illiterate Gree k o f their
time. Fo r thi s purpos e th e form s giv e u s a  mor e easil y
applied tes t tha n th e syntax . Bu t befor e w e can us e them
we must make  sur e tha t w e have them substantially a s they
stood i n th e autographs . Ma y no t suc h MS S a s N  and B —
and D  stil l more—hav e conforme d thei r orthograph y t o the
popular style , jus t a s thos e o f th e "  Syrian" revisio n con -
formed i t i n aom e respect s t o th e literar y standard s ? W e
cannot giv e a universa l answe r t o thi s question , for we have
seen alread y that an artificia l orthograph y left th e doo r open
for no t a  few uncertainties. Bu t ther e ar e som e suggestiv e
signs tha t th e grea t uncials , i n thi s respec t a s i n others ,
are no t fa r awa y fro m th e autographs . A  ver y instruc -
tive phenomeno n i s th e curiou s substitutio n o f ed v fo r a v
after o? , oirov,  etc. , whic h W H hav e faithfull y reproduce d
in numberles s places from th e MSS . Thi s was so little recog-
nised a s a  genuin e featur e o f vernacula r Greek , tha t th e
editors o f the volume s of papyri bega n by gravely subscribin g
"1. av " whereve r th e abnorma l edv  showe d itself . The y

42

Thw Uncials and
the Papyri.
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were soo n compelle d to save themselves th e trouble . Deiss -
mann, S S 204 ; gav e a  considerabl e lis t fro m th e papyri ,
which abundantl y proved th e genuinenes s o f thi s edv;  an d
four year s late r (1901 ) th e materia l ha d grow n s o muc h
that i t wa s possibl e t o determin e th e time-limit s o f th e
peculiarity wit h fai r certainty . I f m y coun t i s right, 1 th e
proportion o f ed v t o &v is 1 3 :  29 i n papyr i date d B.C . Th e
proportion wa s soo n reversed , th e figure s bein g 2 5 : 7 fo r
I/A.D., 76 : 9 fo r ii/, 9 : 3 fo r iii/, 4 : 8 fo r iv/. Thi s ed v
occurs last in a vi/ papyrus . I t wil l be seen tha t th e above
construction wa s speciall y commo n i n i / an d ii/ , whe n edv
greatly predominated , and tha t th e fashio n ha d almos t die d
away befor e th e grea t uncial s wer e w'ritten . I t seem s
that i n thi s smal l poin t th e uncial s faithfull y reproduc e
originals writte n unde r condition s lon g obsolete. 2 Thi s
particular exampl e afford s u s a  ver y fai r test ; bu t w e
may reinforc e i t wit h a  variet y o f case s wher e th e MS S
accurately reproduc e th e spellin g o f i/A.D . W e wil l follo w
the orde r o f th e materia l i n W H App z 148ff . ("Note s on
Orthography "): i t i s unnecessary to giv e detaile d reference s
for th e papyru s evidence , whic h wil l b e foun d full y state d
in th e paper s fro m CR , alread y cited . W e mus t bea r
in min d throughou t Hort' s cautio n (p . 148 ) tha t "al l ou r
MSS hav e t o a  greate r o r les s exten t suffere d fro m th e

1 CR xv. 82, XT. 434 : fo r the exx . B.C . I  har e adde d figures from papyr i
read u p t o 1905 . Se e further o n p . 234; an d compar e Mr Thackeray's inde -
pendent statistics in JTS ix . 95, which give the same result.

1 The case of &v, if, i s separate. I n the NT this is confined apparentl y t o Jn,
where it occur s six times. I n the papyri it is decidedly a symptom of illiteracy.
With thi i agree s wha t Meisterhans * 255f . says: "Onl y si x time s is 4» foun d
from v / t o iii/B.o . Th e for m &i>  i s entirel y foreig n t o th e Atti c inscrip -
tions, thoug h i t i s ofte n foun d i n th e lonicisin g literar y pros e o f v /
(Thucydides: c f th e Tragedians). " Sinc e tr  i s th e moder n form , w e may
perhaps regar d i t a s a dialectic varian t which ultimatel y ousted th e Atti c edc .
It i s no t clea r t o wha t dialec t i t i s t o b e assigned . Agains t Meisterhans '
suggestion of Ioni c stand s th e opinio n o f H . W . Smyth (Ionic  Dialect,  p . 609)
that its occasional appearance s in Ioni c ar e du e to Atticising ! Certainl y TJV  i s
the norma l Ioni c form , bu t &v  may have been Ionic as well, though rarer . (S o
Dr P . Giles. ) Nachmanso n (p. 68 ) gives e&v  a s the onl y for m fro m Magnesia .
Some peculia r loca l distributio n i s neede d t o explai n wh y &i>  (if)  i s absen t
from th e incorrectl y writte n Rev , an d reserve d fo r th e correc t Jn . Bot h
in an d idv  ar e foun d promiscuousl y i n th e Hercnlanen m roll s (Croner t
130).
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effacement o f unclassica l form s o f words. " Not e als o hi a
statement tha t th e "  Western" MS S sho w th e revers e
tendency. "Th e orthograph y o f commo n life , whic h t o a
certain exten t was used b y all th e writer s of th e NT , though
in unequa l degrees , woul d naturall y b e introduce d mor e
freely i n text s affecte d b y an instinc t of popular adaptation. "
He woul d be a bol d ma n wh o shoul d clai m tha t eve n Hor t
has sai d th e las t wor d o n th e proble m o f th e S-text ; an d
with ou r new knowledge of th e essentiall y popular characte r
of N T Gree k a s a  whole , w e shal l naturall y pa y specia l
attention t o document s whic h deser t th e classica l spellin g
for tha t which we fin d prevailin g i n thos e papyr i that wer e
written b y men of education approximately parallel wit h tha t
of th e apostoli c writers .

We begi n wit h th e "unusua l aspirate d
uwaograpny.

 forms> , ( p UQ ^ ^ ^^  ̂  ̂.^
d<j>i$e etc. , an d ov%  d\£yo?. a Fo r al l thes e ther e i s a  larg e
body o f evidence fro m papyr i an d inscriptions . Ther e are a
good man y othe r word s affecte d thus , th e commones t o f
which, ITO? , show s n o trac e o f th e aspiratio n i n N T uncials .
Sins o f commissio n a s wel l as omission see m t o b e inevitable
when initia l h has becom e as wea k a s i n late r Gree k o r i n
modern English . Henc e i n a  perio d whe n de-aspiratio n
was th e prevailin g tendency , analogy produced som e cases of
reaction,—naff ITO ? du e t o xaff  •tjftepav,  a<£i8 e t o a<f>opav,
etc.;1 and th e tw o types struggle d fo r survival . MG- r e<£er o
shows tha t th e aspirate d for m di d no t alway s yield . Th e
uncertainty o f th e M S spellin g thu s naturall y follows fro m
the history of the aspirate. I t i s here impossible to determine
the spellin g of the autographs, but th e wisdo m of following th e
great uncial s become s cleare r a s w e g o on . Th e revers e
phenomenon, psilosis,  exx . o f whic h figur e o n p . 151 , i s
part o f th e genera l tendenc y which starte d fro m th e Ioni c
and Aeoli c o f Asi a Mino r an d becam e universal , a s MG r
shows. Th e mentio n o f -rafietov  (p . 152—ad d •=•«« • fwn n

1 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-
tenant had to 4* with the aspiration. I need not stay to explain why thin
cannot b* accepted. The explanation by analogy within the Koicij is that
faToared by Thumb. (See additional note, p. 234.) [« See p. 244.
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p. 177) brings up a  Hellenistic sound-law, universal afte r A.D. ,
viz. the coalescenc e of two successive i sounds; th e inf . Siacreiv
for -aeleiv  (LPg —i/B.c.) wil l serv e a s a  goo d example—c f
avavl in L k 23 5 K. 1 Tafietov,  irelv  and vyeia  ar e overwhelm-
ingly atteste d b y th e papyr i o f th e Roma n age , wher e w e
seldom find the reversion seen in Mt 2  O22. I n aXeet? (Mk I17 of)
we have dissimilation instead o f contraction. Unde r the hea d
of Elisio n (p . 153) , it ma y be wort h whil e t o mentio n tha t
the neglec t o f thi s eve n i n a  vers e citation , a s in th e MSS
at 1  C o 15 83, i s i n accor d wit h a n exceedingl y commo n
practice i n inscriptions . Th e presenc e o r absenc e o f mov-
able v  (pp . 153f. ) canno t b e reduce d t o an y visibl e rule :
the evanescenc e o f th e nasa l i n pronunciatio n make s thi s
natural. C f p. 49 below . Amon g the spelling s recorde d o n
pp. 15 5 f . w e not e <r<f>vpls,  y£vr)pa  (vegetabl e product) , an d
-Xyvvto 2  as well attested i n th e papyri ; whil e the waverin g of
usage between pp an d p<r  i s traceabl e dow n throug h Hellen -
istic t o MGr. s Th e cas e o f th e spellin g apafitbv  ("onl y
Western") i s instructive . Deissman n (E S 183 ) give s bu t
one ex . o f th e p p form , an d nin e o f th e singl e consonant ,
from thre e documents . Hi s natura l questionin g o f Hort' s
orthography i s curiousl y discounte d b y th e papyr i publishe d
up t o 1905 , whic h mak e th e total s 1 1 fo r th e "Western "
and 1 5 fo r pp.*  Th e wor d wil l serv e a s a  reminde r tha t
only th e unanimit y o f th e papyr i ca n mak e u s reall y sur e
of ou r autographs ' spelling : c f Deissmann , BS  181 . Th e
wavering o f inscriptiona l testimon y a s t o Zpvpva  (ib.  185 )
makes i t impossibl e t o b e decisive ; bu t th e coincidenc e of
Smyrnsean coins make s it see m difficul t t o rejec t th e witnes s
of K , on suspicion o f " Western " taint. I n word s with aa th e
papyri sho w th e Atti c TT in abou t the sam e smal l proportio n
as th e N T uncials , an d wit h muc h th e sam e absenc e o f
intelligible principle . "Opvi^  (L k 13 M ND , als o banne d a s
" Western") has som e papyru s warrant , and survive s i n th e
MGr (Cappadocian ) opvi%:  c f Thumb, Hellen. 90 . I t starte d
in Dori c Greek . Comin g to th e not e on rea-trape? and Tetra-a-

1 Bureseh XhM xlri . 218 n. Correc t Ti in loc.  S o dTo/cXew, OP 265 (I/A.D.).
3 So MGr (Cyprus), says Thumb in ThLZ  xxviii . 423.
'Thumb I.e.  422. O n thi s an d th e a<t,  TT,  see now WackernageTs Hellen-

ittiea (1907). 4  GR XT. 83, since supplemented
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pdxovra (p . 157) , we mee t ou r firs t dissonanc e between  NT
uncials and papyri . Th e e  forms ar e i n th e latte r relativel y
few, an d distinctl y illiterate , in th e firs t centurie s A.D . Indee d
the evidenc e fo r rea-a-epa  o r reWe/aa ? i s virtuall y ni l befor e
the Byzantin e age, 1 an d ther e doe s no t see m t o b e th e
smallest probabilit y tha t th e Apostle s wrot e anythin g bu t
the Attic form. Fo r retra-epaKovra  th e cas e i s a  little better ,
but i t i s hopelessl y outnumbere d b y th e -ap-  for m i n docu -
ments antedatin g th e N T uncial s ; th e moder n aepavra, sid e
by side wit h aapavra,  show s tha t th e strif e continued . N o
doubt befor e iv/A.D . reo-cepes  - a (no t Te<T<r&pasv)  ha d begu n t o
establish themselve s in th e plac e the y hold to-day. 'Epavvdto
is certai n fro m i/A.D . onward; 2 an d Mayse r (pp . 42 , 56 )
gives a  ii/B.C . papyrus paralle l fo r eyyapevco  ( K bis,  B semel).
Spellings lik e Kplfia  (p . 158) are supporte d b y a great multi -
plication i n Kowrj  document s o f -/t a noun s wit h shortene d
penultimate. O f Moeri s (p . 28) , avdfftjfia  'Ar-mcats,  avddefM
'E\\T)vuc£><s; an d not e a<j>edpe/M  bi s i n Pa r P  6 2 (ii/B.C.) .
Even ffva-Tepa is foun d (no t *<rv<rTa/jLa),  Ge n I10, which shows
how lat e an d mechanica l thi s proces s was . Th e convenien t
differentiation o f meanin g betwee n dvadrffta  an d avaffejia*
preserved th e forme r intact , though KAD X ar e quotabl e fo r
the levellin g i n its on e NT occurrence . Th e complet e estab -
lishment o f e l yuffli  afte r iii/B.c . i s a n interestin g confirmatio n
of th e bes t uncials . Despit e Hor t (p. 1 5 8), we must mak e
the differenc e betwee n e l itx\v  an d » J pijv  "  strictly orthograph -
ical " after all , i f the alternativ e i s t o suppos e an y connexio n
with el , if. Numerou s early citation s make  this last assump-
tion impossible. 4 O n et  an d t  (p . 153 ) th e papyr i ar e

s ace. is another matter : see above, p. 36.
» But (pevva. in the Ptolemaic PP iii. 65 Ut, Par P 60", and Tb P 38, id.

So also MGr. "Spawn was limited in range. See Buresch, RhM xlvi. 21 3 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
(av- in compounds of ei). See papyrus citations in OR zv. 34, xviii. 107.

* Deissmanu has shown that dxdtfe^ia, turic, is not an innovation of " Biblical
Greek "(ZNTWii. 342).

4 The syntax is decisive in the Messenian " Mysteries" inscription (91 B.C.,
Syll. 653, Michel 694) : ipKifirru rAr ywaiKov&fiof e? ftiu> li-ur {vtfi4\euui, KT\.
(The same inscription has etrtv for etra, as in Mk 4ffl : this is also Ionic.) Add
Syll. 578 (iii/B.o.), and note. PP iii. 56 (before 260 B.C.) has 3, but I hava
11 papyrus exx. of ef from ii/B.c. to i/A.D.

1
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entirely indecisive : ei  eve n fo r I  i s a n everyda y occurrence.
At any rat e the y give n o encouragemen t t o ou r introducin g
yeivojMt an d yeivuxT/cco,  a s W H woul d lik e t o do : t o judg e
from mer e impressions , yivo/iai  i s a t leas t a s commo n a s
yefvofj.ai. Thi s matte r o f th e notoriou s equivalenc e o f e t
and t  i s adduce d b y Thum b (reviewing Blass 2, ThLZ,  1903 ,
421) as a  specimen o f philological fact s whic h are no t alway s
present t o th e mind s o f theologica l text-critics : h e cite s
Brooke and M'Lea n (JTS,  1902 , 60 1 ff.) , wh o seriousl y treat
tSev, i&ov,  as variou s reading s deservin g a  plac e in th e LX X
text. T i did the same in Eev, where even WH (se e App2 169 )
marked $&ov,  etc., as alternative . I n thi s matte r n o reade r
of th e papyr i woul d car e t o se t muc h stor e b y som e of th e
minutiae whic h W H s o conscientiousl y gather fro m th e grea t
uncials. I t woul d probabl y b e safe r i n genera l t o spel l
according t o tradition ; fo r even W H admi t tha t thei r para -
mount witness , B , "ha s littl e authorit y o n behal f o f e t a s
against i."  Finall y migh t b e mentione d a  notabl e matte r
of pronunciatio n t o whic h Hor t doe s no t refer . Th e les s
educated papyru s writers ver y frequentl y us e a  fo r av,  before
consonants, from ii/B.o. onwards.1 It s frequen t appearanc e in
Attic inscription s afte r 7 4 B.C . is note d b y Meisterhans 8

154. I n L k 2 1 ('Ayovcrrov) thi s pronunciatio n show s itself ,
according t o NC*J ; bu t w e do no t see m to fin d aroi,  earov,
etc., i n th e MSS , as we should have expected.2 A n excellen t
suggestion i s mad e b y Dr J . B . Mayor (Expos,  vi . x. 289) —
following u p on e o f Hort's—tha t aKarairda-rovi}  i n 2  Pe t
214 AB may be thu s explained : h e compar.e s d^^py  I 19 A.
In arguin g hi s case , h e fail s t o se e tha t th e droppin g of a v
(or rather F ) between vowels  i s altogether anothe r thing ; bu t
his remainin g exx . (to whic h ad d thos e cite d fro m papyr i in
GR xv . 33 , 434 , xviii . 107 ) ar e enoug h t o prov e hi s point .
Laurent remark s (BOH,  1903 , p. 356 ) tha t thi s phenomenon
was common i n th e latte r hal f o f I/B.C. W e nee d no t assum e
its existenc e i n the NT autographs.

1 The sam e tendenc y appeare d in late yulgar Latin , an d perpetuate d itsel f
in Romance : se e Lindsay, Latin Language  41 f. Se e early exx. in Mayser 114 .

9 In MG r (se e Thumb, Handbuch,  p . 59 ) we fin d auri s (pronounce d aftts)
side by side with &T&S  (obsolet e excep t i n Fontus) , whenc e th e shor t for m rt,
etc. Ther e was therefore a grammatical differenc e i n the Kwci ) itself .
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We pass on to the noun flexion (p. 163>Inflexion:— Nouns i n -p a an d participle s i n -via  i n th e
papyri regularl y for m genitiv e an d dativ e in

i)<i -17 , except tha t -vuw , -via  ar e stil l foun d i n th e Ptolemai c
period. Her e agai n the oldes t uncial s alone (in NT, but ver y
rarely in LXX ) generally support th e unmistakabl e verdic t of
the contemporar y documents o f th e Koivrj.  W e sa w reason
(above, p. 38 ) t o regar d thi s as the analogica l assimilatio n of
-pa noun s (and—somewha t late r an d les s markedly — -via
participles) to th e othe r - a flexion s o f th e firs t declension ,
rather than as an Ionic survival. W e may add that as fid-^aipa
produced fjutxalpw  o n th e mode l o f Saga  Bogy?,  so , b y a
reverse analog y process , th e gen . IVu/t^ij ? a s a  prope r nam e
produced wha t ma y b e rea d a s NvfjL<f>a  Nvfj,<pdv  i n nom . and
ace.: th e bes t readin g o f Co l 4 1S (avrrj^  B ) ma y thu s stand ,
without postulatin g a  Dori c Nv/j,<f>dv,  th e improbabilit y o f
which decides Lightfoo t fo r the alternative. 1 Th e heteroclite
proper names , which fluctuat e betwee n 1st an d 3r d decl. , are
paralleled b y Egyptia n place-name s i n papyr i Critics , lik e
Clemen, whose keen scent ha s differentiated documents by the
evidence of Ava-Tpav  an d Ava-rpois  i n A c 146-8 (see Knowling,
EGT in loc.), s might b e invited t o trac k dow n th e " redactor "
who presumabl y perpetrate d eithe r Kepuetrov-^ri  o r Kepj(e-
aovyusv i n G H 4 6 (ii/A.D.) . Eamsa y (Paul  129 ) show s tha t
Mvpa ha d ace . -av  an d gen . -o>v.  Uncritica l peopl e ma y
perhaps fee l encourage d thu s t o believ e tha t M t 2 1 an d
Mt 2 s, despite the heteroclisis , are fro m th e same , hand." Th e
variations betwee n 1st an d 2nd decl. in words like eicarovrap-
%o? (-T)<;)  ar e foun d passim in papyri : fo r conscientious labou r
wasted thereo n se e Schmiedel' s amusin g note i n hi s Preface
to WS . I n contracte d noun s an d adjective s w e hav e
abundant parallel s fo r form s lik e oa-retav,  ypvo-etov,  an d fo r
•Xpvtrav (forme d b y analog y o f apyvpav).  Th e goo d attesta -
tion o f th e typ e voot  vot,  afte r th e analog y o f /Sou? , ma y
be observe d i n passing . Th e fac t tha t w e d o no t fin d
short form s o f noun s i n -to ? -wv  (e.g . Kvpts,  •n-atSlv)  i s a

1 See the writer' s pape r in Proe.  Comb. PhU.  Soe.  Oct . 189S , p. 12, where
the archai c vocativ e in -2 is suggeste d as the connectin g link. C f AoOX a a s a
proper name (Dieterich, Unters.  172) , and Ei/rijr a in a Ohriatian inscr. (Bamaay,
C. <k  B. ii . 497 n.). •  Cf Harnack, Apostelg.  8 6 n. [« » See p. 244.

xio
Nouns.
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noteworthy test o f th e educationa l standar d o f th e writers ,
for th e papyr i sho w the m even as early a s iii/B.c. , and always
in compan y with other indication s o f comparativ e illiteracy .
These forms , th e origi n o f which seem s t o me as perplexe d a s
ever, despite th e variou s effort s o f suc h scholar s a s Thumb ,
Hatzidakis, an d Brugman n t o unrave l it , ultimatel y wo n a
monopoly, a s MG r show s everywhere . W e mus t no t omi t
mention o f th e "  Mixed Declension, " whic h aros e fro m
analogies i n th e -a - an d -o - nouns, and spread rapidl y because
of it s convenience , especiall y fo r foreig n names . Th e ste m
ends in a  long vowel or diphthong, which receives -? for nom.
and - v fo r ace. , remainin g unchange d i n voc. , gen . and dat.
sing. 'I^o-ov? i s th e mos t conspicuou s o i man y NT exx. I t
plays a larg e par t i n MGr. 1 Passin g lightl y ove r the exac t
correspondence between uncials and papyr i i n th e accusative s
of «\et s an d ^a/ot ? (p. 164) , w e ma y paus e o n x eVav i °
Jn 20 26 N*AB . Th e grea t frequenc y o f thi s formatio n i n
uneducated papyri , whic h adequately foreshadow s it s victor y
in MGr, 2 naturally produce d sporadi c example s in ou r MSS,
but it i s not at al l likely that the autographs showed it (unles s
possibly i n Rev) . Gregor y (i n Ti , vol. iii. 11 8 f.) register s
forms lik e aa<f>a\r)v  an d •jroSijpijv,  whic h als o hav e papyru s
parallels, but coul d be explained mor e easily from the analog y
of 1s t decl . nouns. Mel^eav  ace . (Jn 5 s6 ABEGMJ) is a  good
example o f th e irrationa l additio n o f v , which seems to hav e
been adde d afte r lon g vowel s almost a s freely as th e equall y
unpronounced t. 8 On e furthe r nou n call s fo r comment , viz.,
'E\ai&vo<; i n A c I12 (p. 165). Th e nou n e\aubv  = olivetum
occurs a t leas t thirt y times i n papyr i betwee n i/ an d iii/A.D.,
which prompt s surpris e a t Blass' s continue d scepticism .
'EXiKcov (salicetum)  i s a n ancien t exampl e o f th e turnin g o f
a similar wor d into a proper name. 4

1 See CM iviii. 109, Kiihner-Blass § IBti.
1 It seem s mos t probabl e tha t th e moder u levellin g o f 1st an d 3rd decl.

started wit h thi s accusative . Se e Thumb, Handbuch  28 , 35; als o p . 1 8 for
the pronunciation of -v final . Th e formation occurs often in LXX .

"Thus SXu i i s aoc . sing. , whil e t y (=5 ) is sometime s subjunctive . Fo r
exx. see OR xviii. 108. S o tea. Oo> ty in Gen 6" E . Se e p. 168.

4 See Deissmann, S S 20 8 if., an d the addend a i n Expos,  vi . vii . Ill, Tiii
429 ; als o below, pp . 8 9 and 235. Se e also p. 244 , o n fV-yyeveSvi (App. 1165).
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Two curiou s indeclinables meet us period-
ica^7 amon g the adjectives . U\»?/j9/ ? should
be rea d i n M k 4 s8 (0* . Hort ) an d A c 6 «

(«AC*DEHP a/.), and is probably to b e recognise d i n J n I 14

(-pr, D) . G f 2 Jn 8 (L), Mk 819 (AFGM oL), Ac 6s (AEHP <d.)
1928 (AEL 13) . Thu s in almos t ever y NT occurrenc e o f a n
oblique case of this wor d w e meet wit h th e indeclinabl e for m
in goo d uncials . Th e papyru s citation s fo r thi s begi n with
LPc (ii/B.C.) , whic h suit s it s appearanc e i n th e LXX . W e
cannot wel l credi t educate d writers , suc h a s Luke , with thi s
vulgar form ; bu t I  readil y conced e t o Deissman n (LicM  v .
Osten 8 5 f.) tha t i t i s possibl e i n Jn . (Her e B . Weiss an d
others would mak e th e adj . depend i n sens e upon avrov,  bu t
Sogav seem s mor e appropriate , fro m th e whol e tren d o f th e
sentence: i t i s the " glory " or " self-revelation " of the Wor d
that i s "ful l o f grac e an d truth." ) On e migh t fairl y
doubt whethe r expositor s woul d hav e though t o f makin g
Kal edea<rd/j,eda  .  .  .  irarpos  a  parenthesis , ha d it no t been
for th e suppose d necessit y o f construin g TrXjypi/ s a s a  nomina -
tive. W e restore the popula r for m als o i n Mk. 1 Th e othe r
indeclinables in questio n ar e 7r\6to > and th e othe r forms i n -co
from th e ol d comparative bas e in -yos.  Croner t (i n Philologus
bti. 161ff. ) ha s show n ho w frequentl y i n papyr i an d eve n
in literatur e thes e form s ar e used , lik e wXij/sij s an d rjpicrv,
without modificatio n fo r case . I n M t 26 6S w e hav e a
good exampl e preserve d i n «BD, the late r MS S dul y mend-
ing th e gramma r wit h TrXefov? . I s i t possibl e tha t th e
false readin g i n J n 10 29 starte d fro m a n origina l /te/f w o f
this kin d ?

Many mor e nou n form s migh t b e cite d i n whic h th e
MSS prove t o hav e retained th e genuin e Hellenistic , as evi -
denced b y the papyri ; bu t thes e typical example s wil l serve .

See the fall evidence in Croner t Mem. 179 : add OR xv. 35, 435, xviii, 109;
also C. H. Turner in JTS i . 12 0 ff. and 561 f.; Radermaohe r i n ShM  Ivii. 151;
Beinhold 63 . Deissmann , New Light  4 4 f., deal s briefl y wit h J n I.e.  Winer ,
p. 705 , compare s th e "grammaticall y independent " irXi^ r claus e wit h th e
nom. see n in Phi l 3" , M k 12". W . F . Moulto n make s no remark there , bu t
in th e not e on Jn I 14 (Milligan-Moulton i n loc.)  he accept s th e oonstructio n
found i n th e RV , o r permits hi s colleagu e t o d o so . A t tha t dat e th e cas e
for th e indeclinabl e vXi^n p wa s befor e hi m onl y i n th e LX X (as Jo b 21 "
HBAC). Se e Blass 81 n.: M r B. R. Ottley adds a probable ex. in Is 633 B.

Indeclinabe
Adjectives.
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Verbs naturall y suppl y ye t mor e abundan t material , bu t we
need no t cit e i t full y here . Pursuin g th e orde r otWJLApp*

we pause a moment on the droppe d augments ,
etc., in pp . 168 f., which are wel l illustrate d

in papyri . Thi s phenomeno n goe s bac k t o Herodotus , an d
may wel l b e a  contributio n o f Ioni c t o th e
Common Greek. Diphthong s are naturally the

first to sho w the tendency : i t i s no t likely , fo r example, that
Drs Grenfel l an d Hun t woul d now, a s i n th e editio  princeps
of th e Oxyrhynchu s Logi a (1897, p . 7) , cal l olKoBofj.rjftevt)  a
" more seriou s erro r " tha n at  fo r e  o r e t fo r i.  Th e doubl e
augment o f aTre/caTeaTaOr)  i n papyr i and-N T may b e noted a s
a suggestiv e trifl e under thi s head of augments befor e we pas s

on. Ver y satisfactor y confirmatio n o f ou r
uncial traditio n i s supplie d b y th e person -
endings. Th e functionall y useles s differenc e

of endin g betwee n the stron g an d th e wea k aoris t bega n t o
disappear i n ou r period . Th e stron g aoris t act . o r mid . i s
only foun d i n som e thirty -« * verbs (an d thei r compounds ) in
the NT ; an d whil e th e grea t frequenc y o f thei r occurrenc e
protected th e root-form , th e overwhelmin g predominanc e of
the sigmati c aoris t tende d t o driv e of f the fiel d it s rival' s
person-endings. Th e limits o f thi s usage in th e N T tex t ar e
entirely i n accor d wit h th e better-writte n papyri . Thu s we
find little encouragement fo r yevdpevos,1 fo r which any number
of papyru s citation s ma y be made. Bu t whe n we notice <yeva
[. . .] in BU 103 3 (ii/A.D.) corrected t o yew ... by a second
hand,2 we see that education still rebelled against thi s develop-
ment, which had begu n with th e Atti c eliray  centurie s before .
The tendency, in fairl y culture d speech , mainly concerne d th e
act., and the indie , middle . Fo r th e detail s se e th e carefu l
note i n W S p . 111 . Whethe r th e sam e intrusio n shoul d

1 So Lk 22" n, Lk 24 aa B, and Mk 6M and 15*1 A : there is no further uncial
support, i f T i i s reliable , throughout Mt, Mk , an d Lk , i n a total of 40 occur
rences. Th e ptc. doe s not occur in Jn. I  have not looked further .

* Eiipdfieros i n Heb 912 (all uncial s except D2) is perhaps due to the frequenc y
of 1s t aor . i n -pa . Th e ptc . itsel f appear s i n a n inscr . o f the Roma n age ,
IMA iii . 1119. P . Buttmann cites yevd/neros fro m Archimedes (iii/B.c.), thoug h
Wilamowitz-Mb'llendorf i n hi s extract s fro m th e Psammites  (Leiebueh  24 3 ff.)
edits yevbucvm  seve n times. Bu t i n a  Dori c autho r the questio n concern s ua
little MG r shows that 7<ci(/twof cam e to stay.

Verbs :—

Augments.

Person-
endings
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be allowe d i n th e import. , e.g.  efyav M k 8 r, is doubtful , i n
view o f th e scant y warran t fro m th e papyri . I t i s fo r th e
same reaso n mor e tha n doubtfu l whethe r w e ca n accep t
irape\aftoffav 2  T h 3 6 s*AD*: I  hav e onl y 4  imperf . an d
2 aor . exx . fro m Ptolemai c times , an d th e form s e\a/i/8o -
vevav an d a<f>i\e(rav  (B M 18 , 41 , 16 1 B.C.—cite d b y W M
91 n. s) sho w tha t th e innovatio n ha d no t attaine d grea t
fixity befor e i/A.D . Th e ocula r confusio n suggeste d b y Hor t
in 2  T h I.e.  would b e furthere d b y th e late r currenc y of this
convenient ending . Wha t w e fin d i t har d t o allo w i n a
writer o f Paul' s cultur e i s a  littl e easie r i n J n (15 22-24

KBL etc.); an d e$6\iov<rav  Eo m 3 18 (LXX ) migh t hav e bee n
written b y Pau l himself , apar t fro m quotation—w e ca n
hardly cit e an y othe r 3  pi . imperf . fro m -oa > verbs . A s
early a s ii/B. a w e fin d rjl;tov<rav  i n Magn.  47 : se e Naoh -
manson's parallels , pp . 14 8 f . Th e -e ? o f 2  sg . perf. , rea d
by W H i n Ee v 2 s-6 11" , an d i n 1s t aor . Ee v 2 4, ma y
perhaps b e allowe d i n Ee v a s a  mar k o f imperfec t Greek :
it ha s n o warran t fro m educate d writin g outside. 1 Th e
3 p L perf . i n -av  i s wel l atteste d i n A c 16 86 an d E o 16 7

«AB, Lk 9 s6 BLX, Col 21 K*ABCD*P, as well a s i n Jn , Ja s
and Eev, wher e i t raise s les s difficulty . I t certainl y make s
a fai r sho w i n th e papyri , fro m 16 4 B.C . dow n (se e Mayse r
323), bu t no t i n document s whic h woul d encourag e u s t o
receive i t fo r Luk e o r eve n Paul . A s th e onl y differenc e
between perf . and 1  aor.-endings, the -acr t was foredoome d t o
yield t o th e assimilatin g tendency ; bu t possibl e occurrence s
of -av  ar e relativel y few, and th e witnes s o f th e papyr i inde -
cisive, and i t i s safer, except i n Eev , t o suppose it a vulgarism
due t o th e occasiona l laps e o f a n earl y scribe. 2 I f i t wer e
really Alexandrian , a s Sextu s Empiricu s says , w e coul d
understand it s comparativ e frequenc y i n th e papyri ; bu t
Thumb decisivel y reject s thi s (Hellenismus  170) , o n th e
ground o f it s frequen t appearanc e elsewhere. * Th e termina -

1 Even B shows it, in Ac 21". Note also drexd\v^ei Mt 11" D.
1 r£yarai> formed the starting-point of a valuable paper by K. Buresch in

RhM, 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 -cxray type.

' At Delphi, for example, with imperf. and aor. -<xray (see p. 37).
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tion -atri  invades wha t is formally , though no t i n meaning , a
present, in th e cas e o f fJKaai,  whic h i s a  genuin e vernacula r
form (cf fiicapev i n Pa r P  48 (ii/B.C.)) . W H (App* 176 ) rejec t
it a s "Western " i n M k 8 s, regardin g i t a s a  paraphras e
of elfflv  (BLJ) ; bu t i t mus t b e observe d tha t th e Lewi s
Syriac i s no w t o b e adde d t o «ADN , wit h th e Lati n an d
other versions , whic h suppor t it . I t i s afte r al l a  for m
which w e migh t expec t i n Mk , and equall y expec t t o fin d
removed b y revisers , whethe r Alexandria n o r Syrian . B y
way o f completin g th e person-endings , we ma y observ e tha t
the pluperf . act . ha s exclusivel y th e late r -eiv  form , wit h
-et- eve n i n 3  pi.; 1 an d that th e 3  nl . imper. i n -roxrav  and
-ffOanrav ar e unchallenged .

Taking u p th e contrac t verbs , we note how the confusion s
between -dot  an d -eta  form s (p . 173 ) are supporte d b y ou r
external evidence , and b y MGr . Ou r firs t serious revol t fro m
WH concern s th e infinitiv e in -otv  (and by analogy -av).  Th e
evidence fo r i t i s "small , but o f goo d quality " (p. 173—c f
Introd. §  410): i t i s in fac t confine d t o B*D in Mt 13 82, B*
in M k 4M, N* in 1  Pet 2 15, BD* i n He b 7 6 (wher e se e Ti) ,
and a  lectionar y i n L k 9 S1. Thi s evidenc e ma y pas s i f ou r
object i s merel y to reproduc e th e spellin g o f th e ag e of B;
but absolutel y n o corroboratio n seem s discoverable , earlie r
than th e dat e o f B  itself , excep t a n inscriptio n cite d i n
Hatzidakis (p . 193), 2 an d tw o papyri , B M iii . p . 13 6 bis
(18 A.D.) , and PFi 2 4 (ii/A.a) . Blas s (p. 48 ) doe s not regar d
the for m a s establishe d fo r th e NT . W e ca n quote agains t
it fro m i—IV/A.D . plentiful exx . o f -ovv  i n papyri . (Tha t -out
and -a v (not av) are th e correc t Atti c forms , may be seen fro m
Meisterhans8 17 5 f. , whic h Hort' s hesitatio n a s t o -av
prompts m e t o quote : fo r th e reaso n o f th e apparen t
irregularity se e Brugmann , Gr.  Gramm. 3 61 , o r W S 42. )
Next ma y be named, for -dot  verbs , the 2n d sing . pres . mid. in
•aarai (nav^affat,  oSwatrai),  whic h ha s bee n forme d afres h
in th e Konnj  wit h th e hel p o f th e -trai  tha t answers to 3r d

1 There are isolated exceptions in the papyri.
1 So WS 116 n. Tw o other inscription s ar e cite d b y Hatzidakis , bu t

without dates . Vitell i (o n PF i I.e.)  refer s t o Crbner t 22 0 n., wh o correct s
Schmiedel's philology : th e for m i s o f course a  simpl e produc t o f analogy—
\fot :  \fair :  : $17X01 :
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sing, -rat  in th e perfect. 1 I t i s well parallele d b y the earl y
fut. xapietcrai,  i n G H 1 4 c (iii/B.C.), for which ^apiecrai appear s
in OP 292 (i/A.D.). $dyeo-ai  an d trteacu,  which naturally went
together, give u s th e onl y exx . outside -dot  verbs , t o whic h
the quotation s i n G . Meye r Gfr.  Gram. 9 54 9 sugges t tha t
the innovatio n wa s mainl y confined . Th e late r extension s
may b e noted in Hatzidaki s 188 . Not e the convers e chang e
in Bvvrj.  Unfortunatel y w e d o no t see m to hav e exx. o f th e
subj. o f -oo ) verbs , t o hel p the parsin g o f "va  fijXour e an d
the lik e (p . 167) . Blas s (Kiihner 3 i . 2 . 587 , and Gfr.  48 )
accepts Hort' s vie w tha t th e subj . o f thes e verb s becam e
identical wit h th e indie. , just a s i t alway s wa s i n th e -du>
verbs. (Se e W. F. Moulton's note , WM 363 . E x I 18 orav
fiatovcrffe .  .  .  Kal  &trt,  there cited , i s a  ver y good example. )
But Blas s rightly , I  think , reject s th e suppositio n tha t
evoS&rai ( 1 C o 162) ca n be anythin g bu t a  pres . subj . T o
read evoSorrai,  as perf . indie., i s possible , thoug h th e editor s
do no t see m b y thei r printin g t o hav e favoure d tha t
alternative. Tha t i t i s a  perf . subj . i s extremel y unlikely .
The parallels o n whic h Hort (p . 179) relies—set forth wit h
important addition s i n Blass' s Kiihne r i . 2 . 10 0 f.—d o
nothing to make it likel y tha t th e Koivrf  ha d an y perf . subj.
apart fro m th e ordinar y periphrasti c form. 2 I t i s hard ,
moreover, to see why the pres . subj . is not satisfactor y here :
see D r Findlay' s not e i n loc.  (EGT  vol . ii.). Finall y w e
note th e disappearanc e o f th e -yea  verb s fro m th e Koivq,
with th e exceptio n of Itfeo  an d x/wfo/ww 3 (as we ought t o cal l
them); als o th e sporadi c appearanc e o f th e uncontracte d
eSeero Lk 8 s8 ( B an d a  fe w other s -etro , which looks lik e a
correction). I t i s supported by Esth 14 s A, BU 92 6 (U/A.D. )
and th e Mithra s Liturg y (p . 12) : i t i s probably , a s Blas s
suggests, a  mer e analogy-produc t fro m Seoyua t conjugate d

1 To suppos e thi s (o r <f>Aye<ra.i,  similarl y forme d fro m tfxiyfrai)  a  genuin e
survival o f the pre-Gree k -esai,  i s characteristi c of th e antediluvia n philolog y
which stil l frequently does duty for science in thi s country. Krumbaoher , KZ
xxvii. 497 , scoffs a t E . Curtius fo r talking of an "uralte " -creu .

9 To argue thi s woul d deman d a  ver y technica l discussion . It i s enoug h
to say that the Atti c jeexrw/uu an d fie/ivufuu  ar e not derivativ e verbs , and that
the thre e derivativ e verb s whic h ca n b e quoted , fro m Doric , Creta n an d
Ionic respectively, supply slender justification fo r the suppose d KOIPT J parallel.

* Xpo<r0< u was the Hellenisti c infin., bu t ther e is no example of it i n NT ,
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like \vofiai, 1 an d owe s nothin g t o Ionic . I t afford s n o
warrant fo r suspecting uncontraeted forms elsewhere: Karey^eev
Mk 14 s i s an aor. , a s in Attic.

The verb s i n -fu  continue d in Hellenisti c t o suffe r fro m
the proces s o f gradua l extinctio n whic h bega n eve n i n
Homeric Greek , an d i n MG r ha s eliminate d ever y for m
outside th e ver b "be. " Th e papyr i agre e wit h th e N T

uncials i n showin g form s lik e Bvvoaai  andverbs in -iu .  /C l ,  ,  .r eoeTO (a s wel l a s -eooro),  an d variou s
flexions after contrac t ver b types . Ne w verb s like la-rdvco 2

are formed , an d ne w tense s lik e ea-rd/ca  (transitive) . Th e
most importan t novelt y apar t fro m thes e i s th e aor . subj .
Sot and yvoi* as to whic h W. F. Moulton's view (WM 36 0 n.)
ia finall y establishe d b y goo d attestatio n fro m papyri . Th e
pres. subj . Si&oi,  afte r th e -6a>  verbs , se t th e analog y a t
work. Tha t i n muc h late r document s suc h form s ma y b e
opt. nee d no t troubl e us . Th e for m Son)  i s mor e difficult .
Schwyzer (p . 191 ) quote s Moeri s fo r iroianj  i n Commo n
Greek, an d call s i n th e analog y of Tiftearj:  th e furthe r ste p
to Syr)  (als o atteste d b y Moeris ) wa s ease d b y th e fac t
that Sow ; dre w towards dn,  an d woul d consequentl y become
monosyllabic: se e p . 45 . Any  (subj. ) seem s a  syntact -
ical necessit y i n Ep h 1 " ( B $<£),  2  Ti m 2 2S (c f late r
uncials in Eph 3 18 an d J n 15 16): thi s form , wel l know n i n
Homer, survive s i n Boeotia n an d Delphia n inscriptions , a s
Michel 141 1 (ii/B.c. , Delphi), 140 9 (do).*  I t i s quite intel -
ligible tha t N W Gree k (c f above , p . 3 6 f. ) shoul d hav e
thus contribute d t o th e KOIVTJ  a n ite m whic h (lik e othe r
contributions fro m a  singl e quarter , e.g. TeWope? ace. ) kept
only a  precariou s existenc e b y th e sid e o f othe r forms . W e
return t o this late r (pp. 193 f.). Fro m olSa  we have in papyri ,
as i n NT , ordinar y perfec t indie , flexion, 6 an d pluperf . fp r
ySeiv, with occasiona l literar y reviva l o f th e olde r irregular
forms. Finally , i n th e conjugatio n o f et/u , the middl e form s

1 See below, p . 234.
2 The for m -crrd™  i n u  and D  (p. 175) is interesting in tbat it exactly antioi

pates the MGr . S o NP 53 (iii/A.r.), in Wiloken's reading ;  Sytt.  737" (ii/A.D. )
8 So in 2nd person also, airoSot r Lk 12 W D (as papyri).
4 See G. Meyer8 656. Witkowski , p. xxii, reads diroSoifcj t (subj. ) in ParP 58.
5 Probably Ionic : B O Herodotua, an d even our texts of Homer (Od. i. 337) .
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are wel l establishe d (Jjf/up' , ^ne6a  — see above , p. 37) , a s t o a
still furthe r exten t in MGr . Eve n th e MG r present el/tat,  i s
found alread y in a Phrygian inscriptio n ap.  Ramsa y 0 . and B.
ii. 56 5 (earl y IV/A.D.) . G . Meyer ( 8 569 ) regarde d eo-ra t a s
the 3r d sing , o f this , transferred t o futur e meaning . Not e
that the ol d 1st sing , iji » reappear s in D at Ac 2018 : elsewher e
77/1171' stand s alone . Th e rare r rjrca  alternate s wit h etrrta,  in
papyri and late inscriptions, as in NT.

It i s needles s t o ad d an y detail s a s t oMiscellaneous.  i V .  A . «  •  •  inoteworthy form s amon g th e principa l
parts " of verbs. Papyru s parallels may be cite d fo r yv
for th e doubl e formatio n o f apvaXfo  an d ftaara X
and r/pTrda-dtjv,  effdaraa-a  an d e/3d<rTai;a  *) , fo r th e alternativ e
perf . of Tirfxavot  (se e T i o n Heb 8 s), fo r th e 1  aor. o f ayca,  etc.
Note especially th e intrusion o f the / * from th e presen t o f Xo/t-
fidvm into variou s part s o f the verb , and int o derivative noun s
(p. 149). Thi s i s norma l i n th e papyr i afte r th e Ptolemaic
period, in which there is still some lingering o f the older forms.
The sam e phenomeno n occurre d partiall y i n Ioni c ; bu t th e
Ionic fut . X<£/iiJro/M«, by taking ove r th e d  a s wel l a s the nasa l
of th e present , shows that i t wa s an independen t developmen t
in th e Koivtf.  Thi s wil l serv e as a final example to show that
the lat e uncials and cursives , in restoring classical forms which
the bes t MS S set aside , were desertin g th e Gree k o f th e N T
period i n th e interest s of an artificia l grammar .

' So P 1 38 (? rightly) in Rev 2" ; o f 5w/34ffTaicro s L k II*1. I t is MGr.
ADDITIONAL NOTES . — Superficially parallel with rfffftpa,  etc . i s the curiou s

variant (najSeplaSri,  whic h i n M k I 41*- immediatel y follow s xaffaplcrSifri.  W H
(A pp.2 157) note that this occurs only in augmented or reduplicated tense-form s :
so also in LXX (Thackeray). Clearl y the e  came in as a second augment, follow -
ing wha t looked lik e KO.T&.  Fo r th e itacis m o f a t and e  (WH ib.),  cf Mayser
107, wh o shows that the change of at was illiterate, and quite rare in Ptolemaic
times. Late r i t becam e normal, til l a t an d e  were only distinguished ortho -
graphically. M r Thackera y send s m e statistic s a s t o oiffels,  supplement -
ing the table s of Mayse r (pp. 18 0 B.). Th e phenomeno n seems t o b e o f Attic
origin, appearin g earl y i n iv/B.0 . Thenc e i t sprea d t o th e KotpiJ , wher e in
ii/B.c. i t greatl y predominated . Bu t i n i/A.D . oMelt  wa s markedly recovering,
and befor e UJ/A.D. it had driven out oWcls.  Th e survival o f oMtlt i n NT uncials
is therefor e significant. Th e compoun d ifovOeneTf,  bor n perhap s i n U/B.O. , is
found in the more literary LXX writers, an d in Luke and Paul : the later LXX
books sho w i^ovStvour  coine d whe n ovSeis  wa s reasserting itself . Th e 3  pi.
opt. i n -aa.v  ma y be note d i n D  (A c 17" 'bis).  Th e agreemen t of D  with th e
LXX in a formation markedly absent fro m th e N T is curious ; but i t must not
(says Dr Thumb) be used to support any theory o f Egyptian origin fo r the IIS.



CHAPTBE IV.

SYNTAX: TH E NOUN .

WE address ourselve s to th e syntax , beginning wit h tha t of
the Noun . Ther e ar e grammatica l categorie s her e tha t

scarcely as k fo r mor e tha n bar e mention .Number;— On th e subjec t o f Number  ther e i s on e
obvious thin g t o say—th e dua l ha s gone . Man y Gree k
dialects, Ioni c conspicuously , had discarded thi s hoar y luxur y

long befor e th e Commo n Gree k wa s born ;
no ^eor7 °̂  *^e relation of the Koivrf  t o
the dialect s woul d allo w Atti c t o forc e o n

the resultan t speech a  se t o f form s s o useless as these. Th e
dual ma y well have arisen i n prehistoric days when men could
not coun t beyon d two ; an d i t i s evidentl y sufferin g fro m
senile deca y i n th e ver y earlies t monument s w e posses s of
Indo-Germanic language. I t had somewhat revived in Attic—
witness the inscriptions, and folk-songs like the " Harmodius ";
but i t neve r invade d Hellenistic , no t eve n whe n a  Hebre w
dual migh t hav e bee n exactl y rendere d b y its aid . W e shall
see when we come t o th e adjective s tha t th e disappearanc e
of th e distinctio n betwee n dualit y an d pluralit y ha d wide r
results tha n th e mer e banishmen t o f the dua l numbe r fro m
declensions and conjugations . Th e significan t ne w flexion of
Svo shoul d b e noted here : ther e i s a  pluralise d dativ e Svcri,
but i n othe r respect s Su o i s indeclinable . *A(i<f><»  ha s dis -
appeared i n favou r o f th e normall y decline d afufMrepo?.
Apart fro m thi s matte r th e onl y noteworth y poin t unde r
Number i s the marke d weakenin g o f th e ol d principl e tha t
neuter plural s (i n thei r origi n identica l wit h collective s i n
-a1) too k a  singula r verb . I n th e N T w e hav e a  larg e

1 See Giles , Manual',  26 4 ff . I  migh t ad d her e that D r Giles thinks the
dual ma y hav e bee n originall y a  specialise d for m o f th e plural , use d (a s i n
Homer always) to describe natura l o r artificia l pairs.  Tha t thi s is its earliest

a

T h e D u a l .
N e u t e r P l u r a l s .
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extension o f what i n classica l Gree k was a comparatively rare
licence, th e plura l ver b bein g allowe d whe n th e individua l
items in the subjec t ar e separately i n view, while the singula r
treats the subjec t as a  collective unity.1 Th e liberty o f using
the plura l freel y make s th e us e o f th e singula r distinctl y
more significant than i t coul d be in classica l Greek .

It ma y b e adde d tha t th e convers e
Pnenomenon» know n a s th e vyr^ia.  IltvSa-
piicov, is found i n the N T : see Mk 441, Mt 5 18

6", 1  C o 1560, Eev 9 12. I t i s reall y onl y a  specia l cas e of
anacoluthon, no more peculiar t o Pinda r tha n t o Shakspere .
An interesting communicatio n b y Prof . Skea t t o th e Cam -
bridge Philologica l Societ y (Proceedings,  Ixvii . p. 2 ) describe s
a rule in English, from Alfre d downwards , that " when a verb
occurs i n th e 3r d perso n i n a n introductor y manne r .  .  .,
it i s often use d i n th e singula r number , thoug h th e subjec t
may be in the plural. " Thu s "  what cares  thes e roarers fo r
the nam e o f kin g ? " — " and no w abideth  faith , hope, [love] ,
fchese three, " — etc. ; th e las t bein g a s tru e t o English idio m
as to its origina l Greek . Tha t th e constructio n i s als o pos-
sible wit h orde r inverted , is show n b y another citation, " For
thy thre e thousand ducat s her e is six." (Se e also p . 234. )

An idiomati c us e o f th e plura l appear s
n Passag 68 like Mf c 22 ° r^v^ieeurw,  Lk 12"
ahovaiv, wher e ther e i s suc h a  suppressio n

of th e subjec t i n bringin g emphasi s o n th e action , tha t
we ge t th e effec t o f a  passive , o r o f Frenc h on , Germa n
man. Ou r "  they say " is like it . Light f oot compare s th e
"rhetorical plural " i n Euripide s I T 1359 , /eXejnwTes «
•yj}? goava  ical  6v^Tro\ov<i  (i.e,  Iphigenia) . Ad d Liv y ix . 1 ,
" auctores bell i [on e man] dedidimus. " Wine r give s oth
parallels, bu t rightl y refuse s t o pu t M t 9 s 27" , 1  Co 1528

16s int o thi s category . I f He b 10 1 ha s no t a  primitiv e
error (a s Hort suspected) , th e plura l subjec t of

extant use is certain, bu t its origin may very well have been as suggested above .
There ar e savage s stil l wh o canno t coun t beyon d two : se e Tylor, Primitive
Culture, i . 24 2 f. Th e Indo-German s ha d numeral s u p t o 10 0 befor e thei r
separation ; but th e superfluou s dual, I  suggest, had been already utilised for a
new purpose.

> Thi s is conspicuous in D  (Wellh. 12).

''Pindaric'
Construction.

Impesonal.
Plural.
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and Swavrai  migh t fairl y be describe d i n thi s way; fo r th e
priests ar e certainl y no t prominen t i n th e writer' s thought ,
and a  passiv e constructio n woul d hav e give n th e meanin g
exactly. S o Westcot t (fo r irpoa<f).)  wh o quotes J n 15 ' 202,
Eev 12« , Mt 7 18, Mk 10 1S, Lk 17 28. Se e also p . 163 , n. «

On Gender  likewis e ther e i s no t muc h t o
say. Ther e ar e sundr y difference s i n th e

gender o f particular words ; bu t eve n MG r i s nearly a s much
under th e domination of this outworn excrescence on language
as was its classical ancestor. Tha t English shoul d still be almost
the onl y European language to discard gender , indicating onl y
distinction o f sex, is exceedingly strange . A s in th e cas e o f
Number, w e hav e t o refe r t o ordinar y grammar s fo r som e
uses o f gende r whic h N T Gree k share s wit h th e classical .
One o r two case s of slavish translation shoul d b e mentioned .
In Ko m 11 * th e LX X T$  BdaX  i s cite d a s ry  B.,  which
occurs howeve r three times in LXX, and in Ascensio Isaiae 12.
Prof. R C. Burkitt (OR  xiv . 458) , i n commentin g on this las t
passage, accepts th e explanatio n tha t th e gende r i s deter -
mined b y th e Q'rt  W3 , translate d aurjfvv^.  I n M k 12 11

and M t 21 4* w e hav e the LX X avrt)  = ntft: th e translator s
may perhap s hav e interpreted thei r ow n Gree k b y recallin g

Ke<pa\r)v ftovCas.  Breac h of concord in Gender
^as ^een ^^dy alluded to , in a note on the
Greek of Eev (p . 9).° Th e ver y difficult e ? TI?

as it doe s both number and gender . W e might quot e in illus-
tration Pa r P 15 (ii/B.C. ) eirl  n ptav  T&V  .  .  .  olxi&v,  and
BU 32 6 (ii/A.D. ) el Be ri  irepura'a.  ffpafifiara  .  .  .  /caraXwraj. *
But Blass' s e t TI,  rea d throughout , is a  grea t improvement :
si quid  valet  i s th e sens e required , a s Lightfoo t practicall y
shows b y hi s translation . H . A . A. Kennedy (EGT  i n Joe. )
makes independently the same suggestion. Not e that the Codex
Amiatinus (an d others ) rea d s i quid  viscera.  [«»Se e p. 244.

A significan t remar k ma y b e quote d fro m th e grea t
Byzantinist, K . Krumbacher , &  propos o f thes e breache s o f
concord. I n hi s Probkm  d.  neugr.  Schriftsprache  (p . 50 ) h e
observes: " If one finds in Greek literature, between the early
Byzantine age and th e presen t day , mistakes like \eaiv5>v  pr)

Gender:-11

Breach of
Concord.

of Phil 2  comes in here, involving
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etc., i t show s tha t w e have t o d o wit h a  half-dea d form , i n
which mistakes sli p i n as soo n as grammatical vigilance nods."
When w e remembe r tha t th e MG r presen t participle , e.g.
Sevovra?, is as indeclinable as our ow n equivalen t "  binding,"
we can se e some reason fo r th e frequenc y o f non-agreemen t
in this part of the verb . Wha t became common in th e earl y
Byzantine literatur e woul d naturall y b e incipien t i n th e
vernacular o f imperfectl y educated person s centurie s before ,
like th e autho r o f Rev. 1 A  fe w nouns wavering i n gende r
may be named. At^oi  i s masculine i n Par P 22 (ii/B.c.) and
feminine in 26 , which is written b y the sam e hand ; furthe r
parallels need no t b e sough t fo r th e inconsistenc y betwee n
Lk 4 M an d A c 11 88, L k 15 U. Th e apparentl y purposeles s
variation betwee n ^ 0eo ? and y  0ed  i n A c 1 9 i s explaine d b y
inscriptions.* Som e masculin e -0 9 noun s lik e I\eo9 , jfoo? ,
irXouTo?, passe d int o th e neute r declensio n i n Hellenistic ,
and remain there in MGr: se e Hatzidakis, pp. 356 ff.

We ar e fre e no w to examine th e pheno -
mena o f Case.  T o estimat e th e positio n of
Hellenistic case s alon g th e lin e o f develop -
merit, we may sum up briefly what may be seen

at th e tw o ends of this line . MG r has onl y the thre e case s
we ourselve s possess—nominative , accusative , an d genitive .
(The surviva l o f a  fe w vocativ e forms , i n whic h MG r an d
Hellenistic are o n practically th e sam e footing , does not affec t
this point , fo r th e vocativ e i s no t reall y a  case. ) A t th e
very daw n o f Greek language history , a s w e kno w it , ther e i s
only on e more , th e dative , thoug h w e ca n detec t a  fe w
moribund trace s o f instrumental, locative , an d ablative . Fo r
all practica l purposes , w e may sa y that Gree k los t i n pre -

1 Of Reinhold 57 f., and p. 234 below. W e may cite typical breaches of con-
cord from th e papyri . Firstly , case :—KP 37 (ii/A D.) "flpav (ypa.\(/a.  vrip  airrau
/t!>l elfin  yf(dntia.Ta) :—this i s qnit e trae a s it stands , but Hero n mean t elS&rot !
So B0 31 (ei«t!). B U 100 2 (i/B.C.)'Ai-n^Xou'EXX^ .  .  .  IrvApxni.  Letr.
149 (ii/A.D.) rov  dStX0o C .  .  .  A  Sutroxos  (  = 8408.). O P 527 (ii-iii/A.D.) rep !
Ze/H}i>ov ro v yva&at  o  ffwcpvaftfuvo!. " The n gender:—B U 99 7 (ii/B.0. ) T^V
irrtpxpr a&rwi  oticlai>.  Jb.  577 (iii/A.D.) in rijs /xenjXXax&ros ywaiKea'.  Ib.  101 3
(i/A.D.) 4  iiju>\oyiaf.  Ib . 103 6 (ii/A.D. ) aroM^ XewoCn . LP « (ii/B.c.) rty run
Star tvaaffov  iKofaarra.  A P 11 3 (H/A.D.) 6 rereXeimjiccitt aArris  /njnjp .

1 Cf Blass on 19": " Usitate dicitur ^ Serf s (ut v.n); verum etiam inscriptio
Ephesia . . . T^fLtyl<fTji9ef'E^f<rtf'A.fT4iuSi,oam alibi . . . ii ffeos eadem dicatur.
... Itaque fonnulam sollemnem i /ityd\ri 9ci  "A. mira diligentia L. oonservavit." *

°*Seep. 244.

Case:1
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historic times thre e ou t of the primitiv e seven case s (or eight,
if w e include th e vocative) , viz. , the from  cas e (ablative), th e
urith case (instrumental *), and th e a t o r in cas e (locative), al l
of whic h survive d i n Sanskrit , an d appreciabl y i n Latin ,
though obscure d i n th e latte r b y th e forma l syncretis m o f
ablative, instrumental , an d (excep t i n singula r o f -a - an d
-o- nouns) locative . I n othe r words , the purel y local cases ,
in whic h th e meanin g coul d b e brough t ou t b y a  place -
adverb (for this purpose calle d a  preposition) , sacrificed thei r
distinct form s an d usages. 2 Gree k i s accordingl y marked ,

like English, by th e ver y free us e of preposi -
^ons- -^ ^ characteristi c i s most obviousl y
intensified i n Hellenistic , where we ar e per -

petually findin g prepositiona l phrase s use d t o expres s rela -
tions whic h i n classica l Gree k would hav e bee n adequatel y
given by a case alone . I t i s needless t o illustrat e thi s fact ,
except wit h on e typica l exampl e whic h will fitl y introduc e
the nex t poin t t o be discussed . W e have already (pp . 11 f.)
referred t o th e instrumenta l ev , formerly regarde d a s a trans -
lation o f the familia r Hebrew a, but no w well establishe d a s
vernacular Greek of Ptolemaic and later times. Th e examples
adduced al l happen t o be from th e categor y "  armed with ";
but i t seem s fair to argue that an instrumenta l sens e fo r e v
is generall y availabl e i f th e contex t strongl y pleads fo r it ,
without regardin g thi s restrictio n o r assumin g Hebraism. *
Nor is the intrusio n of iv exclusivel y a  featur e o f "  Biblical"
Greek, in th e place s where the prep , seems to be superfluous .
Thus in Ga l 5 1 th e simpl e dativ e appear s wit h
Par P  6 3 (ii/B.C.— a roya l letter) gives u s TO W

1 The instrumenta l prope r al l bu t coincide d wit h th e dativ e i n for m
throughout th e sing , o f the 1s t an d 2n d decL , s o tha t th e stil l survivin g
dative of instrument may in these declensions be regarded as the ancien t case :
the comilative " with," however, was always expressed by a preposition, excep t
in the idiom afro?; ivSp&fi,  an d the "militar y dative.'

9 Note that the to case also disappeared, th e "termina l accusative" see n in
ire Romam.  Th e survivin g Gree k case s thu s represen t purel y grammatica l
relations, thos e of subject, object , possession , remoter object , and instrument.

* I should not wish to exclude the possibility tha t thi s in,  although correc t
vernacular Greek , cam e t o b e use d rathe r excessivel y b y translator s fro m
Hebrew, o r b y me n whos e mothe r tongu e wa s Aramaic . Th e us e would b a
explained on the sam e lines as that of ti»6 on p. 11.

Encrochment
of Prepositions.
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ev riffiv  ayvoijuao-tv.  I n Pa r P  2 2 (ii/B.c. ) we have r&
BiaXvdfjvai, whil e th e contemporar y 2 8 ha s SiaXvopevat  e v
TO> Xt/xo) . Wha t gav e birt h t o thi s extensio n c f th e use s
of evl  I t seem s certainl y t o impl y a  growin g lac k of
clearness i n th e simpl e dative , resultin g i n a n unwilling -
ness t o trus t i t t o expres s th e require d meanin g withou t
further definition . W e may see in th e multiplie d us e o f pre-
positions an incipien t sympto m of that simplificatio n of cases
which culminates in th e abbreviate d case system o f to-day.

The NT studen t ma y easily overloo k the
*ac* ^a * th e dativ e ha s alread y entere d
the wa y tha t lead s t o extinction . I  tak e

a pag e a t rando m fro m M k i n WH, an d coun t 2 1 dative s
against 2 3 genitive s an d 2 5 accusatives . A  rando m page
from th e Teubne r Herodotu s give s m e onl y 10 , agains t
23 an d 2 9 respectively ; on e fro m Plat o 11 , agains t 1 2
and 25 . Suc h figure s coul d obviousl y prov e nothin g con -
clusive unti l the y wer e continue d ove r a  larg e area , bu t
they may b e take n a s evidence tha t th e dativ e i s not dea d

yet. Takin g the N T as a whole , th e dativ e
w^ prepositions fall s behin d th e accusative
and genitiv e i n th e proportio n 1 5 t o 1 9 and

17 respectively . Thi s make s th e dativ e considerabl y mor e
prominent tha n i n classica l an d post-classica l historians. 1

The preponderance is, however, due solely to ev, the commonest
of al l th e prepositions , outnumberin g et ? by abou t three t o
two: wer e both thes e omitted , the dativ e woul d come down
to 2  £ in the above proportion, while the accusativ e woul d still
be 10 . An d althoug h e V ha s greatl y enlarge d its spher e of
influence* i n th e N T a s compare d with literar y Kon>ij,  w e

1 Helbing, in Schanz' s Beitrllgt,  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 , an d Xenophon , take n together , at 1: 1*2: 3; for
twelve post-classical historians, fro m Polybiu s to Zosimus, at 1 : 1*6 : 2*4.

«This is well seen by comparing the statistics of Helbing, pp . 8  f. - He give s
the figures for the thre e favourit e prepositions o f th e historians . 'E v is one of
the three in every author excep t Folybius, Diodorus, and Josephus; el s falls out
of the list i n Eusebiu s only. Th e total occurrences of el s in the three classica l
historians amount to 6,531, those of 6- to 6,031; whil e in the twelve Hellenistic
writers ef t come s t o 31,651 , and in  to onl y 17,130 . Contras t th e NT , wher e
tts i s preferred to i y only i n Mk and Heb, and the total occurrence s amount to
1,743 and 2,698 respectively . Se e the lis t in p. 98 below: not e there also the

Decay of the
Dative:12

Uses with
Prepositions.
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find very clea r example s o f els  encroachin g o n its domain .
There are many NT passages where a  rea l distinction betwee n
eli and e V i s impossibl e t o dra w without excessiv e subtlety ,
for whic h all th e motiv e i s gon e whe n w e find in MG r at6
with accusative ( = eli TOV)  th e substitut e for the no w obsolete
dative; whil e the language in its intermediat e stages steadil y
tends toward s thi s ultimat e goal. 1 B y the sid e o f thi s w e
may pu t th e disappearanc e o f viro  wit h th e dative , th e
accusative servin g t o expres s bot h motio n and rest: i n th e
classical historian s th e dativ e i s nearl y a s frequen t a s th e
accusative, and som e of thei r successors , notably Appian an d
Herodian, made it greatl y outnumbe r its rival—se e Helbing,
op. cit.,  p. 22 . Similarl y irpos  wit h dativ e stand s i n N T i n
the rati o of less than '01 to irpo? with accusative: in the three
classical historians it average s nearly '12 ; in the later twelve,
•01 again. 'E-jrL  an d irapd  ar e th e onl y prepositions in which
the us e with three cases is really alive ; an d eve n eV / rather
illustrates our tendency than contradict s it—se e p. 107 .

We pas s o n t o othe r symptom s of sen -
escence i Q the dative. I n th e papyr i ther e
are som e clea r example s o f a n accusativ e

expressing poin t o f tim e instea d o f duratio n (se e CB  xviii .
152); an d in Ac 2 O16 and Jn 4 62, Eev 3s we may recognise the
same thing.2 O f course the dativ e of " time when " was still
very muc h more common . Ther e were no t wanting , indeed ,
instances wher e a classical use of the accusative, such as that of
specification (Goodwi n Greek  Gram.  § 1058), has yielded to a
dative o f referenc e (instrumental). 8 W e hav e example s of
its surviva l in J n 6 10 al  (WM 288 f.) ; but , as in the papyri ,
the dativ e i s ver y muc h commoner . Th e evidenc e o f th e
decay of th e dativ e wa s examined wit h grea t minutenes s by
F. Krebs in his three pamphlets , Zur Eection der  Casus  i n der
spateren historischen  Gracitat  (1887-1890) . H e deal s only

marked dro p in the total for M, whic h in th e twelv e writers o f literary Kou-i}
comes not fa r behind in  (14,093).

1 See below, p. 234.
"Thus O P 477 (ii/A.D.) ri Trffarrov  (rot,  "i n th e fifth year"—a recurren t

formula. Ad d Ge n 43 16 (Dieterich , Unters.  151) . Wit h Sipav,  however , th e
use began in classical times : se e Blass 94. Se e also p. 245 .
' Cf OB xv. 438 , xviii . 153 , an d the useful Program  by Compernass, Dt

Sernwne Or . Volg.  PiMbu  Phryffiaeqve  meridionalis,  pp. 20 f. [°8e e p. 245 .

Other cases
substituted.
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with th e literar y Kowij ; bu t w e may profitabl y take u p hi s
points i n orde r and sho w fro m th e N T ho w these tendencie s
of th e artificia l dialec t ar e really derived fro m th e vernacular .
Krebs start s wit h verb s whic h ar e beginnin g t o tak e th e
accusative, havin g bee n confine d t o th e dative in th e earlie r
language. Th e distinctio n i n meanin g betwee n transitiv e
verbs and verbs whose complement was properly instrumenta l
(as wit h 'xpaa-dai —which itsel f take s a n abnorma l accus . i n
1 Co 7s1)," or th e dativ e o f person interested, inevitabl y fade d
away wit h time , an d th e grammatica l distinctio n becam e
accordingly a  useles s surviva l O f Krebs ' exx. , iro\epelv
takes accus . also i n vernacular , evefyeveiv  an d ev&oiceiv  in th e
NT; bu t gevt£e<r0cu,  airavT&v an d viravrav  retain th e dativ e
there.1 Th e movemen t wa s accompanie d wit h variou s
symptoms o f reaction . TIpoaKwelv  i n th e N T take s th e
dative abou t twic e a s ofte n a s th e accusative. 2 Th e phras e
•irapapd\\e(r0ai rfj  -^v^y  (Polybius ) i s matche d i n respec t of
its innovatin g dativ e b y •jrapa/3o\evecrdat  i n Phi l 2 80. W e
will dismis s th e deca y o f th e dativ e wit h th e remar k tha t
the mor e illiterate papyr i an d inscription s decidedly sho w i t
before th e N T ha d acquire d an y antiquity . Th e schoolboy
of O P 119 , referre d t o alread y (p . 28) , use s ae.  for voi  afte r
<ypd<f>a>; whil e late r sample s (se e O B as above) include suc h
monstrosities a s rivi  \6yov,  crvv  reov  vl&v,  jfapi^ere  efwv. zt

Dittenberger woul d actuall y recognis e th e sam e thin g i n
OGIS 1 7 *Adi)vai  ISatTeipa  Nltcrj  ical  /3acrt\e&> s UVoXe/iat W
But a t th e beginnin g o f iii/B.c . thi s confusio n i s surel y
unthinkable, an d ther e i s a  curiou s asyndeto n left : shoul d
the KUI  b e transposed?4 Eve n O P 81 1 (A.D . 1) , ev^aptarcav
'Epftiinrov, seem s much too early to be intentional W e may
follow Kreb s furthe r a s h e show s th e encroachment s of th e
accusative upo n th e genitive , an d upo n th e fiel d o f verb s
which wer e formerl y intransitive . I t wil l be seen that th e

1 Also, w e may add, wttSapxtir,  whic h takes a gen. (lik e dxofta) in Tb F 104
(i/B.o.), OP266 (i/A.D.) , an d the "Gadatas" inser. (Michel 82). Fo r the dat,
as in NT, c f Magn. 114 , etc . EWomet f c . ace. is only in a quotation (Mt 12") .

"Contrast th e inscriptions : see O S XT . 436. Bu t not e ParP 51 (ii/B.o.)
Ira Tpancvrrpvi  a.Mt>.  *  See other exx. i n Dieterieh , Unten.  160 .

4 D.'s furthe r ex. , No. 87 (iii/B.o.) inrtp  /SocnX&i H .  .  .  ico l j3a<riXWi) s .  .  .
Kal nroXe/tafan rfi i vlw t seems merely a  mason' s carelessness . Se e his not e o n
No. 364 (18 B.C.), and exx. in his Index, p. 238 . [ al> See p. 246.
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NT doe s no t tall y i n detail s wit h th e literar y Kotvij,  thoug h
it independentl y show s th e sam e tendencie s a t work . I n

his second part Kreb s turn s t o th e genitive .
Tne firs t ver b *&  whic h w e are interested is
the lat e compoun d aire\iri%eiv,  whic h gene -

rally take s ace . instead o f th e natura l gen . Thi s i t seem s
to d o i n L k 6 s6, i f w e rea d /w/Sei/ a wit h N  etc. and th e
Lewis Syriac: 1 s o T i WHm g BVmg . Kpareiv  (Kreb s
ii. 14 ) take s th e gen . onl y 8  times i n NT , ou t o f 46 occur -
rences, bu t 8ia<j)epeiv  ( " surpass") ha s gen . always . 'Ev
rplirea-dai (p . 15) takes only the ace.,2 and so does KXypovopeiv.
dpdffaofjuii (p . 17 ) ha s th e ace . i n th e onl y plac e where i t
occurs (1 Co 319, altered'from LXX) . 'Ewidv/jMi  ma y be added
to this list, if we may follo w BD al. in Mt 5 W. Ad d likewise
ihe sporadi c exx. o f ace . with verb s o f fillin g (Ee v 17 s al . ;
see Blas s 102) : Thum b observe s (ThLZ  xxviii . 422 ) th
the usag e live s o n i n MGr. 8 Ther e follow s a  categor y

of intransitiv e verb s whic h i n Hellenisti c

ace. O f these we recognise as N T examples
evepyelv (si x times) , ovvepyeiv  (i n Bo m S 28 A B an d Origen) ,
ir\eov6KTelv (fou r times , an d onc e i n passive) , and •xpprjyelv.

The thir d par t o f Krebs ' wor k deal s wit h
compound ver bs an d thei r cases . Her e

 T 1 „. , ,  ,  . ,
•tpoir^wveiv c . ace. may claim L k 6 18, but i t
has the dat . fou r times ; inrorpeyfeiv  ha s ace.

in its only occurrence; eirepxe<r0cu  has only dat. or prepositional
phrase; Karaftapelv occur s once, c. ace.; /earaXaXetv takes gen. in
NT, but is once passive, as is Karairovelv in its two occurrences;
while KOTKrjfveiv  show s no sig n o f the ace . construction .

Ib would of cours e b e eas y t o supplemen t

a general tendency , but exhaustive discussion
is no t neede d here . W e mus t procee d t o

note a  few special characteristic s o f th e individua l case s a s
they appea r i n N T Greek , i n use s deviatin g fro m earlie r

1 MifMr, i f not to be read /«7$&' , is an internal accus., nil desperantes.
* A passag e fro m Dionysiu s (Kreb s 16) , otfrc Sclor  0o/Si)0^re . x^o' ' offr i

Ivf/puirlvTjv (yrpavinres  ytpe<ru>,  bear s a curiously close resemblance to Iis > 18*
' See further , p. 23*.

Accusativegainsfrom 

fromgenitive,
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have begun to take a direct object in the

from the NT grammar these illustrations of
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language. Befor e doin g so , however , w e mus t mak e som e
general observations , by way of applyin g to nou n synta x th e
principles note d above, p. 20 . W e shoul d not assume , fro m
the evidenc e just presente d as to variation of case with verbs ,
that th e ol d distinction s o f case-meanin g hav e vanished , or
that w e ma y treat a s mer e equivalent s thos e construction s
which ar e foun d i n common with th e sam e word . Th e very
fact tha t in J n 4* * irpovKweiv i s foun d wit h dat . an d the n
with ace . i s enoug h t o prov e th e existenc e of a  difference ,
subtle no doubt bu t real , between the two , unless th e write r
is guilty o f a  mos t improbabl e slovenliness . Th e fac t tha t
the maintenance of an old and well-known distinction between
the ace . and th e gen . with aicovu>  save s the autho r o f Ac 97

and 22 * fro m a  paten t self-contradiction , should b y itsel f b e
enough t o make us recognise it for Luke, and fo r other writers
until i t i s proved wrong. S o with the subtl e an d suggestiv e
variation i n He b 6*' - fro m gen . t o ace . wit h yevea-dai. 1"
Further, th e argumen t tha t becaus e et ? ofte n denote s res t
in o r at , and sometime s represent s tha t motio n towards  (a s
distinguished fro m motio n to ) which may perhaps have been
the primitiv e differenti a o f the dat. , therefore it i s immaterial
whether et ? or ev o r th e simpl e dat . b e use d wit h an y par -
ticular word , would b e entirel y unwarrantable . I t depend s
up6n th e characte r o f th e wor d itself . I f it s conten t b e
limited, i t ma y wel l happe n tha t hardl y an y appreciabl e
difference i s mad e b y placin g i t i n on e or anothe r o f cer -
tain nearl y equivalen t relation s t o a  noun . Bu t i f i t i s a
word o f large content an d extensiv e use, we naturall y expec t
to find these alternative expression s made use of to define th e
different idea s connected wit h th e wor d the y qualify , so as t o
set u p a  series of phrases having a perfectly distinct meaning .
In suc h a case we shoul d expec t to se e the origina l forc e o f
these expressions, obsolete i n contexts wher e ther e wa s no-

1 To illustrate with a lexical example , we need not think tha t the evidenc e
which prove s ipura.*  i n th e vernacula r n o longe r restricte d t o th e meanin g
question (cf Expos. VI . viii. 431) , compromises the antithesi s betwee n th e verb s
in Jn 1631, rightly given by RVmg. Ou r English ask is the complete equivalent
of the Hellenistic iparav ;  an d i f we translated alr-tisijTe  b y some other word, say
bey or  petition, wa should naturally take ask  to mean question there. Se e West
oott or Milligan-Moulton in Joe. , or Loisy, Le Quatrieme  Evangile,  p. 789.

"Seep. 245.
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thing t o quicken it , brough t out vividl y wher e the nee d of a
distinction stimulate d i t int o ne w life . A  critical example
is afforded b y th e constructio n o f irurrevto,  as t o whic h Blase

(p. 110) declares that (beside the prepositional
construction or oonstructiion) \yit h th e meaning " believe in ")

it take s th e dat . "passim  eve n i n th e sens e
' to believe in,' as in Ac 5M 188."1 Again , p. 123, " irtirrevetv
els alternate s wit h wwrr . ev  (M k I 16) an d TTMTT . eirL,  i n
addition t o whic h th e correc t classica l Trier , rtvl  appears. "
Let u s examin e this . I n classica l Greek , a s L S observe ,
" the tw o notion s [believe  an d believe  in ] ru n int o eac h
other." T o be unable to distinguish ideas so vitally differen t
in th e schem e o f Christianit y woul d certainl y hav e bee n a
serious matte r fo r th e N T writers . Blas s allow s tha t wit h
the preposition th e meanin g i s believe  in . I s thi s meaning
ever foun d wit h th e simpl e dat. , or i s iriareveiv  TIVI  appro -
priated entirel y fo r th e othe r ide a ? Th e answe r must , i t
would seem , com e fro m examinatio n o f th e N T passages ,
rather tha n fro m outside . Ther e are about fort y occurrences
of iritrreveiv  wit h dat. , apart fro m thos e where the ver b means
entrust. I t wil l b e admitte d tha t i n th e grea t majorit y of
these passage s th e meanin g i s believe.  Ther e remai n a  few
passages wher e th e alternativ e i s arguable , such as Jn 5 24- M

(in whic h th e Xo-yo ? just preceding show s that believe  i s more
appropriate), 831 (where the variatio n fro m th e previou s IT.  e«
cannot b e merel y accidental) , A c 5 M (where th e dat . ma y be
construed wit h irpoa-erldevro,  a s i n EV) , 16 M and 18 * (where
accepting th e truth  o f God' s wor d satisfie s th e connexion) .
(See p . 235. ) I t migh t b e sai d tha t th e influenc e o f th e
LXX tends to weake n the norma l distinctio n i n th e phras e
IT. TW  Be&.  Bu t i t i s ver y clea r tha t th e LX X i s no t re -
sponsible fo r th e N T us e o f irurreveiv.  Th e onl y pre-
positional phras e use d i n th e LX X i s tha t wit h ev , which
is itsel f ver y rare , an d this occur s i n onl y one NT passage, *
Mk I 15, wher e ther e ca n b e littl e doub t tha t Deissman n
is right 8 i n translatin g "  believe i n (th e sphere of) 0 th e

1 The second passage is dropped in ', bnt not in the English edition,
3 Eph I 1* is only an apparent exception, fo r the secon d irifis assimilate d tc

the first , and its sense is determined by t<r<f>payi<r0T]T<-  (H . *rf" & » Wis 12*.)
• In Chrut*  4t C O f Q«l 8" (B) * ,&w [ " See p. 24
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Gospel": h e compare s 1  Th 3 2, Eom I9, 2 C o 818 10", et c
The construction vurr.  eirl, which outside John i s commone i
than ets.is found i n Is 28W, where B omits eirt, and conformity
to the N T application o f the passag e may well have occasioned
its insertio n i n sAQ . I t woul d see m therefor e a s i f th e
substitution o f ets or eirt  for th e simpl e dativ e ma y have ob-
tained currenc y mainly in Christian circles , where the import -
ance of the differenc e between mere belief (^ TP£5) and persona l
trust ( f "n ) was keenly realised. Th e prepositional construc -
tion wa s suggeste d n o doub t b y it s bein g a  mor e litera l
translation o f th e Hebre w phras e wit h 3 . Bu t i n itsel f i t
;was entirel y o n th e line s o f developmen t o f th e Gree k
language, a s w e hav e seen . Ther e was , moreover, a fitnes s
in i t fo r th e us e fo r whic h i t wa s specialised . T o repose
one's trust upon God or Christ was well expressed by irurreveiv
eirl, the dativ e suggestin g mor e of th e state , and th e accus -
ative more of the initia l act of faith ; whil e els recall s a t once
the bringin g of th e sou l into that mystica l unio n whic h Paul
loved t o expres s b y ev  Xpurrip.  Bu t a s betwee n eiri  an d
64?, we ma y freel y admi t tha t i t i s no t saf e t o refin e to o
much: th e differenc e ma y amoun t to littl e mor e tha n tha t
between ou r ow n believe  o n an d believe  in. 1 Th e reall y im -
portant matter is the recognition o f a clear distinction between
believe on or in an d believe  with the dativ e simply. 1

1 For a closely allied equivalence , o f tha t o f er  an d ev l rif  <ii>i/um , as de -
monstrated by Heitmiiller, Im Namen Jesu  (1903) , I . oh. i.

1 We may give a table of the constructions o f rurrctu, when not absolute, and
not=entrust. A s elsewhere, it depends on WH text, ignoring passages in [[ J .

Mt .
lik .
Lk and Ac
Jn and 1 Jn
Paul .
Jas .
IPet.

Total .

«. tit

1

—3
87
3

—1

45

e.

dat.

—1
—4
—1

6

eV<

ace.

1

—4
—2
—
—
7

e ir

1

—
—
—
_

—
1

e da t

4
1
9

18
6
1

—
89

Total.

6
2

17
55
16
1
2

98

1 Jn 4U is omitted, as iynSuuitixr  determine s th e constructio n ; also Ac 5" and
Eph 1", for reasons given above. Se e Thumb, Ntue  Jahrb.  1906 , p . 253 .
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We have still t o gather some noteworthy
0ints m  tne us e O f th e cages , particularl yf . , . r J

*"e Nominative, on which nothin g ha s bee n
said hitherto . Th e case ha s a certain tend -

ency t o b e residuar y legate e o f case-relation s no t obviousl y
appropriated b y other cases. W e hav e its us e as the name -
case, unaltere d b y the constructio n o f th e sentence , i n Ee v
911: th e fac t tha t this has classical parallel s (se e Blas s 85 )
is perhap s onl y accidental , fo r w e hav e alread y see n tha t
ungrammatical nominatives ar e prevalen t i n Ee v (see p. 9) ,
and th e genera l N T usag e i s certainly assimilatio n (M t I 21,
Mk 3 16, A c 27 1). Th e classica l parallel s ma y serv e fo r a
writer suc h a s Luke , i f w e ar e t o writ e ekauav  i n L k
1989 21 s7. I n W H and th e E V it i s e\at&v,  gen. pL, and so
Blass. W e noted above (p. 49) the conclusiv e evidence which
compels u s t o accep t th e nou n eXatow , olivetum,  as a  wor d
current in the Koivq.  W H (App*  165 ) regard th e presenc e
of 'E\ai&vo<s  i n Ac I12 as corroboratin g the argumen t drawn
from th e unambiguou s T O opo ? T& V €\ai&v. Tertullian' s i n
Elaeonem secedebat,  th e prevalenc e o f olivetum  i n th e Lati n
versions, and th e ne w fact (unknow n to WH) tha t eXauuv  i s
a wor d abundantly occurring in th e vernacular , may together
perhaps inclin e u s rather t o the othe r view, with Deissmann.
Tischendorf, Tregelles , and Weis s (c f W. F. Moulton's note in
WM 227) . Certainly , i f w e wer e force d t o emen d o n
conjecture, to substitut e 'E\auava in L k ll.cc.—in one of which
places the initia l a. following make s it especially easy—would
cause muc h les s disturbanc e tha n t o forc e Blass' s eXaiw v
upon Act s and Josephus. (Se e further on p. 235.)

The nominativ e whic h stand s a t th e
head o f a  claus e withou t constructio n i s
a familia r phenomeno n hardl y needin g t o

be illustrated : i t i s on e o f th e easies t o f anacolutha ,
and a s muc h a t hom e i n Englis h a s i n Gree k Th e
special cas e i n whic h th e participl e i s concerne d wil l en -
gage our attention late r (p . 225) . Typica l exx . are L k 21" ,
Ac 7 40, M t 5* ° D  ( o 8e\tov  .  .  .  a<£e ? ain$  — a plausibl e
reading, a s r$  6e\ovri  i s a n eas y correction) , 1  J n 2 s4,
Eev 2 M, etc. Not e Mt 17 M and Mk I 8* in D.

The parenthetic nominativ e i n expressions o f tim e i s we U

Special uses
of the Cases: 

Nominative.

''Nominativus
Pendens.''
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seen in Mt 15M, Mk 8*, also Lk Q28. In popular Attic the

construction goe s as far back as v/B.0.1 Vitea u (Sujet  41 ) cite s
Eccles 2M (note emendation in A and x° . »•) and
^os ^ U> ^ n * ne ̂ a**er Nestl e notes (Exp  T
xvi. 429 ) tha t B  (ert  f)nepcu  rpeus  ical  Sta-

ftaive-re) give s th e rationale. 0 Deissman n add s from th e Ad
Pauli e t Theclae  (i n OP i . p. 9 ) rt/j,epaiyap  tfSi j rpet ? KOI  vvK-re?
rpei<; 6eic\a  OVK  ejijyepraif  W e mus t leav e i t an open ques-
tion whethe r Ac 5 7 (see p. 16 ) belong s t o thi s category : i t
means an isolated retur n t o th e constructio n o f eyevero  whic h
Luke used in hi s Gospel , but the n abandoned . Thi s may not
however be quite decisive . Th e us e o f parenthetic nominat -
ives appear s i n th e papyr i mos t abundantl y in description s
with ovXi j o r yetrove?.  Thu s "  elxovey "2 will run , " to A. ,
long-faced, straight-nosed , a  scar o n hi s righ t wris t "; an d a
piece o f lan d o r a  hous e is inventorie d wit h "  belonging to
A., its neighbour s o n th e sout h th e ope n street, on the wes t
the hous e of B."—all nominatives without construction. W e
compare such examples as Jn I 6.

There i s a  very marked increas e i n th e
uge Q ^  ̂articuiar nominativ e i n address .

L ,  ,  .  ,Nearly sixty examples of it are foun d i n th e
NT. Ther e seem s n o sufficien t reaso n fo r

assigning an y influenc e t o th e coinciden t Hebre w use , for
classical Gree k shows the idio m well established. Th e rough
and peremptor y tone which characterise s mos t o f th e othe r
examples seem s t o hav e disappeared . Contras t th e Aristo -
phanic o  Trot ? aicoXovdei,  "  you ther e 1 th e lad , I mean "
(Blass), with th e tende r ^  Trot ? eyeipe  *  i n L k 8 M: w e ma y
still recognis e a surviva l of th e decisiveness  o f th e olde r use.
Deseriptiveness, however, i s rathe r th e not e o f th e articula r
nom. of addres s in th e NT : s o in L k 12 32, Jn 19 s, where we
may represent th e nuance  b y " Fear not , you littl e flock! "
" Hail, you ' King'!" I n th e latte r passag e we can easil y
feel th e inappropriatenes s o f th e £a<7t\e w foun d i n N , which
would admit th e roya l right , a s in Ac 26 T. It s appearanc e

\
1 Meisterhana* 203. See OR ivii. 197, where Oronert reads in BM ii. 299

(no. 417—iv/A.D.) eV«5J) dirxoXu twin irpAi vtr a,M (= -ol) ilfUpt, "his diebus "
—a violent example if true. Of p. 11 n.1 ad

* See p. 285.

Parenthetic
nominative.

Articular
Nominative
in address.

fin. [aSee p. 245,
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in M k 15 18 i 8 merel y a  not e o f th e writer' s imperfec t
sensibility t o th e mor e delicat e shade s o f Gree k idiom .

Note tha t Lk , an d perhap s M t («AL) , cor -
rect M k here . Th e anarthrous  nom. should

probably b e regarde d a s a  mer e substitut e fo r the vocative ,
which begin s fro m th e earlies t time s t o b e supplante d b y
the nominative . I n MG r the form s i n - e ar e practicall y th e
only separat e vocative s surviving . Hellenisti c ha s littl e
more, retaining som e in - a an d -ev,  with th e isolate d yvvai,
ircLTep, an d Bvyarep;  bu t th e nom . i s beginnin g t o asser t
itself eve n here , fo r irar^p ia an d Bvyd-rrip  ar e wel l atteste d
(see the evidenc e i n Blas s 8 6 n.) . Th e vocative itsel f nee d
not detai n us , the presenc e o r absenc e o f &  being th e onl y
feature callin g fo r comment. I n th e Luca n writing s onl y is
the interjectio n use d in the classical manner without emphasis.
Elsewhere i t i s mostl y use d a s we use 0,  except tha t this i s
with u s appropriate  i n prayer , fro m whic h i t i s markedl y
absent i n th e NT , thoug h no t entirel y i n th e translatio n
Greek of the OT . Th e progressiv e omissio n of A is not wholly
easy t o explain , fo r th e classica l example s (se e Gerth' s
Kuhner8 §  357 . 4 ) sho w tha t th e simpl e voc . has normally
a touc h o f dignity o r reserve. A  specially goo d ex. occurs i n
Plato Crito  5  2A, raurai ? Sij  <pa/j,ev  teal  ere , ScoKpares,  rat ?
alrlaty evegeo-ffeu,  wher e "  the effec t o f omittin g &  i s t o
increase the impressiveness , since & ScbxpaTes  i s th e regula r
mode o f address : i n Englis h w e obtai n th e sam e effec t b y
exactly th e opposit e means " (Adam) . N T us e ha s thu s
approximated t o ou r own , and ma y well hav e travelled upon
the sam e pat h withou t an y outsid e interference , suc h a s A.
Buttmann woul d find in Latinism. 2

Common t o nominativ e an d accusativ e i s the us e of e «
with ace . to replac e a predicate, in suc h phrase s a s elvai  et s
and eyeipeiv  el?  (Ac S23 1322). Thi s cannot fairl y b e described

1 There seems no adequate reason to write irinjp, a s WH (App*  165) .
*J. A. Scott, i n AJP xxvi . 32-43, has a  carefu l stud y of the classica l use

of <5 . H e show s that &  " with th e vocativ e was familiar, and wa s not freel y
used until th e familiar language of comedy, dialectic, and the law courts became
the language o f literature, when th e vocative rarel y appear s without th e inter -
jection." Th e Attic sermo vulgarit in this case did not determin e th e usag e ol
the Hellenistic vernacular. [ • See p. 245.

Vocative
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as a  Hebraism , fo r th e vernacula r show s a simila r extensio n
of th e ol d us e o f et s expressin g destination : s o for exampl e

KP 46 (U/A..D.) , ea^ov irap'  u/t<wj > ei s Sd(veiov)
<"TWM»Ta, a recurrent formula. I t is obvious
that "  I receive d i t a s a loan " an d "for  a

loan " do no t diffe r excep t i n grammar . Th e fac t tha t thi s
e*s i s mainl y foun d i n translatio n fall s int o lin e wit h othe r
phenomena alread y discussed—th e overdoin g o f a  correc t
locution i n passage s base d o n a  Semiti c original , simpl y
because i t ha s th e advantag e o f bein g a  litera l rendering .

We ma y pas s ove r th e accusative , a s
little remain s t o b e sai d o f i t excep t o n

points o f detail . A s t o th e genitive , readers o f Wine r wil l
perhaps hardl y nee d remindin g now-a-day s tha t t o call th e
case " unquestionably the whence-case  " is a n utterl y obsolete
procedure. Th e Greek genitiv e i s syncreti c (c f p. 61); an d
the ablative , the onl y case whic h answer s t o Winer' s "  case
of proceeding  from  o r ou t of" i s responsibl e fo r a  par t o f th e
oses o f th e genitiv e i n whic h i t wa s merged . Mos t o f th e
ordinary divisions of the cas e we fin d stil l i n extensiv e use.
The objective  gen . is ver y prominent , an d exegesi s ha s ofte n
to discuss the applicatio n o f thi s or the subjectiv e labe l t o a
particular phrase . I t i s as well to remembe r tha t i n Gree k
this questio n i s entirel y on e o f exegesis , no t o f grammar .
There i s n o approximatio n t o th e developmen t by which we
have restricted th e inflexiona l genitive i n ou r language almost
entirely t o the subjectiv e use . Th e partitive  gen . is largel y
replaced b y the abl . with airo  or e«, a bu t i s stil l use d freely ,
sometimes i n peculia r phrases . I n M t 28 1 (RV ) w e hav e
tye wit h this gen.," late on the sabbath:" c f Tb P 230 (ii/B.c. )
o^rirepov rij s &pa$,  and Par P  35,37 (ii/B.C.) oi/re T% &pa<s, and
Philostratus (ap.  Blass * 312 ) oi/r e r&v  Tpa>iK&v,  "a t a  lat e
stage in the Troja n war." Thi s las t write r howeve r ha s als o
o^r£ TOWTOW , " after thes e things, " an d Blas s no w (Lc.)  adopt s
this meanin g i n Mt , givin g othe r quotations . Thi s us e of
bfye =  after involve s a n allative  gen. , "  late from."  Ther e
remains th e vespere  sdbbati  o f th e Latt . an d th e Lewi s Syr. ,
favoured b y Weiss , Wright , etc . Sinc e o^r e coul d b e use d
practically a s an indeclinable noun (see Mk II11 of), thi s seems
a natura l development , bu t th e questio n i s no t eas y t o

"See p. 246 .

Predicates
with

Genttive.
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decide.1 How freely the partitive gen. was used in the Koivrf
may be seen in passages like Ac 21W, where it is subject of a
sentence. See WM 253 for classical parallels: add OGIS 56M

o w/3o$j?Tijs rj r&v . . . lepewv . . . oicrei. How unnecessary
it was there for Dittenberger to insert T«, may be seen from
the standing phrase o Belva r&v <j)i\a>v, " X., one of the Privy
Council" (as Par P 15 (ii/B.C.), etc.).

The papyri show us abundantly the
Genitive of

comes most naturally fro m th e simplest o f al l genitives , that
of possession , " belonging to " ; bu t th e abl . is possible, a s we
find th e plac e ide a expresse d i n Re v 2  118 by avo  vorov.
" Time or plac e within  which  " — cf TOV  &VTOS  fiyvos  "  within
the current month, " FP 12 4 (ii/A.D.) — is the normal differentia
of thi s genitive , which ha s thu s perhap s it s closes t affinit y
with th e partitive . Fo r time,  thi s genitiv e i s commo n i n
NT, a s i n phrase s lik e VWCTO? , ^et/awj/o? , opdpov  /3a0e<a<i,  TOV
\oiirov. Fo r place,  we hav e mostl y stereotype d word s an d
phrases lik e TTOIO ? L k 5 19, an d ancien t word s lik e avrov,
TTOV. I t i s strange tha t th e commentator s an d grammarian s
have s o muc h neglecte d th e difficul t gen . i n A c 1928. D r
Knowling merely declines Hackett' s suggestion tha t 'E<j>ecrov
and irdari<i  TTJ S 'Atria,<s  depen d o n o^Xov , for whic h however
we migh t quot e a  goo d paralle l i n Sophocle s O T 23 6 (se e
Jebb). Th e glos s &» ? (D) , "  within," ma y possibl y expres s
the meanin g ; bu t th e vernacular supplies n o parallel, except
the stereotype d phrase s for points o f th e compass , nor wa s i t
ever normal in classical Greek afte r th e Epic perio d : see the
exx., nearl y al l poetical , i n Kiihner-Gert h i . 384f . O n th e
whole, one feels dispose d t o mak e o^Xov responsible afte r all .

The question o f Hebrais m i s raised again b y th e genitiv e
of definition.  Som e of th e " long serie s o f phrase s " coming

1 See below, p. 101, for a construction which may be parallel. There is a
note in Dalman's dram. A. jud.-ptd. Aram. p. 197, in which Lightfoot's 'psoa
(Hor. ffetr. 500) is tentatively approved as the original of ift. The phrase
" means always the time immediately after the close of the Sabbath." In Mt 281,
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
(Weissinloc.) is unheard of."

genitive on and place ,like ''on
Time and Place.

the south ,;'in the 2nd year.'  It
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under thi s hea d "  obviously tak e thei r origin fro m Hebrew, "
says Blas s (p . 98) . Th e poetica l example s collecte d i n

Jebb's not e o n Sophocles , Antig.  11 4 (o r
more fully in Kuhner-Gerth> * • 2  64), include

some which ar e quit e a s remarkabl e a s th e
" Hebraisms " quotable fro m th e NT . Thu s /capita  vovrjpa

(Heb 3 12) wil l pai r of f wel l wit h roa-ovSe  TO\|<H? S
(Soph. O T 533) . Tha t man y o f thes e phrase s

really are literal translation s from th e Hebre w nee d no t b e
questioned; an d i f a n existin g usag e wa s availabl e fo r th e
purpose, w e ca n understan d it s bein g overstrained . Ou r
only concer n i s wit h passage s wher e n o Semiti c origina l
is admissible . I n thes e i t seem s fai r t o assum e tha t th e
poetical phraseolog y o f th e Atti c perio d ha d com e dow n
into th e market-place , a s happene d also , fo r example , i n
aire/pacTTo? KUK&V  Ja s l ls, aAcaroTrocrTou ? (p . 47) a/ia/m'a s
2 Pet 2 M, which hav e plentifu l illustratio n fro m papyri. 1

The rapi d extensio n o f th e genitive
(*emtive absolute  i s a  ver y obviou s featur e o f Hel-

lenistic Greek—s o obvious , indeed, tha t w e
are not tempted to dwel l on it here . I n th e papyr i i t ma y
often b e seen forming a  string o f statements , without a  finit e
verb fo r several lines . W e also fin d ther e a  us e frequently
seen in th e NT— e.g., in Mt I 18 81 918, Mk 13 1, Lk 12 38, Ac
221T, etc.—the gen. abs. referring t o a rigun or pronoun alread y
in th e sentence , without an y effor t t o assimilat e th e cases. 2

Earely i n NT, but frequentl y i n papyri , w e find a  participl e
standing by itself i n gen. abs . withou t a noun o r pronou n i n
agreement: thu s M t 17 U, Ac 2181. A  violent us e occurs i n
Heb 8 * (LXX ) e V fm&pa  eiri\apopevov  /ton : s o Blass , bu t
the constructio n wa s probabl y suggeste d immediatel y by th e
original Hebrew . Westcot t compares Bar n 2 ffl &  fipepq  evrei  •
\a/j*vov irov  avr&. Th e old accus. abs., belonging t o impersona l
verbs, has vanished excep t in th e word rvyov "  perhaps " (1 Co
16*): Blas s point s ou t ho w Luke avoids it i n A c 23 80, where
classical Greek would demand fnjwdev e . ace. et inf. Th e papyri
show efoiro s passim  for the classica l efw , i t being  allowed.

1 See p. 286 .
1 Cf exx. fro m Polybius in Kttlker 281 ; and below, p. 286 .

Genitive of
Definition.
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One exampl e o f a  noteworth y pur e dative , th e dativus
incommodi, may b e briefl y referre d to . I n Ee v 2 5- 16 ep%ofuit
OXM i e used rathe r markedl y in plac e o f e . TT/OO ? are:  a  reaso n

for th e peculia r phraseolog y i s offere d i n
Dative of  Jys  iiL 516 If c ghoul d howeve r b e adde d

now tha t th e ver y phrase occurs m a recentl y
published papyrus , BI T 104 1 (ii/A.D.) , an illiterate document ,
with contex t les s clear tha n w e should like . Se e p. 245 .

Side b y sid e wit h th e commo n locative
dative o f tim e (poin t o f time) , w e hav e a n
wts^wieMtat dativ e o f extensio n o f time ,
which is not alway s eas y to distinguish fro m

it Thu s i n L k S 29 woXXot ? xpovots  i s "  oftentimes " (loc.)
in E V text , "o f a  lon g time " (instr. ) i n mg . Th e latter ,
which i s clearl y foun d i n XP° VV 'utavy  L k 8 27, and ^povoif
aiwviov; Eom 16 86, is supported b y the recurrin g formul a i n
private letters, epp&a-ffai  a~e  ev%ofiai,  woXXot ? j^wi/ot?. 1 Th e
field o f accusativ e an d instrumenta l i s contiguous also i n th e
" dative of reference ": yevei  in Mk 7M, Ac 436 al, as in BIT 8 8 7
(ii/A.D.) 761/e t $pvylav.  J n 6 10 affords on e of the fe w NT exx.
of th e ace . in simila r construction . T P 1  (ii/B.c. ) irpoflefit)-
*OTO? tf&ri TOW ereffiv (class.) , compare d with L k I 7- 18 2 s8,
shows how the ubiquitou s ev  cam e i n wit h dative s tha t di d
not need it : here we may presume an \ Aramaic background.
A difficul t dativ e i n Eev 8 4, rat? irpoa-ev^al^  (E V tex t "  with
the prayers, " an d s o Milliga n an d Holtzmann) , is probably
to be taken a s th e sociativ e instrumental : c f BU 6 9 (ii/A.D. )
&9 KCU  a-TroSaxrio  aoi  TW  evyurra  Sodrjcrof.Levy  oifreoviat,  "  with
(i.e. a t th e tim e of ) my next wages." C f Abbott Joh. Gr. 519.

Finally, we may speak of one more dative
Dative use> '̂ a' °^ wn^ "K0f} o.Kovaere) M t 13 14,
will serv e a s a  type . I n givin g a  lis t o f

these phrases , Blass (p. 119) remark s tha t "  the usag e i s an
imitation o f th e Hebre w infinit e absolut e lik e rfiD J rto , an d
is consequentl y foun d alread y i n the LXX"; als o tha t "th e
analogous classica l phrase s suc h a s <ydp,y  yapeiv  ('i n tru e

1 W. Schulze (Or.  Lot.  14) would make Latin responsibl e for the firs t start
of this extension. Bu t i t mus t be allowed tha t the classica l phras e T!$  xpovif,
"by laps e of time," was capable of giving th e impulse . Fo r th e antiquit y of
this instrumental, le e Delbruok , Grundr.  g 109. C f OB XT. 438 , xviii 153 .

Disadvantage.

Datives of
time, refreence,
accompaniment.

''Hebraic''
Dative.
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wedlock'), tftvyfj  favyei v ('t o fle e wit h al l speed' ) ar e onl y
accidentally similar to these." I  should state this rather differ -
ently. I t ma y b e allowe d tha t thi s construction , and tha t
with th e participl e (/SX&roi/Te s /SXe^rere ) ar e example s of
" translation Greek." Bu t in what sense are they imitations of
the Hebre w ? I t seem s to me that suc h a description implies
something muc h neare r an d mor e literal , suc h a s aicoveiv
atcova-ere.1 I s i t the n mer e accident that we find the Hebrew
locution represente d b y Greek whic h recall s respectivel y th e
ya/i.o> rfapeiv  an d <f>vyy  favyei v quote d b y Blass, and th e well -
known Aeschylean

ot irpwra.  pev  /SXeTrovTe s e/SXeTro v fj,aTi)V,
K\VOVTe<i OVK ffKOVOV (P. V. 447 f.),*

or th e <j>evycov  eicfavyei  o f Herodotus ? Th e Greek translator,
endeavouring to be as literal as he could, nevertheless took care
to us e Gree k tha t wa s possible , howeve r unidiomatic " — a
description wel l suitin g th e kin d o f languag e use d i n ever y
age by translators who have gained the conscientious accuracy,
but no t th e sure-foote d freedom , o f the matur e scholar.

1 As we actually fin d i n Jo s 17 13 ^£oXe9peC<ra i S i airrotn  o6x  i£ta\(9pewrar  .
A emends t\e6pe6<rei. ( I ow e this to Votaw , p . 56. ) *  The idea o f these
words became proverbial : cf [Demosthenes] 797 , SHTTC,  T O rijs va/xu/ifat , Apuvrat
lt)l &pca>  ica l dKotioiraj pAi  Anotjew.  O f cours e the resemblanc e t o M t I.e.  i s more
superficial than real, for Aeschylus means " though they saw , they saw in vain."
But there i s enough nearnes s t o sugges t th e N T for m a s possibl e Greek . A n
exact parallel i s quoted b y Wine r fro m Lucia n (Dial. Marin.  iv . 3 ) IS&v tTSov  :
the participl e has vanished i n th e Tenbner text, whether wit h o r without M S
authority I canno t sto p t o examine . I t shoul d b e mad e pena l t o introduc e
emendations int o classical text s without a footnote ! [ ° See p. 245.

ADDITIONAL NOTES . — The predicative th occurs i n M . Aurelius vi. 4 2 — see
Wilamowitz, Leseb.  ii . 198 . Marcu s a t an y rat e wil l no t b « suspecte d o f
Semitism ! A  simila r us e o f i v i s quotabl e fro m H b F 4 2 (iii/B.c.) Silxroiuv  it>
6<f>ei\-?i/jMTi "as  & debt." Th e freedom with which the dative was used in th e
days o f it s obsolescenc e may be further illustrate d with vernacula r oxx . Fo r
the dot.  ethicus  cf fppuiri /tot , Tb P  315 , 31 4 (both ii/A.D). Dot.  eommodi, BM
iii. p . 1  (iii/B.c.) compel him &xwpi}<ra£ jut rur ipur fitpuv.  Th e instrumenta l
of time-duratio n i i common . S o Polyb . xxxii. 1 2 iroXXoi s xpbvoa.  Syll.  734
(U/A.D.) iroXXoi s ft-eo-i (rtiv ««?TO) = " long live X I " St r P  22 (iii/A.D.) ^ ywl) iv
rf VOHTJ  yfyovcr  rot&if  xflanf.  OOIS  71 0 (ii/A.D. ) xpfotf  \Suup9aff]f>  d»il>p6a<rer
(classical). Not e the remarkabl e instr. in Ep . Diogn.  7, <f  rods  oipavodt  licrurer  :
see Gildersleeve in loc.  Instr . also is PFi 2 (iii/A.D.), we appoint X. in charge of
the gaol Kivtiivif IHIMIV  KT\.  Locativ e uses are presumable in BM iii. p . 10 5 (i/A. D . )
iia> d<t>v<rrepii  natiuuri  "is deficient i n fuel. " O P 74 2 (2 B.O., Witk. 94 ) tva  TJ J
aVaj3(i<r« oi/rd s S£wp.cv  (1s t aor.) , "a t ou r return. " I n th e sam e papyrus is a
curious instrumental: npdiot . . . dptfyiu t ai/rdt, "carefully counted" (Wiloken),



CHAPTER V .

ADJECTIVES, PKONOUNS , PBEPOSITIONS .

THESE i s no t muc h t o b e sai d unde r th e
^ea<^ ° ^ Adjectives , except o n th e importan t
" Duality " question raise d by the phenomena

of comparison . Th e questio n touche s th e us e o f dua l
pronouns of th e &repos  class , as well as the relatio n betwee n
comparative an d superlative . Th e abolitio n o f a  dis -
tinction betwee n dualit y an d pluralit y i s almos t inevitabl e
sooner o r late r i n languag e history . Englis h afford s u s
instructive parallels . Th e simplicit y an d convenienc e of our
suffixes -t r an d -est  hav e helped to preserve in common speech
the ol d degrees of comparison. Eu t ho w often doe s the ma n
in the street say "  the bette r o f the two " ? On e would not
like t o sa y offhan d ho w fa r i n thi s matte r moder n litera -
ture i s impeccable o n Lindle y Murra y rules; bu t i n conver -
sation th e mos t correc t o f u s ma y a t time s b e caugh t
tripping, an d eve n when the comparativ e is used w e are most
of u s conscious of a kin d o f pedanti c accuracy . Tha t "  the
best o f the tw o " is th e Englis h o f th e futur e i s a fairl y saf e
assertion. Whether,  adjectivally , i s a s archai c a s Trore/oos: 1

when w e translat e -riva  OTT O ra>v  Bvo  (M t 27 21) b y th e
archaism "whethe r o f th e twain, " w e ar e onl y advertisin g
the fac t tha t the origina l was normal speec h an d ou r trans -
lation artificia l W e have no t ye t arrive d at " either o f the
three," bu t peopl e sa y "eithe r A . o r B . o r C. " withou t a
qualm. O f cours e th e firs t ste p was taken age s ag o in th e
extinction o f th e dual , the surviva l o f whic h i n Germani c

1 In twelv e papyru s collection s ther e i s on e occurrence o f rbrtpm  i n th e
indices, and tba t i s nearl y illegibl e an d (t o me , at least ) quit e unintelligibl e
(AP 135 , U/A.D.) . I t i s replaced b y rls already in the LXX .

77
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is evidenced , centurie s afte r th e NT , b y Wulfila' s Gothic .
Other moder n language s tel l th e sam e tale . I n th e N T the
obsolescence o f th e superlative , except in th e elative  sense , is

mos* mar ked. I t i s mere chanc e tha t onl y
one exampl e o f th e -rare ? superlativ e ha s

survived,1 for there ar e score s o f them in th e papyr i O f th e
genuine superlativ e sense , however , the example s ther e ar e
very rare ; practicall y w e ma y sa y tha t i n th e vernacula r
documents th e superlativ e form s ar e use d t o expres s th e
sense o f ou r "very. " Th e confusio n o f comparativ e an d
superlative i s wel l see n i n som e illiterat e papyri , wher e
phrases lik e T O p&yitrrov  KOI  yvijcruorepov  occur . On e o r
two typica l example s of irregula r comparative s may b e cited
—the reference s wil l b e found , wit h othe r examples , i n
GB xv . 43 9 an d xviii . 154 . Speciall y instructiv e i s th e
papyrus of the astronome r Eudoxus , written i n ii/B.c . Ther e
we hav e icaff  bv  6  rJXio ? fapopevo s rrjv  ftev  r/fj.epav  /3pa%v-
repav iroiel  r-qv  8e  VVKTO,  fMicpvrepav.  Th e contex t demands
a superlative , and Blas s n o doub t rightl y assume s tha t th e
author (iv/B.C. ) wrote ^payfurd-rriv  an d (jMKpoTdTijv.  I n tha t
case the scribe' s alteration i s very significant . H e has in th e
same wa y altered peyia-Trj  t o fiei^ovet  i n anothe r place , an d
he write s e v eicarepwi  T&V  £a>t&ia>v  fo r "i n each  o f th e
(twelve) signs. " I n T b P  3 3 (ii/B.C. ) we v hav e e v pel&vt
agub/jLan, a n elative. 2 I t i s i n fac t clea r tha t jueytoTo ? i s
practically obsolet e i n Hellenistic : it s appearanc e i n 2  Pe t
is a s significan t a s it s absenc e fro m th e res t o f th e NT .
The Eevisers ' scrupulou s margi n i n 1  Co 1318 an d M t 18 1

may be safely dispensed with, on the ne w evidence. Kpelrreav
and %eipa>v  ar e alway s strictl y comparative in NT , but the y
have no superlatives:2 Kpario-Tos  i s onl y a title. Be\ritov  *
(in adv. ) occurs once, in 2  Tim I18, but doe s not appea r i n any
of Grenfel l an d Hunt' s papyri , excep t in a n officia l Ptolemai c
document :3j8eXTtoro? (no t in NT ) ha s a  somewha t bette r
claim (ter  in ii/B.C.) . 'Afuivw  an d aptaroi  (no t NT) appear
occasionally. Not e especiall y O P 71 6 (ii/A.D. ) rfy  apeivova

1 Ac 26", in true superlative sense ; thi s speec h is much affecte d b y literarj
style.

1 See p. 236 below. •  Tb P 27* (118 B.C.).

in Comparison,
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alpemv BiSovri,  " to the highest  bidder. " Ye t apiarroy  i s foun d
in OP 292 (i/A.D.) , a vernacular document, but th e sol e witness
among the papyri named. 'E\d<r<reov  is common, but e\d^i<rro<s
(a true super! in 1  Co 159, as in Tb P 24 (ii/B.c.)—an officia l
document, but i n very  bad Greek) has not wholly disappeared.
n\ei(av an d TrXeZoro ? are common , but th e latte r is generall y
elative in the papyri—not e howeve r Tb P  10 5 (ii/B.0. ) Trjv
effopevijv irXeiffTijv  rifi/qv,  an d othe r exx . which ma y suppor t
1 C o 14 27. M t II 20 ma y sho w th e elative—"thos e ver y
numerous might y works "; bu t th e othe r rendering is as good.
In J n 1 1S TiyjwTo ? pov,  and 15 18 TT/WBTO V V/MOV,  w e hav e th e
superlative oustin g th e comparative . Wine r quote s Aelia n
(WM 306) , an d w e ca n ad d <rov  wpoxro s el/u  fro m LP w
(ii/iii A.D.—magic).* Ther e seem s no longe r adequat e reaso n
to questio n that Trpo-repoy  ha s here bee n superseded ; fo r th e
great rarit y o f th e comparativ e for m i n th e papyr i reinforce s
the natura l inferenc e fro m J n ll.ce.  I n th e Grenfell -
Hunt volume s i t onl y occur s 9  times , i n 7  documents .
The mer e use of W/JWTO ? i n A c I1, it mus t be allowed, proves
very littl e a s t o th e author' s intentio n t o writ e a  thir d
treatise. Ramsa y himsel f (Paul,  p . 28 ) admit s tha t th e
absence o f -n-porepos  fro m th e Luca n writing s preclude s
certainty fo r th e hypothesis . Se e further p . 236 . [°Se e p. 245 .

The cas e is no t quit e s o stron g fo r th e
pronouns. Ther e are plent y o f place s where
Ire/309, eKarepos, oVoTepo?, etc., are used of more

than two , and aXXo ? of two only; bu t als o places where th e
pronouns are use d carefull y according t o classica l precedent .
It seem s a fai r assumptio n tha t thes e word s hel d muc h th e
same relative positio n as was described jus t no w for our own
comparative and superlative i n phrase s like " the better (best )
of two. " Educate d me n woul d kno w th e distinctio n an d
observe it , unless of f their guard. I n thes e cases we must le t
the contex t decide , paying du e attentio n t o th e degre e o f
grammatical precisio n usually attained b y each several author .
It i s remarkabl e tha t i n thi s respec t w e fin d Luk e b y n o
means particular . I n L k 8 s"8 h e actuall y substitute s ITC/JO S
for th e correc t aXXo< ? whic h appear s i n hi s presume d source ,
Mk 4 5-8 (c f M t 13 6-*); an d in L k 6 » he does no t alte r rqv
a\\t)v (a-iayova !) whic h appears also in Mt 5s9, but is corrected

andin
promuns.
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in Clem . Horn . 15 8. Thi s wil l clearl y nee d rememberin g
when we examine other " dual " words in Luke. 1 See pp. 245f.
, .  _  „  „ A  difficulty unde r thi s hea d is raise d b y
A,i46Tepoi-aii/  ̂19 M ^  probabilit y tha t a^orepot
was use d fo r trains?  i n B M 33 6 (ii/A.D.) , an d tw o clea r
examples of it i n NP 67 an d 6 9 (iv/A.D.),2 with the undeniable
Byzantine use, form a strong temptation where the relief would
be so great.8 I  cannot but thin k tha t Eamsay is quite righ t
in sayin g (Paul,  p . 272), "The seven sons in v.M change in an
unintelligible wa y to two in v. w (except i n the Beza n text). "
Luke mus t hav e bee n a  ver y slovenl y write r i f h e reall y
meant this , and the Beza n reading o f v.u does not hel p us t o
understand ho w the more difficul t "  neutral tex t " arose i f i t
really wa s secondary . O n th e othe r hand , Luke i s on e o f
the last NT writer s who m w e shoul d expec t t o fal l int o a
colloquialism o f which earl y example s ar e s o rar e : tha t h e
shares the loos e use o f erepo<s,  etc. , current i n hi s time , doe s
nothing t o mitigat e thi s improbability . I f w e are t o defen d
these verse s fro m Eamsay' s criticism s — and i n a  purel y
grammatical discussio n w e cannot deal with the m excep t o n
this sid e — must we no t assum e tha t th e origina l text o f v.u
is lost ?° I f thi s containe d a fulle r statement , the abruptnes s
of T O irvevfia  T O irovrjpov  i n v. 14, an d o f ou r dp.(j)OTepa>v,
might b e remove d withou t compromisin g th e characteristi c
e-TTTo, : w e might als o have a clearer ter m t o describ e Sceva' s
office. Th e alternative i s t o suppos e th e verse s a n interpo -
lation fro m a  les s educate d source, which has been imperfectly
adapted to Luke' s style. 4

We pas s o n t o th e Article , o n whic h ther e is no t very
much t o say , sinc e i n al l essential s it s us e i s in agreement

1 Note in the Messenia n Syll. 853 W (91 B.C. ) rt>r  fj.tv  Ira  .  . .  rtt>  8'  a\\m,
of two. Th e aberrant (repay  .  . .  &\\ov  in Lk 7 1W- B is most simply explained
by supposing that the scrib e ha s foun d a  plac e fo r tw o variants . I f w e press
the reading , th e messengers are represented a s softening the message , no longer
"another kin d o f Messiah, " bu t "anothe r o f th e sam e kind" : c f Ga l I6'-.
The meaning " different " naturally developed out of " the other class (of two),"
and i t survive d when the norma l use of frepos had fade d out . Se e also p. 246 .

2 BU 1057 (18 B.C.) must, I  think , b e otherwise explained .
8 See notes in Expos.  VI . viii. 426 and OS  xv. 440 .
4 The Sahidic an d som e later version s took ifu/xTrfyuv  a s "all." Wer e this

better supported, we should fin d anothe r ex . in A c 23s. D r Nestl e think s ma
unduly timid a s to adoptin g this interpretation. [ " See p. 246 .
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with Attic . I t migh t indee d be asserted tha t th e N T i s in
this respec t remarkabl y "  correct" whe n compare d with th e

papyri. I t show s no trac e o f th e us e of th e
 arfcjcie as  a  re lative, which is  found in classical

 c  ..^reek outside Attic , in papyr i fro m th e nrst, 1

and t o som e exten t i n MGr . Th e papyr i
likewise exhibi t som e example s of th e articl e a s demonstra-
tive, apart fro m connexio n with pev  o r tie, 1 whereas th e N T
has no ex. beyond the poetica l quotatio n in Ac 1T28. Further ,
we have nothing answering to th e vernacula r idio m by which
the articl e ma y be omitte d betwee n prepositio n an d infini -
tive. I n famil y o r busines s account s amon g th e papyr i we
find with significan t frequency a n ite m o f s o muc h et s ireiv,
with th e dativ e o f th e person s fo r who m thi s thoughtfu l
provision i s made . Ther e ar e thre e passage s i n Herodotu s
where av-ri  behave s thus : se e vi . 32 , avrl  elvat,  wit h
Strachan's note , and Goodwin , MT §  803 (se e furthe r below ,
p. 216) . I n thes e thre e point s w e ma y possibl y recognis e
Ionic influenc e showin g itsel f i n a  limite d par t o f th e
vernacular; i t i s a t leas t noteworth y tha t Herodotu s wil l
supply parallel s fo r the m all . Th e Ioni c element s i n th e
Kotvij wer e briefl y allude d to abov e (pp. 3 7 f.), where othe r
evidence wa s note d fo r th e sporadi c characte r o f thes e
infusions, an d thei r tendenc y to enlarge thei r border s in th e
later development of the Commo n Greek .

We are not muc h trouble d wit h Hebra -
ism unde r th e article. * Blas s (p . 151 )

regards a s "  thoroughly Hebraic " suc h phrase s a s irpo
irpoatBTrov Kvpiov,  e v o$>6a\)j,oi<s  rj/jitav,  ev  ^fJ-epa  opyijs;  bu t
icar olicov  avrotv  "  is a  regula r phras e an d perhap s no t
a Hebraism. " Wher e Semiti c original s li e behin d ou r
Greek, the dictu m i s unobjectionable ; bu t th e mer e admis -
sion tha t Kar'  olicov  avr&v  i s Gree k show s ho w slightl y
these phrase s diverg e fro m th e spiri t o f th e translator' s
language. Phrase s lik e TO W e v ofay,  Sib  x etP^ *%  otxov.
etc., ar e recurren t i n th e papyri , and th e extension , such a s
it IB , lie s i n th e additio n o f a  dependen t genitive. 8 Th e
principle o f "  correlation" (o n which se e th e not e i n WM ,

1 See Volker 6 f.; also CB xviii. 165. * See p. 236. ' See pp. 99 f.

The Article:-
'Correctness"
of NT Greek.

Hebraisms ?
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p. 175 ) her e support s th e stron g tendenc y t o dro p th e
article afte r a  preposition . Thi s i s see n workin g i n th e
papyri: c f Vdlker , Der Artikel pp . 15-17. Withou t layin g

down a  la w tha t th e nou n i s naturall y
Anarthrous anar throus whe n attache d t o a  preposition ,Prepositional v  *  '

Phrases. w e may certainly say that th e usage is so pre-
dominant tha t n o refinement s o f interpreta -

tion are , justifiable. Obviousl y e v ofay  (M k 2 1) is not " in a
house," no r e v dyopa  (L k 7 s2) "i n a  market-place, " no r
ei> as/via,  in th e curren t papyru s formula, " in a  street." W e
say " down town, " " on 'Change, " "  in bed, " "  from star t t o
finish."1 I f w e substitute " in my bed," " from th e beginning
to the end, " w e are , it seems , more pictorial; w e point, as i t
were, to th e object s in question . Ther e is nothin g indefinite
about th e anarthrou s nou n there ; bu t fo r som e reaso n th e
qualitative aspec t o f a  noun , rathe r tha n th e deictic , i s
appropriate t o a prepositional phrase, unless we hav e specia l
reason to point t o it th e finge r o f emphati c particularisation .
To thi s D r Findla y add s th e consideration tha t th e phrase s
in questio n are familiar ones , in whic h tritenes s ha s reduced
their distinctiveness , and promote d a tendency to abbreviate .
It woul d seem that English her e is on the sam e lines as Greek,
which, however, makes th e anarthrou s us e with preposition s
much mor e predominant than i t is with us . Pursuin g further

the classe s o f words  in whic h w e inser t th e
*n translation , w e hav e th e anarthrou s us e
"in sentence s havin g the natur e o f headings"

(Hort, 1  Peter,  p . 156) . Hor t assign s t o thi s caus e th e
dropped article s befor e ffeov , -irvev/juiTos  an d aZJuai-o s i n
1 Pe t 1 s; Winer cite s th e openin g word s o f Mt , Mk , and
Eev. Th e list s o f word s which speciall y affec t th e dropped

Qualitative ar tide will , of course , need carefu l examina -
Force in tio n fo r th e individua l cases . Thus , whe n

Anarthrous Wine r include s irarrfp  i n hi s list , and quote s
Nouns.  Jn 1U and  Heb 12T, we must  feel that

in bot h passage s th e qualitativ e forc e i s ver y apparent —

1 According to Ramsay (Paul, p . 195) , rap& •nrra/tif,  A c 16U, shows famili -
arity with the locality. T o accept this involves giving up lyo/iffo/w r
fTrou, a  step not to be lightly taken. (Se e further, p. 286.)

Anarthrous
"Headings."
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" what so n i s ther e who m hi s father , as  a  father,  doe s no t
chasten ?" (O n th e forme r passag e se e E V margin , an d
the not e i n W M 151. ) Fo r exegesis , ther e are fe w of th e
finer point s o f Gree k whic h nee d mor e constan t attentio n
than thi s omissio n of the articl e whe n th e write r woul d la y
stress o n th e qualit y or characte r o f th e object . Eve n th e
EV misses thi s badly sometimes, as in Jn 6 s8.l
_ - , Scholarshi p ha s not yet solved completelyProper Names. . / . • .., r 'the proble m of the article with prope r names.

An illuminatin g littl e paper b y Gildersleeve ma y b e referre d
to (AJP  xi . 483-7) , in whic h he summarises som e elaborat e
researches b y K . Schmidt , and add s note s o f hi s own . H e
shows tha t thi s use , which was equivalen t t o pointin g a t a
man, was originally popular , an d practicall y affects onl y prose
style. Th e usage of different writer s varie s greatly; an d th e
familiar la w tha t th e articl e i s use d o f a  perso n alread y
named (anaphori c use) , o r wel l know n already , i s no t uni -
formly observed . Deissman n ha s attempte d t o defin e th e
papyrus usag e i n th e Berli n Philol.  Woehenschrift,  1902 ,
p. 1467 . H e show s how the writer s stil l follo w th e classica l
use in th e repetitio n wit h article of a prope r nam e which o n
its first introduction wa s anarthrous. Whe n a  man's father' s
or mother's name is appended in th e genitive , it normall y has
the article . Ther e ar e ver y man y cases wher e irregularitie s
occur fo r whic h w e hav e n o explanation . Se e als o Volker
p. 9 , who notes th e curiou s fact tha t th e name s o f slaves and
animals receiv e th e articl e whe n mentione d th e firs t time ,
where personalities that counted are named without the article.
The innumerabl e papyru s parallel s t o Sav\os  6  ical  ITaOXo ?
(Ac 13 9) ma y jus t b e allude d t o befor e w e pass fro m thi s
subject: se e Deissmann S S 31 3 ff., and Ramsay, OS xix. 429 .

The positio n o f th e articl e i s naturall y
much affected b y th e colloquia l characte r o f
NT language . I n writte n styl e th e ambi -

guous positio n o f et ? T&V  Oavarov,  Eom 6* , would have bee n
cleared u p b y prefixin g rov,  if th e meanin g wa s (a s seem s

1 The marginal reading stood in the tex t i n th e Firs t Revision . I t i s one
among very many places where a conservativ e minorit y damaged th e work by
the operation of the two-thirds role.

Position of
Article.



84 A  GRAMMA R O F NE W TESTAMEN T GREEK .

probable) " by this baptism int o hi s death. " I n mos t cases ,
there i s n o doub t a s t o whethe r th e prepositiona l phras e
belongs to the neighbourin g noun. A  very curious misplace-
ment o f th e articl e occur s in th e o  3 ;̂Xo? TroXv? 1 o f J n 12 9.
As Si r K . C . Jebb note s o n Sophocles , O T 1199 f. , th e nou n
and adjectiv e ma y be fused int o a  composite idea; bu t Jebb' s
exx. (lik e 1  Pet I 18 an d th e case s cite d i n W. F. Moulton's
note, W M 166 ) illustrat e onl y th e additio n o f a  second
adjective afte r th e grou p article-adjective-nou n (c f O P 9 9
—i/A.D.—TT;? vTrapxpvo-t)<i  avrw  /j.T)rpiicfj<i  otKias  rpiareyov)?
We canno t discus s her e th e proble m of Tit 2 1S, for we must,
as grammarians, leave the matte r open : se e WM 162 , 15 6 n.
But w e migh t cite , fo r wha t the y ar e worth , th e papyr i
BU 366 , 367 , 368 , 371 , 39 5 (al l vii/A.D.) , which attes t th e
translation "  our grea t Go d and Saviour " as curren t amon g
Greek-speaking Christians . Th e formul a run s ev  ovo/j-an  ro v
icvpiov /cat  Seeirorov  'Iqtrov  Xpurrov  rov  Oeov  teal  ffanrif>o<s
rm&v, ical  rfj?  &e<nroivrj<i  r/ficav  TJJ S 0740 9 ffeoro/cov , KT\.  A
curious echo is foun d i n th e Ptolemai c formul a applie d to th e
deified kings : thu s G H 1 5 (ii/B.C.) , rot ) /ueyaXo v 0eov  evep-
y&rov ical  ffoarfjpos [e7ri<f>avovy]  ev^apia-rov.  Th e phras e her e
is, of course, applied t o on e person. On e is not surprise d t o
find tha t P . Wendland, at th e en d o f bi s suggestiv e pape r
on Sforijp  i n ZNTW  v . 335 ff. , treat s th e riva l renderin g
in Ti t l.c.  summarily a s "a n exegetica l mistake, " lik e th e
severance of ro v 0eov  jj/io w and arcarfjpo';  'I.  X . i n 2  Pe t I 1.
Familiarity with the everlasting apotheosis that flaunt s itsel f
in the papyri and inscriptions of Ptolemaic an d Imperial times ,
lends strong support to Wendland's contention that Christians,
from th e latte r par t o f 1/A.D. onward, deliberately annexe d for
their Divin e Maste r th e phraseolog y tha t wa s impiousl y
arrogated t o themselve s b y som e of the wors t of men.

Personal Fro m th e Articl e w e tur n t o th e Per -
Pronouns:— sona l Pronouns . A  ver y shor t excursio n

"Semitic her e bring s u s u p agains t anothe r evidenc e
Redundance." o f « the dependenc e o f [NT ] knguag e o n

1 If it is merely careless Greek, one may compare Par P 60a (ii/B.o. t) dri rSa
/w/tdrw dpxa.iwv. (On the whole subject, «ee farther p. 236.)
1 See note in CS xviii. lB4a.
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Semitic speech, " i n th e "extraordinar y frequenc y o f th e
oblique cases of the persona l pronouns used without emphasis "
(Blass 164) . Dependenc e o n Semiti c woul d surel y nee d
to b e ver y strongl y evidence d i n othe r way s befor e w e
could readil y accep t suc h a n accoun t o f element s affecting
the whol e fabri c o f everyda y speech . No w a  redundanc e
of persona l pronoun s i s jus t wha t w e shoul d expec t i n
the colloquia l style , t o judge fro m wha t w e hea r i n ou r own
vernacular. (O f Thumb , Hellen. 108 f.). A  reader o f the peti -
tions an d privat e letter s i n a  collectio n o f papyr i woul d no t
notice any particular differenc e i n thi s respect from th e Gree k
of th e NT . Fo r example , i n Pa r P  5 1 (ii/B.C. ) we se e a n
eminently redundan t pronou n i n avvyca  (=  dvolya>) TOV ?
otf>0a\(t.ov<: IJLOV.  A  speciall y goo d cas e i s O P 29 9 (i/A.D. )
AdfjLirwvi /jLvodrjpevry  e&coKa  ainm  .  ,  .  Spa^a ? i\ : th e
syntax i s exactl y tha t o f Ee v 2 7, etc. Kalke r (Qucest.  274)
quotes Bio  KOI  ird\iv  eTreppcoffffrja-av  SM I ravra  from Polybius ,
with othe r redundance s o f th e kind . Suc h a  lin e a s thi s
from a  Klepht balla d (Abbot t 42),

teal <rrpt/3e t T O (tovaTdtct iov,  K\a>dei  KOI  TO,  fui\\ia ro v
(" and h e twirl s hi a moustach e an d dresse s his hai r ")• illus-
trates th e surviva l o f the ol d vernacular usag e in MGr . I n
words lik e «e0aX»? , where th e contex t generall y make s th e
ownership obvious, NT Greek often follow s classical Gree k and
is conten t wit h th e article . Bu t suc h a  passag e a s Mt 6 17,
a\ei\fral ffo v ffjv  Ke(f>a\yv,  wher e th e middl e voic e alon e
would suffic e (c f p . 236) , show s tha t th e languag e alread y
is learnin g t o prefe r th e fulle r form . Th e strengt h o f thi s
tendency enhances the probabilit y that in Jn 8 s8 TO W varp6<;  is
"the Father" and not "yowr  father" : se e Milligan-Moulton.

It i s perhaps rather to o readily take n for
EmpJiasis in g rante(j tha t t ne persona l pronoun s mus t
Nominative. °  r  / T

always b e emphati c whe n the y appea r i n
the nominativ e case . H . L . Ebelin g (Cfttderskeve  Studies,
p. 240 ) point s ou t tha t ther e i s n o necessar y emphasi s i n
the Platoni c fjv  &'  eyes , e<t»]v  eyca , «» ? <ri>  fj^y,  etc. ; an d
Gildereleeve himself observe s (Synt.  §  69): "Th e emphasi s of
the 1s t an d 2n d person s i s no t t o b e insisted o n to o muc h
in poetr y o r i n familia r prose . Notic e th e frequenc y o f

Are w e oblige d the n t o se e a  specia l
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stress i n th e pronou n wheneve r i t denote s th e Master , lik e
the Pythagorea n ayro s l^ o ? W e ma y perhap s bette r
describe i t a s fairly represented t o th e ey e b y the capita l in
" He," t o the ear by the slowe r pronunciation whic h reverenc e
likes t o give when the pronou n refer s t o Christ . Generall y
the pronou n i s unmistakabl y emphati c i n nom. , from M t I 21

onwards; bu t occasionall y th e forc e o f th e emphasi s i s no t
obvious—cf L k 19 2. Th e questio n suggest s itsel f whethe r
we ar e compelle d to explai n th e difficul t <rv  eliray  an d th e
like (Mt 26« * 27 11, Mk 15 2, Lk 22 TO 23 3, Jn 18 s7) by puttin g
a stres s o n th e pronoun . Ca n w e dro p thi s an d translate ,
" You hav e sai d it, " i.e.  " That i s right" ? I t i s pointed ou t
however b y Thaye r (JBL  xiii . 40-49 ) tha t th e ?rXj?'i / i n
Mt 26 M i s no t satisfie d b y makin g th e phras e a  mer e
equivalent o f "  Yes "—to mentio n onl y one o f th e passage s
where difficultie s arise . W e see m throw n back on Thayer's
rendering " You sa y it," " the wor d i s yours."

,There remain s her e the difficult questio n
Hueis for Evca ? . , , , . „ , / m,r o f th e us e o f ^/*e w fo r eyto.  Ih e gram -

marian's par t i n thi s proble m i s happil y a  smal l one , an d
need detai n u s only briefly . K . Dick, in hi s elaborate stud y
of th e question, 1 give s a  fe w apposit e example s fro m lat e
Greek literatur e an d fro m papyru s letters , whic h prov e
beyond al l possibl e doubt tha t J  an d w e chased eac h othe r
throughout thes e document s withou t rhym e or reason. W e
may supplemen t hi s exx. with a  fe w more references take n a t
random. Se e for example Tb P 58 (ii/B.c.), and AP 130 (i/A.D.
—a most illiterate document): add Tb P 2 6 (ii/B.c.) SVTI  /to t ev
IlTO\efj.alSei .  . . Trpoffiireaev  rt/uv,  JHS xix . 9 2 (ii/A.D. ) j(a,ipe
IJLOI, /j,i}Tep  <y\VKVTa,Ti),  KOI  ^tpovrl^ere  q/j,&v  Sera  e v veicpols,  an d
BU 44 9 (ii/ii i A.D. ) axowtra ? OTI  vwdpevy  ceytoviovfiev.  Fo r
the gramma r o f th e las t ex . c f Pa r P  4 3 (U/B.C. , = Witk .
p. 54f. ) eppafuii  S I icavroi,  EP 1 3 (222 B.C.) rl  &v  irowvvres
Xapi%oifi.i)v, al.  Dic k succeed s i n showing—s o Deissman n
thinks—that ever y theor y suggeste d fo r regularisin g Paul' s
use of these pronouns breaks dow n entirely . I t woul d see m
that the questio n mus t b e passed o n fro m th e grammaria n t o

1 Der schriftstdleriscbt  Plwal  bei  Patdus  (1900) , pp . 1 8 S. Se e »la o
Daissmann's summary of this book, Theol.  Rundschau  v. 65 .
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the exegete ; fo r ou r grammatica l materia l give s u s not th e
slightest evidenc e o f an y distinctio n betwee n th e tw o
numbers i n ordinar y writing . I t i s futil e t o argu e fro m
Latin t o Greek , or w e might expec t help from Prof . Conway's
careful stud y o f nos  i n Cicero' s Letter s ; * bu t th e ton e o f
superiority, i n variou s forms , which th e no s carries , ha s n o
parallel in Greek .

The reflexiv e pronoun s hav e develope d
Be exiv e some unclassica l uses , notabl y tha t i n th e

plural the y ar e al l fuse d int o th e form s
originally appropriate d t o th e thir d person . Th e presenc e
or absenc e o f thi s confusio n i n th e singula r i s a  nice tes t of
the degre e of culture i n a  write r o f Commo n Greek . I n th e
papyri ther e are example s of it, mostly in ver y illiterate docu-
ments,2 whil e fo r the plura l th e us e is general , beginning t o
appear eve n i n classica l times. 8 Thi s answer s t o wha t w e
find in th e NT , where some seventy case s o f th e plura l occu r
without a  singl e genuin e exampl e o f th e singular; 4 lat e
scribes, reflecting th e development s of thei r ow n time , have
introduced i t int o Jn 18 s* and Eom 13 » (Gal 5 14). A s in th e
papyri, eavrov?  sometime s stands fo r aX\»;Xovs, 0 and some -
times i s itsel f replace d b y th e persona l pronoun . I n
translations fro m Semiti c original s w e ma y find , instea d o f
eavrov, a  periphrasi s wit h ^rvxn', s thu s L k Q 26, compared
with its presume d original M k 8 s8. Bu t thi s principl e will
have t o b e mos t carefull y restricte d t o definitel y translate d
passages; and even there i t woul d b e truer t o say that eavrdv
has bee n levelle d u p t o TTJV  ^-v^rjv  aiirov,  than tha t ^v^j j
has bee n emptied o f meaning.6

In on e clas s o f phrase s eavrov  i s use d
wjfchout emphasis , in a wa y that brings up the
 ,. . * ., , „ «. » T i i_ idiscussion of it s fello w 10109.  I n sepulchra l
inscriptions w e fin d a  so n describin g hi s

1 Transactions o f Cambridge  Philological  Society,  V . i., 1899.
9 See OR xv. 441 , xviii. 154 , Mayser 304. I t i s rather perplexing t o fin d i t

in literature: e.g.  Lucian, Dial. Marin.  iv . 3 ; Polybiua xxxii. 10 ; Marco s vii.
18; Aristea s 215.

* Polybius always uses avrCiv  (Kalker, Quacxtioncs,  p. 277) .
4 In 1 Co 1028 <WoD=" one's."
* See J. A . Eobinson , Study  o f the Gospels,  p . 114 .
* On the shorte r forms airrov,  etc . se e Mayser 305 S. [ " • See p. 246.

Reflexive
Pronounm.

"Exhausted"
and
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father a s 6  irar^p,  6  tSto? trarijp,  o r 6  eavrov irarijp,  an d th e
difference betwee n th e thre e i s no t ver y easil y discernible .
In a  numbe r of these inscription s containe d i n vol . iii. o f th e
IMA I  coun t 2 1 exx . wit h tSto? , 1 0 wit h eavrov,  and 1 6
with neither . Th e papyru s formul a use d i n al l lega l
documents where a  woma n i s th e principal , viz. pera /cvpiov
rov eavrrj'i  avSpo?  (aSe\<f>ov,  etc.) , give s a  paralle l fo r thi s
rather fade d us e o f th e reflexive . I t start s th e mor e
serious questio n whethe r tSto ? i s t o b e suppose d similarl y
weakened i n Hellenistic . Thi s i s ofte n affirmed , an d i s
vouched fo r b y n o les s a n authorit y tha n Deissman n (SS
123 f.) . H e call s specia l attentio n to such passage s i n th e
LXX a s Jo b 24 1S (oliuov  ISfav),  Pro v 27 16 (rov  ioiov  OIKOV),
912 (rov  lav-rot ) afiare\S>vm  .  .  .  ro v ISlov  yefopytov),  22 7

(tSlot? Seffirorais),  i n whic h th e pronou n ha s nothin g what -
ever answerin g t o i t i n th e original . H e remind s u s tha t
the "  exhausted tStos " occur s i n writer s o f th e literar y
KOIVTJ, an d tha t in Josephus even ot«etb ? comes to shar e thi s
weakening: a  few Attic inscriptions from I/B.C . (Meisterhans*
235) sho w fSio ? wit h th e lik e attenuate d content . Ou r
inference mus t b e tha t i n A c 24* * Luk e i s no t ironicall y
suggesting th e povert y o f Felix' s title , and tha t i n M t 22 8

there i s no stress on the disloya l guest's busying himself wit h
his ow n far m instea d o f someon e else's . (O f p . 23 7 below. )
Perhaps, however , thi s doctrin e o f th e exhauste d $>to ? i s
in som e dange r o f bein g worke d to o hard . I n C R xv .
440 f . are pu t dow n al l th e occurrence s of t&o s in BI T vols .
i. an d ii. , whic h contai n nearl y 70 0 document s o f variou s
antiquity. I t i s certainl y remarkabl e tha t i n al l thes e
passages ther e i s no t on e which goe s t o swel l Deissmann' s
list. No t eve n i n th e Byzantin e papyr i hav e w e a  singl e
case wher e iSto ? i s no t exactl y represente d b y th e Englis h
own. I n a  papyru s a s earl y a s th e Ptolemai c perio d w e
find th e possessiv e pronou n added— ovra qfriav  tSiov,  which
is jus t lik e "ou r own. " (C f 2  Pe t 3 18, Ti t I 12, A c 2 8.)
This us e became norma l i n th e Byzantin e age , in whic h tSto s
still ha d forc e enoug h t o mak e suc h phrase s a s IBiav  /cat
vofiifjajv yvvalKa.  Now , in th e fac e o f th e literar y examples ,
we canno t ventur e t o den y i n toto  th e weakenin g o f ?8to? ,
Btill les s th e practica l equivalenc e o f tSto s an d eavrov,  which
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is eviden t fro m th e sepulchra l inscription s abov e cited , a s
well a s fro m suc h passage s a s Pro v 9 U an d 1  G o 7* . Bu t
the stron g sign s o f lif e i n th e wor d throughou t th e papyr i
have to be allowed for.

In correlatin g thes e perplexin g phenomena , w e ma y
bring i n th e followin g considerations:—(1 ) Th e fac t tha t
Josephus similarl y weaken s olieeioy  seem s t o sho w tha t th e
question turn s o n thought rathe r tha n o n words. (2 ) I t i s
possible, a s ou r ow n languag e shows , fo r a  wor d t o b e
simultaneously i n possessio n o f a  ful l an d a n attenuate d
meaning.1 Peopl e wh o say "  It's a n awfu l nuisance, " wil l
without an y sens e o f incongruit y sa y " How awful! " whe n
they read o f som e grea t catastroph e i n th e newspaper . N o
doubt th e habitua l ligh t us e o f suc h word s doe s ten d i n
time t o attenuat e thei r content , bu t eve n thi s rul e i s no t
universal. "  To annoy" i s i n Hellenisti c <nevXX6H>, 2 and i n
modern Frenc h gSner.  Ther e wa s a  tim e whe n th e Gree k
in thu s speaking compared hi s troubl e to th e pain s of flaying
alive, when the Frenchma n recalled th e though t o f Gehenna;
but th e origina l ful l sens e wa s unknow n t o th e unlearne d
speaker o f a  late r day . Sometimes , however, the ful l sens e
lives on, and eve n succeed s i n oustin g th e lighte r sense , as
in ou r wor d vast,  the adver b o f whic h i s no w rarel y hear d
as a  mer e synony m o f very.  (3 ) Th e us e o f th e Englis h
mtm wil l hel p u s somewhat . "Le t eac h ma n b e full y
assured i n hi s ow n mind " (Ro m 14 6) ha s th e doubl e
advantage o f bein g th e Englis h o f ou r dail y speec h an d
of representin g literall y th e origina l ei » T$  IBiy  vot.  Wha t
function ha s th e adjective there ? I t i s not, as normally, an
emphatic assertio n o f property : I  a m i n n o dange r of being
assured i n someon e else' s mind . I t i s simpl y a  metho d of
laying stres s o n th e persona l pronoun : e V -rep  vo t an d "  in
his min d " alike transfe r th e stres s to the noun. " Thi s fac t
at onc e show s th e equivalenc e o f ?8to s an d eavrov  in certai n
locutions. Now , when we look at th e example s of " exhausted
tStos," we fin d tha t the y very largel y ar e attache d t o words
that impl y som e sor t o f belonging.  Husban d an d wif e
account fo r seve n example s i n th e NT , and othe r relation -

1 Cf p. 28 7 below. >  See Expos. VI . iii. 278 £,' [ ° See p. 216.
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ships, including tha t o f maste r an d slave , for a  goo d many
more. A  larg e numbe r com e unde r th e categor y o f th e
mind, thoughts and passions , and part s o f th e body . House ,
estate, riding-animal , countr y o r language , and simila r ver y
intimate possession s receiv e th e epithet . I f occasionall y
this sens e o f propert y i s expresse d wher e w e shoul d no t
express it , thi s nee d no t compromis e th e assertio n tha t
8«09 itsel f wa s alway s a s stron g a s ou r Englis h wor d own.
There ar e a  hos t o f place s i n th e NT , a s i n th e papyri ,
where it s emphasi s i s undeniable ; e.g.  M t 9 1, Lk 6* 1, Jn I 41

(note it s position ) 5 M etc., Ac I26, 1  Co 38, Gal 66, Heb 7 27,
and man y others equall y decisive . On e feel s therefor e quite
justified i n adoptin g th e argumen t o f Westcott , Milligan -
Moulton, etc., that th e emphati c position of rbv i&iov in Jn I* 1

was meant as a hint that the unname d companion of Andrew,
presumably John, fetched his  brother . Wha t t o d o i n suc h
cases as Ac 24M and Mt 22 6, is not easy to say. Th e Eevisers
insert ow n in th e latte r place ; an d i t i s fai r t o argue tha t
the wor d suggest s th e strengt h o f th e counter-attraction ,
which i s mor e full y expresse d i n th e companio n parable ,
Lk 14 U. Th e cas e o f Brasili a i s les s easy . I t i s hardl y
enough t o plea d tha t J&o s i s customaril y attache d t o th e
relationship; fo r (wit h th e Eevisers ) w e instinctivel y fee l
that ow n is appropriat e i n 1  Pe t 3 1 an d simila r passages ,
but inappropriat e here . I t i s th e onl y N T passag e wher e
there is any rea l difficulty ; an d sinc e B  stands almos t alone
in readin g Ify,  th e temptatio n fo r onc e t o prefe r K  is very
strong. Th e error ma y have arisen simpl y from th e common-
ness o f th e combinatio n 17 IBia  fuv/i,  which ' was her e trans -
ferred t o a context h i which i t wa s not a t home .

.Before leavin g ?8to s somethin g shoul d
be sai d abou t th e us e o f 6  ?Sto ? withou t a

noun expressed . Thi s occur s i n J n I 11 13 1, A c 4 M 24 s8

In th e papyr i w e fin d th e singula r use d thu s a s a  ter m
of endearmen t t o nea r relations : e.g.  o  Selva  TO>  lSl<p
Xatpeiv. I n Expos.  V L iii. 277 I  venture d t o cit e thi s a s a
possible encouragemen t t o thos e (includin g B . Weiss ) wh o
would translat e A c 20 28 "th e bloo d o f on e wh o wa s hi a
own." M t 27 s*, according t o th e tex t o f Jt L an d th e late r
authorities, wil l suppl y a  paralle l fo r th e grammatica l
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ambiguity: ther e a s her e w e hav e t o decid e whethe r th e
second genitiv e i s a n adjective qualifying the firs t o r a noun
dependent o n it . Th e MG r us e of 6  i&ios,  as substitut e fo r
the ol d 6  OVTO? , ha s nothin g foreshadowin g i t i n th e NT ;
but i n th e papyru s o f Eudoxu s (ii/B.C. ) w e fin d a  passag e
where Tfy  ISiai,  i s followe d b y rrji  airriji  i n th e sam e sense ,
so tha t i t seem s inevitabl e t o trace , wit h Blass , a n anti -
cipation o f MG r here . Perhap s th e us e wa s locall y
restricted.

There i s a n apparen t weakenin g ofAfiros 6  and in Hellenistic , which tends t o blun t
the distinctio n betwee n thi s an d eiceivos  6 .

Dean Robinso n (Gospels,  p . 106 ) translate s Lk 10 n "in tha t
hour" (Mt II 26 ev  eieeivy  T$  icaipa>),aud  s o Lk 1214 (Mk 13 "
fKelvrf), an d 10 T. I t i s difficul t t o b e satisfie d wit h "Joh n
himself" i n M t 3* ; an d i n Luk e particularl y w e fee l tha t
the pronoun  means littl e mor e tha n "  that." Outsid e Luke,
and th e on e passag e o f Mt , auro ; o  ha s manifestl y it s ful l
classical force . Fro m th e papyr i w e ma y quot e O P 74 5
(i/A.D.) avrbv  TOV  'Avrav,  " the sai d A." : not e als o G H 2 6
(ii/B.c.) o  avrbs 'flpos, "  the sam e Horus, " ie. " the aforesaid, "
and s o i n BI T 105 2 (i/B.c.) . W e fin d th e forme r us e i n
MGr, e.g. avrb  T O Kplpa,, "thi s sin " (Abbott 184) , etc. W e
have alread y seen (p . 86 ) tha t th e emphati c avrb<i  standin g
alone can replace classica l exeivos.  (Se e now Wellh. 2 6 f.)

Turning t o th e Eelatives , w e not e th e
li^^g ° f OO-TK,  a  conspicuous trai t o f th e
vernacular, wher e th e nominativ e (wit h th e

neuter accusative ) cover s very nearly al l th e occurrence s of
the pronoun . Th e phras e &> ? OTOV  i s th e onl y exception i n
NT Greek . Th e obsolescenc e o f th e distinctio n betwee n o?
and OOT( « i s asserte d b y Blas s fo r Luke , but no t fo r Pau l
A typ e lik e L k 2 * efc iro\tv  daveiS  771-4 ? *a\eiYa i Bi]d\edfi,
may b e exactl y parallele d fro m Herodotu s (se e Blas s 173 )
and fro m papyri : s o i n a n invitatio n formul a avpiov  ijrt s
iffrlv ie , "to-morrow, which is th e 15th"—c f M t 21<®.  Hort ,
on 1  Pet 2 11 (Comm.  p . 133) , allow s tha t "ther e ar e som e
places in th e N T in whic h #<m? cannot b e distinguished fro m
<k." "I n most places , however, of the NT," he proceeds, "oorw
apparently retain s it s stric t classica l force , eithe r generic ,

Relatives :-
Use of
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' which, as other lik e things, ' or essential, ' which by its ver j
nature.'" A  larg e numbe r o f th e exceptions , especiall y i n
Lucan writings , see m to b e b y no mean s case s o f equivalence
between 8 ? and oorts , whether agreein g o r disagreein g wit h
classical use . Som e o f the m woul d hav e bee n expresse d
with Strirep  i n Attic : thu s i n A c II 28 w e see m t o expec t
ffirep eyevero.  Other s thro w a  subtl e stres s o n th e relative ,
which can b e brought out by various paraphrases, as in L k 1*° ,
" which for all that. " O r oo-rt ? represent s wha t i n Englis h
would be expressed b y a  demonstrative an d a  conjunction , a s
in L k 10* 2, "and i t shal l no t b e take n away. " I n M t w e
find orris  use d fou r time s a t th e beginnin g o f a  parable ,
where, thoug h th e principa l figur e i s formall y describe d a s
an individual , h e i s reall y a  type,  an d OOTI ? i s therefor e
appropriate. W e ma y refe r t o Blas s 173 , fo r example s
of o « use d fo r OO-TW , wit h indefinit e reference . Th e larg e
number o f place s in whic h carts is obviously right, according
to classical use, may fairly stand a s proof tha t th e distinctio n
is not ye t dead . W e must no t sta y t o trace th e distinctio n
further here , bu t ma y ventur e o n th e assertio n tha t th e
two relative s ar e neve r absolutel y convertible , howeve r
blurred ma y b e th e outline s o f th e classica l distinctio n i n
Luke, and possibl y in sporadic passage s outsid e hi s writings .
Kalker (Qiuest.  24 5 f. ) asserts tha t Polybiu s uses Sorts fo r os
before word s beginnin g wit h a  vowel , fo r n o mor e serious
reason tha n th e avoidanc e o f hiatus ; an d it i s curiou s tha t
among twenty-thre e mor e or less unclassical example s in th e
Lucan book s fourtee n do happen to achieve thi s result. W e
chronicle thi s fac t a s in dut y bound, but withou t suggestin g
any inclinatio n t o regar d i t a s a  ke y t o ou r problem . I f
Kalker i s righ t fo r Polybius—an d ther e certainl y seem s
weight in his remark tha t this substitution occur s just where
the form s o f os end in a  vowel—w e ma y have to admit tha t
the distinctio n durin g th e Koiv/i  perio d ha d wor n rathe r
thin. I t woul d be like the distinction betwee n our relatives
who and that,  which in a  considerable proportio n of sentences
are sufficientl y convertibl e t o b e selecte d mostl y accordin g
to ou r sens e of rhyth m or euphony: this , however, does no t
imply that the distinctio n i s even blurred , much less lost .

The attraction  o f th e Eelative—which , o f course , doe i



ADJECTIVES, PRONOUNS , PREPOSITIONS . 9 3

not involve Sort?—is a construction at least as popular in lat e
as in classical Greek . I t appear s abundantlyAttraction. in th e papyri , eve n i n th e mos t illiterat e

of them ; an d i n lega l document s w e hav e th e principl e
stretched furthe r i n formulae , suc h a s apovp&v  Seica  Svo
fj ocra>v  eav  &a-iv  ovcr&v.  Ther e ar e t o b e note d som e
exceptions t o th e genera l rul e o f attraction , o n whic h se e
Blass 173 . I n severa l cases of alleged breach of rule we may
more probabl y (wit h Blass ) recognis e th e implie d presenc e
of th e " internal accusativ e ": s o in 2 Co I4, Eph I6 41, where
Dr Plumme r (GQT,  2  C o l.e.)  would make th e dativ e th e
original case for the relative .

Confusion o f relativ e an d indirec t inter -
Relatives and rogative ^  no t uncommon . ""Oo-os , cloy ,
Interrogatives ,  6, ,  .  .  „ _ .', . '

confused. ovoun,  17X1*0 9 occu r i n th e N T a s indirec t
interrogatives, an d also—wit h the exceptio n

of f/\lico<! —as relatives, " W. F. Moulton observes (WM 210 n.);
and in th e papyri even os can be used in an indirect question.
Good example s ar e foun d i n P P i L 3 7 (ii/B.c. ) leaXw  o5 »
irotijVet? <j)povrlaa<s  o Y & v Set  ravra  ep<ya<r()fjvai,,  an d R L 2 9
(iii/B.C.) <ppd£ovTe<:  [T O re ] avr&v  ovopa  KOI  ev  ffi  Kfo/j,i}i
oiKovaiv Kal  ir[6a-ov  rtft&vjrai.  S o akeady in Sophocles , Antig.
542, 0^1068 (se e Jebb' s notes) ; an d i n Plato , Ewth.  14n
& ftev  7^/ 3 Si&oaa-iv,  iravrl 8rj\ov.  I t i s superfluou s t o sa y
that thi s usage cannot possibly be extended to direct question,
so a s t o justif y th e A V i n M t 26 60. Th e mor e illiterat e
papyri an d inscription s sho w T& for relativ e oVrt ? o r 5 ? no t
seldom, as eftpov  yeopybv  TK  O.VTCL  e\Kvcrr) —TtVo9 eetv  xpiav
eXOf—Tt's av  KatcSx;  voiijaei, 1 etc . Jeb b o n Soph. O T 1141
remarks tha t whil e " T/? in classica l Gree k ca n replac e oo-r «
only where there i s an indirect question, . . . Hellenistic Greek
did not always observe this rule: M k 1488." Ther e is no ade-
quate reaso n fo r punctuatin g Ja s 3 18 so a s t o brin g i n thi s
misuse of T«. Bu t Mt 1019 and Lk 178 are essentially similar;*
nor does there seem to be any decisive reason against so reading
Ac 13 26. Dieteric h (Unters.  200 ) give s severa l inscriptiona l
exz., and observe s tha t th e us e was specially strong i n Asia

>BU822(iu/A.D.),BU239(iy/A.D.),^55ziz.299. See p. 21 above. OnSS"
u • clear ex. from T.YY, > I must retract the denial I gare in CR XT. 441.
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Minor. I t i s interesting therefore to note Thumb's statement
(ThLZ xxviii . 423), that the interrogativ e i s similarly use d in
Pontic now—a clea r cas e o f loca l surviva l Th e NT us e of
on fo r rl i n a  direc t questio n i s a  curiou s exampl e of th e
confusion betwee n th e tw o categories , a  confusio n muc h
further develope d in ou r own language.

MGr development s are instructiv e whe n .  .  . , ,  . . ,  .  .we ar e examimn g th e relative s an d inter -
rogatives. Th e norma l relativ e i s irov,  fol-

lowed by th e prope r cas e o f th e demonstrative , a s o  710.7/30?
irov TOV  «rrei\a , "  the docto r who m I  sent, " etc . Th e
ingenious Abb 4 Vitea u discover s a  constructio n ver y muc h
like this , though he does not draw the parallel , i n Jn 9 1T o n
qveygev trov  robs  o£0aX/toi5? , "  thou whos e eye s h e hat h
opened": h e cite s M k 6 17'- 8 24 a s furthe r exx . Sinc e 5  TI
and iBfc j ar e passabl e equivalents , w e hav e her e a  "pur e
Hebraism"—a ge m o f th e firs t water ! W e migh t bette r
Vifceau's instructio n b y tracin g t o th e sam e fertil e sourc e
the MG r idiom , supportin g ou r cas e wit h a  referenc e t o
Jannaris EG  §  1439, on MGr parallels to M k 7s6 (ijs .  .  .
avriyi) an d the like. 1 I t wil l be wise however for us to sober
ourselves wit h a  glanc e a t Thumb' s remarks , Helkn.  130 ,
after whic h we may proceed to look fo r parallel s neare r hom e
than Hebrew . I n olde r Englis h thi s wa s th e regula r con -
struction. Thus , "  thurh God , the ic thur h hi s willa n hide r
asend waes " (Ge n 45 8); "  namely oo n That  wit h a  spor e
was thirled hi s brest-boon" (Chaucer , Knightes Tale  185 1 f.).
Cf th e Germa n "de r d u bist " = who art. 8 Th e idio m i s
still amon g us ; an d Mr s Gamp , remarkin g "  which he r
name is Mrs Harris, " wil l hardl y b e suspecte d o f Hebraism!
The presenc e o f a  usag e i n MG r afford s a n almos t decisiv e
disproof o f Semitis m i n th e Koivrf,  onl y on e smal l corne r of
whose domain came within rang e of Semitic influences.; and we
have merel y to recognise afres h the eas e with whic h identica l
idioms ma y arise i n totall y independent languages . I t doe s
not howeve r follo w tha t Elas s i s wron g whe n h e claim s

1 See below, p. 237 ; also Wellh. 22, who adds ezx. from D.
' Se e Skeaf a Chaucer, Prologue and Knightet Tale,  p. xxrri. I  owe the iug.

gMtion to my friend Mr E. E . Kellet t

Developments
in MGr.n M
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Mk 7* * I 7 13 19, L k 3 16, and passage s i n Rev , a s "speciall y
suggested b y Semiti c usaga" Th e phenomeno n is frequen t
in th e LX X (se e W M 185) , an d th e N T exx . ar e nearl y
all fro m place s wher e Aramai c source s ar e presumed . A
vernacular us e ma y b e stretche d (o f pp . 1 0 f.) beyon d it s
natural limits , whe n convenien t fo r litera l translation . Bu t
Elass's own quotation , o $ 17 irvor] abrov  ev  fi/uv  ecrrlv, 1 comes
from a  piece o f fre e Gree k Tha t this us e did exist in th e
old vernacular, awa y fro m an y Semiti c influence , i s proved
by th e papyr i (p . 85) . Th e quotation s i n Kiihner-Gert h
§ 561 n.s, an d i n Blas s an d Wine r ll.ee.,  sho w tha t i t ha d
its root s i n th e classica l language . A s wa s natura l i n a
usage whic h starte d fro m anacoluthon , th e relativ e an d
the pleonasti c demonstrativ e wer e generally, i n th e earlie r
examples, separated b y a good many intervening words .

The moder n Interrogativ e i s mostl y irotot,  fo r 1*1 9 ha s
practically wor n dow n t o th e indeclinabl e rt,  just a s ou r
what (historicall y identica l wit h th e Lati n quod)  ha s become
indifferent i n gender . Th e N T decidedl y show s th e earl y
stages of thi s extension o f irolos.  I t wil l no t d o fo r u s t o
refine to o much on the distinction between the tw o pronouns.
The weakening of the special sense of irotov called into being a
new pronoun to express the sense JMO&S, namely) ITOTOWO?, which
was the old woSoTro? (" of what country ? "), modified by popular
etymology t o sugges t wore,  and thu s denude d of its associa -
tion i n meanin g with aXXoS-aird? , i?/te$-airo9, and fyteS-awos.1

We tak e nex t th e Numerals . Th e use
 °*  € *s as  an  or dmal *•  "  undoubtedly a
Hebrew idiom, " accordin g t o Blass , p . 144 .

Our doubts , nevertheless , wil l no t b e repressed ; an d the y
are encourage d b y th e quer y i n Thumb' s review . T o
begin with , wh y di d th e Hebrais m affec t onl y th e firs t
numeral, and no t it s successor s 1 I f th e us e wa s vernacular
Greek, th e reaso n o f th e restrictio n i s obvious : irp&ros  i s
the onl y ordina l whic h altogethe r differ s i n for m fro m th e

'Clement a d Oar.  21 fin . (Lightfoot , p . 78) . Nestl e (ZNTW  I  1786.1
thinks the writer was of Semitic birth . Ga l 2U will serve instead.

9 The suffix is that of Latin prop-inqtua, long-inquot, Skt. ane-ofle , etc.: irot-
and dXXoS - are quod, what,  aliud, whil e ii/uS-,  i/aS-,  answe r t o ablativ e fom u
in Skt .

numerals :-
as ordinal : of i
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cardinal.1 Whe n we add tha t bot h German and English say
"page forty"  (W M 311) , we are prepared for the belie f tha t
the Greek vernacular also had this natural use. Now , although
el? Kal  ettfooros , unus  e t meesimus,  on e and twentieth,  ar e (a s
Blass says ) essentiall y different , sinc e th e ordina l elemen t ia
present at th e en d of the phrase, this is not so with ry fua  KOI
et*a8t,s BU 62 3 (ii/ii i A.D.). Bu t the matter is really settle d
by the fac t tha t in MGr th e cardinal s beyon d 4  have ousted
the ordinal s entirely (Thumb , Handbuch  56) ; and Dieteric h
({filters. 18 7 f.) shows fro m inscription s that th e us e is as old
as Byzantine Greek. I t woul d seem then tha t th e encroach-
ment o f the cardina l began in th e on e case wher e the ordinal
was entirel y distinc t i n form , sprea d thenc e ove r othe r
numerals, and was finally repelled from th e firs t four , in whic h
constant us e preserved alik e th e declensio n an d the distinct
ordinal form . Ha d Semiti c influence bee n a t work , there is
no conceivable reason wh y w e should no t hav e ha d -ry  irevre
at th e sam e time. Simultaneousl y with this proces s we note

the fir m establishmen t of simplifie d ordinal s
from 13tn  to 19tn> wnich now  (from iii/B.c
onwards) are exclusively of the for m rpia-Kai-

Seicaroy, refftrapea-KatSeKaroi}, etc. , with only isolated exceptions.
Similarly we find Se/eo r/seis , 8e*a e£ , etc., almost invariably in
papyri, and 8e** a StJ o a s well as SaSe/ea.* 1 Thes e phenomen a
all started in the classica l period : c f Meisterhans8 160.

re is a  further  use of  els  which  calls
 c - t ark , its development into an indefini

article, like ein in German , un  in French , or
our ow n an: i n MG r th e proces s is complete. Th e fac t tha t

1 Aei/repoi is not derived from tfo, 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, amd Aramaic shows them only in the Jena. Tara. See
Dalman, Oramm. 99 f. For days 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.

1 Ekds, like r/nd>, S«<tt, rpuucdt, etc., was originally either No. SO or a set
of 10, though used only for the 20th of the month. Cf in Philo rpids=Srd day
(LS), and rerpdt, the usual name for Wednesday, surviving in MGr: see p. 237.

' WeUhaawn notes that D has only ««t S6o and t£. [a See p. 216.

Simpliflcationof the "teens" :
of the "teens" ;

as Indefinite
article. for remar
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el? progressively ouste d T « i n popula r speech , and tha t eve n
in classica l Greek there wa s a use which only needed a littl e
diluting to make it essentially the same, 1 is surel y enoug h t o
prove tha t th e developmen t la y entirel y withi n th e Gree k
language, an d onl y b y acciden t agree s wit h Semitic . (Se e
Wellh. 27.) W e mus t no t therefor e follo w Meye r (o n Mt
819), in denying that el s is eve r used in th e N T i n th e sense
of rts: it i s dangerous to import exegetica l subtleties into th e

NT, against the known history of the Common
Greek. Th e us e o f o  els in M k 14 10 is , a s

noted i n Expos.  V L vii . Ill, paralleled in early papyri*
In Blass' s second edition (p . 330) w e find a virtua l sur -

render o f th e Hebrais m in Svo  Svo,  avp-Kocria
ffv^TTOffta (Mk 6 s"-), $e<r/Mt a Seoyuf c (M t 13* °

in Epiphanius—a very probable reading, as accounting fo r the
variants): h e remarks on ptav piav in Sophocle s (Frag. 201)
that " Atticists had evidently complaine d of it a s vulgar, and
it wa s not only Jewish-Greek." Wine r compare d Aeschylus
Persce 981 , fivpia  pvpia  irefj/iraardv.  Deissman n (ThLZ,
1898, p . 631 ) cite s Sj<ry  rpia  rpia  fro m O P 12 1 (iii/A.D.) ;
and (a s W . F . Moulto n note d W M 31 2 n.) th e usag e i s
found i n MGr. 8 Thum b is undeniabl y righ t i n callin g th e
coincidence wit h Hebre w a  mer e accident . I n th e papyr i
(e.g. Tb P 63 s—ii/B.c.) the repetitio n o f an adjective  produce s
an elative = peyaXov fteyd\ov  =  fteyitrrov. I t shoul d be added
that i n L k 10 1 w e hav e a  mixe d distributiv e avh  Sv o Svo
(B at):  s o i n Ev.  Petr. 35, as Blas s notes , and Ada  Philippi
92 (Tisch.). 4 Se e Brugmann, Distrilutiva (cited above , p. 21) .

Two single passage s clai m a  word befor e
we pas s o n fro m th e numerals . "OyBoov
Na>e e<pv\at-ev  i n 2  Pe t 2 6 presents u s with

1 It ia difficult to see any difference between eft and ra in Aristophanes,
Av. 1292 :—

rfpiif piv tit JcdrijXof uiyo/uifert
XuXit, TAevl-rrif $' ty x^^' roHno/ta, (f.r.X.

From the papyri we may cite as ezz. AP 30 (U/B.O.) KorWXov Mt rat dXtcfwr
(sc. nvxwKXijWiToi); BU 1044 (iy/A.D.) foot («e=e&) Xeyi/wi-or (=-ot) Qafjfa.

1 We may add good ezz. from Par P 15 (ii/B.O.) rir tva atrur'apor—roS irl»
rQr iyKa.\ov/iimn> NexouffoC. Tb P 857 (ii/A.D.) roO roO Mt aArur mrpfa.

' Thumb, Helltn. 128, Handbuch 57.
4 See W. SohulM, Qratca Latino, 13. Add now Wellh. (1.

Distributives.

"Noah the
eighth person."
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a classical idiom which can be shown to survive at an y rate in
literary Commo n Greek: se e exx. in WM 312, and Schaefer l.c.
I hav e onl y noticed on e instance i n the papyr i (p . 107), and
in 2  Pe t w e rathe r expec t bookis h phrases . Th e A V of
this passag e i s a n instructiv e illustratio n fo r ou r inquirie s
as t o Hebraisms. "  Noah the eighth person " is no t English,
for al l its appearing in a  work which we are taught t o regard
as the impeccabl e standard o f classic purity . I t i s a piece of
"translation English, " an d tolerabl y unintelligibl e too , one
may wel l suppose, to its les s educate d readers . Now , if thi s
specimen o f translators ' "nodding " ha d mad e it s wa y int o
the language—lik e th e misprin t "strai n a t a  gnat"—w e
should hav e ha d a fair parallel fo r "  Hebraism " as hithert o
understood. A s it stands , a  phras e which n o on e ha s eve r
thought o f imitating , i t serve s t o illustrat e th e over-litera l
translations which appear ver y frequently in the LX X and in
the NT , where a  Semiti c origina l underlie s th e Gree k text .
(Compare what is said o f Gallicisms i n English o n p. 13.)

Last i n thi s divisio n come s a  not e o n
Mt 18" . Blas s ignore s entirel y th e ren-
dering "seventy-seve n times " (RVmargin) ,

despite the fac t tha t this meaning is unmistakable in Ge n 424

(LXX). I t wil l surel y b e fel t tha t W . F. Moulto n (WM
314) wa s righ t i n regardin g tha t passag e a s decisive . A
definite allusion  t o th e Genesi s stor y i s highl y probable :
Jesus pointedl y set s agains t th e natura l man' s cravin g fo r
seventy-sevenfold reveng e th e spiritua l man' s ambitio n t o
exercise th e privileg e o f seventy-sevenfol d forgiveness . Fo r
a partial grammatical parallel see Iliad xxii . 349, 8e«a/«s [re]
Kal FeiKotri,  " tenfold and twenty-fold, " if th e tex t is sound .

It wil l b e worth while t o giv e statistic s
 for th e relativ e frequenc y o f Prepositions in
tne - ,̂ answering to those cited f rom Helbing
(above, pp. 6 2 f.) for th e classica l an d post -

classical historians. I f w e represent -fa  b y unity , the orde r of
precedence work s ou t thus:—ei s '64 , e * '34 , eirl  '32, TT/JO S
•25, Sid  -24 , airo  '24 , Kara  -17 , fiera  '17 , irepl  12 , inro
•08, irapd  '07 , inr&p  '054 , a\>v  '048 , irpo  -018 , dvrl  '008 ,
dvd '0045 . W e shal l hav e t o retur n late r t o preposition s
compounded wit h verbs , followin g ou r presen t principl e o f

"Seventy times
seven."

Prepositions:-
Relative

Frequency.
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dealing wit h the m i n connexio n wit h th e part s o f speec h
with whic h the y ar e used . A  fe w miscellaneou s matter s
come i n bes t a t thi s point . Firs t le t u s notic e th e pro-

minence i n Hellenisti c o f combination s o f
prepositions wit h adverbs . I n papyr i w e
^n^ 8U °k a s * * r °re>  ̂^8 6 (ii/A.D.) , airb
irepvtrt (Deissman n £8  221) , an d eve n dtf>

ore eKovffdw»,  "sinc e I  las t bathed," OP 52 8 (ii/A.D.) . I n
NT w e hav e airo  TOTS,  diro  irepva-i,  air'  apri,  etc  ird\at,  e$
a.Tra.%, e-rrl  rph,  etc. Th e root s o f the usag e ma y b e see n i n
the classica l e' s dei  and th e like . Som e of these combinations
became fixed , a s inroKaru,  inrepdwa,  aarevavri.  Thi s ma y
be set beside the abundance of " Improper " prepositiona Al l
of these , excep t €771} ? an d Spa,  tak e gen . only.1 Thum b
comments2 o n th e surviva l o f suc h a s &>s , evdvoo,  ovivto,
inroKarw, in MGr . Hebrais m i n thi s fiel d wa s suppose d t o
have been responsible fo r th e coinin g o f Ivunriav,  till Deiss -
mann prove d it vernacular. 8 Th e compoun d preposition dix i
piaov was similarly asperse d ; but it has turned up abundantly
in th e papyri , — not howeve r i n an y us e whic h woul d hel p
1 C o 6 6, where i t i s almos t impossibl e t o believ e th e tex t
sound. (A n exac t paralle l occur s in th e Atheneeum  for Jan.
14, 1905 , where a  write r i s properl y censure d fo r saying ,
" I hav e attempted t o discriminate betwee n thos e which ar e
well authenticated, " i.e.  (presumably) " [and thos e which ar e
not]." I t i s hard to believe Paul would have been so slovenly
in writing , o r eve n dictating. ) W e hav e a  furthe r se t o f
" Hebraisms " in the compoun d prepositions which ar e freely
made wit h irpoa-ioirov,  %eip  an d tr-ropa,  (Blas s 1291) : se e
above, p . 81 . Eve n her e th e Semitis m i s stil l o n th e
familiar line s : a phras e whic h i s possibl e i n nativ e Gree k
is extende d widel y beyon d it s idiomati c limit s becaus e i t
translates exactl y a  commo n Hebre w locution ; an d th e
conscious us e o f Biblica l turn s of speech explain s th e appli -
cation o f such phrases on th e lip s o f me n whos e mind s ar e
saturated wit h the sacred writers' language. A s early as iii/B.c.,

. Phil 2" MAOD has dat. *  ThLZ xxviii. 422. '  SS 218.
Cf Expos, vi . vii . 113 : add OP 658 (iii/A.D.), and Tb P 14 (114 B.o.) irapijrxeX -
ictn-es ivdnrtov,  " I gav e notic e i n person. " H b P  3 0 (befor e 27 1 B.C. ) i s th «
earliest ex. C f Par P  63 (ii/B.c.) ivovioa  (so Mahaffy) ; and see Mayser 457.

Prepositions
joined with

Adverbs.
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in a  Libyan's will, we meet with ica-rii  -irpown-ov  TWO ? ;l an d
in mercantil e languag e w e constantl y fin d th e formul a Siet.
X«/>o?, used absolutely, it is true—e.g, MP 2 5 (iii/B.c.) , "fro m
hand to hand," as contrasted wit h " through an intermediary. "
We may refer t o Heitmuller's proof *  that the kindre d phras e
eli T O ovo/id  TIVO?  i s goo d vernacular. Th e stron g tendency
to us e compound prepositional phrases , whic h we hav e bee n
illustrating already , would mak e it al l th e easie r t o develo p
these adaptations o f familiar language .

The eightee n classica l preposition s are .Prepositions Tmwith one case. a s we °ave J118* seen , all represente d i n NT
Greek, excep t d/t^t , whic h ha s disappeare d

as a separate word, like ambi  in Latin , and like its correlativ e
in English, the forme r existenc e o f which in ou r ow n branch
is show n b y th e surviva l o f um  i n moder n German . I t
was no t sufficientl y differentiate d fro m vepi  t o asser t itsel f
in th e competition ; an d th e deca y o f th e ide a o f dualit y
weakened furthe r a  prepositio n whic h stil l proclaime d it s
original meaning , "o n bot h sides, " b y it s resemblanc e t o
a./j,(f>oTepot,. 'Avd  ha s escape d the sam e fate by its distributive
use, whic h accounts for seven instances, th e phras e ava fietrov
for four , an d avh  fiepo?  fo r one . 'Ami  occur s 2 2 times ,
but avff  &v  reduce s th e numbe r of fre e occurrence s to 17 .
Rare though it is , it retains it s individuality. "  In fron t of, "
with a normal adnomina l genitive , passes naturall y int o "  in
place of, " with the ide a of equivalence or retur n o r substitu -
tion, ou r for. Fo r th e prepositio n i n J n I 16, a n excellen t
parallel fro m Phil o is given in WM (p . 456 n.).s IIpo  occur s
48 times , including 9  exx. of irpb  rov  c . inf., which invade s
the provinc e o f irplv.  I n J n 12 1 we hav e vpo  i £ ^ftep&v
rov irdaya,  whic h look s extremel y lik e ante  diem  tertiivm
Kalendas. Th e plausibl e Latinis m force s itsel f o n ou r
attention al l th e more when we compare IMA iii . 325 (U/A.D. )

1 Detamann BS140.
' Im Ntmen Jem,  100 ff. So p. 68, for fr MIMTI trt,  Mk 9°.
'Blags compare s yTJr  rpi>  yi)t  Aaifoepftu , "fro m on e lan d t o another, "

f\-rlffu> < { frrl&ur , an d th e lik e (p. 124) . Th e Philoni c passag e i s fro m D e
Palter. Caini §  145 (p . 25 4 M.): &it>  ra t vp&rat  alel  xapiras,  rpb
cfvfipUmi roit  Xax<i> rrai, firur\uiv  m l ra/utwrdpcrot  flaauBa  erfpas  tor '
KtU rptrat drr l rur ttvrtpw xa i alel «^o j
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irpb t £ Ka\avS&v  Avyovarmv,  an d parallel s i n translate d
documents to b e seen i n Viereck' s Sermo  Grcecus  (see pp. 12,
13, 21 , etc.) . An d ye t i t i s soo n foun d tha t th e sam e
construction occur s i n phrase s whic h hav e nothin g i n
common wit h th e peculia r formul a o f Lati n day s o f th e
month. I n th e Mysterie s inscriptio n fro m Andani a (Michel
694, i/B.C.) we recognise i t i n Doric— irpb a/tepav  8e* a r&v
pwrrypuav; an d th e illiterate vernacula r o f FP 11 8 (ii/A.D.) ,
TT/OO) Svo  fjiiepov  ajopacrov  TO,  opviBdpia,  rtfr  eioprffr  ( " buy th e
fowls tw o days before th e feast") , when combined with J n I.e.,
makes the hypothesi s o f Latinis m utterl y improbable . Th e
second genitive in thes e thre e passage s i s bes t take n a s a n
ablative—" starting from  th e mysteries," etc. I t i s found as
early as Herodotus, who has (vi 46) Semepy  Ire t rovrtav,"  in
the second year/rom these events": cf also OP 492 (U/A.D.) /*er'
evutvrbv eva  r»J ? reXetmJ s IM>V,  "  a year afte r (startin g from )
my death." Se e als o th e not e o n afy£,  supr.  p. 72 . Ther e
remains the idiomati c use o f irpo,  seen i n 2  C o 122 irpb  eraiv
Seicareffffdptov, "fourtee n year s before. " Blas s (p . 127n. )
cites irpb  afiepav  Seiea  fro m th e wil l o f Epictet a (Miche l
1001), writte n i n th e Dori c o f Thera , "end o f iii/B.c . o r
beginning of ii/B.C., therefore pre-Eoman"—to cite Blass's own
testimony.1 I t become s clea r tha t historicall y th e resem -
blance betwee n th e ante  diem  idio m an d th e Gree k whic h
translates it i s sheer coincidence , and the suppose d Latinism
goes int o the sam e class a s th e Hebraism s we have s o ofte n
disposed o f already. * Thi s enquiry , wit h th e genera l con -
siderations a s t o Latinism s whic h wer e advance d abov e (pp.
20 f.), will serv e t o encourag e scepticism whe n w e not e th e

1 Add FP 12 2 (i/ii A.D.), B U 180 (ii/iii A.D.), 592 (U/A.D.) , NP 47 (iii/A.D.),
Ch P 15 (iv/A.D.), BU 836 (vi/A.D).

3 W. Schulze, Graec.  Lot.  14-19 , ha s a  lon g an d striking lis t o f passages
illustrating the usage in question, whic h show s ho w common i t became . Hi a
earliest citatio n i s rpb  rpiiav  ii/j-epuf  rijt  Te\evrrj;  fro m Hippocrate s (v/B.C.) ,
which will g o with tha t fro m Herodotu s give n above . W e hav e accordingl y
both Ionic and Doric warrant for this Koici) construction, dating from a  perio d
which makes Latin necessarily the borrower, were we bound to deny independent
development, Schulz e adds a paralle l fro m Lithuania n I Ou r explanatio n of
the dependent gen. as an ablative is supported by rpt> /oat i]/j^pat  $  c. ace. tt inf.,
in OOXS 435 (ii/B.o.) an d Jos. Ant.  ziv . 817: 4  replaces th e ablativ e genitiv i
exactly as it does after comparatives .
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resemblance of <u? dirb  trraSieav Sexairevre (Jn II 18) to a  milli
bus passuum duobus  (Blass 95) . Blas s cites Jn 21 8, Eev 14s0,
and th e usag e of Koivrf  writer s lik e Diodoru s and Plutarch .
Mutatis mutandis,  this idiom is identical i n principle wit h tha t
just quoted for irpo.  Afte r notin g th e translation-Hebrais m
<f>of3eiffdai diro  in M t 1O* 8 ( = Lk 124),1 we proceed to observe
the enlargemen t of the spher e o f airo,  which encroaches upon
ex, inro,  an d irapd?  Th e titl e o f th e moder n vernacula r
Gospels, " neTa<f>paffiJ.evq diro  rbv  'A\el-.  IId\\i),"  remind s u s
that diro  has advanced furthe r i n th e interva l Alread y i n
the NT it sometime s expresse d the agen t afte r passiv e verbs
(f.g. L k 8**) , wher e i t i s quit e unnecessar y t o resor t t o
refinements unles s th e usag e of a particula r write r demand s
them. Th e alleged Hebrais m in KaBapbs  diro  i s dispelle d b y
Deissmann's quotations , BS  196 . Th e us e o f prepositions ,
where earlie r Gree k would have bee n conten t wit h a  simple
case, enable s etc  i n N T t o outnumbe r diro  still , thoug h
obsolete to-day,6 except i n th e Epiro t d%  or o .̂s Thu s diro
is use d t o expres s th e partitiv e sense , an d t o replac e th e
genitive o f materia l (a s M t 27 X1 3*) ; etc  ca n eve n mak e a
partitive phrase capable o f becoming subjec t o f a sentence, a s
in Jn 16 1T. Fo r presen t purpose s we need not pursue furthe r
the N T use s o f diro  an d ex,  which ma y b e sough t i n th e
lexicon; bu t w e ma y quot e tw o illustrativ e inscriptiona l
passages wit h e/e . Letronn e 19 0 an d 19 8 hav e ow&l ? e'« ,
" safe hom e fro m " (a place), which has affinity wit h He b 57;
and vira,px<ov  Oebs  eie  deov  Kal  6ea$,  from th e Kosett a ston e
(OGIS 90—ii/B.C.) , wil l elucidat e Phi l 3 6, i f th e reade r o f
the Gree k should , conceivably , fal l int o th e misconception s
which s o man y Englis h reader s entertain . I t give s u s a n
unpleasant star t to fin d th e languag e o f th e Nicen e Gree d
used centuries earlier o f Ptolemy Epiphanes!8

We hav e already (pp. 62 f.) sketched th e development s of

1 Were the active <f>opcii>  stil l extant (below , p . 162), this might be taken a s
"do not b e panic-stricken by." I t i s like vpoat-xfur  &v6,  Lk 12* . Se e p. 107.

* Thus <x T* 0ow4, " from th e hill," occurs in a modern song, Abbott 128 f.
* Epiphanes=Avatar: th e commo n translatio n "illustrious" i s n o longe i

tenable. Se e Dittenberger's note , OGIS  i . p . 144. S o this titl e als o antici -
pates the N T (trHpiveia.).  C f what i s sai d on Christian adaptations of heathen
terms, above, p . 84 . (O n a.-ri>  see also below, p . 237. ) [°*Se e p. 246 ,
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ei9, an d nee d sa y n o mor e o f th e single-cas e prepositions ,
with on e ver y larg e exception. 8 Th e lat e Gree k use s o l

ev woul d take too muc h space if discuBse d i n
full here . I t ha s become so much a maid-of-
all-work tha t w e canno t wonde r at it s ulti -

mate disappearance, as too indeterminate. Student s o f Paulin e
theology wil l not nee d to be reminded of Deissmann's masterly
monograph o n " The NT Formula  e v Xpiary 'Iija-ov,"  wit h its
careful investigatio n o f LX X use s o f ev , an d proo f o f th e
originality o f Paul's use. Bu t S H (o n Bo m 611) seem rightl y
to urge that th e ide a o f the mysti c indwelling originated wit h
the Master' s own teaching: th e actua l phrase in Jn 15 * may
be determined by Pauline language, but in the original Aramai c
teaching th e though t ma y hav e bee n essentiall y present .
While ther e ar e a  goo d man y N T use s o f e v whic h ma y be
paralleled i n vernacula r documents , there ar e other s besid e
this one which cannot : in their case, however , analogy makes
it highl y improbabl e tha t th e N T writer s wer e innovating .
If papyr i hav e irpof3e/3r)KOTes  tf&i) TO W erea-w  (TP 1  — ii/B.C.),
we need no t assum e Hebrais m i n Lk I 7 merel y becaus e th e
evangelist insert s ev  : hi s faithfu l preservatio n o f his source's
fmepais i s anothe r matter . Se e pp. 6  If. above. I n A c 7U

(LXX) w e hav e e v = " amounting to, " fro m whic h tha t i n
Mk 4 8 bis does not greatl y differ . Thi s is precisely parallele d
by BU 97 0 (ii/A.D. ) irpooiica  e v Spa^/juiii  evvaicoa-MK,  O P 724
(ii/A.D.) ecr^es  rrjv  irptoTtjv  Sotriv  e v Spa^/jMts  Teffffapd/covra,
BU 105 0 (i/A.D. ) i/uiTia  .  .  .  e v . .  .  Bpa^jjuiK  eictnov  (" to
the valu e of "). Th e use in Ep h 2 18 ev Soyfuiaw,  "  consisting
in," is aki n t o this . Fo r ev rot ? = " in th e hous e of, " as in
Lk 2 49, we have EL 38 2 (iii/B.c.) ev TDK 'Airo\\a>vtov,  Tb P 1 2
(ii/B.C.) « / rot s 'Afj,evve<ai  "i n A.' s office, " O P 52 3 (ii/A.D. )
ev TO M K\avSlov:  c f Pa r P  4 9 (ii/B.C. ) ei ? T £ Jlpeardp^ov
AcaraXi/o-oi, and eve n ev T&I  "flpov  i n T b P  27 . W e hav e in
official document s e v meaning "i n th e departmen t of" : s o
Tb P  2 7 (ii/B.C. ) T O e v av-r&t  o<j>ei\6/j.evov,  7 2 & s ev  Mappel
TowoypafifMTei, al.  I  d o not recal l a n exact NT parallel, but
1 C o 62, el ev vfuv Kpiverai  o  woo-^to? , is no t fa r away . W e
have anothe r us e of e v wit h a  persona l dativ e i n 1  Co 1411

" in m y judgement " : possibly Jude 1 e v Bey  i s akin t o this,
Such use s woul d answe r t o irapd  c . dat. i n classica l Gree k

"Seep. 216.

Further uses
of
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The las t migh t seem t o b e expresse d mor e naturall y b y the
"dative o f perso n judging " (lik e A c 7M ooreto ? r$  Qe$,  or
1 C o I.e.  evofjuu  TU>  \a\ovvrt  /Sdpfiapos).  Bu t th e earlies t
uses of dativ e and locativ e hav e some common ground, which
is indeed th e leadin g cause of their syncretism. Thu s we find
loc. in Sanskri t used quite ofte n fo r the da k of indirect objec t
after verb s of speaking . Ho w readil y e v wa s adde d t o th e
dative, which in older Gree k would have neede d n o preposi -
tion, w e se e wel l i n suc h a  passag e a s OP 48 8 (ii/ii i A.D.),
where "  more .  .  .  b y one aroura " is expressed by iv. Thi s
particular dativ e i s a n instrumental—th e sam e cas e a s ou r
"the mor e th e merrier"— , an d i s therefor e parallel t o tha t
of iv  fjta^alprj,  "  armed with a sword," whic h we have already
mentioned (pp. 12,61). W e may fairly claim that "Hebraistic"
ev is by this time reduced within tolerably narrow limits. On e
further e v may be note d fo r its difficulty, an d fo r it s bearin g
on Synoptic questions,—the ofu»\oyeiv li > ran whic h is common
to Mt 10 8S and Lk 12s: thi s is among the cleares t evidence s
of essentiall y identical translations used in Mt and Lk. W . F .
Moulton (WM 283 n.) cites, apparently with approval, Godot's
explanation—" the repose of faith in Hi m whom it confesses" :
so Westcott , quotin g Heracleon , wh o originate d thi s vie w
(Canon6 305 n.). Deissman n (In Christo  60) quotes Delitzsch's
Hebrew renderin g '? rnV , and put s i t wit h M t 3 17 9M II 8

2321, as an example of a literal translatio n "mi t angstlicher ,
die hermeneutisch e Pedanteri e nahelegende r Pietat." D r
Bendel Harris recalls th e Graecise d translation in Eev 3 5, and
gives me Syriac parallels. O n th e whole , it seem s bes t no t
to look for justification of this usage in Greek . Th e agreement
of M t an d Lk , in a  point wher e accidental coincidenc e i s ou t
of th e question , remains th e mos t importan t elemen t i n th e
whole matter , provin g a s i t doe s tha t Luk e did not us e any
knowledge of Aramaic so a s t o dea l independentl y with th e
translated Logia that came to him.1

Of th e preposition s with tw o cases , Sid
an(j £  sho w no sign s o f weakenin g thei r

irjrep an d far o c . ace . distinctl y fal l behin d

1 Of the similar agreement at to ^o/Setaftu 4.T&,  above, p. 102.

Prepositions
with two
Cases ; hold on both ; but c. gen. and 
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We ma y giv e th e statistic s i n proof . Aid  gen . 382 , ac e
279 ; iterd  gen . 361 , ace . 10 0 ; Kara  gen . 73 , ace . 39 1 ;
irepi gen . 291 , ace . 38 ; inrep  gen . 126 , ace . 19 ; far o gen .
165, aee. 50 . Comparin g this lis t with tha t i n a  classica l
Greek grammar , we see that /iera, wep t and faro l hav e bee n
detached fro m connexio n wit h th e dativ e — a fac t i n lin e
with thos e note d above , pp . 6 2 ff. Turnin g t o details , we
find tha t Kard  (lik e avd,  Eev 21 Z1) i s use d a s a n adver b
distributively, as in T O xad"  els or el? Kara el? Mk 1419, [Jn] 8' ,
Eom 126. Th e MGr KaOet? or tcaQevas,  " each," preserves this ,
which probabl y started fro m th e stereotypin g o f TO  xaff  eva,
e> Kaff  iv,  etc. , decline d b y analogy : c f ev$ijfw<s  fro m ev
BrffM/) (&v),  o r proconsul  fro m pr o consult.  ' Th e enfeeblin g of
the distinctio n betwee n irepi and inrep  c . gen. i s a  matte r o f
some importanc e i n th e NT , wher e thes e preposition s ar e
used in well-know n passages t o describ e th e relatio n o f th e
Bedeemer to man or man's sins . I t i s a n eviden t fac t tha t
inrep i s ofte n a  colourless "  about," as in 2  Co 8s* : it i s used,
for example , scores o f time s i n accounts , wit h th e sens e o f
our commercial "  to." Thi s seem s to sho w that it s origina l
fullness o f conten t must no t b e presumed upon in theologica l
definitions, although i t ma y not hav e bee n wholl y forgotten.
The distinction betwee n dvri  an d th e mor e colourless inrep,  in
applying the metapho r of purchase , is wel l see n i n M k 1 045

( = Mt 20 28) \vrpov dvrl  iro\\S>v,  and th e quotatio n o f thi s
logion in 1  Ti m 2 6 dvrt\wpov  inrep  irdvrtov.*  Aid  c . ace .
mostly retain s it s meanin g "fo r th e sak e of, " "becaus e
of," distinc t fro m "  through," "  by th e instrumentalit y of, '
which belong s t o th e genitive . A s earl y a s M P 1 6 an d
20 (iii/B.C.) , w e hav e iva  Sid,  a-e  /SaaiXev  TOV  Siicaiov  TV^O>;
but i f th e humbl e petitione r ha d mean t "  through you, "
he woul d hav e addresse d th e kin g a s a  mer e mediu m of
favour : referring to a sovereign power , the ordinar y meaning
" because of you " is more appropriate . Thi s applie s exactl y
to Jn 6 6T. S o Eom 8 20, where Winer's explanatio n is correc t
(p. 498). I n muc h later Greek , as Hatzidakis shows (p. 213 )

'ForuxAc. dat . ca n b e quote d OO1S  5 4 (iii/B.O. ) <i<j>  tavrui
and O P 70 8 (a s late as ii/A.D.) IK  roS  i>ir A <rol  vofu>0.  LX X ha s irepl  c . dat .

3 Note tha t iot a iavrbr  i s substitute d fo r th e translation-Gree k lovriu  H) »
on this see above, p. 87 . Se e further on brip, p . 237 .
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Sid o . acc . monopolise d th e field , whic h i t stil l hold s i n
MGr.1 Wit h th e genitive , Sid  i s ofte n contraste d wit h
e«, WTTO , etc., as denotin g mediate an d no t origina l authorship ,
as 1  Co 86, Mt I22. I n Heb 2 10 it is used of God, who is " the
final Cause and th e efficien t Caus e o f al l thing s " (Westcott).
There seem s n o adequat e reaso n fo r acceptin g Blass' s con -
jectural emendation , Bi  do-Qeveias,  in Ga l 418: " because o f a n
illness" i s a n entirel y satisfactor y statemen t (se e Lightfoo t
in loc.),  and th e Vulgat e pe r i s no t stron g enoug h t o justif y
Blass's confidence. 2 Merd  c . gen . ha s i n L k I 68 a  us e
influenced b y literal translatio n fro m Semitic. " It s relation s
with a w ar e no t wha t the y wer e in Attic , bu t i t remain s
very muc h th e commone r wa y o f sayin g with.  Thum b
points ou t (Hellen.  125 ) tha t MG r us e disprove s Hebrais m
in irokejieiv  /jierd  TWOS,  Eev 12 7 al.b Thus , for example , Abbott
44: iroXefirjae  jte  rpeii  j^tXtoSe s Toi/p/eows , "  he fough t wit h
3000 Turks."

The categor y o f preposition s use d wit h
three case s i s hurryin g toward s extinction ,
as we shoul d expect . Herd,  irepl  an d viro

have crossed the lin e int o th e two-cas e class; an d in th e N T
7T/J09 ha s nearl y gon e a  ste p further , fo r it s figure s ar e
c. gen. 1  (Ac 27s4, literary) , dat . 6  (  = " close to " o r "at, "
in Mk , Lk , J n te r an d Eev) , acc . 679 . Wit h th e dative ,
however, it occur s 104 time s i n LXX , and 2 3 time s c. gen.:
the deca y seem s t o hav e bee n rapid . C f howeve r PF i 5
•nyw TO > TTV\U>VI,  a s lat e as 24 5 A.D . Fo r irapd  th e number s
are, c . gen. 78 , dat . 50 , acc . 60 . Blas s note s tha t c . dat . i t
is only used of persons, as generally i n classica l Greek , except
in Jn 19 25. On e phras e wit h -jrapd  call s fo r a  not e on it s
use i n th e papyri . Ol trap'  avrov  i s exceedingl y commo n
there t o denot e "hi a agents " o r "representatives. " I t ha s
hitherto bee n les s eas y t o fin d parallel s fo r M k 3 21, where
it mus t mea n "  his family" : se e Swet e an d Fiel d i n loe.
We ca n no w cit e G H 3 6 (ii/B.C. ) 01  trap  $fj,&v  irdvres,

1 Contrast Ac 24a with OP 41 (iii/iv A.D.) rotASv i.yaO&v i,vo\a.iofu>
tt&aal.

3 04 Sw&iuros St' do-Wraac jr\eC<r<u 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 01
nothing. [• See pp. 246 f. ; - * aee p. 247.

and with
three.
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BU 99 8 (ii/B.c.) , and Pa r P  3 6 (ii/B.0.). 1 Finall y w e come
to eVt , the onl y preposition whic h is still thoroughl y a t hom e
with al l th e case s (gen . 216 , dat . 176 , ace . 464) . Th e
weakening o f case-distinctions is shown howeve r b y th e ver y
disproportion o f these figures, and h y the confusio n of meaning
which i s frequentl y arising . I n He b 8 10 10 16 w e constru e
KapSia<; a s ace . only becaus e o f eV l TTJV  Siavotav  which follow s
it i n th e latte r passage : o n the othe r hand , th e origina l i n
Jer 31(38) 38 is singular, which favour s taking it a s genitive. 2

Our loca l upon  ca n i n fac t b e rendere d b y eV t wit h gen. ,
dat., o r ace. , wit h comparativel y littl e differenc e o f force .
Particular phrase s ar e appropriate d t o the severa l cases , bu t
the reaso n i s no t alway s obvious , thoug h i t ma y ofte n b e
traced bac k t o classica l language , wher e distinction s wer e
rather clearer . Amon g th e curren t phrase s w e ma y not e
£7ri ret  avro  "  together," "  in all, " perpetuall y use d i n arith -
metical statements : se e A c I 16 2 47. C f Blass 2 330 . Th e
common e'$' a>  c. f ut. indie. " on condition that, " does not appea r
in the NT. Bu t wit h a pres. in 2  Co 5*, and an aor. in Horn 512,
the meaning is essentially the same (" in view of the fact that'),
allowing fo r the sens e resultin g from a  jussive future .

1 Expos, VI . vii. 118 , viii . 436. Se e Witkowsfci'a note , p . 72.
1 For Mk 639 M T$  x&pri?,  Mt H1' substitutes M TOV  x-,  but with M T&V  %.

in D . I n A c 7 11 D has gen . for aoo. , and i n 8 16 aee. for dat . I n Ep h I10 it
seems difficul t t o dra w an y vali d distinctio n betwee n the case s o f M  TOU
ovpavoi! an d M  TTJ S yrjs. No r ca n w « distinguish between ew"  iffx&rov  i n He b I1

and th e dative in T b P  6 9 (ii/B.0.), &r  $ StolKijiris  fit 3 ttrx&Ttf  rfro/tTo* .
ADDITIOHAL NOTES.—P . 79 . M r Thackeray says wpurot i s used for irp&rcpn

regularly in LXX. Th e latter occurs not infrequently in Ptolemaic papyri , bu t
seems t o hav e weakened greatl y in th e Roman period.—P. 98. Th e Ptolemaic
PP iii . 28 ha s idpay/uiTOKMirrei  rptrot  Sat.  C f Abbot t J G 66 2 o n n&vos  aAria
Jn 6 18K. O n Mt 18 s8, W. 0 . Alle n take s 70x 7 i n Ge n and M t ll.cc.  alike .
A furthe r paralle l fo r cardina l i n plac e o f adverb i s BI T 107 4 (lat e iii/A.D. )
Tpi(nrv8ioi>tlKi)S, bu t deKaoXv/j.TrtovclKT)!,  etc.—P . 99. I n Syll.  385 " Hadria n say i
he could not fin d ix  ir&re  <j>4pea>  avrii  ijpfaffSe.  Thi s is a fairl y close paralle l t o
the luj irdre which Dr Nestle brings up against my argument about Semitisms .
If i t "ma y b e quotable from early Greek, " I  canno t quite se e why i t i s for
Dr Nestle " a Hebraism , even if it is still used by Pallis in his MGr translation."
I see m t o hea r th e shad e o f Hadrian demanding  "A m I  a  Jew?"—P . 102 .
BU 1079 (41 A. D. ) /SX^re crarix aV A TUV  'lovSalwv, ''  take heed to yourself agains t
the Jew s (i.e.  moneylenders), " contain s a n idio m whic h th e Hebraist s wil l
hardly care t o clai m no w I—P. 103 . Fres h exx . o f ir  accumulat e in a  grea t
variety of meanings. Amongs t them I hav e only room for the Delphia n inscr.,
Syll. 850 ' (iii/B.c.) KpiStvTu  tv  AvSpois  rploa,  "le t the m b e trie d befor e thre e
judgra," a good illustration o f in in Ao 17".



CHAPTER VI .

THE VEKB : TENSE S AN D MODE S O F ACTION .

OUB firs t subjec t unde r th e Ver b wil l b e on e whic h ha s
not ye t achieve d a n entranc e int o th e grammars . Fo r
the las t fe w year s th e comparativ e philologists—mostl y i n

 busil y investigati
the problem s of Aktionsart,  o r th e "  kind of

action " denoted by different verba l formations . Th e subject,
complex i n itself , ha s unfortunatel y bee n entangle d no t a
little by inconsistent terminology ; bu t i t mus t be studied b y
all wh o wish to understand th e rational e o f th e us e o f th e
Tenses, and th e extremel y important par t whic h Compoun d
Verbs play in the Gree k and other Indo-Germanic language a
The Englis h studen t ma y b e referre d t o pp . 47 7 ff . of Dr P .
Giles's admirabl e Manual  o f Comparative  Philology,  ed . 2 .
A fulle r summar y may b e found i n pp . 471 ff. of Karl Brug -
mann's Griech.  Gramm.,  ed. 3, where the grea t philologist.sets
forth th e result s o f Delbriick and othe r pioneer s i n compara -
tive syntax, with an authority an d lucidity al l hi s own.

The studen t o f Hebre w wil l no t nee d
lling tha t a  Tense-system , dividin g v

action int o th e familia r categorie s o f Past ,
Present an d Future , i s b y n o mean s s o

necessary t o languag e a s w e onc e conceive d i t t o be . I t
may b e mor e o f a  surpris e t o b e tol d tha t i n ou r ow n
family o f languages Tens e i s prove d b y scientifi c inquiry t o
be relatively a  late invention, s o much so that th e elementar y
distinction betwee n Past and Present had only been developed
to a  rudimentar y exten t whe n th e variou s branche s o f th e
family separate d s o tha t the y cease d t o b e mutuall y intel -
ligible. A s the languag e the n possessed n o Passive whatever,
and n o distinc t Future , i t wil l b e realised tha t its resource s
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Conjugation
and Tense

Stems.

telling

"Aktionsart."
Germany-have been bus
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needed not a  little supplementing . Bu t i f the y were scant;
in on e direction, the y were superabundant in another. Brug -
mann distinguishe s n o les s tha n twenty-thre e conjugations ,
or present-ste m classes , o f whic h trace s remai n i n Greek ;
and ther e ar e other s preserve d i n othe r languages . W e
must ad d th e aorist s an d perfec t a s formation s essentiall y
parallel I n mos t o f thes e w e ar e abl e t o detec t a n
Aktionsart originall y appropriate t o th e conjugation , though
naturally blurred b y later developments . I t i s seen that th e

Aorist has a "  punctiliar " action,1 tha t is , it ,  , . r  .  .  . . ,  'regards actio n a s a  point:  i t represent s th e
point o f entranc e (Ingressive,  a s /SaXetv "  let fly, " /8aertXet)<ra t
"come t o th e throne") , o r tha t o f completio n (Effective,  a s
/SaXetp " hit"), or it look s at a  whole action simpl y as having
occurred, withou t distinguishin g an y step s i n it s progres s
(Constative* a s /3a<r»Xei)<ra t "reign, " o r a s whe n a  sculpto r
says o f hi s statue , eirofytrev  o  Setva  "X . mad e it") . O n

the sam e graph , th e Constativ e wil l b e a
ne re(*uced to a Pomt b y perspective. Th

Present ha s generall y a  durative  action —
"linear," w e ma y cal l it , t o kee p u p th e sam e graphi c

illustration—as i n /SaXXe w "t o b e throw-Linear ACtlOn \ •
 n  a  -\  '  a  i. l . j.1 . J/ L »ing, pacikevew  t o b e o n th e throne .

The Perfect  actio n i s a  variet y b y itself , denotin g wha t
began in th e pas t an d stil l continues : thu s . . , „  .  ,  „ ,  . , , , ,.from th e poin t roo t weido,  "  discover,

descry," comes the primitiv e perfect olSa, " I discovere d (elSov)
and stil l enjo y th e results, " i.e.  " I know. " Th e presen t
stems whic h sho w a n t-reduplicatio n (IO-TIJ/JLI,  yvyvofiai)  ar e

supposed t o hav e starte d wit h a n Iterative
action, s o tha t ^L^VO/MII,  woul d originall y
present th e successio n of moments which ar e

individually represente d b y e^evo^v.  An d s o throughou t
the conjugation s which ar e exclusivel y present. Othe r con-
jugations ar e capabl e o f makin g bot h presen t an d aoris t

11 venture to accept from a correspondent this new-coined word to represent
the German pv/nbtuett, th e Englis h of which is preoccupied.

3 Unity of terminology demands our acceptin g this word fro m th e German
pioneers, an d thu s supplementin g th e store s of the Ne w English  Dictionary,
Otherwise one would prefer th e clearer word "summary."

Point Action ;

Action in
Perspective ; line

Perfect Action ;

Iterative
Action.
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stems, a s ifav  compare d wit h efiyv,  ypacf>eiv  wit h rpatreiv,
(rrevew wit h yeve<rdai.  I n thes e th e pur e verb-roo t i s b y
nature eithe r (a) "  punctiliar," (6 ) durative, or (c ) capable of
being both . Thu s th e roo t o f eveyicetv,  lik e ou r bring,  is
essentially a  "point " word , bein g classe d a s "Effective" :
accordingly i t form s n o presen t stem . Tha t o f <f>epto,  fero,
tear, on th e othe r hand , i s essentiall y durativ e o r "  linear",
and therefor e forms no aorist stem. 1 S o with tha t o f eo-n, est,
is, which has n o aorist , whil e eyevoftrjv,  a s w e hav e seen , had
no durative present . A n exampl e o f th e thir d clas s i s e^a> ,
which (like our own have) is ambiguous in its action . "  I had
your money " may mean either " I receive d it" (point action )
or " I wa s i n possessio n o f it " (linea r action) . I n Gree k
the presen t ste m i s regularly durative , "  to hold, " whil e ea-%ov
is a point word , " I receive d " : thus , ecr^ov  iraph  o r airb  <rov
is th e norma l expressio n i n a  papyru s receipt. * Misappre -
hension o f th e action-for m o f l^w is responsibl e fo r mos t o f
the pothe r abou t e^toftev  i n Ro m 5 1. Th e durative presen t
can only mean " let us enjoy the possession of peace ": (Siicaiat-
0evre<;) e<r^;o/i€i » elpr\vi\v i s the unexpresse d antecedent premiss;
and Paul wishes to urg e hi s readers to remembe r an d mak e
full us e o f a  privileg e whic h the y e x hypofkesi  posses s fro m
the momen t o f their justification. Se e p. 247 .

It i s evident tha t thi s study of th e kin d
 o f action denoted by tne verbal root an d the ,. . , . .  ,, •  .n of tha t actio n produce d 
formation o f tens e an d conjugatio n stems ,

will hav e considerabl e influence upo n ou r lexica l treatmen t
of th e man y verbs i n whic h presen t an d aoris t ar e derive d
from differen t roots . 'Opdta  (cognat e wit h ou r "beware")
is very clearl y durativ e whereve r i t occur s i n th e NT ; an d

1 The new aorist (historically perfect ) in the Germani c language s (ou r bore)
has a constative action.

1 Note als o a  petition , Pa r P  2 2 (ii/B.o.) , i n whic h th e tense s ar e
carefully distinguished , a s th e erasur e o f an aoris t i n favou r o f the imperfec t
shows. Tw o wome n i n th e Serapeu m a t Memphi s are complainin g o f thei r
mother, who ha d deserte d he r hnsban d fo r anothe r man : na i rovr o iraijcrair a

fe
oik (<rxe  T O TJJ J <Wi/nj<rd<ri) j tfAawiror,  dXX A mrrnrf4.aa.ro  <! » ArayeXefra t <L6ria>  i
Sti\o6nci>os, "  she did no t put o n the fac e o f the wrong-doer , bu t (he r para -
mour) began to intrigue with her to destroy (her hnsband). "

Rationale of
Defective
Verbs. produced by the
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we are at libert y to sa y that thi s root , which i s incapabl e of
forming a n aorist, maintains it s characte r i n th e perfect , " I
have watched, continuously looked upon," while oiranra would
be " I hav e caugh t sigh t of. " ElSov  "I  discovered, " an d
&(pdrjv "I  cam e befor e th e eye s of, " are obviousl y point -
words, and ca n for m n o present . Elirov  ha s a  simila r dis-
ability, and w e remember at onc e that it s congener s (Fjeiros,
•vox, Sanskrit vac,  etc., describe a  single utterance : muc h th e
same i s tru e o f eppedijv,  an d it s cognat e noun s (F)pij/jui,
verbum, and word.  O n the othe r hand, Xeyw, whose constative
aorist eXeft e i s replace d in ordinar y language by el-rrov,  clearly
denotes speec h i n progress , an d th e sam e featur e i s ver y
marked in Xdyo? . Th e meanin g of Xoyo? has been developed
in post-Homeri c times alon g lines simila r t o thos e on which
the Lati n sermo  wa s produced fro m th e purel y physica l ver b
sero. On e mor e exampl e w e ma y give , a s i t lead s t o ou r
remaining point . 'Ea6ia>  is very obviously durative: o  ecrditav
per' epov,  M k 14 18, i s "h e who is takin g a  mea l wit h me."
The roo t ed is s o distinctl y durativ e tha t i t form s n o aorist,
but the punctilia r (jiayeiv  (originall y "  to divide ") supplies th e
defect I t wil l be foun d tha t Qofyelv  i n the N T is invariabl y
constative:1 i t denote s simply the actio n o f eadietv  see n i n
perspective, an d no t eithe r th e beginnin g or the en d o f tha t

action. Bu t we find the compound Karetrdlew,
*a™£a?«". use d t o expres s th e complete d
ac*' eating something till it is finished. How
little th e preposition' s proper meaning affect s

the resultin g sens e i s see n b y the fac t tha t wha t i n Gree k
is tcarea-dieiv  an d i n Lati n "  devorare," i s i n Englis h "  eat
up " and in Latin als o " comesse." I n al l the Indo-Germanic
languages, mos t conspicuousl y an d systematicall y i n th e
Slavonic but clearl y enough in ou r own , this functio n o f verb
compounds may be seen. Th e choic e o f the prepositio n which
is to produc e thi s perfective  action 2 depend s upon conditions

1 There i s on e apparen t exception , Re v 10 10, wher e 8r « lijxiyw  afa-6  i t
"when I  ha d eate n i t up. " Bu t (fayon  i s simpl y th e continuatio n o f
na.T^(payov (se e below, p. 115).

8 One coul d wis h tha t a  ter m ha d bee n chose n whic h woul d no t hav e
suggested a n ech o o f th e tense-name . "Perfectiv e action " ha s nothin g
whatever to do with the Perfec t tens*.

Compounds and
Perfective

Action.
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which vary with the meaning of the verbal root. Mos t of them
are capable o f " perfectivising " an imperfective verb, when the
original adverb' s loca l sens e ha s bee n sufficientl y obscured .
We ma y compar e in Englis h the meanin g o f bring  an d bring
up, si t an d si t down,  drive an d drive  away  an d drive  home, 1

knock an d knock  i n an d knock  down,  take  an d overtake  an d
take over  an d betake,  carry an d carry  of f an d carry  through,
work an d work  out  an d work  off,  fiddl e an d fiddl e i n (Tenny -
son's " Amphion "), set  an d set  back  an d set  a t an d overset,  see
and se e to, write  an d write  off,  hear  an d hear  out,  break  an d
to-break (Judg 9 6S AV), make  an d make  over,  wake  an d wake
up, follow  an d follow  up , come  an d come  on , go an d g o round,
shine and shine  away  (  = dispel b y shining). Amon g al l th e
varieties o f thi s lis t i t wil l b e see n tha t th e compounde d
adverb in each cas e perfectivises th e simplex , th e combinatio n
denoting actio n whic h ha s accomplishe d a  result , while th e
simplex denoted actio n in progress, or els e momentary actio n
to whic h n o specia l resul t wa s assigned . I n th e abov e list
are include d man y exx . i n whic h th e loca l forc e o f th e
adverb is very fa r fro m bein g exhausted . Drive  in, drive  out,
drive off,  drive  away,  and drive  home  ar e alik e perfective , bu t
the goal s attaine d ar e differen t accordin g t o th e distinc t
sense o f th e adverbs . I n a  grea t man y compound s th e
local forc e o f the adver b is so strong tha t it leave s the actio n
of th e ver b untouched . Th e separatenes s o f adver b an d
verb i n English , a s i n Homeri c Greek , helps th e adver b t o
retain it s forc e longe r tha n i t di d i n Lati n an d late r
Greek. I n bot h thes e language s man y o f th e compoun d
verbs hav e completel y los t consciousnes s o f th e meanin g
originally born e b y th e prepositiona l element , whic h i s
accordingly confine d t o it s perfectivisin g function . Thi s i s
especially th e cas e wit h co m (eon) and e x (e)  i n Latin , a s i n
consequi "follo w out,  attain," ejficere  "wor k out";*  an d wit h
OTTO," Bid,  icard  an d <rw  i n Greek , a s i n airoffaveiv  "  die"
(dvya-iceiv "b e dying") , Sta<ftvyeiv  "escape " (<f>evyeiv  =
"flee"), KaraSuoKeiv  "hun t down"  (Bta>Ko>  = " pursue"),

1 "Prepositions," whe n compounded , ar e still th e pur e adverbs the y wera
at the first, so that thi* accusatiye nou n turne d adver b i s entirely on all foun
with the rest, >  See p. 287 . [ ° See p. 247 .
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" work out,"  crwrijpeiv  "  keep safe  "  (njpeiv
= " watch "). A n exampl e ma y b e brough t i n her e t o
illustrate ho w thi s principl e work s i n detail s o f exegesis .
In L k 8 W th e tru e forc e o f the pluperfect , combine d with th e
vernacular usag e of TroXXot ? ^/soi/ot ? (see p . 75) , goes to sho w
that th e meanin g i s "i t ha d lon g ag o obtaine d an d no w
kept complet e master y o f him. " Swapird^a  then , a s th e
perfective o f apTrdfyo,  denote s no t th e temporar y paroxysm,
but th e establishmen t o f a  permanen t hold . Th e inter -
pretation o f <rvv  her e depend s upo n th e obviou s fac t tha t
its norma l adverbia l forc e i s n o longe r a t work . I t i s
however alway s possibl e fo r th e dorman t avv  t o awake , as
a glanc e a t thi s ver y wor d i n L S wil l 'show. "Seiz e an d
carry awa y " is th e commo n meaning , but i n S-wapirdo-aaai
ras e'/xa? el^ov  ^epas  (Euripide s Hec.  1163) we may recognise
the origina l together.  Probabl y th e actua l majorit y o f
compounds wit h thes e preposition s ar e debarre d fro m th e
perfective forc e b y th e persistenc y o f th e loca l meaning : i n
types lik e Biairopevea-dai,  icara^aiveiv,  ffwep^ecrdai, the pre -
position i s stil l ver y muc h alive . An d thoug h thes e thre e
prepositions sho w th e larges t proportio n o f examples , ther e
are other s which o n occasio n ca n exhibi t th e perfectivisin g
power. Lightfoot' s interpretatio n bring s eTrtjivaxricea  unde r
this category . Th e presen t simplex , yiviaa-Keiv,  i s durative ,
" to be takin g i n knowledge." Th e simple x aoris t ha s poin t
action, generall y effective,  meanin g "ascertain , realise, " bu t
occasionally (a s in Jn 17 25, 2  Tim 219) it i s constative: eyvmv
ere gathers int o on e perspective all th e successiv e moments of
lyivoHTKOHTt <r 6 in Jn 1  7s. 'E-jriyvatvai,  "  find out, determine,"
is rathe r mor e decisiv e tha n th e yv&vai  (effective) ; bu t i n
the presen t stem i t seem s to diffe r fro m yivtafficeiv  b y includ -
ing th e goa l i n th e pictur e o f th e journe y ther e — it tell s
of knowledg e alread y gained . Thu s 1  C o 13 12 woul d b e
paraphrased, "No w I  a m acquirin g knowledg e which i s onl y
partial at bes t : then I  shall hav e learnt my lesson, shall know,
as God in m y mortal lif e knew me." Bu t I  confes s I  lea n
more and mor e t o Dea n Robinson' s doctrin e {Ephes.  24 8 ff. ) :
the vernacular i s rich in eVi compounds of the kind he describes.

The meanin g o f th e Presen t -stem o f thes e perfec -
tivised root s naturall y demand s explanation . Sinc e 6vy-
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a-tceiv i s "  to b e dyin g " an d cnroQavelv  "  to die, " wha t i s
there lef t fo r diroOvgo-iceiv  ? A n analysi s o f th e occur -

rences o f this stem i n th e N T wil l anticipat e
 gom e jmp0rtant point s we shall have to make

under th e headin g o f Tenses. Puttin g aside
the specia l us e /ie\\a>  d-jrodvgirKeiv, 1 w e find

the presen t ste m use d a s a n iterative  in 1  Co 1531, an d a s
frequentative i n He b 7 8 10 28, 1  C o 15 22, Ke v 14 M: th e
latter describe s actio n whic h recur s fro m tim e t o time wit h
different individuals , as the iterativ e describe s action repeate d
by th e sam e agent. 2 I n J n 2  123 and 1  C o 1532 i t stand s
for a  future , o n whic h usag e se e p. 120 . Onl y i n L k S* 2,
2 C o 6 9, and He b II 21 is i t strictl y durative , replacing th e
now obsolet e simple x dvyo-Ktn.*  Th e simplex , however ,
vanished onl y because th e "  linear perfectiv e " expressed it s
meaning sufficiently , denotin g a s i t doe s th e whol e proces s
leading u p t o a n attaine d goal . Karafavyeiv,  fo r example ,
implies tha t the refug e i s reached, but i t depict s th e journe y
there in a  coup  d'astt  :  xara^vyeiv  i s only concerned wit h th e
moment o f arriva l A  very important exampl e i n th e N T
is th e recurren t o t a7roX\i//ievo t "  the perishing. " Jus t a s
much a s diroiereivto  and it s passiv e airoBvya'Kw,  aTr6\\v/Mai*
implies th e completion  o f th e proces s o f destruction . Whe n
we spea k o f a  "  dying " man, w e d o no t absolutel y ba r th e
possibility o f a  recovery , but ou r wor d implie s deat h a s th e
goal i n sight . Similarl y i n th e cr y o f th e Prodigal , \ip.£>
aTroXXtywu, Lk 15 17, and in tha t of the disciple s in the storm ,
ff&<rov, aTro\\vfieOa, Mt S26, we recognise in the perfective
verb th e sens e o f a n inevitable  doom , unde r th e visibl e con -
ditions, eve n thoug h th e subsequen t stor y tell s u s i t wa s
averted. I n o t u.Tro\~kiip,evoi,  1  C o I 18 al,  strongl y durativ e
though th e ver b is , w e se e perfectivity in th e fac t that th e
goal i s ideally  reache d : a  complet e transformatio n o f it s

c. pres . inf. occurs eighty-fou r time s i n N T ; c. fat. thric e i n Ac
(ft. ftrcffflat) ; c. aor. six time s (Ac 12" , Bom 818, Gal 3 s3, Eev 8" (djrotfamc) 3 "
124 ; also Lk 208S in D and Marcion).

9 Both will be (. .  .) , a series of points, on the graph hitherto used.
' 1fSri)Ka i s reall y th e perfec t o f iiro9r$fficw  :  a perfec t neede d n o per-

feotivising in a "point- word" like this.
4 Note that i n al l thre e the simple x i s obsolete , fo r th e sam e reaso n i n

•aoh cas*.

Present Stem
of perfectivised

Verbs.
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subjects i s required t o brin g the m ou t o f th e rui n implici t
in thei r state .

Before passin g on , w e ma y not e th e
8urvival ^ NT Gree k o f a  c \&ssica.l idiom
by whic h th e prepositio n i n a  compoun d is

omitted, withou t weakenin g th e sense , whe n th e ver b i s
repeated. Thu s i n Euripides , Bwxh.  1065 , Ka-rfjyov,  tyyov ,
fyyov, answers t o th e Englis h "pulle d down , down , down. "
I d o no t remembe r seein g thi s trace d i n th e NT , bu t i n
Bev 1010 (supra, p . 111 n.) etyayov seem s to be the continuation
of Kartyayov ; i n Jn lu e\a@ov  take s u p -jrapeXaftov,  an d in
Eom 15 * 7rpoeypd<f>r]  i s repeate d a s eypdfa.  S o als o epav-
v&vre<s 1 Pet I 10'-, evSvadpevoi 2  Co 5s, and a-rrjvai  Ep h 6 13 (?):
add 1  C o 10», PhU 1 2«-—not, I think , Eo m 2 9'- or Mt 5 17-19.
The order forbid s 1  Co 122. I n al l thes e cases we are justified
in treating th e simple x as a  ful l equivalen t o f the compound ;
but o f course in any given cas e i t ma y be otherwise explicable.

" The perfective Aktionsart  in Polybius, "
Growth of ^  garne t O f j^ e great Koivij  writers , form s
Constative

Aorist * ne subjec t o f a n elaborat e stud y b y D r
Eleanor Purdie , in Indog.  Forsch.  ix. 63—15 3

(1898). I n a  late r volume , xii. 319-372, H. Meltzer con -
troverts Mis s Purdie' s result s i n detail ; an d an independent
comparison wit h result s derivabl e fro m N T Gree k show s
that her conclusions may need considerable qualification. Ee -
search i n thi s field is , as Brugmann himsel f observe s (Oriech.
Gram? 484), stil l in its initial stages; bu t tha t the Newnham
philologist i s o n th e righ t line s generally , i s hel d b y som e
of th e bes t authorities , includin g Thumb , wh o think s he r
thesis supporte d b y MGr. " He r contentio n i s tha t sinc e
Homer th e aoris t simple x ha d bee n progressivel y takin g
the constativ e colour , a t th e expens e o f it s earlie r punc -

tiliar character ; an d tha t ther e i s a
SrowmS tendenc y t o us e th e compounds ,
especially thos e wit h Sta , KOTO.,  an d a-w,  t o
express wha t i n th e oldes t Gree k coul d b e

sufficiently indicate d b y th e simplex . T o a  certai n exten t
the N T us e agree s wit h tha t o f Polybius . Thu s <f>vyeiv  i s
constative eleve n times , " to flee," with n o suggestio n o f th e
prolongation o f nigh t (<f>evyeiv)  o r o f it s successfu l accom -

•Soep. 247.

Preposition
not repeated.

and of
"Perfective"

Compounds.
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plishment (Sicufrwyeiv  o r Kara^vyeiv).  (I t seem s to m e cleai
that i n He b 11 34 we hav e e<j>vyov  fo r th e beginning  o f action ,
—not the goa l of safety attained, but the first and decisive step
away fro m danger . Similarl y i n M t 23 s8 w e shoul d rea d
" how are y e to flee from th e judgement of Gehenna ?"—just
as i n 3 7. Th e though t i s no t o f th e inevitablenes s o f God's
punishment, bu t o f the stubbornness of men wh o will not tak e
a ste p t o escape it. Th e perfective therefore would b e inap -
propriate.) Th e papyri decidedly support thi s differentiatio n
of simple x an d compound . I n th e sam e wa y we fin d tha t

is alway s constativ e i n NT , whil e th e perfectiv e
, "hun t down, " occur s onc e i n M k I 86, wher e

" followed afte r " (AV and EV) i s no t exact . '  Epyda-atrdai
is certainly constativ e i n M t 25 16, 3 Jn6, and Heb II88: i t
surveys in perspective the continuou s labour which is so often
expressed b y epyd£ecrdai.  I n M t 26 10, and eve n 2  Jn8, the
same is probably the case : the stress lies on the activity rathe r
than o n it s product . Thi s las t ide a i s regularl y denote d
by th e perfectiv e compoun d wit h Kara.  $v\dj-ai  "guard "
seems alway s constative , Sta^vXa^a t "  preserve" occurrin g
in L k 4 10. Similarl y Trjpfja-ai  "  watch, keep, " a  continuou s
process seen in perspective: aw- and Sia-Typeiv  (presen t stem
only) denote " watching" whic h succeed s u p to the poin t of
time contemplated. (Se e p. 2 3 7.) 'Aycovi^etrdai  i s only used
in th e durativ e present , bu t Karaycavtara(r6ai,  (He b 11s8) i s
a goo d perfective , ^a^elv  an d icara^ayelv  diffe r quit e o n
Polybian line s (se e above) . O n th e othe r hand , i n th e
verbs Mis s Purdi e examines , th e N T make s decidedl y les s
use o f th e compoun d tha n doe s Polybius ; whil e th e non-
constative aorist s whic h sh e note s a s exception s t o th e
general tendenc y are reinforce d b y others which i n Polybiu s
are seldo m such . Thu s ISelv  i s comparativel y rar e i n
Polybius: "  in severa l case s the meaning is purely constative ,
and thos e exx . in whic h a  perfective 1 meanin g mus t b e
admitted bea r a  ver y smal l proportio n t o th e extremel y
frequent occurrence s o f th e compoun d ver b i n th e lik e

'Thatis, "punetiliar" : Mis s Purdi e doe s no t distinguis h thi s fro m per-
fective prope r (wit h preposition) . Brugmann , followin g Delbruck , has lately
insisted on reserving "perfective " fo r th e compounds . Uniformit y o f ter -
minology is so important that I have altered the earlier phraseology throughout
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sense " (op. cit. p. 9 4 f.). I n th e NT , however, th e simple x
ibeiv i s exceedingl y common, whil e th e compoun d (icaOopav,
Horn I 20) only appears once. I t i s moreover—so far as I can
judge withou t th e labou r o f a  count—a s ofte n punctilia r
(ingressive) a s constative : M t 2 10, " when the y caugh t sigh t
of th e star, " wil l serv e a s a n example , agains t constativ e
uses lik e tha t i n th e previou s verse , "the sta r whic h the y
saw." (I n numerou s case s i t woul d b e difficul t t o dis -
tinguish th e on e fro m th e other. ) Her e come s i n on e of
Meltzer's criticisms , tha t th e historian' s stron g dislik e o f
hiatus (c f above , p . 92 ) account s fo r ver y man y o f hi s
preferences fo r compoun d verbs . Thi s fac t undeniabl y
damages th e cas e for Polybiu s himself ; bu t i t doe s no t dis -
pose o f inferences—les s decided , bu t no t unimportant —
which ma y be drawn from N T Gree k an d tha t o f th e papyri .
We ar e not surprise d t o fin d tha t th e N T has n o perfectiv e
compounds o f 6edo/jMi,  decapeta,  Xoyi£o/icu, irpdffffto,  tcivSwevta,
apxapat, /teXXw , opyi^ofjuu,  Mvto  (unles s i n Co l 3'), or plcryu
(/j,tyw/j,i), t o se t besid e those cited fro m th e historian . Noeco
is rathe r difficul t t o squar e wit h th e rule . It s presen t
simplex i s ofte n obviousl y linear, a s i n vo<ov  K M <f>pov5>v,  th e
standing phrase o f a testator beginnin g a will : th e durativ e
" understand " or "  conceive " is th e only possible translatio n
in many NT passages . Th e aor. in Jn 12 40 and Eph 3 * may
be the constativ e o f this , or i t ma y be ingressive, " realise."
But i t i s ofte n difficul t t o mak e a  rea l perfectiv e ou t o f th e
compound xaravorja-ai,  whic h should describ e th e completion
of a  menta l process . I n som e passages , a s L k 20 23 ("h e
detected thei r craftiness "), or Ac 731 (" to master the mystery "),
this wil l do ver y well; bu t th e durativ e actio n i s mos t cer -
tainly represente d i n th e presen t Karavoelv,  excep t A c 27 89

(? " noticed on e after anothe r "). Madelv  i s sometime s con-
stative, summin g u p th e proces s o f fMvQdvew;  bu t i t ha s
often purel y poin t action, " ascertain ": s o in Ac 23", Gal 3!,
and frequentl y i n th e papyr i I n othe r place s moreove r i t
describes a  full y learn t lesson , and no t th e proces s o f study.
On Mis s Purdie' s principl e thi s shoul d b e reserve d fo r

elv, whic h occur s i n M t G 28: bot h her e an d fo r
in th e Luca n paralle l 12 84-27 th e E V retain s

the durativ e " consider." I t ma y however mean " understand,
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take in thi s fac t about. " Th e NT us e o f reXec* , again , differ s
widely fro m tha t o f Polybius , where the perfectiv e compoun d
(ffvvr.) greatl y predominates : i n N T th e simple x outnumbers
it fourfold . Moreove r the aorist in the NT is always punctiliar
("finish"): onl y i n Ga l 5 M i s th e constativ e "perform " a
possible alternative . 'Opyta-ffrivai,  i s anothe r divergent , fo r
instead o f th e perfectiv e Sto/j-y. , "fl y int o a  rage, " w e si x
times hav e th e simple x i n th e NT , wher e th e constativ e
aorist "  be angry " neve r occurs. 1 Finall y w e not e tha t
Ka0e£e<rdai, i s alway s purel y durative i n NT ( " sit," no t "  sit
down," whic h i s Kadurat),  thu s differin g fro m Polybia n use .
A few additions might be made. Thu s Lk 19 1S has the simplex
•trpawunevaaadai "trade, " wit h th e perfectiv e compoun d in
v.u StetrpayfiaTevcravTo  "gained  b y trading. " Bu t th e grea t
majority o f the Sid  compound s retain th e ful l forc e o f the Sta .

The ne t resul t o f thi s compariso n may ,  ,  ,  ,  j  , . •  •  n  *perhaps b e state d thus , provisionally : fo r
anything lik e a  decisiv e settlemen t w e must

wait fo r som e ^aX«eWe/?o ? grammaria n wh o wil l toi l righ t
through the papyri and the Koiv^  literature with a minuteness
matching Mis s Purdie' s ove r he r si x book s o f Polybius— a
task fo r whic h a  year' s holida y i s a  condicio  sine  qu a non.
The growth of th e constativ e aoris t wa s certainl y a  featur e
in th e developmen t o f late r Greek : it s consequence s wil l
occupy u s whe n we com e t o th e consideratio n of the Tenses .
But th e disus e o f th e "  point" aorist , ingressive o r effective ,
and th e preferenc e o f _ the perfectiv e compoun d t o expres s
the sam e meaning , naturall y varie d muc h wit h th e author .
The genera l tendenc y may be admitted as proved; th e exten t
of it s workin g will depend on the persona l equation . I n th e
use o f compound verbs, especially, we cannot expect th e negligi
style o f ordinar y conversation , o r eve n th e highe r degre e of
elaboration to which Luke or th e auetor  ad Hebrews coul d rise ,
to come near th e profusio n o f a literary man lik e Polybius. 2

Perhaps thi s brie f accoun t o f recen t re -
searches, in a  field hitherto almost untrodden
by N T scholars , ma y suffic e t o prepar e th e

1 Rev II18 might mea n "wer e angry, " bu t th e ingressive "waxe d angry *
(at the accession o f the King) suits the context better. '  See p. 237.

Provisional
Results.

Time and
Tense.
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way fo r th e necessar y attemp t t o plac e o n a  scientifi c basi s
the us e o f th e tenses , a  subjec t o n which many of th e mos t
crucial question s o f exegesi s depend . I t ha s bee n mad e
clear tha t th e notio n of (presen t o r past ) time  i s no t b y any
means th e firs t thin g we must thin k o f in dealing with tenses .
For ou r problem s o f Aktionsart  i t i s a  mer e acciden t tha t
$ei/yca i s (generally ) presen t an d efavyov,  %(f>vyov,  an d fyvyat v
past: th e main point we must settle is the distinction betwee n
0ei>7 and <j>vy  whic h is common to al l thei r moods.

On the Present stem, as normally de
linear o r durativ e action , no t muc h mor e

need no w b e said . Th e reader ma y be reminded of one idiom
which conie s ou t o f th e linea r idea , th e us e o f word s like
ird\ai wit h th e presen t i n a  sens e bes t expresse d b y ou r
perfect. Thu s i n 2  C o 12 19 "hav e yo u bee n thinkin g al l
this tim e ?" o r Jn 15 2T, "  you have bee n wit h m e fro m th e
beginning." S o in MGr, e^fjvra  fiijva<i  ff'dyairS ) (Abbot t 222) .
The durative presen t i n suc h cases gather s u p pas t an d pre -
sent tim e into on e phrase. I t mus t not be thought, however,
that the durativ e meaning monopolises the presen t stem . I n
the prehistori c perio d onl y certai n conjugation s ha d linea r
action; an d thoug h late r analogi c processe s mostl y levelle d
the primitiv e diversity , ther e ar e stil l som e survival s o f
importance. Th e punctilia r forc e i s obviou s i n certai n
presents. Burto n (MT  9 ) cite s a s "  aoristic present s " such
words as irapaffye\\u>  A c 16 18, d<f>levrai  M k 2 5 ("ar e thi s
moment forgiven,"—contr . d^etavrai  L k 5 s8), larat  A c 9 s*,
etc. S o possibl y afaofiev  L k II 4, whic h ha s aQijicaftev  a s
its representativ e i n M t Bu t her e i t seem s bette r t o
recognise th e iterative  present— " for we habitually forgive ":
this i s lik e th e differenc e betwee n Lk an d M t see n i n thei r
versions of the praye r for daily bread. (O f also Lk 6 30.) Blas s
(p. 188) adds a<nra,^erai as the correlative t o the regular a<rird-
<ra<r0e. I t i s ver y possibl e tha t i n th e prehistori c perio d a
distinct presen t existe d fo r th e stron g aoris t stem , suc h a s
Giles plausibly traces i n ap^ea-dai  compare d with th e durativ e
e/r^eo-ftxt.1 Th e conjecture—whic h i s necessarily unverifiabl e

1 Manual1 482 . Th e up  i s lik e pa,  i n rpairelv  agains t rptiruv,  th e familia l
Greek representative of the original vocali c r .

On
The Present :- On the
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—would sufficientl y explai n thi s verb' s punctilia r action ,
But i t ma y indee d b e suspecte d tha t poin t an d lin e actio n
were both  originall y possibl e in presen t an d aorist-ste m for -
mations whic h remaine d withou t formativ e prefi x o r suffix .
On this assumption, analogical levelling was largely responsible
for th e durativ e characte r whic h belong s t o mos t o f th e
special conjugatio n stem s o f the present . Bu t thi s i s con -
jectural, and w e nee d onl y observ e tha t th e punctilia r root s

which appea r i n th e presen t ste m have given
 so-calle d presen t t

to denot e futur e time. 1 I n avpiov  airoOvri-
tncofjifv ( 1 C o 15s2) we hav e a  ver b i n whic h th e perfectiv e
prefix ha s neutralise d th e inceptiv e forc e o f th e suffi x -itr/cta:
it i s only the obsoletenes s of the simplex which allows i t eve r
to borro w a  durativ e action . Elfu  i n Atti c i s a  notabl e
example o f a punctiliar roo t use d for a  futur e i n th e presen t
indicative. Bu t though i t i s generally asserted that this use
of presen t tens e fo r futur e originate s i n th e word s wit h
momentary action , thi s limitatio n doe s no t appea r i n th e
NT examples , an y mor e tha n i n English . W e ca n say ,
" I am going to London to-morro w " just a s wel l as " I go ":
and Ste/o^o/iot in 1 Co 166, fylverai i n Mt 2 62, and other futura l
presents tha t ma y b e parallele d fro m th e vernacula r o f th e
papyri, hav e no lack o f durativity abou t them . I n thi s stag e
of Greek , as i n ou r ow n language , we ma y defin e th e futura l
present a s differin g fro m th e futur e tens e mainl y in th e ton e
of assuranc e whic h i s imparted . Tha t th e Presen t i s no t
primarily a  tense,  i n th e usua l acceptatio n o f th e term , i s

shown no t onl v b y th e fac t tha t i t ca n
stand fo r futur e time , bu t b y it s equall y

well - known us e a s a  past . Th e "  Historic" presen t
is divide d b y Brugman n (Gfr.  Gram?  48 4 f.) int o th e
" dramatic" an d th e "  registering " present . Th e latte r
registers a  date , wit h word s lik e ftr/verai,  re\evra,  etc .
I canno t recal l a  N T example , fo r itt ' 2 * i s no t reall y
parallel. Th e former , common i n al l vernaculars—w e hav e
only to overhea r a  servan t girl' s "  so sh e say s t o me, " i f we

1 Compare th e clos e connexio n betwee n aorist  (not present ) subjunctive and
the future , whic h is indeed i n its history mainly a  specialising of the former.

denoting future
time ; rise to the use of the so-c

and past time ;
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desiderate proo f tha t th e usag e i s a t hom e amon g us—i a
abundantly represente d i n th e NT. 1 Fro m tha t min e o f
statistical wealth , Hawkins's Horce  Synoptiece,  we find that Mk
uses the histori c present 15 1 times, Mt 9 3 times, Lk 8  times,
with 1 3 in Ac ; als o tha t i t i s rar e i n the res t o f the NT, ex-
cept in Jn. Bu t it is not true that it was " by no means common
in Hellenisti c Greek. " Si r Joh n Hawkin s himsel f observe s
that i t i s commo n in Josephu s an d i n Job : M r Thackera y
notes 14 5 exx . in 1  Sam alone—its rarit y in LXX wa s only
inferred fro m th e absenc e o f \eyei.  Tha t Luk e invariabl y
(except i n S 48) altered Mark' s favourit e usag e mean s tha t i t
was to o familiar fo r hi s liking. I  hav e not catalogue d th e
evidence of the papyri for this phenomenon , but i t i s common .
OP 717 ma y be cited a s a  documen t contemporary with th e
NT, in whic h a  whol e strin g o f present s doe s dut y i n nar -
rative. I t ma y be see n alternatin g wit h pas t tenses , as i n
the NT: c f the curious document Par P  51 (ii/B.a), recording
some extremely trivia l dreams . Thu s avvyet  .  .  .  6p & . .  .
K\Mi<ya> .  . .  eiropevofiajv  .  .  . ical  ep^oftai  .  . .  eX&yoi/ , etc .
It wa s indee d a  permanen t elemen t i n pros e narrative ,
whether colloquia l o r literary; 2 bu t i t seems , t o hav e ru n
much th e sam e cours e a s i n English , wher e th e histori c
present i s no t normall y use d i n educate d conversatio n o r in
literature a s a  narrative form . I t carrie s a  special effec t of
its own , which may be a  favourit e mannerism of a  particula r
author, but entirel y avoide d b y others . Applyin g this prin -
ciple, w e conceiv e tha t Josephu s would us e th e tens e a s a n
imitator o f th e classics , Mar k a s a  ma n o f th e peopl e wh o
heard i t i n dail y use aroun d him ; whil e Luk e woul d hav e
Greek educatio n enoug h to know that i t wa s no t commo n i n
cultured speec h o f hi s time , bu t no t enoug h t o recal l th e
encouragement o f classica l writer s who m h e probabl y neve r
read, an d woul d no t hav e imitate d i f h e ha d rea d them .
The limits o f th e histori c present ar e wel l seen i n th e fac t
that i t i s absent fro m Homer , not becaus e i t wa s foreig n t o

1 An instructive parallel for Xfy« 'lyraSt, especiall y as in th e Oxyrhynohu a
Logia, ma y b e seen i n Roma n edicts . Thu s Syll.  37 6 Kaurap  (Nero ) X£y« ;
it. 656 (ii/A.D.—a proconsul); OOIS  66 5 (49 A.D.), etc .
' A peculiar use of the historic presen t i s noticeable i n MGr , where it fre-

quently takes up a past tense: thus , 4 T<rS\Ka,s #«nr<i0w<r«, updfci  T & roXXqxdpia,
"drew his sword and calls" (Abbott 44—see also 22, 26, etc.). Se e p. 139 n.
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the old Achaian dialect , but becaus e o f its fel t incongruit y in
epic style : i t is absent from the Nibelungenlied in the same way.

The Moods of the presen t ste m will b e treated unde r their
separate heads later. Eu t ther e ar e tw o use s which shoul d
come in here , a s bearin g o n th e kin d o f actio n belongin g to

the tense-stem . Th e firs t concern s th e tw o
normai method s of expressing Prohibitio n i n
classi(3al Greek, whic h surviv e i n N T Greek ,
though less predominan t than before . Ther e

is a  familia r rul e tha t w  i s use d wit h presen t imperativ e
or aoris t subjunctive ; bu t th e distinctio n betwee n these ,
expounded b y Gottfrie d Herman n lon g ago , seem s t o hav e
been mostl y unnotice d til l i t wa s rediscovere d b y D r
Walter Headla m i n C E xvii . 295 , wh o credit s D r Henr y
Jackson wit h supplyin g th e hint . D r Jackso n himsel f con -
tributes a  brie f bu t suggestiv e not e i n xviii . 26 2 f. (Jun e
1904), and Dr Headla m the n write s i n ful l upo n the subjec t
in xix . 30—36 , citing the dict a o f Herman n fro m whic h th e
doctrine started , and rebuttin g som e objection s raised b y Mr
H. D. Naylor." D r Jackson' s word s may b e cite d a s linkin g
the beginnin g an d en d o f th e language-history , an d provin g
incidentally tha t th e allege d distinction mus t hol d for the N T
language, which lies midway . "  Davidson told m e that, when

he was learnin g moder n Greek, he had been
puzzled about th e distinction , until he heard
a Gree k frien d us e th e presen t imperativ e t o

a do g whic h wa s barking . Thi s gav e hi m th e clue . H e
turned t o Plato' s Apology,  an d immediatel y stumble d upo n
the excellen t instance s 20 E pr)  6opv/3ij<ri)Te,  befor e clamou r
begins, an d 2l A /M ? dopv/Seire,  whe n i t ha s begun. " Th e
latter mean s i n fac t "desis t fro m interrupting, " th e forme r
"do no t interrup t (i n future). " Headla m show s ho w th e
present imperative ofte n call s ou t the retort , "  But 1 am not
doing so, " whic h th e aoris t locutio n neve r does : i t woul d
require " No, I wil l not. " Thi s i s certainly th e case in MGr,
where pi)  ypa^jj s i s addresse d t o a  perso n wh o i s alread y
writing, IM\  ypdifos  t o on e wh o ha s no t begun . Th e

facts fo r classica l an d fo r present-da y Gree k
'may be supplemented from th e fou r volume s

of OP : w e nee d no t labou r th e proo f o f a  cano n whic h
could hardl y b e invalid fo r a  perio d lyin g betwee n period s

•Seen. 247.
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hi whic h i t i s know n t o hav e bee n h i force . I  hav e
noted i n O P si x case s o f ^ c . aor . subj . referrin g to
requests mad e h i a  letter , whic h o f cours e canno t b e
attended t o til l th e lette r arrive a Thu s ftrj  a/£eX»7<r»;9 ,
fir) aXX<B ? iroi^a">)<!,  opa  (irjSevl  .  .  .  vpofficpova-rj'},  etc . (al l
ii/A.D.). On e othe r (O P 744 , i/B.c. ) i s wort h quotin g a s a
sample of suc h request s followe d b y a  reply : eiprjKCK  .  .  .
OTI Mij  /li e eTTtXa^j;? . 17a> ? Swajjuil  tre  €TTi\a0eiv;  O n th e
other hand , we have four case s of ptf  c . pres. imper., all clearl y
referable to th e rule . TOVTO  /M J Xe'7 e (what he ha d said)— py
dywvia (bis)  "  don't g o o n worryin g "—pi) tric\v\\e  earr)v
evn-rjvat, (sic  / ) "  don't bothe r t o give information (11) ": i n th e
last cas e (295—i/A.D.) the write r ha d apparentl y lef t schoo l
young, an d w e ca n onl y gues s he r meaning , bu t i t ma y
well b e " stop troubling. " A s w e shal l see , the cru x i s th e
differentia o f th e presen t imperative , whic h i s no t eas y t o
illustrate decisively from th e papyri . H b P  5  6 (iii/B.C.) o-v  ofc »
pr) evo%\ei  avrov  (a s yo u are doing ) i s good . F P 11 2 (i/A.D. )
—the only case there—is obscured by hiatua Th e prevalence
of report s an d account s i n T b P  L  give s littl e opportunit y
for th e construction ; bu t i n th e roya l edic t T b P 6  (ii/B.O.) ,
we fin d KOI  fiijdevl  eTrirpeirere  naff  ovrivovv  rpotrov  7rpa<r<retv
TI ffav  TrpoSeS^eo/jLevmv,  th e conformit y o f whic h wit h
the rul e i s suggeste d b y th e woi;d s "a s w e hav e befor e
commanded," wit h whic h th e sentenc e apparentl y opens :
a hiatu s again causes difficulty. Th e frequency of these prohi-

bitions in NT presents a very marked contrast
to the papyri , bu t th e hortator y characte r of

the writin g account s fo r this . Th e followin g tabl e gives th e
statistics for p^  wit h the 2n d person:—

c. pres . imp . c. aor. subj.

29
9

19
4
1
f,
8
5
2

Mt.
Mk
Lk.
Ac .
Jn and E
Rev
Paul
Heb
Jas.
IPet

PP

12
8

27
5

19
3

47
5
7
1

134 84

and in NT.
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We hav e included th e case s where /M ? i s precede d b y %pa  o r
the like . Bu t sometime s thi s i s no t (a s i n the Gospels ) a
mere compound prohibition , lik e ou r " take care not to .  .  . "
In Ga l 5 15 "tak e hee d lest " ca n hardl y b e classe d a s a
prohibition a t all ; whil e i n M k I* 4, opa pijSevl  e?7ryy : ther e
is virtual parataxis , opa bein g onl y a  sort o f particl e addin g
emphasis. Th e analysi s of th e lis t raises several suggestiv e
points. I n M t w e not e tha t excep t I 20 an d 3 9 al l th e
examples ar e fro m saying s o f Christ , 3 9 i n all , whil e i n
Lk 3 2 ar e thu s describe d (3 6 i f w e includ e a citatio n o f
four precept s fro m th e Decalogue) . Sinc e M t ha s 1 2 pres .
to 2 7 aor. , but L k 2 1 t o 11 , we see that there wa s no sort of
uniformity i n translatin g fro m th e Aramaic . Ther e i s n o
case wher e M t an d L k hav e varie d th e tens e whil e usin g
the sam e word i n reportin g th e sam e logion; l bu t w e find
Mt alterin g M k i n 24 23, manifestl y fo r th e better , i f th e
canon i s true . I n M k th e balanc e i s heavil y incline d t o
the pres. , for 5  ou t o f 9  aor . examples ar e i n th e recitatio n
of th e commandments . I n J n ther e i s onl y on e aor. , 3 T,
an exceptio n th e mor e curiou s i n tha t desine  mirari  seem s
clearly th e meaning ; bu t se e below . Pau l use s th e aor .
even les s than h e appears t o do , for Eom 10 6 i s a  quotation ,
and Co l 2 21 ter  virtuall y such : thi s leave s only 2  T h 3 13,
1 Ti m 51, 2 Tim I8, with Ga l 515, on which see above . He b
has onl y tw o aorist s (10 s6 12 25—the ktte r wit h ffoeirere),
apart fro m a  tripl e quotatio n 3 8> u 4 7. Th e ver y marked
predominance o f th e /tw ? irolei  typ e i s accordingl y unbroken
except i n Mt, and i n Key,-an d 1  Pe t s o fa r a s the y go. I n
the N T a s a  whol e th e proportio n i s 6 1 p.c . to 39 , which
does no t greatl y diffe r fro m th e 5 6 t o 4 4 note d i n th e
Attic Orators by Miller (AJP  xiii . 423) .

Before w e procee d t o dra w ou r deduc -
**ons *rom *ne canon * QUS applied to the NT,
it wil l b e wel l t o presen t a  fe w o f th e

passages i n whic h i t obviousl y holds . I n th e followin g
places th e repl y t o th e pi}  trotei  mus t clearl y b e eithe r
"I a m not doin g so " o r " I wil l sto p doin g it":—M k 5 s6

1 D uses KwXArir* in Lk 18", where Mt an d Mk , as wel l as the other MSS
in Lk, hare the much more appropriate present.

Passages
agreeing.
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9*» an d parallels , L k 7 1B 8 * 8 52 (c f M k r t cXofen; ) 10 «
II7 14 12 23 28, J n 2 18 5 U 19 21 20 17- », A c 10 16 18 9 20 10,
Eom II 18- 2 0 14 20, 1  C o 7", 1  Ti m 518, Ja s 2 1, 1  Pet 4" ,
Eev 5 s. I n th e following , the /w ) TTOMJO^ S would b e answered
with " I wil l avoi d doin g so": — Mt 6 18 10 » 17 9, M k S 28

O26, L k 6 29 10 4 (contras t th e tw o prohibitions ) 14 8 2  18,
Ac 7 60 9 s8 16 28 23 21, 1  Ti m 5 1, 2  Ti m I8, Eev 6 « 7 s 10 *
(following ijpekXov  ypdfaiv  —  he had no t begun) .

It mus t however be admitted that rathe r
strong external pressur e is needed to force

the rule upon Paul. I t i s not merely that hi s usag e is very
one-sided. S o i s tha t o f Jn , an d ye t (wit h th e doubtfu l
exception o f 10 87) ever y presen t h e use s fit s th e cano n
completely. Bu t doe s ftrj  a/j,e\ei  i n 1  Ti m 41* require u s t o
believe tha t Timoth y wa s " neglecting " hi s "  charism " —
prjSevl eiririGet  an d /j.t)8e  icoivatvei  i n S 22, that h e wa s warne d
to sto p what he wa s hitherto guilt y o f ? Ma y w e not rathe r
say that /*» ) a/te\ « i s equivalen t t o iravrore  /ueXe'r a o r th e
like, a  marke d durative,  wit h a  simila r accoun t o f /on &
Kowtoveil I f w e paraphras e th e firs t claus e in 5 s2 "always
be deliberat e i n choosin g you r office-bearers, " w e se e th e
iterative l forc e o f th e presen t comin g i n ; an d thi s w e
recognise agai n i n typica l passage s lik e L k 10 7, Eo m 6 18,
Eph 4 26, Heb 13» , 2  Jn10, 1  Jn 4 1. The n in 1  Co 1 4s9 how
are we to imagine Paul biddin g the Corinthian s " desist fro m
forbidding" th e exercis e o f thei r darlin g charism ? Hi s
pr) Ko>\vere  mean s "d o no t discourag e glossolaly , a s afte r
my previous words yo u migh t b e incline d t o do." I n othe r
words, we have th e conative, 1 which i s clearl y neede d also i n
such passage s a s Ga l 5 1. MT / iroiei  accordingl y need s
various menta l supplements , and no t one only. I t i s " Stop
doing," o r "D o no t (fro m tim e t o time), " o r "D o no t
(as you are i n dange r of doing), " or " Do not attemp t t o do. "
We ar e no t justifie d in excluding , fo r th e purpose s o f th e
present imperativ e i n prohibitions , th e variou s kind s o f
action whic h w e find attached t o th e presen t stem elsewhere .

1 See below, p. 128. In 1 Co I.e. we might also trace the iterative, if the
meaning is " Do not repress glossolaly, whenever it breaks out." So Dr Findlay.
Dr Abbott (JO 318 ff.) cites Mk 13a against the "Do not persist" rule; and
Mr Naylor points to the tri required in 1 Ti 5".

Difficulties.
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But sinc e th e simpl e linea r actio n is by far th e commones t
in th e presen t stem , it naturall y follow s tha t pr/  -iroiei  usually
means "sto p doing, " thoug h (a s Headla m admits , OR
xix. 31 ) i t doe s no t alway s mea n this . T o accoun t fo r
such difficultie s o n th e othe r sid e a s J n 3 7, we ma y wel l
pursue th e quotatio n fro m th e schola r wh o starte d u s o n
this discussion . "  Mr) Spda-g?  always , I  believe , mean s 1
warn yo u against  doing  this,  I  beseech  yo u will  not;  thoug h
this is sometimes used whe n the thin g is bein g done; notabl y
in certai n case s which may b e called colloquia l o r idiomatic ,
with a n effec t o f impatience , pr/  <f>povrl<rrj<!  Oh , never mind .'
fir) SewT/ s Never  fear I  ftr)  ffav/jkaa-g s Yo u mustn't  be surprised."

One o f m y mai n motive s i n pursuin g
^^ discussion ha s bee n t o solv e a 8

question tha t ha s consequence s fo r ou r
Church History . Wha t ar e w e t o infe r

when w e fin d Pau l biddin g hi s convert s /M J pedvcnceaOe
(Eph 5 18), pi)  -fyevSea-de  (Co l 3 9), o r Jame s changin g th e
logion o f M t 5 34- M  int o th e suggestiv e presen t (5 12) ?
What ha s been said wil l mak e it clea r tha t suc h command s
were ver y practica l indeed,—tha t th e apostle s wer e no t
tilting a t windmills , bu t utterin g urgen t warning s agains t
sins whic h wer e sur e t o reappea r i n th e Christia n com -
munity, or were as yet onl y imperfectly expelled. Th e critics
who make so much o f lapse s amon g Christian converts of th e
first generation i n moder n missions migh t have damned Paul's
results with equa l reason . Tim e has shown—time will show. 1

The secon d poin t i n whic h w e shal l
anticipate late r discussio n concern s th e use s
of th e Participle . Lik e the res t o f th e verb ,

outside th e indicative , i t ha s properl y n o sens e o f tim e
attaching t o it : th e linea r actio n i n a participle , connecte d
with a  finite verb in past o r present time, partakes i n the tim e
of it s principal . Bu t whe n the participl e i s isolate d b y th e
addition o f th e article , it s prope r timelessnes s i s fre e t o
come out . Thi s ca n hardl y happe n wit h th e aorist , wher e
point actio n i n suc h a  connexio n canno t wel l exis t withou t
the suggestio n o f pas t time : ^  -reKovaa  mus t b e rendere d
"she wh o bore  a  child, " no t becaus e re/covaa  i s pas t i n

' See p. 288.

Why Paul
prefers this l

Present
Participle.
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time lik e ereice,  bu t becaus e th e actio n i s no t i n progres s
and therefor e mus t b e past . Bu t 1 7 Tucnvra i s commo n
in traged y (c f Ga l 4 Z7) a s a  practica l synony m o f fj  prfriip,
the titl e of a continuou s relationship . Wine r (p . 444) give s
a good selection o f classica l exx. : ad d fro m th e papyr i such
as CP E 2 4 etc . (U/A.D. ) TO W ya/jtoviri,  "  the contractin g
parties," wh o ar e calle d ol  yeyaprjicoTes  i n a  simila r docu -
ment, CPE 2  8 (ii/A.D.). S o o /c\e-jrTav, Ep h 4 28, is not " he who
stole " or " he wh o steals," but simply " the stealer," differin g
from o  K\l'7rrr]<s  "th e thief " onl y i n bein g mor e closel y
associated wit h th e ver b K\einerto  whic h i s coming . I f th e
Baptist i s calle d o  fiairTifrv (Mk 6 U-M), " the baptiser," th e
phrase is less of a technica l ter m tha n th e noun , but i s other-
wise synonymou s therewith. A n agent-nou n almos t neces -
sarily connotes linear action : ther e ar e only a few exceptions ,
like "  murderer," "  bankrupt," wher e th e titl e i s generall y
given i n respec t o f a n ac t committe d i n th e past . Henc e
it coincide s closely wit h th e actio n o f th e presen t participle ,
which wit h th e articl e (rarel y without—se e Kiihner-Gert h
i 266 ) become s virtually a  noun. W e return t o th e aorist
participle later , an d nee d no t sa y more o n th e minut e par t
of it s fiel d whic h migh t b e connecte d wit h th e subjec t o f
this paragraph. Bu t it mus t be remarked that th e principl e
of a  timeless present  participl e need s very carefu l application ,
since alternative explanations are ofte n possible , and grammar
speaks t o exegesi s her e wit h n o decisiv e voice . I n m y
Introduction* (p . 199 ) M t 27*° , o  Kara\va>v  rov  vaov,  "th e
destroyer o f th e temple, " wa s give n a s an ex . of a participl e
turned noun. Bu t th e conative  force is not to be missed here :
"you would-b e destroyer" give s th e meanin g mor e exactly .
Another ambiguou s case ma y b e quote d fro m He b 10 14: i s
TOW? ayia£o/j,evov<;  timeless , " the object s o f sanctification, " o r
iterative, " those who from time t o time receive sanctification, "
or purel y durative , " those wh o ar e i n proces s o f sanctifica -
tion"? Th e last , involvin g a  suggestiv e contras t wit h th e
perfect rereXeitaicev —telling (lik e th e uniqu e e<rre  aeffyapevoi
of Ep h 2 6- 8) o f a  wor k which i s finishe d o n it s Author' s
side, bu t progressivel y realise d b y it s objects,—bring s th e
tense int o relatio n wit h th e recurren t o l <r<p£opevoi  an d
ol airoXXvpevoi,  i n whic h durativ e actio n i s conspicuous .
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The example s wil l suffic e t o teac h th e importanc e o i
caution.

We turn to the Imperfect, with which weThe Imperfect. enter th e spher e of Tens e proper , the ide a of
past time being definitely brough t i n b y th e presenc e o f the
augment. Thi s particle—perhap s a  demonstrativ e bas e i n
its origin , meanin g "  then"—is th e onl y decisiv e mar k of
past o r present time that the Indo-Germani c ver b possesses ,
unless the final -i i n primar y tenses is rightly conjectured to
have denoted present action in its prehistoric origin. Applie d
to th e presen t stem , th e augmen t throw s linea r actio n
into th e past ; applie d t o th e aorist , i t doe s th e sam e fo r
punctiliar action. Th e resultant meanin g is naturally various.
We ma y hav e pictoria l narrative , a s contraste d wit h th e
summary given by the aorist . Thu s the sculpto r wil l some -
times sig n hi s wor k o  Seiva  e-jrolei,  sometime s eiroirjae:  th e
former lay s the stress on the labou r o f production , th e latte r
on th e artist' s name . Whe n th e differenc e i s a  matte r of
emphasis, we naturally fin d i t sometime s evanescent. *E<j>r),
imperfect i n form , i s aoris t i n meaning , becaus e (f>d  i s a
punctiliar root . Bu t eXeyev  ofte n differ s ver y littl e fro m
el-rev—its pictoria l characte r i s largel y rubbe d off b y time ,
and in MG r the tw o form s ar e mere equivalents . I n words
less worn th e distinctio n ca n hardl y ever b e ignored . Th e
categories to which we were alluding jus t now , in discussin g
the participle , are everywher e conspicuous i n th e imperfec t
indicative. Thu s w e hav e frequentl y th e iterative,  its grap h
( )  instea d o f ( ) , describin g pas t actio n tha t wa s
repeated. Especiall y important , becaus e mor e liabl e t o b e
missed, is the conative  imperfect, for whic h we might give th e
graph (  ) . Actio n going on implies the contingency
of it s failur e t o reac h an end: ou r linea r grap h ma y eithe r
be produce d beyon d ou r vision , or reach a  definit e terminu s
in vie w (Ka-rrftrdiov,  perfective , se e above , p . Ill), o r sto p
abruptly i n vaeuo.  Ho w importan t this i s fo r th e N T may
be seen from som e of the passage s i n whic h th e Eevisers have
earned ou r gratitude by their carefu l treatmen t o f the Tenses ,
a specially stron g poin t o f thei r work. A c 2611 is a notable
example: th e AY commits Paul to the statement tha t he had
actually force d wea k Christian s t o renounc e thei r Maste r
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Now i n itsel f Tjvdfyiea£ov  migh t o f cours e be "  I repeatedl y
forced," th e iterativ e imperfec t jus t referre d to . Bu t th e
tudden abandonmen t of the aorist , used up t o this point , gives
a strong grammatical argument for the alternative " I trie d t o
force," which is mad e certain b y th e whol e tone of the Apostle
in hi s retrospect: w e canno t imagin e hi m tellin g o f suc h a
success s o calml y !a Othe r typica l exx . ar e M t Su, Lk I68,
Ac 7 26, the R V bein g right i n all: i n Ac I.e.  the A V curiously
blundered int o th e righ t meaning b y mistranslating a  wrong
text. (Thei r truvifaaa-ev  woul d naturally mean that he " drove "
them t o shak e hands ! Di d th e translator s (Tyndal e an d
his successors ) mistak e thi s fo r <rvvifa.\aa-orev,  o r di d the y
consciously emen d ? Th e Vulgat e recondliabat  ma y hav e
encouraged them. ) I n M k 9 s8 th e Eeviser s unfortunatel y
corrected th e tex t withou t alterin g th e translation : it seem s
clear tha t th e imperfec t i s conative , the ma n refusin g to b e
stopped i n hi s goo d work . S o also in He b 11 1T irpoa-e^epev
appears t o b e a  conative imperfect , as th e EV takes it : th e
contrast betwee n th e ideall y accomplishe d sacrifice , a s per -
manently recorde d i n Scriptur e (irpo<revrivoyev),  an d th e
historic fac t tha t th e dee d wa s no t finished , make s a n
extremely stron g cas e fo r thi s treatmen t o f th e word . I
cannot therefor e her e agre e wit h Thumb , who says tha t w e
expect a n aorist , and suggest s that e<j>epov  ha d alread y begun
to b e fel t a s a n aoris t a s in MG r e$epa,  th e aoris t o f <pepv<o
(?%££xxviii. 423) . H e cite s n o ancien t parallel; 1 an d of
all N T writers the autho r o f Heb is the leas t likel y t o star t
an innovatio n of this kind.6 (Se e p . 238. )

In the Aorist indicative , a s in the Imper-
feet, w e hav e pas t tun e brough t m  b y th e

use of the augment . T o appreciate th e essentia l characte r of
aorist action , therefore, we mus t star t with the othe r moods.
The contrast o f its poin t actio n wit h the linea r o f th e presen t
stem i s wel l seen i n So ? arffiepov i n M t 6 11, against SiSo v T O

-••'— 4 - L k 11* : c f als o M t 5 42 ra>  alrovvn  So? , bu t
St'Sov i n L k 6 80; an d (wit h respectiv e parts

reversed) M t 5 1* xaipere,  withou t not e o f time , bu t L k G 28

X<ipr}T6 ev  exelvy  rrj  ripepa.  Th e Imperativ e show s th e con -
trast so well that we may add anothe r exampl e :* Bom 618 gives
us presen t irapicrrdvere  (se e pp . 12 2 ff. ) and •n-apaa-njaare  to «

'- *epere in Hb P 41 might serve. S o possibly Ilk 112. [ olle See p. 247.

The Aorist:-
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gether i n marked antithesis—the daily struggle, always ending
in surrender , and th e once-for-al l surrende r t o Go d which
brings deliverance. Not e furthe r the delicat e nuance  i n Ac
1587t: Barnabas , with eas y forgetfulnes s o f risk , wishes <rvv-
irapa\a/3eiv Mark—-Pau l refuse s arvvTrapa\afj,/3dveiv,  t o hav e
with the m da y b y day on e who had show n himsel f unreliable .
Examples ar e very numerous, and there are fe w of th e fine r
shades o f meaning which ar e mor e importan t t o grasp , jus t
because the y usuall y def y translation . Th e thre e kind s of
point action , Ingressive , Effective , an d Constative, 1 ar e no t

. Tw o or even
three o f them may b e combined i n on e verb ,

as we saw above with /3a\eiv  (p . 109); fo r o f course this may
be the summary of /SaXXew " throw," as well as " let fly " and
" hit". I n usag e however nearly al l verb s kee p t o one end
or othe r o f th e action ; thoug h th e marke d growt h o f th e
constative enlarge s the numbe r of case s i n whic h the whol e
action i s comprise d in on e view . Thu s fro m @a<ri\eveiv  we
have the ingressiv e aoris t in /SaonXeuo-as dvairarja-erai," havin g
come to his  throne  h e shal l rest " (Agraphon , O P 65 4 an d
Clem. AL) , an d th e constativ e i n Re v 20 4 "the y reigned
a thousan d years. " Th e ingressiv e especiall y belong s t o
verbs o f stat e o r conditio n (Goodwi n MT  16). * Fo r th e
effective aorist , w e may compar e durativ e reXe w " fulfil, brin g
to perfection " ( 2 C o 12 9 "m y powe r i s "being  perfected  i n
weakness ") with the aoris t reXe'o-a t " finish " (Lk 2 s9 etc.): for
constative in Gal 5 16 see above, p. 118.

The aorist participl e raise s various ques-
Aorist Participle tiona of its 0 whioh must be considered

of Coinciden t
Action.

aorist action . Th e connotatio n o f pas t tim e
haa largely fastened o n this participle , throug h the idiomati c
use in which it stand s befor e a n aoris t indicativ e t o qualif y
its action . A s point actio n is always completed action, except
in the ingressive , th e participl e naturall y cam e t o involv e

1 We may express them by the graph A >  B , denoting motion fro m
A t o B . A  wil l b e Ingressive , B  Effective , an d th e Constatire would be the
line reduced to a point by perspective. *  Thus diro87fjueTi'=live abroa d j
d«Si}/Mjow=went abroad, Lk 15U, L I P 1 (iii/B.c.) with date of leaving.

always easy to distinguishClassified.

here in so far as they concern the nature of
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past tim e relativ e t o tha t o f th e mai n verb . Presumabl y
this would happe n les s completel y whe n the participle stood
second. Th e assumption o f past tim e mus t no t howeve r be
regarded a s a  necessar y o r a n accomplishe d process . I n
many cases , especiall y i n th e NT , th e participl e an d th e
main ver b denot e coincident  o r identical  action . S o diro-
KpiOelt elirev  M t 22 1 etc., 1 *a\» s eTrowjo-a ? •jraparyevof&evo?
Ac 10n. Th e latter put s int o the past a formula constantl y
recurring i n th e papyri : thu s F P 12 1 (i/i i A.D. ) « 5 Trowfo-et ?
Sow "  you wil l oblig e m e b y giving"— si dederis i n Latin .
In J n II 28 w e hav e elirovcra  firs t fo r pas t actio n an d the n
eiirao-a (EC*) for coincident: th e change d form i s suggestive,
but i s perhaps without consciou s significance . On e probable
example of coinciden t action ma y be brough t in her e because
of it s inheren t difficulty , thoug h i t belong s rather to lexico n
than t o grammar . Th e participl e eVi/9aX&5j / (M k 14 72)—
which may well hav e bee n obscur e eve n to Mt an d Lk , who
both droppe d it—has no w presente d itsel f i n th e Ptolemai c
papyrus T b P  50 , eVt/8aXo>i > avveyfaxrev  ret  ev  rt)i  eavrov  yrji
peprj rov  anj/iaivofievov  vSpayctyav,  whic h I translate , " he se t
to an d damme d up." I t i s tru e tha t i n T b P 1 3 eiri/3o\ri
means "  embankment," as D r Swet e ha s pointed ou t to me.2

But D r F . G. Kenyo n ha s since observe d tha t i f eVtjSaXX w
were here used o f casting u p earth , i t woul d ad d nothin g to
ffvve^taa-ev alone. Moreover , since Mark' s phras e ha s t o be
explained i n an y case , ther e i s goo d reaso n fo r takin g th e
word i n th e sam e sens e i n bot h places . Man y version s
either tak e thi s vie w o f eiri^a\d>v  (c f Euthymius 1 glos s
ap!-dnevo<i), o r translat e th e paraphras e ijp^aro  foun d i n D .
Mt an d L k substitute the ingressiv e aorist eic\av<rev.  I f thi s
account i s right , eVt/SaXo>i > i s th e aoris t coinciden t with th e
first poin t o f th e linea r e/cXaiev,  an d th e compoun d phras e
expresses wit h peculia r vividnes s bot h th e initia l paroxysm

1 This phrase, except for Ao 19" 25', occurs in the Semitic atmosphere alone ;
BO that we should look at th e Hebrew ipri'l po , whic h suggested it throug h th e
medium of the LXX. (I t i s no t Aramaic , Dalma n thinks , Words  2 4 f.) Th e
form o f th e Hebre w prompts Dr Findlay to suggest that dwoKpiffel!  i s ingreuive,
elirev consecutive  upo n it . I t i s no t fata l tha t droK/u^ca t i s generall y con -
stative. W e should note here Ac 19*, where the coinciden t aor . ptc . is dootrin-
ally important: c f BV, *  See notes in Expot  VI . vii. 113 and viii. 480
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and its long continuance, whic h the easie r bu t tame r wor d of
the othe r evangelist s fail s to do.

There are even cases where the participl e
 seems to inTolTe s ^segve^ action . Thu s in
Pindar p yfh- ™-  18 9 w e have , "whe n th e
flower o f hi s sailor-folk cam e down t o lolcos ,

Jason mustered  an d thanked  the m al l (Xefar o eVan^o-aw y
This i s reall y coincident  action , a s Gildersleev e notes ; bu t
of course , ha d th e poe t fel t boun d t o chronicl e th e exac t
order o f proceedings , h e woul d hav e pu t th e muste r first .
I a m strongl y dispose d t o hav e recours e t o thi s fo r th e
much - discussed affiraffdfjievoi  i n A c 25 18, thoug h Hort' s
suspicions o f " prior corruptio n " induce timidity . I t migh t
seem mor e seriou s stil l tha t Blas s (p . 197 ) pronounce s
" the readin g of the majority o f the MSS . . .  no t Greek," 1

for Blas s cam e a s nea r t o a n Athenia n revenant  a s an y
modern coul d hop e t o be . Bu t whe n h e say s tha t th e
"accompanying circumstanc e .  .  .  canno t ye t b e regarded
as concluded, " may we not repl y tha t i n tha t cas e Pindar' s
iiraivijtraK equall y need s emendin g ? Th e effectiv e aoris t
Kar^vrr]<rav i s very differen t fro m a  durativ e lik e eiropevovro,
which coul d onl y hav e bee n followe d b y a  wor d describin g
the purpos e befor e the m o n thei r journey . Bu t i n "  they
arrived on a complimentary visit " I submi t tha t th e cas e i s
really on e of identical  action . Th e E V text  give s the meaning
adequately.2 Ther e ar e a  goo d man y NT passage s in which
exegesis ha s t o decid e betwee n anteceden t an d coinciden t
action, in places wher e the participl e stand s second : He b 9 12

will serv e a s a n example . I t woul d tak e to o muc h spac e

1 Blass here slurs over the fac t tha t no t one uncial read s th e future . Th e
paraphrastic renderin g o f the Vulgat e canno t count , an d a  reading supporte d
by nothing better than the cursive 61 had better be called a conjecture outright.
(Blass'a misquotatio n Karij\ffoy,  b y th e way , i s no t correcte d i n hi s secon d
edition.) A s little ca n I shar e his confidenc e tha t J n II 9 "i s certainl y a n
interpolation" (p . 19 8 n.). Wha t difficult y i s ther e i n th e explanatio n h a
quotes, "  who as is well known did (or, has done) this " t (Se e p. 238. )

1 We may quot e a n exampl e fro m th e vernacular : O F 530 (U/A.D. ) l £ «5 »
tibrcis Eaparlun  Tif  $C\if  .  .  .  \vrpiiKratrii  /to w ri,  l/idna Sp . fKarbv, "o f which
yon will give '  my uncle' Sarapion 10 0 drachma and redeem my clothes." W «
ihonld ad d that D r Findla y woul d regar d bur.  i n A c i.e . a s denotin g tht
initial act  of «an)m)W. Se e further p . 288 .

No Evidence for
that of subse-
quent Action.
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to discus s adequatel y th e allege d example s o f subsequent
action participle s fo r whic h Kamsa y plead s (Paul,  p . 212) ,
but a  fe w comments mus t b e ventured . I n A c 16 * (WH )
—the firs t o f a  serie s o f passage s whic h Backha m (Acts,
p. 184 ) regard s a s "decisive"—w e reall y hav e nothin g t o
show when  th e Divin e monitio n wa s given . Assumin g
Eamsay's itinerary correct , an d supposing that th e traveller s
realised th e prohibition as far on as Pisidian Antioch, the aorist
remains coincident,  o r eve n antecedent , fo r the y ha d no t ye t
crossed the Asia n frontier . I n 23 s6 (and 22** ) i t i s entirel y
arbitrary t o make assumption s a s t o th e orde r o f th e items .
The forme r i s "  he said .  .  . , meanwhil e ordering him . .  ., "
which ma y perfectl y wel l mea n tha t Feli x firs t tol d hi s
soldiers wher e the y wer e t o tak e Paul , an d the n assure d
the prisone r o f a n earl y hearing, just befor e th e guard s le d
him away. I n 22 2* Lysias presumabl y sai d in on e sentence,
"Bring hi m in and examine him." I n 17 M the op'ura^  i s no t
" later" tha n th e e-jroiijo-ev  i n time : th e determinatio n o f
man's hom e preceded  hi s creation , i n th e Divin e plan .
JBackham's othe r "  decisive" exx . ar e 24 s2, j n whic h ewra ?
and Stara^d^evoc;  ar e item s i n th e actio n describe d b y ave-
{3a\ero; an d 7 86, wher e th e constativ e e^tjyar/ev  describe s
the Exodu s a s a  whole . Kackham' s objec t i s t o justif y
the readin g o f NBHL P al  i n 12 26, b y translatin g "the y
returned t o J . an d fulfille d thei r ministr y an d too k wit h
them John. " No w " returned . . . i n fulfilmen t ... " is a
good coinciden t aoris t an d quit e admissible . Bu t t o tak e
<rwtrapa\af$6vTe<s i n thi s way involve s a n unblushin g aoris t
of subsequent  action , and thi s I  mus t maintai n ha s no t ye t
been paralleled eithe r in the NT or outside . Hort' s conjecture
—TTJV et ? 'I.  7r\ijjO<a(7ai'T€ ? Siaicoviav —mends thi s passag e
best. Th e alternativ e i s so flatly ou t o f agreemen t with th e
normal us e of th e aoris t participl e tha t th e possibilit y of i t
could onl y introduc e seriou s confusio n int o th e language .
Prof. Eamsay' s appea l t o Blas s will no t lie , I  think , fo r any
"subsequent action " use : w e hav e alread y referre d t o th e
great grammarian' s non  poswmus for Ac 25 18, which entirel y
bars hi s assen t t o an y interpretatio n involvin g mor e tha n
coincident action . Al l that he says on 23 s6 is that xeXev0-a «
=> iicetevaev re,  which is not warran t fo r Ramsay' s inferenc e
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On th e whol e case, we may safel y accep t th e vigorou s state-
ment o f Schmiede l o n A c 16 « (EB  ii . 1599) : "I t ha s t o
be maintaine d tha t th e participl e mus t contain , i f no t
something anteceden t t o '  they went ' (&<.f)\0ov),  a t leas t
something synchronous with it , in n o case a thing subsequen t
to it , i f al l th e rule s of grammar an d al l sure understanding
of language are no t t o be given up."1

The carefu l stud y of the aoris t participl e
"̂  show surviving use s of its original time -
less character , beside s thos e w e hav e note d

already. L k 10 18 iffempow  (durative ) TOV  Saravav . . . ex rov
ovpavov irea-ovra, —which i s nearly lik e Aeschylus PF956 f.,

OVK etc  TowS ' eya>  [sc . irepydfjuov]
8t<70-ov? rvpdvvovs  eKirecr6vra<s  jja-do/juriv*

or Homer 7Z.vL 284 (also, however, with aorist in the main verb),
el iceivov  ye  FiSoifti  KareXdovr*  "AiSo<i  efoco —

belongs t o a  categor y o f whic h man y exx . ar e give n b y
Goodwin MT  §  148 , i n whic h th e sens e of pas t tim e doe s
not appear: c f Monro EG 212 , 401. " I watche d him fall"
will b e th e meaning , the aoris t bein g constative : iriirroma
" falling " (cf Vulg. cadentem)  woul d hav e bee n muc h weaker,
suggesting th e possibilit y o f recovery . Th e triumphan t
eireeev eirevev  o f Ee v 18 s (cf nex t page ) is the sam e action.
We nee d not sta y t o sho w th e timelessnes s o f th e aoris t in
the imperative , subjunctiv e an d infinitive : ther e neve r was
any tim e connotatio n excep t whe n i n reporte d speec h a n
optative o r infinitiv e aoris t too k th e plac e o f a n indicative .
Gases where an aoris t indicative denotes present time , or even
future, deman d som e attention . 'E/3\ij8i)  i n J n 15 8 i s
paralleled b y the well-known classical idiom seen in Euripides
Ale. 386, dir(a\o/j,'t]v  ft  pe  Xen/r«5, "  / a m undone i f you leave
me." *° Similarl y in efe'cmj , Mk 3n, English again demands the
perfect, "he has gone out of his mind." Jannari s HG §  1855
notes tha t thi s idio m survive s i n MGr . I n Eo m 14 23 a n
analogous us e o f th e perfec t ma y b e seen . Th e difficul t
aorist o f Mk I11 and parallels, ev aol  evSoKtitra,  is probably "on
thee I hav e se t th e sea l o f my approval": literall y "  I set, *

1 Ac 21" may be rendered " we ceased, with the word* . . ."
* Suggested by my Mend M r H. Bineker .
> See Giles, Ifanual*  499 . [ « See p. 247 .

Timeless
Aorists.
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at a  tim e whic h i s no t defined . Non e o f thes e exx . ar e
really i n presen t time , for the y onl y see m to b e so through
a differenc e i n idiom betwee n Gree k and English. W e have
probably t o d o her e wit h on e o f th e mos t ancien t use s of
the aorist—the ordinary use in Sanskrit—expressing what has
just happened?  r t M k 16« , L k 7 W 14 20 15 M 24 M, J n 11 "
1219 13 1 (7j\0e«0 13 81 2110,Rev 14" 182, etc., and see p. 140. 1

In tw o othe r use s w e employ the present , the "  epistolary"
(as Ep h 6 22), and th e so-calle d " gnomic" aorist . Goodwi n
(MT §  155 ) observe s tha t th e gnomi c aoris t an d perfec t
" give a  mor e vivi d statemen t o f general truths , b y employ-
ing a  distinc t cas e o r severa l distinc t case s i n th e pas t t o
represent (a s i t were ) al l possibl e cases , and implyin g tha t
what ha s occurre d i s likel y t o occu r agai n unde r simila r
circumstances." Th e presen t i s muc h commone r than th e
aorist,2 which generall y (Goodwi n §  157 ) refer s t o " a
single o r a  sudde n occurrence , whil e the presen t (as usual )
implies duration. " Th e gnomi c aoris t survive s i n MG r
(Jannaris HG-  §  1852), and nee d no t hav e bee n denie d b y
Winer fo r Ja s I 11 and 1  Pe t I 24: se e Hort' s not e o n th e
latter. Ja s I 21 combines aor. and perf. in a simile, reminding
us of the closel y allie d Homeric aorist in similes .

English ̂ " s * " no *> nowever > *^ e on ly usag e i n
which the Greek has to be rendered in English

of Aorist idio m b y wha t w e cal l ou r Perfec t Tense .
Indicative. O ur Englis h Past—historicall y a  syncreti c

tense, mostl y buil t o n th e Perfect—i s essentiall y a  definite
tense, connoting always some point o r period of time at which
the actio n occurred . Bu t i n Gree k thi s i s no t necessaril y
involved a t al L Idiomaticall y w e use the pas t i n pure narra -
tive, where the framewor k o f the stor y implies the continuous
dating o f the events; an d thoug h the Greek aorist has not thi s
implication, we may regard th e tenses as equivalent i n practice
But outsid e narrative w e use the periphrasti c have tense as an

1 In classical Gree k we may find an aorist of this kind use d with a  sequence
which would naturally suggest a foregoing perfect, a s Euripides , Medea,  21 3 f.:
l^\9ov Sb/Mav  HT/I  ftd  n  pt/j.<pT)(rff'.  Se e Yerrall's note.

* In the important article quoted belo w (p. 247, additional not e upon p. 115) ,
Prof. Thum b observe s that th e perfeotivisin g prepositio n enabled a  presen t 0 1
imperfect to replace the gnomic aorist in similes. [ • See p. 247.

Rendering
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indefinite past ; and.i t thus becomes the inevitable represent s
tive o f the Gree k aoris t whe n no time i s clearly designed: e.g
1 C o 158 TH/e ? eKoifi^6i)ffav,  "fel l aslee p (a t variou s times), "
and s o "hav e falle n asleep. " Thi s ha s tw o unfortunat e
results. W e have t o decid e fo r ourselve s whether a  Gree k
aorist refer s t o definit e o r indefinit e time—ofte n n o eas y
task. An d w e hav e t o recognis e tha t ou r ow n perfec t i s
ambiguous: it i s not only the genuine Perfect, describing action
in the pas t with continuanc e int o presen t time , but als o th e
simple indefinit e Fas t A s Dr J . A . Eobinson say s (Gospels,
p. 107) , o n eicpinfras  an d aire/cak-v^-as  i n M t II 26: "If w e
render, 'Tho u dids t hid e .  . . Tho u dids t reveal, ' .  . . ou r
minds ar e se t t o searc h fo r som e speciall y appropriat e
moment t o whic h referenc e ma y b e made . Th e familia r
rendering, '  Thou hast hid . .  .  Tho u hast revealed, ' expresse s
the sens e of the Gree k fa r mor e closely, thoug h w e ar e usin g
what we call a ' perfect.' Th e fac t need s t o b e recognise d
that our simple pas t an d ou r perfec t tens e d o no t exactl y
coincide i n meanin g wit h th e Gree k aoris t an d perfec t
respectively. Th e translatio n o f th e aoris t int o Englis h
must b e determine d partl y b y th e contex t an d partl y b y
considerations o f euphony."* Th e us e o f th e Englis h perfec t
to render th e aoris t evidently need s careful guarding, les t th e
impression o f a  tru e perfec t be produced. Tak e fo r exampl e
Eom I 6. Th e AV " we have received " decidedl y rings a s a
perfect: i t mean s " I receive d originall y an d stil l possess. "
This lay s th e emphasi s o n th e wron g element , fo r Pau l
clearly mean s that whe n he did receive a  gif t o f grac e an d a
commission fro m God , i t wa s through  Christ  h e receive d it .
This is not an indefinit e aoris t a t all . I f a  man say s t o hi s
friend, "  Through yo u I  go t a  chanc e i n life, " w e shoul d
never questio n th e idiom : "hav e got " woul d conve y a
distinct meaning . Amon g th e paraphraser s of Eom, Moffat t

1 This thesis wa s elaboratel y worke d ou t by D r R . F . Weymont h i n •
pamphlet, O n the Rendering into English o f the Greek  Aorist  an d Perfect  (189 0 :
since in 2nd ed.). Hi s posthumous NT i n Modern  Speech  wa s intended t o give
effect t o th e thesi s o f the pamphlet . "Weymouth' s argumen t i s damage d b y
some no t ver y wis e languag e abou t th e BY ; bu t i n thi s on e point i t ma y
be admitted tha t th e Bevisers ' prinoiples wer e (very rarely) applie d i n rathe r
too rigid a manner. Se e however pp. 13 7 ff .
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and th e Twentieth  Centwry  N T rightl y giv e th e pas t tens e
here wit h th e BV : Kutherford , Wa y an d Weymout h les s
accurately giv e th e perfect . Th e limitation s o f ou r idio m
are eviden t i n th e contraste d tense s o f M k 16 6 an d 1  Co
154. 'Hyepffq  state s simpl y th e pas t complet e fact , th e
astounding news of wha t ha d jus t happened—se e abov e o n
this use of the aorist . 'Eyifoeprai  set s fort h with th e utmos t
possible emphasis the abiding results of the event, which supply
the mai n though t of the whole passage. Bu t "  He i s rise n "
is the onl y possible translatio n fo r the former ; whil e i n th e
latter, since a definit e time is named, our usage rathe r rebel s
against th e perfec t whic h th e sens e s o strongl y demands .
We must either sacrific e thi s centra l though t wit h th e A V
and the fre e translators , who ha d a  chanc e tha t wa s denie d
to th e litera l versions , o r w e mus t frankl y ventur e o n
" translation English " with the EV: to fit our idiom we might
detach th e note o f tim e an d say "  that h e hat h bee n raise d
—raised on the thir d day , according to the scriptures."

The subjec t o f th e renderin g o f th e
Greek aoris t is so important tha t no apology
is needed for an extende d enquiry. W e wil l

examine the usag e o f A V an d E V i n Mt , whic h wil l serv e
as a  typica l book . I f m y coun t i s right , ther e ar e 6 5
indicative aorist s in M t whic h ar e rendere d by both AV and
EV alik e wit h th e Englis h perfect, 1 o r i n a  fe w case s th e
present; whil e in 4 1 th e AV is deserted b y the E V fo r th e
simple past. 1 Thes e figure s alon e ar e enoug h t o dispos e
of an y wholesal e criticism . I n 1 1 o f th e 4 1 Weymout h
himself use s th e pas t i n hi s fre e translation . Hi s criticism
therefore touche s betwee n a  quarte r an d a  thir d o f th e

1 Including 6U, where the AV would certainl y have translate d 4#i}jca/ w aa
the BY has done. I n a  private memorial which was sent to the Revisers by an
unnamed colleague , befor e thei r fina l revision , i t i s stated tha t out of nearly
200 places in the Gospel s where the aorist was rendered b y the English perfect ,
the Revisers ha d onl y followe d th e A V in 66 . Th e figure s abov e for Mt show
that the appeal took effect; bu t in Jn 17 , which is specially named, the 21 exx.
remain i n th e publishe d text . Tha t th e majorit y wer e righ t there , I  canno t
doubt: th e Englis h perfec t i n tha t chapte r obscure s a  specia l featur e o f the
great prayer , th e ton e o f detachment with which th e Lor d contemplate s His
earthly life as a period lyin g in the past.

1

AV and RV
in Mt.

One Passage 1811 is only in Rvmg.
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passages which com e under ou r notic e i n Mt . Fro m which
we ma y fairl y infe r tha t th e Revisers ' Englis h was , afte r
all, no t quite as black as it wa s painted . I n examinin g th e
material, w e will assum e in the firs t instance tha t th e aoris t
is rightl y rendere d b y ou r perfec t (o r present ) i n al l th e
places wher e AV and B V agree. (Thi s i s onl y assumed fo r
the sak e o f argument, as wil l b e seen below. ) Ou r firs t tas k
then i s with the 4 1 passage s i n which ther e i s a  difference .
Of thes e Weymouth' s ow n translatio n justifie s 2 U ( a ver y
definite aor . — see Ho s 1 11) 5s1- **• *• ** (here A V wa s misle d
by it s wron g translatio n o f TO W ap^aioty  — it i s righ t i n
w.a.27) iQsa.  ( Ay wine  i n on e o f th e tnre e) 17 i2 2 1«
25406* w e may further deduc t 21 W as justified b y the AV
in v. 4*, and 25 2*-26 as o n al l four s wit h th e pas t " I sowed. "
It remain s t o discus s th e legitimac y o f th e Englis h pas t i n
the res t of the exz . Ou r tes t shal l b e sough t i n idiomatic
sentences, constructe d s o a s to carr y th e sam e grammatica l
conditions : they ar e purposel y assimilate d t o th e colloquial
idiom, and are therefor e generally mad e paralle l i n gramma r
only to th e passage s the y illustrate . I n eac h cas e th e pre -
terite tacitl y implie s a  definit e occasion ; an d th e paralle l
will sho w that thi s implicatio n i s a t leas t a  natura l under -
standing of the Greek Wher e the perfect is equally idiomatic ,
we may infer that th e Gree k i a indeterminate . Takin g them
as they come , 22 etSo^e v seems to m e clearly definite  :  "  I sa w
the new s in th e pape r an d cam e off at once. " 3 7 inre&eiljev  :
" has warned " ma y be justified, but "  Who tol d yo u tha t ?  "
is presumabl y English . W e ma y pu t togethe r 5 17 lO 84*-
(f)\6ov) 15 2* (aire<rTd\i)v).  A s w e hav e seen , th e A V an d
Weymouth us e th e pas t i n on e o f thes e passages , an d the y
are al l o n th e sam e footing . "  I cam e fo r business , no t
for pleasur e " i s good enoug h English , even i f "  have com e "
is likewis e correc t an d no t ver y different . O r compar e
Shakspere's

"Why cam e I  hithe r ba t fo r that inten t t"

In 7 M (eirpo^revffafi^v,  e^f^d\ofjiev,  eTroiijcraitev)  th e perfec t
would b e unobjectionable , but th e pas t i s quit e idiomati c :
cf suc h a  sentence a s "  Now then — didn't I  make  speeche s
all ove r th e countr y ? Didn' t I  subscrib e liberall y t o th e
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party funds? " 10 8 (eX^/Sere) : c f "Wha t d o yo u expect ?
You pai d nothing : yo u ge t nothing. " II 17 (i}v\ta-a/j.ev,
etc.): c f "  There's no pleasing you . I  mad e smal l talk , and
you wer e bored : I  gav e yo u a  lecture , an d yo u wen t t o
sleep." II 25 (a-ireKpv^-at,  a7re«aXvi|ra?—se e above) : c f
" I a m ver y gla d yo u kep t m e i n th e dark , and tol d my
friend." 13 17 (eireBv^aav,  elSov,  rjxovffav):  her e n o bette r
justification i s needed than Watts' s

"How blesse d ar e ou r ear s
That hea r thi s joyful sound ,

Which king s an d prophet s waited for,
And sought , bu t neve r found. "

13** (l/CjOi^e): th e aoris t i s almos t gnomic , like Jas I 14, but
it woul d b e wrong t o obliterat e th e differenc e betwee n th e
aorist an d th e presen t (historic ) which follows.1 15 18 etfrv-
reva-ev): c f "  Every movemen t whic h yo u didn' t star t i s
wrong." 16 r (eXa/So^ei/) : c f "  I brough t n o mone y awa y
with me. " 19 12 (evvov^itrav)  i s to my mind th e onl y decided
exception. Unles s Origen' s exegesi s wa s right , th e thir d
verb does no t refe r t o a  singl e even t lik e th e othe r two ,
except s o fa r a s ma y concer n a  momen t o f renunciatio n i n
the past : th e perfec t therefor e woul d perhap s b e les s mis -
leading, despite apparen t inconsistency . 21 20 (efrpdvOi)):  c f
" How on earth di d tha t happe n ?" (A V wrongly joins ir&i
and irapaxpij/j-a.)  21 42 (eyevij0rj —for eytvero  se e p . 138 ) i a
ambiguous: i f i t i s th e aoris t o f a n even t jus t completed ,
the AV is right, but thi s may well b e pur e narrative . 28 16

(Sie^yrjiJiiffd'r)'): her e th e adde d word s "  [and continueth] "
leave the ver b to be a narrative aorist . Finall y 28 20 (eVeret -
\dfja)v) i s obviousl y idiomatic : c f "  Mind yo u atten d t o
everything I  tol d you. " I n al l thes e passages then, with one
possible exception , the simpl e pas t i s prove d t o b e entirel y
idiomatic; an d i f thi s i s allowed, we ma y freel y conced e th e
perfect a s permissibl e i n severa l cases , an d occasionall y
perhaps preferable .

Let u s g o bac k fo r a  momen t t o ou r list s fo r Mt , t o

1 For thi s idio m se e p . 12 1 n. above . Wellhausen , on Mk 7s8 (Einl. 16) ,
makes it a n Aramaism. I n vie w o f the MG r usage, w e can onl y accep t thi i
with the proviso that it be counted good vernacular Greek as well.
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draw som e inference s a s to th e meanin g of th e aoris t where
simple narrative , an d th e referenc e t o a  specifi c time , ar e
mostly excluded . Parenthetically , w e might strik e out a  few
of th e passage s i n whic h A V and E V agre e on the Englis h
perfect. 13 28 i s no t indefinit e : " You did that " is quite as
correct a s " You have done it," an d seems to me more suitable
where the emphasis is to lie on the subject . I n 19*  trvv££ev!;ev
carries th e though t immediatel y and obviously to the wedding
day: "  those who m Go d joined  together " i s o n thi s vie w
preferable. Similarl y a^tcafiev  (-KSV)  i n 19 27-** call s u p
unmistakably th e da y o f th e sacrifice . I n 20 T w e canno t
object t o renderin g "  has hired" ; bu t i t ma y b e observe d
that "  nobody aske d you " i s no t exactl y a  Grseeism . An d
surely fj/wpTov  -irapaSovs  (27* ) is definit e enough— " I sinne d
when I  betrayed " ? W e ma y en d thi s sectio n b y puttin g
together th e exx . o f tw o importan t categories . Unde r th e
head of "  things jus t happene d " come 9 18 evekevrtftrev  (wit h
apn); 5 ffl eiioi^evirev  and 14 16 irapfj\0ev  an d 17 12 iJX0 e (with

btfimiuv, 12 28 tyOaaev , 14 s "^ we/Xfy , 16 1T ave-
181B eicep&rjcra'i,  20 12 eiroirjtrav  -as,  26 10 qpyda-aTO

2618 eVoMjo-e , 26 66 e^Xcur^^aev, ^Kovcare,  2 6B-M ewras, 2719

evaffov, 27 « eyicareXiire^  28 T elirav,  28 18 e'Sô i; (unles s II 27

forbids), an d perhap s 21 42 eyevydq.  Som e of thes e ma y o f
course be otherwise explained . I f the y rightl y belong to this
heading, the English perfect is the correct rendering. Equall y
tied t o th e have  tens e are th e aorist s of indefinit e time-refer-
ence ; but we must be ready to substitute our preterite as soon
as we see reason to believe tha t th e tim e of occurrenc e is a t
all prominentl y befor e th e writer' s mind . Clea r examples of
this are 5 Z1 eto- rJKovo-are,  8 10 etpov,  10 s5 eireicd\earav,  12s rt c

aveyvcare (ovSe-irore  i n 21 18 bring s i n th e not e o f time : c f
Shakspere, "  Why dost tho u wron g he r tha t did ne'er  wrong
thee?), 13 15 eirwxyv6i)  etc. , 15 a ^tcvpaxrare,  13 M 18 m 22 2

&funa>0T) (probabl y because the workin g ou t o f the comparison
included actio n partiall y past : Zah n compare s Jn 3 19), 2118

KanjpTiffO), 23 M o^/care, 24* * Karea-rija-ev,  25 20- ffl eKepSr/a-a,
27a eiroii)<re.

Our stud y o f th e Englis h periphrasti c
'perfect prepares u s fo r takin g u p th e most

important, exegetically, of all the Greek Tenses. I n Greek, as in

The Perfect :-
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English, the line between aorist and perfec t is not always easy
to draw. Th e aorist of the even t jus t passe d has inherently
that note o f close connexion betwee n pas t an d presen t which
is the differenti a of the Gree k perfect ; whil e the perfec t was
increasingly used , as the languag e gre w older , as a substitut e
for wha t woul d formerl y hav e bee n a  narrativ e aorist . A
cursory reading o f the papyr i soo n show s us how much more
the vernacula r tend s t o us e thi s tense ; an d th e inferenc e
might b e drawn that th e ol d distinction o f aoris t and perfec t
was alread y obsolete . Thi s woul d howeve r b e entirel y
unwarrantable. Ther e ar e extremel y fe w passage s i n th e
papyri of the earlie r centurie s A.D . in which an aoristi c perfect
is demanded, or even suggested, b y the context . I t i s simply
that a preference grow s in popula r speec h fo r the expression
which links the pas t act with present consequences." A  casual

example fro m th e princ e o f Atti c writer s
"̂  8now that this is not only a feature of late
Greek. Nea r th e beginnin g of Plato' s Crito,

Socrates explain s hi s reaso n fo r believin g that h e woul d no t
die till the thir d day . "  This I  infer, " he say s i n Jowett' s
English, " from a  vision which I ha d last night , or rather only
just now. " Th e Greek , however , i s re/cfMipofMit  etc  TWO?
iwnvlov, b edtpaica  i>\lrfov  Trporepov  ravr^ s 1-97 ? VVKTOS,  where
point o f time in th e pas t would have made elBov  a s inevitable
as the aoris t i s i n English , ha d no t Socrate s mean t t o em -
phasise the presen t vividnes s of the vision . I t i s for exactl y
the sam e reason that eyjfye/>Ta t i s used with the poin t o f time
in 1  Co 15* (see above) . S o lon g as the clos e connexion of
the pas t an d th e presen t is maintained, there is no difficult y
whatever in addin g the not e of time. S o in Eom 167 we have
to say either "  who were in Christ befor e me," or (much better)
" who hav e been in Chris t longer than I. " A  typical parallel
from the papyr i may be seen in OP 477 (ii/A.D. ) rS>v TO irepirTov
Sroy .  . . etfafievKOTcov —a fusio n o f " who came of age in" and
" who have bee n o f ag e since  th e fift h year. " Now , if th e
tendency jus t describe d gre w beyon d a  certai n limit , th e
fusion o f aoris t an d perfec t would b e complete . Bu t i t mus t
be observed tha t it wa s not th e perfec t whic h survive d in th e
struggle fo r existence . I n MG r the ol d perfect form s onl y
survive in the passiv e participl e (wit h reduplicatio n syllabl e

0 See pp. 247 f.

Used in place
of Aorist.
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lost), an d i n th e -KO,  whic h wa s tacke d o n t o th e aoris t
passive (e&eBijica  fo r eS^ffyv):  ther e i s also the isolate d evpyica
or fipf/Ka (Thumb, Handb,  94) , aoristic in meaning . I t doe s
not appea r tha t th e perfec t had at al l superseded th e aoris t
—though in a  fai r wa y to do so—at the epoc h when i t wa s
itself attacke d b y th e weakenin g o f reduplicatio n whic h
destroyed al l chanc e o f it s surviva l a s a  distinc t form , i n

competition wit h th e simple r formatio n of• . - , . -o  .   ̂j  .  . • i aorist . Bu t thes e processes do not fairl y
set i n fo r a t leas t tw o centurie s afte r th e

NT wa s complete . I t i s tru e tha t th e LX X an d inscrip -
tions sho w a  fe w example s o f a  semi-aoristi c perfec t i n
the pre-Eoma n age , which, as Thum b remarks (Helknismus,
p. 153), disposes o f th e ide a tha t Lati n influenc e wa s work-
ing; c f Jannaris , §  1872. Bu t i t i s eas y to overstat e thei r
number." Thu s i n E x 3  21 K£%poviKe  i s no t reall y aoristi c
(as Thum b an d Jannaris) , for i t woul d b e wholl y irregular
to pu t a n aoris t i n oratio  olliqua  t o represen t th e origina l
present o r perfec t "  Moses i s tarryin g " o r "  has tarrie d ":
its analogu e i s rather th e j(povi^ei  o f M t 24** . No r wil l i t
do t o cit e th e perfect s in He b II17 al  (see pp. 129 , 14 3 ff.) ,
where the use of this tense to describe what " stands written "
in Scriptur e i s a  marke d featur e o f th e author' s style: 6 cf
Plato, Apol.  28c , otroi ev  Tpohf  TereKevr^Koiriv,  a s written i n
the Athenians ' " Bible." I n fac t Mt 13*8 iren-paKev  xal ^yopa-
<rev is the only NT example cited by Jannaris which makes any
impression. ( I may quote in illustration of this OP 482 (ii/A.D.)
X&Y>t? &v aireypa-^rdfjkijv  xal  ireirpaKa.)  Th e distinction is very
clearly see n i n papyr i for some centuries. Thu s 1% yevopevrjs
teal a <7r<nreir6fj,ft,evr)<i yvvaiieos  N P 1 9 (ii/A.D.) , " who was  m y
wife an d i s now divorced "; o\ov  TOV  ^a\Kov  \jb&d\rravriica.  et' s
avrcl) BU 814 (iii/A.D.), where an erased e- shows that the scrib e
meant to write the aorist and then substituted the more appro*
priate perfect A s may be expected, illiterate documents show

confusion most e.g.  OP 528 (U/A.D. ) owe e'Xov-
 ff ^mv 0 {,K ^Xt/t e ( = ^Xet/i/tat) fie^pei t/ 9 'ABvp.
^ ™  ^n ^e corabinationB of aorist and perfect
that w e naturally loo k firs t fo r th e weaken-

ing of the distinction , bu t eve n there it ofte n appear s clearly
drawn. A t th e sam e time , w e may find a writer lik e Justin

•'Seep. 248.

Ultimate decay
of the perfect. the

Perfect and
Aorist used
together.
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Martyr guilt y of confusion , as in Apol.  i . 2 2 iretroii)icevai.  ,  .
aveyeiptu, 32 eKadure itai  ei<re\q\vQev, 44 vofjo-at  SeStvyvrat  /cal
e^riy^favTo. Othe r aoristic perfects may be seen in 6  0 eS-i)\0ov
.., xal yeyovacri,  62 aicr/Koe...  teal... eXa/9e, ii. 2  ire-Trotijtce...
ical .  . . e/co\d<raTo,  etc. W e may compare from the LXX such
a mixture as Is 536 erpavftarlffffi)...  fiefiMKaKicrrai  (aor . in A).
The NT is not entirely free from suc h cases: cf Mt 1G 46 (above).
In Jn 3 s2 ecapaxev and fiicovarev—contrast 1  Jn 1 s—is explained
by Blass a s du e t o th e greate r stres s lai d o n th e seeing.
Mk 5 19 oara  . . .  <roi  •jreiroirjicev  KOI  rj\&i)<Tev  ire  show s th e
proper forc e o f bot h tenses . I n L k 4 18 i t seem s best , with
Nestle an d Wellhausen , to put a  stop after e^picre  fie,  s o that
a7T6<rra\«e is the governin g verb of al l th e infinitives , an d i s
not paralle l wit h ejfpure.  A c 21 28, eitnjya'yev  ical  KeKoivtaicev,
needs n o explaining . T o Ke v 3 s 5r and 8 6 we must retur n
later. Ther e ar e othe r place s wher e aoris t an d perfec t are
used i n th e sam e context , but the y d o no t belon g t o thi s
category o f aoris t an d perfec t joine d wit h icai  an d wit h
identical subjec t Whe n th e nexu s i s s o close , w e migh t
fairly suppos e it possibl e for the tense s t o b e contaminated by
the association , even wher e a  perfec t woul d no t hav e bee n
used aoristicall y b y itself. Bu t ther e ar e evidentl y n o N T
exx. to place by the sid e of those from Justin , except Mt 13 48

and th e passage s fro m Eev . (Se e further p. 238. )
We come then to the genera l questio n of

*^e ex ^s*ence ° f aoristi c perfect s i n th e NT .
It i s a question which mus t be settled on its

merits, withou t an y appea l t o th e a  priori,  fo r aoristi c
perfects ma y certainly be foun d i n an d eve n befor e th e epoch
of th e N T writings . W e ar e entirel y a t libert y t o recognise
such perfect s in on e writer an d den y the m to another , or to
allow the m fo r certai n verb s an d negativ e th e clas s a s a
whole. Amon g th e authoritie s w e fin d Blas s (p . 200 )
admitting the m fo r Kev and mos t sparingl y i n othe r places .
Even less concession is made by W. F. Moulton (WM 34 0 n.).
Burton {MT  44 ) allow s rather more , but says , " The idiom is
confined t o narro w limits in th e NT. " Th e extremel y smal l
proportion o f eve n possibl e exx . wil l naturall y preven t u s
from acceptin g any excep t unde r ver y clea r necessity . W e
begin b y ruling ou t th e allege d exx . from He b (7U 9U II17

Aoristic
Perfects in NT ?
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1128), since the y ar e obviousl y covered by the author' s usvu
loquendi describe d abov e (p. 142) . Som e isolated case s may
also b e cleare d ou t o f th e way . L k 9 s6 eoapaxav  seem s t o
be virtuall y reporte d speech : &  Ia>/>a«a/i6 v take s thi s for m
regularly in orat,  obi., which the for m o f this sentence suggests.
In Ja s I 24, Karevorjaev  teal  aire\ri\vdev  teal  evdeto<}  eireXddero,
the aoris t expresse s tw o momentar y acts , which ar e throw n
into narrativ e form , and the perfec t accuratel y describe s th e
one actio n wit h continuance. 1 I n A c 7 s6, airearrdlucev,  with
the fores t o f aorist s al l round , is mor e plausibl y conforme d
to them , an d i t happen s tha t thi s wor d i s allege d t o hav e
aoristic force elsewher a But , afte r all , th e abidin g result s of
Moses' mission forme d a  thought neve r absen t fro m a  Jew's
mind. The n there i s an importan t categor y in whic h we are
liable t o b e misle d b y a n unrea l parallelis m i n English .
Burton rightl y object s t o ou r deciding the cas e of vv^Q^yuepov
ev rq>  |8u0a > ireirolijtca  ( 2 C o II26) by th e eas y comment tha t
it " goes quite naturally int o Englis h " (Simcox). Bu t it does
not follo w tha t w e have here a  mere equivalen t fo r eirolqa-a.
That woul d onl y plac e th e experienc e o n a  leve l wit h th e
others: thi s recall s i t a s a  memor y speciall y vivi d now .
There i s i n fac t a  perfec t o f broke n as wel l a s o f unbroken
continuity: i n th e grap h "*...»...?, " whic h lead s fro m a
past momen t t o th e momen t o f speech , th e perfec t wil l
tolerate th e compan y of adjuncts that faste n attentio n o n th e
initial poin t (a s in Rom 167, above) or on some indeterminate
point in its cours e (as here), or on several point s in its course .
Cf Lueia n Pise.  6  irov  yap  eya>  V/JLUI  vfipuca;- —Plato Thecet.
144B aKrjKoa  pev  rovvofia,  fivrj/jt,ovevco  8'  0 6 (se e Goodwi n
MT §  46)—BU 163 (ii/A.D.) fata l ol  irapovr&i  eiceivov  fw\\ov
(1 " often") rovro  ireiroiijieevai,  KOI  yap  aXXo t <w ir\r)yevTe<!
inrb avrov  dva<j>6piov  BeSancaa-i —EP 1 1 (222 B.C.) irXeowi/et s
yeypd<pafjt,ev. T o thi s categor y belong perfect s with vtavore,
as Jn I 18 5 s7 8 s3, and suc h cases as 2  C o 1217, &v  aTri<na\Ka,,
"of thos e who m (fro m tim e t o time ) I  hav e sent. " Th e
aorist i s obviousl y muc h commoner ; bu t th e perfec t ma y
still be used to express a  close nexus with presen t time .

We tur n finall y t o th e residuu m o f genuinel y aoristi c
1 Cf Syll. 807" (ii/A.D.) <c a

rf fc$ (BC . Asclepioa).

B
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perfects, o r those which hav e a fai r clai m to b e thus regarded.
First, w e ma y frankl y yiel d thos e allege d fo r Eev , viz . 5 7

and 8 6 et\i]<f>ev  (an d b y consequenc e probably
33 n i7 anc i 2 27), 7 U an d 19 s etpijica  (-av).

Since thes e ar e withou t apparen t reduplication , the y ma y
well hav e bee n actua l aorist s i n th e writer' s view : Bousse t
remarks ho w littl e Ee v use s e\a/3ov.  Secondly , w e hav e

?<Wa i n 2  C o 2 1S I 9 76, Rom 5s*—outside
Paul onl y i n M k 5 15. W e must , I  think ,

treat al l the Paulin e passage s alike, thoug h Blass believes the
perfect justifiable except in 2  C o 213. I t seem s clear tha t an
aorist would suit al l passages in 2  Co; an d in th e firs t o f them
it seem s hopeles s t o squeez e a natura l perfec t forc e int o th e
Greek:1 a n aoris t woul d sui t M k l.c.  perfectly , bu t tha t
matters less . Now , if w e ma y tak e the m together , w e ca n
see a n excellen t reaso n wh y ea-^Ka  shoul d hav e bee n use d
as an aorist . Ther e is no Gree k fo r possessed,  the constativ e
aorist, since 6ff%oz > i s almos t (i f no t quite ) exclusivel y use d
for th e ingressiv e got,  received*  "Etrftov  occur s onl y 2 0
times i n th e NT , which i s abou t 3  pe r cent , o f th e whol e
record o f e%co.  Ther e is no t on e place where ea-^ov  must  b e
constative: J n 4 18 may be rendered " thou has t espouse d "—
as in M k 12 23, the formin g o f the ti e i s the point . Th e N T
does not contraven e Dr Adam' s dictum (p . 49 o f his note s on
Plato's Apology)  tha t "th e aoris t mean s got,  acquired,  no t
had." Th e similarit y o f ecr-^Ka  t o th e aorist s effrjiea  an d
a<£j}/ea gav e a  clea r openin g fo r it s appropriatio n t o thi s
purpose, an d th e translatio n "possessed " wil l generall y sui t
the case . W e thu s ge t i n th e require d aoristi c perfect s i n
Eev an d i n Pau l withou t sacrificin g a  principle . Passin g
over -jreirpa/ca  (M t 13 46), where the absenc e of an aoris t fro m
the sam e roo t ma y have somethin g to do with th e usage , we

come t o th e perplexin g case of ye^ova.  It s
affinities woul d naturally b e with th e present ,
and ther e seem s smal l reaso n fo r lettin g i t

do th e wor k o f th e commo n eyevof^v.  Ye t eve n Josephu s

1 Plummer (GOTin  loc.)  says, "A s i n 1", the perfec t show s how vividly he
recalls th e feeling s o f that tryin g time" : s o Findlay. Thi s mean s applyin g
what i s sai d abov e on veiroiifKa  i n 2  Co II26. Bu t i s thi s natural , whe n th e
coming of Titus with good news had produce d livens so complete ? (Se e p. 238. !

a!l See ]> . 248 .

In Rev.
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(c. Apion.  i . 21 ) ha s o\ty<a  irporepov  rfj<:
rvpavviSoi av@pd>irov  yeyovoroy,  "  who flourishe d a  littl e
before P." Fro m th e papyr i w e may cite tw o exx. (both fro m
ii/A.D.). O P 478, "I declar e that my son . . .  ha s reache d
(•jrpoff@e@iiKevai) th e ag e o f 1 3 i n th e pas t 16t h yea r o f
Hadrian .  .  .  an d tha t hi s fathe r wa s (yeyovevai)  a n in-
habitant .  .  .  an d is now dead (TereXevTij/cevai)."  B U 136
Siafiefiaiovfievov TO W H. ftrj  yeyovevai  rb v varepa  TJ; S
eK&ucovpevr)? ovrjKdrijv.  No w there are no t a  few NT passage s
in whic h i t i s far fro m eas y to trace th e distinc t perfec t forc e
of yeyova,  and exx . like thos e abov e mak e it see m useles s t o
try. Bu t aoristi c sens e i s no t reall y proved  fo r an y o f th e
45 N T passage s i n whic h yeyova  (indie. ) occurs , and i n th e
great majorit y i t ha s obviousl y presen t time . L k 10 86 an d
Jn 6 ffi ar e unpromising fo r our thesis. Bu t th e firs t ha s the
vivid presen t o f story-telling — " seems to have shown himsel f
neighbour." Th e secon d — inevitably translate d "  when
earnest tho u hithe r ?  " — is only another instanc e o f the perfec t
with poin t o f time, dealt wit h alread y : it i s the combination
of "  when di d yo u com e ? " an d "  how lon g have  yo u been
here ? " Th e aoristi c us e of yeyova  i s sai d b y Burto n t o be
general in Mt: Blas s onl y admits i t i n 25 6. Eve n thi s las t
is mor e lik e a  histori c present . Th e remainin g passage s
mostly belon g to the formul a whic h tell s us that the abidin g
significance o f an even t lie s in it s havin g bee n anticipate d i n
prophecy. I n general , i t woul d appea r tha t w e ca n onl y
admit a  cas e o f th e kin d wit h th e utmos t caution . K .
Buresch, i n hi s valuabl e articl e "Feyovav"  (EhM  1891 ,
pp. 193 ff.), noting a n exampl e o f aoristic yeyovaai  in Plato (?)
Alcib. 124A, 1 observes that thi s i s neve r foun d i n Gree k tha t
is at al l respectable . I n late r Greek , h e proceeds , the us e of
yeyova greatl y increases . "  It ha s present forc e alway s where
it denote s a  stat e o f rest , preterit e forc e wher e i t denote s
becoming. Henc e i n innumerabl e case s i t i s quit e a n
equivalent o f elpi,  a s wit h exstiti,  foetus  o r natus  sum,
veni, etc. " (p . 23 1 n.) . I t ma y b e doubte d howeve r
whether thi s cano n wil l adequatel y accoun t fo r th e exx .
from Josephu s an d th e papyr i wit h whic h we began.*

Since th e earlies t perio d o f Greek , certai n perfect s pos -
1 But see p. 238. :  Note ytyova. there is constative : iyev&ntiv is mostly ingressive.
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sessed a  presen t meaning , dependin g upo n th e mod e o f
action belongin g t o th e root , an d o n tha t exhibite d i n th e

present. Thu s the markedly conative present
7re®c0' " aPPlv persuasion," with its ne w per-
fect "rreTreiKa  and  aoris t eireura  to  match , kept

its ancien t perfec t ireiroida,  whic h i s intransitiv e (lik e most
early perfects—se e below , p . 154) , wit h meanin g I  trust.
Monro's accoun t o f th e Perfec t i n it s Homeri c stag e o f
development ma y b e quoted : "  If w e compar e th e meanin g
of an y Perfec t wit h tha t o f th e correspondin g Aoris t o r
Present, w e shal l usuall y fin d tha t th e Perfec t denote s a
permanent state,  th e Aor . o r Pres . a n action  whic h bring s
about o r constitute s tha t state . Thus , .  .  .  wXer o wa s lost,
o\o>Xe is undone. .  .  .  Thu s th e so-calle d Perfecta  prcesentia,
. .  .  ecrrrjica,  .  .  .  /ie/ii^/ttat , ireiroiBa.,  olSa,  eoiica,  /ee/crij/iai ,
etc., ar e merel y th e commones t instance s o f th e rule . .  .  .
Verbs expressin g sustaine d sound s .  .  .  ar e usuall y i n th e
Perfect" (HG 31) . Thi s las t remar k explain s xeicpa^a,  which
has survive d i n Hellenistic , a s th e LX X seem s t o sho w
decisively. W . F. Moulton (W M 34 2 n.) says , "In J n I 16

hath cried  seem s the mor e probable meaning, " observing tha t
the pres . «/3a£o > i s rare i n classica l writers . I t i s commo n
in NT , a  fac t whic h probabl y weighe d with hi m i n makin g
iceicpayev a  norma l perfect . Bu t th e LXX , whe n exx . ar e
so numerou s an d wel l distributed , mus t certainl y coun t a s
evidence fo r th e vernacula r here ; an d whe n w e fin d icexpaya
14 times, sometimes indisputably present , an d neve r I  thin k
even probably perfect—cf esp . Ps 141(140 7 """po? °^ e/eeiepaga
. ,  .  Tr/joo-^e ? TJ 7 (fxavy  TT} ? Seneca ? p.ov  fv  TW  Ketcpayevai  pe
irpoy tre  (Heb . *K"|iJ3) ; an d Jo b 3  O20, where tceicpaya  translate s
the impf . JW& ? ,  it i s difficul t t o suppos e th e wor d use d
as a true perfect in NT. I t ha s not howeve r bee n " borrowed
from th e literar y languag e in plac e o f the Hellenisti c xpagei"
(Blass 198) . Kpd£a>  ha s it s ow n distinctio n a s a  durative
—cf P s 32(31) s atro  TOV  /cpd^etv  fj.e  o\i]v  TTJV  ^fiepav;  an d
Ketcpafya, wit h KeKpagofjiai  an d exeicpaga,  ma y wel l have bee n
differentiated a s expressin g a  singl e cry . I n an y cas e w e
cannot trea t th e LX X as evidenc e fo r the literar y characte r
of th e survival . On e ma y doub t th e necessit y o f puttin g
fi\TTiKa an d ireireta-/jMi,  int o thi s category ; bu t reQvijica,

Perfects with

Present Force.
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naturally belong s to it; an d ^-/if/ta t i n A c 2 62 (contr. Phil 37)
is on e o f th e literar y touche s characteristi c o f th e speec h
before Agrippa : se e Elas s in loc.  (Se e further p. 238. )

The Pluperfect , which throws th e Perfec t, ,  , f ,  ,  .into pas t time , wa s neve r ver y robus t m
Greek. I t mus t no t b e regarde d a s a  mer e convenienc e
for expressin g relativ e time , like th e correspondin g tens e i n
English. Th e conceptio n o f relativ e tim e neve r trouble d
the Greeks ; an d th e aorist , whic h simpl y state s tha t th e
event happened , is generall y quit e enoug h t o describ e what
we lik e t o defin e mor e exactl y a s precedin g th e tim e o f th e
main verb . A  typica l cas e o f a  pluperfec t easily misunder-
stood i s Lk 8 29, which we referre d t o o n p . 7 5 i n connexion
with th e concurren t ambiguit y o f •jroXXot ? %povoi<s,  an d agai n
(p. 113 ) i n connexio n with th e perfectivisin g forc e o f <rvv.
Since vernacula r usag e so clearly warrant s ou r renderin g th e
former "fo r a  lon g time, " w e ar e fre e t o observ e tha t t o
render " oftentimes i t ha d seize d him" (KV text) involve s a
decided abnormality . I t woul d hav e t o b e classe d a s th e
past of the " perfect of broken continuity " which we discussed
above (p . 144 ) o n 2 C o II25. Bu t i t mus t be admitted tha t
the extensio n of this t o th e pluperfec t is complex, and if there
is a simpl e alternativ e w e should tak e it ; EVm g i s essen -
tially right, though " held fast" woul d be better than " seized."
We nee d no t examin e furthe r th e us e o f thi s tense , which
may b e interpreted easil y fro m wha t has bee n sai d o f Perfect
action. I t shoul d b e note d tha t i t appear s sometime s in
conditional sentence s wher e an aoris t woul d hav e bee n pos -
sible : e.g.  1 Jn 2 19 fjLepevijKeia-av av.  Th e pluperfect expresse s
the continuanc e of the contingen t result t o th e time o f speak-
ing. I n M t 12 7 eyvcoKeire  i s virtuall y a n imperfec t t o a
present eyvaica,  i n whic h th e perfec t for m ha s th e sam e
rationale as in ol&a;  an d i n J n 19 11 eSodtj l woul d hav e only
pictured th e origina l gif t an d no t th e presenc e o f i t wit h
Pilate a t th e moment .

Last come s th e Future . Th e natur e of
**s ac^on may k e l°°ked a t first . Thi s may
be examined i n th e histor y o f it s form . It s

1 On the periphrastic pluperfect, f y StSo/itvov,  se e pp. 22 5 ff.

The Pluperfect.

The Future :-
Its Action.
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close connexio n wit h th e sigmati c aoris t act . an d mid. , and
the tw o aorist s pass. , i s obvious . Excep t i n the passive , in
fact, th e futur e wa s mainl y a  specialise d for m o f the aoris t
subjunctive.1 A s such it wil l naturally shar e the point actio n
of th e aorist . W e canno t howeve r decisivel y rule ou t th e
possibility tha t anothe r formatio n ma y hav e contribute d t o
the Gree k future , a  formatio n whic h woul d b e originall y
linear in action. Th e Aryan (Indo-Iranian) and Letto-Slavonic
branches o f th e Indo-Germani c family hav e a future i n -syo,
which howeve r was very moderately develope d in thes e con -
tiguous group s befor e the y separated . Greek , geographically
contiguous with Arya n on the othe r sid e in prehistori c times ,
may hav e possessed this future ; bu t the existing Greek future
can b e very wel l explaine d withou t it , thoug h i t migh t be
safest t o allow its probabl e presence. I n an y case there i s no
question tha t th e actio n o f th e Futur e i s i n usag e mixed .
*A%<D i s either "  I shal l lead " or " I shal l brin g "—the forme r
durative, the latte r effective . Thu s in M k 14 28 trpoa^m  fyta ?
is probably "I shal l g o before you, " while &%u>v  (A c 22 6) "to
bring," an d afe t ( 1 T h 4W) " he will bring," refer t o the en d of
the action an d no t it s progress . A n ingressiv e futur e ma y
probably be seen in inrorayija-erai,  1  Co 1S28: th e rare  seems
to show that the Parousia is thought of as initiating a new kind
of subordinatio n o f th e So n t o th e Father , an d no t th e per -
petuation o f that which had bee n conspicuous in th e whol e of
the mediatoria l aeon . Th e expositio n o f thi s myster y must
be take n u p b y th e theologians . W e pas s o n t o not e
another exampl e o f th e ingressiv e future , t o b e foun d i n
Jn 8 32. 'E\ev6epovv  appear s t o b e alway s punctilia r i n
NT, but i t i s no t necessaril y so: c f Sophocle s O T 70 6 T O 7 '
ets eavrov  irdv  e\ev0epoi  a-ropa,  "  as fo r himself , he keeps  hi s
lips wholl y pur e " (Jebb). (I t i s tru e Si r E . Jebb use s " set
free" i n hi s note , but th e durativ e forc e o f hi s translatio n
seems mor e suitable.) I t i s therefore noteworth y that in v. 33

we have the paraphras e e\ev0epoi  yevija-ea-Be,  t o brin g ou t th e
(ingressive) poin t actio n o f th e futur e tha t precedes . Some -
times th e possessio n of two future form s enable d th e language
to differentiat e thes e meanings . Thu s e£c o wa s associate d

1 See Giles, Manual'  446-8 .
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with e-)(u>,  an d mean t "  I shal l posses s "; o-ĵ o- w wit h l o
and s o mean t "  I shal l get." l Ther e i s on e possibl e ex .
in NT : i n 1  Pe t 4 18 <f>aveirai  ma y wel l b e durativ e a s i n
Attic—note the durativ e ffw^era i precedin g i t i n th e sam e
clause; whil e <f>ai>^ffe-rai  (M t 24 SO) ha s obviousl y point action .
See the classical evidence marshalled in Kiihner-Gerth i. 114 ff. ,
170 ff. : ad d the note in Giles, Manual2 48 3 n . Sinc e Hellen-
istic generall y go t ri d o f alternativ e forms—eve n O^TJO- W i s
entirely obsolete, 2—this distinctio n wil l no t b e expecte d t o
play an y rea l par t in N T Greek . Indee d eve n thos e future s
which b y their formatio n were most intimately connecte d with
the aorist , such a s Qofirjdija-o/jiai  (fo r which Atti c could us e a
durative <f>o/3ijffopai),  exercise d th e doubl e mod e o f actio n
which wa s attache d t o th e tens e a s a  whole : c f He b 13 6,
where " be afraid " (durative) seem s to be the meaning, rather
than "  become afraid. " Thi s questio n settled , we next hav e

 t o decid e betwee n shall  an d will  a s th eShall and  Will.  .  ,  ,  . . . _ „ ... . .  .appropriate translation . Ih e volitiv e tutur e
involves action dependin g on the wil l o f the speake r o r o f th e
subject o f the verb : i n /  will  go, you shall go, it is the former;
in will  yo u g o ? i t i s th e latter . Sid e b y sid e wit h thi s
there i s th e purel y futuristi c w e shall  go , they  will  go .
It i s impossibl e t o la y dow n rule s fo r th e renderin g o f th e
Greek future—th e cas e is almos t a s complicate d a s ar e th e
rules fo r th e us e o f shall  an d witl  i n standar d English .
Not onl y ar e th e volitiv e an d th e futuristi c ofte n har d t o
distinguish, bu t w e hav e t o recko n wit h a n archai c us e of
the auxiliarie s whic h is traditional i n Bibl e translation . Fo r
instance, i n suc h a  passag e a s M k 13 2*-2? w e h ave gj^n
seven time s wher e in moder n Englis h w e shoul d undeniabl y
use will?  Bu t i n v. 1* ("th e sam e shall  b e saved" ) th e
substitution o f will  i s no t a t al l certain , for th e word s may
be rea d a s a  promis e ( a volitiv e use) , i n whic h shall  i s

1 See Brugmann, Kurze  vergl.  Gramm.  568, for this as seen i n KaXu s axfoei
and KaXfi j ?|« : also his Gr. Gram.3 480.

a It occur s in OGIS  75 1 (ii/B.c. ) &a8evte  [<rx#]<rere—se e note—an d i n th e
archaising L p P 41 (iv/A.D.) irapfaoxMow^" : both are only ex suppl.

8 The us e o f shall  whe n prophecy is dealing with futur e tim e i s ofte n par -
ticularly unfortunate. I  have heard of an intelligent chil d who struggled unde r
perplexity fo r years becaus e of the word s "Tho u shalt  den y m e thrice" : i t
could no t therefor e b e Fetor' s fault , i f Jesu s commande d hi m I  Th e child' s
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correct. Speakin g generally , i t ma y fairl y b e claime d tha t
unless volitive forc e i s distinctly traceabl e fro m th e context ,
it woul d b e bette r t o translat e b y the futuristi c form . Th e
modernising o f our English N T i n thi s respec t woul d involv e
the sacrific e o f a  ver y larg e numbe r o f shalls  i n th e 3r d
person, fo r ou r idio m ha s change d i n man y dependen t
clauses, in whic h neithe r shall  no r will  i s an y longe r correct .
In M k 14 M, for example , we shoul d certainl y say , "Follo w
him, an d wherever he goes in. .  .  . " I t i s one of the point s
in whic h modernisin g i s possibl e withou t sacrificin g dignit y
—a sacrific e to o palpabl e i n som e of th e attempt s t o rende r
the NT into twentiet h centur y English .

What remain s t o b e sai d abou t th e
•^u*ure w^ most appropriately come in when
we discuss categories suc h a s Command s an d

Prohibitions, Conditiona l Sentences , etc . I t wil l suffic e t o
remark her e that the mood s of the Futur e hav e in Hellenistic
Greek recede d mostl y int o thei r origina l non-existence , a s
experiments tha t prove d failures . Th e imperativ e an d sub -
junctive never existed: a  fe w lapsus  calami  lik e xavOtja-tafjiai,
or analogicall y forme d aoris t subjunctive s lik e oifrr)<r6e,  Saury
(WH App*  179) , will no t b e counted a s effort s t o suppl y th e
gap. Th e optative, which only performed th e functio n of oral,
obi. substitute fo r fut . indie., ha s disappeare d entirely . Th e
infinitive, originall y limite d i n th e sam e way , except fo r th e
construction with /ieXXw,1 has shrunk very considerably, though
not obsolete . Wit h /aeXX w i t i s onl y foun d i n th e wor d
eveffOai. Th e innumerable confusion s i n th e papyri , wher e a
future for m ofte n i s a  mer e blunder fo r an aorist , show tha t
the tens e wa s already moribun d fo r moo t practica l purposes :
see Hatzidakis 19 0 ff . Finall y th e participle , the onl y modal
form whic h may claim prehistori c antiquity , retain s a limite d
though genuin e function of its own . Th e volitive forc e (her e
final or quasi-final ) i s the commonest , as Brugmann remarks, 8

and th e papyr i keep up the classica l use; bu t futuristic form s
are not wanting—c f 1  Co 1587, Heb 3 8, Ac 2022.

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.

1 Goodwin MT § 75. » Or. Gram.' 496.

Moods of the
Future.



CHAPTER VII .
THE VKKB : VOICE .

 phenomena of Voic e i n Gree k presen t
us wit h condition s whic h ar e no t ver y easy

for th e moder n mind to grasp . Activ e we know, and Passive
we know , nor ca n w e easil y conceiv e a  languag e i n which
either i s absent. Bu t nothing i s mor e certain than tha t th e
parent languag e of ou r famil y possessed no Passive, but onl y
Active an d Middle , th e latte r originall y equa l wit h th e
former i n prominence , thoug h unrepresente d no w i n an y
language sav e b y form s whic h hav e los t al l distinctio n o f

meaning. Wha t th e prehistori c distinctio nHistory of the

that i n th e primitiv e typ e whic h i s see n
in th e Gree k rldy/jo, —ridefiai, th e principl e o f vowel-grada-
tion (Ablaut)  wil l accoun t fo r -de-  as a  weakenin g o f -&?- ,
and -pi  a s a  weakenin g of -pat,,  i f w e posit a n accen t on th e
root i n on e for m an d o n th e person-endin g i n th e other .
Such a n assumptio n obviously does no t hel p wit h rlffe/iev —
TidefjLeffa, no r wit h Xtfw— \vofuti,; bu t i f i t account s for par t
of th e variation , we have enough to sugges t a  tentative inter -
pretation o f the facts . I f suc h be the origin of the two forms,
we migh t assum e a  differenc e o f emphasi s a s th e starting -
point : i n th e activ e th e actio n wa s stressed , in th e middl e
the agent . W e ma y illustrate this by the differen t emphasi s
we hear in th e reading of the sentence in the Anglica n liturg y
which remind s the peniten t o f th e Divin e forgiveness . On e
reader say s "  He pardoneth, " wishin g t o la y al l stres s o n
the on e Source of pardon, another "  He pardoneth," the pardon
itself being the uppermost thought with him. W e could easily
suppose th e forme r represente d b y a^ierai  an d th e latte r
by a<j>tt]<ri  i n a  languag e i n whic h stress accen t i s fre e t o
alter th e weigh t of syllables a s i t shift s fro m on e to another.1

1 See below, p. 238.
162

TheVoice :-

was, we can only guess. It is suggestiveMiddle.



THE VERB : VOICE . 15 3

Out o f thes e postulate d conditions , which
.,  erest conjecture , we could

readily derive th e nuance  whic h meets us in
the earlies t accessible development s o f Indo-Germani c speech.
The Indian grammarian s acutel y name d the active parasmai-
pada and the middle dtmane-pada,  "  a word for another " and
" for oneself " respectively. Thu s yajate woul d be " he sacrifices
for himself, " while yajati,  unles s the dat . atmane  is present i n
the context , is " he sacrifices for another." Th e essence of the
middle therefore lie s i n it s callin g attentio n t o th e agen t a s
in som e wa y closel y concerne d wit h th e action . Th e same

characteristic i s ultimatel y foun d i n othe rand in Latin. .  _  T  , . , , .j, . ,  ,languages. I n Latin the middle has been some-
what obscured formally by th e entranc e o f the r  suffix , whic h
it share s wit h it s mos t intimat e relative , th e Kelti c branch .
But thi s has not caused any confusion wit h the active; s o that
the Latin,Greek, and Sanskrit middle voice may be put together,
the differentia o f Latin bein g that i t ha s made no reserve like
the Gree k aoris t an d futur e middle , i n lendin g it s middl e
forms t o th e invadin g passive , I n ou r inquir y int o th e

 meanin g conveyed by the middle, we naturally"Deponents." , , ?., ,, J , J , . , , , . , . J

start with th e verbs which are found in activ e
only or middle only, to both o f which classes the unsatisfactor y
name "  deponent" shoul d b e given , i f retaine d fo r either .
Typical word s not use d in th e middle, in th e paren t language ,
are th e original s o f ou r verbs eat,  come,  am , an d th e Gree k
StSmfti (simplex ) an d pea> ; whil e n o activ e ca n b e traced fo r
veofiai, ITTO/M U ( = sequor),  palvo/jMi,,  /LMJTIO/U U ( = metier),
KaOrjfjMi,, icetfMi. 1 Th e forme r clas s wil l b e see n t o denot e
" an action, a n occurrence , o r a  state" ; a s likewis e d o th e
latter, but "  prevailingly suc h a s tak e plac e i n the spher e of
their subject , the whole subject bein g concerned in the action."
Where the distinctio n i s s o fine , i t i s easil y see n that many
cases must arise in whic h we can no longer detect it , and are in
danger of over-refining if we try. Ou r investigation mus t take
account o f th e rathe r extensiv e categorie s in whic h on e par t
of the verb affects the middle and another the activ e form . W e

1 1 quote from Brugmann, Kurae vergl. Oramm. § 799, and mainly follow
his account throughout this paragraph.

The Middle in
Sanskrit, conjecture,we could
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have a number of cases in which the " strong " perfect activ e
attaches itsel f i n meanin g t o th e middle , eithe r figurin g

among the part s o f a verb which has no other
 activ e forms , o r sidin g wit h th e intransitiv e

 middl e where th e res t o f the activ e i s transi -
tive. S o conspicuous is this, that the grammars

in whic h w e learn t Gree k thirt y year s ag o actuall y gav e
" rervira "—the product, by the way, of an inventive imagina -
tion—as the perfec t middle of that highly irregular and defec-
tive verb whic h in thos e day s was ou r mode l regular. 1 A s
exx. o f this attachment w e may cit e yeyova  fro m yivopat  an d

from epxpfuu*  wit h avetpya,  etrrdvai,  airo\ta\a,
, and Treiroida  a s intransitiv e perfects fro m transitiv e

verbs. Amon g the fe w remainin g stron g perfect s occurrin g
in th e NT , w e note aiey/coa,  K€icpcvya, s ireirovda,  TeT(e)v%a,  an d
et\t]<f)a,, a s fro m verb s wit h a  futur e middle . W e hav e th e
defectives otSa , eoixa,  and etcoda ; an d the tw o isolated actives
evrjvoxa, an d <y&y/>a$ a remai n th e onl y real exception s t o th e
rule whic h find s som e lin k wit h th e middl e i n eac h o f the
relatively fe w survivors of the primitiv e perfec t active. Th e
list might perhap s be slightly extended fro m othe r vernacula r
Greek: thu s afyijo'xa  (ayefo^a,  ayeto^a)  i s foun d freel y i n
papyri, an d belong s to a  purel y activ e verb . Th e conjecture
that the perfec t originall y ha d n o distinction o f activ e an d
middle, its person-ending s bein g peculia r throughout , afford s
the mos t probable explanation o f the facts : whe n th e muc h
later -KO,  perfect arose, the distinctio n ha d becom e universal .

Parallel with thi s peculiarity , bu t much more
Future Middlein Active sense extensive > w ^e  categor y o f middle future s

attached t o active verbs. A s an abnormality
for whic h no reason could be detected, i t naturall y bega n t o
suffer fro m levelling in Hellenistic, but is still prominent. W e
have i n N T aicova-to  a s well as aKovtro/juii,  Kpdga  besid e KeKpd-
fo/tat, yeXao-o) , ep-jnvaw,  airavri}<TU>,  SWB^W , pevcrto,  <r-jrov$da-<o,

1 In this the grammars followe d ancien t authorit y : thus Dionyaiu s Thra x
says, " iu<rin-ris Si Ji  irori fiiv  er(pyeuu>  vori  5 * *6.6<n  rapuTTutra,  olov  wiroiffa,

1 The aorist Ji\8ov  is really due to the influence of a third constituent root in
this defective verb.

' Ke/cpd f ofuu i s only formall y passive.

Intransitive
Strong

Perfects.
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i^ia, apTrderm, K\e^rca,  apaprtjo'to—all thes e fro m
the selecte d lis t o f such verbs in Eutherford' s small grammar
of Atti c Greek, which supplies only about as many exx. of th e
preservation o f the ol d future middle . (Som e of these activ e
futures, indeed , hav e warran t i n classica l Gree k o f othe r
dialects tha n Attic , eve n fro m th e Homeri c period ; bu t th e
list wil l sufficientl y illustrat e th e weakening of this anomaly.)
In spit e o f this , w e stil l fin d i n N T o-fyofuu,
yvcoffOfiai, <f>djofiai,  airo8avovpMi,  Kopicro/jiai  an d
\^fj,^rofj,ai, -jriofJMi,  wea-ov/jMi,  regopai,  fadgo/Aat , whic h ar e
enough t o sho w tha t th e phenomeno n wa s anythin g bu t
obsolete. Kuther f ord classe s mos t of the m as " verbs which
denote the exercis e of th e bodil y function s " or " intellectual
or emotiona l activity" ; an d h e woul d sugges t tha t "  the
notion o f willing  implie d i n th e futur e tense " ma y be th e
reason o f the peculiarity . Brugman n connects i t wit h th e
tendency o f th e stron g aoris t t o b e intransitive . Thi s
would naturall y promp t th e transitiv e us e o f th e sigmati c
aorist an d consequently the future , s o that th e middl e futur e
attaches itself t o the activ e intransitive forms . Th e explana-
tion i s onl y invoked fo r case s lik e yS^ao/mt , an d doe s no t
exclude Eutherford' s suggestion . W e ma y fairl y tak e th e
existence o f this larg e class o f futures a s additiona l evidenc e
of a  clos e connexio n betwee n th e middl e flexio n an d th e
stressing of the agent' s interes t i n th e actio n o f the verb .

Use of the Wha t ha s bee n sai d o f th e histor y o f
Middle: ho w th e Middl e prepare s u s fo r th e statemen t

far i s it tha t thi s voice is quite inaccurately described
reflexive? j^ y empi^ g grammarian s a s essentiall y re -

flexive. A s a  matte r o f fact , th e proportio n o f strictl y
reflexive middle s i s exceedingl y small . I n N T w e may cit e
avri^aro (M t 27 6) as th e cleares t example , and a  surviva l
from classica l Greek . Bu t eve n her e on e ma y questio n
whether th e English intransitiv e choke  i s no t a  truer paralle l
than th e reflexiv e hang  oneself.  I t i s curiou s tha t i n
Winer's scanty lis t o f exx. (WM 316), presumably selected as
the mos t plausible, we have to discount all the rest. Aovofiat
accompanies it s correlat e viTTTopat ; an d it s on e decisivel y
middle for m (5 s \ov<rafi>evi},  2  Pe t 2 s2) woul d rais e diffi -
culties i f i t occurre d in a  better Hellenist . Certainly , if th e
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pig's ablution s are really reflexiv e rathe r tha n passive , sundry
current notion s nee d revising . T o ou r autho r a t an y rat e
\ovcrap,evrj di d no t sugges t willin g co-operation. 1 I n citin g
Kpinrrofiai (J n 8 69), Jonzts dormitat  Homerus:  eicpv^ij  i s no t
middle in form , no r doe s th e ver b sho w an y distinc t middl e
in NT . I n Trapao-Kevdo-erai  ( 1 C o 14 s) th e intransitiv e
prepare, make  preparations,  give s a  bette r sens e tha n th e
reflexive. W e migh t brin g i n suc h a n exampl e a s /M J
<TKV\\OV L k 7 6, compare d wit h th e illiterat e contemporar y
papyrus OP 295,  ̂<r/fX,v\X e earijv.  Bu t thoug h n o doub t
a reflexiv e meanin g ultimatel y accrue d t o th e Middle , and
in MG- r almos t drive s othe r use s of f th e field , i t woul d
be wron g t o suppos e tha t i t wa s originall y there . I f th e
active i s transitive , th e middl e indicate s tha t th e actio n
goes n o furthe r tha n th e agen t himself , a  sens e whic h
naturally come s ou t o f th e concentratio n o n th e agen t
characteristic o f th e middle . Thu s viirro/juu  i s "  I wash, "
with o r without object , bu t implyin g tha t th e actio n stop s
with myself . I f the n ther e i s no object, v'vrrropai,  = " I was h
myself": i f ther e is , viirrofjuu  TO ? ^etpa? =" I was h m y

Bearing of the hands. " Thi s characteristic produced a passive
Passive upon us e o f th e middle , i n Brugmann' s opinion ,

Theory of befor e th e dialecti c differentiatio n o f Indo -
Middle. Germani c speech . Intransitiv e us e i s a

natural developmen t fro m th e fundamenta l ide a o f th e
middle; an d fro m intransitiv e t o passiv e i s bu t a  step .
The well-know n classica l us e o f airodvigcfKet  inro  TWOS,  a s
correlative t o a-n-oicTelvei,  T« , illustrate s th e development .
It ma y seem t o u s strang e tha t th e sam e for m shoul d b e
used indifferentl y a s activ e o r passiv e i n meaning—that ,
for example , evepyovpevi)  i n Ja s 5 18 shoul d b e translate d
" working " (RV ) o r "  inwrought," * wit h onl y th e contex t
to decide . Ou r ow n coinciden t transitiv e an d intransitive ,

1 The rhythmical conclusio n o f the prover b suggest g that i t originate d in
an iambi c lin e fro m comedy . Wa s 2  Pe t citin g fro m memor y a  vers e th e
metrical nature of which he did not realis e ? I f so , the original would of course
not admi t XowojuA'T)—it would run XeXov/^xi ) S * 5s elt cuWjitJi ' J$o/>£6pov, or Xov0eiir'
faraf 5s, or the like. Bu t see below, p. 238, and J. B . Mayor , Oomm.  p. Ixii.

3 See Mayor in Inc.,  and J. A. Robinson, Eph.  247 . \V . F. Moulton strongl j
favoured th e secon d rendering . Wh y th e Reviser s di d no t giv e i t eve n a
marginal place, i « hard to divine: i t was there in their firs t revision .
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however, is almos t equall y capabl e o f producin g ambiguity ,
or woul d b e i f i t wer e no t fo r th e studie d avoidanc e of
ambiguity whic h i s necessaril y characteristi c o f a n analyti c
language. "  He who hides can find," " He who hides is safe,"
exhibit th e sam e for m bot h a s transitiv e an d intransitive ;
and it woul d be easy to devise a  context in which the secon d
would become really ambiguous .

The Middle Fro m wha t has been said, i t i s clear tha t
paraphrased th e mos t practica l equivalen t o f th e Middl e
by Reflexive wil l generall y b e th e activ e wit h th e dative

in Dative case. o f th e re flexive pronoun . Thi s i s i n fac t
the neares t approac h t o a  genera l statemen t whic h we ca n
formulate, premisin g o f cours e tha t i t i s roug h i n itself ,
and a n exaggeratio n 0 f th e differentia . I n vpoae^ere
eawrofc (L k 12 1), "  pay attention fo r yourselves," w e hav e a
phrase differin g littl e fro m (f>v\d<r<reo-8e  (v. 18), "  be o n you r
guard," bein g only rather mor e emphatic. M k 14* 7 a-rraaa-
fievos TTJV  fid^aipav  i s paraphrase d b y M t (26 61)
T. fjt.  avrov:  here , as i n A c 14 14, where Siapprjgavres  TCI,  I
eavr&v replace s th e mor e idiomati c Sta/j/Mjfa/tevo t re t L,
we se e th e possessiv e gen . expressin g th e sam e shad e o f
meaning. Sometime s we find redundance, as when in J n 19 24

BiepepicravTo .  . .  eavroiy  stand s agains t th e unaccompanied
verb in the same quotation Mt 27 s6. A  few
typical illustration s of th e genera l principl e
may b e added . IIpoa-KdkovfMi,,  " I cal l t o

myself," i s clear : it s opposit e airatOovfjiai,  "  I thrus t awa y
from myself, " i s no t reall y different , sinc e aircodS)  efiamat
would sho w a legitimat e dativus  eommodi.  W e hav e in fac t
to var y th e exac t relatio n o f th e reflexiv e perpetuall y i f w e
are t o represen t th e middl e i n th e for m appropriat e t o
the particula r example . 2w6@ov\eva-avTO  M t 26 * answer s

_ .  . t o <rvve/3ov\ev<Tav  eavroR,  "  they counselle dReciprocal, '  „  ,  ,  •  .  ,one anothe r :  her e w e hav e th e reciprocal
middle, as in fjid^etrdai. 1 'E^e\6yovro  L k 14 T "  they picked
out fo r themselves, " an d s o "  chose": c f th e distinctio n

1 Cf the closenes s of dXXiJXou s an d iavrofa.  Brugman n ha s som e note s on
this middl e i n Indog.  Forsch.  v . 114 . C f MGr ci ira/n)yo/n)0ou/te , "tha t we
may comfor t one another " (Abbott 228 , distich 56) .

Typical
Middles :-
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of atp&  an d aipovjtai.  IlelBetv  i s "  to exercis e suasion" :
in th e middl e it keep s th e actio n withi n th e spher e o f th e
agent, and consequently means "  to admi t suasio n to oneself. "
Xp&ftat, fro m th e ol d nou n xp%  "  necessity," i s "  I mak e
for mysel f wha t i s necessar y wit h somethin g "—hence th e
instrumental, a s with th e simila r middl e utor  in Latin . Les s

easy t o defin e ar e th e case s o f "  dynamic "
middle, wher e th e middl e ending s onl y

emphasised the par t take n b y the subjec t i n th e actio n o f
the verb , thu s vfyto  an d v^o/ia t (no t NT ) "  to swim. "
The category wil l include a  numbe r o f verb s i n whic h i t i s
useless to exercise ou r ingenuit y o n interpretin g th e middle ,
for th e developmen t never progressed beyon d the rudimentar y
stage. W e need not stay to detai l her e th e case s where th e
middle introduces a  wholl y new meaning. O n th e poin t o f
principle, it shoul d howeve r be noted tha t menta l a s opposed
» . 1 *  . j.. t o physica l application s o f the ide a o f theMental Action. £  J ... .,  ™ , .  .  ,  • , • . , _ •verb wil l ofte n b e introduce d i n thi s way ,

since menta l actio n i s especiall y confined withi n th e spher e of
the agent. Thu s KaraXa^avto  "  seize, overtake " (Jn I6 12 ffi),
in the middle denotes mental " comprehending," as Ac 418.

"On the whole the conclusion arrived a t
must be that th e N T writers were P erfectly

capable o f preserving th e distinctio n betwee n
the activ e and middle." Suc h is the authori -

tative summary o f Blass (p . 186) , which make s it superfluou s
for u s to labou r an y proof . Difference s betwee n Atti c an d
Hellenistic us e i n detail s ar e naturall y found , an d th e un -
classical substitution s o f activ e fo r middl e o r middl e fo r
active ar e s o numerous as to serv e the Abbe " Viteau fo r proo f
of Hebrais m o n a large scale . A s Thum b remark s (Hellen-
ismus 127) , a  mere glanc e int o Hatzidakis' s Einleitung —an
indispensable classic , the absenc e of whic h fro m Viteau' s lis t
of work s consulte d account s fo r a  grea t deal—woul d hav e
shown him tha t i n th e Hellenisti c perio d Greek s b y birth
were guilt y o f man y innovation s i n th e us e o f th e voice s
which could never hav e owe d anythin g t o Hebrew. Th e NT
exx. whic h Hatzidaki s give s (pp . 19 5 ff. ) ar e no t a t al l in -
consistent wit h th e dictu m o f Blas s quote d above . Th e
sphere o f the middl e was , as we have seen , not a t al l sharpl y

Dynamic,

Hellenistic
Use of the

Middle.
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delimited, an d usag e inevitabl y varie d i n differen t localitie s
and authors . Ther e ar e plent y o f middle s i n Attic , an d
even i n Homer , i n whic h th e rational e o f th e voic e is ver y
hard t o define . Naturall y suc h word s ma y hav e droppe d
a n o longe r intelligibl e distinction , jus t a s popula r Lati n
did i n suc h word s a s sequor  an d utor,  whil e i n othe r
words th e distinctio n ma y hav e bee n applie d i n a  dif -
ferent manner . W e ca n se e wh y f/apela-dai,  =  nubere fel l
out o f us e i n Hellenistic: 1 eve n i f a  nee d wa s stil l fel t
for a  separat e wor d t o sui t th e bride' s par t i n a  wedding ,
the appropriatenes s o f th e middl e voice was no t clear , an d
the distinctio n wa s liable to lapse . Th e accuracy with which
the middl e was use d woul d naturall y var y with th e writers '
Greek culture . Not e for exampl e ho w Mt an d L k correc t
the etj>v\a!-dfj,j)v  (legem  observare)  o f their sourc e i n M k 10 20.
In M k 2* * the y have remove d anothe r incorrec t use , unles s
oSoTToteiv i s t o b e rea d ther e wit h B  etc . (WHmg) ; fo r
68ov iroteiv  mean s "construc t a  road " (G-ildersleev e Synt.
69), and the middl e should have been use d instead . I n th e
less educated papyrographers we fin d blunder s o f thi s kin d
considerably earlie r tha n th e tim e whe n th e mor e subtl e
meanings o f th e middl e disappeared. " A s earl y a s 9 5 B.C.
we fin d eav  alpijre  an d e&v  aipfjffde  use d side b y sid e fo r "  if
you like" (G H 36) , and i n th e precedin g centur y Sia\vu>fAev
appears i n th e sens e o f 8ut\vd>fj,e6a  i n LPe . Thes e ar e o f
course sporadic , but som e violation s o f classica l usag e hav e
almost becom e fixed . Thi s especiall y applies t o th e idiom -
atic us e of -n-oieia-dai  wit h a  nou n a s substitut e fo r a  verb .
Here th e middl e sens e wa s no t clearl y discernibl e t o th e
plain man , and iroieiv  invade s th e provinc e o f th e middl e
very largely . W e stil l have pvelav  iroieiarffat,  (a s in Ep h I 18)
BU 63 2 (ii/A.D.) , icara^vy^v  iroieia-dai  T P 5  (ii/ i B.C.) ,
BU 97 0 (ii/A.D.) , etc. Bu t th e recurren t phras e T O irpotritv-
wripd (ffov)  ITOI&  onl y twic e (Letr . 117 , T b P  412 ) ha s th e
middle. M t 6 * it. i\et)(HMrvvi)v,  M k 15 1 a~u[il3ov\iov  TT., Z L k
187 ir.  eK&i'icr)criv,  etc. , wil l serv e a s specimen s of a fairl y larg e

1 Speaking generally : i t survives in the legal language o f marriage contracts,
as OP 496 (early ii/A.r.) , and even Lp P 41 (IV/A.D.). [ ° See p. 248 .

a Of the moder n phrase <rvpf)o6\u>  yib  »-c k mi/to w "to consult," of physician!
(Abbott 200) . (O n voiti* in guo h phrases, cf Robinson, Eph.  172. >
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class o f usages , i n whic h w e canno t accus e th e writer s o i
ignorance, sinc e th e middl e coul d onl y defend  itsel f b y pre -
scription. S o when a new phrase was developed, there might
be hesitation betwee n th e voices : vwapat  \6yov  appear s i n
Mt 18 28 25 19, BU 775 (ii/A.D.), but th e middle , as in FP 109
(i/A.D.), OP 113 (ii/A.D.), is more classical in spirit. I n places
however wher e a n educate d Hellenis t lik e Pau l markedl y
diverges fro m th e normal , w e nee d no t hesitat e o n occasio n
to regard hi s variation as purposed: thus ^pfjuxra^v  2  Co II2
fairly justifie s itsel f b y th e profoun d personal  interes t th e
apostle took in thi s spiritual TT/JO/WJJO-TMIIJ .

This i s no t th e plac e fo r discussing , o r
even cataloguing , al l th e verb s whic h var y
from classica l nor m in respec t o f th e middl e

voice; bu t ther e i s one special cas e on which we must tarr y
a littl e longer . Th e distinctio n betwee n alr&  and alTovfiat
claims attentio n becaus e o f th e juxtapositio n o f th e tw o i n
Jas 4 M-, 1  J n 5 15, Mk e 22-25 10 88-88 (  = Mt 20 20-22). Th e
grammarian Ammoniu s (iv/A.D. ) declares tha t alrSi  mean s to
ask simpliciter,  with n o thought o f returning , whil e alrov/Mi
involves onl y reques t fo r a  loan . Thi s remar k serve s a s a n
example o f th e indifferen t succes s o f lat e writer s i n thei r
efforts t o trac e a n extinc t subtlety . Blas s (p . 186) says tha t
al-rovficu wa s use d in busines s transactions , alr&  in requests of
a so n fro m a  father , a  ma n fro m God , and other s o n th e
same lines . H e call s th e interchang e i n Ja s an d 1  Jn ll.cc.
" arbitrary " ; bu t it is not easy to understand how a writer like
James coul d commi t so purposeless a  frea k a s this woul d be .
Mayor i n hi s not e cite s grammarian s wh o mad e al-rovfj-ai  —
ask peff  l/cecrias,  o r ftera  irapaic^a-eax;,  whic h certainl y suit s
the ide a o f the middl e better tha n Ammonius ' unlucky guess .
" When al-retre  is thus opposed to alrelade"  Mayo r proceeds ,
" it implie s usin g th e words , without th e spirit , o f prayer. "
If th e middl e is really th e stronge r word , we can understan d
its bein g brough t in just where an effec t o f contras t ca n b e
secured, while in ordinar y passage s th e activ e woul d carr y as
much weigh t as was needed . Fo r th e alternatio n o f activ e
and middl e i n th e Herodia s story , Blass' s ingeniou s remar k
may b e recalled , that "  the daughte r o f Herodias , afte r th e
king's declaration , stand s i n a  kin d o f busines s relatio n t c
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him" (p. 186n.) , so that th e differenti a o f th e middl e cite d
above wil l hold.

The line of demarcatio n betwee n Middl e
 k  generall y drawn b y the hel p

of th e passiv e aorist , which is supposed to be
a soun d criterio n i n verb s th e voic e o f whic h i s doubtful .
It shoul d howeve r b e pointe d ou t tha t historicall y thi s
criterion ha s little or no value. Th e " strong " aorist passive
in -t)v  i s nothin g bu t a  specia l activ e formation , a s it s
endings show , whic h becam e passiv e b y virtu e o f it s pre -
ference fo r intransitive force . Th e -6i\v  aorist wa s originall y
developed, accordin g t o Wackernagel' s practicall y certai n
conjecture, ou t o f th e ol d aoris t middle , whic h i n non -
thematic formation s ra n lik e e&opiiv —eSo'fli/?—eSoro: whe n
the themati c -<ro  displace d th e olde r -ftj ? (Skt . -tJtas),  th e
form eBoOrji  wa s se t fre e t o for m a  ne w tens e o n th e
analogy o f th e -ijv  aorist , whic h wa s n o more necessaril y
passive than th e identi c formatio n see n in Latin hales,  hdbet.
Compare e^dptjv  fro m xalpm  (late r als o yatpopai,  b y formal
levelling),1 wher e th e passiv e ide a remaine d impercep -
tible eve n i n N T times : th e formall y passive 3iepv{lt),  fro m
KpvTrrto, i n J n 8 59 (cf Gen 310) will serve as an ex . of a  pur e
intransitive aoris t fro m a  transitiv e verb. 8 I n Home r (c f
Monro HG  45 ) th e -fap>  aoris t i s very ofte n indistinguishabl e
in us e fro m th e aoris t middle ; an d i t i s unsaf e to suppose
that in late r period s of the languag e th e presenc e o f an aoris t
in -0i)v  o r -171 * is proo f o f a passive meanin g in a  " deponent"
verb. O f course the -6i\v  forms , wit h their derivativ e future ,
were in th e ver y large majorit y o f cases passive ; bu t i t ma y
be questioned whether ther e wa s markedly mor e passivit y in
the " feel" o f them tha n ther e wa s i n the presen t o r perfec t
formations. Fo r example , fro m airoicplvofuu,  "answer, " w e
have aireKpivdpifv  i n Atti c Gree k an d predominantly i n th e
papyri, whil e a-irsKpiOyv  greatl y outnumber s i t i n th e NT :
but th e evidenc e note d abov e (p . 39 ) show s tha t th e tw o
forms wer e use d concurrentl y i n th e Koivrj,  an d withou t

1 So Ac 38D : c f Trygaeus in Arist. Pax 291 (Blass).
1 To match thes e specimens of fonnal passives with middle meaning, w e may

cite middle s i n passiv e sense . Tha i B U 1053 , 105 6 (i/B.o. ) r 4 i f
the amount that shall to charged a s due."

Middle and
passive Aorists. 

and Passive
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the slightes t differenc e o f sense. W . F. Moulton wa s inclined
to see " a faint passiv e forc e . . . i n mos t of the instances "
of effrddrjv  i n NT , thoug h observin g that i t "i s i n regula r
use a s a n intransitiv e aorist " i n MGr1 (WM 31 5 n.). H e
also suggeste d th e possibilit y tha t exoifji^Brjv  i n 1  Th 4 M

might b e a  tru e passive , "  was pu t t o sleep, " whic h gives a
strikingly beautifu l sense. A  purely middle use of
"fell asleep, " i s paten t in suc h phrase s a s C h P  3
fffj,e\\ov Koi/Mjdfjvai  erfpatya  eVtoroXt a f t (iii/B.C.) . Th e activ e
Kotfiav however , though apparently dormant in classica l prose,*
revives in the LXX , as Gen 2411. W e may also compar e the
clear passiv e i n F P 11 0 (i/A.D. ) 2i> a -ret  irpofiaTa  e«e t icoifjir)6r)i,
"may 6 e folded,"  a s th e edd . translate . I t seem s possibl e
therefore t o conceiv e th e passiv e forc e existin g sid e by side
with th e simpl e intransitive , a s apparently happene d in ea-rd-
6rp> (se e note z below) ; bu t w e cannot speak wit h confidence.

Perhaps th e matte r i s bes t summe d u pCommon
differentiated wit h anythin g lik e th e sam e

sharpness as is inevitable i n analyti c formation s suc h a s we
use in English . W e hav e see n ho w the bul k o f th e form s
were indifferentl y middl e o r passive , an d ho w eve n thos e
which wer e appropriate d t o on e voic e o r th e othe r ar e
perpetually crossin g th e frontier . Commo n groun d between
them i s to b e observed in th e categor y fo r whic h we use th e
transktion " submit to, " "  let onesel f be, " etc. 8 Thu s in Tb P
35 (ii/B.O. ) eavrbv  alndtrerai,  "wil l ge t himsel f accused, " is
a middle ; bu t i n 1  C o 6 7 dSi/ceitr6e  an d airocrrepelffde  ar e
described a s passives by Blass, who says that "' to let' in the
sense of occasionin g som e resul t i s expressed by the middl e "
(p. 185) . Th e dividin g lin e i s a  fin e on e a t best . 'Airo-
ypdifrao-dai i n L k 2 6 might see m t o determin e th e voic e of
the presen t i n w. 1-8, bu t Blas s find s a  passiv e i n v. 1 I s

1 'Ecrrd07jra is used as aor. to crriicia "stand," and iffr^ffijKa to arlfnt "place"
(Thumb Handb. 92).

1 Of iro/>ct€u> and <t>opeiv, which have entirely given up their active: w<
should hardly care to call rofevOrinu. and ^o/SijflJJKu passive. In MGr we have
some exi. of the opposite tendency, as Scunovlfw "drive mad" (Abbott 224,
no. 47): in older Greek this verb is purely middle. See other exx. in Hatzi
dakis 198 f. ' Gal 6* veftr4itmi<rOt will se'̂ a as a good example.

with the remark that the two voices were notGround.
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there adequat e evidenc e fo r separatin g the m ? Formall y
airoKo^frovrai, Ga l 512 (Dt 2  31), is middle,1 and s o are pdirTiea.
and airoXovaai,  A c 22 16 (cf 1  Co 611 10 s); bu t i f th e tens e
were present or perfect, could we decide ? Th e verb inrordairm
furnishes u s wit h a  rathe r importan t applicatio n o f thi s
question. Wha t i s th e voic e o f inroTaytjereTai  i n 1  C o 15 ffl ?
Is i t passive— " be subjected " by as well as " to him tha t di d
subject al l thing s to him"? O r is it middle—"b e subject" ?
Findlay (EGT i n loc.)  calls it " middle in force, like the 2nd aor.
pass, in Bo m 10s, in consistency with the initiative ascribed to
Christ throughout. " I  inclin e t o this, but without acceptin g
the reflexiv e " subject himself, " which accentuate s th e differ -
ence betwee n the identica l inrorayy  an d inrora'yqa'eTai;  th e
neutral "  be subject " explain s both , an d th e contex t mus t
decide th e interpretation. I n Eo m 10 s the EV renders "di d
not subjec t themselves, " despite the passive ; an d the reflexiv e
IB a n accurat e interpretation , a s i n vn-oTaa-ffetrBe  Co l 3 18.
The questio n nex t present s itsel f whethe r we are a t libert y
to press the passiv e forc e o f the aoris t and futur e an d perfec t
of eyeipta,  whe n applie d t o th e Resurrectio n o f Christ . A
glance a t th e concordanc e will sho w ho w ofte n rjyep6ijv  etc .
are merel y intransitive; an d we can hardly doubt that ^yepdrj,
in M k 16 8 and th e like , translated D p (cf Delitzsch) . Bu t if
the contex t (a s in 1  Co 15) strongly emphasise s the actio n of
God, the passiv e become s the right translation . I t i s in fac t
more fo r th e exeget e tha n fo r th e grammaria n t o decid e
between rose  and wa s raised,  eve n i f th e tens e is apparently
unambiguous: on e may confess t o a  grave doubt whether th e
speaker o f Greek really fel t the distinction. *

1 The verb must b e similarly treated with referenc e to its voice, whether we
translate wit h tex t o r margi n o f BY. Th e variou s arguments in favou r of
the margin, to which the citation of Dt I.e.  commits us above, are now reinforced
by Ramsay' s advocacy , Expos,  fo r Nov . 1905, pp. 35 8 ff . H e take s th e wis h
rather more seriously than I  have done (virfr. 201) ; bu t I  should be quite ready
to go with Mr G. Jackson, in the same Expos., p. 878. Se e also Findlay in loc.
(Sep. £3Z8(.).

3 On the Passive , reference should be made to Wellh. 25 f., fo r exx. showing
how thi s voice was largely replaced by othe r locution s i n Aramai c (especially
the impersonal plural, p. 58 f. above), and consequently in Synoptic translations.
One or two other problems, in whic h Voic e is concerned, must be reserved. O n

u in Mt II12, Lk 16", see £xj>ositor, Oct . 1908, "Lexical Notes," ».!>.



CHAPTER VII L

THE VERB : TH E MOODS .

THE Mood s whic h w e have to discus s will b e
'ne ImP*rativ®> Subjunctive, and Optative, and
those use s o f th e Indicativ e whic h mak e i t

a "modus  irrealis."  I n thi s preliminar y chapte r w e shal l
aim a t evaluatin g th e primar y meaning s o f th e Moods ,
leaving t o th e systemati c gramma r th e exhaustiv e classi -
fication o f thei r uses , especiall y i n dependen t clauses .
The mood s i n questio n ar e characterise d b y a  commc n
subjective element , representin g a n attitud e o f min d o n
the par t o f th e speaker . I t i s no t possibl e fo r u s t o
determine wit h any certainty the primitiv e root-ide a o f each
mood. Th e Imperativ e i s tolerabl y clear : i t represente d
command—prohibition wa s no t originall y associate d wit h it ,
and in Gree k onl y partially elbowe d its wa y in, to b e elbowed
out agai n i n th e lates t development s o f th e language . Th e
Subjunctive canno t b e thu s simpl y summarised , for the onl y
certain predicatio n w e ca n make  of it s use s i s that the y al l
concern futur e time. W e shal l se e tha t it s forc e ca n mostly
be represented b y shall  o r will,  in on e of their various senses .
Whether th e Subjunctiv e can b e morphologicall y trace d t o a
single origi n i s very problematic . A  possibl e unification , on
the basi s o f a  commo n mood-sign -a-, was conjectured b y th e
writer som e year s ag o (AJP x . 2  8 5 f.: se e th e summar y in
Giles, Manual?  46 0 n.) . I t i s at leas t a  curiou s coincidenc e
that th e mood-sig n thus obtaine d fo r th e Subjunctiv e should
functionally resembl e th e -ye-  unde r whic h the Optativ e can
confessedly b e unified . W e ar e dealin g wit h prehistori c
developments, and it i s therefore futil e t o speculate whethe r it
would be more than a  coincidence , shoul d thes e tw o closel y
allied mood s prov e t o hav e bee n forme d b y suffixe s whic h

1M

The Moods
in general.
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make noun s o f nearl y identica l function . Howeve r clearly
the Optativ e ma y .be reduced to a  singl e formation , i t give s
us nevertheless no hope of assigning its meaning s to a  singl e
root-idea: Optativ e an d Potential , may an d might  i n thei r
various uses, def y al l effort s t o reduc e the m t o a  unity . I n
this boo k th e discussio n o f th e Potentia l migh t almos t b e
drawn on the lines of the famou s chapte r o n snakes in Iceland,
but for literary survivals in the Lucan writings. (Se e pp. 19 7 ff. )
No language bu t Gree k has preserve d bot h Subjunctiv e an d
Optative a s separat e an d livin g element s i n speech , an d
Hellenistic Gree k too k car e t o abolis h thi s singularity i n a
fairly drasti c way . I t ough t t o b e added , befor e w e pas s
from thi s genera l introduction , tha t i n a  historica l accoun t
of th e Mood s a  fourth , th e Injunctive,  ha s to be interpolated,
to explain certain phenomen a which disturb the developmen t
of th e others , an d perhap s o f th e Indicativ e a s well . Th e
Injunctive wa s simpl y a n imperfec t o r aoris t indicativ e
without th e augment . Avov,  \dea-6e, \vtra<r8e, \v0rjre, \vere,
Kware and ô e's will suffic e a s specimens, enough to illustrate
how largely it contributed t o th e formatio n o f the Imperative .
Syntactically i t represente d th e bar e combinatio n o f verba l
idea wit h th e endin g whic h supplie s th e subject ; an d it s
prevailing us e wa s fo r prohibitions , i f w e ma y judg e fro m
Sanskrit, wher e it stil l remain s t o som e exten t alive . Th e
fact that this primitive moo d thus occupie s ground appropriate
to th e Subjunctive , whil e i t supplie s th e Imperativ e ulti -
mately wit h nearl y al l it s forms , illustrate s th e syntactica l
nearness of th e moods . Sinc e th e Optativ e als o can express
prohibition, eve n i n th e N T (M k ll u), we se e ho w muc h
common ground is shared b y all th e subjective moods .

Before takin g th e Mood s i n detail , w e
Particles affect - mus t ^.^  a  lifcfcl e ove r th e consideratio n

of tw o importan t particle s whic h vitall y
affect thei r constructions , av  an d /w? . Th e

former o f these is a very marked peculiarity o f Greek. I t i s
a kin d o f leaven i n a  Gree k sentence : itsel f untranslatable ,
it ma y transfor m th e meanin g o f a  claus e i n whic h i t i s
inserted. I n Home r w e fin d i t sid e b y sid e wit h anothe r
particle, itev  o r ice  (probabl y Aeolic) , whic h appear s t o
be somewha t weake r i n force : th e late r dialect s generall y

ing Moods :-
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select on e o r th e othe r fo r exclusiv e use . Th e genera l
definition o f it s meanin g i s no t ver y easil y lai d down .
" Under th e circumstances, " " in tha t case, " " anyhow," may
express it prett y well. 1 Th e idiomatic use of " just," commo n
in Scotland , approximates t o a v (xev)  very  fairl y whe n use d
in apodosis: «7o > Se icev avrb? eXo>/Aat, " I'll jist tak her mysel'."
(See p . 239.) I t ha d becom e stereotype d b y th e tim e we
reach Hellenisti c Greek , and w e need no t therefor e trac e it s
earlier development . Tw o originall y connecte d usage s ar e
now sharply distinguished. I n one , a v stand s wit h optativ e
or indicative, and imparts to the verb a  contingen t meaning,
depending o n a n i f clause , expressed o r understood , in th e
context. I n th e other , the a v (in the N T perio d more ofte n
written edv —see pp. 42 f. , 56) has formed a close contact with
a conjunction or a relative , to which i t generall y imparts th e
meaning -soever:  o f course this exaggerate s th e differenti a i n
most cases. Her e th e subjunctive , invariabl e i n Attic , doe s
not alway s appea r i n th e les s culture d Hellenisti c writers .
How greatly thi s us e preponderate s i n th e N T wil l bes t be
shown by a table2:—

'A.v (idr)  wit h subj. (or indie.) *A r conditional, wit h verb.
joined with relative or Wit h indie.

Impf.
Mt .
Mk .

rLk .
{AO .

Jn, 1 Jn, 3 Jn

. 6 6

. 3 0

. 28

. 1 0

. 1 6

1
0
2
0
7

Aor.
7
1
4
1
7

Pluperf.
0
0
0
0
1

With

Pros.
0
0
8
3
0

opt.

Aor.
0
0
1
2
0

(incl. •gSei.Tt  bit)
Rev .
Paul.
Heb .
Jas .

Total

. 6

. 27

. 1

. 1

. 17 2

0
3
4
0

17

0
3
1
0

24

0
0
0
0

1

0
0
0
0

6

0
0
0
0

3

1 Brugmann (tram.*  499 gives "allerifalls , eventuell , unte r Umstanden."
J The corresponding figures for the LXX will be instructive. A  rough count

in H R give s 73 9 a s th e tota l occurrence s o f I f (includin g Kir), apar t fro m
iiv—iv. Ou t of these 26 are with aor. opt. ; efi ? comes 3 times and t\<x.iu  once
(in 4 Mac, an artificia l wor k whic h supplie s by itsel f 1 1 out o f th e exx . just
noted) ; 2 2 can be classified as iterative ;  4 1 are with aor. indie., 6 with imperf .
and 1 with pluperf . ;  and 8 ar e abnormal ( 6 with relativ e an d fut. indie., and
1 each with pres . indie , and fut. indie.) . I  have included all cases in which 4»
was read by any of the authorities cited in Swete'a manual edition .

conjunction.
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The disproportion betwee n these totals—172 and 51—woul d
be immensely increased i f edv  (if)  an d orav  were added. W e
shall see late r (pp . 198 and 200 ) tha t th e conditional a v is
rapidly decaying . Th e other use, though extremely abundant
in ou r period , fall s awa y rapidl y lon g befor e th e papyr i fai l
us; an d eve n withi n th e N T we notic e som e writer s wh o
never sho w it , o r onl y very seldom . Thi s prepare s u s fo r
the ultimat e disappearanc e of the particl e excep t i n composi -
tion (MG r av if , fro m th e ol d av; l «rdv  a s o r when,  from a> ?
av—see below; and xav  even,  used like th e NT K&V  = teal, not
affecting construction) .

We procee d t o mentio n a  fe w miscellaneou s point s i n
the N T use of av. Ther e ar e thre e place s i n whic h the ol d

iterative forc e seem s t o survive : A c 2U and
4s6 xadori  av  T« xpeiav  fl)(ev,  an d 1  Co 12*

«»s av  rpfeffOe?  "  As you would  b e le d (fro m da y t o day ) "
translates the last by an English iterative construction which
coincides wit h th e conditional , a s i n Greek : Goodwi n MT
§ 249 plead s fo r a  historical connexion of these tw o use s of
av. Th e aorist no longer appears i n thi s constructio n a s i n

classical Greek . The n w e shoul d not e th e
appearance of d>s  a v i n construction s whic h

foreshadow th e MG r idio m jus t mentioned. 8 Eo m 15 24 is
an interestin g case , becaus e o f th e present  subjunctiv e tha t
follows: "  when I  a m o n my way " (durative) transfer s int o
the subjunctiv e th e familia r use o f presen t fo r future . I n
1 C o 11M i t ha s the easie r aorist , " whenever I  shal l hav e
arrived," an d s o i n Phi l 2 21. I n 2  C o 10', however , i t
means " as it were. " * MG r arav  ha s gon e further , and take s
the indicativ e a s an ordinary word fo r when.  Th e weakening
of th e connexio n betwee n compound s o f a v an d th e sub -
junctive i s see n i n th e appearanc e o f th e indicativ e wit h

' O n Si- and Mr (if)  i n NT see above, p. 43 n.
* Winer (p . 384) would mak e al l these paralle l wit h th e us e o f Strau  li t o .

indie, in Mk 6M and the like. I  deal wit h th e question below.
1 For vernacular evidenc e see Par P 26 (ii/B.o—with gen. abs.), 46 (ii/B.0.—

with aor . subj.) ; B M 2 0 (ii/B.O. ) <ri/Wra£a t tn  ta>  lit  tUiufta;  OGIS  90 *
(ii/B.o.—the Rosetta Stone ) it ta>  .  . .  <rwt<miKvlcu,  etc . Ezz . ar e numerous.

4 Both the ezz. o f in c. partic. quoted by Winer (p. 378) are iis tr: add 2 Mao
12*. I  have noted on e ez. of genuine tr o. pto. in a Koui j insor., IMA iii . 174
SiKcu&repor &» > awStvTa.  (—Sytt. 856 , a  despatch of Augustus).

Iterative
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Srav an d ea v (if),  an d othe r word s o f th e kind . S o no t
infrequently i n Mk , as 3U Srav  effeatpow,  II 26 Srav  a-rtficere,

II19 Srav eyevero: ad d Rev 4* Srav Sdurovtriv,
 ^  ° Tav ^voi^ev.  Paralle l wit h thes e ar e

Mk 6 M oirov  dv  ei<reiropevero  an d o<ro t a v
fftyavro, Re v 14 * oirov  av  vTrdyei  (wher e howeve r w e ar e
entirely fre e t o spel l inrdyy  i f w e like) . Sinc e thes e ar e
in th e leas t cultured o f NT writers, and includ e present s and
futures-as wel l a s pas t tenses , we should hardly clas s the m
with the case s o f iterativ e a v jus t give n fro m well-educate d
writers suc h a s Luk e an d Paul , though ther e i s an obvious
kinship. I f a v added -ever  t o th e forc e o f a relative o r con-
junction, ther e seeme d no reason t o forbid it s us e with a  pas t
tense wher e tha t meanin g wa s wanted . Th e papyr i yiel d
only a  smal l numbe r o f parallels , showin g tha t i n genera l
the grammatica l traditio n held . Thu s B U 60 7 (ii/A.D. )
otrorav avaipovvrat,  FP  12 6 (iv/A.D. ) &<f  av  irda^ere,
Par P  2 6 (ii/B.C. ) Srav  efiijpev  icar  ap%a<i  els  ro  tepov
( =  merely when),  B U 42 4 (ii/ii i A.D. ) eirav  eirv06fjii)v  (als c
*>v>hen), B M 33 1 (ii/A.D. ) Sira  eav  irape\a£}6(ir)v. a Th e
tendency t o dro p th e distinctio n o f when  and whenever 11 may
be connected wit h the fac t tha t cm-ore  i s freely used fo r when
in papyri—s o th e late r uncials in Lk 6 s. 'Edv  wit h indica-
tive i s found in 1  Th 3 8 arrfKere, 1  Jn 5 15 ot&afiev,  t o mention
only tw o case s i n whic h indie , an d subj . ar e no t formall y
identical i n sound . Wine r quote s eve n la v %<rda,  from Jo b
22* (17? A), just a s i n H b P  7 8 (iii/B.C.) , where fja0a  i s cer-
tainly subj. , and eav  faa v i n T b P 33 3 (iii/A.D.) . The y are
probably extension s fro m th e ambiguou s eav  fjv,  whic h i s
normally to be read $:  se e CE xv. 38, 436, and above, p. 49 .
We may add a selection from papyri:—Par P 1 8 eav fM^ovvtv
fier e<rov.  6 2 (ii/B.C. ) edinrep  eiar\i)pcaaov<riv.  T b P  5 8
(ii/B.C.) ea v Set.  B U 54 6 (Byz. ) eav  ol&ev.  O P 23 7 (ii/A.D. )
eav $ elffiv.  A P 9 3 (ii/A.D. ) eav  <f>aiverai.

The same lesson i s taught b y conjunctions
 w^c^ 8'ill take the subjunctive, though av has
been allowed to fal l out . I t doe s not seem to

make an y differenc e whethe r eo> 9 o r lo> ? ci v i s written . S o
with man y othe r compounds . Thu s P P i . 1 3 (Ptol. ) oaa

•Beep. 389. 'Seep . 248.

"orav,etc.
c.c.indic.

"Av dropped from
its compounds.
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v TO*? , CPE 24 , 2 5 (ii/A,D. ) e'<£ ' o v y  %povov,  23 7
o<ra ouTo 3 irpoarr^Krjrai,,  T b P  6  (ii/B.C. ) e«t> ? fiAvauri,  G H 3 8
(i/B.0.) ews *aTa/Sj}s, OP 34 (ii/A.D.) /wjre 8t8<m » . . .  7rpti> aura )
eVtoreXXifTat, etc. , etc. Th e prevalenc e o f thi s omissio n i n
the papyr i wit h conjunction s meanin g until  («%pt , pe^pi,
ftexpi ov,  &BS , w/stV , TT/J O TOW , etc.) , i s parallele d i n th e NT :
cf M k 14 82, 2  Pet I 19, Lk 13 8, etc.—see th e list in WM 371 .
With irplv  (77) , however , the av  occur s in th e onl y plac e (L k
226) where i t i s used with subjunctive.1

In. 1  C o 76 (ii)  aTrocrTepeire  aXXnXov? ,
 r  JT  ' ,  , , .  -,-c c [om . B , probabl y t o eas e a  dim-

culty] etc  <rv(j,<f><bvov  vpoi  icaipov,  w e have a curiou s combina-
tion whic h seems to be matched in th e papyri 8 S o BU 32 6
(ii/A.D.) ei  rt  eav  avdpdnrwov  ird^dy],  an d et  n eclv  fiera  ravra
yeypafufieva KaTa\ivm,  "  if I  shoul d leav e a  codicil" : th e
latter phras e i s repeate d subsequentl y withou t edv  i n thi s
rather illiterate will. O P 105 (ii/A.D. ) et rt «XX o alav  (!)%<».
FP 13 0 (iii/A.D. ) et  rti/o ? rfav  -^pia,  aol  eariv.  B M 23 3
(iv/A.D.) e t ri  a v aira^air\&<i  ava\a>ffrj<;.  Thes e document s
are to o illiterat e fo r illustratin g Paul : som e earl y scrib e i s
more likely t o b e responsibl e tha n th e apostle . Not e tha t
Origen quotes eav fajTt. Thi s explanation (Deissmann's) seems
on the whole preferable to the alternative cite d fro m Buttman n
in W M 38 0 n . Winer' s edito r himsel f compare d the a v to
that i n Kav  an d o> ? a v whic h doe s not affec t constructio n :
cf T b P 2 8 (ii/B.C. ) et K&V  Bvvarai.

More importan t stil l i n it s influence on
the mood s i s the subjectiv e negative ny,  th e

distinction betwee n which an d th e objectiv e nS  (replace d i n
Greek b y ov) goes back to th e perio d of Indo-Germanic unity ,
and survive s into th e Gree k o f the presen t day . Th e histor y
of /tj j has bee n on e of continuous  aggression . I t starte d i n
principal clauses , to expres s prohibition . A s early a s Homer

1 Luke once uses it with subj. and once with opt., both times correctly wit h
a negative clause preceding (Lk I.e., A c 251*). Th e papyrus writers are no t s o
particular. Elsewher e in NT the infin. constructio n i s found .

3 See Deissmann BS  20 4 n. H e quotes B U 326, but will no t allow that el
Ufa &v  is a kind of analysis of <?4 c /n}n, though this gives the meanin g correctly .
Blass9, p . 321, has not summarised him quite adequately, if I understand Deiss-
mann correctly. Th e point is that it>  is adde d to el MT< as it migh t b e to trot
or tri, meaning -unUst i n a given case, tmlesi perhapi. Se e further p. 239 .
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furi ha d establishe d itsel f i n a  larg e an d comple x variet y of
uses, to whic h w e hav e t o appea l whe n w e see k t o kno w
the tru e natur e o f th e moda l construction s a s we com e t o
them. Sinc e every Greek grammar give s th e ordinar y rule s
distinguishing th e use s o f o v an d py,  we nee d not examine
them her e in thei r historica l relationship : wha t must be said
will come up best as we deal with th e mood s seriatim. Bu t
the broa d differences betwee n Hellenistic an d earlier Gree k in
this respec t Brais e question s affectin g th e mood s as a whole ,
and especiall y th e ver b infinite . W e mus t therefor e sketc h
the subjec t briefl y here .

The difference betwee n o v and wn  in th eBlass's Canon. Kaon) o f th e N T become s a  ver y simpl e
matter i f w e accept the rul e whic h Blass lay s dow n (p. 253) .
" All instances," he says , " may practically b e brough t unde r
the singl e rule, that o v negatives th e indicative , /*» ; the other
moods, includin g th e infinitiv e and participle. " I n review -
ing Blass , Thum b make s th e importan t additio n tha t i n
MGr oev  (fro m ovSev,  whic h steppe d int o th e plac e o f ov ,
as w e ca n easil y understan d fro m man y o f it s adverbia l
uses in NT ) belong s to the indicativ e an d ftftv)  t o th e sub -
junctive. Th e classica l pape r o f Gildersleev e i n th e firs t
number o f hi s AJ P (1880) , on encroachment s of fw ? upo n ov
in th e late r Greek , especially i n Lucian , make s i t ver y clear
that th e Atti c standar d wa s irrecoverabl e i n Lucian' s da y
even b y th e mos t scrupulous of Atticists: c f the paralle l cas e
of th e optativ e (below , p . 197) . I t i s o f cours e obviou s
that th e ultimat e goa l has no t bee n completel y reache d i n
NT times . Mtf  ha s not bee n driven awa y from th e indicative .
Its us e in questions is very distinc t fro m tha t o f ov, 1 an d i s

1 Blass (p. 254 n.) thinks that M ™ i n Jn 21 ' "hardl y lends itsel f t o th e
meaning '  certainly no t I suppose.'" Bu t the ton e of this word, introducin g a
hesitant question (a s Jn 4 s8), is not really inappropriate . W e often hea r "  I
suppose you haven't got. .. on you, have you ?" Moreover , th e papyr i sho w
us that wpo<r<j>Ayi<n>  i s not so broad a word as '' something t o eat." Se e my note,
Expos, vi. viii. 437, to which I  can now add OF 736 and 738 (cir. A.D. 1). Th e
apostles had left even dproi behind the m onc e (M k 8U): they migh t wel l hav e
left th e "  relish" o n this occasion . I t woul d normall y b e fish ; c f Mk 6M.
(While speakin g o f Jn I.e.,  I shoul d lik e t o ad d tha t th e addres s UaiSla,
"Lads!", ma y b e parallele d i n MGr , e.g.  i n the Kleph t ballad , Abbott 42—
r<u5ia fiov an d rtuSla,  to soldiers.) Se e further p . 239 .
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maintained i n N T Gree k withou t rea l weakening . Afj ; re -
mains afte r e l c. indie, i n unfulfille d conditions , excep t i n
Mk 14n (and Mt) . Bu t i n simple conditions el ov is common
Luke ha s 6 , Jn 3 , Paul 16 , Jas 2 , and Mt, Heb, 2  Pet, and
Rev one each . Agains t thi s tota l o f 31 , we hav e 4 exx . of
el fi/ff  i n simpl e conditions wit h ver b expressed , an d thre e of
these ( 1 Co 152, 2 Co 136, Gal I7) are anything bu t normal: 1

1 Ti m 6s is mor e ordinary , accordin g to classica l standards .
Blass adds el Be  prj  oZSo ? from th e agrapho n i n D  a t L k 6 4.
El firf  i s thre e time s a s commo n i n N T a s e l ov,  but w e
soon see tha t i t i s restricte d t o thre e uses : (1 ) i n protasi s
of unrea l conditions ; (2 ) meanin g except,  muc h like ir\ijv ;
(3) wit h Be , meaning otherwise,  without verb expressed . L k
9U, with a  deliberative subjunctiv e follo'wing , i s exceptional .
Such bein g th e facts , i t i s difficul t t o comba t th e assertio n
that e l ov came to b e th e norm ; * thoug h doubtless several of
its exx . wer e correc t according t o classica l standards , a s i n
Eom 8 9, wher e a  singl e wor d i s negative d rathe r tha n a
sentence. A  few survivals o f  ̂i n relativ e sentence s pre -
serve literary construction ; s o Ac 1529 D, 1 Jn 4 s (unless we
desert th e extan t MS S for patristi c evidenc e an d rea d \iiei,
with WHm g an d Blass) , Ti t I 11, 2  Pe t I 9. A  genuin e
example of the ol d distinction i s traceabl e i n th e otherwis e
identic phrase s o f Jn 3 18 an d 1  J n 5 10: th e forme r state s
the charge,  gwd nan,  crediderit, the latte r th e simpl e fact, quod
non credidit. Bu t i t mus t be allowe d that thi s i s an isolated
case.1 W e will leave to the next chapter the only other excep-
tion to Blass's canon , the limite d us e of ov with the participle .

First amon g the Mood s w e take u p th e
 . ° •*•

Imperative. I t i s the simples t possible for m
of th e verb . "Aye  th e imperativ e o f ayco,  and

aye th e vocativ e of 0709, are both of them interjections forme d
by isolating th e roo t and adding no suffix—the themati c vowel
e is now generally regarded as a par t o f th e roo t rather tha n
a suffix . I n ou r own language, wher e noun s an d verb s have
in hosts of cases reunited through the disappearance of suffixes ,
we can represent thi s identit y easily . "  Murder!", in Eussia
or Armenia , might be either ver b or noun—a general order to

1 See below, p. 239 . *  See p. 240 ,

The
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soldiers charging a  crowd, or the screa m of one of the victim a
The interjection, a s we migh t expect , wa s indifferentl y use d
for 2n d an d 3r d person, as is stil l show n b y th e Lati n agito,
Skt. ajatat,  (  = age + tdd,  th e ablativ e of a demonstrativ e pro -
noun, " from thi s (moment)," added to make the command more
peremptory). Ho w close i s th e kinshi p o f th e interjectio n
and th e imperative , i s wel l show n b y th e demonstrativ e
adverb Bevpo,  "  hither," whic h onl y need s th e exclamatio n
mark to make it mea n " come here ": i t eve n form s a  plura l
SeOre in thi s sense. W e shal l recal l thi s principl e whe n we
describe th e us e of the infinitiv e in commands .

There bein g i n Gree k a  considerabl e
variety o f form s i n whic h on e ma n ma y
express to another a  wish tha t i s t o contro l

his action , i t wil l b e necessar y t o examin e th e ton e o f tha t
mood whic h is appropriate d t o thi s purpose . A s we migh t
expect fro m ou r ow n language , th e imperativ e ha s a  very
decided ton e about it. Th e context will determine how much
stress it i s carrying: thi s may vary fro m mer e permission, as
in M t 8 82 (cf e-rrerpetyev  i n th e presume d sourc e M k 5 1S) or
1 C o 71S, to th e stronges t command . A  carefu l stud y o f th e
imperative i n th e Atti c Orators , b y Prof . C . W . E . Mille r
(AJP xiii . 39 9 ff.) , bring s ou t th e essentia l qualitie s o f th e
mood a s used i n hortatory literature . Th e grammaria n Her -
mogenes asserted harshnes s to be a feature of the imperative; 1

and th e sophis t Protagora s eve n blamed Homer for addressin g
the Mus e a t th e beginning o f th e Iliad  wit h a n imperative. 8

By a  discriminatin g analysi s o f th e condition s unde r which
the orator s us e th e imperative , Mille r show s tha t i t wa s
most avoided in th e proem , the par t of the speec h wher e con-
ciliation o f th e audience' s favou r wa s most carefully studied ;
and th e criticis m o f Protagoras , whic h th e ancient s too k
more seriousl y tha n man y modern s hav e done , i s see n t o
be simpl y du e t o th e rhetorician' s applyin g t o poetr y a  rul e
that wa s unchallenged i n rhetoric . I f a  cursory an d limited
observation ma y b e trusted , th e Ithos  o f th e imperativ e
had no t change d i n th e ag e o f th e papyri . Imperative s

1 2xi)̂ ora St Tpayta, jiuiXurra fiiv rA. r/xxrra/crucd.
* Ap. Aristotle Poetic* eh. 19.

Tone of
Imperative.
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are normal in roya l edicts , i n letter s t o inferiors , and amon g
equals when th e ton e i s argent , or th e write r indispose d t o
multiply words : the y ar e conspicuousl y fe w i n petitions .
When w e com e t o th e NT , w e fin d a  ver y differen t stat e
of things . Th e prophe t i s no t accustome d t o conciliat e
his hearer s wit h carefull y softene d commands ; an d i n th e
imperial edict s o f Hi m wh o "taugh t wit h authority, " an d
the ethica l exhortation s o f me n wh o spok e i n Hi s name ,
we fin d naturall y a  larg e proportio n o f imperatives . More -
over, eve n i n th e languag e o f praye r th e imperativ e i s a t
home, and tha t i n it s mor e urgent form , th e aorist . Gilder -
sleeve observes (on Justin Martyr, p . 13,7), " As in the Lord' s
Prayer, s o i n th e ancien t Gree k liturgie s th e aor . imper .
is almost exclusively used. I t i s the true tens e for ' instant'
prayer." Th e languag e o f petitio n t o huma n superior s i s
full o f &£ofj.ai,  xa\o>'}  7roM?a-«? , and variou s othe r periphrase s
whereby th e reques t ma y b e mad e palatable . T o Go d we
are bidde n b y ou r Lord' s precep t an d exampl e t o presen t
the clai m o f fait h i n th e simplest , directest , mos t urgen t
form wit h which languag e supplies us .

The distinctio n betwee n presen t an d
Tenses of aor ist; imperativ e ha s /bee n draw n already ,Imperative. f  .  .  .to som e extent , i n th e discussio n o f pro -

hibitions ; fo r though the subjunctiv e ha s t o b e use d i n th e
aorist, i t i s difficul t t o questio n tha t fo r thi s purpos e th e
two mood s hardl y differ—th e reaso n fo r th e ba n o n prj
irolr}a-ov lie s burie d i n th e prehistori c stag e of th e language .
And whateve r th e distinctio n ma y be , w e mus t appl y th e
same essentia l principle s t o command s an d prohibitions ,
which were  fel t b y th e Greek s t o b e logicall y identica l
categories: se e Mille r op . tit . 416 . Th e onl y differenc e
will b e tha t th e meanin g o f /M ) iroujtry;  (above , pp. 12 2 ff.)
comes fro m th e futur e sens e inheren t i n th e subjunctive ,
while i n estimatin g th e forc e o f iroiijcrov  w e hav e nothin g
hut th e aoris t ide a t o consider . This , a s w e hav e ofte n
repeated, lie s i n th e "poin t action " involved . I n th e
imperative therefor e the concisenes s of th e aoris t make s i t a
decidedly more sharp and urgen t for m tha n th e present. Th e
latter ma y o f cours e show an y o f the characteristic s of linea r
action. Ther e i s th e iterative , a s i n L k 11 s, th e conative ,
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as i n M k 9 89 ( " do no t tr y t o stop him , as you ar e doing") ,
Phil 2 12 (" set t o workin g out") ; an d o f cours e th e simpl e
durative passim. Writer s diffe r i n thei r preference s betwee n
the tenses . Thu s 1  Pet show s a marked liking for the aorist ,
which h e ha s 2 2 time s i n command s (2n d pers.) , agains t
6 presents ; o n th e othe r han d Pau l ha s 9  present s t o 1
aorist (apart fro m LX X citations ) i n Gal , an d 2 0 t o 2  i n
PhiL I n M t 5— 7 th e present s (still 2n d pers. ) ar e 1 9 t o
24, and i n correspondin g part s of L k 2 1 t o 16 . I n seve n
passages only do the tw o evangelist s us e differen t tenses , and
in al l o f the m th e accompanyin g variatio n o f phraseolog y
accounts for the differenc e in a way which shows how delicately
the distinctio n o f tense s wa s observed. M t S 42 = Lk 6 80, and
Mt 6 u=Lk 11s, we have dealt with . M t 5 12 has continuous
presents, followin g orav  c . aor. subj. : i n L k G 28 a little mor e
stress o n th e ingressiv e element i n thes e aorist s make s th e
addition ev  eiceivy  rfj  ^pipa  suitable , an d thi s carrie s with i t
the aor . imper . I n L k 12 58 So? is natura l wit h e v ry  oSo> :
Mt B 35 ha s tadi  evvo&v,  whic h i s curiou s i n vie w o f rayy.
But sinc e et/ u ha s n o aorist , i t i s no t surprisin g tha t it s
imperative i s sometime s quasi-ingressive : c f M k 5 s4, L k
1917, and th e phrase  ^vaxrrov  earc s (Ac ter).  Th e punctiliar
arptyov, turn,  in M t 5 s9 answers well t o th e linea r irdpe^e,
hold out,  offer,  i n L k 6 29. Th e vivi d phras e ayww'feo-tf e
ela-e\0elv o f Lk 13 24 ma y wel l preserv e mor e of th e origina l
than th e constativ e ela-^\6are  o f M t 7 18. I n al l thes e case s
some woul d recognis e th e effect s o f yarying translatio n fro m
an Aramai c original , itsel f perhap s no t wholl y fixe d i n
detail; bu t w e se e n o trac e o f indifferenc e t o th e forc e o f
the tenses . Th e remaining exampl e i s i n a  quotatio n fro m
Ps 6 9, in which Mt 7 ^ preserves th e LX X excep t in the ver b

eire, while L k 13 27 modifie s th e addres s t o epydrat
: her e i t i s enoug h t o sa y tha t th e perfectiv e atro-

%a>peiTe ma y hav e quasi-ingressiv e sens e eve n in th e present .
We hav e so far discusse d onl y commands

Ian<* prohibition s i n th e 2n d person . No t
much nee d b e adde d a s t o th e us e o f th e

3rd. Her e th e vet o o n th e aoris t i n prohibitio n i s with -
drawn : w e nee d no t sta y t o as k why . Thu s i n M t 6 8 /M J

2417-18 pr)  /cara/Saro ) .  .  .  pr)  eVtorpe^raTO) , whic h

Third Person
Ikperative.
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all com e unde r ordinar y aoris t categories . A s i n classica l
Greek, th e 3r d perso n i s naturall y muc h les s common than

the 2nd . Thoug h th e 1s t perso n i s no t
E formallv brou ght i n unde r th e Imperative ,

** w^ ^ e we ^ * ° trea t i t here : a  passag e
like M k 14 4i e<ye£pe<r0e  ayapev  show s tha t

logically it i s fair to speak o f three persons i n the imperativ e
mood, since wyupev  onl y differs fro m eyeipevde  i n tha t th e
speaker i s included with th e object s o f the command . Tha t
this shoul d affec t th e ton e o f th e comman d i s o f cours e
inevitable; bu t indee d al l thre e person s necessaril y diffe r
considerably i n th e Mhos  the y severall y show . Th e closeness
of connexio n betwee n thi s volitiv e subjunctiv e 1s t perso n
and th e regula r imperativ e i s wel l see n i n Sanskrit , wher e
the Vedi c subjunctiv e i s obsolet e i n th e epi c perio d excep t
for th e 1s t person , whic h stand s i n th e grammar s a s a n
ordinary par t o f th e imperative— "bharama, Iharata, bharantu,
like <j>spa>nev,  <f>epere,  fapovrw v (Att.) . I n Hellenisti c Gree k
the imperativ e 1s t perso n i s beginnin g t o b e differentiate d
from othe r subjunctive s b y th e additio n of atpey,  a^ere , a us e
which ha s recentl y appeare d i n a  papyru s o f th e Eoma n
period (O P 413 , a</>e ? eya>  afar/is  dpqvijffa),  an d ha s becom e
normal i n MG r (a ? wit h 1s t an d 3r d subj . makin g
imperative). Thi s i s alway s recognise d i n M t 7 * = Lk 6 42:
why no t i n 27 49 = Mk 15 s6 on e ha s neve r bee n abl e t o
see. T o force o n Mt a  gratuitou s deviatio n fro m M k seem s
a rather purposeles s proceeding . Translatin g bot h passage s
simply " Let u s see, " the onl y difference w e hav e lef t i s i n
the speakers , which is paralleled b y several similar variation s
(Hawkins ff S 5 6 ff.) . I t i s possible that J n 12 7, a<f>e<}  avrijv
'(va rqpijar'!), 1 ha s th e sam e constructio n i n th e 3r d person , t o
be literall y rendere d lik e th e res t b y ou r auxiliary , "Le t
her kee p it." (S o practically E V text. ) Th e alternativ e i s
" Let her alone: le t her keep it," whic h is favoured by Mk 146.
The ace . avrijv,  compare d with th e eyai  see n in O P 413 , dis -
courages our treatin g o^e ? a s a  mer e auxiliary. 8 W e shal l

(a-text) is a self-evident correction.
8 If we suppose the rl ic&rovs  vaptxtrc ' , (durative) to indicate tha t Judas and

the rest were trying to stop Mary , th e " let her kee p it" (TT^TJO-J ; coustative )

Expressions
for  First
Person.

f
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be seein g shortl y tha t tva  c . subj . i s a n imperativ e ("va
€wrj;? = MGr vet  VjJ?, 1 say !). Th e wor d ha d no t ye t b y an y
means develope d as far a s ou r let,  o r it s ow n MGr derivativ e
a?. Not e tha t i t muc h mor e frequentl y take s th e infin .
(8 time s i n NT): z other parts o f the ver b take infin . 7  times
and Iva  c . subj . onc e (M k ll w). Ou r ow n wor d help s u s
in estimatin g th e coexistenc e o f auxiliar y an d independen t
verb i n th e sam e word : i n ou r renderin g o f M t 7 * " allow
me" i s th e meaning , bu t t o substitut e "  allow" fo r " let"
in a  phras e lik e "  let u s go " woul d b e impossible . *A$>e<{
is "  let" as in "  do le t m e go," while MG r a? is the simpl e
auxiliary.

The scanty relic s o f th e Perfec t Impera -
ve nee( j Detai n u s very  briefly . I n th e

Imperative. . . . . •  ^  3  ^  •  \.  -L.active it never existed , except m  verbs whose
perfect ha d th e forc e o f a  present: s w e fin d Ketcpayeroxrav
in T.y y (I s 14 81), but no ex. in NT. I n th e passive i t was
fairly commo n in 3r d perso n (periphrasti c for m i n plural) ,
expressing " a command that somethin g jus t don e o r abou t
to b e done shall b e decisive  an d final " (Goodwin) . W e have
this in Lk 12 35. Th e rare 2n d person is , Goodwin adds , " a
little more emphatic tha n th e presen t o r aorist" : i t shares ,
in fact , th e characteristi c jus t note d fo r th e 3r d person .
Of Trefo/juDa-o  M k 4 s9 wit h fafjwdrjr i I 25. Th e epistolar y
eppaxro i n A c 23 80 (a-text), 15 29 (passim  i n papyri) , does no t
come in here , as the perfec t has presen t meaning .

We are read y no w to loo k a t th e othe r
Substitutes fo r . *  n  j  ^v . jforms o f Command—w e us e th e wor d a s

including Prohibition—which supplement th e
mood appropriate d t o thi s purpose . W e shal l fin d tha t
forms o f comman d can b e supplie d b y al l si x mood s o f th e
verb—acquiescing fo r th e momen t i n a  convenien t misus e

of th e ter m " mood," to cover all th e subject s
T(1].Fu.fc.ure o f thi s chapte r an d th e next . Th e Futur eIndicative; •  j - i  •  *v -Indicative is exceedingly common in this sense.

may be taken as forbidding interferenc e with a n act already begun. Tha t the
ilfltpa TOV  ivTCKJHa.a-p.ou  wa s already come , is stated as much b y the rpofKaSev  o i
Mk 14 8 as by the phrase in Jn. Th e actio n o f v.* is narrated completely (as it
is by Mk), before the interruption i s described.

1 Thumb ffandb. 100. *  So Hb P 41 (iii/B.o.). •  Goodwin MT § 108.

Perfect ti

Imperative :-
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It seem s t o com e t o i t b y tw o roads , a s ma y b e see n b y
the stud y o f it s negatives . A  comman d lik e o v <f>ovev<rei<i,
which ca n b e seen i n earlie r Gree k and become s abundant in
the Hellenisti c vernacular, is proved by its o v t o be a purely
futuristic form . Suc h a futur e ma y have the ton e of absolute
indifference, a s i n th e colloquia l aii  otfry,  "  you wil l se e t o
that," M t 27* . O r it ma y show that th e speake r take s th e
tone o f one who does not contemplat e th e bar e possibilit y of
disobedience. Thu s i n Euripide s Med.  132 0 xeipl 8 ' o v
•^ravo-eis TTOTC , "  you will  never be able to touc h me, " shade s
into "  you shall never touc h me. " Agains t Winer' s remar k
(p. 397 ) that thi s for m "wa s considere d milde r tha n th e
imperative," w e may set Gildersleeve's emphatic denial. " A
prediction ma y impl y resistles s powe r o r col d indifference ,
compulsion o r concession " (Synt.  1 16). W e hav e als o a
rare for m i n which the negativ e /M J proclaims a  volitive  future,
in its origi n identica l with th e pr)  iro^ffyi  typ e alread y dis-
cussed. Demosthene s ha s /M ? /3ov\y<recr0e  elSevai,  an d p$i
e%eo-rai BU 19 7 (i/A.D.) , pi) a&o-K  B U 81 4 (iii/A.D.) , sho w
its sporadi c existenc e i n th e vernacula r Kotvtf.  Blas s add s
pijSeva fiiffrjcrere  fro m Clem . Horn . iii. 69. ° Thes e passage s
help t o demonstrat e th e realit y o f thi s rar e 'for m agains t
Gildersleeve's suspicion s (Synt.  117). 1 Ye t anothe r volitiv e
future i s seen in th e imperativa l us e of the futur e wit h o v i n
a question : A c 13 10 o v iravvy  Siaarptytov;  Predictio n an d
Command approximat e i n th e N T us e of ov  ̂(se e below,
pp. 18 7 ff.) , whic h i n M t 15 6, L k 1 1S, Jn 13 8, Ga l 4 80, an d
possibly elsewhere , i s mos t naturall y classe d a s imperatival .

Next amon g these form s o f comman d comes
( )  jun c ve , t^e gu kjunctjve) a irea(jy largel y deal t with .
So w e hav e ha d th e 1s t person , as J n 14 S1 dycopev,  Ga l 5M

p}) yivditfieBa.  Th e futur e an d th e imperativ e betwee n
them carrie d of f th e ol d jussiv e us e o f th e subjunctiv e i n
positive command s o f 2n d an d 3r d person . Th e ol d rul e
which i n ( " Anglicistic") Lati n mad e sileas  I a n entirel y
grammatical retor t discourteous to the Public Orator's sileam  t

1 To this clas s I  shoul d assig n the us e of torus c. fut. =imper., as in Plato
337s SITUS  /an  fi^  tpcu,  don't  tell  me:  Swas  i s merel y a  conjunction , "i n
which case. " Thoug h commo n i n colloquia l Attic , i t i s mostl y ouste d i n
Hellenistic b y tra; bu t se e H b P 45, 60, 168 al. (iii/u.o.) , Tb P 41 4 (ii/A.D.) ,
BU 625 (ii/iii A.D.). [ " See pp. 240 , 248.

Sub
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—which i n th e dialec t o f Eli s produce d suc h phrase s a s
eirifjLeKeiav iroiijdTai,  NucoSpopop,  "  let Nicodromu s atten d t o
it"1—has no place in classica l o r later Greek, unless i n Soph .
Phil. 30 0 (se e Jebb) . Ad d doubtfull y L I P 1  vs. s (iii/B.c.) ,
Tb P 414 26fl- (ii/A.D.) . W e have dealt already with /M ? TTOM^?,
the historica l equivalen t o f th e Lati n ne,  feceris. I n th e 3r d
person th e subjunctiv e i s littl e used : 1  Co 1611, 2  Co II16,
2 Th 2 3 are exx . Th e tone of these clauses i s less peremptory
than that of the imperative , as may be seen from thei r closeness
to th e clause s o f warning. Suc h /M ? clauses, with subj.—rarely
future (a s in Co l 2 8, Heb 3 12), which presumably make s th e
warning somewhat more instant—are ofte n reinforce d by opa,
flXeire, o r th e like . I t mus t no t b e suppose d tha t th e prf
clause historicall y "  depends on " thi s introductor y word , so
that there i s a n ellipsi s when i t stand s alone . Eve n wher e
the apparent governing ver b is a  rea l independen t wor d an d
not a  mer e auxiliary— e.g. i n M k 14 88, irpoo-evxeffde  tva,  furj
eXOrire els  ireipao-pov —the parataxi s wa s probabl y onc e a s
real a s i t i s in a  phras e lik e L k 12 16 opare  teal  $v\afftreaQe.
In Ee v 19 10 2  29 we find /*» } standing alon e after opa:  c f ou r
colloquial " Don't!" On e important differenc e betwee n pro -
hibition an d warning  is that in th e latte r we may have eithe r
present o r aoris t subjunctive : He b 12 15 i a a n ex . o f th e
present. Bu t w e must retur n t o thes e sentence s later . A n
innovation i n Hellenisti c i s tva,  c. subj. i n commands , whic h
takes the plac e o f th e classica l oirtay  c . fut. indie. Whethe r
it wa s independentl y developed , o r merel y cam e i n a s a n
obvious equivalent, we need no t sto p t o enquire. I n an y case
it fel l int o lin e wit h othe r tendencie s whic h weakene d th e
telic force o f tva, ; an d fro m a  ver y restricted activit y i n th e
vernacular o f th e N T perio d i t advance d t o a  prominen t
position i n MGr syntax (see above, p. 176). I n th e papyri we
have a  moderat e numbe r of exx. , fro m whic h ma y b e cited*
FP 11 2 (9 9 A.D. ) eiriypv  (  = -tav)  Zcofaeoi,  teal  eiva  avrbv  pi)
SwrtOTTjfo-j??, "  attend t o Z . an d don' t loo k askanc e a t him. "
An earlie r ex . appears i n a  lette r o f Cicer o (Att. vi . 5 ) ravra

1 Cauer 264 (iv/iii B.C. ). I t mus t however be noted that Brngman n (Gram.*
600) call s the connexio n o f this with the prehistori c jussive 3r d sing, "eeh i
iweifelhaft": h e does not give his reasons.

1 Earlier are Tb P 408 (3 A.D.), BU 1079 (41 A.D.}.
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oTiv, irpwrov fiev,  tva  irdvra  aep^rjrat'  Sevrepov  Se,  Iva fjajSe  T&V
TOKOIV o\t70)/37jo-j7? . Wine r (W M 396 ) woul d find i t "i n th e
Greek poets, " citin g howeve r onl y Soph . O C 155 . W . F .
Moulton, i n settin g thi s asid e a s solitar y an d dubious ,
observes tha t th e scholias t too k th e passag e thi s wa y — in
his da y o f course the usag e was common." A n ex . for th e 1s t
person may be added : BU 48 (ii/iii A.D. ) eav  avafigs  ry  eopry,
iva ofjLo<re  <yev<bfi.eQa.  I n th e N T th e cleares t ex . i s Ep h 5 s3

17 S e yvvf)  iva  (^oftf/rat  rov  avSpa,  whic h i s correlate d wit h
ayairdrto i n th e firs t clause . S o 1  Co 729, 2  C o 8*,  Mk S 23 :
Gal 2 10 i s th e sam e constructio n pu t indirectly . M k 10 61

and parallel s hav e reall y th e sam e : 6e\a>  'iva  mor e nearl y
coalesce i n M k 6 25 10 86, J n 17 24. Th e combinatio n 0e\co
'Cvaf whic h o f cours e is no t confine d t o quasi-imperativ e use ,
gave birt h ultimatel y t o th e MG r auxiliar y 6d  (Qevd,  etc.) ,

/«x ^  ^  A . formin g the futur e tense . Th e Optativ e ca n(3) Optative ; 6  ,  ,  , ,  .. . r . .,' expres s commands throug h eithe r of its mam
constructions, bu t it s evanescenc e i n th e Koivij  naturall y
limits N T illustrations . Th e Optativ e prope r (neg . p.rj),
however, does occur in M k 11 M: not e tha t M t (21 U) sub -
stitutes th e familia r constructio n ov  /M J c . subj. Th e Poten -
tial wit h av  (neg . ov) , a s Xeyo w av,  "pra y speak, " i s no t

• f° un<* *&  N T a t all 1 Th e imperativa l
Infinitive ha s bee n needlessl y objecte d to .

It i s unquestionabl e i n Phi l 3 16, Eom 12 16, and highl y pro -
bable in Ti t 2 2~10 : we must no t add L k 9 s, which i s merel y
a cas e o f mixe d direc t an d indirec t speech . Th e epistolar y
%aipei,v, Ac 15 23 2S 26, Jas I 1, is the sam e i n origin . W e n o
longer nee d Winer' s reminde r (p . 397 ) tha t th e verb s i n
1 T h 311, 2 Th 2 17 3 s are optative s ; bu t i t i s wel l t o not e
that ou r assuranc e rest s o n somethin g bette r tha n th e
accentuation, which an y on e o f u s may emend , if h e see s fit ,
without any M S tha t count s sayin g him nay . Th e infin . fo r
imper. wa s familia r i n Greek , especiall y i n law s an d i n
maxims. I t survive s i n th e Koivy,  a s th e papyr i sho w ;
on A P 8 6 (I/A.D.) , egeivai,  an d fj,iad&a-ai,  c f Eadermache r i n
RhM Ivi L 147 , wh o notes i t a s a  popula r use. " Hatzidaki s

1 An ex. perhaps occurs in Par P 42 (ii/B.c.), xapffou (?=-oto) 5" &» not rail
ffilnutTos ^ri/uXi/uvat Iv iiyialrgs. [*te See p. 248.

(4) Infinitive
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shows (p . 192 ) tha t i n th e Ponti c dialect , th e onl y for m
of MG r i n whic h th e infinitiv e for m survives , th e infin . i s
still used as an imperative fo r all number s and persons . W e
have therefore every reason to expec t i t i n th e NT , and it s
rarity ther e i s th e onl y matte r fo r surprise. 1 Las t amon g

these substitutes fo r the imperativ e come s the(5) Participle. Participle, th e admissio n o f which , despit e
Winer's objection s (p . 441) , i s established beyond question by
the papyri . Th e proo f o f this will be given when we deal with
the Participle in its place . Her e i t i s sufficien t t o point ou t
that a  passage like 1 Pet 38t, where adjectives and participles
alike obviousl y deman d the unexpresse d «rr^ , give s u s th e
rationale o f th e usag e clearl y enough . I t i s a  curiou s fac t
that while la-fft  occur s 5  time s i n NT , IO-TC B (rfrw ) 14 , an d
effTtoa-av twice , eVre , whic h we shoul d hav e expecte d t o b e
common, doe s not appea r a t all . TiveffOe  occur s an d eireode,
but i t seem s mor e idiomati c t o dro p th e copula : compare
the norma l absenc e o f th e ver b wit h predicate s lik e
paicdpios, Kardparo';,  ev\oyr)To<i,  ovai,  whic h sometimes raises
doubts whether an indicative o r a n imperativ e (optative ) i s
understood. W e are accordingly absolved fro m inventin g a n
anacoluthon, or som e other grammatical device when we come
to suc h a  passage as Eom I? 9"1*, where adjectives an d parti -
ciples, positive an d negative , i n imperativ e sens e ar e inter -
rupted b y imperative s i n w. u-16-19 aln d infinitive s i n v. 16.
The participles ar e obviously durative i n thei r action : thi s i s
well see n i n v. 19, where eAcSt«ot)vTe? , meaning eithe r "  do no t
avenge yourselve s (wheneve r wronged)"—iterativ e sense —
or "d o no t (a s your tendency is)" (supr.  p . 125) , i s strongly
contrasted wit h th e decisiv e aoris t Sore , "  once an d fo r al l
make roo m fo r th e Wrath 2 (which alone ca n d o justic e o n
wrong)." Th e infinitive s ar e appropriat e i n th e concis e
maxim o f v. 15. Assumin g th e cogenc y o f th e vernacula r

1 See Deissmann £S 844 . I  do not however think ther e is any real ellipsi s
of a  verb o f command : se e below , p . 203 . Historicall y there is probabl y n o
ellipsis even in th e epistolar y xatpftv.  I t shoul d b e stated that Viteau i . 146
claims thi s also as a Hebraism! Se e Thumb, Hellen. 130f. ; also Meisterhans*
244-6, fo r its us e in decrees .

3 So the EV in th e Firs t Revision , and th e America n Revisers , beyon d al l
question rightly . I t i s on e mor e exampl e o f th e banefu l effects  o f th e two -
thirds rule upon the RV.
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evidence give n o n p. 22 3 below , we may selec t th e followin g
as probabl e exx . o f imperativa l participl e fro m th e lis t o f
passages i n whic h th e absenc e o f suc h evidenc e compelle d
Winer I.e.  t o adop t othe r interpretations x:—1 Pet 3 1-7 218

48fl-: i n thi s las t passag e I^CPTC S migh t o f cours e b e con -
structed wit h vjji/rare , and a t firs t sigh t i t seem s possibl e i n
this way to avoi d an asyndeton . Bu t irpo  vaantov  only intro-
duces a  series o f asyndeti c precepts , i n whic h <f>i\6!-evot  an d
SiaKovovvres mus t hav e th e sam e construction . T o suppl y
the imperativ e ide a (a s i n 4 11) seem s simplest , thoug h o f
course vv.8"11 ar e al l stil l dependen t o n th e imperative s o f
v.7. Sinc e Pete r i s evidentl y give n t o thi s construction , w e
may tak e 2 12 i n th e sam e way, though ^  it woul d pas s a s a n
easy constr. ad sensum  with v.11: on e would be inclined t o add
lu, but Hort's alternative mus t be noted.2 Thes e are all the
passages we can accep t fro m Winer' s list o f exx. proposed ; a
glance a t th e unrecorde d remainde r wil l vividl y sho w wha t
astounding fatuities , current i n his day, the grea t grammaria n
had t o wast e his space in refuting . Bu t w e may exten d th e
list somewhat . Pau l wa s not s o fond o f thi s construction a s
his brothe r apostle : not e how in 1  Pet 3 1, echoing Ep h 5 22,
the inroraffff6/j.evai  i s slippe d int o th e plac e wher e Pau l
(according t o B  and Jerome ) lef t a n ellipsis , having used th e
verb just befor e h i a regular sequepce . Bu t th e exx . we have
already ha d ar e conclusiv e fo r Paul' s usage . Ad d Co l 3 16

(note th e imperativ e t o b e supplie d afte r irdvra  i n v. 17),
2 C o 911-13 and Ep h 4 2-8 (cf 1  Pet 2 12).3 I n 2  C o 824 eVSet -
Kvvfievoi i s rea d b y B  (an d th e 8-tex t uncials,—presumabl y
the reaso n why WH relegat e i t t o th e margin) : i t i s how -
ever obviou s tha t th e evSelga&de  o f N C and th e late r uncial s
is not likel y to b e origina l a s agains t th e participle , which
would challeng e correction . Th e imper . i n Version s count s
for little , i f w e ar e righ t i n ou r accoun t o f th e idiom ; bu t
the participl e ustaiknyandans  i n Wulfila i s a noteworthy piece

1 We follow "Winer' s order , tacitly agreeing wit h hi s explanatio n whe n w e
pass over a passage cited. Th e exx. in which the ptc . woul d be indicatival will
be dealt with below. (A n important ex. i s added o n p. 240.)

2 I must withdraw 5' , cited in Expta.  vi . x. 450: th e participl e ther e goe s
closely wit h T O jreu><i0ip-e. Probabl y 37 was meant—'' Bed lunnuanjciai aiia/ny/ia,'
as Cicero says. *  2 Co I.e. may be for indie, (s o virtually EV )
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of evidenc e on the othe r side . 2  C o 911 i s mor e simpl y ex -
plained this wa y than b y the assumption of a long parenthesis.
Rom 13 11 means "an d thi s (do) wit h knowledge, " the parti -
ciple being rather the complement of an understood imperative
than imperativ e itself . He b 13 6 give s u s a n ex . outsid e
Peter an d Paul . Wit h grea t hesitation , I  inclin e t o add
Lk 24 47, punctuatin g wit h WHmg : "Begi n y e fro m Jeru -
salem a s witnesse s o f thes e things. " Th e emphati c fytet? ,
repeated in v. 49, thus marks the contras t betwee n th e Twelve,
for who m Jerusalem woul d always be the centre , and on e t o
be raised u p soo n wh o woul d mak e th e worl d hi s parish :
the hin t i s a  preparatio n fo r Luke' s Boo k II . Ther e ar e
difficulties, bu t the y see m less tha n th e astonishin g breach of
concord whic h th e othe r punctuatio n force s o n s o correc t a
writer. (Se e p. 240.) O n this usage in general W. F. Moulton
(WM 73 2 n.) sided with Winer, especially against T. S. Green's
suggestion tha t i t wa s a n Aramaism ; bu t h e end s wit h
saying "In He b 13 6, Ro m 12 8fl>, i t mus t no t b e forgotte n
that b y th e sid e o f th e participle s stan d adjectives,  wit h
which th e imperativ e o f elvai  is confessedl y t o b e supplied. "
This is, as we have seen, the mos t probabl e reaso n o f a  us e
which ne w evidenc e allow s u s t o accep t withou t th e mis -
givings tha t hel d bac k both Winer an d his editor . I t i s not
however reall y inconsisten t wit h lightfoot' s suggestiv e not e
on Co l 318, in which he says, "  The absolut e participle , being
(so far a s regard s mood ) neutra l i n itself , take s it s colou r
from th e genera l complexio n o f th e sentence . Thu s i t i s
sometimes indicativ e (e.g.  2 C o 7 5, an d frequently) , some -
times imperative (a s i n th e passage s quote d [Ro m 12 9f- wt,
Eph 4"- , Heb 135, 1  Pet 2 12® 3 1-T-9- *•18]), sometime s opta -
tive (a s [Col ] 2 2, 2  Co 911, cf Ep h 3 1T)." Th e fac t is , whe n
we spea k o f a  par t o f elvai,  bein g "  understood," w e ar e
really usin g inexac t language , a s eve n Englis h wil l show .
I tak e th e index to my hymn-book and note the firs t lin e of
three o f Charle s Wesley's hymns:— " Happy th e soul s tha t
first believed," "  Happy sou l tha t fre e fro m harms, " "  Happy
soul, thy day s are ended." I n th e first , on thi s grammatica l
principle, w e should supply were,  in th e secon d is  (the),  while
we cal l th e thir d a  vocative, tha t is , an interjection . Bu t
the very "! "-mark whic h concludes th e stanz a i n eac h cas e
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shows tha t al l thre e ar e o n the sam e footing : "th e genera l
complexion o f th e sentence, " a s Lightfoo t says , determine s
in wha t sense we are t o tak e a  grammatica l for m whic h i s
indeterminate i n itself .

A fe w mor e word s ar e calle d fo r upo n
Some Elliptical the sub ject o f defectiv e clause s mad e int o

Imperative J , .  , . .  . ,Clauses. commands , prayers, imprecations , etc., by th e
exclamatory for m i n whic h the y ar e cast , or

by th e natur e o f their context . I n Ro m 1311 and Co l 317 we
have alread y me t wit h imperative s needin g t o b e supplie d
from th e context : M t 27 19-2*, Col 48, Gal I6 (see Lightfoot )
and J n 20 19 ar e interjectiona l clauses,'an d ther e i s nothing
conclusive t o sho w whethe r imperativ e o r optative , o r i n
some lik e clause s (e.g.  L k I 28) indicative , o f elvat  woul d b e
inserted i f th e sentenc e were expresse d i n ful l logica l form .
Other exx . may b e see n i n W M 732ff . Bu t ther e i s one
case o f heaped-u p ellipse s o n whic h w e mus t tarr y a  little,
that of Eom 12 6~8. Ther e i s much t o attract , despite al l th e
weight o f contrar y authority , i n th e punctuatio n whic h
places onl y a  comm a at en d o f v.6, or—what come s to nearl y
the sam e thing—th e treatmen t o f e%ovre<i  a s virtually equi -
valent t o e^o/tev : "  But w e hav e grace-gift s whic h diffe r
according t o th e grac e tha t wa s give n us , whether tha t o f
prophecy (differing ) accordin g t o th e measur e of our faith , o r
that o f servic e (differing ) i n th e spher e o f the service , o r h e
that teache s (exercising— e%a>v—his gift ) i n hi s teaching , o r
he that exhort s i n hi s exhorting, he who gives (exercisin g thi s
charism) i n singlenes s o f purpose , he wh o hold s offic e i n a
deep sens e o f responsibility , h e wh o show s compassio n i n
cheerfulness." I n thi s wa y w e hav e &id<j>opov  supplie d wit h
irpo<fyr)Teiav an d Sia/covlav,  an d the n th e e^ovre ? yap'urpa/ra
is take n u p i n eac h successiv e clause , i n nearl y th e sam e
sense throughout : th e durativ e sens e o f e^o> , hold  an d s o
exercise, must be once more remembered . Bu t a s by advanc -
ing this vie w w e shal l certainl y fal l unde r the condemnation
for "  hardihood," pronounced b y suc h paramoun t authoritie s
as SH, we had bette r stat e the alternative , which is the justi-
fication fo r dealin g wit h thi s well-know n cru x here . Th e
imperatival idea , which o n th e usua l vie w i s understoo d i n
the severa l clauses , must b e derive d fro m th e fac t tha t th e
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prepositional phrase s ar e successivel y throw n ou t a s inte r
jections. I f w e pu t int o word a th e sens e thu s created ,
perhaps e<na>  wil l expres s a s muc h as we hav e th e righ t t o
express: w e ma y hav e t o chang e i t t o &pev  wit h e v ry
Stcucovti} ("le t u s b e wrappe d u p in, " like e v TOVTOK  Itrdi
1 T i 4U). I n thi s way we arriv e a t th e meanin g give n i n
paraphrase b y the BV.

We tak e nex t th e mos t liv e o f th e
•PJtA

Subjunctive Moods , th e onl y on e whic h ha s actuall y
increased it s activities durin g th e thirty-tw o

centuries of the histor y of the Gree k language.1 Accordin g to
the classification adopte d by Brugmann,2 there are three main
divisions o f the subjunctive , the wlitive,  th e deliberative,  an d
the futuristic.  Brugman n separates the las t two, against W.
G. Hale, because the forme r has /tw ; as its negative , whil e th e
latter originall y ha d ov.  Bu t th e questio n ma y wel l b e
asked whethe r th e firs t tw o ar e radicall y separable . Prof .
Sonnenschein wel l points ou t (OR  xv L 166 ) tha t th e "deli -
berative " is only " a question a s to what is or was to be done."
A command may easily b e put i n t o th e interrogativ e tone :
witness olaffi  oZv  $  &pa<rov;  guin  redeamus  1 (= why should
we no t ? answering t o redeamus=let  us),  and ou r ow n "Ham
some ? " Th e objection to th e ter m " deliberative," an d to the
separation o f the firs t two classes, appears t o be well grounded.
It shoul d further b e observed tha t th e futur e indicativ e ha s
carried of f not only th e futuristi c but als o the volitive an d deli-
berative subjunctives; c f such a sentence as $-ira>ii€v  fj  o-iycofiev,
ff rl  8pdffo(i£v;  *  Wit h th e caveat" already suggested , we ma y

outline th e tripl e division . Th e Volitiv e ha s(1) o  ive ,
een treate d largel y unde r the substitute s for

the imperative . W e mus t ad d th e us e with /*» ? in warning,
which lie s nea r tha t i n prohibition ; c f M t 25 9. Intro -
ductory word s like <j)o/3ov/j.ai,  a-Koirei,  etc., di d no t historicall y

1 So if we start fro m th e mentio n of the Achaian s o n a n Egyptia n monu -
ment of 1275 B o. — 'jHjpaiwasa='A.xtuFus, th e prehistori c form o f 'Ax<«o' . Se e
Hess and Streitber g in Indog. Forsch.  vi . 12 3 ff.

8 Eurip. Io n 771 . O n th e subjunctiv e elemen t i n th « Gree k futur e se e
above, p . 149. Lat . era,  faxo, Gree k irio/iai , $A.yeiuu  (Hellenisti c mixtur e of
(Sofuu an d (faycr),  x^w , are clear subjunctive forms, t o name only » few.
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determine th e constructio n : thus He b 41 was really "  Let us
fear! hapl y on e o f yo u ma y .  .  .!" " Ou t o f th e Volitiv e
arose th e grea t clas s o f dependen t clause s o f Purpose , also
paratactic i n origin . Th e closenes s o f relatio n betwee n
future an d subjunctiv e i s seen in th e fac t tha t fina l clause s
with OTTO) ? c . f ut. were negatived with /M J : the futur e di d no t
by any mean s restric t itsel f t o the futuristi c us e of the moo d
which i t pillaged . O n th e so-calle d Deliberativ e w e hav e
(2) Deliberative  ;f*adysaid nearl y enoug h fo r ^our purpos e

It i s seen in questions , as M k 12 U ixa^v  r\
pi) S&pev;  M t 23 s3 ir«3s ^wy^re; Bom 10 14 TTW ? eiriKa\e<ra>VTai',
The questio n ma y b e dependent , a s L k 9 M 0e\«? e"ir<afi,ev  ;  1

ib. 68, with which c f Marcus viii. 5  0, e^ovai, irov avrb ptyanri.
We se e i t bot h wit h an d withou t "va  i n L k 18 41. I n th e
form o f th e futur e w e mee t i t i n sentence s lik e L k 22* * el
TraTa^opev ev  na^alpy  ;  Th e present subjunctiv e may possibly
be recognise d i n M t 1  18 Orepov  •n-potfBoic&/j,ev  ;  Finally , the

,~ „  ^  .  ^ . Futuristi c i s see n stil l separat e fro m th e(3) Futuristic. ,  ,  ,  .  .  , T- , .  ,  ,future tens e i n th e Homeri c KOI  irore  rt s
i, and i n isolate d relic s i n Atti c Greek , like T » irddta  ;

Its primitiv e us e reappears i n th e Koivrj,  wher e i n th e late r
papyri th e subjunctiv e ma y b e see n fo r th e simpl e futur a
Blass (p . 208 ) quote s i t occurrin g a s earl y a s th e LXX ,
Is 33 24 afedf,  ya p avroii  q  afiapria. 2 S o A c 7 s* (LXX) .
From th e futuristi c subjunctiv e th e dependen t clause s wit h
eav an d orav  spran g : th e negativ e /«? , originall y exclude d
from thi s divisio n o f th e subjunctive , ha s trespasse d her e
from th e earlies t times . Ther e i s on e passag e wher e th e
old us e o f th e subjunctiv e i n comparison s seems t o outcrop ,
Mk 4* * o> « avdpwTros  ftd\ y ri v a-jropov  .  .  .  K<U  icaOevSg  (etc. ,
all pres.  subj.).3* M r Thackera y quote s I s 7 * 17 11 31*. T o
place this use is hard — note Brugmann's remarks on the impossi-
bility of determining th e classificatio n o f dependent clauses in
general, — -but perhaps the futuristic suits best: c f our " as a man
will sow, " etc. Th e surviva l o f thi s out-of-the-wa y subjunc-
tive i n the artless Greek of LXX and Mk is somewhat curious ;

1 MGr 6&  elvov/u ;  is simple future, shall we say! *  See p. 240 .
' I t must be noted that Blass * (p. 321) calls this impossible, an d inserts i&»

But nBDLA and the best cursives agree on this reading : why should they agra
on the lectio  ardua ? 'O s i&v  (AC) has all th e sign s of an obvious correction.

» See p. 248. *  See p. 249.
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it i s indeed hardly likely, in the absenc e of evidence fro m th a
intermediate period , tha t ther e i s an y rea l continuit y o f
usage. Bu t th e root-idea s o f th e subjunctiv e change d
remarkably littl e i n th e millenniu m o r s o separatin g Homer
from th e Gospels ; an d th e moo d whic h wa s mor e and mor e
winning bac k its ol d domain fro m th e futur e tens e may well
have come to be use d agai n a s a  "gnomi c future " withou t
any knowledg e o f th e antiquit y o f suc h a  usage . Othe r
examples of this encroachment wil l occur as w e go on.

The kin d o f action foun d i n the present ,
aorist, and perfec t subjunctiv e hardly need s

further comment , th e les s a s w e shal l hav e t o retur n t o
them when we deal with th e dependen t clauses . On e resul t
of th e aoris t actio n ha s importan t exegetica l consequences ,
which have been very insufficientl y observed . I t affect s rela -
tive, temporal o r conditional clauses introduce d by pronoun or
conjunction with &v  (often edv  in NT, see pp. 42f). Th e verbs
are all futuristic , and the av  ties them up to particula r occur -
rences. Th e present accordingl y is conative or continuou s or
iterative: M t 6 2 orav rroifjs  eKeij^ocrvv^v  "  whenever thou ar t
for doing  alms," 616 orav vyo-rewire "  whenever ye are fasting,"
Jn 2 5 on, av Xey p "whateve r h e says  (fro m tim e t o time). "
The aorist , being futur e b y virtue o f it s mood , punctiliar by
its tense , and consequently describing complet e action, gets a
future-perfect sens e i n thi s class of sentence ; an d i t wil l b e
found mos t importan t t o note thi s befor e w e admit th e les s
rigid translation . Thu s Mt 5 21 S? av  <f>ovev<ry  "  the ma n who
has committed murder," 5* 7 eav  aff-n-da^ffde  "  if yo u Tuwe  only
saluted," Mk 9 18 OTTO W «ii > avrov  KaraKdpg  "  wherever it has
seized him:" th e cas t o f the sentenc e allows us to abbreviate
the future-perfec t in thes e cases . M t 5 81 at firs t sigh t raise s
some difficulty , but aird\vo-rj  denote s no t so much the carryin g
into effec t a s th e determination . W e ma y quote a  passag e
from th e Meidias  o f Demosthene s (p . 525 ) whic h exhibit s
the differenc e o f presen t an d aoris t i n thi s connexio n very
neatly: %pr)  S e orav  /tev ridrjade  TO W vopows  oiroloi  rates elaiv
ffKOirelv, etrei&av  S ^ 6rj<r0e,  <f>v\drreiv  /ecu  %pf)<rdai —T*0jj<r0e
applies t o bills,  fffjcrde to acts.

The par t whic h th e Subjunctiv e play s i n th e schem e o f
the Conditiona l Sentence s demand s a  fe w lines here , though

Tenses.
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any systemati c treatmen t o f thi s larg e subjec t mus t be lef t
for ou r secon d volume . Th e differenc e betwee n e l an d

dv has been considerabl y lessene d i n Hellen-uonaitionai *  . ^
Sentences, lstl c a s compare d wit h earlie r Greek . W e

Simple, hav e see n tha t ed v can eve n tak e th e indi -
Generaland C ative; whil e (a s rarel y i n classica l Greek )

u ure< e l can be found with th e subjunctive . Th e
latter occur s onl y i n 1  C o 14 6, wher e th e peculia r phras e
accounts fo r it : c f th e inscriptio n cite d b y Deissman n
(BS 118) , eVrw el w eclv 1 .  .  .  Be^ffy.  W e should hardl y
care t o build muc h on Rev II5. I n L k 918 and Phil 3 1U- we
probably hav e deliberativ e subjunctive , " unless we are to go
and buy, " " if afte r al l I  a m to attai n . .. t o apprehend. "
The subjunctiv e wit h e l is rare i n earl y papyri : c f O P 49 6
(ii/A.D.) e l 8e  ?Ji > (  = y)  o  ryapoov  vporepoy  TeTeXeim;/«B? , ej£ero >
KT\. Th e differentiatio n o f constructio n remain s a t presen t
stereotyped: e l goes with indicative , i s used exclusivel y when
past tense s com e in (e.g.  Mk 3 26), and use s ov  a s its negative ;
while edv,  retainin g pq  exclusively , take s th e subjunctiv e
almost invariably , unles s th e practicall y synonymou s futur e
indicative i s used . 'Edv  an d e l ar e bot h used , however, to
express futur e conditions . Thi s is not onl y th e cas e wit h el
c. f  ut.—in whic h the N T does not preserv e the " minatory o r
monitory" connotation 2 which Gildersleev e discovere d fo r
classical Greek—bu t eve n wit h e l c. pres. i n suc h documents
as BI T 326 , quote d above , p . 59 . Th e immens e majorit y
of conditiona l sentence s i n th e N T belon g t o thes e heads .
We dea l wit h th e unfulfille d conditio n below , pp. 20 0 f. , and
with th e relic s of el c. opt., p. 196 .

Leaving th e Dependen t Clause s fo r sub -
Some Uses of gequen t treatment , le t u s tur n no w to somethe Negatives:— .  .  . , '  .  ,  .  . . , .aspects o f th e negativ e pt),  mainl y thoug h

not exclusivel y concernin g th e Subjunctive .
Into th e vexe d questio n o f th e origi n o f th e o v /M > con -
struction we must no t ente r wit h an y detai l Th e classica l
discussion o f i t i n Goodwi n MT  38 9 ff . leave s som e ver y
serious difficulties , thoug h i t ha s advance d ou r knowledge .
Goodwin's insistenc e tha t denia l an d prohibitio n mus t b e

1 Cf above (p. 169), on it ufa &v.  "  But 1 Co 3ltt: o f Hb P 59 (iii/B.0.).
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dealt wit h togethe r touche s a  wea k spo t i n Prof . Sonnen <
schein's otherwise .very attractiv e accoun t of th e prohibitory
use, i n a  pape r alread y quote d (GB  xv i 16 5 ff.) . Sonnen -
schein woul d mak e o v prj  TTOMJOT; ? th e interrogativ e o f th e
prohibition pi)  irotqcrgs,  "  won't yo u abstai n fro m doin g 1"
Similarly in Lati n quin  noli  faeere  ?  i s "  why no t refus e t o
do ?" Th e theor y i s greatl y weakene d b y it s havin g n o
obvious application t o denial. Gildersleev e (AJP  iii . 20 2 ff. )
suggests that th e o v may b e separate : ov-  prj  o-K&tyj? ? = no /
don't jeer,  ov-  prj  yevi)rai  = no! le t i t never  "be  !" Brugman n
(Gram? 502 ) practicall y follow s Goodwin , whom h e doe s no t
name. W e star t fro m /M J i n cautiou s assertion , to whic h we
must return presently : pr)  yeinrrai  = it ma y perchance  happen,
fir) cr/ttOTjrjj ? = you mil  perhaps  jeer,  fir/  epei ? rovro  = you mil
perhaps sa y this.  The n th e o v negative s th e whole , s o that
ov \vf\  becomes , a s Brugman n says , "certainl y not. " No n
nostrum es t tantas  componere  lites:  thes e question s g o bac k
upon origins , an d we are dealin g with the languag e in a  lat e
development, in which it is antecedentl y possibl e enough tha t
the rational e o f the usag e may have been totall y obscured.

The us e o f o v prj  i n th e Gree k Bibl e calls for special com-
ment, and w e may take fo r our tex t some remarks of Gilder -
sleeve's fro m th e brie f articl e jus t cited . "Thi s emphati c
form o f negative (o v pr{)  i s fa r mor e common i n th e LX X an d
the ^T than i t i s i n th e classi c Greek . Thi s tendenc y to
exaggeration in th e us e o f a n adopte d languag e is natural. "
And again , "  The combinatio n ha s evidentl y worked its way
up fro m familia r language . S o i t occur s i n th e mout h of
the Scythia n archer , Ar . Fhesmoph.  110 8 ovicl  pr)  XaX?}cr t
<rv;" Ou r previou s inquirie s hav e prepare d u s fo r som e
modifications o f this statemen t "  The NT " is no t a  phrase
we ca n allow ; no r wil l "adopte d language " pas s muste r
without qualification . I n Earp  T  xiv . 42 9 n . th e write r
ventured o n a  preliminar y not e suggeste d b y N P 51 ,
a Christia n lette r abou t coeva l wit h g  an d B , i n whic h
Mt 10 42 o r M k 9 41 i s loosel y cited fro m memor y an d ov/e
airo\\l (sic)  substitute d fo r o v pi ) airo\effrj.  O f Didache  1 5
quoting M t S 26. O v py  i s rare , an d ver y emphatic , i n
the non-literar y papyri . O n th e othe r hand , w e fin d i t
13 time s i n O T citation s i n NT , an d abundantl y i n th e

• See o. 249.
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Gospels, almos t exclusivel y i n Logia.  I n al l of these w e have
certain o r probable Semitic originals . Apar t fro m these , and
the specia l cas e of Eev, it occur s only four time s in Paul and
once in 2  Pet. I t wil l be seen therefore tha t i f "  translation
Greek" i s pu t aside , w e hav e n o differenc e betwee n papyr i
and NT . Paul' s fe w exx . ar e eminentl y capabl e o f bearing
emphasis in th e classica l manner . Th e frequenc y o f ov  ft,?}  i n
Eev may partly b e accounte d fo r b y recallin g th e exten t t o
which Semiti c materia l probabl y underlies th e Book ; bu t th e
unlettered characte r of most of the papyrus quotations, coupled
with Gildersleeve's remark on Aristophanes' Scythian , suggests
that elementar y Gree k culture ma y b e partiall y responsibl e
here, a s in th e roug h translations o n which M t an d L k ha d
to wor k fo r thei r reproductio n o f the word s o f Jesus . Th e
question the n arise s whether i n place s outside the fre e Greek
of Pau l w e ar e t o regar d o v py  a s bearin g an y specia l
emphasis. Th e analysi s o f W . G . Ballantin e (AJP  xviii .
453 ff.), seems to show that it is impossible to assert this . I n
the LXX , t6  i s translate d o v o r o v /M ? indifferentl y withi n a
single verse, as in Is 5 27. Th e Revisers have made it emphatic
in a goo d many passage s i n whic h th e A V had a n ordinary
negative; bu t the y have lef t ove r fift y place s unaltered , and
do no t see m t o hav e discovere d an y genera l principl e t o
guide their decision. Prof . Ballantine seem s to be justified i n
claiming (1 ) tha t i t i s no t natura l fo r a  for m o f specia l
emphasis to b e used in the majorit y of places where a negativ e
prediction occurs , and (2) that in relative clauses, and questions
which amount to positiv e assertions , a n emphati c negative i s
wholly ou t of place: h e instance s M k 13 2 and Jn 18 11—Mt
259 is decidedly more striking. I n commenting on this article,
Gildersleeve cite s othe r example s o f the " blunting .  .  .
of pointe d idiom s i n th e transfe r fro m classi c Greek" : h e
mentions th e disproportionat e us e o f "th e mor e pungen t
aorist" a s agains t th e "quiete r presen t imperative"—th e
tendency o f Josephu s t o "  overdo th e participl e "—the con-
spicuous appearance in narrativ e o f th e "  articular infinitive ,
which belongs to argument." S o here, he says, " the stress "
of o v firf  "  has bee n los t by over-familiarity." On e is inclined
to cal l i n th e surviva l amon g uneducate d peopl e of the olde r
English double negatives—" He didn't say nothing to nobody,"
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and th e like—whic h resembl e ov  p,rf  i n s o far a s the y ar e ol d
forms preserve d b y th e unlearned , mainl y perhap s becaus e
they giv e th e emphasi s tha t i s beloved , in seaso n and ou t of
season, by people whose style lacks restraint. Bu t this paralle l
does not tak e u s very far, and in particular doe s not illustrat e
the fac t tha t o v /M J wa s capable o f bein g used by a  culture d
writer lik e Paul with it s ful l classica l emphasis. 1

Let u s now tabulate N T statistics. I n WH text,  ov ^
occurs in al l 9 6 times . O f these 7 1 exx . are wit h aor. subj. ;
in 2 , the verb is ambiguous, ending in -w; an d 1 5 more , ending
in -et? (-«) or -17 9 (-17), might be regarded as equally indetermin-
ate, a s fa r a s the evidenc e of th e MS S readings i s concerned .
There remai n 8  futures . Fou r o f these—Mt 1622 ecrrat,  with
Lk 21 83 and Eev 9 6 18U (see below)—ar e unambiguous : th e
rest only involve th e chang e o f o  to a>,  or a t wors t tha t o f o v
to o> , to mak e them aor . subj . Th e passage s are:—M t 26 s8

(-o-oftai sBCD ) = Mk 14 n (-o-o/u u ABCD, agains t K  an d th e
mob). (Th e attestation i n M t i s a strong confirmatio n of th e
future fo r th e Petrine traditio n i n it s earlies t Gree k form. )
Lk 21 88 (-o-ovrai NBDL) answer s t o th e Marca n o v irape\ev-
ffovrat (13 81 BD : th e insertio n o f /ti j b y KAC L etc . mean s
a mer e assimilatio n t o Lk) , while M t ha s o v pr)  irape\.6cao-i,v
(24s6): i t i s a t leas t possibl e tha t ou r Luca n tex t i s onl y
a fusio n o f M k an d Mt . I n J n 10 s AB D al.  suppor t
aico\6v&q<rovo-iv. I n He b 10 17 (fro m LXX ) w e hav e th e
/4vi)<T0q<rof<uit o f KAC D 1 7 an d th e Oxyrhynchu s papyru s
emended t o (ivr]o-0&  (followin g th e LXX ) i n corrector s o f N
and D  an d al l th e late r MSS . Ther e remain s evptjffovfftv
in Ke v 9 * (A P evp<oo-a>,  agains t sB 2) 18 U. W e nee d
not hesitat e t o accep t th e futur e a s a  possible , thoug h
moribund, construction : th e late r MS S i n tryin g t o get rid
of i t bea r witnes s t o th e levellin g tendency . Ther e i s n o
apparent differenc e i n meaning . W e ma y pas s o n t o not e

1 Winer (p . 634) refers to " the prevailing opinion of philologers " in his own
time (an d later), that oi > /i^ n-oii}<r]) s originate s i n an ellipsis—"no/ear-that he
will do it." I t i s advisable therefore t o note that this view has been abandoned
by modern philology. T o give ful l reason s woul d detain us too long. Bu t i t
may b e observe d tha t th e droppin g ou t o f the vita l wor d fo r fearing need s
explanation, which has not been forthcoming; whil e the theory, suiting demob
well enough, gives no natural account o f prohibitions.
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the distributio n o f o v fta\  i n NT . I t occur s 1 3 time s i n
LXX citations . Apar t fro m these , there ar e n o exx . in Ac ,
Heb, or the " General Ep p ", except 2  Pe t I 10. Ke v ha s i t
16 times . Paul' s use is limited to 1 Th 416 (v. infr.)  5 s, 1 Co
818, Gal 5 16. Onl y 2 1 exx . i n al l com e fro m thes e sources,
leaving 6 4 fo r the Gospels . O f the latter 5 7 are fro m actua l
words o f Chris t (M t 17 , Mk 8  [Mk ] 1 , Lk 17 , Jn 14) : of
the remainin g 7 , M t 16 22 an d 26 s6 (  = Mk 14 81), J n 13 8

2026 have most obvious emphasis, and so may Lk I16 (from th e
special nativity-source1) and Jn 1I 66. Tha t th e locution was
very much at hom e in translations , and unfamiliar i n origina l
Greek, is by this tim e abundantly clear. Bu t we may attempt
a furthe r analysis, by wa y of contributio n t o th e minutia e of
the Synopti c problem. I f w e go through the exx. of ov  ̂in
Mk, we find that M t ha s faithfully take n over ever y one, 8 in
all L k has 5 of these logia, once (Mk 132 = Lk 216) dropping
the /*Jj . M t introduce s ov fir)  int o Mk 7 12, and Lk int o M k 4^
and 10 29, both Mt an d Lk into Mk 1381 (see above).2 Turnin g
to " Q", so fa r a s w e ca n deduc e it fro m logi a commo n t o
Mt and Lk, w e fin d onl y tw o place s (M t 5 M = Lk 12 M, Mt
23s* = Lk 13s5) in which the evangelist s agree in usin g ov p.rj.
Mt uses i t i n 5 18 (L k 21 s3 ha s a  certai n resemblance , bu t
1617 i s th e parallel) , an d L k i n 6 87 Us (contras t M t 7 1).
Finally, i n th e logi a peculia r t o M t o r Lk, the presenc e of
which in " Q " is therefore a matter of speculation, w e find ov
/H; 4  times i n M t an d 7  in Lk . Whe n th e testimon y of Jn
is added, we see that thi s negativ e i s impartiall y distribute d
over al l ou r source s fo r th e word s of Christ , withou t specia l
prominence in an y one evangelist or any on e of the documents
which they see m to hav e used . Goin g outsid e th e Gospels ,
we fin d o v p.i)  in the fragmen t of Aristion (?) ([Mk ] 1618); i n
1 Th 41S (regarded by Hopes, DB v. 345, as an Agraphon); and
in th e Oxyrhynchu s " Sayings *—-no. 2  of the firs t series , and
the preface of the second. Th e coincidence of all these separate

i It comes from the LXX of 1 Sam lu, if A is right there, with rlerai
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 oil AM} : the new Oxyrhynchtu "Saying," no. 4, has also simple at.
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witnesses certainl y i s suggestive . Moreove r in Rev , the onl y
NT Boo k outside th e Gospel s which has o v (itf  wit h an y fre-
quency, 4  exx . ar e fro m th e Epp . t o th e Churches , where
Christ i s speaker ; an d al l o f th e rest , except 18 U (which is
very emphatic) , ar e strongl y reminiscen t o f th e OT , though
not accordin g to the LXX excep t in 18 22 ( = Ezek 26 18). I t
follows tha t ov fiai i s quite a s rare in th e N T a s i t i s i n th e
papyri, when w e have put asid e (a) passage s comin g from th e
OT, an d (6 ) saying s o f Christ , thes e tw o classe s accountin g
for nearl y 9 0 pe r cent , o f th e whole . Sinc e thes e ar e jus t
the two elements which made up " Scripture " in the first age
of Christianity , on e i s tempte d t o pu t i t dow n t o th e sam e
cause i n both— a feelin g tha t inspire d languag e wa s fitl y
rendered b y words of a peculiarly decisiv e tone .

In connexio n with thi s us e o f negatives ;
 w e may well pursu e her e th e later develop- *  r  ,  c

ments o f that constructio n o f /M ? fro m which
the us e o f o v /M J originall y sprang , according t o th e theor y
that fo r the presen t hold s the field . I t i s obvious , whatever
be its anteceden t history , tha t /M J i s ofte n equivalen t t o ou r
"perhaps." A  well-know n sentenc e fro m Plato' s Apology
will illustrat e it a s well as anything: Socrate s say s (p. 39A )
dXXa firf  o v rovr'  •§  ^aXevroi' , ffdvaTo v eK<f>vyelv,  "  perhaps i t
is not thi s whic h i s hard, to escap e death. " Thi s i s exactl y
like M t 25 9 as it stand s in sALZ: the o v pj whic h replaces
ov i n BC D doe s no t affec t th e principle . Th e subjunctiv e
has it s futuristi c sense , i t woul d seem , an d start s mos t
naturally i n Gree k fro m th e us e o f /w j i n questions : ho w
this develope d fro m th e origina l us e o f p/i  i n prohibitio n
(whence come s th e fina l sentence) , an d ho w far w e ar e t o
call i n th e sentence s o f fearing , whic h ar e certainl y no t
widely separable , it woul d no t b e relevan t fo r u s t o discus s
in thi s treatise. My  TOVT'  §  j(a\e-7r6v,ii  originall y a  question ,
meant " will this possibly be difficult ? " S o in the indicative ,
as Plato Protag.  312 A a\\'  apa  pi)  ofy  vTro\aft/3dvst<i,  "bu t
perhaps the n yo u do not suppose" (Eiddell 140) . W e have
both thes e form s abundantl y befor e u s i n th e NT:—thu s
Lk 1185 tncoirei (df  T O <f>&?  .  .  . oveoro ? «TT/J> , " Look! perhap s
the light . . . i s darkness" ; Co l 28 Revere (itf  rt ? earai  6
av\a<y(oy£>v, "  Take heed! perhap s ther e wil l b e someone who

in Cautions
Assertions.
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(cf He b 3 12); Ga l 4 U <£O£OU/« M vfiay  ^  vox;
, " I am afraid abou t yo u : perhaps I  hav e toiled in

vain." S o in th e papyri , as Pa r P  4 9 (ii/B.C. ) ayooviS*  Harare
appcoa-rei T O iraiSdpiov, N P 1 7 (iii/A.D. ) v<pcopov/j,e  .  . .  fj.rj
dpa evdpatcricaiv  e\a0ev  &San,  " I suspec t h e ma y hav e jumped
into th e wate r unnoticed": s o Tb P 33 3 (21 6 A.D. ) v^opw/ta t
oZv pri  etraddv  n avBpamwov. I n al l these cases the prohibi -
tive forc e o f /ir ; i s mor e o r les s latent , producin g a  stron g
deprecatory tone , jus t a s i n a  direc t questio n /w j eithe r
demands th e answe r No (as Mt 7 9 etc.), or puts a  suggestion
in th e mos t tentativ e an d hesitatin g wa y (J n i 29). Th e
fineness o f th e distinctio n betwee n thi s categor y an d th e
purpose claus e ma y b e illustrate d b y 2  C o 2 7, wher e th e
paratactic origina l migh t equall y well b e " Perhaps h e wil l
be overwhelmed " o r "Le t hi m no t b e overwhelmed. " I n
Gal 2 2 th e purpos e claus e (i f such it be) , goe s bac k t o th e
former typ e — " Can i t b e tha t I  a m running , o r ran , i n
vain ? " x S o 1 Th 3 6. Th e warning of Ac 5 s* might .similarly
start fro m eithe r "  Perhaps yo u will b e found, " or "  Do no t
be foun d " : th e forme r suit s th e TTOT C better . I t wil l b e
seen tha t th e uses in question have mostly become hypotactic,
but tha t n o rea l chang e i n th e ton e o f th e sentenc e i s
introduced b y th e governin g word . Th e cas e i s th e sam e
as with prohibition s introduce d b y opa,  /3\eirere,  irpoaexere,
etc.: se e afoove , p . 124 . On e very difficul t cas e unde r thi s
head shoul d be mentioned here , that o f 2  Ti m 226. W e have
already (p . 55 ) expresse d th e convictio n tha t Seat)  i s reall y
Sow?, subjunctive . No t onl y woul d th e optativ e clas h wit h
avavrj^tacnv, bu t i t canno t b e justified i n itsel f b y any clea r
syntactic rule . Th e difficult y fel t b y WH (App*  175) , tha t
* its us e fo r tw o differen t mood s i n th e sam e Epistle woul d
be strange," reall y come s to ver y little ; an d th e surviva l of
the epi c Sag  i s bette r supporte d tha n the y suggest . Ther e
is a n apparen t cas e o f yvwy  subj . i n Clemen t Paed.  iii . 1 ,
eavrbv yap rt? e&v yvcoi),  ffeo v eia-erai.  A  respectabl e number
of quotation s fo r Stay  i s give n fro m earl y Christia n litera -

"" would b e subjunctive, since the sentenc e as it stand s is felt a s final.
This interpretation a s a whol e has t o recko n with  th e alternativ e rendering ,
"Am I  runnin g (sai d I) , or hav e I  run , in vain? " — a decidedly simpler and
more probable view : see Findlay in Exp B  p. 104 ; Thess.  (i n COT)  p . 69.
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ture i n Beinhol d 9 0 f. Phrynichu s (Eutherfor d N P 42 9
456) ma y fairl y b e calle d a s evidenc e no t onl y fo r th e
Hellenistic Sow ; an d StSooi j (whic h h e an d hi s edito r regar d
as "utterl y ridiculous" ) bu t fo r th e feelin g tha t ther e i s
a subjunctiv e Scoy,  thoug h h e onl y quote s Homer . Bu t
we mus t no t pres s this , onl y citin g fro m Kutherfor d th e
statement tha t som e MS S rea d "  Saw;" fo r §y  i n Plat o
Gorg. 48 1 A, wher e th e optativ e woul d b e mos t obviousl y
out o f place . I f w e rea d th e opt . i n 2  Ti m l.c.,  w e ca n
only assum e tha t th e write r misuse d a n obsolet e idiom ,
correctly use d i n L k 3 16 i n pas t sequence . Agains t thi s
stands th e absenc e of evidenc e tha t Pau l (o r th e auctor  a d
Timotheum, i f th e critic s demur ) concerne d himsel f wit h
literary archaisms , lik e hi s friend s th e author s o f Lk , Ac ,
and Heb . Takin g Sa>y  an d avavijifrto(riv  together , w e mak e
the ftri-jrore  introduc e a  hesitatin g question, " to tr y whether
haply Go d ma y give" : c f th e well-know n idio m wit h el, 1

" to see if," as in Ac 27 12, Eom I 10, Lk 14 28, Phil 3 11'-. Se e in
favour o f Sd>rj  th e carefu l not e i n W S 120 , also Blas s 50. 2

We take nex t th e Optative , whic h makes
The Optative:— so poor a figure in the NT that we are temptedOptative

phrase /* ^ yevono,  which appear s i n L k 20 18

and 1 4 time s in Eom (10) , 1  C o (1 ) an d Gal (3) . Thi s i s
of cours e th e Optativ e proper , distinguishe d b y th e absenc e
of av  an d th e presenc e (i f negative ) o f /tT? . Burto n (MT  79 )
cites 3 5 * proper optative s fro m th e NT , which com e down to

1 Note OP 743 tfXos Siavoroviiuu e l "E. x a^Ko!>i dn-dXecrei' , wher e Witkowsk i
•ays (p. 57 ) "idem quod frequentius Ayiaviu /i.y." Aliter  G . and H .

2 Unfortunately w e cannot cal l th e LX X i n aid : ther e ar e a  goo d man y
exx. of dtpy, bu t they all seem optative. TJ s Sify  .  .  .  ;  i n Num 11s9, Judg 9 ffl,
2 Sa m 18 3S, Jo b 31 M, C a 8 1, Je r 9 2, might wel l see m deliberativ e subj., bu t
Ps 120(119) * rl SoOelri  <ro t xal  rl  irpoaTeOelii  <rot;  i s unfortunately quit e fre e fro m
ambiguity. W e ma y regard thes e as real wishes thrown int o the interrogativ e
form. Th e LXX use of the optative looks a promising subject for Mr Thackeray's
much-needed Grammar . W e wil l onl y observ e her e tha t i n Nu m l.c.  th e
Hebrew has the simple imperf.—also that A  has a tendency to change opt. into
subj. (a s Rut h 1 * 8^ 5 .. . eli/nfrt),  whic h accords wit h th e fain t distinctio n
between them . I n D t 28 24Br- w e have opt . an d fut . indie , alternating , wit h
same Hebrew . A  mor e surprisin g fusio n still—wors e tha n 2  Ti m I.e.  wit h
Stfil—is see n in 2  Ma c 9M A£i > « Jropdjofw avoftalri  Kal  irpoaaicfKO-g.

* But see p. 240. *  Bead 38 : I  correct the remaining figures .

to hurry on. In MGr its only relic3 is theProper;
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23 whe n w e dro p p$i  yevot-ro.  O f thes e Pau l claim s 1 5
(Eom 15 6-18, Phile m 20 , 2  Ti m I 16-18 4 16, the res t i n 1  and
2 Th) , while Mk , Lk, Ac , Heb, 1  Pe t an d 2  Pe t hav e on e
apiece, an d Jud e two . 'Ovaipffv  i n Philem 20 i s th e onl y
proper optativ e i n th e N T which i s no t 3r d person. 1 Not e
that though the use is rare i t i s well distributed : even Mk has
it (p . 179) , and Lk I 88 and A c 8 20 come fro m th e Palestinia n
stratum o f Luke' s writing . W e ma y bring i n her e a  com -
parison fro m ou r ow n language , which wil l hel p u s fo r th e
Hellenistic optativ e a s a whole. 2 Th e optative & e still keeps a
real thoug h diminishing place in our educated colloquial : " be
it s o " or " so be it," i s preserved a s a formula , like ii/rj  yevoiro,
but "  Be it my only wisdom here " is felt as a poetical archaism.
So in th e application o f the optativ e t o hypothesis , we should
not generall y cop y "  Be i t neve r s o humble, " o r "  If sh e
be no t fai r t o m e " : on th e othe r hand , " If I  were  yo u "
is th e onl y correc t form . "  God bless yo u ! " " Come wha t
may," " I wis h I  wer e a t home, " ar e furthe r example s of
optatives stil l surviving . Bu t a  somewha t archaic styl e i s
recognisable in

"Were th e whol e real m o f nature mine ,
That wer e a  presen t fa r to o small."

We shal l se e late r tha t a  Hellenis t woul d equally avoi d i n
colloquial speec h a construction lik e

ci Kat ra if&vr f/t' taf,
ra iravra poi yevmr' &f
€\atrtrov i) wore dovi/oi*

The Hellenist use d th e optativ e i n wishe s an d prayer s very
much a s we use ou r subjunctive . I t i s at hom e in formulae ,
as in oath s passim : evopicovvTi  fte/j,  poi  eft  eii),  efaopicovvTi  8%  ret
ivavtla. (OP 24 0 — i/A.D.), rj  evo%oi,  fiijfjLev ran,  opicatt  (O P 71 5
— ii/A.D.), .  . .  irapa^axrm  .  . .  r)  evo^edeiijv  ry  Spicy  (BM
301 — U/A.D.), etc . Bu t i t i s als o i n fre e use , as O P 52 6
(ii/A.D.) xaipois,  KaXoicaipe,  LP 6 (ii/B.0. ) S s BiSoit)  crot,  LPto
(ii/iii A.D.), (itjSek fte  Kara/3  idcrairo and ettreX^ot ? ical

1 Some support for the persistence o f this optative in the Koii/i) may be found
in its appearance in a curse of iii/B.c., coming from the Tauric Cheiconese, an d
(bowing two Ionic forms (Audollent 144, no. 92) .

1 Cf Sweet, New Englith Grammar : Syntax 107 ff .
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BU 74 1 (ii/A.D. ) &  pi} ^eivono,  BM 2 1 (ii/B.C. ) crol  5 e yevoira
evrjfiepeiv, BO H 1902 , p . 217 , tce^oKtafievov  e^oiro  Mrjva

v, HI P 6  (iii/i v A.D. ) eppcopevov ire  r/  dia  irpovoia
In hypotaxi s th e optativ e o f wis h appear s i n

.clauses with el,  as i s shown by the negative's
' bein g /M? , as well a s b y the fac t tha t we can

add el , si , if , t o a  wish , o r expres s a  hypothesi s withou t a
conjunction, b y a clause of jussive o r optativ e character . E l
with th e optativ e i n th e N T occur s i n 1 1 passages , of which
4 mus t b e pu t asid e a s indirec t question s an d accordingl y
falling unde r the nex t head . Th e three exx . in Ac are al l i n
or. oil.:  20 18 ("I wan t i f I  ca n to . . . " ) , and 27 s9 ("We
will beac h he r i f w e can") , are futur e conditions ; an d 24 19

puts int o th e pas t (unfulfilled ) for m th e assertio n "The y
ought t o bring their accusation , i f the y hav e an y " (e^otwt).
The remainde r includ e e * rv^oi  i n 1  Co 1410 15 s7, the onl y
exx. i n Paul , and tw o in 1  Pet , e l teal  irda^one  3 M and e l
0e\ot 3 17. Th e examinatio n o f thes e w e ma y defe r til l
we tak e u p Conditiona l Sentence s together . W e onl y note
here tha t H E giv e n o mor e tha n 1 3 exx . fro m LX X o f el
Q. opt. (apar t fro m 4  Mac and on e passage omitted i n uncials) :
about 2  o f thes e ar e wishes , an d 5  ar e case s o f &<r(irep)
e? rts,  whil e 2  see m t o b e direc t o r indirec t questions .
Neither i n LX X no r i n N T i s ther e a n ex . o f e l c . opt .
answered wit h opt . c . av, no r ha s on e been quote d fro m th e
papyri.1 T o the optative prope r belong s also tha t afte r fina l
particles, as w e infer fro m th e negativ e /*» ? and fro m it s bein g
an alternative fo r the (jussive) subjunctive . I t doe s not how-

ever call for any treatment in a NT grammar.in Final clauses. ™ . ,  ,  .  »  ,  »  *  «We hav e see n alread y (p . 55 ) tha t tva  Sot
and tv a <yvoi  are unmistakabl y subjunctives: if tv a S^aj  b e read
(ib. and pp . 193 f.) in Eph I17 it wil l have to be a virtual wish
clause, tva serving merely to link i t t o the previous verb ; bu t
Stay i s preferable. Thi s banishmen t o f the fina l optativ e only
means tha t th e N T writer s wer e avers e t o bringin g i n a

1 Meanwhile we may observe that Blass's dictum (p. 213) that the el c. opt.
form i s use d "i f I  wish t o represen t anythin g a s generall y possible , without
regard t o the general o r actua l situatio n a t th e moment, " suits th e N T ezz .
well; and it seem s to fit the genera l fact s better than Goodwin's doctrine o f *
" lesa vivid future " condition (Goodwin, Greek  Gram.  SOI) .

in Hypothesis
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construction whic h was artificial , thoug h no t quit e obsolete .
The obsolescenc e o f th e optativ e ha d progresse d sinc e th e
time o f th e LXX , an d w e wil l onl y compar e th e writer s
and papyr i o f i/A.D . an d ii/A.D . Die l i n hi s progra m De
enuntiatis finalibus , pp . 2 0 f. , give s Josephu s (i/A.D. ) 3 2
per cent , o f optative s afte r Iva,  OTTW ? an d <&? , Plutarc h
Lives (i/A.D. ) 49 , Arria n (ii/A.D. ) 82 , an d Appia n (ii/A.D. ) 87 ,
while Herodia n (iii/A.D. ) ha s 75 . I t i s very clea r tha t th e
final optative wa s the hall-mar k o f a pretty Atti c style . Th e
Atticisers wer e not particular howeve r to restrict the optative
to past sequence, as any random dip into Lucia n himsel f wil l
show. W e may contrast th e mor e natura l Polybiu s (ii/B.c.) ,
whose percentag e of optative s i s only 7,1 or Diodorus (I/B.C.),
who fall s t o 5 . Th e write r o f 4  Ma c (I/A.D. ) outdoe s al l
his predecessor s wit h 71 , s o tha t w e ca n se e th e cacoethes
Atticissandi affectin g Je w a s wel l a s Gentile . Th e papyr i
of ou r period onl y giv e a  singl e optative , s o fa r a s I  hav e
observed: O P 23 7 (lat e ii/A.D. ) iva  ,  .  .  &wr)0e(t}v.  A
little late r w e hav e LP w (ii/ii i A.D. ) ?v * eSoSov  apri  fioi
eiijt, i n primary sequence ; an d befor e long , in th e Byzantine
age, there i a a  rio t o f optatives , afte r edv  o r anythin g else .
The deadnes s o f th e constructio n eve n i n th e Ptolemai c
period ma y b e wel l show n fro m T P 1  (ii/B.0. ) qj-kacra  tva,
•^fn\luyriaQr\ffoi'ro —  futur e optative ! Perhap s thes e fact s
and citation s wil l suffic e t o sho w wh y th e N T doe s no t
attempt t o riva l th e litterateurs  in th e us e of this resuscitated
elegance.

We tur n t o th e othe r mai n divisio n o f
^e Optative , tha t o f whic h ov  an d a v ar e
frequent attendants . Wit h a v the Potentia l

answers t o ou r ow n /  should,  yo u o r h e would,  generall y
following a  condition . I t wa s use d t o expres s a  futur e i n
a milde r form , and t o express a request i n deferentia l style .
But i t i s unnecessar y to dwel l upo n thi s here , fo r the tabl e
given abov e (p . 166) show s tha t i t wa s n o longe r a  reall y
living for m i n NT timea I t wa s literary , but no t artificial ,
as Luke' s us e proves . I t figure s 3 0 time s i n LXX , o r
19 time ? whe n 4  Ma c i s excluded , and it s occurrence s ar e

1 See Kalker'i observations, Qvaat.  288 &

Potebtial
Optative.
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tolerably wel l distribute d an d no t abnorma l i n form . W e
should not e however the omissio n o f av, which wa s previously
cited in one phrase (p . 194 n.).1 W e shal l se e that a v tends
to be dropped wit h th e indicative ; th e genera l weakenin g of
the particl e is probably responsibl e fo r it s omissio n wit h th e
optative a s well . Tt' y & v Scpr/,  Jo b 31 S1 al,  doe s no t diffe r
from rk  8q>i)  elsewhere ; an d n o distinctio n o f meanin g i s
conveyed b y suc h a n omissio n a s appear s i n 4  Ma c 5 1S

trvyyvtupovijffeiev, "  even i f ther e i s (e<rr/ ) [ a God] , h e woul d
forgive." I n othe r way s we become aware ho w littl e differ -
ence a v make s i n thi s ag e o f it s senescence . Thu s i n Pa r
P 3 5 (ii/B.C. ) e^veyK€v  oir6<r'  av  epew\a>~\ro*  th e droppin g
of a v woul d affec t th e meanin g hardly a t all , th e contingen t
force bein g practicall y nil.  S o whe n Luk e say s i n I 82

evevevov .  .  .  TO  r i av  Be\oi  "  how h e woul d like,"—c f
Ac 10" , L k 15 26 18 M (D ) 9*«,—ther e i s a  minimu m of
difference a s compared wit h A c 21 s* eirwOavero rk eli)  "wh o
he migh t be, " or L k 18 88 KA B r i sty  TOVTO.  No t tha t av
G. opt . i n a n indirect questio n is always as near a s in thi s case
to the unaccompanied optative whic h we treat next . Thu s in
the inscr. Magn. 21 5 (1/A.D.) eirepearip  .  .  .  r i avrrn  ffi)patvu 4)
ri av iroirjcras  dSetu ? Biare\oirj  represent s the conditiona l sen -
tence, " If I  wer e to do what, should I  b e secure 1" i.e.  " what
must I  do that I  may . . .1 " S o in Lk 611 rl av  iroi^tratev
is the hesitatin g substitut e fo r the direc t ri iroiijtrofiev;  A c 524

ri av  yevoiro  TOVTO  answer s t o " What will  thi s com e to 1"
Cf Est h 13 s irvffopevov  .  .  .  TTW S av a^deiit  . . . " how this
might b e brough t t o pass " (EV) . I n direc t questio n w e
have Ac 1718 ri av  0e\ot  .  .  .  \eyeiv ; Th e idiomatic opt . c.
av in a  softened assertio n meet s u s in A c 2629 N°AB, evgafaqv
av " I coul d pray." Amon g all th e exx . of av c. opt. i n Luke
there i s onl y on e whic h ha s a  protasis , A c 8 81 TTW? yap  av
Svvaifirjv, eav  p.rf  rt ? oS^y^Ve t fie ;—a familia r case o f futur e

1 Par P 63 (ii/B.o.) has a  droppe d &r  i n a  plac e where it i s neede d badl y :
AXa fiir  oiiSiva  irdrmfu  v\ty  Sn  (\xeff8ai  jSe/SotfXevrai . Bu t I  woul d rea d
oi/Btv 4<^^>—i f on e may conjecture without seeing th e papyrus . (S o Mahaff y
now reads : he also substitutes eiXXA , an d KO.KUS  fo r £\Ke<rOtu.)

1 It i s unfortunate tha t thi s crucia l < ? i s missing , fo r ipew&ro  (a n unaug-
mented form ) is quite possible, thoug h les s likely . Th e papyru s ha s uiothe i
optative, in indirect question, etrpav
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condition wit h th e les s vivi d for m i n th e apodosis. 1 N o
more need b e said of this use ; no r nee d we add muc h abou t
the othe r us e of the Potential , that see n i n indirec t questions .
The tendenc y o f Gree k ha s bee n exactl y opposit e t o tha t of
Latin, whic h b y the classica l perio d ha d mad e th e optativ e
("subjunctive") de  rigu&ur  i n indirec t questions , whateve r
the tens e o f th e mai n verb . Gree k neve r admitte d vis  efyv
= guis sim into primar y sequence, and even afte r pas t tense s
the optativ e wa s a  refinemen t whic h Hellenisti c vernacula r
made smal l effor t t o preserve . O n Luke' s occasiona l use o f i t
we nee d no t tarry , unles s i t b e t o repea t Winer' s remar k
(p. 375 ) on Ac 21 83, wher e th e opt . i s appropriate i n askin g
about th e unknown, while the accompanying indicative, "  what
he ha s done," suits the convictio n tha t th e prisone r had com-
mitted some  crime . Th e ton e of remotenes s and uncertaint y
given b y th e optative i s well seen in such a reported questio n
as L k 3 15 MJjVore avro ? ew ; o  Xpicrro<s,  o r 22 ^ TO rk apa  e?i j
. .  .  o  ravra fjA\\a>v  wpdtra-eiv.  I t wil l be noted that Luke
observes th e rul e o f sequence , as he doe s in th e use o f trpiv
(p. 169). "

_ . . Th e Indicative—apar t fro m it s Future ,n TJnrfiS.1
Indicative w ^ich w e hav e see n wa s originall y a  sub -

junctive i n th e main—i s suite d b y its whole
character onl y to positiv e an d negativ e statements , an d no t
to th e expressio n o f contingencies, wishes, commands, or other
subjective conceptions . W e ar e no t concerne d here with th e
forces whic h produced what is called th e " unreal" use of th e
indicative, sinc e Hellenisti c Greek received i t fro m th e earlie r
age as a fully grow n and normal usage , which it proceede d t o
limit in sundr y directions. It s most prominen t use is in th e
two parts of the unfulfille d conditiona l statement . W e must

1 It i s sentence s of this kind t o which Goodwin' s "les s vivi d form " doe s
apply: his extensio n o f this t o b e th e rule for the whol e clas s I  should ven -
ture to dissent from—see above , p . 196 n.

* On the genera l question of th e obsolescenc e of the optative , reference may
be made to F . G . Allinson's paper in Gildersleeve  Studies  353 ff., wher e itacism
is alleged to be a contributory cause . O f OP 60 (iv/A.D.) &> ' otv txom .  . .  «ra !
KorooTifcrijToi (=-«) , wher e *XT re * s meant ; O P 7 1 (ib) wher e e t rol  toicoi  i s
similarly a  misspel t subj . (o r indie.) . Whe n o t ha d becom e th e complet e
equivalent of TJ,  p , «, and c u of c , th e optativ e form s coul d n o longe r presenr*
phonetic distinctness. Prof . Thum b dissents: se e p. 240.
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take thi s u p amon g th e othe r Conditiona l Sentences , i n
vol. ii., onl y dealing here wit h tha t whic h affect s th e stud y of
the indicativ e a s a  modus  irrealis.  Thi s includes the case s of
omitted av,1 and thos e of ov  instea d o f /*»? . I t happen s tha t
the onl y NT example of th e latte r ha s the forme r character -
istic a s well : M k 14 81 (  = Mt 26 s4) Ka\i>v  avr$  e l OVK
ejevvrjdi} — Mt improve s th e Gree k b y adding ty . I t i s only
the ultimat e sens e which make s this " unreal " at al l : as fa r
as for m goes , the protasi s i s lik e He b 12 26 e l eiceivoi  OVK
fgtyvyov, "  if they failed to escape " (as they did). There , " it
was a warning to us " might have formed th e apodosis, and so
that sentence and thi s would have been grammatically similar .
We might speak thu s of some villain o f tragedy, e.g.  " A goo d
thing i f (nearly = that) there neve r was such a  man." Trans -
ferred a s i t i s t o a  ma n who i s actuall y present , the sayin g
gains i n poignanc y by th e absenc e o f th e contingen t form .
El oit  occur s fairl y often wit h th e indicative , bu t elsewher e
always in simple conditions : see above, p. 171. Th e dropping
of a v in the apodosis of unfulfilled condition s was classical with
phrases like eSei,  e'Xf^v,  xa\ov  r/v.  Suc h sentence s as " If h e
did it , i t wa s th e righ t thing, " ma y b e regarde d a s th e
starting-point o f th e us e o f th e indicativ e i n unfulfille d
condition, since usag e can easily suppl y the connotatio n " but
he di d no t d o it. " Th e additio n o f a v t o a n indicativ e
apodosis produced muc h the sam e effec t a s we can expres s in
writing b y italicisin g "if" : "if  h e ha d anything , h e gav e
it," o r " if h e ha d anything , i n tha t cas e (av)  h e gav e it, "
alike sugges t b y thei r emphasi s tha t th e conditio n wa s no t
realised. W e further note the familia r fac t tha t th e imper -
fect i n al l "  unreal " indicative s generall y denote s presen t
time:2 c f th e us e wit h 8<f>e\ov  i n Re v 3 16 an d 2  C o II 1.
(These ar e th e sol e N T example s o f thi s kin d o f unrea l
indicative. Th e sentence s o f unrealise d wis h resembl e
those o f unfulfille d conditio n furthe r i n usin g th e aoris t
(1 C o 4 8) i n referenc e t o pas t tim e ; bu t thi s coul d

1 Cf OP 526 (H/A.D.) el xal fify totpeve, iyt> T>n> \6ryov futv 06
OP 530 (U/A.D.) tl TT\eloi> Si /tot iraptKeiTo, ird\tv ffoi inwrdXiceti', Rein P 7
(ii/B.o.) ote iirlenn el /rij fyAyiccure <rt<rinuiGa9<u . . . a-iOTpo^*, al.

1 In IJc 17" note present in protasis. Cf Par P 47 (ii/B.o., =Witk. p. 64)
TI irrpirofuu, ol/K & pe Ties, " but for the fact that I am."
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hardly hav e bee n otherwise. 1) Th e differenc e o f tim e i n
the rea l an d unrea l imperfec t wil l b e see n whe n w e dro p
the av  i n th e stoc k sentenc e ei  ri  el^ov,  eStSovv  av , "i f I
had anythin g (now),  I  shoul d giv e it, " whic h by eliminating
the a v become s " if (i.e. whenever) I ha d anything , I  use d to
give it." Goodwi n (MT  §  399, 41 Off.) show s tha t thi s ns e
of th e imperf. for present tim e is post-Homeric, an d tha t i t i s
not invariabl e i n Attic—see hi s exx . Fo r th e N T we may
cite M t 23 80 24 « (^Set ) = Lk 12 89, Jn 4 10 ll 21-8*, 1 Jn 2 18

as place s wher e e l wit h imperf . decidedl y denote s a  past
condition; bu t sinc e all these exx. contain either ijfMjv  o r y&eiv,
which hav e n o aorist , the y prov e nothin g a s to the surviva l
of th e classica l ambiguity—w e have t o decid e by the contex t
here, as i n al l case s i n th e olde r literature , a s t o whethe r
present or pas t tim e is meant. Th e distributio n o f tense s in
the apodosi s (when av is present) ma y be seen in th e tabl e on
p. 166 . Th e solitar y pluperf . i s in 1  Jn 2 19. I t nee d only
be adde d tha t thes e sentence s o f unfulfille d conditio n stat e
nothing necessaril y unrea l i n thei r apodosis : i t i s o f course
usually th e case that the statemen t i s untrue , bu t th e sen -
tence itsel f onl y makes it untru e "  under the circumstance s "
(av), sinc e th e conditio n i s unsatisfied . Th e tim e o f th e
apodosis generall y determine s itself , th e imperfec t regularl y
denoting present action , except i n M t 23 80 (rjfjieda).

Unrealised purpose  make s a  minute additio n t o th e tale of
unreal indicative s in th e NT . Th e afterthough t ebpapov  i n
Gal 2 2, with whic h stand s 1  T h 3 6, has plent y o f classica l
parallels (se e Goodwi n MT §  333) , but n o furthe r exx . ar e
found i n N T writers , an d (a s w e sa w above , p. 19 3 n. ) th e
former ex . is fa r fro m certain . Suc h sentences ofte n depen d
on unfulfille d condition s with av , and th e decadenc e o f thes e
carries with i t tha t o f a  stil l mor e subtl e an d less practica l
form o f language .

1 There is one ex. of 6<t>t\or c. rat., Gal 5la, and there also the associations of
the particle (as it now is) help to mark an expression never meant to be taken
seriously. The dropping of augment in &<j>e\ov may be Ionic, as it is found
in Hercdotua ; its application to 2nd or 3rd pers. is probably due to its being
felt to mean "7 would" instead of "thou shouldst," etc. Note among the
late ezz. in LS (p. 1099) that with /it . . . dX&rOcu, a first step in this develop-
ment. Grimm-Thayer gives LXX parallels. See also Schwyzer Pcrg. 178.



CHAPTER IX .

THE INFINITIV E AN D PARTICIPLE .

THE mention of " The Verb " has been omitted
Nominal Verbs in fch e h ea(jing O f thi s chapter, in deference to

and Verba l . , t-u-i v t  .  ,Nouns susceptibilitie s of grammarian s wh o wax
warm when \veiv or Xwra? is attached to th e

Verb instead of th e Noun . Bu t havin g thu s don e homag e
to orthodoxy, we proceed to trea t thes e tw o categories almost
exclusively a s if they wer e mer e verba l moods , a s fo r mos t
practical purpose s the y are . Ever y schoolbo y know s tha t
in origi n an d i n par t o f thei r us e the y belon g t o th e
noun; bu t o n thi s sid e the y hav e bee n sufficientl y treate d
in chapter s iv . an d v. , an d nearl y al l tha t i s distinctiv e is
verbal.

The Gree k Infinitive is historically eithe rThe Infinitive:—
Its Origin. a  I°oa'ilve C* 8 ^• vetv) o r a  dativ e (a s \wrtu,

elvai, etc.) fro m a noun base closely connected
with a  verb.1 W e ca n se e thi s fac t bes t fro m a  glanc e a t
Latin, wher e regere  i s obviousl y th e locativ e o f a  nou n like
genus, rtyl th e dativ e o f a  nou n muc h lik e re x excep t i n
quantity, and rectum, -tul, -tu the accusative , dative, and loca-
tive, respectively, of an action-nou n of the 4t h declension . I n
Plautus we even fin d th e abstrac t nou n taetio  i n th e nomi -
native governing its cas e just a s if i t were  tangere.  Classica l
Greek ha s a  fe w well-know n exx . o f a  nou n o r adjectiv e
governing th e cas e appropriate t o th e ver b with whic h i t i s
closely connected . Thu s Plato Apol. 1 SB ra fj,ereiopa  faovn -
oT»f?, Sophocle s Ant. 78 9 <re  ^lift/to? : se e Jebb's note. Vedi c

1 On the morphology of the Infinitive see Giles Manual* 46 8 ff . I t should be
noted that no syntactical difference survives i n Greek between forma originally
dative and those which started in the locative.
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Sanskrit woul d sho w u s ye t mor e clearl y tha t th e so-calle d
infinitive i s nothing but a  case—any case—of a  nou n which
had enoug h verbal consciousnes s i n ifr to " govern " an object .
The isolation an d stereotyping of a few of these forms produces
the infinitiv e o f Greek , Latin, o r English. I t wil l b e easil y
seen in ou r own languag e tha t wha t we cal l th e infinitiv e i s
only th e dative of a noun: Middle English had a locative with
at. I n suc h a  sentence as " He went ou t to work again," how
shall we parse work 1 Mak e it" hard work," and the Noun claims
it: substitut e "  work hard, " an d th e Ver b comes to its own.
One clear inferenc e fro m al l thi s i s that ther e wa s originally

no voice  fo r th e infinitive . ^waro?  6avfj,d-
No voic e

distinction. ffai > ̂ P^ 16 fo r wondering , an d a£to ?
Gavjjuiffat, "  worthy fo r wondering, " use th e

verbal nou n i n th e sam e way ; bu t on e mean s "  able t o
wonder," and the othe r " deserving to be wondered at." Th e
middle and passive infinitives i n Gree k and Latin are merel y
adaptations o f certai n forms , ou t o f a  mas s o f unit s whic h
had los t thei r individuality , t o expres s a  relatio n mad e
prominent b y th e close r connexio n o f suc h noun s wit h
the verb .

There are comparativel y fe w uses of th eSurvivals o f 
Case forc e Gree k Infinitiv e i n whic h w e canno t stil l

trace th e constructio n by restoring th e dativ e
or locative cas e fro m whenc e i t started . Indee d th e ver y
fact that when the for m ha d become petrified the genius o f th e
language too k i t u p afres h an d decline d i t b y prefixing th e
article, show s u s ho w persisten t wa s th e nou n idea . Th e
imperative use , the surviva l o f whic h we hav e notice d abov e
(pp. 179 f.), is instructive i f we are righ t i n interpretin g i t i n
close connexio n wit h th e origin s of th e infinitive . A  dativ e
of purpos e use d a s a n exclamatio n convey s a t onc e th e
imperatival idea . Th e frequen t identit y o f nou n an d ver b
forms i n Englis h enable s us to cite in illustratio n tw o lines of
a popular hym n :—

"So no w to watch , t o work , t o war ,
And the n t o res t fo r eve r !"

A schoolmaster enterin g hi s classroom might say either " Now
then, t o work!" or "  at work ! "—dative or locative , express*
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ing imperativ e 2n d person , as th e hym n line s expres s 1s t
person. Amon g the N T exx. , Phi l 3 16 ha s the 1st, 1 and th e
rest the 2n d person . Th e noun-cas e i s equall y traceabl e in
many othe r use s o f th e infinitive . Thu s th e infinitiv e o f
purpose, as in Jn 21 s a\.ievetv a-fishing,  o r Mt 2 2 TTpoa-Kwrja-ai
for worshipping,  —o f consequence , as He b 6 10 eirt\ade<r0ai t o
the extent  o f forgetting,—and othe r "  complementary " infini-
tives, as Heb II16 xatpbv ava/cdivtyai  opportunity  fo r returning,
2 Ti m I12 Sura-re? if>v\d^at  competent  for guarding.  Th e forc e
of suc h infinitive s is always bes t reache d by thus goin g bac k
to the origina l dativ e o r locative noun .

From th e accoun t jus t give n o f th e
genesis o f th e infinitiv e i t follow s tha t i t

was originall y destitut e o f tense  a s muc h a s o f voice . I n
classical Sanskri t th e infinitiv e i s forme d withou t referenc e
to the conjugatio n o r conjugation s i n whic h a verb form s it s
present stem: thu s »/  gru  («\vo>), inf. qrotum,  pres . frnomi —
V V UJ (iungo),  yoktum,  yunajmi—V bhu  (<j>va>,  fui, 6e) , thavi-
tum, lhavami. W e ca n se e thi s almos t a s clearly in Latin ,
where action-nouns lik e sonitum,  positum, tactum  an d tactio,
etc., have n o forma l connexio n wit h th e presen t ste m see n
in sonat,  ponit, tangit. Th e <r  i n \vaai  ha s onl y accidenta l
similarity t o lin k i t wit h tha t i n eXuo-a . Bu t whe n onc e
these noun forms ha d established thei r clos e contac t wit h th e
verb, accidental resemblances and othe r more or less capriciou s
causes encourage d a n associatio n tha t rapidl y grew , til l al l
the tenses , a s wel l a s th e thre e voices, were equippe d with
infinitives appropriate d to their exclusiv e service . Gree k had
been supplie d wit h th e complet e syste m fro m earl y times ,
and w e nee d sa y nothin g furthe r o n the subjec t here , since
the infinitiv e present s n o features whic h are no t share d wit h
other moods belonging to the severa l tenses. *

1 Brugmann, Gram.'  517 n., regard s <!> : trot elretv  as being for etvupei>, and
coming therefor e unde r thi s head . I t i s a literary phrase, foun d only in Heb
7': cf the would-b e literary papyrus , O P 67 (iv/A.D.). O n this and other exx.
of th e "limitativ e infin. " se e Griinenwald i n Schan z Seitrdge  n . iii . 22ff. ,
where it i s shown to be generally use d to qualify ra t o r oiJoWs , and not as hen .

* The Hellenistic weakenin g o f the Futur e infinitive , whic h i n the papyr i
is yery frequently use d for aorist o r eye n present , would clai m attentio n he n
if w e were dealin g wit h th e K  011-7} a s a  whole . Se e Kalke r 281 , Hatzidaki i
190f., 142f . Th e N T hardl y show s thi s form : apar t fro m tireaStu,  I

Tenses.
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Some importan t question s arise fro m th e
*ree us e * n  ̂° ^ *k e m finitive whic h i s
equivalent t o iva  c . eubj . I n ThLZ,  1903 ,

p. 421 , Prof . Thum b ha s som e suggestiv e remark s o n this
subject. H e show s tha t thi s infinitiv e i s decidedl y mor e
prominent i n th e Koivtj  tha n i n Attic , an d i s perhap s a n
Ionic element, a s also may be the infin . with rov,  of which the
same i s true. I n th e Ponti c dialec t o f MGr—a s mentioned
above, pp . 4 0 f.—the ol d infin . survives , whil e i t vanishe d
in favou r of vd  c . subj . i n Europea n MGr , where th e infin .
was less prominen t i n ancien t times. " No w the us e o f th e
infin. in Pontic is restricted t o certai n syntactica l sequences .
To these belon g verb s o f movement , like come,  go up (c f L k
1810, Par P  49—ii/B.C. , = Witk. 29— eav avafiw  xdyat  -jrpoa-
Kvinjcrat), turn,  go over, run, rise up , incline, etc. Th e NT (and
LXX) us e generall y agree s wit h thi s ; an d we find a similar
correspondence wit h Ponti c i n th e N T us e o f th e infinitiv e
after suc h verb s a s ftovKofiai , etriOvpS),  (rvovBd^m,  iretpd^eo,
eirijfeipoa, alcry^vvonai,  <po/3ovpai,  d^ita,  irapaivw, K€\eva>, rdcrffto,
«3, eTTirpeirto,  Svvajiai,  e^to,  apxpfj-ai.  Wit h othe r verbs , a s
irapaica\&, the Iva  construction prevails . Thi s correspondence
between ancien t and modern vernacular in Asia Minor , Thumb
suggests, i s best explaine d b y assumin g two tendencies within
the Koarf,  on e toward s th e universalisin g o f "va,  th e othe r
towards the establishmen t o f th e ol d infinitiv e i n a  definit e
province: th e former prevaile d throughout the larger, western
portion o f Hellenism, and issue d i n th e languag e o f moder n
Hellas, where the infinitive i s obsolete ; whil e th e latte r hel d
sway in th e easter n territory , exemplifyin g itself a s we should
expect i n the NT , and showing its characteristi c in the dialec t
spoken to-da y in th e sam e country . Prof . Thum b does , not
pretend t o urge more than th e provisiona l acceptanc e o f thi s
theory, which indeed can only be decisively accepted or rejected
when w e have ransacked al l th e availabl e inscriptions of Asia
Minor fo r thei r evidenc e on the us e o f the infinitive . Bu t i t

can onl y cite H e 8 U, Ac 26 * (WH mg). J n 21 2Shas xu/n}«u > (KBC) , replaced
by xwpwo* in the later MSS ; bu t th e futur e i s wante d here . Th e aorist may
be du e t o th e los s o f futur e meanin g i n xapti<reiv  b y the tim e when th e lat «
scribes wrote. Th e obsoleteness of fut. infin . with /tt\\u in NT and papyri hai
been remarked already (p. 114 n.). ["Se e p. 249.

Infinitive of
Purpose,etc.
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is certainly ver y plausible , and open s out hint s of exceedingly
fruitful researc h on lines a s yet unworked.

^e * on£ Debate d questio n o f " Iva ex-
fiamcov" ma y b e regarde d a s settle d b y th e

new light which has come in since H. A. W. Meyer waged heroic
warfare agains t th e ide a that 'iva  could ever denot e anythin g
but purpose . Al l motive for strainin g th e obviou s meanin g
of word s is taken awa y when w e see that in th e lates t stag e
of Gree k language-histor y th e infinitiv e ha s yielde d al l it s
functions to th e locutio n thu s jealously kep t apar t fro m it .
That Iva  normall y mean t "i n orde r that " i s beyon d ques -
tion. I t i s perpetually use d i n th e ful l fina l sens e i n th e
papyri, havin g gaine d greatl y o n th e Atti c OTTW? . Bu t i t
has com e t o b e th e ordinar y constructio n i n many  phrases
where a simple infinitiv e was use d i n earlie r Greek , just a s
in Lati n ut  clauses , o r i n English thos e wit h that,  usurp th e
prerogative o f th e verbal noun . "  And thi s i s lif e eternal ,
that the y shoul d kno w thee " (J n 17 8), i n Englis h a s i n
the Greek , exhibit s a  for m whic h unde r othe r circum -
stances woul d make a  fina l clause . Ar e w e t o insis t o n
recognising th e ghos t o f a  purpos e claus e her e ?* Westcot t
says that 'iva  here "  expresses an aim , an end , and no t onl y
a fact. " Th e 'iva  claus e then , a s compare d wit h (TO ) jivto-
fftcew, adds th e ide a of effort  o r ai m a t acquirin g knowledge o f
God. I  wil l no t den y it , havin g indee d committe d mysel f
to th e assumptio n a s sufficientl y establishe d t o b e se t dow n
in a n elementar y grammar. 1 Bu t I  hav e t o confes s mysel f
troubled wit h unsettlin g doubts ; an d I shoul d b e sorry now
to commen d tha t "va  a s stron g enoug h t o carr y on e of th e
heads of an expositor y sermon!

Let u s examin e th e ground s o f thi s scepticis m a  littl e
more closely. I n Kalker' s ofte n quote d monograp h on th e
language of Polybius , pp . 29 0 f£ , w e have a carefu l presenta -
tion o f 'iva  a s it appear s in th e earlies t o f th e Koivij  writers ,
who cam e muc h neare r t o th e dialec t o f commo n lif e tha n
the Atticist s wh o followe d him . W e se e a t onc e tha t iva
has mad e grea t stride s sinc e th e Attic golde n age . I t ha s
invaded th e territor y o f OTTOS? , as with fypovri&i v an d <nrov-

1 Itttrod* 217. [« See p. 249.

:Ecbatic"
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Sdfav, t o mentio n onl y tw o verb s foun d i n th e NT . Th e
former occur s onl y i n Ti t 3 8; th e latte r eleve n times . An d
instead o f Attic oiraty,  o r Polybia n iva,  behol d th e infinitiv e
in ever y occurrenc e o f th e two ! Unde r Kalker' s nex t hea d
Polybius i s brough t int o a n equall y significan t agreemen t
with th e NT . H e show s ho w the historia n favour s iva  afte r
words o f commanding , etc. , suc h a s Suurafaiv,  alrelaBai,
rypdfatv, irapayyeXteiv,  an d th e like . On e ex . shoul d b e
quoted :  avverd^aro  w/ao s re Tavpiowa  Trapaaicevd^eiv  w
TrevTrfKOVTO, KOI  irejbu ? TrevraKotriovs,  teal  irpof  M e
iva Toii9  r<row s TOVTOK  lirirek  ical  Tre^ovy  e%a/irocnel\(oai.
The equivalenc e o f infin . and Iva  c . subj. here i s very plain .
In th e late r Koivq  o f th e NT , whic h i s les s affecte d b y
literary standards tha n Polybiu s is , we ar e no t surprise d t o
find 'iva  use d mor e freel y still ; an d th e resultan t idio m in
MGr take s awa y th e las t excus e fo r doubtin g ou r natura l
conclusions. Ther e is a n eminentl y sensibl e not e i n S H o n
Rom 1111, in whic h the laxe r us e o f Iva  i s defende d b y th e
demands o f exegesis , withou t referenc e t o th e linguisti c
evidence. Th e editor s als o (p . 143 ) cit e Chrysosto m o n
5s0: T O S e iva  evravda  OVK  alTid\oyta<}  ird\iv  a\\'  eV/3acrea> 9
eanv. I t wil l b e see n tha t wha t i s sai d o f th e weakenin g
of fina l forc e in wa  applies als o t o othe r fina l constructions ,
such a s rot ) c . infin . An d o n th e othe r sid e w e not e tha t
ware in passage s lik e Mt 27 1 ha s los t it s consecutiv e forc e
and expresse s a  purpose. " I t i s indee d a  repetitio n afte r
many centurie s o f a  developmen t whic h too k plac e i n th e
simple infinitiv e befor e ou r contemporar y records begin . I n
the tim e whe n th e dativ e Sopevai  an d th e locativ e Softev
were stil l distinc t livin g case s o f a  verba l noun , w e ma y
assume that th e forme r was much in us e to expres s designe d
result: th e disappearanc e o f distinctio n betwee n th e tw o
cases, and th e extensio n o f th e ne w "  infinitive mood " ove r
many variou s uses , involve d a  proces s essentiall y lik e th e
vanishing o f th e exclusively  fina l forc e i n th e normall y fina l
constructions o f Greek , Latin , an d English . Th e burde n o f
making purpos e clea r i s i n al l thes e case s throw n o n th e
context; an d i t canno t b e sai d tha t an y difficult y results ,
except i n a  minimu m of places. An d eve n in thes e th e diffi -
culty i s probabl y du e onl y t o th e fac t tha t w e necessaril y

• See p. 249.
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read a n ancien t languag e a s foreigners : n o difficult y eve r
arises in analogou s phrases i n ou r own tongue.

T * • •  „  Th e suggestio n o f Lati n influenc e i n thi s
development ha s not unnaturall y bee n mad e

by som e ver y goo d authorities; l bu t th e usag e wa s deeply
rooted i n th e vernacular , i n fields which Lati n canno t hav e
touched t o th e exten t whic h s o far-reachin g a  chang e
involves. A  fe w exx. from papyr i ma y be cited:—O P 74 4
(i/B.C.) epcorco  <re  tva  /M)  dycavidffps.  N P 7  (i/A.D. ) eypatya
'Cva ffo i <f>v\ax0<S<ri  (c f B U 1 9 (ii/A.D.)) . B U 53 1 (ii/A.D. )
•jrapaicaXS) ae.  Iva  Acarao-^j;? . 62 5 (ii/ii i A.B. ) eS^Xaxr a ^07 -
rytvy eiva  erv/uia-y.  O P 12 1 (iii/A.D. ) eltrd  <roi  eiva  Scbffaxriv.
BM 2 1 (ii/B.C. ) rfei&ya  ire  OTTW ? airo&ody:  aft w c . i n fin.
occurs in the sam e papyrus . Pa r P  5 1 (U/B.C. ) \eya>  .  .  ,
Iva Trpo<rKvvr]<rr)<i  avrov.  I n suc h clauses , whic h remin d u s
immediately o f M t 4 s 16 20, Mk 5 10 3 * etc. , th e naturalnes s
of th e developmen t i s obviou s fro m th e simpl e fac t tha t th e
purpose claus e wit h ?va  i s merel y a us e o f th e jussiv e sub -
junctive (above , pp. 177 f.), which makes its appearanc e afte r
a ver b o f commandin g o r wishin g entirel y reasonable . Th e
infinitive construction was not superseded : c f AP 13 5 (ii/A.D.)
eptorw tre  pJr)  d/j-e\elv  fiov.  W e nee d ad d nothin g t o Winer' s
remarks (W M 42 2 f. ) o n 6e\o>  and troiw  c . «/a . 1  C o 14 6

is a  particularl y goo d ex . unde r thi s head , i n tha t 0e\co
has bot h constructions : w e ma y trac e a  greate r urgenc y
in tha t wit h Iva,  a s th e meanin g demands . Fro m suc h
sentences, i n whic h th e objec t clause , fro m th e natur e of
the governin g verb , ha d a  jussiv e sens e i n i t whic h mad e
the subjunctiv e natural , ther e wa s a n eas y transitio n t o
object clause s i n whic h th e jussiv e ide a wa s absent . Th e
careful stud y o f typical sentence s lik e M t 10 26 8 8 (contras t
311) 18 6, Jn I 27 (contr . L k 15 19) 4 s* 158-» L k I* 3 (for which
Winer quote s a  clos e paralle l fro m Epictetus) , wil l sho w
anyone who is fre e fro m predispositio n tha t Iva  ca n los e th e
last shre d o f purposiv e meaning. 2 I f th e recognitio n o f a
purpose conception will sui t the context bette r than the denia l

1 So Gotzeler De Polybi elocutione 17 ff. for rpofffyfiii Ira and ra/>curaXc<i> fra
li.il: also Kixlker op. cit., and Viereck SO 67. Against these see Eadermachei
Rh,M Ifi. 203 and Thumb Hellen. 169. " See further pp. 240 f.
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of it , w e remain entirel y fre e t o assum e it ; bu t th e da y i s
past fo r suc h strictnes s a s grea t commentator s lik e Meye r
and Westcot t wer e drive n t o b y th e suppose d demand s o f
grammar. Th e grammaria n i s lef t t o investigat e th e exten t
to whic h th e 'iva  constructio n ouste d th e infinitiv e afte r
particular expressions , t o observ e th e relativ e frequenc y o f
these usage s i n differen t authors , and t o tes t th e realit y of
Thumb's propose d tes t (above , p . 205 ) fo r th e geographica l
distribution o f wha t ma y b e t o som e exten t a  dialecti c
difference.

The consecutiv e infin . wit h <8or e ha sConsequence. been alread y allude d t o a s admittin g some -
thing ver y muc h lik e a  purel y fina l meaning . Th e tota l
occurrences o f wor e in th e N T amoun t to 83 , in 5 1 of which
it take s th e infin . A  considerabl e numbe r o f th e rest ,
however, are no t b y any mean s exx . o f wha t w e shoul d cal l
wore consecutiv e wit h th e indicative : th e conjunctio n be -
comes (as in classica l Greek ) littl e mor e tha n "  and so " o r
" therefore," an d i s accordingl y foun d wit h subj . o r imper .
several times . O f th e stric t consecutiv e wor e c. indie, ther e
are ver y fe w exx. Ga l 2 1S and Jn 3 16 are about th e clearest ,
but th e lin e i s no t eas y t o draw . Th e indicative put s th e
result merel y a s a  ne w fact , co-ordinat e wit h tha t o f th e
main verb ; th e infinitiv e subordinate s th e resul t claus e s o
much as to lay al l th e stres s on the dependenc e of th e resul t
upon its cause . Blass' s summary treatment o f thi s construc -
tion (p. 224) is characteristic of a method of textual criticism
which to o often rob s u s o f an y confidenc e i n ou r document s
and any certain basi s for our grammar. "  In Gal 218 there is at
any rate a v.l. with the infin."—we find in T i " aBCr crvvwtay6i\-
vat"—," while i n J n 3 16 the correct readin g in plac e o f &crre
is ort , which is doubl y atteste d b y Chrys . (in man y passages )
and Nonnus." a Thos e of u s wh o ar e no t impresse d b y suc h
evidence migh t plead tha t th e text a s it stand s in both place s
entirely fit s th e classical usage. I t i s jus t "  the importanc e
attaching t o th e result"—t o quot e on e o f Blass' s criteri a
which he says woul d hav e demande d th e indie , in A c 15 s9 in
a classica l wriber—which account s fo r th e us e o f the indica -
tive : in Jn 3 W, "  had the othe r construction— &are Bovvat,
to much as t o give —been used , some stres s would hav e bee n

« See p. 249.
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taken of f th e fact  o f th e gif t an d lai d o n th e connexion
between th e lov e an d th e gift." l Eve n i f th e indicativ e
construction wa s obsolet e i n th e vernacular—whic h th e
evidence hardl y suffice s t o prove—, it wa s easy to bring in th e
indicative fo r a  specia l purpose , as i t differe d s o littl e fro m
the independen t &crre  = and so . Th e infinitive s withou t
&are i n consecutiv e sens e wer e explaine d abov e (p . 204) ,
upon He b 6 10. S o i n O P 52 6 (ii/A.D.) , ov/c  ^r/v  aira-Ofo
d\oya>s <r e airo^etiriv,  "  so unfeelin g a s t o leav e you, " etc.
Sometimes we meet with rathe r strained examples , as those in
the Luca n hymns , I 64-72 especially . Th e substitutio n o f 2i/ a
c. subj . fo r th e infin . occasionall y makes tv a consecutive , just
as w e sa w that wo-r e coul d b e final : s o 1  J n 1' , Ee v 9 20,
Jn 9 2—where Blass's "  better readin g " on, has no authorit y
earlier tha n hi s own , unles s T i need s t o b e supplemented .
Blass quote s a  goo d ex . fro m Arrian , ofato  fjuopbs  %v  'Lva  pf)
HSy. W e shoul d no t howeve r follo w him i n makin g tv a con -
secutive in L k 9** , for th e though t of a  purpose of Providenc e
seems demande d b y irapaKeica\vp.pAvov.  1  T h 5 4 w e can
concede, bu t 2  C o I 17 i s bette r treate d a s final : Pau l i s
disclaiming th e mundan e virtu e o f unsettle d convictions ,
which aims  at sayin g ye s and n o in on e breath. Se e p. 249 .

The infinitiv e whe n use d a s subjec t o r
 ° b''eCt ° f &  V6r b h& S travelle d somewha t
further away fro m it s origina l syntax . W e
may se e th e origina l ide a i f w e resolv e

humanum est  errare  int o "  there i s somethin g huma n i n
erring." Bu t th e locativ e ha d cease d t o b e fel t whe n th e
construction acquire d it s commandin g prevalence , an d th e
indeclinable verba l nou n coul d becom e nom . o r ace. withou t
difficulty. Th e tva alternative appears her e a s it doe s in th e
purpose and consequenc e clauses , an d (thoug h thi s perhap s
was mer e coincidence ) i n th e imperativ e us e (pp. 176 an d
178 f.). Thu s we have M t 5 29 al avfi^epei,  M t 10 26 apice-rov,
Jn 18 s9 <rvvr/0eid  eartv,  1 Co 4* ets eka^yrov  etrriv,  Jn 4 s4

e/toi/ Pp&pd  ea-Tiv,  all with tva in a subject clause . Se e Blass's
full list , p. 228 , an d not e hi s citatio n fro m "Barnabas " 5 13,
eSei tv a wady.  stil l mor e marke d ar e suc h exx . (p. 229 ) a s

1 I quote from my Introduction 218, written before Blass's book.

Infinitive as
subject or

object.

ofo
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Lk I* 8, 1  Jn 5 s, Jn 15 1S, etc. Th e prevalenc e o f the tva.  in
Jn ha s its bearin g o n Prof . Thumb' s criteri a describe d above
(pp. 4 0 f. and 205) ; fo r i f th e fondnes s o f J n fo r e/to s i s a
characteristic o f Asia Minor, that fo r iva  goes the othe r way.
It woul d be worth while for some patient schola r t o tak e u p
this poin t exhaustively , examining the vernacula r documents
among the papyr i and inscription s an d in the NT , with care -
ful discriminatio n o f dat e an d localit y wher e ascertainable .
Even th e Atticist s wil l yield unwillin g testimony here; fo r a
" wrong" use of iva,  if norma l i n th e writer' s dail y speech ,
could hardl y b e kep t ou t o f hi s literar y style—ther e was a
very manifest dearth of trained composition lecturers to correct
the pros e o f thes e painfu l litterateurs  o f th e olde n time !
Schmid, Attieismus iv. 81, shows how this " Infinitivsurrogat"
made its way from Aristotle onwards. Onl y by such an inquiry
could we make sure tha t th e dialecti c distributio n o f thes e
alternative construction s wa s a rea l fac t i n th e ag e of the
NT. Tentativel y I  shoul d suggest—fo r tim e fo r suc h a n
investigation lie s wholl y belo w m y ow n horizon—tha t th e
preference wa s not ye t decisivel y fixe d o n geographica l lines ,
so tha t individual s ha d stil l thei r choic e open . Th e stron g
volitive flavour which clun g t o iva  woul d perhaps commend
it a s a mannerism to a writer of John's temperament; bu t one
would b e sorr y t o indulg e i n exegetica l subtletie s whe n he
substitutes it fo r the infinitive which other writer s prefer .

We migh t dwel l o n th e relatio n o f
the ac °us- c . infin . (afte r verb s o f saying ,and Infinitive,and substitutes, believing , an d th e like ) t o th e periphrasi s
with o n whic h ha s supersede d i t i n nearl y

all th e N T writers . Bu t n o rea l questio n a s t o differenc e
of meanin g arise s here ; an d i t wil l suffic e t o cit e Blass' s
summary (pp . 23 0 ff. ) an d refe r t o hi m fo r details . H e
shows that " the us e of the infinitiv e with word s of believing
is, with som e doubtfu l exceptions , limite d t o Luke and Pau l
(Hebrews), bein g a  'remnan t o f th e literar y language '
(Viteau [i.] 52)." S o with othe r verb s aki n t o these : Luk e
is indeed "  the onl y write r wh o use s [th e ace . and infinitive]
at an y length , and eve n he very quickly passes ove r int o th e
direct form. " Th e us e o f «o ? instea d o f o n i s limited , an d
tends t o b e encroache d upon b y TTW? : c f Hatzidakis 19 , wh o

The Accusative
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ought no t howeve r t o hav e cited A c 4 21 i n thi s connexio n
The combinatio n w ? o n i n 2  C o 519 II21, 2  Th 2 2, is take n
by Blas s (Gr?  32 1 f.) a s equivalen t t o Atti c a> 5 c . gen. abs.,
the Vulgat e quasi  representin g i t correctly . I t mus t b e
noted tha t i n th e vernacula r a t a  rather late r stag e i t meant
merely "that" : thu s CP E 1 9 (iv/A.D. ) irpdyr,v  /3t/3Xt o OTt-
SeSwica Tj J cr y eVt/ieXet a a> ? Sri  €^ov\i]dt)v  rivet,  inrdp^ovrd
(jtov airoooo-Qai.  Wessel y note s there , "  eas o n see m t o b e
combined wher e th e singl e wor d woul d b e adequate. " H e
quotes anothe r papyrus , o> ? o n ^peoorem u eg  ainov  o  icvpi<s
'lavas. Tw o Attic inscriptions of i/B.C. show a> ? o n c . superl.
in th e sens e o f *» ? o r o n alone : se e Koberts-Gardne r 179 .
Winer (p . 771 ) cite s Xenophon , Helkn.  m . ii . 14 , elvwv
«BS o n bicvoli),  an d Lightfoo t (o n 2  T h 2 2) an d Plumme r
repeat th e reference ; bu t th e editor s hav e agree d t o ejec t
on fro m th e tex t a t tha t place . It s isolatio n i n earlie r
Greek seem s adequat e reaso n fo r floutin g th e MS S here .
Winer's citation from th e Argument to the Busiris  of Isocrates,
icarrjyopovv ainov  o> ? < m icaiva  Saiuovia  el<r<f>epei,  wil l hardly
dispose of Blass's " unclassical" (as Plumme r supposes) , since
the argumen t i s obviousl y late. 1 W e ma y follo w Lightfoo t
and Blas s without much hesitation.

In classical Greek , as any fifth-form boy
f°rgets a t hi s peril , th e nominativ e i s used
regularly instea d o f the accusativ e a s subjec t

to the infinitiv e whe n th e subjec t o f th e mai n ver b i s th e
same: e<f>t)  OVK  avroi  a\\a  KXecova  aTpaTrjyeiv.  Thi s rul e
is by no means obsolete i n N T Greek , a s passage s like 2  Co
10s, Eo m 9 s, Jn 7 * (WH text),  serv e t o show ; bu t th e ten -
dency towards uniformity has produced a number of violations
of it . He b 7 2* has a  superfluou s aiirov,  an d s o ha s L k 2* :
Mt 26 M insert s /ue , Phi l 3 18 epavrov,  an d s o on . Blass ,
p. 23 8 f. , give s instances , an d remark s tha t translation s
from Lati n (Viereck , S G 68 ) exhibi t thi s feature." Kalke r
(p. 280 ) anticipate s Vierec k i n regardin g thi s a s a  cas e of
propter ho e a s wel l a s post  hoc.  Bu t th e developmen t o f

1 Dr J. E . Sandy s (Aristotle's  Constitution  o f Athent,  p. xxviii) makes th e
author of the incMtni t o the Areopagiticus  "  a Christian writer of perhaps th e
sixth century." H e kindly informs m e that we may assum e the sam e age fo i
that to the liutrw. [ • See p. 218,

Nominative for
Accusative.
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Greek i n region s untouche d b y Lati n show s tha t n o outsid e
influence wa s neede d t o accoun t fo r thi s levelling , whic h
was perfectl y natural .

The accus. c. inf. and the art  constructio n
 nav e keen mixe d in Ac 2710, by an inadvert -

ence t o whic h th e bes t Atti c writer s wer e
liable. Se e the parallel s quoted b y Winer (p . 426) , an d add
from humble r Gree k O P 23 7 (ii/A.D. ) ^\&v OTI  el  r A a\r)0f)
<f>aveii) firjSe  Kpiffe<o<s  Beiffffai  T O irpay/j.a. Als o se e Wellh . 23 .

We wil l procee d t o spea k o f th e mos t
characteristic feature o f th e Gree k infinitive
in post-Homeri c language . "B y th e sub -

stantial loss o f it s dativ e force, " say s Gildersleev e (AJP  iii .
195), "the infinitive became verbalised; b y the assumption of
the article it was substantivised again with a decided increment
of it s power. " Goodwin , who cite s thi s dictu m (MT  315) ,
develops th e descriptio n o f th e articula r infinitive , wit h
"its wonderfu l capacit y fo r carryin g dependen t clause s and
adjuncts o f every kind, " as " a new power in th e language , of
which the olde r simple infinitiv e gav e hardly a n intimation. "
The steady growt h o f th e articula r infinitiv e throughou t th e
period o f classica l pros e wa s no t muc h reduce d i n th e
Hellenistic vernacular . Thi s i s wel l see n by comparing th e
NT statistics with those for classical author s cited fro m Gilder -
sleeve o n th e sam e pag e o f Goodwin' s MT.  Th e highes t
frequency i s foun d i n Demosthenes , wh o show s an averag e of
1'25 pe r Teubne r page , whil e h e an d hi s fello w orator s
developed th e power s of the construction for taking dependent
clauses to an exten t unknow n in th e earlie r period . I n th e
NT, if m y calculation i s right , ther e i s a n averag e of '68 pe r
Teubner page—no t muc h less tha n tha t which Birklein give s
for Plato . Th e fragmentar y an d miscellaneou s characte r o f
the papyr i mak e it impossibl e to appl y this kind o f test, bu t
no reader ca n fai l t o observ e ho w perpetua l th e constructio n
is. I  hav e noted 41 exx. in vol . i of BU (361 papyri), which
will serv e t o illustrat e th e statement . A n interestin g lin e
of inquiry,  whic h w e ma y no t a t presen t pursu e ver y far ,
concerns th e appearanc e o f th e articula r infinitiv e i n th e
dialects. Sinc e it i s manifestl y develope d t o a  hig h degre e
in th e Atti c orators , w e shoul d naturall y attribut e it s fre -

Mixed
Constrution.

The Articular
Infinitive.
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quency i n th e Hellenisti c vernacula r t o Atti c element s i n
the Koivri;  an d thi s will b e rathe r a  stron g poin t t o make
against Kretschmer' s vie w (p . 33) , tha t Atti c contribute d
no more than othe r dialect s t o th e resultan t language. T o
test thi s adequately , w e ough t t o g o throug h th e whol e
Samndung o f Gree k dialect-inscriptions . I  hav e ha d t o
content mysel f with a searc h throug h Cauer' s representativ e
Delectus, which contains 557 inscriptions o f all dialects excep t
Attic. I t wil l b e wort h whil e t o se t dow n th e scant y
results. Firs t comes a Laconian inscr. of ii/B.c., 32 ( = Michel
182) eVt T O «a\»9 .  .  .  Siej-asyvrjieevat.  The n the Messenian
" Mysteries " inscr., no. 47 ( = M. 694, Syll. 653, 91 B.C.), which
has fou r o r five instances, all with prepositions . Fou r Creta n
exx. follow, all fro m ii/B.C. , and al l in the same formula, irepl  rS>
(once rov) yeveo-Sat, with accus . subjec t (Nos . 122— 5 = M. 55 ,
56, 54 , 60) . (Th e Gortyn Cod e (Miche l 1333 , V/B.C. ) has no
ex., for all its length.) The n 14 8 ( = M. 1001 , th e Wil l of
Epikteta), date d cir . 200 B.C. , i n whic h we fin d irpo  ro v rav
o-vvoSov foe* . No . 15 7 (M . 417) , fro m Calymnus , date d
end o f iv/B.c., is with one exception the oldes t ex . we have: o Z
irapayevofj^voi trao'av  cnrovSav  eTroiijffavro  ro v {TOI; | Sia\v0ev-
TO.? TOW ? TroXtra ? TO,  iror  avrov 1; TtoKi/reveaQai  per'  opovolas.
No. 171 , fro m Carpathus , Michel (436 ) assign s t o ii/B.C.: i t
has irpo  ro v fjuo-0(odrjfj,eiv.  No . 17 9 (no t in M.), from Priene ,
apparently iii/B.C. , ha s [-jrepl  r\ov  trapopi^eo-dai  rA y x&pav.
The Delphian inscr . no. 22 0 ha s trpo  ro v Trapapeivat.  Eli s
contributes on e ex., no. 26 4 (  = M. 197), dated b y Michel in
the middl e o f iv/B.C. , and s o th e oldes t quoted : irepl  oe  r&
a7roo-TaX.fi/iei' . . . T O .. . ifrdfacrna.  Finall y Lesbo s gives
us (no. 43 1 =M . 357) , fro m ii/B.C. , eV t rat  TrparyiuirevQfivai.
I hav e looked through Larfeld's specia l collectio n of Boeotia n
inscriptions, an d fin d no t a  singl e example . Unles s th e
selections examine d ar e curiousl y unrepresentativ e i n thi s
one point , i t woul d seem clea r tha t th e articula r infinitiv e
only invaded the Gree k dialects whe n th e Koivri  wa s already
arising, an d that its invasion was extremely limited in extent .
To judge from th e silenc e o f Meisterhans , th e Atti c popula r
speech was little affected b y it. I t woul d seem to have been
mainly a  literar y use, starting in Pindar , Herodotus , an d the
tragedians, and mature d b y Attic rhetoric. Th e statistics of
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Birklein (in Schanz Beitr., Heft 7 ) show how it extends during
the lives of th e grea t writers , though evidentl y a  matter of
personal taste . Thu s Sophocle s ha s '9 4 example s pe r 10 0
lines, Aeschylu s '63 , and Euripides onl y -37 . Aristophane s
has '42 ; bu t i f we left ou t his lyrics, th e frequency woul d be
about th e sam e as i n Euripides . Thi s is eloquen t testimony
for th e narrownes s o f its us e in colloquia l speech of the Atti c
golden age ; an d the fact i s significant tha t it doe s not appear
in the earl y Acharnians  a t all , bu t a s many as 1 7 time s in
the Plutw, the las t product o f the poet' s genius . Turnin g to
prose, we find Herodotus showing only '07 examples per Teubner
page, and onl y one-fift h o f his occurrence s 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. Th e figures for the orator s have already been alluded
to. Th e conclusion of the whol e matter—subject t o correction
from th e mor e thoroug h investigatio n whic h i s neede d for
safety—seems t o b e tha t th e articula r infinitiv e i s almost
entirely a  development of Atti c literature , especially oratory ,
from whic h i t passe d int o th e dail y speec h o f th e leas t
cultured peopl e in the late r Hellenis t world.  I f thi s i s true ,
it i s enough by itsel f t o sho w how commanding wa s the part
taken b y Attic, and that th e literar y Attic , i n th e evolutio n
of th e Koivrf.

The application o f th e articula r infin . i n N T Gree k does
not i n principl e g o beyon d wha t i s foun d i n Atti c writers .
We have already dealt with the imputation of Hebraism which
the frequenc y o f ev  T&  c . inf. has raised . I t i s use d 6  time s
in Thucydides , 26 time s in Plato , and 1 6 i n Xenophon; an d
the fac t tha t i t exactl y translates th e Hebre w infin. wit h 3
does not mak e it an y wors e Greek, though thi s naturall y in -
creases its frequency." Onl y one classica l developmen t faile d
to maintai n itself , viz . the rar e employment of the infin . a s a
full noun , capable of a  dependen t genitive: thu s i n Demos -
thenes, TO 7' ev (frpovfiv avr&v,  " their good sense "; or i n Plato,
Sia Train-o s rot ) elvai.  He b 2 16 Sici  Trai/ro ? rov  £fjv  i s a n exac t
parallel t o this last , bu t i t stand s alon e in NT Greek , though
Ignatius, a s Gildersleev e notes , ha s T O a&idicpiTov fnj.<ov  Ifiv.
The fac t tha t Ifiv  wa s b y thi s tim e a n entirel y isolate d
infinitive for m ma y accoun t fo r it s peculia r treatment. 6 A

06 See p. 248.
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similar caus e may possibly contribut e t o th e commo n verna-
cular (no t NT) phras e el s ireiv, 1 whic h w e compare d abov e
(p. 81 ) t o th e Herodotea n ami  c . anarthrou s infin . Th e
prepositions whic h Birklei n (p . 104 ) note s a s neve r use d
with th e infin . retai n thi s disqualificatio n i n th e NT : the y
are, a s h e notes , eithe r purel y poetica l o r use d i n persona l
constructions. I t ma y b e wort h whil e t o giv e a  tabl e o f
relative frequenc y for th e occurrence s o f th e articula r infini-
tive i n N T books . Ja s ha s ( 7 = ) TO 8 pe r W H page ;
Heb (2 3 = ) 1-09 ; L k (71= ) nearl y -99 ; Pau l (10 6 = )
•89 (in Pastorals not at all); A c (49 = ) '7 ('73 in cc. 1-12 ,
•68 in cc. 13-28); lPet( 4 = ) -59 ; M t (2 4 = ) -35 ; Mk
(13 = )'32; Jn ( 4 = ) '076 ; Ee v (1=)-027. [Mk ] 16*-*>
has on e ex. , whic h make s thi s writer' s figur e stan d a t
1-43: th e othe r N T book s hav e none . I t wil l b e foun d
that M t an d M k ar e abou t leve l wit h th e Eosett a Stone. *

. . Th e general blurrin g of the expressionsTou c. inf. .. . °  •  i j  *which wer e onc e appropriate d fo r purpose ,
has infecte d tw o varieties o f th e articula r infinitive . Tha t
with TO W started a s a  pur e adnomina l genitive , an d stil l
remains suc h i n man y places , a s 1  C o 16* , al-iov  TOV
TTopevea-ffai. Bu t thoug h th e ro v ma y b e force d int o on e
of th e ordinar y genitiv e categorie s i n a  fai r proportio n o f
its occurrences , th e correspondenc e seem s generall y t o b e
accidental: th e extensio n whic h began in th e classica l perio d
makes i n late r Gree k a  locutio n retainin g it s genitiv e forc e
almost a s little as the genitiv e absolute . Th e normal us e of
rov c . inf. is telic. Wit h thi s force it wa s specially develope d
by Thuoydides , an d i n th e N T thi s remain s it s principa l
use. W e wil l analys e th e exx . given i n th e concordance ,
omitting thos e i n whic h ro v i s governe d b y a  preposition ,
and thos e whic h ar e du e t o th e LXX . M t ha s 6  exx. :
in on e o f them, 21 s2, TO V irio-revo-at give s rathe r th e conten t
than th e purpos e of perepe\y0iiTe.  Luk e supplies two-third s
of th e tota l fo r the NT . I n L k w e hav e 2 3 exx. , of which
5 ma y be due to dependence on a  noun , and abou t one-hal f

1 But no t t o el s pfyai, O P 73 6 (cir. A.D. 1) . Wilie r (413 ) cites tw o exx .
from Theodoret. Se e Kubner " § 479. 2. Ad d an ex . wit h &XP 1 fr° m Plutarc h
p. 256 D. A n inscription of iii/B.o. (OOIS  41 , Michel 370) has djrotrraXek .  .  .
tfl T&i  irapa/SoX& j rwr }«««• Xa/i^dvtti>: Dittenberge r emends. J  See p. 241.
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seem clearl y final ; i n A c ther e ar e 21 , wit h 2  adnominal ,
and les s tha n hal f final . Pau l shows 13 (only i n Bom, Gal,
1 an d 2  Co, Phil), but ther e is not on e in whic h purpos e i s
unmistakable. I n He b ther e i s on e adnominal , on e (11 s)
final o r quasi-final . Ja s 5 1T (objec t clause) , 1  Pe t 4 M

(adnominal), and the peculiar l Ee v 127 supply th e remainder .
Before turnin g t o grammatical detail , le t u s parentheticall y
commend th e statistic s jus t give n t o th e ingeniou s analyst s
who rejec t th e unit y o f th e Luca n books . Th e uniformit y
of us e i s ver y marke d throughou t L k an d Ac : c f A c 27 1

(" We "-document) with 1520 20s, Lk 21s2 with Ac 915, Ac 20»
(" We "-document) wit h 14 18. Not e als o th e unifor m pro -
portion o f fina l TOW , and th e equalit y o f tota l occurrences .
When w e observ e tha t onl y Pau l make s an y marke d us e of
TOW c . inf. , outsid e L k an d A c (th e tw o writer s togethe r
accounting fo r five-sixth s o f the N T total) , and tha t hi s us e
differs notabl y i n th e absenc e o f th e teli c force , w e ca n
hardly den y weigh t t o th e fact s a s a  contributio n t o th e
evidence o n th e Luca n question . I n classifyin g the use s of
this TOW , w e note how closely it run s paralle l wit h "va.  Thu s
Lk 17 l avevSeicrov  etrriv  ro v . . .  fir)  l\0flv,  an d Ac 10 25

eyeVero TO W el<re\8eiv  (c f 3 12), where the ro v claus e represents
a pur e nou n sentence , i n whic h T O would hav e bee n mor e
correct, ma y b e parallele d a t onc e b y L k I 48, irddev  fioi
rovro iva  e\6y ; Afte r verb s o f commandin g w e ma y hav e
TOW o r "va.  W e fin d th e simpl e infin . use d side by sid e wit h
it i n L k I 76f> (purpose ) an d I 79. I t i s no t wort h whil e t o
labour an y proo f tha t purpos e i s no t t o b e presse d int o
any exampl e o f TO W wher e th e contex t doe s no t deman d
it; bu t w e mus t justif y ou r assertio n abou t Paul . I t i s
not mean t tha t ther e ar e n o possibl e o r eve n plausibl e
cases of fina l TOW , but onl y that whe n Paul wishe s t o expres s
purpose h e use s other means . I n th e majorit y of case s ro v
c. inf. is epexegetic (Eo m I 24 7 s 8 12, 1  C o 101S), adnominal
(Rom 15 23, 1  Co 910 16* . 2  C o 8U, Phil 3 21), or in a regula r
ablative constructio n (Ro m 15 22, 2  C o I 8). Th e renderin g

1 WH mak e thi s a  quotation fro m Da n 1018-": th e forme r vers e name s
Michael, wh o in the latter says ifurrpi^a ro v ToXe/uijo-ai /terd KT\  (Theodotion).
See below.



218 A  GRAMMA R OF NE W TESTAMEN T GREEK.

" so as to " will generally express it . Th e nearest to pure final
force ar e Eo m 6 6 an d Phi l 3 10; bu t i n bot h i t woul d b e
quite a s natura l t o recognis e resul t a s purpose—th e mai n
purpose i s expresse d b y a claus e with "v a i n eac h case , and
the TO W c . infin . come s i n t o expoun d wha t i s involve d i n
the purpos e stated . A n extrem e case o f explanator y infin .
is tha t i n Re v 12 r, wher e iroXe/io s i s explaine d b y TOV
7roXe/Mj<rat wit h subject in th e nominative . Th e construction
is loose even fo r th e autho r o f Eev, but th e meaning is clear:
we migh t illustrat e th e appositio n b y Vergil' s "e t certa -
men erat , Corydon  cum  Thyrside,  magnum; " o r mor e closel y
still—if w e may pursue our forme r pla n o f selectin g Englis h
sentences o f simila r gramma r an d widel y differen t sense —
by such a  constructio n a s "  There will b e a  cricke t match ,
the champion s to play th e rest."

Two othe r mode s of expressin g purpos e
an iaye kg ™ j o a more limited extent , infected. infin.

by th e sam e genera l tendency . ZI/so ? T O
c. infin. occur s 5 times i n M t an d onc e i n Mk , with clearl y
final force, excep t perhaps i n M t S 28, where i t migh t rathe r
seem t o explai n /SXeVa w tha n t o stat e purpose . L k 18 1

and A c 3 18 stan d alon e i n Luke , and th e forme r i s hardl y
final: w e g o bac k t o a  mor e neutra l force o f -777305— " with
reference t o th e duty " (Winer) . Pau l ha s i t 4  times ,
and alway s t o expres s th e "subjectiv e purpose " i n th e
agent's mind , as W. F . Moulton observe s (WM 414 n. , afte r
Meyer an d Alford) . Thi s the n i s a  locutio n i n whic h th e
final sens e ha s bee n ver y littl e invaded . JSt' s T O c. infin .
is almos t exclusivel y Pauline . I t occur s thric e i n Mt , i n
very simila r phrases , all final ; Mk , Lk an d Ac hav e i t onc e
each, wit h fina l forc e fairl y certain . Ja s an d 1  Pe t hav e
two exx . each , als o final ; an d th e sam e ma y probabl y be
said o f the 8  exx. in Heb . Th e remaining 4 4 exx . are- evenly
distributed i n Paul , esp . Rom , Th , an d Co—non e i n Col ,
Philem and the Pastorals . Westcot t o n Heb 5 1 distinguishes
between iva  an d et ? TO , which h e note s a s occurrin g i n
close connexio n i n a  considerabl e number of passages: "  "va
appears t o mar k i n eac h cas e th e direc t an d immediat e
end, whil e et ? T O indicates th e mor e remot e resul t aime d
at o r reached. " Thi s seem s t o b e tru e o f bot h TO W and
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et? TO . Sinc e we hav e see n tha t tva,  itsel f ha s largel y lost
its appropriatio n t o teli c force , i t woul d naturall y follo w
that el?  T O woul d los e i t mor e easily : o n th e whole ,
however, thi s i s hardl y th e case . O n He b II 8, Moulto n
and Westcott , independently , insis t o n th e perseveranc e o f
the fina l meaning , i n vie w o f th e writer' s usag e elsewhere .
The et ? T O <yeyovevai, (mar k th e perfect ) wil l i n thi s cas e
depend o n KaTrjprurdai,  an d describ e a  contemplate d effec t
of the  fiat in Ge n 1 . Paul' s usage i s no t s o uniform. I t i s
difficult t o disput e Burton' s assertio n (MT  §  411 ) tha t i n
Eom 12 s, 2  Co 86, Gal 3" (not, I think, 1 in 1  T h 2 16) el ? T O
"expresses tendency , measur e o f effect , o r resttlt , conceived
or actual. " Ad d (wit h W M 41 4 n. ) exx . of ei s TO expressing
the conten t o f a  comman d o r entreat y (a s 1  T h 2 U), o r
acting fo r th e epexegeti c inf . ( 1 T h 4 9). Purpos e i s s o
remote her e a s t o b e practicall y evanescent . W e mus t
however agre e wit h S H i n rejectin g Burton' s reasonin g a s
to Ko m I 20; fo r thi s belong s t o th e categor y o f passage s
dealing with Divin e action, i n whic h contemplated an d actua l
results, fina l an d consecutiv e clauses , necessaril y los e thei r
differentia. I t ha s bee n ofte n asserted—c f especiall y a
paper b y M r A . Carr on " The Exclusion o f Chance from th e
Bible," i n Ex/pos.v.  viii . 181ff.—tha t Hebre w teleolog y i s
responsible fo r th e blurrin g o f th e distinctio n betwee n pur -
pose an d consequence : i t i s a  "subtl e influenc e o f Hebre w
thought on the gramma r of Hellenisti c Greek. " Thi s migh t
be allowed—a s a  Hebrais m o f thought , no t language—i n
passages lik e tha t las t mentioned , where th e actio n o f Go d
is described . Bu t th e ide a tha t "Hebre w teleology " ca n
have muc h t o d o wit h thes e phenomen a a s a  whole i s pu t
out o f cour t b y th e appearanc e o f th e sam e thing s i n lan -
guage which Semiti c influences could not hav e touched. W e

have already show n this fo r "va. A  fe w exx.
may b e cite d fo r TO W fro m vernacula r
witnesses:—BU 66 5 (i/A.D. ) dfie\etv  rov

BU 83 0 (i/A.D. ) xpri  oZv  erot/jLacreiv  ical  vpoaipelv,
IV e%i  TOV  irtakelv:  c f M t 1S 25, Jn 5 7, for paralle l construe -

1 See Findla y CG T in lot.,  wher e stron g reason s ar e given fo r acceptin g
Ellicott's interpretation, seeing here the purpose o f God.

Evidence of the
Payri,etc.
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tions wit h e^w . B U 103 1 (ii/A.D. ) (f>p6vr}<rov  TO W
JHS, 1902 , 36 9 (Lycaonia n inscr. , iii/A.D . o r earlier ) T £
SiXpTopfoavrl fte  TO W TO \oeirbv  %fjv  el ? (cause) . N P 1 6
(iii/A.D.) Ka>\vovrey  TO W pr) cnreipeiv:  c f L k 4 42, Ac 14 18, etc .
BU 3 6 (ii/ii i A.D. ) TO W tf v /ieTacrnj<mt : c f 2  C o I 8. B U
164 (ii/ii i A.D. ) irapaica\&  er e .. . ireitrai  avrbv  TO W eXffeiv.
BM 2 3 (ii/B.O. ) irpoa-Beoft^vov  fwv  TO W -jrepiiroirjffai.  B U 59 5
(i/A.D.) TO W o-e /*^ t eiipedrjvai,  apparentl y meanin g "  because
of you r no t bein g found," as if T«5: * the documen t i s illiterate
and naturall y eject s th e dative . O P 8 6 (iv/A.D. ) e0os eo-Tti »
TOW i trapaa")(e6rivai. O P 27 5 (i/A.D. ) TO W airoffiradijvai
eirtreiftov. CP E 15 6 ej-ovo-iav  ,  ,  .  TO W .  .  .  OetrOat:  c f
1 C o 9 6. B U 4 6 (ii/A.D. ) ew/owota ? . .. TO W evpeiv: c f
Lk 22 a. B U 62 5 (ii/ii i A.D. ) irav  irolrja-ov  TO W o- e aireveyice:
so 84 5 (ii/A.D.) . Th e usag e i s no t commo n i n th e papyri .
Winer's plentifu l testimon y fro m LXX , Apocrypha , an d
Byzantine writer s (W M 411 ) illustrate s wha t th e N T
statistics suggest , tha t i t belong s t o th e highe r stratu m of
education i n th e main . Fo r ek  T O we ma y quot e th e re -
current formula «'? T O e V firjSevl  /te/i^^vot , which is decidedly
telic: a s PF i 2  (iii/A.D. ) guater,  O P 8 2 (iii/A.D.) . Miscel -
laneous exx. may b e seen i n O P 6 9 (ii/A.D.) , BU 1 8 (ii/A.D.) ,
195 (ii/A.D.) , 24 3 (U/A.D.) , 32 1 (iii/A.D.) , 45 7 (ii/A.D.) , 65 1
(ii/A.D.), 73 1 (ii/A.D.) , an d 74 7 (ii/A.D.) . Lik e th e rathe r
commoner irpo<s  TO , i t seem s t o carr y th e though t o f a remote r
purpose, the tendenc y toward s an end. Thi s is well shown by
the case s in whic h th e mai n purpos e i s represented b y wa  or
oTrta?, and a n ultimat e objec t i s tacke d o n with th e articula r
infinitive. Thu s B U 22 6 (i/A.D. ) 6V«» s eiSfj  irapeaearai
( = -Oat)  avrov .  .  .  orav  KT\  .  .  .  Trpo ? To 1 TV)(lv pe  rrjs  emit
<rov fioijdeias . O P 23 7 (ii/A.D. ) oVa> 9 QpovTla-i]?  aico\ovda
irpa^ai .  .  ,  irpbi  T & pr)  irepl  T&V  avrcov  iraXiv  avrbv
ei>Ti>y)(aveiv. ib.  [JW ] o " oZv  .  .  .  $ia/j.evr)  .  . .  fj  xpfjaeis
wp^? T O fir)  ird\iv  a"iroypa,(f>f)<;  Serjdrivai,.  Thi s kin d o f fina l
force i s just wha t w e have see n in nearl y al l th e N T exx. ;
nor d o those in whic h the purpos e i s leas t eviden t go beyond
what w e see in thes e othe r illustrations .

Before dealin g wit h th e Participl e proper , w e ma y

1 Cf 2 Co 2" ; LPi (ii/B.c.) dXXws Si T$ ^tv fai r ir\ V TOV  Hro\efia,lov.



THE INFINITIV E AND PARTICIPLE . 22 1

briefly touc h o n anothe r categor y closel y connecte d with it .
Brugmanu ha s show n (Idg.  Forsch.  v . 8 9 ff. ) tha t th e

Greek participle , forme d wit h th e suffixe s
The Participle
and the VerbalAdjectives. proethni c participle , whic h wa s intimatel y

connected wit h th e tens e system ; whil e
there ar e primitiv e verba l adjectives , notabl y tha t i n -to-,
which i n othe r languages—Lati n an d Englis h ar e obviou s
examples—have become associate d more intimately wit h th e
verb. Th e -TO ? for m i n Gree k ha s neve r com e int o th e
verb system ; an d it s freedo m fro m tens e connexion s ma y
be see n fro m th e singl e fac t tha t "  amatfws est " and " he is
loved" represent differen t tenses , while "  scriptam est " an d
"it i s written " agree. 1 Eve n i n Latin , a  wor d lik e tacitua
illustrates th e absenc e o f bot h tens e an d voic e fro m th e
adjective i n it s primar y use . Brugmann' s pape r mainl y
concerns Lati n an d th e Itali c dialects , an d w e shal l onl y
pursue th e subjec t jus t a s fa r a s th e interpretatio n o f th e
Greek -TO ? calls us . Th e absenc e o f voice  ha s jus t bee n
remarked on . Thi s is wel l shown b y th e ambiguit y o f aSvva-
TOV i n Eo m 8 s: is i t "incapable, " a s i n A c 14 8, Eo m 15 1,
or " impossible," a s in the othe r NT occurrence s ? Gramma r
cannot tel l us : i t i s a  purel y lexica l problem . A s t o
absence o f tense,  w e ma y not e tha t bot h i n Gree k an d
English thi s adjectiv e is wholly independent of tim e an d o f
" Aktionsart." Bot h dyairriTO<:  an d beloved  ma y answe r
indifferently t o tryaTroyievo? , ^yair^ft,evoy,  an d arfairriOei<}.
This fac t ha s some exegetica l importance . Thu s in M t 25 41

the timeles s adjectiv e " cursed" would answe r t o th e Gree k
icardparoi. Th e perfec t Karripafievot  ha s th e ful l perfec t
force, "  having becom e th e subject s o f a  curse" ; an d thi s
makes th e predicat e translatio n (RVm g "unde r a  curse" )
decidedly mor e probable . Tha t ou r - d (-ri)  participl e ha s n o
tense force i n itself , and tha t consequentl y we have no exact
representative o f eithe r present , aoris t o r perfec t participl e
passive in Greek , is a poin t tha t wil l ofte n nee d to be borne
in mind . Th e ver y wor d jus t used , borne,  translate s th e

1 The verbal adjective in -no- stands parallel with that in -to- from primitive
times.

-nt-, -meno-, and -wos- (-us-), represents the
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present alpopevov  i n M k 2 s, whil e it s punctilia r equivalen t
brought represent s (RVmg ) th e aoris t eve%0eia-av  i n 2  Pet I 18,
and th e simila r taken  away  stand s fo r rjpfievov  i n J n 20 1;
and ye t al l thes e ar e calle d "  past participle " i n Englis h
grammars. Havin g cleare d th e wa y for a  lexica l treatmen t
of th e verbal s i n -TOS , by leavin g usage in eac h case to decide
whether a n intransitive , an active, or a passive meanin g i s to
be assigned t o eac h word, we may give two or thre e example s
which wil l lea d t o a new point . Sweros  is a good exampl e
of a n ambiguou s word: i t i s alway s active , " intelligent," in
NT, bu t i n earlie r writer s i t i s als o passive . L S cit e
Euripides I F 109 2 ev^wero ? 1-vveTouri  /3od  a s combinin g
the two . 'Affvveros  i n Eom I 81 is also active , but th e next -
word aa-vvBeroi,  combine d wit h i t b y paronomasia , gets it s
meaning from th e middle ffvvBeoBat, " not covenanting." A n
example o f th e passive , an d a t th e sam e tim e of th e fre e us e
of thes e adjective s i n composition , i s OeoSlSaicTos  "  God-
taught." Intransitiv e verb s naturall y canno t sho w passiv e
meaning. Thu s £e<rro ? femidus, fro m £e(ff)o > "  to boil." Bu t
when w e examin e 6vi)To<i,  w e see it doe s no t mea n " dying"
but "mortal" ; ira&jro ? i s probabl y no t "suffering " bu t
"capable o f suffering, " patibilis.  S o ofte n wit h transitiv e
verbs. "Th e 'invincible ' Armada " woul d b e rendere d o
d»;TTi?To? Sri  oroXos : vnvietus  woul d b e similarl y use d i n
Latin, an d "  unconquered" ca n b e rea d i n tha t sens e i n
English. A  considerabl e numbe r of these adjective s answe r
thus to Latin words in -bilis,  as will be seen fro m th e lexicon :
we nee d cit e n o mor e here . I t wil l b e enoug h merel y t o
mention th e gerundiv e i n -reo? , as it i s only found i n L k 5 s8,
jSX^Teov " one mus t put. " I t i s not unknow n in the papyri ,
but ca n hardly have belonged to the genuin e popula r speech .

A considerabl e proportio n o f wha t w e
^ave t o sa y a ')out *^ e Participl e ha s been

anticipated. On e Hellenisti c use , alread y
adumbrated i n th e discussio n o f th e Imperativ e (pp . 180'ff.) ,
may b e finished of f at thi s point , befor e w e go on t o describ e
subordinate participia l clauses . Tha t th e participl e ca n b e
used fo r indicativ e o r imperativ e seem s t o b e fairl y estab -
lished no w b y th e papyr i Le t u s presen t ou r evidenc e
before applyin g i t t o th e N T exx. , whic h w e hav e alread y

participler for
Indicative. h
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given s o far a s the imperativ e i s concerned . Fo r indicativ e
the followin g ma y b e cited:—T b P  1 4 (ii/B.C. ) r&i  oZv
rimaivonevrai 'Hpan irapi)<yye\x6Te<}  eveairiov,  " I gav e notic e
JQ person " v no ver b follows) . T b P  4 2 (ib.)  ySimipevo?  (n o
verb follows) . A P ^8  Yii/A.D. ) Biav  Tratrywv  e/cdtrrore,  etc .
(no verb) . T b P  5 8 (ii/B.c. ) ypctyas  OTTCO ? ei£f)<s,  KOI  <rv
avar(u>viaTO<i fo&ei . N P 49 (iii/A.D. ) on ".  .  .  egaypqa-avres
. ,  . Kal . . . a'^erepiaavrev,  ical  atravrriica  avroly.  .  . ."  O n
GH 2 6 (ii/B.C.), 8 a-vvemice\€vov<rT)<;  Trjs  TOVTCOV  /M;T/JO ? Qpijpts
rfj<i Ha&TO<s  ffwevSoKovvre i T& V -irpoyerypa(fj:/jieva>v),  th e edd .
remark: " The construction i s hopeless; on e of the participle s
ffweiruc. or <rwevo.  must b e emende d t o th e indicative , an d
the case s altere d accordingly. " Th e write r o f th e papyru s
uses hi s case s in a  wa y which would hav e convicte d hi m o f
Semitic birt h befor e an y jur y o f N T grammarian s no t ver y
long ago ; bu t i f o-wevBoKovfiev  i s mean t b y th e <rwev-
BoKovvres, w e ma y perhap s translat e withou t emendation ,
taking Ttav  it.  as partitiv e gen . lik e A c 21 18 (supr.,  p . 73) .
In Pa r P  6 3 (ii/B.C. ) evrevfyv q/j,iv  irpofapopevoi  come s in s o
V>ng a sentenc e tha t th e absenc e of finit e ver b may b e mer e
anacoluthon. O P 72 5 (ii/A.D. ) o  S e 'H.  evBox&v  row-rot ? irao-i
Kal eieSei&df-eiv,  "  H. agrees to all this , and to teach, " etc . I n
CPE 4  (i/A.D.) , KOI  fjMj&eva  tctoXvovra,  fo r xtaKveiv,  seems to b e
the sam e thin g i n orat.  obi.,  but mor e clearl y due t o anaco-
luthon. Fo r th e imperativ e ther e i s th e formul a see n i n
G 3 5 (i/B.C. ) eavr&v  oe  eirifjie\6/j^voi,  %v'  vytalviyre  (1s t perso n
plural precedes) : s o Pa r P  63 , G 30 , Path P  1 , Tb P 1 2
(all Ptolemaic) , etc . F P 11 2 (i/A.D. , translate d above ,
p. 178) eirexpv  ( = -tav)  Ztofowi  Ka l e'tva  avrov  ftr)  SwawTrajo-j;? .
Tb P 59 (i/B.C., = Witkp. 88) iv oJs ehv irpoaSlrjffde pov  eVtrao--
trovrit fu n -irpoffvporepov —following a  gen . abs.1 Th e write r
is " an officia l o f som e importance " (G. & H.) wh o bear s a
Greek name . W e ma y observ e tha t th e participia l us e w e
are discussin g i s in th e papyr i no t a t al l a  mar k o f inferior
education. Thoug h fairl y certain , i t wa s no t ver y common.
It ma y be recalle d tha t in a prehistoric stage Latin used th e
participle fo r a n indicative , wher e th e 2n d plur . middle for
some reason becam e unpopular; an d sequiminl  — eiropevoi no t
only establishe d itsel f i n th e present , bu t eve n produce d

1 Add PP ii. 19 dfi w « . . .  Soils  cr X (q.v.), and O 30 (=Witk. p. 88),

ng
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analogy-formations in future and imperfect, and in the subjunc-
tive.1 C f the constant ellipsis of est in perfec t indie, passive. I f
further analogies may be permitted, we might refer to the plaus-
ible connexion claimed between the 3r d plura l indicativ e an d
the participl e in al l language s of our family: bheronti  (ferunt,
<f>£pov(Ti, Gothi c bairand,  etc.) , an d bheront-  (ferens,  $ep<ov,
iairands). Thes e analogie s ar e only adduced to show that the
use of the participl e alway s lay ready to hand, with or without
the auxiliar y verb , and was a natural resourc e whenever th e
ordinary indicativ e (or , les s often , imperative ) wa s fo r an y
cause se t aside . I n D  w e find this us e apparently arisin g
from th e litera l translatio n o f Aramaic : se e Wellh . 21 .
We ma y procee d t o giv e som e N T passage s i n whic h th e
participle appear s t o stan d fo r a n indicative : thos e wher e
the imperative i s needed were given on pp. 18 0 ff . A s before,
we shall begin with those from Winer's list (p. 441 f.) in which
we ma y no w rejec t hi s alternativ e construction . Eo m 5 11

xavxa/uei'ot is most naturally take n this way: Winer's explana-
tion seem s forced. Th e a-text MSS correctly glossed the true
reading with their Kav^ca^eda.  I n He b 7 * we might have t o
take refug e i n explainin g ep(j,i)vevo/ji,evo<i  a s an indicative , i f w e
felt ourselve s tie d t o 8 ? crwai/TjjVa s i n v. 1, whic h i s rea d b y
NABC2DEK 17 . Bu t i t seem s clea r tha t w e ma y her e
accept th e conjectur e o f C*L P an d th e late r MSS , th e
doubled sigm a bein g a primitive erro r paralle l wit h thos e in
11s6 yvvaucas  (tfA D an d th e ne w Oxyrhynchus papyrus ) an d
11* avrov ry &etp  (wher e Hort's avry  TO W Qeov is now foun d
in th e papyrus , as well a s i n Clement) : thi s i s a n excellen t
witness to the scrupulou s accuracy of the $-text in preservin g
even error s i n it s ancien t source . I n He b 8 10 10 16 StSou s
is paralle l t o eiri^pd-^ta,  i f th e orde r o f though t i s t o b e
maintained: th e LX X ha d &t£ov $ &dxra>,  bu t A Q an d He b
omit Saia-Q)  (becaus e ther e wa s onl y th e simpl e Qa l i n th e
Hebrew ?), leaving StSov ? t o d o th e wor k o f a n indicative .
Winer (p . 717) would make e-jriypd^rw  a  substitute for parti -
ciple, as in Co l I26, 1  Co 7sr, etc. I n Ac 246 evpovres  arrive s
at th e goa l by the wa y of anacoluthon—Luke cruell y report s

1 Sequiminl imperative haa a different hiatory: cf the old infinitiye irt/tann,
Bkt tatamam. Sea p. 241.
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the orato r verbatim.  I n 2  Co 7 6 8\i/36(j,evoi  i s mos t simpl y
taken i n thi s way : perhap s TrapeK\tf0i)iiev  wa s i n min d for
the mai n verb . 'AirtvfyeM^tov  i n th e a-tex t (HLP an d cur -
sives) of Ac 2620 would be explained thus, though the influence
of eyev6fvr)v  i s stil l consciousl y present: wer e thi s a  marke d
irregularity, th e Syria n revisers woul d hardl y hav e admitte d
it. I n Ko m 12 8 e^oine?  i s I  thin k fo r e^o/tey: se e above ,
p. 183 . I n Re v 10 s eytov  i s fo r efyev:  Wine r allow s tha t
" eW [rather j}i» ] may be supplied." S o 211Z-w. A  differen t
class o f participle altogethe r i s tha t comin g under th e hea d
of "  hanging nominative, " which our own nominative absolute
translates so exactly that we forget th e genitiv e presumed in
the Gree k He b 10 1 will b e a case i n poin t i f th e tex t i s
sound—Westcott and Peake accep t Swarm,  which is strongly
supported b y the combinatio n DH boh vg: th e RV (so W. F.
Moulton, Comm.  i n Joe. ) follow s th e constructio n expressl y
vouched fo r b y Theophylact , readin g e%a>v  a s a n "absolut e
clause." I n Phi l I 30 l^oi/res similarly take s the place of a gen.
abs. (or dat. agreeing with vfuv)—the constructio n is taken u p
as i f e\dfteTe  ha d preceded. 1 Th e idiom in fac t is due merel y
to anacoluthon : se e othe r exx . i n W M 71 6 an d Jannari s
HG 500 . Answerin g Viteau , who as usua l see s Hebrais m
here, Thum b observe s (Hellenisrmis  131 ) tha t th e usag e i s
found i n classica l Greek , an d i n Hellenisti c bot h i n an d
outside Biblica l Greek , " and is the precurso r o f th e proces s
which end s i n MG r wit h th e disappearanc e o f th e ol d
participial constructions , onl y a n absolut e for m i n -otnaM
being left" Thi s constructio n i s identical , t o b e sure, with
the nom.  pendens  unaccompanie d by th e participle : i t i s a s
common in English a s in Greek, and jus t a s " Hebraistic " in
the on e as in th e other. 3

We sa w whe n w e firs t introduce d th e
participial substitut e for indicative o r impera-
tive (p. 182), that its rationale was practically

the suppressio n o f th e substantiv e verb. Ou r nex t subjec t
will therefor e naturall y b e the us e o f th e participl e in peri-

1 Lightfoot rejects the alternatiTa punctuation (WH) which would treat
ffrit . . . iri<rxeu> as a parenthesis. So Kennedy- (EOT vn lee.)—rightly, it
seems to me. * Add 1 Th 2" : see Dr G. Hilligan in be.

Participles
with
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phrastic tenses . Sinc e th e questio n o f Semitis m i s rathe i
acute here , w e wil l dea l wit h i t first . Blas s (pp . 202ff. )
discovers th e influenc e o f Aramai c especiall y i n th e peri -
phrastic imperfect : i n th e cas e of Mt , Mk , Lk an d A c 1—1 2
" this is no doubt due to thei r bein g direc t translation s fro m
Aramaic original s "—" based o n direct translations, " woul d be
a bette r wa y t o pu t it . Schmi d (Attic,  iii . 11 3 f.) has a
valuable note , i n which , afte r sketchin g th e exten t o f thi s
periphrasis in classical Gree k and literar y Koivij,  h e remark s
that i n Pa r P  h e ca n onl y fin d i t i n future-perfects , an d
twice in optative wit h aor . participle. Comparin g this scanty
result wit h "th e extraordinar y abundanc e of th e participia l
periphrasis i n NT .  .  . , one cannot avoi d separatin g th e NT
use from tha t of the Kotv^,  and deriving it from the Heb . and
Syr. application o f the participle. " W e can o f course have no
objection t o this, within limits . I n translate d Greek , as we
have see n agai n an d again , w e expec t t o fin d over-litera l
renderings, — still mor e t o fin d a n overdoin g o f correc t
idioms which answer exactly t o locutions characteristi c of the
language rendered . Th e latte r i s th e cas e here . N o on e
denies tha t periphrasi s i s thoroughl y Greek : se e th e pag ?
and a  hal f o f classical exx . i n Kiihner-Gert h i . 38ff . I t i s
only tha t wher e Aramai c source s underli e th e Greek , there
is inordinat e frequenc y o f a  us e whic h Hellenisti c ha s no t
conspicuously developed . C f Wellh . 25 . Th e exx . i n
Jn (se e Blas s 20 3 n.) an d Pau l w e ma y trea t o n purel y
Greek lines . B y wa y o f furthe r limitin g th e usage , w e
observe tha t th e imperfec t is the onl y tense in which corre -
spondence with Aramai c is close enoug h to justify muc h o f a
case for dependence. N o les s a n authorit y tha n Wellhause n
warns us not to carry the thesi s into th e imperative : "  "Jo-0*
in imperativ e befor e participl e o r adjectiv e ofte n occur s
(Mk 5 s*, Lk 19") , an d i n consideratio n o f Prov 3 5 LXX i n
not to be treated a s an Aramaism " (Comm. on Mt S 26). The n
we note the papyru s usage . *E^a>i » «rr t an d Seov  eari  (with
other impersona l verbs ) ar e bot h classica l an d vernacular .
The future evofuu  c . perf. part, is wel l kept u p in th e papyri ,
and s o i s th e periphrasti c pluperfect : thus , OP 28 5 (i/AD. )
ij> jjfiafv  ev$e&v(j,evo<}  j^ir&va,  Par P  8  (ii/B.C. ) &v  77/4171 ' St ' aiiTUV
irapafj£peTpi)Kvia. Ther e ca n b e n o though t o f Aramaism s
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here.1 Bu t B U 18 3 (I/A.D.), e<£ ' bv  ^ovov  £&o-a  37 , i s rathe r
limited illustratio n fo r th e presen t participl e in thi s usage .
Winer however cites Lucian, observing that its common appear-
»nce in the LXX " was but seldo m suggested by the Hebrew."
In classica l Greek Eutherfor d showe d (OR xvii. 249) tha t th e
idiom impart s a  specia l emphasis. S o in Thuc . iv. 5 4 %<rav  $t
rti/e? Kal  yevofjievoi  T&  Nixia  \oyot,"  som e proposals were even
actually mad e t o N. " Antipho n (Fr . M. 3 . 67 ) ?jv  6  yptyos
evravffa perrwv,  "  the puzzl e di d indeed  mea n a s much. "
Aristoph. Ach.  48 4 fo-T^/ca? ; OVK  e l Karairubv  EvpimSrjv;
" afraid to go ! not effectually saturate d with Euripides!" Ma y
we not appl y thi s i n th e originall y Gree k part s o f NT— e.g.
Gal I221-, " I wa s entirely unknown—onl y they had been hear-
ing"! (C f Lightfoot.) Pau l has only one other ex. in imperfect,
Phil 2 M, where eiriiroQ&v and a&q/Mviuv  see m decidedl y adjec -
tival, and no t a t al l improved by reading the m as imperfect .
(No on e woul d cit e 2  Co 5 W.) Blas s wel l remark s tha t i n
Jn "i n mos t passage s f y ha s a  certai n independenc e o f it s
own"; an d h e furthe r note s tha t i n A c 13-28 , wher e
Aramaic source s ar e almos t entirel y absent , th e Semitism s
fail, except i n 22 19, in a  speech delivere d i n Aramaic . Th e
total numbe r of exx . of pres . partic. with imperf . of elvai  i s
for M t 3  (onl y 7 M possibl y Aramaising) , M k 16 , L k 30 ,
Ac (1-12) 17 , (13-28) 7 , Jn 10 , Paul 3 , 1 Pet 1. * Larg e
deductions woul d have to b e made from thes e figures , o n an y
theory, to ge t th e maximu m o f exx. fo r th e suppose d litera l
translation o f a n Aramai c periphrasti c imperfect . Eve n i n
Mk an d Luk e th e f y i s generall y ver y distinc t fro m th e
participle; an d whateve r wa s the Aramai c original , w e may
be quit e sure that suc h expression s as we find in Mk 10 s2 or
Lk 4 M owe nothing to it i n this way. Se e p. 249.

The participl e a s a  whol e ha s diverge d s o littl e fro m
earlier usag e tha t w e hav e no t ver y muc h mor e t o say.
The tenses  nee d n o furthe r discussio n i n thi s volume ; an d
for ou r presen t purpos e littl e nee d b e adde d t o wha t wa s
said abou t th e articula r participl e o n pp . 12 6 f . A n

1 Three papyri of iii/A.D. have aor. ptc. with elfd  i n fat . perf . sense . Not e
Syll. 928 52 (ii/B. c.) 4*-o;reK/M/t6"? t ofcri/s : Arist . San. 721 shows this in colloquial
Attic. S o Col I21.

* I count iffrtia a s a present, bat omi t Ifiv fy , an d give Jn 1*, bat not Lk 8"
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idiomatic us e o f o  &v  ma y b e note d i n A c 13 1 icarlt  TTJI/
ovcrav eKK\i)ffiav,  "  the loca l church, " 14 18 D ro v eforo ? Jto s

U/ooTToXew? (o r vpo  TroXew?). 1 O f Eamsay' s
remark (Oh.  in Horn.  Emp.  52 , quoting 3. A.
Robinson), that in A c o  &v " introduces som e

technical phrase, o r some term whic h it mark s out a s havin g
a technica l sens e (cf 5 1T 131 2817), an d i s almos t equivalen t
to ro v ovofMi^oft^vov."  A n ingeniou s perso n migh t appl y
this i n Ep h I 1 t o th e tex t wit h ev  'Efyeo-y  absent ; bu t
the usua l view needs no defence agains t suc h a n alternative .
With a t ova-at,  in Rom 131 we ma y compare Par P  5  (ii/B.c. )
e<j> ifpetov  Kal  lepeimv  r&v  Svriav  teal  ova&v.  O n th e crucia l
passage Rom 95 see SH p. 23 5 f. , with whom I  agree , thoug h
the argumen t tha t "  He wh o is Go d ove r all, " woul d hav e
to b e o  eTr l IT.  6.  migh t perhap s b e me t b y applyin g th e
idiom note d abov e fo r Ac , wit h a  differen t nuance.  8e6 ?
may stil l b e subject , no t predicate , withou t makin g & v
otiose: th e consciousnes s o f E x 3 U migh t fairl y accoun t
for it s insertion . I t i s exegesis rathe r tha n gramma r which
makes the referenc e to Chris t probable . On e othe r Paulin e
passage claim s a  brie f note , Co l 2 s, wher e th e natura l & ?
<7v\evy<oy^a-ei i s replace d b y o  av\aya>y&v,  t o giv e "direct -
ness an d individualit y t o th e reference " (Lightfoot) . Rela -
tive clauses ar e frequently ousted by the articula r participle ,
which (a s Blass observes) had becom e synonymous therewith .

There is a  marke d diminutio n i n th e us e o f th e parti -
ciple wit h verb s lik e rvyxavto,  ap%ofjMt,  Xavddvat,  faivofjuu ,

etc. Bu t thi s was , partly a t an y rate, mer eParticiple as
Complement. accident . for -rv f*Xavc» ° - P 3^- 1 S exceedingl y

common i n th e papyri : "  I happe n t o be "
is a  phras e N T writer s woul d instinctivel y avoid . KaXax;
TTOMjo-et? c . aor. part , (sometime s infin., o r even indie. , bu t th e
participle greatl y predominates ) i s the norma l way o f sayin g
" please" i n th e papyri , an d i s classical . S o 3  J n 8 , and
in the pas t Ac 1083, Phil 4M: c f 2 Pet I 19. I  canno t agre e
with Blass' s " incorrectly ev  irpda-tretv  i n Ac 1529 " (p. 245)—

1 Cf respectively B M iu. p. 13 6 (18 A.D.) ftrl TOI I otooi s yetrviaa,  Tb P 309
(ii/A.D.), &rb TOV  Svrot  in KupTji [rou  lepov]  fftoO /uyd\ov K.p6vov —also such phrasel
u rov 6rrm laivbi Xoiiic, NP 48 (iii/A.D.), " the currtnt month."

Articular
Participle.
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except i n the quer y he attaches t o th e remark . Surel y thi a
is an ordinary conditiona l sentence, " If yo u kee p yourselve s
free fro m these things, you will prospe r " ? EZ  iroi^frere,  fro m
vernacular usage , woul d sugges t "  you will oblig e us" ; bu t
Blass can hardly mean this. Wit h verb s lik e otSa , 6/10X070) ,
pavOavw, the participl e i s being encroached upon : i t appear s
regularly i n 2  C o 12 s, 1  J n 4 s (no t B) , 2  Jn 7, L k 8 «
Ac 24 10, but i s generall y replace d b y ace. an d inf . o r a  o n
clause. S o Par P  44 (ii/B.c., = Witk. p. 58) yivaHnct fte  TTCTTO -
pevcrdat, an d th e recurren t lyivaxrieetv  er e ffe\a> OTI:  fo r th e
participle c f B U 15 1 (Christia n period— fodt), T P 1  (ii/B.C.
—0/1.0X0709), NP 1  (ii/A.D.—el fjuidotfu,  th e optativ e o f which
suggests culture) , cd.  O f course Phil 4 11, epaffov .  . . elvai "  I
have learned ho w to be, " i s classically correct : 1  Tim 5U is
in an y cas e no ex. of /MivSavta  c . part., for thi s could only mean
"learn tha t the y ar e goin g about. " (Th e E V renderin g i s
supported b y Wine r wit h Plato Euthyd.  276 B of apaBets  apa
<ro<f>ol /jMvddvovcri,  an d th e paralle l phras e SiSdcnceiv  TWO,
crcxfiov: Fiel d add s fro m Chrysosto m e l larpoy  /teXXet ?
fjMvddveiv, wit h other parallels . Th e construction— fiavffdva)
as passiv e o f StSaovew—i s no t unnatura l i n itself . Despit e
Weiss, the absolut e \ua>6.  seem s intolerable , an d ther e i s n o
real alternative, unless with Blas s we boldly insert elvai.)

We come the n t o th e manifol d use s of
'ne participle as forming an additional clause
in th e sentence . Thi s i s on e o f th e grea t

resources o f Greek , i n whic h th e povert y o f Lati n show s
markedly b y contrast . Ou r ow n languag e come s muc h
nearer, bu t eve n wit h th e hel p o f auxiliarie s w e canno t
match the wealth o f Greek: thus , we cannot by our participl e
distinguish XeXw«a> ? an d Xvo-a? . Th e elasticit y o f Gree k
however ha s it s disadvantages , suc h a s th e possibilit y o f
supplying in translatio n particle s a s widel y apart a s because
and although.  Bu t i t seldo m happen s that seriou s ambiguit y
arises fro m thi s absence of strict logical differentiation .

We nee d spen d littl e spac e i n classifyin g participia l
usages. W e have already seen (pp. 170 f.) that one important
criterion ha s disappeared in Hellenistic , by the encroachments
T «  JM. - •  o f M  ove r th e whol e field, when i n classica lIn Conditional, ~  ,  .  .  .. , . . .  __. .Greek i t wa s essentiall y conditional . W e

participal
Clauses.
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return t o thi s poin t presently . Th e participle i n conditional
clauses i s stil l foun d ver y freely . I t stand s fo r edv  c .
aor. subj . i n L k Q 25 compare d wit h M t 16 26; fo r el  c . pres .
indie, in 1  Co II29. Ther e see m t o b e n o exx . o f it s sub -
stitution fo r e l c . opt. , or e l c. indie, irreal.  ; bu t thi s i s a n
accident, due t o th e relativel y smal l numbe r o f sentence s of

tin •  i - . 1 th e kind . Anothe r clas s i s calle d b y Blass"Conjunctive, .  .  „  m . , , ,  „  •  ,"conjunctive :  i  Tu n I 18 ayvoeav  eirotijtra
(cf A c 3") i s his ex. I n M t 6 OT w e hav e a  choic e — " Who
can by worrying," or " even if h e does worry, add a span to his

life ?  " Concessive  clause s ar e ofte n expresse d
with the participle alon e : Eom I82 "  though

they know, " Ja s 3 4 "  big thoug h the y are, " 1  Co 919 "  free
though I  am, " Jude 6 (no t causal , a s Winer) , etc . Wher e
ambiguity is possible, we sometimes find the meanin g fixed by
icaiirep, a s Phi l 3 4, 2  Pet I 12, an d He b ter  ; onc e b y teairoi,
Heb 4 s, Kal  ravra  He b II 1*, o r KaL  y e A c 17 27 — note

the ov  ther e surviving , wit h characteristi c
emphasis. Th e opposit e caused  sens e i s ex-

ceedingly commo n : so Ac 4n, Heb 66 (unless temporal) , Ja s
2K, Mt I 19, etc. Purpose  i s less often expressed by the parti -

„ .  ciple , as the future was decaying : l w e have
however Mt 27 49, and tw o or thre e i n Luke .

The presen t sometime s fulfil s thi s function , as i n A c 15 27.
Finally com e th e temporal  clauses , o r thos e whic h describ e

Temporal an d ' ne ff^endant circumstances  of an actio n : e.g.
Attendant M t 13 2 ware avrov  et ? ir\oiov eftftavra  KO-

Circumstances 6ij<r0ai,  "  when he ha d entered, he sat down." *
Clauses. ̂ - e 8nou i(j no t usuall y pu t a  tempora l

clause t o represen t these , as i t woul d overd o th e emphasi s :
in comparativel y fe w cases , lik e A c 17 1 an d simila r narra -
tive passages , w e migh t replac e wit h eiret  o r ore . Ou r
English participl e i s generall y th e bes t representative , unles s
we change i t t o th e indicativ e wit h and  :  Latin , unles s th e
ablative absolut e ca n b e used , necessaril y ha s recours e t o
cum c . subj. , it s norma l metho d o f expressin g attendan t
circumstances. Th e pleonasti c participle s \aftcov,

1 It was not however b y any means dea d : o f the strin g o f final fnt. parti -
ciples in OP 727 (ii/A.D.) ; BIT 98 (iii/A.D.), Ch P 4 (ii/B.o., =Witk. p. 70) , etc.

3 See p. 241 .

Concessive,

Causal,
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, awe\6<bv,  largely occurrin g i n translate d passage s
have bee n alread y referre d t o (p . 14) . On e interestin g
Aramaism ma y b e noted here fro m Wellhause n (p . 22) . H e
asserts that i n M k 2 7 XaXe i j3\aa<f>i)jj,ei  (withou t stop ) liter -
ally translate s tw o Aramaic participles, th e secon d o f whic h
should in Gree k appear as a participle . I n L k 22 s5 we find
£X,ao-</>i7/4owTes e\.eyov  correctly . Bu t i t mus t b e noted tha t
with th e E V punctuatio n M k l.c.  is perfectl y good Greek , s o
that w e hav e n o breac h o f principl e i f w e d o allo w thi s
account o f the passage .

The large us e of participles in narrative , both i n gramma -
tical connexion with th e sentenc e an d i n th e gen . abs. con-
struction (p . 74) , i s more a matter o f style than of grammar ,
and calls for no special examinatio n here .

We ma y close ou r discussio n with som e
no*es on *^ e P^ aceB * n vhich  th e ordinar y
rule, that /£> ; goe s with th e participle , is se t

aside. Th e number of passage s i s no t large , an d the y may
well be brought together.1 M t (2211) and Jn (1012) have one
each; Luk e (L k 6 « A c 7 6 26* * 28 17-19) five ; an d ther e ar e
two eac h i n He b (II 1-86) an d 1  Pet (1s 2 10—a quotation) .
Paul has Rom 9* " and Gal 4» bis (quoted), 1  Co 9* 2  C o 4s- •
quater, Gal 4 8, Phil 3s, Col 219: 1  Th 2 * and 2  Pet I 16 have ov
, . . a\\d. Befor e discussin g them, let us cite som e papyru s
exx. fo r ov . O P 47 1 (ii/A.D.) TO V OVK e v \evKal<s  ea-dija-iv  e v
ffearpp Ka&iaavra:  c f M t I.e.  O P 49 1 (ii/A.D. ) e&v  TeXetmjVo )
ovoeirto ve-n\r)p<aKOTu>v  (whe n they ar e no t ye t 25) . A P 7 8
(ii/A.D.) ov $vvd/j,evos  eyieapTfpeiv  eiriSiStofu:  contras t 1 Th 31.
OP 72 6 (ii/A.D. ) o v $vvdfj,evos  St * aaQevfiav  ir\evff<u (since h e
cannot): s o 72 7 (ii/A.D.) . T b P  4 1 (ii/B.C. ) o v trro^atra-
fievos ( = -ov) &v expfi&v  .  . .  iriareeav  (i n a  lon g gen . abs .
succession): s o Pa r P  4 0 ovre  TO V Upov  trrojfao-dftevoi,  ovre
TOV Ka\S><i  e-)(pvTo<i.  Pa r P  1 3 (ii/B.C.) KpaTovfftv OV K avaveft-
•frames Trjv  (pepvyv.  T b P  3 4 (ii/B.C. ) /t^ 7rapavox\eiOta  (sic)
{nr' ovbevos.  B U 36 1 (ii/A.D. ) ^wpav  OV K e^et, OV K eirurrd-
pevo? TI  eKeivos  aireKpeivaTo.  Se e als o Pa r P  14 , O P 28 6
(i/A.D.), T P 1  (ii/B.c.) , 3  an d 8  (ii/B.c.) . I n man y o f thes e

11 omit OV K Qtsv,  used for :adi3., and th e common vernacular phras e a6y_  t
In the ezz. o f tu. . . d\X4 . . . the negative tinges the whole sentence.

with
participle.
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exx. we can distinctly recognise, it seems , the lingerin g con -
sciousness tha t th e prope r negativ e fo r a  statemen t o f a
downright fac t i s ov . Th e sam e feelin g ma y have mad e ov
rise to the lip s when a n emphati c phras e wa s wanted, as i n
the illiterate Tb F 3 4 above . Th e closeness o f the participl e
to the indicativ e i n th e kind s o f sentenc e foun d i n thi s lis t
makes the surviva l of ov natural Muc h the sam e principle s
may b e applied t o th e NT , thoug h i n Luke , Pau l an d He b
we have also to reckon wit h th e literar y consciousness o f a n
educated man , which left som e o f th e ol d idiom s eve n where
ftq ha d generall y swep t the m away . I n tw o passage s w e
have oi>  an d /M J i n clos e contact . M t 22 n (se e paralle l
above) i s followe d i n th e king' s questio n b y irw s «V»?X0e s
&Se pi)  expav  .  .  . ; Th e distinctio n i s ver y natural : th e
first i s a  plai n fact , the secon d a n applicatio n o f it . Th e
emphasis woul d hav e bee n los t b y substitutin g /«?' . I n
Pallis's MGr version of the Gospel s the tw o phrases are alik e
translated wit h Se v and indie . (Th e completenes s o f MG r
levelling i s wel l illustrated b y his version o f L k and J n ll.cc.
The forme r become s «o l .  .  .  Se v c. indie. ; th e latte r i s
Koi /3o<7/co ? fj/rfv  OVTCVS,  followe d b y iroii  Sev  elvai  TO,  irpoftara
Sued TOW , "  whose ow n th e shee p ar e not. " Outsid e th e
indicative Se v is no t found. ) 1  Pet I 8 is best lef t t o Hort:
" The chang e o f negativ e participle s . . . i s no t capricious.
The first is a direc t statemen t o f historica l fact ; th e second
is introduced a s i t wer e hypothetically , merely t o brin g ou t
the ful l forc e o f -jriffTevovrey."  Thoug h Blas s think s i t arti -
ficial to distinguish, it is hard to believe that any but a slovenly
writer woul d have brought in so rapid a  chang e withou t an y
reason. Th e principles alread y sketche d ma y be applie d t o
the remainin g passage s withou t difficulty , i n s o fa r a s the y
are origina l Greek . I n th e quotation s fro m th e LX X w e
have, a s Blas s notes , merely th e fac t tha t t 6 c . partic. wa e
regularly translate d wit h ov . Th e passage s i n questio n
would als o come very obviously under th e rul e which admit s
ov when negativing a  single wor d and not a  sentence.



ADDITIONAL NOTES .

P. 2.—Thum b point s oa t (Hetten.  125 ) that Josephu s ha s onl y bee n con -
victed o f on e Hebraism , th e us e o f irpo<rrWeff8ai  c . Inf . = "to g o o n t o do "
(i> «i'ph , {.«. " to do again "). (Fo r this , o f Wellh . 28.) H e refers t o Schmid t
Jos. 514-7 , and Deissmann SS 6 7 n. Tha t the solitary Hebraism in the Pales-
tinian write r should be a lexical one, not a grammatical, i s suggestive.

P. 7.—I n th e Expositor  fo r September 1905 , Prof . Ramsa y say s tha t th e
earlier tomb s a t Lystr a sho w Latin  inscriptions , whil e a t Iconiu m Gree k is
normal. Thi s ma y involv e our substitutin g Lati n a s th e languag e o f Paul' s
preaching at Lystra: suc h a conclusion would not in itself be at all surprising.

P. 8.—"Eve n a  Palestinia n lik e Justi n kne w no Hebrew, " say s Dalma n
(Words 44 ) in arguing against Resch's theory of a primitive Hebrew Gospel.

P. 10.—Lightfoo t (o n Gal 4" ) prefers t o regar d 'A/3/S< £ 4 var/ip i n M k 14* as
spoken by our Lord in this form. H e cites from Schottge n the addres s *T3 "ID ,
in which the second element (ictpie) emphasise s the firs t b y repetition ;  and h e
compares Eev 911129 202. Thu s understood, the phrase would be a most emphatic
"testimony to tha t fusio n o f Jew and Gree k which prepare d th e way for th e
preaching o f th e Gospe l t o th e heathen. " Bu t Lightfoot' s firs t alternativ e
(practically that of the text) seems on the whol e more probable.

P. 16.—I n Ac 21 D, Blass puts a full sto p at the end o f the verse. Bu t we
might translat e withou t th e stop:—"I t cam e t o pas s durin g thos e days of
fulfilment o f the day of Pentecost, whil e they were al l gathere d together , that
lo! ther e wa s .  .  . " Thi s i s the (b)  form , wit h xal  I8o6,  s o that i t come s
near (a). Thi s punctuation helps us to give adequate force to the dnrative in fin .
<rvfnr\iipovff9iu. O n thi s view D gives u s on e ex . o f th e (a ) form , an d on e of
the (6) , to reinforce the mor e or less doubtful ex . o f (5 ) in th e ordinar y text of
Ac 5'. Thos e who accept Blass's theory of Luke's two editions migh t sa y that
the author had no t quite given up the (a ) and (b ) constructions when h e wrote
his firs t draf t o f Ac : befor e sendin g th e revise d editio n t o Theophilns , h e
corrected what remained of these (like a modern writer going over his proof s t o
expunge " split infinitives"), bu t overlooke d 5'. I  a m not commending tha t
view here ; bu t I  ma y suggest a  systemati c stud y o f the grammar  o f the D
text in Luke as a probably fruitful field for those who would contribute t o th e
greatest of all textual problem s in the NT.

P. 23.—We might have expected to fin d a  specime n of Cretan i n Ti t 1 M;
but i f Epimenides the Cretan was really the author of this unflattering descrip -
tion o f his countrymen, he waited till he came to Athens,  where (amon g othe r
advantages for this composition) he could write &el  and disyllabi c ipyai. Plat o
makes him reach Athens just before the Persian War .

P. 30.—I t may be worth while to add a not e illustrating th e earl y date a t
which som e characteristi c MG r element s bega n t o appea r i n th e vernacular .

M
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On a  Galatia n tombston e o f vi/A.l>.(BOff  1903 , 335 ) the wor d aviv-awa  i i
written di-<<iir>a^«s, showing the fully developed result of the pronunciation of
an as <w> : c f MG r ftro^ o fro m watja.  Ramsa y (0. an d B. ii . 537 ) notes KOTW -
ffKfpcura, (BCH 1888, 202) , which is an ex. of th e sam e phenomenon. H e als o
gives a  Christia n inscriptio n o f iii/A.D . fro m Phrygia , containin g th e 8  pi .
AriTi)J«5<row, an d "a n anticipatio n o f th e moder n periphrasti c future " i n
/3ouXjj0]J avol£i,  noted by Mordtmann. W e may ad d th e gen . Aro O from ii/A.D. ,
as OP 119, 528 , 531, al. Bu t Thum b (in BZ\TL.  234 ) cites a  ye t earlie r ex. ,
txovaes fo r nom . o r ace. pi . fern. , fro m a n inscriptio n o f i/A.D . Co d A reads
ffap6.Kovra i n Jn 8W.

P. 43.—S . Langdo n (AJP  xxiv . 44 7 ff.) examines the histor y o f t&r  fo r Ar,
and agrees with Winer , wh o thinks i t a  peculiarit y o f the popula r languag e
(WM 390). M r Langdon attributes it to "the effor t to emphasise the abstrac t
conditional aspec t o f the relativ e clause . Thi s woul d o f conrs e occur much
more frequently with relatives without antecedent than whe n they were defined
by an antecedent. .  . .  Thi s popular idiom met the necessity which the LXX
translators fel t i n thei r effor t t o distinguis h betwee n th e complet e an d in -
complete relativ e clause s when translatin g fro m Hebrew . . .. I n the NT
the rul e o f using (&v  i n sentence s without anteceden t i s invariabl y followed ,
almost invariabl y in th e O T and i n Christia n Greek writers." M r Langdon'a
trust i n hi s on e o r two exx . fro m classica l MS S can hardl y b e shared; an d
before we can feel sure that the LX X translators themselves use d this fdv, an d
meant anything by the distinction , we should at leas t have examined the early
papyri very carefully. Th e earlies t exx . quotabl e ar e Hb P 96 and 51, PP ii i
43, of iii/B.0. , an d B M 220 Ms, G18, Tb P12 bis, 105, 107, from ii/B.o. A  sug
gestive ex . i s T b P 59 (99 B.C.) , wher e the sentence is translatable wit h either
interpretation o f iiv. I t ma y be noted that the rarit y o f antecedent in these
relative sentences makes it eas y to misinterpret statistics. Se e Mayser, p. 152 .

P. 44.—'E^iopjceti- , banne d b y W H a s "Western, " occur s frequentl y i n
inscriptions and papyri . Se e Schwyzer Perg. 11 8 fo r exx . and a n explanatio n
(Thumb's).

P. 55.— A mor e peculiar produc t i s [Arura]X£o/i e (  = -oi) i n Audollen t no .
189 (Borne) , t o which Prof . Thum b calls m y attention . S o xaXl u ib. no. 15
(Syria, iii/A.D.) . Tha t thes e are genuine survival s o f uncontracted form s (e.g.
from Epi c dialect) is very improbable .

P. 58.—"Pindari c Construction, " whe n th e ver b foliates,  i s hardl y ana -
oolnthic: i t is due to a mental grouping of the compound subject into one entity
—"flesh an d blood" = "humanity," "heave n an d earth" = "the universe. "
A papyrus ex. ma y b e cited: B U 22 5 (ii/A.D.) iirrdpxi  St  otfr j ir  rjj  urcfytj j olxleu
Sto ra i KT\.  S o also 537.

P. 60. — Meisterhans8 203 (§ 84) cites a number o f exx . fro m Atti c inscrip -
tions of v/and iv/B.o. , wher e i n a  continue d enumeratio n ther e i s a  relaps e
into th e nominative . Gildersleev e add s CIA  I . 170-17 3 (V/B.C . =Boberts
Gardner no. 97) rdSe  irtLplboaav  .  . .  vTtfyu/m  .  . .  ^tdXo t etc .

P. 63.—T o discuss this large question for individual exx. would take ns too
long. Blas s in § 39. 3 states the cas e fairly : h e note s tha t th e misus e o f tit
was still a provincialism, which in respec t o f the local  significatio n o f tit an d
iv is not present in the Epistles nor (strangely enough) in Rev , though found in
all the narrative writers of the NT . Hatzidaki s 21 0 f. illustrates bot h th e us e
of el t fo r ir  an d tha t o f A > fo r f i t : fo r th e latter , ad d th e earl y Pa r P  1 0
dvaKexufniKev i v 'A\e^avSpetif.  (H e should not hav e cited 2  Tim I11, where cfe i s
perfectly normal. ) W e nee d no t accep t al l Blass' s exx. : thu s J n 17 ffl i s
rarely "perfecte d into  one." Bu t it must be confessed that ou r evidenc e no w
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makes it Impossible to see in Jn lu (A &v els  rtm K6\xor) "th e combination .  .
of rest and motion, of a continuous relation with a realisation o f it" (Westcott).
Without furthe r remar k w e wil l reserv e discussio n til l th e tim e come s fo l
treating th e preposition s systematically , onl y notin g tha t i n D  ther e ar e
suggestive substitutions of iv  for «/t in Ae 7" 8a (the latte r howeve r probably
involving an entirely different sense—se e p. 71), and els  for in in Ac ll" (ierlr
tls fi.p<rov).  O n this cf Wellh. 12 .

P. 65.—D often , a s Wellhause n note s (p . 13) , show s ace . wit h djcotW ,
icaniyopeut, an d Kpareiv,  wher e the othe r texts have gen.

P. 67.—Both in Ae 16" and in 18" , D  alters th e dat . t o M  (els)  c . ace. ;
but in the latter a clause is added containing rurrcfaiv  rf  0c$.

P. 69.—Blass's objectio n t o recognisin g th e nou n 'EXai^? , i n A c lu and
Josephus, rests upon th e fac t tha t assimilatio n o f case i s generall y practised,
and that in ri>  tpos  rav  i\atwt>  the genitiv e i s unmistakable . Bu t th e nom . is
frequent in LXX (Thackeray) : thu s Ge n 3", Num 21 14. Se e also Deissman n
SS 210 . Blas s rightly , I  think , regard s J n 13 1' a s a vocative , an d no t a s
equivalent to tjiuveirt  / w rbv S(.SaaKa\ov  ;  bu t Winer' s 1 Sam 9* is a  clea r ex . t o
put by Rev 911 and Blass's own Mk 316 (as found in A and the Latt.). I t is note-
worthy that bot h Luk e and Josephu s (Ant.  xx . 16 9 irpA s Spot  rt>  irpo<rayopev6-
luvor 'EAaiaw , Sell,  Jud.  ii . 262 el s ri 'EXai w (taXoii/tei-o v tpos)  no t onl y us e
the unambiguou s genitiv e -wvos  (Ant. vii . 20 2 8A rov 'fiXaton/o s Spovs)  bu t als o
put the anarthrous i\auai>  in combination with the word called. Thi s seems to
show tha t th e nam e wa s no t ye t fixe d i n th e Gree k speec h o f Jerusale m
residents, an d tha t th e halfway-hous e t o th e ful l prope r nam e wante d som e
apology. T A tpos  rS>v  i\auav  wil l thu s b e a  translatio n o f th e nativ e name .
The new name for the hill would spring fro m tw o sources , the vernacular wor d
for oliveyard,  an d th e impuls e t o declin e th e stereotype d IXatwc . A n exac t
parallel fo r the latte r wa s quoted i n Expos,  vi . vii . 111 . I n th e Ptolemai c
papyri Tb P 62, 64, 82, 98 the noun Iftliav  i s found , whic h th e editor s connec t
closely with Ijiliav  (rpoifnjs)  "  for the feedin g o f ibises," th e word bein g treate d
as nom . sing, instea d o f gen. pi. : the y observ e that " the declensio n of the
village calle d 'IfUur  probabl y contribute d t o th e us e o f thi s curiou s form."
In bot h word s the n w e see a  gen . pi . mad e int o a  ne w nominative whic h
coincides with a  noun of slightly differen t meanin g already existing.

P. 70.—Prof . Thumb tells me that th e constructio n (parentheti c nomina-
tive) survives i n MGr : thus (air' ) lit! ) nal  irivre  /dpes  [nom. ] = " heute vo r 5
Tagen." E . "W. Hopkins (AJP xxiv . 1) cites a  rar e us e from Skt . :  " a year
(nom.) almost, I  have not gone out fro m th e hermitage." Contra,  Wellh. 29 .

Ib.—Ek<Ws perhaps should be translated : i t is the name given in BIT 106 9
(i/B.c.) to the persona l description s whic h accompan y an IOU , receipt , bil l of
sale, census paper, etc .

Ib.—The vocative 4 *•<&, as Dr Eende l Harri s remind s me, literally trans-
lates the Aramaic absolute xp'^f (as  Dalman gives it, Oramm.  118 n). I  should
have remarke d tha t th e usag e i s commones t wher e ther e i s translatio n fro m
Semitic. Th e author of Heb does no t us e i t excep t i n O T citations , no r doe s
Luke i n A c 13-28 (thoug h w e may note tha t i n th e thre e citation s involve d
there is no article in the Hebrew). I t i s only another instance of over-use of an
idiom through its coincidence with a  native usage

P. 74.—Se e Kuhner-Gert h i . 40 1 n. '• *, fo r these genitive s afte r a  negative
adjective. Typica l exx . ar e T b P  10 5 (ii/B.c.) al,  dtcivdwos  Traerla  Kirdfoov,
&nvr6\oyov rdmjt  ijiSopas,  an d fonnrctOw M Travrdt  ttrirl/iov.  T b F  12 4 (ii/B.O.J

irdffijs airfat . BU  970  (ii/A.D.) TTJS  els  fcravrat  evepytalai . .
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4/Soi}<?77Tos. The y illustrat e Sro/un  Beov  i n I  C o 9" = &>< v vinou  9eou,  whic h
differs onl y in that the genitive is subjective, whil e the res t are either objective
genitives or pure ablatives.

Ib.—One o r tw o parallel s ma y b e adde d fo r th e fre e us e o f th e gen . abs .
For the substitutio n o f gen. fo r th e cas e i n construction , cf Tb P 41 (ii/B.o.) ,
iKnvSm TJ/J.&V  inr&irTus  tx6vTuii  aVtuc<x<i>pi}Ka/iei' ; B U 104 0 (ii/A.D.) ^alpiatm fun
ravra tvotriiras,  ipu>v  /ierafi.f\o/j.frov  irepl  /uiSeris.  Othe r exx . wil l b e see n i n
OS xv . 437 . Fo r gen . abs . withou t expresse d subjects , c f B U 92 5 (iii/A.D . J)
&fa."p»aa6ivTuv, 97 0 (ii/A.D. ) St)\oi0{tTos  it'  Tjs  irpoelBti  pot  dff<pa\ct<u,  etc .

P. 78.—Elativ e comparatives ma y be see n i n D  in A c 4U, <pa.vtp&Tep&r  (tie)
i*rru>, an d I0 28 /JAno r ^fora<r«e( = iv. —cf p . 44 , an d W H Aptf*  151) . I t
substitutes rXeurrot fo r w\elovs i n ID 8*, an d add s an elative -Sjiurra  i n IS8. O n
10m Blass compares 24M 2510 in the ordinary text, and 2 Tim I18, Jn 13" . A s to
Xelpwv, w e should add that %e(p«7TO » is found i n Tb P 7 2 (ii/n.c.), al.

P. 79.—Befor e leavin g the subjec t o f comparison, we ought t o remar k o n
curious forms whic h have been brought int o existence b y the weakening of the
old formations , o r thei r detachmen t fro m th e categorie s o f comparative an d
superlative. Besid e the regula r for m Adx«rros , whic h is predominantly super-
lative in Mt, bu t elativ e i n L k (ter, an d 12s5 doubtful) an d Jas , Paul uses An-
Xicrbrepos i n Eph 3 s, whether a s comparativ e o r true superlativ e th e sentenc e
leaves uncertain. H e uses IXdxurros a s superl . in 1 Co 159, and as elative in 4'
6a. Th e double comparative /*«{tfrepo s occur s in 3 Jn *  : c f our lesser, which is
equally du e to the absenc e of clear comparativ e for m i n a  word whose meaning
is clear. Se e Jannaris HGf  14 7 for a list of these form s : ad d /uifarepos,  Arekvt
iii. 17 3 (iv/A.D.) al , fieyurroTaros  B M 13 0 (i/i i A.D.) , vpea^vrepiartpa.  B M 17 7
(i/A.D.), rpiirrurra.  BU 665 (i/A.D.). Exx . ar e found eve n in Homer (vpiSrrurrai\

On the Aramaisin g use of positive a  r>  or trapi.  for com par., see Wellh. 28 .
P. 81.—Wellhause n (p. 26 ) finds in the Synoptists some trace s o f insertion

of the article through literal translation o f Semitic idiom: her e again D  is con-
spicuous. Thu s Mt 10" TOV dtrmplov. Not e also his exx . o f Semitism arisin g
from th e rule which drops the article with a  noun i n construc t stat e precedin g
a definite noun : s o Mt 1243 "the  Quee n of the South."

P. 82.—Westcott translate s tr  ffvvaytayv (Jn 6 M 18*) " in time o f solemn
assembly." Ou r own use of "in church, " "i n o r out of school," etc., is enough
to illustrate this phrase, which mus t b e explained o n the lines described in the
text above : Westcott seem s to be somewhat overpressing it.

P. 84.—O n the presence or absence of the article when a prepositional claus e
has to be added as an epithet, cf J. A . Robinson, EpTies.  149 . Fo r its presence
may b e cite d suc h passage s a s Ep h I15, fo r its omission , Ep h 2 U 4 1, Phil 1* ,
Col. !«•" .

It is only very seldom that w e find in Gree k o f the N T type s the complex
arrangement by which the classica l language will wrap up a  whole serie s of ad-
juncts betwee n the article and its noun. 1  Pet 8* will serve as an exceptionall y
good example. Th e simplicity of NT style naturally cause s less involved forms
to be generally preferred .

One more paralipomenon unde r th e Articl e ma y be brought in . I n Prof .
Cooke's North  Semitic  Inscriptions,  no . 11 0 (ii/A.D.) , ther e i s a  bilingua l
inscription, Pulmyrene-Aramai c an d Greek , containin g withi n it s compas s a
good parallel t o the genealog y in L k S 23"38 : 'AaiXd^ct v Jdp&vov  TO V Moirf/tov TOV
Al/xivou TO V Ma.06a. ("Wadd . 2586) . Ther e ar e on e o r tw o othe r specimens: i n
113 the article is dropped for the last two steps, as in the first step in 110 .

p. 85.—i n Mt 611 note that D reads oXti^or , rejecting th e middle in view of
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the presenc e o f eov.  I n A c 5' t8ero  an d *  trvyKaXwiuww, D  makes th e
opposite change , whic h in the former case, at any rate, is no improvement.

P. 88.—O f Wellh . 80 : "ISua  i n M t an d L k i s sometime s 3r d pere .
possessive."

P. 89.—Prof . Thvun b note s ho w aecenlt  ma y differentiat e word s capabl e o f
full or attenuated meaning: "Godi», " bu t "Go d i s Almighty."

P. 94.—T o the exx . cited from Blass (top of p. 95) add fro m Hawkin s Jn I21

(taken lik e L k 3" fro m th e origina l sourc e i n M k I7), A o 15" (LXX), Re v 3s

7" 13" - B 20s, and 1 Pet 2M (T i with K * LP, agains t ABOK) . Th e idiom is in
one plac e translatio n Greek , and i n th e res t a sign o f inferior Gree k culture,
which makes it the more striking that Lk and Jn (no t Mt ) faithfully cop y their
source. Sinc e the Gree k of 1  Pet i s remarkabl y good, it doc s no t see m likel y
that ou rtf  /uiXwir i avro O i s du e t o th e autograph : th e LX X afrrov  ma y wel l
have been added by a glossator who did not notice that the ev  made it needless .
This consideratio n ma y fairly be se t agains t th e a  priori  argumen t o f Ti i n
favour of the readin g o f K. Se e p. 249 .

P. 96.—C f Josephu s Ant.  i . 29 , affrj j /i& > a y etij  rpdn-ij  ll/dpa,  Mwvtrijs  8'
aMjv fiteu>  elwe  (quote d b y Schmidt) . Not e i n Ge n 818 the variatio n fujvla  ro v
vfilrrov, fuf  ro v (lyrAs, whic h had adequat e motiv e in the differen t word s of th e
Hebrew. Prof . Thumb has traced th e history o f the Gree k names fo r the days
of the wee k in Zeitachrtftfllr  deutsche  Wortfvnchung  i . 163-173 (1901).

P. 102.—Th e importance of Heb IS24 in critical questions justifies our adding
one mor e not e o n &w6.  I n Theol.  Sundschau  v . 6 4 Deissmann write s tw o
" marginalia " upon Harnack's famous article in ZNTWi. 1 6 ff. He notes the
Huacvline Siiryot/jtevov  i n ll ra—not, I  presume , a s a  difficult y likel y t o giv e
Harnack muc h trouble ; an d observe s tha t o t dir 4 'IraXia s "can , accordin g
to the lat e Greek use of diri , describe ver y easily the greeting s of the brethre n
to be found vn  Italy." H e refers to the article by E. Brb's e in Theol.  Stud, und
Krit., 1898, pp . 351-360 , on ds-4 in 1  Co II". Bro's e examine s dv6, jropd , inr&,
and (K,  showin g that in daily speech these preposition s were used without exact-
ness of distinction. Th e argumen t i s designe d t o sho w that curb  rov Kvpfov in
1 Co I.e. does not mea n b y tradition, but b y revelation from th e Lord . Deiss -
mann observe s tha t Brbse could hav e mad e hi s treatmen t o f av&  stil l mor e
illuminating, if h e ho d gon e outside the NT : he refursto a  "stop-gap " of his
own in Hermes  xxxiii. 344 , which touches on the passage fro m Heb .

P. 105.—O n &rtp  w e may cite TP 8 (ii/B.C.) iiwlp  tavror  <t>por&v  :  o f Rom 12'.
P. 112.— A very goo d ex. in Greek i s 2 Co 4s, where perfective l£ shows the

iropla. in its final result of despair.
P. 116.—I n the Drea m o f Nectonebus , the las t Egyptia n kin g o f th e ol d

dynasties (LPu, ii/B.o.) , there occurs the phrase diarer-fi/mxa r^v  x^P0' i^iarrm,
which give s a  strikin g paralle l t o 2  Ti m 4 7. Th e perfectiv e i n th e king' s
words emphasise s th e fac t tha t th e watchfu l car e ha s bee n successful ; th e
simplex in Paul lays the stres s o n the speaker' s ow n action, " I have guarded
my trust."

P. 118.—Hawkins , HS142, give s th e numbe r o f compound verb s fo r th e
several part s o f th e NT . Hi s figures work ou t thu s :—Heb has 7'8 per WH
page, A c 6-4, Lk 6*0 , M k 5*7, Pau l 3-8 , M t 3-6 , Cath. Epp. an d Re v 3-1, an d
Jn 2*1 . Th e high figure of Mk in this tabl e may b e illustrated b y the larg e
use of compounds in many uneducated papyri (e.g. Tb P 413, o f ii/ii i A.D.—se e
my notes in CQ ii. 140). Tha t Heb and Luke (whose unity comes out by this, as
by ao many other tests ) should be at the top, is what we might expect.

P. 126.--Sinc e writin g this , I  hav e notice d Prof . Ramsay' s suggestiv e
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language on th e early Christians o f the averag e typ e i n O.  and B. ii. 485: se t
also his Paul  208 f.

Pp. 12 6 and 129.—O n th e biblical us e o f presen t an d aoris t imperative , o f
F. W. Mozley in JTS iv . 279 ff . Prof . Thumb notes that Mozley independently
confirms his judgement on the aoristi c vpoatQepcv  i n Heb 11", by the observa-
tion that <ptpc  an d 4-y e are aoristic i n meaning. Wer e the autho r Mar k o r th e
John o f Eev, and th e contex t les s claman t fo r a n imperfect , I should readily
yield.

P. 132.—Se e now D. Smith, I n th e Days o f His Flesh, p. 208 .
Ib.—In Off/,?  21 9 (iii/B.o.) there i s a n ex . o f coincident  &avcur&iui'm  which

may be worth quoting:— f^(a8a.i S i xal  irp«rj3ewA s .  . .  [otnves]  i.<nratr<iijtei>oi
a.trria> Trapa  r[o v 5-fi/j.ov  irpGnov  jj.fr  Ke\eiffoixrir  v~\yia.lveu>  .  . .  [ftreir a S ' attayye-
XoOcrip afoul  -rt)v  rt]/njx . Th e "salutation " seem s t o consist  i n th e doubl e
message : i t is difficult anyho w to make it precede  the wish for good health .

P. 143.—I n Mt 25M we fin d 4  riXij^iis in a  phras e otherwis e paralle l with
v.20, d  XajSiif. Th e intervenin g spac e supplie s an excuse fo r th e chang e which
takes i t ou t o f the categor y describe d i n th e paragrap h above . Bot h tense s
were entirely justifiable, and the rather more emphatic perfect suits the situatio n
of v.25 better.

P. 145.— I must make it clear that in this tentative account of ftrjCTica—whic h
is propounde d with grea t hesitation , and wit h a  ful l appreciatio n o f its diffi -
culties—there i s n o suggestion tha t th e aoristi c meanin g propose d wa s more
than an idiosyncrasy of individual writers, o r (better) o f certain localities . Th e
pure perfec t forc e i s foun d lon g afte r Paul' s day : thus i n th e formul a o f an
lOtT, 4/40X070 ) fffxtxivai  ra/> & aav  5i i 'xfipbi  1%  O!KOV  xpTJ<ru>  tvroieor  (B U 1015 —
earlyiii/A.D.), "t o hav e received and stil l possess. " Bu t i n A P 3 0 (ii/B.o.),
Tpoffe/Mprtpovv TOV  M . Koreo^ij/c^o t ran  olxlav  Trp o ro w iroX^uow , th e aoristi c
possessed seems to be recognisable, i n an early illiterate document. Se e p. 248 .

P. 146.— OT/tcu, S i K&r  Aa/nridci , rty AewTux/o'o u pir  ffvyarfpa , 'ApxiSi.iu>v  S i
ywaina., "AyiSot S i pip-ipa,  o t wdms  jSeuriXeT s ycybvaai,  BnvpAaiu.  &r  KT\.  I t i s
hard to see why this should b e cited as aoristic :  Agi s was on the throne at th e
supposed time of the dialogue .

P. 148.—I n connexion with thi s paragrap h shoul d b e mentioned th e birth
of the ne w present <m)/c u (MG r or&u) fro m th e perfec t IffrrjKa,  wit h th e sam e
meaning.

P. 152.—O n this view of the prehistori c relation s o f act . an d mid., cf Hirt ,
Indog. Forsch.  xvii . 70 . Th e theor y ha d bee n restate d i n term s o f th e
new schoo l o f philology , i n Osthof f an d Brugmann' s pionee r Morphologische
Untersuchungen iv . 282 n. (1881) . Ther e H . Osthof f conjecture s that "Skt .
dvii-ti and dvis-tt depend  on one and the sam e proethnic basis-for m [dueistai],
which -wa s differentiate d b y th e accent , accordin g a s on e wishe d t o sa y
'hdtes fo r himself o r 'hate s fo r himself.'" I  ha d overlooke d this passage ,
and am all the more confirmed b y i t i n the theory which I  ha d independentl y
developed a s to th e relationshi p o f th e voice s i n th e elemen t the y severall y
emphasise.

On the late Greek developments o f the voice s th e studen t shoul d carefull y
observe the rich materia l in Hatzidakis 193 ff .

P. 156.—The prover b in 2  Pe t 2 ffi is acutel y treate d b y Dr Rendel Harris,
as I ought t o hav e remembered, in The Story  o f MOfw,  p . Ixvii. H e cites as
the probabl e original words appearing in some texts o f Ahikar: "M y son, thou
hast behaved like the swin e which went t o the bath  with peopl e of quality, and
when he came out, saw a stinkin g drain , an d wen t an d rolle d himsel f i n it'
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If, a s seem s extremel y likely , thi s i s th e sourc e of th e irapoi/tf a t o whic h
2 Pe t refers , o f cours e Xowa/t^vi ) i s use d i n it s correc t sense. Tha t a  Gree k
iambic verse ma y hav e bee n the mediu m o f it s transmissio n ha d bee n antici -
pated :  see Mayor in loe.  I  leave my note unaltere d i n view of the measure ol
uncertainty attaching i n Dr Harris's judgement to the account he proposes.

P. 166.—D r P. Giles , in a letter endorsing and improving m y Scotch trans-
lation of Homer H. i. 137, says , " I agree that a » i s very lik e jist, and i f you
had added like  at the end you would have got your subjunctive also. Thi s like
does fo r many dialect s wha t th e subjunctiv e di d fo r Greek , puttin g a  state -
ment i n a  polite , inoffensiv e way asserting onl y verisimilitude." I t i s foun d
elsewhere.

P. 168.—Add to this lis t the curiou s anti-Christia n inscriptio n in Ramsay,
G. and B. ii. 477 (no. 343) oins i /Sfo s /K B ycyovev (aoristic! ) STOH (fay  ty<!>.

P. 169.—Since writing th e paragrap h o n tl  /ti}rj if, I  hav e observed several
other exx . o f el .. . cu > in illiterate Greek of a centur y or two later tha n th e
NT. A n inscriptio n fro m Cyzicus , latel y publishe d b y M r F . "W . Hasluc k
in JHS  xxv . 63 , ha s f  ra S ' or  ToX^ijo-i , iure\6fi  a.6rl»t  A  QeAt. (Th e secon d
subjunctive her e i s th e itacisti c equivalen t o f the optativ e which would hav e
been use d i n earlie r Greek : c f p. 199n.) • I n Ramsay' s O.  and B . vol . ii . I
aote the following:—No. 21 0 (p. 880) e l Si nt  &v  Qavdy  .  . .  Icrro t .  .  .,
trhere the optative show s the writer a bit of an Atticist, but not very successful.
No. 37 7 (p . 530 ) KaTefKetcurer T&  tipifor  iavrg  nal  rif  di/Spl  oiWj s EtT&xg  ical  r f
Tin &v  fucra  <Fvrx<>>F/j<rti'  e l W /icrd Tty Te\evr^n  /to w t&r  T K Ar«xV |}<re* *  ̂No .
273 (p. 394 ) e l S i [frepos ] t o <hrix«/n}[<r« , 0i}]<r « KT\.  Ad d PF i 50 1U (iii/A.D.)
tf n Se iiu>  iWv, Tb P S91"3 (99 A.D.) Ins Si  i,fuav  .  . . Hu>  wapa^y.

P. 170.—O n /*i ) i n question s se e J. E . Harry , Qildersleeve  Studies,  480 .
He shows it was absent fro m orator s an d historians, an d fro m the later writer s
Aristotle, Polybius, and Diodorus. Plat o use s i t 2 4 times; bu t th e 69 occur-
rences i n N T outnumbe r thos e i n al l th e pros e an d poetr y o f ten previou s
centuries. Th e inferenc e i s tha t i t wa s a  featur e o f everyday language. I n
nearly hal f the exx . the verb is be, can, or have; three-fourth s of the total comes
from Jn an d Paul (only Rom and Co).

P. 171.—Fo r 4tr6s el /M) see Deissmann, BS118. C f also Ramsay, G . and S .
ii. 391 (no. 254 ) x"p's «' M< « *60T3-

Ib.—On the encroachment s o f /*•//,  especiall y as to Sn  /ti} and M c. inf. afte r
verba dicendi et  cogitomdi, see E. L. Green in Gtildersleeve  Studies,  471 ff . Gree n
shows ho w p/i intrude s increasingl y i n th e KOIPT ) literature . Considerin g th e
extent o f thi s intrusio n i n th e tim e o f the NT , ther e ar e fewe r exx . o f /^
wrongly used than woul d be expected, excep t that /«j hold s almos t undispute d
sway over the participle . Ther e ar e 6  exx . of M c. inf. afte r a  verb o f saying
or denyin g [L k 22 M must  howeve r b e struc k of f (WH , followin g KELT)] ;
2 with verbs of thinking (2 Co 11s, Ac 25 s"); on e case of causal «r « /MJ , Jn 8 18 ;
3 of /n) after relatives . (I n excludin g Col 218 because an imper. precedes, Green
ignores a  ye t mor e decisiv e reason—tha t /ii ) i s indisputabl y spurious. ) Th e
participle with  ̂in oral. obi.  occurs only in Ac 2329 286; i n causal, concessive ,
and tempora l clause s i t abounds . Th e compariso n of Plutarch wit h th e N T
shows a great advance in the use of 8n /«}. Th e whole paper deserves study .

A few papyrus passages may be cited i n illustration of the subject s of Green's
paper. Fo r /ti ) i n relativ e clauses:—BIT 11 4 (ii/A.D. ) irpooixa  fft  airoSiSuicev
airrtf /*I}T « Svvarcu  \apelv, CP R 19 (iv/A.D.) ivrij-cu .  .  .  4  /i?) ffvve<pi^vijira. Foi
verba die.  e t cog.  :—M P 2 5 (iii/B.c. ) /»• % 6<j>el\cu>  6/i.tea.s  /not,  B M 40 1 (ii/B.o. )
Kca-tyvuicus /i^ ttwurOiu, OP 266 (i/A.D.) i>fu>\oye'i  /i ^ {nca\cir  (classical , as ip. a
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undertakes), O P 28 7 (ii/A.B. ) iareKpelmn  /d ) o . inf. , an d severa l case s wit h
<qXovf (BI T 5 , 11 , etc.) . Fo r evtl  M  c f B U 63 0 (i/A.D. ) ptpuperal  a t e*l  M
drr/ypa^a: ofirj (the charge, like the ex. in Jn i.e.) .

On « f o w Blas s note s (Hermes  xxiv . 312 ) it s identit y wit h A p /« } i n th a
illiterate OP 119 (see p. 28) .

A note may be added on fiAi  tn ; fo r thoug h th e N T onl y uses o* x fri , th e
syntax i s identica l wit h tha t i n fvfyriye,  1  Co 6s ("not to speak of mere affair s
of daily life "). I t occur s in B M 4 2 (ii/B.c., = Witk. p . 40 ) /ti| Sn ye roaotrav
•Xpfcov tmyeyovbrm,  " not to speak of so much time having gone by."

P. 177.—I n Mt 619 D reads /«•? / Oriaavplaertu  (= - e) , which may just possibly
be added to the list. Bu t it i s mor e likely t o b e a  mer e mistake. A n earlier
ex. of fi-fi c . fut. tha n thos e cited i n th e tex t i s Pa r P 1 5 (ii/B.c.)  ̂700? m i
icparliaeit—but this may be aor. subj .

P. 181.—Essentiall y the sam e principle must be traced in lX«Ss am (Mt 1628),
" [God be] merciful t o thee." Th e interjeotional adjectiv e and participle ar e on
the same footing, and must be explained i n th e sam e way. I n O B xv. 436 are
quoted inscriptional parallels for this phrase (Gen 43a, 2  Sam 2020, 1  Chr II1*):
—Letronne 22 1 (iv/A.D. ) IXew j Jifitr  H\drwt>  nal  ivravSa,  and withou t subjec t
557 tXeii j aoi,  "Eppelas  . . .  .  fca l 'H/xfcXcto t dSeX04s . Letronn e als o quote s
another inscription (ii. 286 ) tXeiit a m dXtnri (leg.  'AXi^ri) , " [Sarapis] help thee ,
Alypius," as I read it. Wit h th e development of a deprecator y force i n suc h
phrases we may compare that in our vernacular expression , " Mercy on us !"

P. 182.—D r Bendel Harris thinks the ti/icls may be only translation Greek .
The suggeste d allusio n t o Pau l i s in an y cas e onl y propounde d tentatively .
It i s curious that 4p£<£/teco s gives us trouble elsewhere in Luke. A c 10s7 is fairl y
hopeless as it stands, an d Blass thinks dp{. dri r. T. interpolated from L k 23' .
It i s conceivable that dpl-dfuvos  ydp  i n AD vg may preserve the relics of a better
text, in which a new sentence beginning there was continued with 'lyaovs A  oV4
N., tv  (D) eyfurev  .  .  . , oJro t (D). Th e change needed to make the D reading
grammatical i s but small. (Se e Wellh. 12.) A  quasi-adverbial us e of dp{djua-o»
may beseenin Syll. 537", 5386,5401M,5494, and with pres. ptc. in TbP 526 (ii/A.D.).

P. 185.—Th e practically complet e equivalenc e of subjunctive and futur e is
quite as evident i n Phrygian inscription s a s i n the Alexandria n Greek Bible or
late Egyptian papyri . Thu s w e have i n JUS  xxiii . 8 5 e l Si TIS dnS|as erepm
/3dXfl, an d i n Eamsa y C . an d S . ii . 39 2 (no . 260 ) et -riva.  dXXo » jSouXiidp , 559
(no. 445 , iii/A.D.) e l TIS  Si  Irepo s frurerfuKn  (s o nos . 448 , 449). I n nos . 817 ,
891, 895 , 89 9 at (pp . 472 , 535-8) w e hav e 0 6 Teflj ; fo r th e 01 ) reB^aerat. foun d
elsewhere. Th e progressive disappearance of th e Futur e prepare s us fo r MGr,
where th e tens e i s a  periphrasti c one . Fo r th e papyri , c f B U 30 3 (vi/A.D. )
rapdffx<a "  I will furnish, " AP 144 (V/A.D.) l\0u " I will come." Innumerabl e
exx. of verbs in -aa  and the like, in locution s requirin g subjunctives, could be
cited from various sources; bu t these being itacistic prove less—see p. 35.

P. 194.—Prof . Thumb tells me that MGr 11$ yivoiro seem s to hi m a  phras e
of learned origin . ( I notice that Pallis retains it in Lk 20W.) Se e p. 249.

P. 19 9 n. 2.—Prof . Thumb observes that h e doe s no t believ e in itacis m a s
contributory to th e obsolescenc e o f th e optative , "sinc e th e coincidenc e of < M
and t  too k plac e ver y late. " I t ha s been mad e clea r i n the tex t tha t the
optative was doome d fro m th e ver y birth of the Kom} , while m (and v) did no t
become simple i for several centuries .

P. 208.—B y way of adding to our illustrations from the Beza n text o f Ac,
we may note that in 12" D substitutes fro aiy[ .  .  .  ]<ro > fo r atyay, an d in 16U

, both after words of commanding. I n 17 * however th«
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omission o f i f y  /t&\ « add s t o th e tal e o f quasi-final infinitives . Wer e this
tundenoy to use lea more marked, it migh t help us to fix the provenance of D, by
the use of Thumb's canon (p. 205).

P. 216.—Som e furthe r exx . ar e note d b y Vota w (p . 18 ) fro m th e LXX .
He gives on p. 1 9 the totals for the articular infln . i n OT, Apocrypha, and NT :
there ar e 116 1 occurrence s wit h a  preposition , and 161 4 without. Th e anar -
throus infm . occur s 6190 times in all. I n th e statistic s o f the articula r iufin .
I have checked my count (based on MG) by Votaw's : the y differ slightl y where
I har e omitte d passage s whic h W H enclos e i n doubl e brackets , an d als o
through my not counting twice the place s where two infinitives stand under th e
government of a single article. Votaw' s total for Heb has a slight error.

P. 224.—To th e footnot e i t shoul d b e added tha t Hir t and Soinmer make
sequimini imperativ e the original form, supposing i t simpl y transferred to th e
indicative at a later stage (Indog.  Forseh.  rvii. 64).,

P. 230.—The phrase in Mt 13a is quoted here purely as i t stand s i n Gree k ;
exx. of this participle could be cited from almos t an y page o f narrative i n th e
NT o r other Gree k writing . I t happen s however , as D r Eende l Harri s tell s
me, that my example is a translation o f a phrase meaning simply "he went on
board a boat." H e observes, '" To go up and sit i n a  ship ' i s a pur e Syria c
expression. Sometime s you get ' sit i n the sea' fo r ' embark' " (Mk 41, th e
original here) . Thi s superfluous Kafyirffai  i s rathe r lik e th e pleonasm s quoted
from Dalman on pp. 14 ff . O f course the recognition of this as translation Greek
does not affec t th e grammatica l category in which we place l/i/3dira.

Since I  hav e no t give n a  chapte r t o Conjunctions , I  ma y put a t th e end
of these addenda a note upon a use of aXX d which ha s excite d much discussion .
In Mt 209* some have translated aXX d "  except," a s if=«Z M.or rX-f/v.  Agains t
this bot h Winer and his editor (p . 666) speak very decisively : thus, the latte r
says, " Even in Mk 4M aXXd is simply but (but rather), not tave, except." I  have
a draft letter of his to a fellow-Reviser (dated 1871) , in which he argues at length
against the lax use of aXXd, which in Mt I.e. " would be equivalent to supplying
ipbv tirri  jovra t i n th e secon d clause. " Blas s doe s no t allud e t o th e latte r
passage, but on Mk I.e. (p. 269) he.says oX\'=e( r f " gave that" I t is certainly
difficult her e to separate the dXX d from the ibr  /«} which stand s i n th e paralle l
clause. I  a m very unwillin g t o challeng e a n opinio n hel d s o strongl y afte r
careful study ; bu t th e discover y o f T b P  10 4 (i/B.o. ) make s m e read y t o
believe that th e not e i n W M migh t hav e bee n altere d unde r stres s o f new
evidence. Ka l p.^ ttf<rru  3>t\torKw  yvmuca  AXXip > tTca.ya,yta8<u  aXX A 'AjroXXwvfa c
must cal l fo r a  sens e o f aXX d ver y nea r t o e l /«). Tha t supplement s may be
contrived we may allow, though the y are ofte n fa r fro m simple ; bu t i s ther e
adequate motiv e for straining the natura l meanin g of the phrase t I n Gen 21*
oiii iyi> ij/towro dXX A vfinepov,  th e dXX d actually translates 'n^3, except.  I n M t
I.e., it may well be that the AV or BV supplement is correct. Bu t I cannot fee l
at all sure of this; and it seems moreover that the meaning need not be affected
by wadin g dXX< £ a s = tt rf . I n Jn IB * L k 4*t, Ao 27", Gal 2M, Rev 21"7, etc.,
we are familiar with the brachylogy—essentially aki n to zeugma—whic h makes
(I /M } and th e like=6« J only :  wh y no t appl y thi s t o dXX d ? Thi s would mean
that only the though t o f Sovvai  was carrie d on , an d no t tha t o f tp&n  as well.
(Cf now Wellh. 24 in support of my position : als o of Kuhring , p. 49. )

The study of Wellhausen's illuminating fort y pages increases my regret that
I can only refe r to them generall y i n note s inserte d a t th e last revision . M y
argument in chapter i. is not affected b y Wellhausen's exposition ; ba t had his
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book come into my hands earlier, I should hare take n car e to emphasis e mon
clearly wha t is said abov e concernin g "translatio n Greek, " an d th e tendenc y
to over-use a correc t vernacular idio m where i t exactl y or nearl y translates a n
Aramaic original . Wellhause n rightl y warn s u s agains t denyin g Aramais m
because we can scrape together one or tw o parallel s fro m hole s an d corner s of
Greek writing. Tha t was the error of the old Purists , and we must b e o n ou r
guard. Bu t i f we neo-Hellenists need to be careful , Wellhausen' s criticisms of
Dalman show that the neo-Semitists want watching as well. I t i s necessar y in
studying Wellhause n t o remembe r tha t h e onl y professe s t o spea k fro m th e
Semitist's aide: hi s <f>payye\ow  (bis)  o n p. 1 0 and cavros  an d dXXiJXo i o n p . 3 0
illustrate hi s limitation— non omnia  possumits  omnesl  Spac e forbid s ou r
mentioning more than one further featur e o f hi s work , th e great importanc e of
his treatment o f the Beza n text. H e shows that D in a large number of places
stands distinctly nearer the Aramaic which underlies the Synopti c records . I f
this is proved, we have manifestly taken a  large step towards the solution of our
great textual question. Le t me finally quote hi s dictu m tha t M k i s tolerabl y
free fro m Hebraisms , i.e. pieces o f translatio n Gree k due t o th e LXX : M k i s
however riches t i n Aramaisms , whic h M t an d L k hav e largel y pruned awa y
Of course Wellhausen's argumen t has no bearing on free Greek in the NT .

ADDITIONAL NOTE S T O TH E
SECOND EDITION .

P. 3.—T o anticipat e a  possibl e objection , I  ma y say that th e evidenc e for
large Jewis h settlement s i n Egyp t fro m a n earl y dat e i s indisputable : se e
for exampl e Mahaffy' s an d Th . Eeinach' s contribution s t o MMangea  Nicole
(pp. 61 9 ff. , 451 ff.). Makaff y speak s o f Aramai c trade document s i n tippe r
Egypt fro m th e tim e o f Xerxes down. S o far , however , no "Hebraist " ha s
tried to use this fact t o discount the deductions o f Deissmann fro m th e papyri;
and I  need not meet the argument before it arises . (Se e Preface, p. xvi . f.)

Ib.—The Rev. J . Pulliblan k sends m e an interestin g extrac t fro m hi s notes
of Bisho p Lightfoot's lecture s i n 1863 . Speakin g of som e NT wor d which had
its onl y classica l authorit y i n Herodotus , h e said , "Yo u ar e no t t o suppose
that the word had falle n ou t o f use in the interval, onl y that i t ha d no t bee n
used in the books which remain to ua: probabl y 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 greates t possibl e help fo r the understanding of the language
of the NT generally. "

P. 5.— A ver y strikin g testimon y ma y b e cite d fro m Cicero , Pr o ArMa,
23:—Nam s i qui s minorem gloria e fructu m puta t e x Graeci s versibus percip i
quam ex Latinis, vehementer errat , proptere a quo d Graeca leguntur in omnibus
fere gentibus, Latin a suis finibus, exiguis sane, continentur .

P. 14.—T o the exx . of e/j ior&vniatv  c. gen. may be added two (one of them
tk awavr.)  fro m th e Pelagi a storie s (Legenden  der  M.  Pelagia,  ed . Usener) ,
pp. 19 , 22. Th e documents are written in excellent vernacular, whic h does not
Mem open to the charg e of being merely modelled on the biblical Greek.
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P. 19.—Dr Marcus Dods finds a weak spo t i n m y parallel , i n tha t Greek
was generally " not the vernacular, but a  secon d languag e acquire d fo r com -
mercial or social purposes. Th e rea l paralle l woul d therefore be the English-
speaking Hindu, o r semi-Americanised German or Pole , or the pidgin-English -
speaking Chinaman , o r bilingua l Highlande r o r Welshman. " S o Dr Nestle.
I hare modifie d th e form of the paralle l accordingly , an d I  thin k i t wil l now
stand. Th e Hindu and the Welshman, '' granted a tolerable primary education "
in English, will not show much differenc e i n their written dialect.

P. 22.— A reviewe r in th e Athenaeum,  t o who m I  a m greatl y indebted ,
criticises my attitude towards the translation o f Pallia. (S o far from " strongly
objecting," M r Pallis prefer s t o be so styled , and no t a s Palli. ) I  canno t go
into detail , but I  would mak e two or three notes. (1 ) The Reviewe r expresses
the "shook " whic h eve n a  foreigne r experience s in findin g Christ' s speeches
"abounding in Turkish words. " M r Palli s give s m e a  lis t o f all th e foreig n
words in his version o f Mt , some two doze n in all , an d not a  quarter o f them
Turkish. Thi s accusation of bringing in foreign words has been freely mad e by
many on mere hearsay. (2 ) A lover of Hellenism can fee l nothing bu t sympath y
for th e moder n Greeks ' national prid e i n thei r language. Bu t whether Greek
artisans can repeat th e NT Greek b y heart o r no, it i s abundantly proved that
they canno t understand  it ; an d tha t i s sufficien t justificatio n fo r a popula r
version. (3 ) The genera l questio n o f th e Puris t movemen t tempts discussion;
but i t has only one side which is relevant for this book. I f the movement only
concerned the abolition o f foreign words,  the NT grammarian could quote Purist
as readily as popular Greek. Bu t the KoSapeiovira  i s an artificial language in it s
grammar, and i t i s therefor e obviousl y useless when we are seekin g scientifi c
evidence bearin g o n ancien t Hellenistic . Th e stronges t sympathise r wit h
Purism a s a  nationa l movemen t would hav e to admi t tha t fo r such purposes
as ours the faintes t suspicion of artificiality make s MGr valueless: nothin g bu t
the unschooled speech of the people can help us here.

P. 23.—O n th e us e o f th e ter m Koti-i ) Prof . Thum b observe s tha t th e
grammarians were far fro m consisten t with themselves . A  definition like KOIVTI
frdXcicros 5  •rierret xp&iJfSa.  i s not fa r from our present use; and eve n if the term
be historically incorrect it i s a pity to bauish from science so well-established and
pregnant a word (Neue Jahrbiicher  f. d . Mass.  Mtertum,  1906 , p. 262).

P. 32.—D r W . H . D . Bouse , who has an exceptionall y intimate first-han d
knowledge of modern Greece, especially in the more out-of-the-way parts, tells me
he thinks it too sweeping an assertion t o say that the old dialects died out com-
pletely, except for what they contributed to the Koin) . H e has heard the broad a
in Calymnos, and ical  wdxa  in Cos. I n the lecture just quoted (Neue Jahrb.  1906,
p. 256), Prof. Thumb gives some interesting survivals o f old dialecti c forms in
Cyprus, which h e ha s noticed in th e curse-tablet s o f Audollent . W e have i n
fact to remember that th e dialects existing within th e Koo>ij were partly or even
mainly characterise d b y th e survival s fro m th e ol d loca l dialec t whic h th e
levelling process failed t o 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 nal, while they pronounce it respect-
ively kyi, U,  tut."

P. 36.—Th e cas e o f T^nrope s aco . ough t no t t o b e left withou t remarkin g
that thi s i s isolated , a s the onl y early cardinal which eve r had a separate ace.
form. I n the firs t 900 of Wilcken's ostrak a I  find 42 exx. of the indeclinable ,
and 2 9 o f r&vrapas , whic h show s ho w thi s for m predominate d i n busines s
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language before 200 A.D. I n th e sam e documents I find rtfirepat  an d rtaatpi-
:wra only once each (both ii/A.D. ) :  c f p. 4 6 above.

Ib.—A " probably Ptolemaic " ostrakon i n Melanges  Nicole,  p. 18 5 (E. J .
Goodspeed), has <t>i\ca>Bpowlif  an d Stint  ( = J<i«w) to ad d fo r the earl y confusio n
af o  and u> ; xarlt  /irjvav  (se e p. 49 ) and tvqSevl  Sots  (p . 5 5 n.8) evidence the writer' s
scanty culture . Earlie r still is \oyevilivTiao Hb P 7 7 (249 B.C.), and c f Pa r P  40
(ii/B.c.). Se e Mayser, pp . 9 8 f., 139 .

P. 38.—Th e poin t abou t n6/ni  need s perhap s t o b e state d les s concisely .
Brugmann makes it probable that in early Attic, as in its sister dialect Ionic , 3
became y  universally, bu t that in Attic ii ) and fr>  (i/yiij , T/»JTT<I> ) broadene d int o
iS, pa, whenever the i j did no t aris e fro m a  pre-Greek e : thi s $ long maintaine d
a differen t quality . Bu t thi s speciall y Atti c power of p became obsolete while
K&pFri wa s still pronounced with digamma.

P. 41.—Thum b (op.  tit . 260 ) holds ou t hope s tha t w e may ge t som e no t
inconsiderable help in dating and localising textua l types fro m such peculiarities
as the confusion o f tenuis, aspirat a and media i n Egyp t and Further Asia, an d
that of e and i sounds in Asia Minor and Syria .

P. 44.—Amon g th e irregula r aspiration s migh t hav e bee n give n ofy
•lovSafKias (Ga l 2 " K*AO P 17 37) . Her e th e o6yl  o f BD * <d  probabl y help s
us ; a  repetition o f the t  after ow e would lea d t o the correctio n oi>\l and this to
ofrx_ b y th e droppin g of the sam e letter. Thi s seem s simple r than Lightfoot' s
explanation from th e Hebre w initia l "n1, which woul d no t explai n otx  «*<" ' (B
dfries i n 3  K, say s Mr Thackeray) .

P. 48.—Usener , Pelagia,  p . 50 , quote s ii  'lepoft\v/M  fro m tw o MS S of
xi/A-D. I n th e sam e book w e find the vocativ e nvpi  twic e (p . 14—se e Usener' s
note, p . 34) . A n additional early ex . of thi s shortenin g of -to - noun s ma y be
found i n a  Ptolemaic ostrakon i n AUlanges  Nicole,  p . 184 , ffvv\fr£\cu> (i.e. -u>v).
(The documen t has the wor d <rpij3aros, s o spelt.) Se e Mayser 260.

P. 49.—Th e N T form s svyytvls  an d <ruyy«"«Cff i (W H App>  165 ) ar e bot h
cited b y Thum b fro m Asi a Mino r (JffS  xxii . 35 8 an d BCS  xxiv . 339) .
Mayser cites <rvyyci>^a : per contra  miyyevtai occur s Tb P  61 (ii/B.c.) al. S o we
have double forms, Arftpr v O P 466 and brefatn  (a s NT) B U 16, both ii/A.D.

P. 59.—A n apparen t fals e concor d i n B , vepl  w&vrar  Sni  elSev  Swdfieuv
(Lk 19**) , i s correcte d b y Prof . Burkit t fro m th e Ol d Syriac , whic h show s
that SwA/ieur  i s a mere gloss. B  accordingl y shows th e firs t stag e o f corrup -
tion, whil e D  (ytuHtptrw)  show s a n independen t gloss , an d th e othe r MS S
present a  completel y regularised text. (Th e textua l phenomen a here are most
instructive : c f what is quoted from Wellhause n about B  and D, p. 242. ) Not e
that in MGr rcura survived jras , as a-Scro ft/as " every one."

Ib.—For indeclinabl e rt  D r Bous e remind s m e o f th e MG r K&rt,  a s K&TI
fyrvxla, "a little rest."

P. 60.—M r Ottley calls m y attention t o I s 87 s8, where it i s ver y har d t o
resist the impressio n tha t a n accusative  stand s fo r a genitiv e i n appositio n t o
an indeclinable.

Ib.—A bette r accoun t o f %  9e6s  i n A c 19" i s give n b y G . Thieme , Di e
Iiuchriften vo n Magnena a m Maeander  und  das NT (Gottingen , 1905), pp . 1 0 f.
He notes that th e classica l 1 7 Debs  ofte n appear s i n Magnesia n inscription s t o
describe the great goddess o f th e city , whil e other people' s goddesses were Seat,
the usua l Koo- ^ term . Th e tow n cler k i s accordingl y usin g th e technica l
term, a s w e might expect . Plentifu l quotation s ar e give n b y Nachmanson ,
p. 126 . W e ma y therefor e kee p Blass' s commen t o n Luke' a accuracy , bu t
apply i t i n a  differen t way .
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P. 63.—It might be adde d that befor e t»  disappeared i t wa s often nsed fo i
eh, just as rit was for iv. Thu s in the late gloss at Jn 5 4 ; also four times in Tob,
as Mr Thackeray notes, adding that it i s a featur e o f the LX X in Jd—1 K. C f
in Pelagia,  avfi\doiuv i v r<f  xe\\iif  (i . 4) , dTrTJXSa/iei ' tv  7- 5 iieya\v iKK\ii<rlf  (i . 5) ,
t</>vym> lr roa tpefi  (ii . 1) . Som e furthe r quotation s fo r lat e use s of & will be
found in Kuhring, pp . 4 3 f.

Ib.—On &pa.v  ( Jn 4 M, A c 10*> al) see TJsener, Pelagia  50, an d Abbot t J O 75 ,
who suggest s that the change from vernacula r aco . to dat., J n 4 M'-, is brought
in to denote exact time.

P. 64.—Fo r jcfafffftu  c . aec . ad d Wi s 7 " (B—s o EV) , an d Syll.  653" '
(KOTOX/).). Th e Puris t Kontos (C\u<r<ruca.l  Uaparrip^ireis,  Athens , 1882 , p . 420)
complains of writers who used xaraxpaffffai  (an d even ftrwtfeu !) with gen. A s
early a s ii/A.D. we find a chiliarch of a Thracian cohort writing 'Qptuvos (i.e.  -i )
yalptui (Wilcken , Ostr.  ii . 927) : s o fAr  Mijvo^Xo w ib.  24 0 (sam e date). Se e
Ramsay OS iii. 332 .

P. 66.—O n the construction o f axafw,  ytioiuu,  an d TrpovKwu,  ge e Abbott ,
JQ 76-78 .

P. 70.—D r Bous e compare s wit h thi s nominativ e i n tim e - expressions
Aeschines' cif i v fiipy  nal  wapy/iev  (I n Ctes,  .71).

P. 71.—O n the threefold varqp in Jn 17 , see Abbott JO 96 f.
P. 72.— A full study o f prepositions replacing th e simpl e gen. ma y be foun d

in Kuhring , Praepos.  1 1 ff., 20. D r Rous e note s tha t air A i s regularl y use d
in partitive sense now: Safe  /to w ivi> rovro, " give me some of that."

P. 75.—Fo r tpxpnal  <roi  I  should have quoted the well-known line of Aeschy-
lus (PV  358) , dXX' %\8ev  atrif  Zyvos  &tpmvov  /SAos .

P. 76.—Referenc e should have been made to Eph 5 s, tare •yu'&ffKoiTts,  wher e
Dean Robinson assumes Hebraism, comparing 1 Sam 20s, yiviSiaicwv olSev,  Jer 4 2
(49)M, for e (imper. ) ytvilxrKovres  STI  (Symmachus) . S o RV. I f thi s b e so , we
can only suppose Paul definitel y citing O T language,'just a s a  preache r usin g
the archai c phras e " Know o f a suret y " would b e immediately recognise d a s
quoting. (I t ma y be noted tha t i f itrre  i s indie , i t i s a  purel y literary  word,
such a i Pau l i s no t ver y likely to have use d : it would be less improbabl e in
Heb 12". Bu t in these places and Jas I1" the imper. seems better, somewhat in
the sense o f the commo n classica l ei  W tn, "you ma y be sure" : see LS s.v.
olSa 7. ) I t is , however, at least a s probable tha t we are to separat e the verbs
and rea d "Fo r yo u mus t b e assure d o f this (th e following) , recognising fo r
yourselves that . . ." S o E. Haupt, Salmond , and T. K. Abbott .

P. 79.—D r E. A . Abbott (Joh.  Gram.  510) makes it seem probable that th e
Leyden papyrus is quoting  fro m J n 1 1J. H e would translate irptarbs  nov  "my
Chief." Se e pp. 11-1 4 fo r hi s exposition , whic h bring s i n severa l harmonic s
beside th e mai n note . I  a m no t ye t dispose d t o giv e u p th e vie w defende d
in the text . I f D r Abbot t take s awa y one parallel, h e give s me two new ones
instead, i n the quotations fro m scholiast s on Euripides ; and his exegesis seems
open t o th e charg e o f over-subtlety . Moreover , the Aelia n passage , o ! rparol
fu>v ravra  &vt.x'' e^"TavTfS (N,A.  viii . 12) , i s closel y parallel for Jn 15" ; an d th e
doubts as to the reading expressed by the Thesaurus editor here and in Plutarch,
Catn Minor §  18 (oSre vp<ar6s  ru  i.vf^ .  .  .  Karupo s ofre tarepos  dfri)X0e) , onl y
mean tha t a  moder n schola r though t rpwroi  incorrect , whic h i s undeniable .
I am tempted to claim that Dr Abbott has proved my point for me.

P. 80.— I must confess t o a  rathe r seriou s oversigh t i n omittin g to discuss
the "Hebraistic " us e o f ra t wit h negativ e i n th e sens e o f a6Stlt.  I n C R
zv, 142 , xviii . 155 , I  quot e a  numbe r o f exx . o f rat wit h preposition s and
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adjectives of negative meaning: thu s &vev  or \iapls  ir&aris  inrepdtafias,  a  recurrent
formula, &vvireMwoi  Travrfa  tirn-lfiov  T b P  10 5 (ii/B.o.) , Six*  vdffijs  ($m<rla.s
Plutarch Cons,  ad Uxor.  1  (cf Heb 77). Closel y allied to this is the Koici } use of
TU wit h negative , a s /lySe/uHs  Kpar^ffeas  /tySt  xvpielas  nvin eyyalov ireptyivo/j.&r]!
adroit T P 1  (ii/B.o.), whic h ha s analogue s i n MG r (Jannaris EG §  1449 e).
This wa s accordingl y claime d a s " a ver y sligh t extensio n o f a  vernacula r
usage unde r th e encouragemen t of a simila r idio m i n Hebrew. " I t i s foun d
not only in presumed translation, as Mk 1320, bu t in Paul , as Eph 5".

It.—Mr J . B . Shipley send s m e a n ingeniou s suggestio n tha t imrd  aros e
from a  gloss, 2icevii=yit>=eirT&.

Ib. — In Ga l !" • Ramsa y maintain s agains t Lightfoo t tha t ft-epot when
definitely contraste d wit h 4XXo s denote s specifi c differenc e agains t generic ,
"another o f the sam e kind," agains t "anothe r o f a  differen t kind. " Spac e
precludes examinatio n o f his classica l exx. ; bu t i t mus t no t b e too hastil y
assumed that Lightfoot is wrong. Abbot t Jff  61 1 supports him against Blass.

P. 86.—Add Hb P 44 (263 B.O.), IpCnntt.  .  . &ifaiv  a s an early ex.
P. 87.—Th e reciproca l ef t rbr  ( m ( 1 Th 511) ma y b e noted , with th e MG r

A Iras rim  AXAop . (D r Rous e tells me th e Purist s say t<r<pa.£e  &  fiiv T!U>  Si  I1)
Ib.—On "exhauste d tStos"  see now Kuhring, Praep.  13 .
P. 89.—D r Marcu s Dod s criticises m y treatmen t o f ev  rlf  ISkp  not,  remark-

ing tha t th e dange r wa s of a  man' s bein g "assure d b y som e othe r person' s
convictions." Tha t is , of course, quite true , but I thin k m y statement hold s
that th e phras e simpl y lays stres s on the persona l pronoun—"let each man be
fully assured for himself."

P. 96.—Not e that SdSeica,  greatly predominates ove r Siica,  Suo in ostraka.
P. 102.—I n Kuhring' s accoun t of dir 6 (Praep. 3 5 ff., 52 ff.) there is striking

evidence o f th e encroachment s o f this preposition . Th e common commercial
t<rxpr i,iri>  (fo r irapi) <rov  ma y sav e u s fro m over-refinin g in 1  C o II83. Th e
note as to the perplexing rarity in the papyr i o f &TT&  with the agen t afte r passive
verbs will prevent u s fro m assumin g it too readily in the NT, though it s occa -
sional presenc e i s undoubted . Fo r oval  .  . .  dir A TWV  <rica.v5t\ui>  (M t 18') I
may quot e excellen t parallel s fro m Pelagia,  S>  flia  ,cbr A TW  .  .  .  \rfpou  rofrrov
(Usener, pp. 1 1 Jig, 27) , and S>  i.wb T&V  Xpumavuv  (p . 28): th e differenc e i n th e
interjection show s tha t thi s wa s no t imitation . Usene r (p . 44 ) notes &  pla
"Murder !" as a vernacular phrase. S o Ada, Thomat, p. 224, & 4>rJ roO SoXfov. I t
is simply the classica l Sic. gen. (cf Ep. Diogn.  9 <J TTJ S forepjSaXXoiVijs <t>i\av0piairlas),
with the gen . strengthened , a s so often. 'E x o f materia l (a s Mt 272>) Kuhring
only find s once , A P 9 9 (ii/A.D.) : ad d Mil.  Nicole,  p. 281 , repiTpaxiiMfaov  ix
Kadopfiluv \i6ivwv,  "a necklace made of strings o f stones" (iii/B.c.). A s to the
survival o f 4x  to-da y authoritie s differ : th e Athenaeum  reviewe r cite s among
others Psichari, who says of in rlu>, " C'est bel et bien une forme vivante."

P. 103.—Ther e see m to b e place s where els actually stand s fo r th e posses -
sive genitive , a s Deissman n £S  11 7 f. shows it doe s for the dative : TbP 16 ov
\ffyotves r9fi  (fo r rijs !) [eis ] airroiis  aiffaSlq.,  "no t desistin g fro m their  violen t
behaviour" (ii/B.c.) ; ytapls  TOV  el s aMiv  otxov  (=ou ) Pa r P  5 , "her  house "
(ib.). I t i s temptin g t o see k hel p here fo r 1 Pet lu, hut the illiteracy of the
documents must be remembered.

P. 106.—On e more quotation shoul d be made from Kuhring , whos e pamphlet
must b e constantl y i n ou r hand s as we study th e NT prepositions. H e seem s
to demolis h eve n th e solitar y Hebrais m I  ha d lef t t o iixri,  that in L k I58.
AP 135 (U/A.D. ) has rl S i 4/ieo> <riWjSi ; /ter i TU>V  &px6"Twr  ;  " What befel l u i
in connexion wit h th e magistrates? " (G . an d H.) . S o also B U 79 8 (Byz.) .
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Kontoa (Hapanipqireis  40 9 ff.) fiercely attacks woKe/iu  /nerd  TWOS,  " fight with,"
i.e. " against " ; but he is at least eighteen centuries late.

Ib. — One force of Trapd  i n composition is noted by Thumb (Neue Jahrb.  '06,
p. 249) , with referenc e t o wa/nj\9ev  i n M t 14 16. H e parallel s "Wellhausen' i
' ' vorgeriickt " (our " advanced "} by citing MG r Tea.pa.iri.via, ' ' far over, " Tra.pa.Ki.Tta,
"far under, " irapaM&ra, "fa r in. " Anothe r force is exemplified i n Trapcarlrru,
which Wileken (Ostraka, i . 78 f. ) illustrates as a commercial word, giving Momm-
sen's "ungultig werden , etwa wege n eine s Formfehlers. " H e compare s Xen .
Hell. i . 6 . 4, and Polybiua , xviii. 36. 6, where it i s oo-ordinate d with Ayvoetv,

P. 110. — To th e weight y authoritie s fo r lxo/*e" 'n Bo m 51 is no w added
Prof. H. A. A. Kennedy : seeBxpTfoi  Jul y 1906, p. 451. I  still agree with SH.

P. 112. — Usener (Pelagia,  49 ) remarks o n &irtpx<>iuu  tha t i n late r Greek it
is transferre d t o th e though t o f th e goal . Thu s airfj\9a/iie>>  t o TJJ  /ieyd\rj
&KXi^r(0="we arrived  a t th e grea t church. " 'A^oo-off/to i wa s much earlier in
showing this result o f perfective dwo.

P. 115. — In Neue  Jahrb.  1906, pp . 25 4 ff., Prof. Thum b justifies hi s vie w
that Miss Purdie' s genera l positio n i s right , though pur e Koti/i } texts like the
NT an d th e papyr i woul d hav e serve d bette r tha n a  write r lik e Polybius ,
belonging t o a  transitio n perio d of the language . H e points out that by this
development o f th e preposition s Hellenisti c gain s th e mean s o f expressin g
aoristic Aktionsart  i n presen t time . Thu s "  &wi\ovai (M t 6 3- s- M) i s in its
Aktionsart identical with t\af3ov  o r (<rxor, tha t is, it i s an aorist-present , which
denotes the presen t answering to Xa;8ea' or irxcip." Th e recognition of punctiliar
force in thi s commercial word (see Deissman n US 22 9 and Licht  v. Oaten  74 ff. )
makes i t ver y vivi d i n M t I.e. . the hypocrite s hav e as it wer e thei r mono "
down, as soon as their trumpet hag sounded.

P. 122 . — Mr H . D . Naylo r send s m e som e additiona l note s a s t o th e /» i
-roi.fi canon . Som e of his classica l exx . agains t D r Headla m ar e ver y goo d :
note Aristoph . Av.  1534 , wher e th e amative  presen t seem s clear , an d Ran.
618-622. M r Naylor remarks, " I venture to hold the view that the distinction
is a  growth . I t was beginning in classical times ; it was nearly crystallised in
NT Greek ; and i t i s completel y so in the modern language." I n other words,
usage progressively restricted th e variou s possible forces of volet, in this locution,
till onl y one was left . Mnllac h treate d th e matte r wel l (pp . 34 5 f.), a s th e
Athenaeum reviewe r notes . Ad d t o m y papyru s reff . Hb P 4 5 (iii/B.0. ) ical
TO, Xo«ri weipaffffe  avvA,yeu>  ical  /ify  iToXi/t7rdre<r0e .

P. 129. — The presen t o f thi s conativ e fy6.yKa.tov is wel l see n i n Ga l 611 :
of als o J n 10 M. Wit h referenc e t o Thumb' s argumen t on irpo<r<p£p<a,  I  fin d
it easie r t o den y him He b 11", a s I can give him a good ex . in a less literary
writer :  Trp6<r<t>cpe  TO  Siapov  i n Mt 5M is very probably aorist i n action .

Ib. — The differenti a o f the aoris t ma y be effectivel y brough t i n t o decid e
the famou s diflicult y i n 1  Co 7al. I f Paul meant "g o o n in your slavery," he
must hav e sai d xpo  ' the  aoris t xf")"'< u ca n °ol y D e " 86>ze the opportunity."
We can now see that Origen took the passage this way : see JTS ix . 508.

P. 134 . — For J n 15 6 Epictetu s iv . 1 . 39 , &i>  fitv  <rTpaTefou/iai,  dn-ijXXii'yij K
wivruv TWV  xaicQv.  1  Co T28 and Ga l 5 4 may be noted. Se e Abbott JO 58 6 for
other exx .

P. 185. — An idiomati c ol d aorist belongin g to this category still survives :
a traveller i n Co s "had a pleasant shock , o n calling fo r a cup of coffee , t o hear
the waite r cry "E(f>Saaa."

P. 141 . — In a discussion of aorist an d perfec t (Am.  Jonrn.  Theol.  x . 102 f.),
in whic h Latinis m i s regarde d a s contributory to the fusion , E . J. Goodspee d
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remarks o n th e curiou s developmen t i n th e formul a wit h th e verb Staypi$a t
"pay," i n receipts . Th e Ptolemai c document s hav e Siayiypcupcv,  th e earl y
Roman Siayeypdipijicev.  The n i n twelv e years , toward s th e en d of I/A.D. , th e
aorist suddenl y an d completel y oust s th e perfect , havin g previousl y onl y
appeared once , cir . 1 0 A.D. , an d th e chang e occur s simultaneousl y i n Ele -
phantine and Thebes. I t affect s no other words: /Ufiirfni-iuu  an d -xev  continue
unchanged.

P. 142.—Mr Ottley haa noted no case o f aoriatic perfec t i n Isaiah except in
the category of aorist and perfect standing together , joined by xal.

7ft.—Gal 8 M 4M are Pauline exx . o f the perfect for what" stands written."
P. 145.—Th e constative " we possessed " clearly wil l no t suit ^<r^ij/ta/tte c in

Kom 53. Ca n i t hav e bee n a  manneris m which Pau l droppe d betwee n th e
writing of " 8 Corinthians " and Romans t O n the other hand, another papyru s
can be quoted where " possessed " suits th e sens e well, and the perfec t stand s
in close connexion with the aorist : B U 29 7 (end of ii/A.D.) , rots SiKaLav  atrtar
i<rxnx6ffi xal  &t>fv  nvfa  &/up"rpi]rq<re<as  i v TQ  voitjj'yevoiUrovt  ( = -MS).

Ib.—I venture to question the rendering " began to amend " in Jn 4ra. Th e
idiomatic English "go t better " suits the punctiliar Irxfv, an d the comparativ e
does no t diffe r fro m th e positiv e i n ita>  KO^SIS  ayui,  Tb P 41 4 (ii/A.D.) , more
than "go t better" differs fro m "go t well. " Th e fathe r doe s no t sugges t a
gradual recovery .

P. 159.—O n the verb ira/^x<«»=pay, Wilcken observes (Oitraka, i. 107 ) that
even in R L (iii/B.c.)—e.g. 51—th e wor d occur s ofte n bot h in act. and in mid .
without apparent distinction. Thes e sporadic exx . of irregular middles occur in
the earliest period o f the KOIPI) , bnt they do not invalidate th e general rule.

P. 168.—Th e papyrus exx. o f &T<a>=whm make it a n open question whethe r
in M k II19 we are not t o translat e "whe n evenin g fell, " that is the evening
before th e vpiat  o f v.20. I n suc h a  writer a s M k thi s is at leas t possible, an d
the other renderin g produce s a n awkwar d sequence . Th e impf . ifrtroptfovTo
may be pictorial quite as well as iterative.

P. 177.—Prof . W . Rhys Robert s suggests to m e another ex. of /n ) c. fu* . i n
Eurip. tied.  822, X^feis S i iiafttv  .  .  . , where the change to Wft;! (especially in
that order ) has always seemed to him arbitrary. "  Probably there ar e othe r
similar cases in which the MS reading should be carefully weighed. "

P. 179.—Ad d Epict. iv. 1. 41, tra pAi  nap&s  j, dXV tra /lABy, "  let him not be
a fool , bu t learn. ..." D r J. 0 . F . Murray suggests to mo that thi s tra,  may
be seen in Rev 1413. Sinc e the jussive Jkquiesctwt fall s fro m Divine lips, it ha s
no bearing on controverted questions . It s superio r fitness in the grammatica l
structure of the vers e is undeniable. I n 1  Co 14° we have a  goo d ex . o f WX w
tra an d Of\a  c . inf. side by side with no real difference .

Ib.—Prof. Burkit t (Evang.  da-Mepharr.  ii . 25 2 f.) read s i n Mt.23a ravra
Si iroojerai K&Ketva  ̂itpeirai, afte r the Lewis , supposin g the MS S readings t o
be corrections. I n 2  Co 121 he would follow K  in readin g Kav^SjrSai—oi avfupipov
/iir—i\cfaoiuu Si  x.r.\., which is presumabl y " Now to boast!—i t i s no t ex-
pedient, bn t I  shall be coming," etc. Ther e seem s n o specia l difficult y abou t
infin. fo r imper. here , and Aramais m i s entirel y out of court. Prof . Burkitt' s
reading in Mt I.e. is " translation Greek " no doubt, bu t perfectly allowable.

P. 185.—Th e us e o f /a}  i n warnin g retain s stil l th e consciousnes s o f it s
paratactic origin. Dr . Rous e quote s (popovfuu  fif/prus  &iri$ave  (of Gal 411, 2  Co
11*) with the independent /njiru s in questions expressing surprise or indignatio n
(pfarastliuu X6p5o j ; "do you suppose I'm a millionaire ?'' ) (Mullach, pp. 395 f.).

Ib.—lv Ga l 610 W H read u s xat/^ x tyianet  (t(B*17) . A s w e have seen on
Bom 51, the MSS can hardly perhaps be regarded a s decisive betwee n o  and a;
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but the subj. is justifiable with the sense " as long as we have opportunity, let
us continue to work." CO : in MG r takes the meaning of (us as well as its own.)
In classica l Gree k this futuristi c subj . woul d demand tr,  but word s meanin g
until constantly drop it in Hellenistic.

P. 188.—D r Gile s tell s me that Gildersleeve's suggestion of a n independen t
ot in ob  /j.-/i  wa s anticipate d in the Middl e Ages: i n one if no t bot h of the bes t
MSS of Aristophanes i t i s regularly punctuate d of r M 1!- •  •  •

P. 205.—Prof . Thumb (Neue  Jahrb.  '06 , p. 259 ) observe s that the infin . of
purpose is commoner in Homer than i n Atti c : the preferenc e accordingly ha s
lingered in Asiatic and island Greek for thre e thousand years .

P. 206.—D r E. A . Abbot t reinforce s th e depleted rank s o f scholar s who
would press the teli c forc e of tra i n Jn . W e might cite such passages as 15"
as affording scop e for exegetical ingenuity on these lines. I f we had n o evidence
from Hellenisti c an d MGr as to the los s of this forc e i n Ira,  we might accep t
such subtleties of interpretation as at leas t not out of character with so allusive
a writer. Bu t with ou r presen t knowledg e w e need muc h stronge r evidenc e
to prove that Jn differe d s o greatly from his contemporaries.

P. 207.—Prof . Burkit t note s (Ev. da-Meph.  ii . 183) that Tatia n too k iSor e
as consecutive in Lk 4M, " so that they cast him down."

P. 209.—Th e consecutiv e in whic h Blas s would rea d in Jn 31' does appear
in late r Greek, e.g. Pelagia, 20, r i SiSots  rots  d/icois <nv, Sn fafyv  aUmor  txovaiv;
See Abbott JO 534 .

P. 210.—Th e consecutiv e use of fro was recognised b y Light/cot i n Gal 6",
1 Th 54 : see his notes, and cf what h e says on elt T O c. inf. in 1 Th 2ia.

P. 212.—Fo r classica l ezz . o f ace . and infin . wher e nom. would hav e bee n
regular, c f Aeschylus PV 268 f. and the note of Sikes and Wynne-Willson ; als o
Adam's note on Plato Apol. 36 B.

P. 215.—D r Abbott touches a  wea k spo t i n m y treatmen t o f in  T$  o . inf .
He reminds me that, to prove the Biblica l use free from Semitism, we must find
classical parallel s fo r it wit h th e sens e "  during." Birklein' s statistic s un -
fortunately do not giv e us th e opportunit y o f testing this , and i n the fac e of
Blass's dictum (p. 239) it i s no t wort h whil e t o try . I  shoul d transfe r thi s
" Hebraism " to the category of "possible but unidiomatic " Greek (supra, p. 76).

It.—Zrjv, lik e treiv  and ^xiyeiv,  ou r living,  had becom e a  nou n i n th e ver -
nacular. Thu s BM iii. p . 18 1 (a poor weaver' s petition, 14 0 A.D.) iiuriov iropl-
fmros rb  frjr,  Tb P 28 3 (illiterate, i/B.0.) KirSvretltM rui fir , <tl.

P. 227.—Th e periphrasti c imperf . occurs several times i n Pelagia,  as p. 14,
Ufarfv dvepxffuvos;  18 , t y axoiffiura:  not e also p. 26 , (<ro  yuitliaiuav, like taSi cvvowr
in Mt 5M. C f Usener's not e p. 50. Tha t this is pure vernacular, untainted by
Hebraism, i s beyon d question . D r Bous e observe s tha t i t i s use d no w in
Zaconian, as ^opovvrep tiJ.c=i<t>t>povp.ev,  ipoti/itvep  tfu  =  bpu/uu.

P. 237.—A further additio n to the list on p. 95 is given by Prof. Burkit t in
Mt 10 U D  an d 28 , ^  v6\a  els 1)r  &r  e&rl\ftjr e el s airrtpi  (Ev.  da-Meph.  ii . 75) .
This goes with th e passages supporting Wellhausen's thesis (above, p. 242).

P. 240.—I f p&i  ffvoiro  i s " a phras e o f learne d origin, " i t i s presumabl y
parallel wit h som e othe r survival s i n idiomati c phrases , fo r whic h D r Bous e
instances perk  X 0/5*') &*°  PpoXQ*!  rt\os  irdrnar, rif  6m , iracrdirewi . D r Bous e
himself has never heard  ̂yivairo, for which the people say 6 ffeos ri
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4- 134.27
4- 30
S 

T
• *

5. 12

S- M
5- 15
5. 16
5.26
6. 5

. 183
. 80, 246

. 171

. 227
. 198, 201

. 179

. 209

. 117

. 219

. 114
. 10, 233

. 231
. 193, 248

. 106
. 127, 231

. 177
61, 125

. 163, 201
. 87
. 124

118, 130, 191
. . 177

. 90

EPHESIANS

V

'.6
. IO

• 13

. 16
17

a. 5, 8
2. II
2. 15
3-4
3- 8
3.16
3- 17
4- I
4- 2, 3
4. 2f.
4. 26
4.28
5. 18
5- 22
5-33
6. 13
6. 22

. 228

. 93

. 107
67,68
. 236
. 159
65, 196
.127
84, 236
. 103
. 117
. 236
. 55
. 182

84, 93, 236
. 181
. 182
. 125
. 127
. 126
. 181
. 179
. 115
. 185

PHH.IPPIANS

i. 5 236
I. 30 225
2. i 59
2. 12 174
2. 23 167

PHILIPPIANS — continued
PAGE

2. 26 . 227
2. 30 . 64
3-3 • 231
3.4 . 230
3- S 10, 102
3-7 • 148
3. 10 . 218
3. i if. 187, 1

3-  13 • 212
3. 16 179, 20
3- 19 • 50
3. 21 . 217
4. II . 229
4. 14 . 228

COLOSSIANB

i. 4, 8 . . 28
i. 26 . 224
2. i . 62
2. 2 . . 182
2. 8 178, 192, 
2. 18 . 239
2. 19 . 281
2. 21 . 124
3- 9 • 126
3. 16 . 181, 1
3. 17 . 181, 1
3. 18 . . 163
4. 6 . 188
4-15 . . 48

1 THESSALONIANS
1

2. 4 i / 231
2. 12 . 219
2. 16 . 219
3. i . 231
3. 2 .68
3. S 193, 20
3. 8 . 168
3- n . 179
4-9 • 219
4. 14 149, 16
4. IS • 191
4. 17 . 14
S- 3 • 191
5- 4 • 210

2 THESSALONIANS

1.8 9
2. 2 212
2. 3 178
2. 17 179
3- S 179
3.6 62
3. 13 124

5.19

7.5
8.6

11111
1

217
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1 TIMOTHY
PAGE

I. 13 . 230
2. 6 . 105
4. 14 - • 125
4. 15 . . 184
5. I . 124, 125
S. 13 . . 229
5. 22 . 125
5.23 . . 125
6.3 . . 171

2 TIMOTHY

. 8 . 124, 125

. ii . . 234

. 12 . . 204

. 16, 18 . 195
. 18 . 78, 238
2. 19 . . 113
2. 25 . 66, 193, 191

TITUS

i. n . . 171
I. 12 . 88, 233
2. 2-10 . 179
». 13 . . 84
3. 8 . . 207

PHILEMON

20 . . .195

HEBREWS

i. I
2. 10 .
2. IS .

3-5
3- ». '5
3- 12 .

3.16
4. I

4-3
4- 7
5- *
5- 7
6. 4f.
6.6
6. 10
7- i
7.2
7-57.8
7-9
7- 13
7-*4

i

3

i

»

i

»

»

i

. 107

. 106

. 215

. 151

. 124
F4, 178, 193

. 36

. 185

. 230

. 124

. 218

. 102

. 66

. 230
, 204, 210

. 224

. 224

. 53

. 114

. 204

. 143

. 212

HEBREWS — continued
PAGE

7.27
8.6
8-9
8. 10
9. 12
9. 18
IO. I
10. 14
10. 16
10. 17
10. 28
IQ-3S
11. i
11.3
II. 4
ii. 5 •
II. 12

II. IS
II. 17 ]
II. 21
II. 28 .
II. 32

»• 33 •
»• 34
»• 35
12.7
12. 15 .
12. 25 .
13-5
13-6
13-9
13-24

i

129,1

. 90

. 56

. 74
. 107, 224

51, 132
. 143

. 58, 225
. 127

. 107, 224
. 190
. 114
. 124
. 231
. 219
. 224
. 217
. 230
. 204

42, 143, 288
. 114
. 144
. 237

. . 116
. 116

224, 231
. . 82
. . 178

124, 200
. 182
. 150
. 125
. 237

JAMES

i. i . . .179
i. ii . . . 135
i. 13 . . . 7 4
I. 24 . 135, 139, 144
2. I . . .125
2. 25 . . . 230
3. 4 . .230
3- 13 . . . 9 3
4. 2f. . . . 160
5. 16 . . . 156
5.17 . . .217

1 PETEK

.». . .82
. 8 . . 231, 232
. lot . . .115
. 14 . . .181
.18. . .84
. 24 . . .135
2. 10 . . . 231
2. II . . 91, 181

1 PBTEB — continued

2. 15 .
2. 18 .
2. 24 . .

3- i, 7 •
3- i. 7, 9. IS. i
3- 3 •
3- 7 •
3-8f. . .
3- 14 .
3- 17 .
4- 3
4- 7 .
4. 8 ff. .
4- II .
4- 12 .
4- 17 •
4- 18 .
5-7 .

PAGE
. 53
. 181
. 237
. 181

6 . 182
. 236
. 181
. 180
. 196
. 1
. 11
. 181

181
. 1
. 125
. 217
. 1
. 181

2 PETKE

i. I .
I. 9
I. 10
I. 12
i. 18
I. 19 47,
2.5
«. 14
2. 22 155,
3-16

84
171
191
280
222

169, 228
. 97
47, 74

156, 238
. 88

1 JOHN

i. 3
i. 9
2. 19 .
2. 24 .
4. i .
4.2 .
4- 3 •
4. 16 .
5- 3 •
5. 10 .
5- IS •

. 143

. 210
148, 201
. 69
. 125
. 2
. 1
. 68
. 2
. 171

160, 168

2 JOHN

7
8 . .
to .

. 229
CO, 116
. 125

8 JOHN
4 •
5 ' •

2. 12 . . 181, 182 i 6 . .

. 3

. 1

. 2

INDEX

6

1
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J0DE
PAGE

I .  .  . 10 3
5 .  . 2 3 0

REVELATION

i. 4 •  •  •  9
i. 5 .  . .  », 12
i. 1 6
i. 20
2. 2
z-3.5
2. 4
2 5 , 1 62.7
2- 1 3
2 2 6
2.27
3-2
3-3
3 g• 23.3
3- I S

.

3, 1 4

36
9

56
52
62
75
85
12
69

145
114

8, 145
104
237
200

REVELATION — continued
PAGE

3-16
4.4
4- 9
5-5
S- 76.6
7- i
7.2
7-3
7-9
7- 1 4
8. i
8.4
8-5
9.6
9. n
9. 1 2
9. 1 4
9. 2O
IO. 2
to. 4
IO. I O
ii. S11.17

. 114
• . 3 6

. 168
, 12 5

. 143 , 145
. 125
. 3 6

. .  23 7
. 125
. 237
. 145
. 16 8
. 7 5

. 143 , 14 5
. 19 0

69, 233 , 23 5
. 5 8
. 3 6
. 210
. 225
. 12 5

. Ill , 115
. 18 7

. 52 , 145

REVELATION— eontinved
PAG*

n. 1 8 .
12.4 .
12. 6 .
12. 7 .  1
12. 9 •
13- 8 , 1 2
14. 4 .
14. 8 .
14- 1 3 •
14. 20 .
17-3 .
18. 2 .
18. 1 4 .
18. 22 .
19- 3  •
19. 1 0 .
2O. 2 .
20. 4 .
20. 8 .
21. 12 , 1 4
21. 1 3 .
21. 21 .
21. 27 .
22. 9 .

. 118

. 11 4

. 5 9
6, 217 , 21 8

. 233

. 237

. 16 8

. 18
114, 248
. 102
. 6 5

134, 13 5
190, 192

. 192

. 146

. 17

. 23 3

. 13

. 237

. 22
.  7 3
. 10
. 24
. 1

(5) OL D TESTAMENT .
N.B.—The numbering of the chapters is according to the English Bible; where

the LX X differs , th e number s ar e adde d i n brackets . S o with title s of
Books.

PAGE
Gen. i . 10 .

E

3- 1 0 .
4. 24 .
6. 1 7 .
8. 13 .
21. 26 .
24. II .
43- 1 6 •
43- 2 3 •
45-8 .

. i. 1 6 .
3- '4
32. I  •

Num. 11 . 29
Dent. 23. i .

„ 28 . 24 ft
JOB. i. ii
» 17 - > 3 •

Judg. 9. 29 .
,, 9 - 5 3 •

Ruth I. 9

46
161
98
49

237
241
162
63

240
94
54

228
142
194
163
194
70
76

194
112
194

PAGE
1 Sam. (1 E.) I. ii 19 1

„ 9 . 9 . .  235
„ 13.1 5 .  1 4

2Sam. (2K.)l8. 33 19 4
„ 20 . 2 0 .  24 0
„ 21 . 24 .  6 0

1 Ohr. II. 1 9 .  240
Job 22. 3 .  168
„ 24 . 1 2 .  . 8 8
„ 30 . 20 .  .  147
„ 31 . 31 .  .  198
„ 31.3 5 .  .  194

Ps. 6. 9 .  .  174
„ 3 2 (3i>- 3  •  14 7
„ 120(119) . 3 .  194
„ 14 1 (140). i .  14 7

Prov. 3. 5 .  .  226
,, 9 . 12 .  88 , 8 9
„ 22 . 7 . .  8 8
„ 27 . 15 . . 8 8

Eeoles. 2. 16. .  7 0

PAGB
Ga. 8 . i
Isai. 5 . 27
„ 14 - 31
„ 28 . 1 6
» 33 - 24
» 53 - 5

Jer. 9 . a
» 3 1 (38)- 33

Ezek. 26. 13 .
Dan. 10 . 13 , 20
Hos. ii . i .

194
189
176
68

185
143
194
107
192
217
188

APOCRYPHA

Esth. 13. 3 .  19 8
„ 14 - 3  •  6 4

2 Mac. 3. 16 . 1 6
„ 9 - 24 . 19 4
„ 12 . 4 . 16 7

4 Mao. 5. 13 . 19 8

'
'
"
"
"

"
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(c) INSCRIPTIONS .
Archly

Arehivfttr Papyrusforschitng,  ed . U. Wiloken.
PAQB PAO «

iii. 12 9 .  .  1 4

AudoUent
Defixionum Tdbellae,  ed . AudoUent (Paris , 1904) .

no. 15 . .  .  28 4 | no. 92 . .  .  19 5 | no. 189 . .

BCH
Bulletin de Correspondance ffclltnique.

1888, p. 202 . .  28 4 |  1902, p. 21 7 . .  19 6 |  1903, p. 335 .

284

2184
Cauer

Deleetai inscriptionum  Qraecarum,  propter  dialectum  memordbiliwiP,  ed .
P. Cauer (Leipzig, 1888) .

no. 32 .
47 •
122-5148

214
214
214
214

no. 157.
171.
179.

214
214
214

no. 220.
264.
431.

. 214
178, 21 4

. 214

Cooke
North Semitic  Inscriptions, b y G. A . Cooke (Oxford, 1903) .

no. no. .  .  28 6 | no. 113. .  .  23 6

IMA
Inscriptiones Marts  Aegaei,  ed. ron OSrtringen and Paton.

iu. 174. .  .  16 7 | iii. 325 . .  .  100. J iii . 111 9

JHS
Journal o f Hellenic  Studies  (Hellenic Society).

rix. 92. .  .  8 6 I xrii. 369 .  7 , 220 I xzv. 63.
zix. 299 .  .  8 3 I xxiii. 85 .  .  24 0 |

H

239

Letronne (or Letr.)
SeeueU des inscriptions grecques et latines de FEgypte, ed . Letronne (1842).

no. 117.
149.
190.

169
60

102

no. 198.
221.

. 10 2 I no. 557.

. 24 0 I vol. ii . p. 286
240
240

Magn.
Die Insckriften vo n Magnesia a m Maeander,  ed . 0. Ker n (Berlin , 1900) .

no.47 .  .  .  6 2 | no. 114 . .  6 4 | 00.215. .  .  

Michel
Secueii f inscriptions  greeqves,  ed. C . Michel (Brussels , 1900).

no. 32 .
41 .
54-6 .
60 .
182. .
197.

. 64

. 82

. 214

. 214

. 214

. 214

00.357.
370.
417.

585.

. 214

. 216

. 214

. 214

. 88

no. 694.
1 001

J333
1409
1411

46. 101, 214
. 101, 2

. 214
. . 
.  . M

RMU

436 55

5

864
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OGIS
Orientis Qraect  Inseriptiones Selectae,  ed. Dittenberger (Leipzig, 1908 -5).

no. 17
41
54
56

PAOB
64
216
105
78

no. 87
90
219
383

PAOB
. 64

102, 167, 216
. 238

21

no. 435
665
710
7Si

PAGE
101
121
76

150
Ramsay, C . an d B .

Cities and Bishopric*  o f Phrygia,  b y W . M . Ramsay, 2  Tola. (Oxford , 1895 ,
1897).

289
239
240
289

240
239
238
48

239

"• 535-8
537 •
559 f-
565 .

240
234
240
(6

ii 380 .
391 •
392 .
394 •

Roberts-Gardner
Introduction t o Greek  Epigraphy,  vol . ii. , Th e Inscription s o f Attica ; ed .

E. S. Boberts and E. A. Gardner (Cambridge, 1905) .
p. 17 9 . .  .  21 2 | p. 258 (no. 97) .  23 4

ii. 472
477
485
497
530

Viereck 80
Sermo Graeeus  quo  Senatni  Povulutque  Romania

Viereck (Gbttingen , 1888).
«ri nmt,  b y P .

pp. 12, 13 , ai 101

(d) PAPYB L
Archiv (see under (e) above)
iii. 60 . .  .  1 7 | iii. 173 . .  .  23 6
BM

British Museum Papyri, ed. F. G. Kenyon (London, 1893,1898,1907). (Se e
Addenda.)
Vol. i. nos. 1-138 .

no. 1 8 .  .  6 2 no. 23 . .  .  22 0 no. 42 . .  .  2
20 . .  . 1 6 7 4 1 . .  . 6 2 130 . .  .  23
21 .  .  196 , 208
Vol. ii. nos . 139 ff .

no. 177 . .  .  23 6 no. 239. .  .  9 3 no . 401. .  .  2
220. .  .  23 4 301 . .  .  19 5 417 . .  .  70
233. .  .  16 9 336 . .  .  8 0 970 . .  .  17

BU
Oriechische Urkunden,  fro m th e Berli n Museum.

Vol. i. nos. 1-361 (1895).
no. 16

18

fiA.6

48
9̂8

244
220
60

220
220
179
75

230

no. 114.
I36.i«.
163.
164.
183.
I9S.
197.

239
146
229
144
220
227
220
177

no. 225 .
226.
243 •
297.
3°3-
321-
326. (
361.

>9, 16

234
220
220
248
240
220

9, 187
231
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Vol. u. nos. 362-698 (1898).

no. 36*.
366.
368.
371-
39S-
424.
449-
Vol.

no. 731 .
741.
747-
775-
814.
822.

Vol.
no. 1013

1015
1031
1033
1036

•

•

•

•

•

•

iii. nos.
,
•
•
.

FAOX
. 14
. 84
. 84
. 84

! 168
. 86

no. 457.
53'.
537.
546.
577- •
592-
595-

697-1012 (1903).
. 220
. 196
. 220
. 160

. 142, 177

.

iv. nos.
.
•
•
•.

. 93

no. 830.
836. .
845. •
887.
925.
926.

1013 ff. (in progress).
. 60
. 238
. 220
. 51
. 60

no. 1040 .
1041 .
1044
1050
1052

FAGK
. 220
. 208
. 234
. 168
. 60
. 101
. 220

no. 607.
623.
625.
632.
651.
66S.

. 219

. 101

. 220

. 76

. 236

. 64

no. 948.
970

998.
1 002

. 236

. 76

. 97

. 103

. 91

no. 1053
1055
1057
1059
1079

PAGE
36, 168
. 96

177, 208, 220
. 159
. 220

219, 236

11
103,159,235,236

. 60

. 107

. 60

. 1

. 161

. 80

. 236
107, 178

ChP
Greek Papyri from the Cairo Muteum, ed. B. J. Goodspeed (Chicago, 1902).

no. 3 . . . 162 | no. 4 . . . 230 | no. 15 .

CPR
Corpus Pofyrorwn Raineri, ed. 0. Wessely (Vienna, 1895).

no. 4
19
84

212, 239
127, 169

169
127

no. 156.
237-

101

220
169

Eudoxus
Papyrus of the astronomer Eudoxns, ed. Blass . . . . 78,91

PFi
Florence Papyri , ed. Vitell i and Comparett i (Lince i Academ y : faao . !., ii.,

Milan, 1905 - ) .
no. 2  .  .  76 , 220 I no. 5  . .  .  10 6 I no. 24 . .  

I |  5 0 ... 23 9
HIP

Heidelberg Papyri (mainly LXX), ed. Q. A. Deissmaon (1905).
no. 6 . . . 196

KP
Papyri from Karanii, ed. E. J. Qoodapeed (Chicago, 1900).

no. 37 . . . 60 | no. 46 . . . 72

Papyri Oraeei Ifiaei amtigvarK fubliei Lugdvmi-Satemi, ed. C. Leemant
(1848).

B. . . 195, 220 IE. . . . 169 I U. . . 60,23
0 . . . . 60 | a . . . . 45 1 W 78, 196, 197, 2

53

84

223 no.25
28

LP

7
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MP
Papyri from Magdola, in BCH1902 ff., ed Lefebvra .

PAOB PAOB
no. 1 6 . .  .  10 5 | no. 20 . .  .  10 6 | no. 25

Mithras Liturgy
Sine Ifithraditwrgie, b y A. Dieterich (Leipzig, 1908).

p. 1 2 .  .  .  6 4 | p. 1 7 .  .  . 4 0

NP
Geneva Papyri, ed. J. Nicole , 2  vofc. (1896-1906) .

P.4BI
100, 289

no. I .  .  .
7 . . .
16 . .  .
17 .

ParP

229
208
220

no. 19 .
47 •  .
49 .

198 5 1 . . .

142
101
228
188

no. 53
67
69

. 6 6

. 8 0

. 8 0

Paris Papyri, i n Notices et Extraits, xvifl . par t 2, ed. Brunet de Presle (1866).
no. 5  228 ,

8
10
13
14
IS18
22

.

.

'59, 73,
12,

60, 62,

246
226
234
231
231
240
168
110

no. 26 . 60 , 167,
28 .
35 •
3° •
37 •
40 .
42 .
44 •

231,

168
62
72

107
72

244
179
229

no. 46
47
48
49

£6263

. 1
. .  . 2 0 0

. 6, 5
17, 103, 193, 205

85, 121, 208
46, 8 4

46, 16 8
14,61,99,198,238

Path P
Papyri from Pathyris, in Archiv ii. 614ff. , ed . de EiooL

no. I .  .  . 22 8

PP
Flinders Petarie Papyri, ed. J. P. Mahaffy (in Proc. Eoyal Irish Aoad. , 8 vols.,

1891-1905). (Se e Addenda.)
i. no. 1 3 .  .  16 8 | ii. no. 1 9 .  .  22 8 |  ii. no. 37

TP
Turin Papyri, ed. Peyron (1826).

no. i .  75 , 103, 197 , I  no. 3 .
229, 231, 246 |  5  .

231 I  no. 8
159

231, 237

The following collections are (with one exception ) from th e publication s of
the Egypt Exploratio n Fund ; th e papyr i wer e discovere d an d mainl y edited
by B. P. Grenfel l and A. S. Hunt :—

RL
Revenue Laws  o f Ptolemy  an d Philadelphia,  ed . Grenfel l an d Mahaff y

(Oxford, 1896).
col. 29 . .  .  9 8 |  col. 38 . .  .  10 3 |  coL 5 1 . .  .

An Alexandrian  Erotic  Fragment, and other  Greek  Papyri,  chiefly  Ptolemaic,
ed. GrenfeU (1896).

no. 18 .  .  .  23 4 |  no. 30 . .  .  22 3 |  no. 3 5 .  .  -  

93

248

2
3

22

G
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GH
Greek Papyri, tenet  II. (1897) .

PAGE
no. 14 .  .  . 5 4

IS *  •  . 8 4
no. 26 .

36 . .
OP
Oxyrhynehus Papyri.

Vol. L  nos. 1-207 (1898).
no. 6 .  .  . 7 0

34 . .  .  16 9
41 .  .  .  10 6
60 .  .  .19 9

no. 67 .
69 .

11:
86 .

Vol. ii. nos. 208-400 (1899).
no. 237. 168,197,213 ,

220, 240
340. .  .  19 6
261. .  .  10 6

no. 265.
266.
275. .
285. •:.

Vol. iii . nos. 401-653 (1908).
110.413. .  .  175

471. .  .  281
477 • .  63 , 141
478. .  .  146
482. .  . 1 4 2

no. 486 . t
488. .
491* •
492.
496. .

Vol iv . nos. 664-839 (1904).
no. 654 . 13 0

658. 9 9
708. 10 5
715 . 19 5
716. 7 8

no. 717.
724.

720! ' .
727.
736. -

FP
FayUm Twmi  and their  Papyri (1900) .

no. 109. .  •  16 0 no . nS.
no. .  .  162
112. 128 , 178, 223

121.
122.

AP
Amhent Papyri,  par t ii. (1901].

no. 30 . .  97 , 238
78 .  .  223 , 231
86 . .  . 1 7 9

no. 93 .
99 •
"3-

TbP
Tebtunis Papyri (University of California

no. 6 .  .  123,16 9
12 .  103 , 223, 234
13 .  •  13 1
14 .  99 , 223
4 •  - 7 9
26 . . 8 6
27 .  78 , 108 Mi
28 .  . 1 6 9
33 . . 7 8
34 .  231 , 232

no. 35 .
38 •
41 .
42 .
43 •
50 .
58 .  86 ,
59 •
62 .
63 .

PAOK
91, 223

106, 15 9
no. 38 .

46 .

204
220
199
220
220

no. 99 .
105.

PAOH
. 169
. 4 8

. 8 4

. 169
113. .  .  160
119. 28,64,234,24 0
121

45,64
. 23 9
. 22 0
. 22 6

no. 286 .
292.
295.
299.

. 9 9

. 104

. 231

. 10 1
169, 187

. 10 3

no. 526 .
527.
528.
53°-

. 121

. 103

. 22 3
106, 23 1
230, 231
170, 216

no. 738.
742.
744-
745-
8n.

. 101

. 131

. 101

no. 124.
126.
130.

. 168

. 246

. 6 0

no. 130 .
135 17 ,
144.

Publications), par t i.
. 162
. 4 6

231, 236
. 22 3
. 1 4
. 131

168, 22 3
223, 284
. 235
. 97

no. 64 .
69 .

11:98 .104.

97, 208

. 281
54, 79

. 123 , 156
. 8 6

195, 200, 210
. 6 0

99, 142 , 284
. 132 , 200

. 234

. 17 0

. 7 8
. 123 , 208

. 9 1

. 6 4

. 78

. 16

. 169

. 8 6
77, 208, 246 f.

. 24 0

(1902).
. 23 5
. 10 7

103, 236
. 235
. 235

64, 24 1
105 79 , 284, 235, 246
107. .  234
124.
230.

. 23

. 13

523 531

725
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(«) GBEB K LITERATURE .

i Classical.
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II. INDE X O F GEEE K WORD S
AND FOBMS .

a :  fo r av 47 — 3 to 1 7 in Kauri } — pure in
Attic 33, 38, 244— a in MGr dialects
32, 243— S in Vocative 48 n.

'A/S/3d 10, 23 3

ayyapetu writte n iyy-  4 6
Ayetr : 1s t aor. 56, 76 — action in futur e

149— Ayuiuv 175, 177— dye 171, 238
— &"rf<>Xat etc . 154

'A-yoCirros 47
i.yuvl£caOai : perfectiv e compound 11 6

— pros, imper. 174
4£uc«y voices 162
itfoaros 22 1
deJ233
at, e : identity o f soun d 34 , 61 , 56,

199 — caused w.ll. 35
alptiv voice s 158 f.
alptiv pres . and perf . ptc. 222
o&rxtfyftr&u c . infin . 20 5
otreiy : voices 160— with tva  207 — and

ipvr&v 6 6
aliprlSios o r (<pvi.$.  8 6
itma-dmrros 47 , 74
dwj/coa 15 4
drotfety : c. ducof l 14 , 75 — c. accua . an d

gen. 66 , 235, 245— future form s 154
— perfect 154

AX«?j spelling 45
dXetyety voice 236
d\Xdandei/«7241
dXXi)X<H* and lavrofo  87 , 15 7 n .
oXXoj and crepo s 79 f., 24 6

future 15 6
d/ub>av 7 8
djt# disappearance of 100
d/i06repot: supplants 4/*0a> 67 — of more

than two 80
•an accus. ending 49
-or : in 2n d aor. 51 — in perfect 37, 52

— in imperfec t 52
-ay (not £?) in infin . 5 3
&r: histor y 16 5 f., 239 — statistics fo r

LXX an d N T 16 6 f.— replaced b y
iar 42 , 166, 186, 234

*y : iterative 167 f.— meaning " under

the circumstances " o r "i n tha t
case" 166 , 201— in protases=iiv 43,
167 — dropped in compounds 168, 249
— in compound s meanin g -soever
166, 168 — with indie . 168 — with S s
43, 240 — with subjunctive 166, 168 ,
186— (is av 167, 169— tt /nj« i f 169 ,
239— distinction o f pres . an d aor .
subj. 186

dV : in apodous 166 — tends to drop out
167, 198 , 20 0 f.— esp. wit h We . et
rim. 200— with indie. 106— with opt.
166, 198 — in LX X 197 — Potential
Opt. with in  not foun d thus in N T
179, 197

av :  i n questions  with optative 19 8 f.
di<d: frequenc y 98 , 100 — distributive

100, 106 — di-4 /teVo y 99 , 100 — dyi
lUpof 10 0

ara/}ab>eiv wit h infin. 206
di-ayicdfeiy in import 129 , 247
av&Oeiia. 46
dvcuri fo r -aelei  4 6
dyatrrd; pleonastic 14, 230
avaffrptfieirBai i n ethical sense, no Heb-

raism 11
154

avoiytiv :  ^yof-pj y 2  aor . 56 — intransi-
tive perfec t of 154

dVo/«>s c. gen. 236
trrt : meaning 100 — frequency 98 , 100

— with anarthrou s infin . 81 , 21 6 —
compared with inrip  10 5

'Avrbras flexio n o f 12
djios : with anarthrous infin. 203 — with

rov c. infin. 216
d|touy: wit h infin . 205 , 20 8 — with

Swat in papyri 208
<J£ai 1st aor. of &ya  56, 7 6
d*-d-y%e<r0at reflexive 15 5
diroyToy : o . dat. 64 — future 154
drdyripri! 14, 242
direKarccrrd0i;y double augm. 51
atre\irlftir c . ace. 65
iitipxffSai :  meanin g "arrive " 24 7 —

dxeX^iiy pleon. 231
ie»

221

100

99
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irtxciv action 247
diri : frequency 98— outnumbers *r 102

—partitive 72 , 102 , 245 — with ad -
verbs 9 9 — relations wit h IK,  rapA,
tori 237— agent afte r pass . 102 , 246
— enlargement of use 102, 237, 246 —
with Ka.9a.f6t  10 2 — with <pepe~ur8<u
102 — forces i n compositio n 112, 24 7
— a. nom. (a  &r)  9 , (12)

Aroypd<t>e<r0ai voice 162
AroSiuitar prea. and aor . 180
dTofcrfovcew : perfective 112, 114 , 120

— inr6 ru>ot  15 6 — future 165 - — for
future 114 , 12 0 — action in prea . and
aor. 112 , 114 — rM-ijjca 114 , 14 7

dx-OKaXihrreu' 136, 13 9 f.
&iroK&irrf<r8tu voic e and meanin g 163
&TroKplvc<r0<u: aorist39 , 161 — Avoiepifelt

eftre 14 , 13 1
AvoKptirmv :  forc e of aorist 136, 13 9
dronTflrftv 114 , 15 6
diriXXurfcu : perfective in presen t 114

— intrans. pert act . 164 — ol dxoXXrf -
lurot 114 (bis), 12 7

diroXoiWfcu voice 163
AroffTtpeurOtu voic e 162
dToxupea> ingressiv e forc e i n presen t

174
AiroOcurBai voice 157
-dp-— vocalic r 119 n.
dpt0/uj>= " carefully counted " 76
Apurros 7 8 f.
ipKertv c . lea  210
ApfiAftffffai voic e 160
AprAfew :  flexio n 56 — future 155 — per-

fective in <rvc - 113
Appapdr spellin g 45
&pxe<r6ai : pleonastic use of Ijp^aro  1 4 f.

— present stem an old aorist t 11 9 —
c. mf. 205 — o. partic. 228 — dpfd/uiw
240 — no perfective compounds 117

•apxot an d -ij t 48
-as nouns in, with gen. -oSo j or a 88
-&TOI in 2  s. pros. mid. 53 f.
-tun 3 pi. pert, yieldin g t o -a ? 5 2 f. —

Ijiccuri 5 3
d<nrdff ffftu : aoristi o us e of pros. 119

— action of AffTnurA/ttfot  182 , 23 8
daWpet as acoua. 36
dmWrot 222

> accus. 4 9
Arts for afrit 4 7
av : pronounced av in late Greek 234 —

changed to o 47
afrit : emphatic in nom. 85 f. — replac-

ing iiceirot  86— with article, weaken-
ing of , 91 — afrit i , i  afri t 91—
afroS gen. o f place 78

47
86

et rim . 4 4
u : aoristi o o r iterativ e presen t

119— AtptavTM histor y of for m 3 8 —
relation t o AQlcrrai  119 — 40e(i pleo -
nastic 1 4 — t<pet independen t an d
auxiliary 17 5 f.— o. te a 17 6 f. — o.
inf. 17 6 — c. imper . 1s t pers . 17 5 —
d^Jrraj, i.<plit<fi  162 — d^xa 119 ,
137 n., 140, 145

{upiitveur0<u functio n o f perfectiv e Art
in 247

S.<t>i£u later meaning of 26
'Axaiof prehistori c form of 184
dx/xl69
-dcii verbs: relation s wit h -i<a  33, 37 (Ws),

53 — snbj. o f 64 — 2 s. mid. -a<ro t 53

ft pronunciation 33
BdaX gender of 59
-palvcw :  aoris t 110 — future mid. 15 5

: actio n in pres. and aor . 109 ,
130— <?/SXi)0i7 timeles s aor . 134 —

: voic e 168 — i Barrlfur
127

8a<ri\eijcw action in pres. and aor. 109 ,
130

f}currA{ eu>  flexio n 6 6
236

voice 163
: /S . diri 107— /J. /« ) 124 , 178 ,

193— 0X6roKTet /SX^f m 14, 76

Po6\e<r6ai o. inf. '206

7 pronunciation 33
ya/teir voice s 159
ytyom: aoristi c 145 , 238 , 239 —

= el f i ll 14 6 — ytyoyav 6 2 n.
-f{ypa<j>a 15 4
ye\av future mid. 16 4
yirinta. spelling 45

yevai c. gen. and ace. 66, 245
ylvetrffat :  orthograph y 4 7 — ylvcriu

futural 12 0 (bis)  — original actio n o f
pres. and aor . 109 f.— its im^er . 180
— development o f constr . wit h iy£-
rcro 14 , 1 6 f. — iytvero wit h indie .
16 f.— with xal and indie . 1 6 f., 70—
iytvcro ir e 1 6 — tyA/ero iJXSe 12 , 1 6
—eytvero c . inf. 16 f.— iyerfi0Ti 13 9 f.
— pll yivm.ro  194 , 240 , 24 9 — yerA-
/teros 5 1 — ytyova 5 2 — intrans. per t
act. 154 — aoristic 145 , 238 , 239 —

orthography 4 7 — action o f
pres. and aor . 113 — of perfec t 14 8 —
Future mid . 15 5 — forms yroi  aor .
subj. 55, 196 — yviSrg 19 3 — relation to

r 118

222

78

222
48

120

87
146

222
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ypd$eu> :  for m o f root 110 — perfect 154
—o. tra  in Polybiu a and N T 20 7 f.

yvvit survival o f vocative 71

S pronunciation of 33
Si with article as demonstrative 81
Seta-fat in petitions 173
Star earl  22 6
SeSpo, Seine  172
Sefoepos 9 6
JijXoOv o . Iva.  in papyr i 20 8
ltd: frequenc y 98 , 10 4 f.— with ace .

and gen . 10 5 f. — with accus . only in
MGr 106 — with gen. contrasted wit h
ix, 6*6  10 6 — perfective actio n i n
composition 11 2 f., 11 5 f., 118

Suiypdtpetv aor . an d perf . 24 7 f.
StoXifeu' voices confused 15 9
SM/u/>lfeff9<u voic e 15 7
Suaropeitfffai 11 3
Sunr/my/Mrefoaa-Otu 11 8
Sta.pfniytifoa.1 voice s 15 7

r c. Iva in PolybinB 207
116
. gen. 65

Sm<t>vyelr 112 , 11 6
}ta0i>X<ifai 11 6
StSfoai: no t used in middle 153 — forms

after -a  an d -6 » verb s 5 5 — lots, So t
aor. subj . 55 , 196 — Say 55 , 19 3 f.,
196, 198 — in LX X 19 4 n.— S$ 65—
JUKTJJ 15 1 — action i n pres . an d aor .
129 — S6nevai and So/ie r 207

iiipxf<r9<u pres . used fo r future 12 0
SuJiKtir i  compare d with perfective 112 ,

116 — action o f aor . 11 6 — future i n
act. for m 164

Jo/tew 16
4VSfa -•nt  4 8
SfiffeffScu o . ace. 6 5
Sfoturfftu :  flexio n 5 5 — Sijv-g 5 4 — o. inf .

205
Swartn o. infin. 20 3 f.
Streiv no perfective 117
Wo: flexio n 5 7 — Seta Svo  96 , 24 6 —

—ordinal 96— (di-4) S6o Sio 21, 9 7

«<i8«o 96, 246

e thematic vowel 171
«- augment 128 , 12 9
e and a t : sounded alik e 34 , 61, 66,

199 — caused vv.ll. 35
Uf fo r d V afte r 61 , etc. 4 2 f., 4 9 n. ,

168, 186 , 234 — history o f 234 — c.
indie. 168, 18 7 (Ms)— with futuristi c
subj. 18 5 — with dependen t clause s
185— with lit as negative 186, 187 —
relations wit h e l 18 7 — replaced b y
el .. . tr  i n illiterate Gree k 169 ,
239— replaced b y participia l claus e
229 f.

:. inf. 20 5
iavr6r: reciproca l i n plura l 87—r e

placed b y \ffVxA  87 , 10 5 n.— iavroS
and BIO S 87 , 89— iavrf (-ois ) c. act .
compared with middl e 157— 4a.vrofa
and dXXi}Xou s 87, 157 n.

?/V 110
fyyapeia 4 6
iyyfa o.  gen. an d dat . 9 9
(yelpea-: wit h el s 7 1 f.—perfect an d

aor. 137 , 141— iyepfeli pleonasti c
14—fy/rreprat 137 , 141—voice s 163

tyrtaica 148—tyvur  11 8
tytli: emphasi s i n nom . 85—replace d

by 7),u" s 86f., 24 6
iSiero 54
(Set: with  droppe d Iv  200—c . tva.  210

—app. replaced b y j} » 16
•eSera 55
tS&Biis history of suff. 16 1
iSo\tovffav 5 2
-tSoro 55, 16 1
(071*0. 14 5
«, ', i> , 7? » <" : approximatin g sound s

34, 41 , 4 6 f., 51 , 19 9 n.—cause d
w.ll. 35

ei: relations with Idr 187—with indie.
187—replaced b y participia l claus e
230—with imperf . indie . 201—wit h
future 187—wit h pres . indie , t o
express futur e conditions 187—with
past indie . 187—wit h siOy.  187 —
el .. . tor n illiterat e Gree k 239—
vith optative 196—expressing a wish
196—in questions 194—"to se e if "
194_«j ot with indie . 171,187 , 200,
240— el pit 171, 241—el /«)« d» W9,
239

elSor: aor . 109 , 111 , 13 8 f. , 141 —

»38
96

drives, 70 , 235
tt\T)<pa aoristi o T 145, 154 , 23 8
el/u Atti c use as future 120
•ett> in pluperfec t 53
etM'46
ctcat: flexio n 6 5 f.—middle form s 33 ,

36 f., 5 5 f.—imperf.: fy> (1st s. ) 5« ,
It/up 56 , 201—? » fo r 5  49 , 168 , 187
— f / a - f f a an d fya. v a s subjunctive —
no aoris t 110 , 174 , 201—futur e 16 ,
180—inf. o . pe\\eu>  151 , 204—im -
per. forms : 1a9i  174 , 180 , 226 —
t<rro (1jru>) l<rru<rtu> 180—(trre not used
180—infin. a  dativ e 202.—Actio n
110—eW e h 71—us e o f i>  &y  228 ,
op. 9  n.—imperf. and imper. in para-
phrases wit h participl e 1 4 f., 225 -
227, 24 9 — as copul a understoo d
188f., 225—with adjectives )  SO, 182
—perhaps used for ttei 16

edited

56

47
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•: has no present 111, 140—eftra s
51—<ri> etira s 86—efcre r an d (foyer
128

efprfKO. aoristi c 14 6
its: frequenc y 62 , 98—meanin g 66 ,

72—elt r t 6vo/ia  100—with i.tci.imp"'
14, 24 2 — forming predicat e wit h
(trot, etc. 7 1 f., 76—i n place of gen .
and dat. 246—encroaches on t» 62 f.,
66, 234f. , 246—replaced b y iv  24 5
—relation wit h ivl  68—wit h infin .
anarthrous 81 , 216— tit rt  a . infill .
218-220

ett: a s ordina l 9 6 f., 237—a s indef .
art. 96 f.—4 e & 97—e & and TU  97 —
distributive use 105—eft ri y tva  re -
ciorocal 246

ftuBa 15 4
tic: frequenc y 98—survival int o MG r

102, 24 6 —partitive 72 , 102—o f
material 246—joine d wit h adverb s
99— f fuiels ix  and fci : (K  8cov  102—
perfectivising 237—relation s wit h
Art 102, 237—wit h Si d (gen.) 106—
with rapi. and M 102 , 287

iKoStplafil, 56 .
tKa.T6vTa.pxps an d -17 : 48
tuSiKtlti action in pres . 180
tKcivos sometimes replaced b y afrit 9 1

u voice 157
•162

1156, 161
iKTo'i e l A" } 187, 23 9
fXapov 13 9 (bis),  145 , 24 7
f\atuv o r Aaiwv 49, 69, 235

triar 7 9
urros 79, 236— AaxurT&rtpot 23 6
: flexion 6 0

1 action 14 9
6>a 15 4
' pleonastic 14-16
44

i/ifo au d /w v 40 f., 21 1
iimalfeai fut . 15 5
tiarrtttr fut . 154
6> : statistics 62, 98 — instrumental 12,

61, 104— of time 16— added to dative
75, 10 4 — in anarthrous prepositiona l
phrases 82 , 236 — miscellaneous use s
103 f., 107 , 245 — =vapA (c . dat. )
103— late Gree k us e o f xvii , 103 —
ir Xpt<rr< ? 68 , 103 — A- ipol  103-̂ x
TO«I i n th e hous e o f 10 3 — 4r TI}  c .
infin. 14 , 215 , 249 — relations wit h
c/:62f., 6 6 f., 76 , 234 f., 245

105
iveyxelv action 110 . Se e ^e/xtc
ireopcieir c . accus. 6 4
tftpyeu': o . aoous. 65—voices 166

1164

os c. gen . 3 9
c. accus. 66

99
, tttyvT,, 35

action of aorist 134
: accus. abs. 74 — i&r f y 227 — at*
6* 231 n.

ifouSfretr an d ifovSerovr  6 6

164
. ao

ftrri /* < 24 0
efXffOaa. c . dat. 65
effBaa. • . deponent 153 — late use o . gen.
245

irl: wit h thre e oase s 63 , 107 — fre-
quency 63 n., 98, 107 — with adverbs
99— <?0' a«-o | 99 — if <f  107 — M TO
aink 10 7 — perfectivising 11 3 — with
articular inf . i n inscription s 21 4 —
relation wit h els 68

131
113

: aorist 139 — o. ace. and gen .
65— c. inf. 205.

c. inf. 205.
102 n.

iv a . inf. 20 5
and tirolet,  i n sculptors ' sig -

natures, 109 , 128
tiros 111
tard :  for tard/us 98, 107 — arising from

a gloss on Ziteva ? ? 246
ipavfav orthograph y 46
ipydfarfcu :  perfective 113 — pres. an d

aor. 11 6
ippteriv 11 1
Ippatro (-ffBe)  17 6
IpXfffOon :  voice forms 154 — 1j\8<n> 154 n .

— iMl\vOa 15 4 — possible relatio n t o
ipXffSai 11 9 — followed b y dat.  in-
oommodi 75, 245

iparav :  meaning 66 — c. inf. o r tea 208
-« accus. pi. in 33, 36, 37
-« in perf. and 1st aor. 62
•ftrai i n 2 s. mid. 54
tirefOtu :  c . ^AXeic 114 n., 151, 206 n.

— o. perf . part. 226
iffff^s flexio n 24 4
4<f6letr ;  flexio n 5 4 — why defective 11 1

— its perfectiv e 111 , 11 6 — future
(<f>dyofj.ai) 155 , 18 4

i<n4.8i)v 16 2 (bis)
(a-rcu 5 6
ttrrdvaj. 154 — 4»roico 6 5 — 6rri)*a 14 7

154, 238
tffTta, ttrrwrar  56 , 18 0
la-Tut pleonasti c 1 4
&TXIKO. Se e Ix6"
(<rx.ov& 'point ' wor d 110 , 145 , 24 7 1

See (xfur
trepot 77 — and IXXo s 79 f., 24 6

it)
52
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fri in a pres. imper. prohibition 12 5
IrosU
eB iroteo ' 228 f. — el Trojans  "  please

131 — e8 rpdraeiv 22 8 f.
eiSoKetf :  c . accus . 6 4 — eM6*ri)cra 13 4
efiX^yip-os predicate without tfrcu 180

eipdpevos 5 1
184 n.
i 44

110, 12 8
tfropneir 28 4

', (ipevyov  116 , 11 9

107
- 16 1
: action i n pres . 110 , 18 3 — ques-

tion between (xo/uv an d txutur  35,
110, 247 , 249 — eliiav 3  pi . imperf .
52 — action i n aoris t 110 , 24 7 f. —
trxor ingressiv e i n N T 14 5 — t<rxpv
dn-A (jropd ) ffo v 110 , 24 6 — fox1?*0

aoristic or genuine perfec t 145 , 238,
248 — future 150 — c. infin. 205— (xur
i<rrl 226— relation with djr^xew 24 7

iXpTJ" withou t ir 20 0
•to and -du verbs confused 88 , 87 (its),

63
(UKO. 88 n.
itlipajca relation s with aorist 141, 14 3 f.
las: prep . 9 9 — (us Itrov  9 1 — tut v&rt

107— conjunction o . subj . wit h o r
dropped 16 8 f.

F: i n Theba n Flrru  23 — KbfFit 244 —
effect survivin g i n Atti c 38 , 24 4 —
nothing t o d o wit h phenomen a of
irregular aspiratio n 4 4 — dropped
between vowel s 4 7 — in Firm  an d
F/rij/M 111 — in prehistori c for m o f

l 184

-feu- verbs in, 83 , 66
f«m5s 222
fii\oure subj . 54
fqy : flexio n 5 4 — infin. use d a s in -

declinable noun 215, 249.
45

•j from 5  33, 38, 244
ft V , « > > > <> ' : approximatin g pro -

nunciation 34 , 41 , 19 9 n., 24 0 —
caused w.ll. 35

TI : after positiv e adjective 23 6 — after
comparatives 101 n.

'V'' ' • tens? 137 — voice 163
perf. with pres. forc e 148

' 55, 201
Ijdurra. elativ e 286
ijca./j.(f, iJKatn  5 3

138, 140 , 154 n.

93
f/\iriKa perf . wit h pres. force ! 147
•illitit fo r iyili  86 , 24 6

Hebraistic locution 81
ij/j.e8a. 56 , 20 1
46

iliuav indeclinable 60
for ^tap  5 6
\> fivfa,  faa * quas i - subjunctive

49 n., 168 , 187
•ijx ending " strong" aor. pass. 161

52
use of 14. 1 6

,, Ijimr  quasi-subj . 168 , 18 7
Ijru 56 , 18 0
foot 6 0
•TJW verb s almos t disappeare d fro m

Komi 64

-8- and -T - interchanged 38
-Bai and -de  pronounced alike 35
Oav/j.d<r(u a s ex. o f voiceless inf. 203
8e$.ff&<u 11 7
ff(wpe'u> 117
WX«»: o . b> a 179 , 208 , 248—c . subj .

without &a 185—0. inf. 248
0eo5l5&KTos 22 2
0e6s and ded , 60 , 24 4
•fli/v aoria t forms in 16 1
drgaiceiv :  actio n \in pres . an d aor . 114

—perfective 112—simple x obsolet e
except i n perf . TtBnjKa  11 4 (M») ~
Ovrph 22 2

Bvyirrip an d OAyarep  a s TOO . 7 1

i sounds, two successive coalesce 45
'> 't,  it «, o t approximating sounds 34,

46 f., 199 , 24 0
•i- reduplicative, verbs with 109
-i irrational fina l 4 9
&ff8<u aoristi c present 11 9
ISetv 116 , 117—ha s n o pres. Ill—aor.

(see etSov)  punctilia r o r constativ e
116 f., 138

tStos: relatio n t o iavrov  87-90 , 237 ,
246—4 tSios  90 f.— icaff IStar  4 4

tSor orthography 47
lSo6: statistic s 1 1 n.—"Hebraic" us e

of 11—ral Itiot 17 , 233—««x Hot 244
'Icpoff6\v/*a fern , an d neut . 48 , 244
'Ii/croOs flexio n 4 9
IKO.V&S i n Latinism s 20
{Xews 24 0
tva: enlarge d spher e i n Wester n Hel-

lenistic 41 , 205 , 211—i n Polybiu s
206 f.—in papyr i 206 , 208—in John
206, 211 , 249—c . indie,  fut . 85—c .
subjunctive: ecbati c us e 206-209 ,
249—replaces Srw 206—consecutive
210, 249—A S subject-clause 210 (bit)

66159

54
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—with nouns and adject. 210—afte r
verbs of commanding 178,207 f., 217 ,
240—c. Trapa.Ka\t'u> 205—afte r voietv,
208—Ofiuir 179,185 , 208, 248—tyes
175—as a form of imper. 176,178 f.,
210, 248—with delib . subj . 185—0 .
optative 19 6 f.—relations wit h in -
finitive 20 5 f., 24 0 f. , 248—wit h
articular infin . 220—ro w inf . 217 —
elt rt inf. 21 8 f.

-tt, -v for -tot, -tor 48 f., 244
Ifffa: frequenc y 180—wit h adject , o r

partic. 226
-Iffico inceptiv e force o f 12 0
lardrai: orig . iterativ e 109—ne w pre-

sents lartvetf an d ar&veiv  55—voice
forms 154 , 162— lirraxa, 55—?<m)«r a
147, 2_38— IffTtiKa an d fr^Ketv  28 8

tare indie, or imper. 245
r<rrv23

K, x, interchanged 38
•KO. : aoristic perfects in, 145 , 238 , 24 8

'•—relation t o stron g perfec t 154 —
added to passive aor. in MGr 142

KaOapefowm. Se e Index II I
Kaffapin dr 6 10 2
tcaff" et , 10 5
KO»' (rot 44
Ka.etfea9iu actio n 118
KadijffOtu: apparentl y pleonastic 241—

no active 153
naff ISlctv  4 4
KaOlfeu>: actio n 118— Ka$l<rai 118 —

Kaffkras pleonasti c 14
KaOopav 11 7
Ka.8tm with iterative S.v  16 7
Ka(: pronunciatio n i n MG r 24 3 — in

place o f hyp o taxis 12— Kal eytvero
14, 16— Kal y e with participl e 230 —
replaced b y <cdi > 16 7

Kalrcp wit h participl e 23 0
Kalroi with participl e 23 0
KaXii> t y wit h ta>  dropped 20 0
/caXiis Toieiv:  c . partic . 131—<r . TOMJ -

aea 173, 228
Kt* 167 , 16 9
xcmi: c . gen . an d accus . 104—fre -

quency 98 , 10 4 f.—perfectivisin g
compounds 111 f., 115,117—in com-
pounds dropped i n repetitio n 115 —
in combinatio n wit h adverb s 9$ —
distributive 105—ra9 ' e & 105— naff'
tros 44—Ka6' ISlav  4 4

*a,Ta.palveo> 11 3
o. accus. 65

aaBiu perfective 116
r perfectiv e aor. 112 , 11 6
c. gen. o r in piiss . 65

Feiy act. an d mid . 158
KaraXtriir pleonastic 14

pres. partic. conative 127

117
Kararoetv -cmjcra i 11 7 (bis)
Kwrarrav effectiv e aor. 13 2
Kararovea' passiv e 65
Kardparos: predicat e without elvtu  180

—relation with xarq/xtytlro i 221
KanKpayetv: perfectiv e 111 , 116—con -

tinued by t/nyeir 11 1 n., 11 5
Karaipeijyiiy perfectiv e in pros, and aor.

114, 11 6
xaTaxttv: aor . mr^xftv  5 5
Ktt,TaxpS.ff9cu o . gen. 215
KO.riva.VTi 9 9

113, 116
: perfectiv e 111—actio n o f

pres. stem 128—compound continued
or simplex 111 n., 115

c. aecus. in D 235

K{KTII/UU 14 7 — xeicru/uu 6 4 n.
KeXetov o. infin. 20 5
K(V, K(  i n Home r 165 £
K600X7) 85
KI.S&V Ioni c fo r xcr&r  3 8
KivSwcfaui withou t perfective in NT 117
K\aieu> ingressive aorist 131
x\els flexion 49

: futur e 165 — A K\ivrwv  an d
127

K\ilpovoiieir c . accns. 66
Koi/j.S.f :  surviva l o f tru e passiv e t  16 2

—force o f aorist 136 , 16 2
See Index H I
future 15 5

us and comparativ e 248
history o f the Atti c form 38 , 244

KpdfSaros spellin g 24 4
Kpdtav :  actio n of pres. and perf . stems

147 — voice form s 15 4 — perf. imper .
in LX X 176

Kpareiii o . accus. and gen . 65 , 23 5
Kp&Turrot a s a title 78
Kpelrruv (xpclffffur)  7 8
Kptfj.0. 4 6

: voice s 166, 16 1

: flexio n 5 6 — future 15 5 —
e(\i)(j>a aoristi c 145 , 238 — action o f
f\a.pov 247 — pleonastic Xa/3ii » 230 —
voice form s 154

XaXei? : " Hebraic " locution A(iXij<r« »
XaXui> 1 4

\a.v6ivei.r c. participle 228
\tyeir :  actio n of pros , stem compare d

with aor . clirtiv  an d piiOtjuat,  wit h
cognate nouns 111 — X£y« 'IijffoOt 12 1
— relatioL of (\tytr  an d elrec 128—

221
c. een. 65

81
161

53

compared wit n jrardpare i
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tlrovfa. an d ebrcur a in on e verse 13 1
—rf/»;Ka possibl y aoristic in Re v 145
—\£yeu> tea in papyri 208

Xt/tit gender 60
\oylf«r6<u n o perfective in NT 117
\t>y6s compared with durativ e ste m i n

X^y««' 111
Xourov gen. of tim e 7 3
Xofctr voices 155 f., 23 8 f.
\6eur: injunctive forms 166 — XGcr<u202,

204
AArrpa flexion 48

•H in X4/t^o/t< u 56
-/ta nouns 46
IMK&ptos predicat e without etnu  180
fMve&veir :  action in pres . and aor . 117

— its perfective 11 7 — c. ptc. or inf .
229 — c. «n clause 229

/tdxoi/xi flexion 48
li&Xf<r9<u reciproca l middle 157
peyurro! nearly obsolete 78
Itelfuf :  flexio n 49 , 50 — as superlativ e

78— pxifarepos 23 6
pAXeu' : no perfective in N T 11 7 — c.

pres. an d aor . infin . 114 — e. fat .
limn. 114 , 157, 205 n.

l*tr with article as demonstrative 81
nerd : c. gen. and accus. only 104-106 —

frequency 98 , 10 5 — a Semitis m i n
votetv an d /wyaXtfyei y £Xco $ /ier d ?
xvii, 106 , 24 6 f.— in n-oXe/te w iterd.  ?
106, 247 — relations with aia  106—
IUTQ. xapai 249

/urpeir :  perfec t 248
ntyjH and/t^x/ u ot as conjunction wit h

tr dropped 169
ph : history o f 169-171 , 239 — differ-

ence fro m 0 6 169 f.—o6 pdi  se e o u —
often=" perhaps" 188 , 19 2 f.— in
questions 170, 185 , 19 2 f., 194 , 23 9
—in warning s 178 , 184 , 248 — ex-
presses prohibitio n 169 , 19 2 f., 24 7
— in relative sentences 171, 23 9

M : with indie. 170 f. — pres. and perf.
192 f.— future 17 7 f., 185 , 188 , 193 ,
240, 24 8 — after e l i n protase s 171 ,
241 — after Strut  wit h fut . [no t i n
NT] 185 — after jSX^er e 193 — after
causal on 171, 239 — n^vore 19 3 — in
questions 170 — /ajrt in questions 170
—with indie,  irrealis  200 — brcl w
in papyri 240 — in cautious assertion s
192 f.

f«): wit h imperative,  pres . 2  p . i n
prohibitions 122-126, 247— after Spa
124 — aorist 3 p. (not with 2 p.) 173 ,
174

jnj :  with subjunctive,  pres . 1s t p . pi.
177— after ixros  e i 187 , 239 — aorist
2 p . i n prohibition s 122-126 , 173 ,
178, 185 , 18 8 (Ms)— 8 p. 178 , 184 ,

188—with yolitiv e o r deliberativ e
subj. 184—i n question s wit h deli -
berative subj . 185—in cautious asser-
tions (aor. ) 188—after edv  185,187 ,
241—after tva  178—after Spa,  /SX&re,
etc. 124 , 178—in commands after tra
in papyr i 17 8 f.—cl p/fri  <tn  169, 23 9

/«j: wit h optative  179 , 19 3 f., 196 —
Mil-ore 199— M Y^wr o 19 4 f., 240,
249

M: with infin.  170 , 289—afte r verb s
cog. et  die. 239

f t f : wit h partie.  25 , 170 , 184 , 229 ,
232 f., 239—imperativel y 180—i n
orat. obi. 239

liti Urn,  pit Sn y e in papyri 240
/MJirore : c. indie. 198—c. opt. 199—c .

subj. 194
fv/firus o . indio. 24 8
M" c. indie, in questions 170— fdjnyc

240
-pu verbs in , invade d b y -a  form a 88 ,

38, 55 f.
plffycir, fuyriftu,  n o perfectiv e in N T

117
Mtfpa flexio n 4 8

•v : movable 45—irrationa l fina l 49 —
added to 3rd deol. accus. sing. 49

rats obsolete in vernacular 25 f.
vlirre<rOiu force of middle 155, 15 6
vmlv and Ka.Ta.voeo>  11 7
fovs flexio n 4 8
vwcrfo gen . of tim e 7 3
Ni)/i</>af accus . o f Hfti/ufA,  no t

48

£ey{fe<rdai c . dative 64

o, u : pronounce d alik e 3 5 (quater) —
confusion o f o, u 35 n., 244, 248

o KO.I  with alternative nam e 83
6dvra<ra.t 5 3
ot, D,  >, v, « approximating sounds 34,

199 n., 240
olda: flexio n 55—relatio n to elSor  10 9

—absence of aorist 201—a "presen t
perfect" 147f.—stron g perfec t 15 4
—tare indie , o r imper . 1  245—c .
partie. o r infin . 229—c . Sri-claus e
229

okeios in Josephus 88 f.
olKo5oiJ.tiiJ.ivri 5 1
oTicos: tv  atiap  82—KOT ' otKov 8 1
-otv in infin. 5 3
ofos double use of , 9 3
0X1705 4 4
dXXi/vot aor. and perfec t 14 7
6po\<rfei>> :  with ev  104—wit h ptc . O I

ace. an d inf . 229—wit h iYi-olaua e
229

196
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troita.: o . A > and ivl  68—0. tit 100
<iiri<r«99
OTTOIOS doubl e use of 93
tnrtre "when" 168
ftrov with tv 167, 168, 186
Jrwra 111
Orut: representing mai n purpose , fol -

lowed by artio. inf. 220—with futur e
imperativally 177—c . fut . with  /ti )
for o * 185—with optative in Atticists
197—replaced b y fr o wit h subj .
177 n., 178 , 206 f.

opafi wh y defectiv e 11 0 f.—has n o
aorist 111 (see iSeu>)—perfect (l&paica.)
durative 111—futur e mid . (fyo/uu)
155—its compound with xard 117—
Spa inj  124 , 178, 19 3

ipylfcffOat: n o perfectiv e 117 , 118 —
constative aor. not in NT 118

<pvt|45
fpOpov paOius  gen. o f tim e 7 8
Is: replace d b y rls  21 , 98—fo r S<ms

91 f.—in indirec t questio n 93 —
attraction 93—reinforce d wit h de -
monstrative 18 , 9 4 f., 237 , 249—» t
tdr 42 , 234— it &»  wit h aor . aubj .
186—with future I  240

-wav imperf. and 2nd aor. 62 n.
iffos: doubl e use of 93—c. &y  1 6
Strrep 9 2
tartar 33, 48
Sorts: limite d us e o f 9 1 f.—use b y

Luke an d Matt . 92—fo r classica l
tmref 92—replace d b y rit  93— tut
Srov 9 1

Srw: "when"instead of "whenever"
168, 248—c . indie . 168 , 239—o .
subj. originall y futuristi c 185—o .
pros, and aor. subj . 186

tri: fo r rl in direct question 94—wit h
finite verb replacing accus. and infin .
211, 213—replacin g participle 229—
like flore t 20 9 f.—consecutive 249—
replaced by in and irw s 211— tn id/
171, 239— on a t 171— M 9n  240 —
ofy 8n  240—ut In 212

06, otic,  ofy: relatio n t o jo j 169-171 —
negatives a  fac t 232—o r a  singl e
word 171, 232—i n LX X translatin g
A 189, 232—i n question s 170 , 177
—with futuristic subj . originally 184
—o. indie. 170—tl 06 in simpl e con-
ditions 17 1 (far) , 187 , 200 , 240—i n
unfulfilled condition s (indio. irrealis )
200 — with futur e 17 7 — impera-
tival use in questions 177—c. optative
197—c. participle  25 , 171 , 230-23 2
—in relative sentences 171

rijw}: statistics 35,187-192—weakened
force of 89—connected with " trans-
lation Gree k " 39, 188 f., 191 f.—in
words o f Chris t 19 1 f.—is i t a n

emphatic negativet 39,188-190,192
—in LX X translating il S 189—i s o*
in oil  /M J separate from M  »  188 , 24 9
—in question s 189—c . future 190 —
e. aor. subj . 190—i n relative clauses
189

oiial: withou t verb 180—with i.vo 246
ovotv replacing 06 170
oufftls an d oiticls  5 6
•ovv infin. 5 3
-oOs -oSSos  nouns 38
-o8<ra>> 3 pi. imperf. 5 2
-oiiffBe an d -ovre  subj. 5 4
o&X befor e words with smoot h breath -

ing 44 , 244
ofy Sri  24 0
i<t>e\ov 20 0 f .
oif>8a\/its Hebraisti c locutio n with 81
&<//{ c . gen . 72 f.
t^ffSe 15 1
otftofjuu 16 5
•6a verbs: infin . 53— 3 pi. imperf . 5 2

—pres. subj. 54

Taflijrfc 22 2
vaiSiov : illiterat e rcuStr  48— muSIa,

meaning 170 n.
rais use of voc. 236
rd\at wit h presen t rendere d b y ou r

perf. 119
Topd: wit h gen . dat . ace . 68 , 106 —

frequency 98 , 10 6 — with dative
almost entirel y o f person s 103 , 106
—with aceut. after positive fo r com-
parison 236—with gen. ol ra p airov
106 f.—close t o dr6,  At , 6w6  237 —
encroached upo n b y diri 102, 246 —
force in composition 247

Ta/>a£oXeiW0cu o. dative 64
rapayyf\\etr: aoristi c pros . 119—c .

fco 207
•ra.piu.reiv c. infin. 206
vapa.Ka\ea> c . infin . an d te a c . subj ,

205, 20 8 n.
Tra,pa.TrliTTcu> 24 7
irapair\r]<noi> 9 9
vapourictvittorOtu forc e o f middle 156
Trapf\dp<Krav 5 2
•traptxew irreg . middle 248
rapurrivciv pres . and aor. 129
ras :  " Hebraistic " 245 f.—after lirev,

X<apls 24 6
rdrxfiv voic e forms 154
VO.T-/IP :  anarthrou s 8 2 f.—rooative 71 ,

245
rctSapxcui p . dat. an d gen. 64
TtlOetr: differentiatio n o f tense s 14 7

—voice form s 154— vtweuruM a s a
ptrfectum prcesens  t 147—activ e and
middle 158

rear: fo r irieir  44 , 45—as indeclinable
noun with ett 81, 216 24 9
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54
o. infill. 20 5

. 147 (Ms) , 15 4
rtrwOa 154
riirpaxa aoristi o 145
rept :  c . gen . an d accus . 10 4 f. — no

longer with dative 105 f. — frequency
98, 10 4 f.— relations wit h ifupl  10 0
— with fart p 10 5 — with articula r
infin. i n inscriptions 214

wepuewnai translatin g "frn  i n ethioa l
sense 11

weffou/uu 16 5
Tre<t>lpuaffo 17 6
TrlefLf. iretv  4 4 f., 81 , 21 6 — irlefat 5 4

—future a n ol d subj . 18 4 — fut.
middle 155

vtvpdffKea> aoristi c perfect, 14 5
vbrreai: actio n i n aoris t 13 4 — fut.

middle 155
wurrtfaui construction s 67 f., 23 5
rXeiffrot: generall y elativ e 7 9 — used

for comparative m D 236
r\elu indecl. 50

aeous. 66
rXij» 86, 171 , 24 1
ir\ii/n;5 indecl. 50, 244
irXoOros flexio n 6 0
TroS-fjp-qv accus . 4 9
TToios gen. o f place 78
roiciv :  imperfec t and aprist action 109,

128 (see twol-qetv) — with noun instead
of middle 159— M iro(« 124-126, 247
— M TonJo-Bj 125, 173, 17 7 f.— c. fr o
208 — KaXus voietv  c. partic. 131, 173 ,
228 f.

roTos relations with rlt  95
fl-oXe/uttc : cas e government 6 4 — with

fterd 106 , 24 7
iropeijea0a.i :  active obsolete 162 — iropeu-

9th pleonasti c 23 1 — in ethica l sense
11 n.

Tararfo meanin g and history 96
rbrepos replaced by T{ J 77
n-oO gen. o f place 78
rpay/MTcAefOai wit h its perfectiv e 118
rpdirircir :  irtr  o r T T 25 , (45)  — no per -

fective in NT 117— el iepAf<rea> 22 8 f.
vplr : with an d withou t d V 16 9 — re-

placed b y «y> 4 TO V c. infin . 10 0 — c.
infin. 16 9 n. — c. subj . 16 9 — o. opta -
tive 169, 199

rplv $  : c . optative 16 9 n. — rph>  ̂Sj> c .
subj. 16 9 — o. infin . 169 n.

wp6: frequenc y 98 , 10 0 — rpt> TO V c .
infin. 100 , 214 — without &r  169 —
a seeming Latinism 100 f. — irpii trw
StKareffffdpuf 10 1 f .

rpfo: Wit h gen. , dat. , acous . 10 6 —
almost confine d t o accus. in NT 63,
106— frequency 68 , 98, 106— in LXX
106— T«At rt  o . infin . 218 . 220 —

statistics 218—in papyr i 220—fina l
force 218, 22 0

Tpofffxav: o . dativ e 167—introducin g
a prohibitio n 193—o . tva  208 n.—o.
d5r6102n.

vpotrKa\e!<rffat forc e of middle 15 7
TrpoffKwelv c . dat. an d accus. 64, 66, 246
vpoa-TlSefffftu :  c . dat. 67—c . infin . 233
irpo<r<p&yun> meanin g 170 n .
vpo<r<t>tpeiv: allege d aoristi c actio n o f

pres. ste m 129 , 238 , 24 7 —perfect
and imperf . 12 9

rpoa<t>uveit> c . dat. and acous . 65
rpteamr Hebrai c 14, 81, 99 f.
irp&rcpos relation s with irpurot  79 , 10 7
vpwros: wit h gen. for 7rp6repos79,245—

as ordinal partly replaced by ets 95 f.,
237—in LXX 107— Trp^rurra 23 6

irtijTOTe with perfec t 14 4
rws: encroaches upon us 211—used for

«Tl211

•pa- = vocalic r 119 n.
" nouns in, 38 , 48
!i>: no t use d i n middl e 158—fut .
mid. replace d by active 164

111
.pp., .pf.  4 6

-s- in infin. an d indie, aorist 204
-an- and -TT - 25, 46
•(rai in 2  s. mid. pres. And fut. 5 3 f.
•(roc 3rd plura l in , 88 , 8 7 (tar),  5 2
r^irar :  voic e forms 164— ataifra, 15 4
•a6waa.ii in imper . 53
S/teuas 246
<TK<J7rei /IT/I  i n warning s 184 f. , 19 2
ir/ctfXXeo': meanin g 89—voices 156
-<ro 2 pers. endin g 16 1
ffirav voice s 157
<rjreipi)S 38 , 4 8

feiv :  futur e 154—c . infin. 205 f.
fro in Polybiu s 206
: fro m ?<m;K o 238
11

ITT&/M i n " Hebraic " locutions 99
<ri!: emphasi s i n nom . 8 5 f.—ai> etra i

et sim. 86
<rvyycv/is flexio n 49 , 24 4
(nryKoXeo- voice 237
<rvnpov\e<ita8a.i forc e o f middle 15 7
s-u/Mra/wXa/ijSdrai': pres . an d aoris t

action 130—aoris t ptc. 133
rv/iar\iipoSffffai durativ e pres. 23 3
<rv/iiri<rta ffvpurfun a 9 7
<r\>iuptpei wit h subject &a-clause 210
vfo: frequenc y 98—relation s wit h

lieri. 106—o. accus . b y Aquil a 13 —
with gen. i n papyr i 64—perfectivis -
ing compounds 112 f., 11 5 f., 148

fmalpur aot . an d middl e wit h X6y<M> ,
160
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' 129
n., 242

113
ljSq constr. 17 , 11 0

fwtpytu> o . accus. 6 5
<rwtpx«r6<u 11 3
irwerAs 222
<rv>>0l<r0fu 22 2
«wjr-. Se e trvfur-
ffwTf\eii> 11 8
awriipea> 113 , 11 0

45
w 150 (iis)

tenses 12 7 — durative 127 ,
127

T-a/ietor 4 4 f.
Td<r<reu> c. infill . 20 5
-TOTOJ superl. ending 78
W#p?)ra perfec t o f airoOp-fitrKeu'  11 4 n.,

147
TeXeic: actio n 11 8 — pres. an d aoris t

action 13 0 — its perfectiv e owreXei c
118

T€\evrar: " registering " present 120 —
aor. with Apri  140

rtfa/uu fut . mid. 155
-T(OS verba l in 22 2
Teffaap&KovTa. 4 5 f. , 244
rftrvapes :  orthography 45 1, 68, 244 —

accus. 33 , 36, 55 , 24 3

6, 15 4
perfective 118 , 116
i: voice s 23 7 — relation ofr<0q/ u

and r<fo/u u 15 2
rlKTeir :  pres . and aorist 126 f. — future

155
rivet, Tu>4s  8 6
T(J :  replace s v&repot  7 7 — become rl

(indecl.) 95 , 24 4 — used a s relativ e
21,93

rit : supplante d b y eft 9 7 f. — with
negative 246

-rot verbal in 221 f.
rov: c . infin. , perhap s Ioni c 20 5 — an

adnominal gen . 21 6 — statistics of
216 f. — normal use telic 216 — so fre-
quently b y Luk e 21 6 f. — purpose
rare o r absen t i n Pau l 21 7 — use in
papyri 21 9 f. — after verb s o f com -
manding 21 7 — final force weakened
207— use parallel wit h to o 207, 217
— = " so as to " in Paul 218

rov XoiroO gen. o f time 73
rpivtu>, Tfa-iretv  110 , 11 9 n.
•rr- and -air-  25, 4 5
T\rfx&.veu> :  flexion 56 — voice forms 154

— Tvx.tr accus . abs . 7 4 — oux *  T«xcSr
231 n — o. partic. 228

T\rx<n> "perhaps" 74
in imper. 58

v (F ) dropped between vowels 47
v> *? > T3>  ' , o< > e t approximating sound s

34, 240
uye/a, irfla  38 , 4 6
-ma flexion of perf. ptc. in 88 , 48
v^repos 4 0 n.
v/uw : position of 40 n., — ousts vfdrt-

pos 40 n.
{nravTai> o . dat . 6 4
inr<lmi<ris 14 n.
inrtp: frequenc y 98 , 10 4 f. — predomi-

nantly gen . 10 5 — often=" about"
105 — in commercial "to "105 — rela-
tions wit h Trepl  an d Avrl  105 — with
accus. 105 , 23 7 — in compoun d
adverbs 99

.
inrt : c . dativ e 63 , 10 5 f. — frequency

98, 10 4 f.— compared with Sid  (gen. )
106- -encroached upon by diri 102 —
relations wit h diri , <?K , vapd  23 7 —
tnro8r$<Ticta> 6v6  rurot  15 6 — in com-
pound adverbs 99

viroKdru 9 9
inrordfftrecrffai :  middl e o r pass , 16 8 —

future 149 , 163
accua. 65

ipaycu/ ge e Mletr — as indecl. noun 249

, 184 n.
<j>alve<r9tu :  actio n i n futur e 16 0 — with

ptc. 228
4>d»<u : punctiliar 128—  ̂110, 128
tptpeiv -.  wh y defectiv e 11 0 — no aoris t

action 110 — in imperf . 129 , 238 —
aoristic (I) use of pres. stem 129, 238
—force o f perfec t tr/jmxa.  15 4 —
relation betwee n graven an d <j>fpa»
224

: an d it e perfective 112, 11 6 —
pres. and aorist action 11 5 f., 119—
future middle 155

<t>iiu>v<r0<u. perfect and aorist imper. 176
<t>of!ei<T0a.i. :  activ e obsolet e 10 2 n., 16 2

— action i n futur e 15 0 — with du- 6
102, 10 4 n.— with M  18 4 f., 193 —
with /n^ruf 248 — with infin. 205

<t>poi/Tlfear o . tva  or infin . 20 6 f .
0vXd<rcreu> : action i n aoris t 11 6 — itl

perfective 11 6 — force of middle 167,
159

<tnxrtov<r0€ subj . 6 4

. pres . an d aor . actio n 12 9 —
voice 16 1 — pronunciation o f
34 — epistolary use 179 f., 245

\i.pu flexion 49
xetv, futur e 18 4

15
84

46

14

96 54155

64

99
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n. o f time 73
: accus . x e'Pav 49—'* * X«p*t 100

—in " Hebraic " locutions 99 f.
Xtlpurrot: i n papyri 236—not in NT 78
yetpuv strictl y comparative in NT 78
Xo/nrv"'' c. accus . 65
Ipaffttat -.  flexio n 54—voic e 158—action

in aoris t 247—c . accus . 64 , 245—c.
instrumental 64, 158

X/Ji<rr6s Paul's phrase i f X . 6 8
XpA'or instrumenta l dat . o f duratio n

75, 148
Xpvaous flexio n 33 , 48
•XiW«c 45
Xuptir: futur e 155—infin., futur e an d

aor. 20 5 n.

^u%i) periphrasis fo r iavr6v  87 , 10 5 n.

M, o pronounced alike 35 (Ma), 244, 24 9

-u and - u verbs, fro m -/u  33 , 38
ffi in classica l an d Hellenisti c Gree k

71
&par point of time 63 , 245
lit: c . indie. , wit h &v  167—wit h Sn

212—in papyri 212—fo r 8n replaced
by n-u s 211—c . subj . 185 , 249 —
with i f 16 7 —without ti>  24 9 —c.
optative, i n LXX 196—in Josephn s
eta. 197—0 . infin. , (i s firm  elveTv
204 n.

&<rre: statistic s 209—="an d so " or
"therefore" 209f.—differenc e be -
tween indie , an d infin . 209—wit h
indie, consecutiv e rar e 209 , 210 —
c. imperativ e 209—o . subj . 209—o .
infin. 209—expresse s purpos e 207 ,
210 — Tatian's misreadin g o f i t
249

111. ge e if&f
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MODERN GREEK .

dvi c. ace , .  .  .
dircwpifljjKa ,  .  .
f a = d < f > c s . . ..
-as gen. aSos, nouns in .
oi5r6s, Pontio drds .  .
dY(Epirot)-# .

f}pTJKa=c!lpriKa .  .  .

ytv&ptvm . . . .
yiA. ri. in order that .  .

Stufiovlfa . . . .
dty = e6dtt> . . ..
Stvovras indecl. pres . partic .
Sid c. ace . . . ..

l/3cC<rrofa . . . .
iitffiiKa . . . .
eliroOfie 1 . pi. subj . o f ehra. .
£K
f\eye an d ctre .  .  .

(va,\//a = t-Travffa .  .  .

(ar&StiKa,, i<n"fi6tjKa.  .  .

(<pepa aor . of <pipvu=<p(pa  .
(t)&TO = ty' ft-OS
(ij>8a<ra . . . .

1jp9a=Ji\ffa

Bi, Bevi.  auxil. forming futur e

tSua •
-is. -ir nonna in . . .  <

PAGE

102, 24 5
. 3 9

175, 17 6
. 8 8
47,91
. 102

88
. 142

. 6 1

. 169

. 16 2
170, 23 2

. 6 0

. 106

. 6 6

. 142

. 185
102, 246
. 128

96
. 234

46
. 162
. 23 4
. 142
. 129
. 4 4
. 247

. 1 2

179, 185

91
18 f.. 24 4

Kal, Kl
K&iuia (aor. dca/ia) make
n&r .
ic<tn . . ..

lifoa=^/tipa

/IT) yevoiro . ,  .  194 ,
/UJTOII . . . .

r4=fra .  .  157 , 159,

tpvlx=tpw (Pontio ) .
-oOs gen. -oSSoi, nouns in .
tx (Epirot)=t f .

vaiSii (pi. of TcuJi child) ,
ira.fi. compounde d .  .

VHS=efjrj;s .  .  .
TToiis interrogative .  .
T0\ffl£> ^  . ,  .  .

<rdV (=ws  &v)  when,  as .
ffapArra, (ffep&VTa.)  forty
OT^Kta—trHiKti) . . .
(rriivu=laTtt,vta .
ffTb(v) dat . o f 4 (=tlt rkr) .
<rvvif)i)Ke=<rvii£(}ii .  .

rerpddr) Wednesday  .

iptpvu . . . .

xtiwa (Cypriote) .  .

JAOE
106
12

159
167
244

. 106

. 235
122 17 0
240, 24 9

. 24 8

176, 20 5

. 4 5

. 3 8

. 102

. 17

. 247

. 244

. 176

. 9 5
106, 247

94

17, 167
46, 23 4

162, 23 8
55, 16 2
. 6 3
. 1 7

. 9 6

. 129

. 4 5

. 24S

167

10



III. INDE X OF SUBJECTS.

K—see Sinattieut
A—see Alexandrinvt
Ablative case: los t in prehistoric Greek

61—as a  par t o f to e genitiv e 72 —
alleged Latinisms 101 f.

Ablaut 152
Absolute: genitive 12 , 74 , 236—accu -

sative 74
Accent (stress) : differentiating voice s

152, 238—distinguishin g words 237
Accusative: an d infinitive 16 f., 211 f.,

229—pi. in -t s 36—sg. in •»  49—3rd
decl. an d mixe d 49—termina l 61 —
with prepositions, compared with dat.
and gen . 62—with els,  encroachin g
on ir o.  dat. 62 f., 234 f.—with othe r
preps, supplanting dat . 63—for poin t
of tim e 63—specificatio n 63—^n -
croaching o n othe r case s a s objec t
case with verbs—o n dat . 64, 65—on
gen. 6 4 f., 235—wit h verbs formerly
intransitive 65—internal or adverbial
65, 93—ho w far th e ol d distinctions
of case s stil l hol d her e 66—constr .
of mareSu  6 7 f., 285—wit h ei s re -
placing a  predicat e 7 1 f.—absolute
74—substituted fo r nominativ e c .
inf. 212—mixe d wit h In  construc -
tion 213

Achaian-Dorian KOIVTJ  3 7
Action-form, verba l 108-118, 22 1 al—

see Aorist,  Perfect,  Present,  Future;
Linear, Punctuiar,  Perfective,  Con-
dative, Iterative, Ingretsivc, Effective.

Active Voice 152 ff.—see Middle
Acts: relations of first and second part

11, 216, 235—unity with Lk 14, 217
—the "We"-documen t 217—se e
Luke

Adjectives: pronomina l 40 , 79f. , 87 -
91 —indeclinables 60—"Duality "
77 f. — comparison 7 8 f. — position,
with articl e an d nou n 84—interjec -
tional 18 1 f., 240—verba l 221 f.

Adverbs: preposition s Kurd  an d ivi.
used as 105—in composition 112

Aelian 25, 79
Aeolic 37,38, 44 , 214—of Lesbian

878

Aeschylus 216—see Indu I  («), p. 2fl3
Agent: avt>  for irrrfexpressing iO;i, 246
Agent-nouns 127
Agrapha 180, 171, 191
Ahikar, Story o f 288 f.
Aktionsart—see Action-form
Alexander the Grea t 7 , 30
Alexandrian Gree k 40, 52
Alexandrinus, Code x 36, 47 , 54 , 76 ,

191, 194 , 240 al
Alkman, 24
o-text 42 , 53, 175, 176, 190, 225
American RV 180
Ammonins 160
Anabasis, effec t o f th e expeditio n o n

Greek dialects 3 1
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: infinitiv e wit h preposi -

tions 81, 216—prepositional phrase s
81 f., 236—noun s in "headings" 82
—use of nouns with qualitative force
82 f.—proper name s 83—adjectiv e
clauses 8 3 f., 286—infin. , statistic s
241

Aorist: subjunctiv e c . at  pdj  35 , 190 —
endings 5 1 f.—action-form 109-111 ,
118, 115-118 , 12 9 f., 132 , 238 —
subjunctive, closel y connecte d wit h
fut. indie . 120,149,240—indicative,
compared wit h imperfec t 12 8 f.—
partio. 130-134, 227 , 238—timeles s
uses 134—a s pas t indefinit e 134f. ,
135-140—expressing immediate  pas t
134 f., 139 , 140—epistolar y 135—
gnomic 185—English rendering 135-
140—compared with perfect 141-146
—passive and middle 161 f.—subjunc-
tive afte r compound s of a> > 166, 18 6
—no longe r use d wit h av  iterativ e
167—imperative, tone of 173, 189 —
3rd person in prohibition 174 £ —con-
trasted with imperatival pres. partic.
180—in unrealise d condition , wish ,
or purpose 200 f.
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Adriatic: present s 119, 247—</^> w 129,
238, 247—perfect s 141-146, 238 , 248

Apocalypse: grammatica l leve l 9—use
of cases and neglec t o f concord 9, 60
—bearing o f grammar her e on criti-
cism 9f.—us e o f Idot  11—possibl e
ace. pi. in -e s 86, and sg . 3r d decl .
in -O P 4 9 — person - endings 52 —
nominative 69—prohibition s 124 —
aoriatio perfects 145—at /M } 191, 19 2
—row o . inf . 217 , 218—doe s no t
confuse el s and i r i n local sense 234
—small use of compound verbs 237

Apocrypha, BV of 198
Apotheosis 84
Appian: dativ e 68—optative 197
Aquila 13—see Index I  (e) , p. 264
Aramaic: influence s on Gree k in N T

8, 13 , 14, 15 , 18 , 75 , 95 , 103 , 104 ,
124, 174 , 189 , 224 , 22 6 £, 23 0 f.,
235, 236 , 240 , 242—periphrasti c
imperfect 14 , 226 f.—speech o f Paul
7—of Jesu s 8—o f Joh n 9—dictio n
in Luk e 14-18—ordinal s 96—tenses
139 — participle 18 2 — periphrastic
imperative 226 f.—see unde r Hebra-
irm and Ovcr-iut

Arcadian 38
Archimedes 51
Aristophanes 21 5 — see Inde x I  («) ,

p. 263
Arrian, optativ e i n 197—se e Inde x I

(«), p . 26 4
Article: us e b y foreigner s 21 , 23 6

—general "correctness " o f N T
Greek 81—a s relativ e an d a s de -
monstrative 81—droppe d betwee n
preposition an d infln . 81 , 216 —
these thre e Ionic use s absen t fro m
NT 81—allege d Hebraism s 8 1 f.,
236—correlation 8 1 f. —anarthrous
prepositional phrase s 82 , 236 —
dropped i n sentence s havin g th e
nature o f heading s 82—word s spe -
cially affectin g anarthrou s for m 8 2
—qualitative forc e o f anarthrou s
words 82 f.—with proper names 88—
used with the parent's nam e in gen.
83, 236—wit h name s o f slaves an d
animals 83— A *a i IlaCXo s 83—col -
loquial styl e drop s ar t befor e ad -
jective adjunct s 83f. , 236—mis -
placement o f adjectiv e 84—ro w OeoS
Kal ffWTTjpos ^iiuav, papyru s parallel s
84—complex adjectiva l claus e be -
tween art. and noun 236

Articular Infinitive : iv  rf i n transla -
tion 14, 215, 249—bearing on history
of Kourf  34 , 213-215—rar e anar -
throus use with preposition s 81, 216
—appropriate t o rhetori c 189 , 213 ,
215—statistics for classical and later

Greek 218 , 216—fo r N T 218 , 218-
for Gree k Bibl e 241—citations from
dialect inscription s 214—essentially
literary, speciall y Atti c 21 4 f.—use
with dependen t gen. , a s i f a  ful l
noun 216—^ro O c . inf. , withou t pre-
position, it s origina l adnomina l use
216—telio forc e i n Thucydide s an d
in NT 216—usage of the several N T
writers i n thi s respec t 217—Paul' s
tendency t o dro p teli o forc e 217 —
parallelism wit h 7v a 217—explana -
tory infin . 218—rpo t rt  an d tit  rk,
how fa r remainin g teli c 21 8 f.—
papyrus citation s fo r rod,  el s r6,
trpis rt o. inf. 219 f.—belongs mainly
to higher educationa l stratu m 220.

Articular Nominativ e i n addres s 70 ,
235

Articular Participl e 126 f., 228
Asia Minor : characteristic s o f Greek

38, 40 f., 205, 211
Aspiration 44 , 234, 236, 244
Assimilation o f Cases : alte r verb s o f

naming 69 , 235—omitted with gen .
abs. 74 , 236

Asyndeton 17, 181
Attendant Circumstances, participle of

230
Attic: literar y supremac y 2 4 — its

earliest use in prose 25—grammar of
inscriptions 29—Xenopho n 81—lan -
guage of the lower classes i n Athens
31—the basi s o f literary Kon-i j 32—
how much did i t contribut e t o th e
vernacular Kou-i j ? 33 f., 41, 214 f.—
nom. pi. as accus. 37— xticrw/uu an d
ftefivu/Mit 54—jcar^e a 55—reviva l of
the dual 57—parenthetic nominative
70—use o f vocative , divergen t fro m
Hellenistic 71—histori c presen t 12 1
—the Orators , form s o f prohibitio n
124, us e o f imperative 172—allege d
ex. o f aoristi c perfec t 146 , 238 —
linear an d punctilia r future s 150 —
active verb s wit h futur e middl e
154 f.—direicpu'djitiji' 161—optativ e in
conditional sentence s 19 6 f.—imper-
fect i n unfulfille d conditio n 201 —
8-ras an d tva.  206—<!> $ Sri  212 —
articular infin. mainly due to Orator s
213-215—nom. fo r ace . i n lon g
enumerations 234—se e unde r th e
Attic writers ' name s an d in Index I
(«), p . 256

Atticism 5 , 22, 24 f., 26,170,197 , 206,
211, 23 9

Attraction o f Eelative 9 2 f.
Augment 51, 128 , 129
Authorised Version 93, 98, 112 , 12 8 £,,

136-140, 189
Auxiliary a^es 175 f.
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B—see Vatkamu
fl-text 42 , 53 , 224—see unde r Sinaiti-

eiisand 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 5-text

Biblical Greek, 2-5, 18 , 99
Bilingualism: i n Born e 5—illustrated

from Wales 6f. , 10 f.—in Egypt 6—
in Lystr a 7 , 233—i n Palestin e 7f. ,
233

Bceotian 33, 34, 55, 214
Bohairic 225
Brachylogy, with rfXXd 241
Broken continuity, perfect of 144,145 ,

148
Byzantine period 88, 96 , 168, 19 7

Cappadocian—see Pontie
Cardinals: encroachmen t o n ordinal s

95 f., 23 7 — simplification o f th e
" teens " 96—uses of efc 96 f.—repeti-
tion fo r distributive 97

Cases: i n Re v 9—history 60-76, 234-
236—with prepositions 100-107, 237
—see under the severa l Cases.

Catholic Epistles , us e o f compoun d
verbs 237—se e unde r First  Up.  o f
Peter, James, Second  Ufa.  of  Peter

Causal Participle 23 0
Cautious assertion 188 , 19 2 f.
Chance in the Bibl e 219
Christians, ethics of average early 126 ,

238
Chrysostom, o n ecbati c fr o 207—se e

Index I  (e),  p . 264
Clement o f Borne 95—see Inde x I (e),

p. 264
Colloquial—see under Vernacular
Common Greek: takes plac e o f "He-

braic" in definition of NT Greek 1—
a universa l languag e 5f. , 19—ma -
terials for study 22 f.—literary Koiyi )
(q.v.) — papyri, inscriptions , MG r
27-30—unification o f earlie r Greek
dialects 30—foreshadowing s o f this
during v/i v B.O . 21—completed i n
time o f Alexander 81 f.—decay of th e
old dialect s 32—thei r relativ e con -
tributions to the resultan t Koici ) 32-
84, 3 6 f., 214 f.—pronunciation 8 4 f.
how fa r wa s Koivi j homogeneous ?
19, 38-41—dialects in (j.«.)

Comparison o f adjective s and adverb s
77-79, 23 6

Complementary Infinitive 204
Compound Prepositions 99
Compound Verbs: case s with 65—p,er -

feetive action 111-118, 237—repeated
without prepositio n 111 , 11 5 —
statistics 237

Conative actio n 125 , 127 , 12 6 f., 147
178 f., 186 , 24 7

Concessive Participle 230
Concord 9, 28, 59f., 182.  244
Conditional Sentences : pluperfec t i n

148—apodosis wit h av  16 6 f., 196 ,
197-199, 20 0 f.—i&r o . indie . 168 ,
187—el idrn  air 169—d /j,^  i n unful -
filled condition , e l oi i n simple 171 ,
200, 240—futuristi c subj . wit h ii>
185—its future-perfec t sens e i n aor .
186—lessened differenc e betwee n e l
and iir  187 , 240—thes e almos t ex-
clusively confine d t o thei r prope r
moods 187— el o . deliberativ e subj .
187—differentia o f A  an d itv  i n
future condition s 187—us e o f opta -
tive 195 , 196 , 19 7 f. —unfulfille d
conditions 199-20 1 — participle i n
protasis 22 9 f.

Conjugation-stems 109 f., 120
XJonjunctions: with t o (tdr)  166 . 2«4 —

dXXd "except"241
Conjunctive participle 230
Consecutive clauses : infinitiv e alon e

204, 210-wcrre with indio. and with
infin. 20 9 f.—expressed b y Ira.  210—
by nS o. infin. 218

Constative actio n 109 , 111 , 118 , 116-
118, 180 , 183 , 145 , 174

Construct stat e (Semitic) 236
Contingent a c 166,198, 200
Contract Verbs , 87 , 52-64, 55, 284
Contraction o f i sounds 45, 55
Correlation of Article 81 f.
Cretan 214, 283—se e Oortyn
Criticism, contribution s o f grammar to

9f., 40f .
Culture—see Education

D—see Bezae
Dative : los t i n MG r 60 , 88—obso -

lescent i n Kotv-fi  62—decay s through
a period of over-use , esp. wit h e V 62
—statistics with prepositions 6 2 f.—
confusion o f el s and ir  68 , 66 , 23 4 f.
—decay of dative uses with Art  an d
*•/>£: 63—wit h M,  distinc t meaning
lost 63,107—acous. begins to express
point o f time 63—reaction, as in ex -
tension o f dativ e (instrumental ) o f
reference 63, 75, and in some transi -
tive verb s takin g dativ e 64—verb s
beginning t o tak e accus . o r gen .
instead o f dat . 64—illiterat e uses of
gen. and ace . for dat . 64—som e im -
probable citation s fro m earl y in -
scriptions 64—wit h vpaaKvveiv  64 ,
66—with som e compoun d verb s 6 6
—with trurrefaui  6 7 f.—incommodi
75—syncretism wit h locativ e 7 5 f.,
104—with instrumenta l 75—exten >
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sion o f tim e and poin t o f tim e thus
both given by dative 76 f.—sociative
instrumental 75—instrumental use d
in translatin g Hebrew infin. abs. 75
—this an d us e o f participl e com -
pared wit h classica l use s an d wit h
LXX 76—various uses of to  103 f.—
dat. of person judging 104—common
uses o f dat. and loc . in Gree k an d
Sanskrit 104— tr adde d eve n t o in -
strumental dativ e 104—6/u>Xoy6» ' f r
104—per&, ire  pi, inr&  n o longe r c .
dat. 105—on e or two exceptions with
Art 105—irpA s c . dat . commo n i n
LXX, rare i n N T 106—Ar t indiffer -
ently wit h th e thre e case s 107 —
i<t>' <f  107—dativ e o f reflexiv e ap -
proximates t o forc e o f th e Middl e
157—xpao-ftii wit h instrumenta l 158
—dat. or loc. of a verbal noun makes
the Infinitiv e 202-20 4 — articular
infin. (g.v.)

Days of week and mont h 96, 101, 287
De-aspiration—see Pxilosia
Defective Verbs 11 0 f.
Definite nouns, i n Semitic 236
Definition, gen. of 73 f.
Deliberative Subjunctive 171,185,187,

194
{-text 14, 44 , 45 , 53 , 181 , 233, 234—

see under Bezae
Delphian, 36 , 37, 52 , 55, 214
Demonstrative :  articl e a s 81— atrts

and iiccTfot  9 1
Demosthenes 213—se e Inde x I  («), p.

263
Denial an d Prohibition , wit h a d pq

187 f.
Deponents 153 f., 161 f.
Dialects in ancient Hellas 23 f., 80-34,

36-38, 41 , 21 3 f.—see unde r Attic,
Ionic, etc.

Dialects i n Kowi j 5 f., 19, 28 f., 38-41 ,
47, 91 , 94, 205, 209, 211, 241,243,249

Digamma 23, 88 , 44 , 47 , 111, 244
Diodorus, optative in 197
Diphthongs: pronunciatio n 33 , 34 f.—

augment 51
Dissimilation 4 5
Distributive numerals 97
Doric, 33 , 41, 45, 48, 51, 101, 214
Double comparativ e an d superlativ e

236
Dual 5 7 f., 7 7 f.
Duality 77-80 , 100
Durative action—see Linear
Dynamic Middle 158

Eobatio fro 206-209
Education, varietie s of : i n NT writers

8f., 28 , 44 , 50 , 62 , 60—i n papyri ,
•to. 4, 6  f., 9 , 281 , 44 , 47 , 49 , 50, 51 ,

52—see under Illiteracy; als o under
Apocalypse, Mark,  Luke,  Paul,
Hebrew, etc .

Effective action 109, 113, ISO, 149
Egypt, bilingnalism in , xvii f., 6 , 242
Elative 78, 79, 236
Elis, dialect of 178, 214
Elision 4 5
Ellipsis 178, 180, 181, 188, 190
Emphasis: i n pronoun s 8 5 f.—im -

perfect an d aoris t differin g i n 12 8
—possible caus e o f origina l voice -
differentiation 152 , 238—on subject,
brought ou t b y Englis h preterit e
140—degree of , i n 0 6 p^  construc -
tion 188-190—o f o<i  c . partic . 23 2
—differentiating word s o f ful l o r
attenuated meanin g 237

English, Hellenisti c illustrate d fro m
19, 39 , 58 , 71 , 77 , 79 , 82 , 85 , 89 ,
92, 94 , 96 , 98 , 99 , 111 , 112 , 185 -
140, 144 , 150 f. , 17 1 f., 182 , 184,
185, 189 , 195, 208, 206, 218, 221 f.,
229, 236 , 243

Epexegetic infinitive 217, 218, 219
Epimenides 233
Epistolary aoris t 136—formula 28,176,

180
Euripides 215—see Index I  («), p. 26 8
"Exhausted" iavrou  an d (Sui t 87-90 .

237

Final clauses : weakene d telio forc e oi
fro 178 , 205-210 , 24 0 f., o f rod  o .
infin. 207, 216-218, of eh TOO . infin.,
in Paul 219—originate d i n volitive,
with parataxi s 185—fina l optativ e
with Iva  19 6 f.—SxrTt c . infin . use d
for purpos e 207—ro C o . infin . 216 -
218—irpta rt>  an d el s ri  c . infin .
218-220—use of participle 230

Final t and »  49, 168, 187
First Epistl e o f Peter : prohibition s

124—preference fo r aorist imperativ e
174—for imperatival participle s 181
—08 .  .  .  airrov  improbabl e in such
good Greek 237

Fluellen 1 0 f.
Fourth Boo k o f Maccabees , Atticising

in 166 , 197
Fourth Gospe l and Apocalyps e 9 f.
French idioms in English is
Frequency, relative , o f preposition s

62 f., 98 , 100 , 102, 105, 106 f.
Frequentative verb , 114
Future: c . Iva.  35—c . o u M 85 , 19 0

—c. i<(>  $  107—i n Indo-Germani o
verb 108—compare d wit h futura l
present 120—history of its form 149
—links with'subjunctiv e 149 , 184,
187, 24 0 —action mixe d 14 9 f.—
English renderin g 15 0 f.—volitivt
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and futuristi c uses 150 f.—its moods
151—Middle i n activ e verb s 16 4 f.
—Passive wit h middl e forc e 161 —
tued fo r imperativ e 17 6 f.—ditt o
with Jhru t 177—rarel y wit h M  i n
prohibition 177—i n warnin g wit h
/«) 178—o . e l 187—o. fi-t]  i n caution s
assertion 193—optativ e 197—infini -
tive 204 f.—participle 230

Future Conditions: with iir 186—with
d 187—"less vivid form" 196, 199

Futuristic: futur e 160 , 177—subjunc -
tive 184 , 186 , 186, 192 , 240

Gender 69 f.
Genitive: absolute 12, 74 , 288—verb s

with 66 , 235—with dxaAeir  an d yet-
€o9ai 66—syncretis m wit h ablativ e
72—objective an d subjectiv e 72 —
partitive 72 f., 102—wit h ty t 72 , 73
—time and place 73—definition 7 3 f.
—Hebraism her e 74—after negativ e
adjective 74 , 23 5 f. — prepositions
with 100-102 , 104-107 , 23 7 —of
material 102

German, illustrations from 94 , 96
Gerundive in -rtos  222
Gnomic aorist 135, 139—presen t 135—

future 186
Gortyn Code 214—cf Cretan
Gothic 78, 181, 22 4
Grammar and literary criticism 9, 40 f.,

205, 211
Grammatical and lexica l Semitism 12
Greece, physical condition s of 23 f.

Headings, anarthrou s 82
Hebraism: i n theor y o f N T Gree k

1-8—in Eev 9—us e of iv  xvii, 11 f.,
61, 103—c f Gallicism s i n Englis h
13—tv r<t  e . inf . 14 , 216 , 249 —
in L k 14-18—teste d b y MG r 17 ,
94—tit predicat e 72 , 76—articula r
nom. i n addres s 70 , 235—gen . o f
definition 7 3 f.—gen. abs . 74—dat .
or partic. for infin. abs . 75 f.—use of
article 81 , 236—redundanc e o f pro-
nouns 85— ^vx/l u^ d fo r reflexiv e
87, 105—relativ e wit h superfluou s
demonstrative 9 4 f.—els a s ordina l
95 f.—and a s indef . art . 9 6 f.—dis-
trib. num. 21, 97—illustrated by AV
98—tvtinrunf 99—compoun d preposi -
tions 99— dronpi8els elver  131—active
for middle 158—infin. for imper. 180
—Hebrew teleology and final clauses
219—nom. pendens c . partic . 225 —
periphrastic tense s 22 6 f. — freedom
of Mk fro m 242—c f under Over-use

Hebraist schoo l o f N T interpretatio n
2 f., 12 , 223, 242

Hebrew: ho w far know n in Palestin e

8, 233—N T (Delitzsoh ) 104 , 163 -
tenses 108

Hebrews, Epistle to: did author know
Aramaic 110—Greek style of 18, 20,
118, 129 , 232 , 237—grammatica l
points i n 62 , 129 , 182 , 211 , 217 ,
218 f., 231 , 23 7

Hebrews, Gospe l o f 17—se e Inde x
I(«), p.265

Hellenistic 2—see Common Greek
Heracleon 104
Herculaneum, papyri from, 27 , 43
Hermogenes 172
Herodian: case s in 63—optative 197
Herodotus 61, 62, 81, 91,101, 214, 215

—see also Index I (<) , p. 263
Heteroclisis 48, 60
Hiatus 92, 117
Historic Present, 12 0 f., 139
Homer: th e Acheean s o f 24—form s

found i n 65—synta x 121 , 135 , 147,
161—the Athenians' "Bible " 142—
blamed b y Protagoras fo r use of im -
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: ending s 53—o f dpi  56 ,

174—present, compare d wit h aor .
subj. i n prohibition 122-126—tense s
compared generall y 12 9 f., 17 3 f.,
176, 189, 238—prehistoric use 164—
formal history , 165 , 17 1 f.—tone of
172 f., 175—prominenc e o f i n N T
173—aorist appropriat e i n praye r
173—in 3r d perso n 17 4 f.—expres-
sions for 1st person 175 f.—auxiliary
o0« 175 f.—perfect 176—substitutes
for 176-182 , 203 , 223, 241,1 248

Imperfect 128 f.—in unreal indie. 200 f.
—replaced by periphrasis 22 6 f.—see
Present stem

Impersonal plura l 5 8 f.—verbs 74, 226
Improper Prepositions 99
Inceptive action of -Urxu  suffi x 12 0
Incommodi, Datiiius 75
Indeclinable: Gree k proper nam e not

to be taken as 12—rXijpijJ, tffuvv and
comparatives in -a  50

Indefinite Article 96 f.
Indicative: alon e ma y have inheren t

time-connotation 126 , 128 , 12 9 —
imperfect 12 8 f.—aorist, used o f im -
mediate past 135, 140—renderin g o f
aorist i n Englis h 135-140— yiyoim
not aoristie in NT 145 f., 238—pluper-
fect 148—futur e 149-151—as modiu
irrealisiei, 199-201—with tt> 166 f..
200 f.—with trar,  Srov  tv,  l<r<a  Sr
iiv 168, 239—negative d b y oi,  170 f.
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—but /rt} not entirely expelled 170 f.,
239 f.—negatived question s 170 —
future used for comman d 176 f., 24 0
—future wit h o * M  190—c . /ai ) i n
cautious assertions 192 f.—imperfect
for presen t tim e i n unfulfille d con -
dition, wish , an d purpos e 20 0 f.—
replaced by participle 222-224—peri-
phrasis 225-227

Indirect Questions 196, 198 f.
tndo - Germanic :  dua l i n 5 7 f. —

numerals 68—oase s 61, 72 , 75—verb
system 1 Q&f.—Aktimisart 10 9 f. —per-
fectivising by means o f compositio n
111 f.—aorist-present i n 119—aug -
ment an d th e fina l - t i n primar y
tenses 128—wa s ther e a  futur e i n ?
149—future participle 151—voice, its
rationale i n 152 , 238—n o separat e
passive 152—verb s wit h n o middle
153—strong perfec t withou t voic e
distinction 15 4 — passive us e o f
middle already developing i n 156 —
Greek weak aorist passiv e developed
from middl e person-ending -thes  16 1
—differentia o f th e imperativ e 164,
171 f.—glottogonic theorie s o f sub -
junctive an d optativ e 164—th e
injunctive 165—th e tw o negative s
169—jussive subjunctiv e i n posi -
tive commands 177 f.—origins of th e
infinitive 20 2 f.—its deficienc y i n
voice 203 , an d tens e 204—verba l
adjectives an d participle s 22 1 f.—
closeness of 3 pi. act. in -ont(i)  to the
participle 224

Infinitive :  c. it>  r$ 14, 215—form s i n
contract verb s 53—future 151 , 20 4 f.
—for imperativ e 172 , 17 9 f., 203 —
articular (q.v.)  189 , 213-220 , 240—
verb and noun 202—its origins 202-
204 — comparisons wit h Sanskrit ,
Latin, English—202-204, 207,210—
development of voice 203, and of tense
204—case-uses trace d 20 3 f., 207 ,
210—anarthrous expressin g purpos e
204, 205 , 207 , 217 , 240?.—conse -
quence 204 , 210—complementar y
204—limitative 204—relation s wit h
fro c . subj . 205-209 , 210 f., 240 f.—
with Sor e fina l 207 , 210—allege d
Latinism 208—consecutive with &OTI
209 f.—relations wit h &m  c . indie.
2091, and wit h consecutiv e tva 210
—subject an d objec t 21 0 f.—accus.
and infin . compared with 6n  claus e
211—accus. tending to replace regular
nom. 212—no t Latinis m 21 2 f.—
mixture o f aoo . c . inf . an d Srt  con-
struction 213—statistics 241

Ingressive actio n 109 , 11« , 117 , 118 ,
130, 131 , 145 , 149 , 174

Injunctive mood 165
Inscriptions : KOUT} 6, 23, 28 C — classi-

cal, 23 , 21 4 — see Inde x I  (c) , pp .
258 f.

Instrumental cas e 61 , 76 , 104 , 168 —
use of fr 12, 61 . f., 76, 10 4

Interjectional characte r o f TOO . an d
imper. 171 f. — of infin. in imperatival
sense 179 , 20 3 — of partic . o r adj .
used imperarivall y 180 f., 240 — pre-
positional clauses 183 f.

Internal accusativ e 65, 93
Interrogative : confused wit h relativ e

93 f. — Troiot an d rlt,  wortae&t  9 5 —
command 184

Intransitive : verbs becoming transitive
65, 16 2 — use o f stron g perfec t 147 ,
154 — tendency of strong aorist 155

Ionic 33, 37 f., 41 , 43 , 44 , 48 , 51, 55,
57, 81 , 101 , 195 , 205

Ireland, bilingualis m in 7
Irrational fina l i  and v  49, 168 , 187
Isolation of Biblical Greek 2, 3
Itacism 34 f., 47 , 56 , 199, 239, 240
Iterative actio n 109 , 114 , 125 , 127 ,

128, 129 , 173 , 180 , 186 , 248 — use of
tv 166, 167 , 168

James : ttot in 11— prohibitions 126—
use of Middle 160

Jerome 181
Jewish Gree k 2f. , 19 — see Hebraism

and Aramaic
John : Greek of Gospel and Apocalypse

9 — place o f writin g 4 0 f., 21 1 — use
of historic present 121 — prohibitions
124, 125 , 126 — M i n 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 subjunctiv e 178 , 20 8 — see
Volitive

Justin Marty r 8 , 143 , 233 — see Inde x
I («) , p. 264

26, 3 0 — of Atticism,
Literary Koin )

Klepht ballads— see Index I («), p. 266
KOUT} 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 o f we for / 8 7 — parallels wit l
Greek, etc. 112, 158-̂ tte Middle 153
—subj. an d indie , i n cause-clause :
171— jussive subj . 17 7 — prohibition
178— gum redeamitst  18 4 — optative
in indirec t questio n 19 9 — verbal
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nonns 202—infinitive 204—ut clanses
206—their weakened final force 207 f.
—verbal adj . turned int o participl e
221—participle and adj . in -hilts  222
—parallels t o us e o f participl e fo r
indie, crimper . 223f., 241—poverty
in participle s 229 f.

Latinisms 18 , 2 0 f., 71 , 76 , 100-102 ,
142, 208 , 212 f., 247

Lesbian—see Aeolie
Lewis Syriao S3, 65, 72, 248
Lexical notes : els  drdvripri r 14— vatis

25 f.—outfit 26—lpureu> 66—ffKiiXXeu -
89—twSrxiw 99— impairs, ftri^dra o
102 — tTTipaXilir 13 1 — iaroKtyorriu
168, 201— rpofip&yior 170— rnuSla
170—iepo<rri9<sa6<u 232— eUttves 23 5

Lexical: studie s o f Deissman n 4 —
Hebraisms 11 , 12, 46, 233

Limitative infinitive 204
Linear actio n 109 , 110, 111, 114,117,

119, 120 , 125, 126, 127, 128, 147,
149 f., 173, 174, 175, 180, 183, 186,
233

Literary elemen t i n N T 20 , 2 5 £, 26 ,
55, 106, 147 f., 204, 211—aee unde r
Hebrews, Pawl, Duke

Literary K«n ) 2f. , 21 , 221, 24-26 ,
62 f., 64, 88, 118, 194, 197, 211—its
analogue in MGr 21,26, 30—element
in inscription* 29—see Atticism

Lithuanian: allege d Latinisin g gen.
found i n 101—future in -siu  149

Local cases 60 f.
Localising o f textual types 41
Locative 61, 75, 104, 20 2 f.
Logia 15, 104, 124, 126, 189,191
Lord's Prayer 10 , 173
Lost cases 61
Lucian 25 , 170 , 197, 227—see Inde x

I («), p. 264
Luke: did h e know Aramaic 110,15,

104—style 11,18, 20, 232—Hebraism
in 13-18—unit y o f Luca n writing s
14, 217—preserving word s of source
15, 18 , 106 , 237 , contra  159 , 242—
construction o f iytvert  fo r 'n- i 16 f.,
70, 233—wa s "Hebrew's Gospe l "a
source! 26—misusing a literary word ?
26—recalling Home r t 26—us e o f ffi
71—projected third treatise ? 79—use
of " dual" words 79 f.—Sara 91 f.—
pros, fo r aor . imper . 119—histori c
pres. 121—prohibition s 124—itera -
tive4i'167 f.—optativel65,195,19 8 f.
—"correct" use of rptr  169 , 199—
preference fo r pres . imper . com-
pared wit h lit 174—dpfd/M w 182,
240—o* idi  19 0 f—hymns in , thei r
use o f infin . 210—ace . c . inf. 211 —
row c . inf . 216 f.—literary surviva l
of at c. partic. 232—his two editions

238—fiuutm 69 , 236—artic . nom. of
address 23 5 — eXdxtorm 23 6 — com -
pound verbs 237—see Att»

LXX—see Septuagint
Lycaonian 7f. , 233
Lystra—see Lycaonian

Magnesia 29, 38, 43
Manuscripts of NT, orthography teste d

42-56
Marcion 114
Mark: unculture d Gree k 60 , 53, 71—

dative 62—fi t and lt>  62—the Middle
159—Jroi'.etc. c. indie. 168—subj. in
comparisons 185—fut . o . ot  /i*i ) 190,
191—optative 195—compoun d verbs
237—rich in Aramaism 242

Matthew : improves Greek of his source
15, 124 , 159, 200, 287 , 242—/to i ISot
17—historic presen t 121—prohibi -
tions 124—aoristin!37-140—aoristic
fiyaiia. 14 6 — preference fo r aor .
imper. i n Sermon on the Moun t 174,
(119)—06 r f 190 , 191,—row c . inf.
216 — superlative c\dxurrot  236 —
compound verbs 237

Middle: o f elful  86f. , 55f.—with an d
without expressed persona l pronou n
(gen. or dat.) 85,157, 236 f.—primi-
tive differentia 152,238—in Sanskrit,
Latin, and Keltic 153—"Deponents"
153—links with  th e stron g perfec t
154, an d with future 154 f.—how fa r
reflexive 15 5 f., 238—evolutio n o f a
passive 156—compared with Englis h
verbs tha t ar e bot h transitiv e an d
intransitive 15 6 f.—paraphrased b y
reflexive i n dativ e cas e 157—typical
exx. 157—reciproca l 157—dynami c
158—mental action 158—difference s
between Attic an d Hellenistic 158f .
—"incorrect" use s i n N T an d
papyri 15 9 f.—Paul no t implicate d
160—atreiv an d alrturBcu.  16 0 f.—
middle an d passiv e aorist s 16 1 f.—
verbs in which active became obsolete,
or wa s recoine d ou t o f a  deponen t
162—common ground between middle
and passive 162f .

Misplacement o f article 84
Misuse of old literary words 26
Mixed declension 4 9
Modern Gree k : KOJ.  i n plac e o f hypo-

taxis 12—used a s a criterion agains t
Semitism xviii , 17 , 94—stud y com-
paratively recent 22, 29—dialects in
23 (se e Pontie an d Zaamian} —the
written languag e (see Atticism  an d
KaBapevovaa.)—use o f th e moder n
vernacular i n N T stud y 2 9 f.—
versions o f N T 3 0 (see Inde x I  («) ,
p. 265)—Ioni c form a i n 38—part i
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oiple no w indeclinabl e 60 , 225 —
gender changes 60—the dative obso-
lete 60 , 63—vocative 71—articl e a s
a relativ e 81—redundan t persona l
or demonstrativ e pronou n 85 , 94—
relative 94—interrogativ e 94 , 95 —
cardinals a s ordinal s 96—indefinit e
article 96—distributive s 9 7 — sup-
ports Purdie's thesis on the oonsta -
tive 11 6 — present tens e fo r ou r
perfect, wit h word s o f duration 11 9
—historic presen t alternatin g wit h
aorist 121, 139—prea . and aor . subj .
in prohibitio n 122—imper . i n pro -
hibition 122 , 164—imperf . an d aor .
compared 12 8 f.—idiom o f ̂ {eVri j
134—gnomic aorist 135—th e perfect
obsolete 14 1 f.—use o f Middl e 156 ,
157—new active verbs 162—subj. for
relics of I f 167—negative s 169, 170,
232—auxiliaries formin g imperativ e
175 f., 178, and future 179,185—sole
survival o f optativ e 194 , o f learne d
origin 240—infinitiv e obsolete , ex -
cept in Ponti c (q.v.)  205—earl y date
of its characteristics illustrated 233 f.
—periphrastic futur e 234 , 240—th e
parenthetic nominativ e 23 5 — see
Index I (e\  p . 265, and II, p . 269

Modus irrtalia  164, 199-201
Moeris 46, 55
Month, numerals for days of 96
Moods: commo n subjectiv e elemen t

164—other common ground 165—&.t
in connexio n wit h 165-169—nega -
tives (g.v.)  169-17 1 ol —see unde r
Imperative, Injunctive, Optative,  Sub-
junctive, and Modus irrealii

Mystical A > of Paul 68, 10 3

Narrative, tenses in 135
Nasal in word-endings 45, 49
Negative adjective c. gen. 74 , 235
Negatives: i n Atticists 25—in NT and

papyri 89 , 169-171 , 177 , 184 , 185 ,
187-194, 200, 229, 231 f., 289 , 240

Neuter plurals 67 f.
" Neutral" text—see /3-tert
New Testament , ho w fa r it s dictio n

peculiar 1 9 f., 6 7 f.
Nominative: a s receive r o f unappro -

priated use s 69—name-cas e unassi -
milated 69,235—nominalivuspendens
69, 225—parenthetic in time expres-
sions an d elK&vts  70 , 235—articula r
in addres s 7 0 f., 235—replace d a s
predicate b y ei s c . ace . 7 1 f.—per-
sonal pronouns not always emphati c
85 f.—for accus . as subjec t t o infln .
212f.

Nonthematic present stems 38, 55
North-West Greek 33, 36 f., 5 6

Nouns: i n -pH  an d -vi a 88, 48—hetero
clisis 48 , 60—contracted 48—in -ou t
passing into 3rd decL 48—i n -<i , -if,
from -to : an d -toy  4 8 f.—mixed de -
clension 49—accusatives with adde d
•r 49—numbe r 57-69—gende r 5 9 f.
—breach o f concor d 691—cas e 60-
76, 234-236

Number: disappearanc e o f dual 57f. ,
77 f. — neuter plural , histor y an d
syntax o f 57f.—"Pindaric * con -
struction 58, 234—impersonal plural
58 f., 163— iiiuu for <h-< 4 86 f., 24 8

Numerals: efsa s a n ordina l 95f. , 237
—ordinals i n MG r 96—simplifie d
"teens" 96—eft a s indefinit e article
96 f.—6 ef t 97—repeate d t o for m
distributives 97—fryS™ * Nw e in A Y
97 f.—ipSofniKorraicH eVr d 98

Object clauses 210-218
Objective Genitive 72, 286
'OjuXou/teVj; 2 6
Omission of If 194 , 198 , 20 0 f.
Optative: i n Lucia n 25— Sifq 65 ,

193 f. — future 151 , 19 7 — origin
164 f.—with OF 166, 198—afte r irplr
169, 199—i n comman d 17 9 — in
LXX 194—compare d with subj., an d
with futur e 19 4 — optative prope r
194-197 — compared wit h Englis h
survivals 195—i n hypothesi s 196 —
differentia o f optativ e conditiona l
sentences 196 , 198 , 199—i n fina l
clauses 196 f.—Atticisers ignorant of
sequence 197—misuses i n Byzantin e
Greek 197—potentia l optativ e 197 -
199—attended b y 06 and a y 197—•
literary use , bu t no t ye t artificia l
197—-omission of av 198—in indirect
questions, contraste d wit h Lati n
198 f.—Luke observe s sequenc e 19 9
—itacism in late period hastens decay
199, 239, 240

Oratio oUiqua 142 , 144,151, 196, 228 ,
239

Ordinals: us e o f ef t 96f. , 287—sim -
plified " teens " 96

Origen 139, 169 , 247
Orthography: Atti c basis 34—a test of

provenance o f MS S 41—correspond -
ence of NT and papyri 42-5 6

Over-use of vernacular locution s agree-
ing with Semiti c 11 , 14, 21, 39, 61,
72, 74 , 95, 99, 216, 226, 235, 242

Oxyrhynchus Login  3 , 51 , 121 , 180 ,
191 f.—MS of Heb 190 , 22 4

Pagan phraseology 84, 102
Papyri :  non-literary, their importance

brought ou t b y Deissman n 8£ —
education of writers 4  al  (se e Edit-



286 INDEX O P SUBJECTS .

cotton an d Illiteracy)  — compared
with inscription s 6 , 28—remarkable
anticipation b y Brunei de Presle 6 f.
—their characte r an d us e 2? f.—ex-
ceptions t o thei r genera l agreement
with N T 39 , 46 , 63—se e Inde x I
(<*), pp. 252-25 5

Parataxis 12 , 178, 185 , 193
Parenthetic nom . i n time-expression s

69, 235, 245—in descriptions 69
Participle: pleonasti c b y Semitism 14,

230, 241—negative s wit h 25 , 229 ,
231 f., 239—tendenc y toward s in -
decl. 60—i n gen . abs . 74—trans -
lating Hebre w inf. abs. 76—presen t
with articl e 126f. , 228—aoris t o f
coincident o r identica l actio n 130 -
134, 238—tha t of subsequent actio n
denied 132-134—wit h t o 167—fo r
imperative 180-183 , 223 , 240—fo r
optative 182—overdone by Josephu s
189—for indie . 222-225 , 241—i n
periphrastic tense s 22 6 f.—comple-
mentary 22 8 f.—contrasted wit h
partio. in Lati n an d Englis h 229 —
conditional 22 9 f.—conjunctive, con-
cessive, causal, final , temporal , an d
attendant circumstances 230—alleged
Aramaism 231

Partitive Genitive: largely replaced by
ivt> or iK  o.  ab L 72 , 102—possibl y
with ty i 72—a s subject of a sentence
73,228

Passive: no separat e form s i n Indo -
Gennanip 108 , 152 , 166—invade s
middle i n Greek , Lati n an d else -
where 153—evolved from intransitive
166—only partially differentiated i n
aorist an d futur e 161f.—commo n
ground with middle 162 f.—replaced
largely i n Aramai c b y impersona l
plural 163—no t definitel y attache d
to the verbal adjective 2211

Past time 108, 119,128 , 129
Paul: spoke Gree k 7, 19 , Lati n I 21,

233, Aramaic 7, 10—limited literar y
phraseology 20—hi s tr  X/wm p 68 ,
103—use o f w e fo r 7  8 6 f.—use o f
between 99—prohibition s 124-126 —
perfect 145 , 23 8 —middle 160 —
iterative &v 167,168^-prefers present
imperative 174—imperativa l par -
ticiple 181—o i M 190—optativ e 195
—ace. e t inf.—211— TOO c . inf . 217
—wpto ri>  and lit  rt  c . inf . 21 8 f.—
periphrastic tense s 226 , 227— 06 c .
partic. 23 2 — i\i.yurrn an d &a -
XiaroYe/x» 23 6 — compound verb s
237—JIM} i n question s 239—M™7 e

240
Perfect: actio n 109 , 111—in English ,

its double force 136

Perfect: fo r even t o n permanen t re -
cord 129, 142 , 14 8 f.—vivid us e fo i
event ye t futur e 13 4 — compared
with aoris t 14 0 f.—increasing use i n
vernacular 141—ma y b e used wit h
a poin t o f tim e 141 , 146—decaye d
in mediaeva l Gree k 14 1 f.—obsolete
in MGr 141 f.—Latin not responsible
142—characteristic use in He b 142,
143f.—combined with aoris t 142 f.,
238—genuinely aoristic uses possible
in Ee v 143 , 145—broke n continuity
144,146—drxnm 145, 238— irivpaKO,
145—ytyora 14 5 f., 239—wit h pre -
sent meanin g 147 , 176 , 23 8 — xi-
Kpaya 147— frniuu literar y in Ac 148
—strong perfec t normall y intransi -
tive 154—originall y voiceless 154 —
imperative 176—periphrasti c form s
176, 226 , 227

Perfective verbs 111-118,128,185,176,
Pergamum 29, 38 [237 , 247
Periphrasis 22 6 f., 249—se e unde r

Participle, an d the several tense s
Person-endings 61-64, 162, 154
Personal Pronouns : allege d Semitis m

84 f., 94f.—emphaai s i n nominative
85 f. —f/fua fo r ty 6 8 6 f.

Perspective, action in—see Canstative
Philo 2, 96—see Index I  («) , p . 264
Phrygian Gree k 66—se e Inde x I  («) ,

p. 259
Phrynichus 39, 194
Pictorial imperfec t 128
Pindar 214—se e Index I  (e), p . 263
Pindaric construction 58 , 234
Place, genitive o f 73
Plato 62, 213, 215—se e Index I («) , p .

263
Pleonasm 14-16, 85, 94f., 230, 237, 241
Pluperfect: ending s 53—actio n 113 ,

148—in conditional sentences, 201
Plural—see Number
Plutarch : optativ e 197— Urt M  239—

see Index I  (e),  p . 264
Polybius 14, 21 , 23, 25 , 30, 39, 62 , 85,

92, 115-118 , 197 , 20 6 f., 247—se a
, Inde x I  («), p. 264.
Pontic dialec t o f MG r 40 , 45, 47 , 94,

180, 20 5
Point action—see Punctiliar
Popular etymology 96
Position o f article 8 3 f.
Potential 165 , 197-199
Prayer: th e Lord' s 10 , 173—absenc e

of £  i n 71—J n 17 , use o f aoris t i n
187—aorist im per. appropriate to 173
—optative in 195

Predicate, with  tit 71
Prepositional clause , anarthrou s an d

articular, 81 f., 236
Prepositions: adde d t o loca l case s i n
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Greek 81—extende d us e i n Helle -
nistic, no t du e t o Semitis m 6 1 f.—
statistics fo r classica l an d post -
classical historian s 6 2 f., an d fo r
NT 6 2 C, 98—i n compositio n wit h
verbs 65 , 111-118 , 128 , 237—re -
placing partitive gen. 72—"Hebraic"
phrases 8 1 f.—dropping o f articl e
between prep , an d infin . 81 , 216—
tendency t o dro p articl e afte r 82 ,
236 — combinations wit h adverb s
99 — Semitism 9 9 f . — with on e
case 100-10 4 — alleged Latinism s
100-102 —over-use pavin g th e
way fo r extinctio n 10 3 f . — with
two case s 104-106—statistic s 105—
with thre e case s 10 6 f.—adverbs i n
essence 112—droppe d whe n com-
pound i s repeate d soo n afte r 115 —
compounds ten d t o b e used instead
of punctilia r simple x 116-11 8 —
Polybius using compounds to avoid
hiatus 117—N T writer s us e the m
less than th e litterateurs  118—wit h
articular infinitive 216, 218-220, 241
—see Inde x I I unde r th e severa l
Prepositions

Present stem : twenty-thre e Gree k
varieties o f 109—it s linea r actio n
109, 110 , 111 , 114 , 117, 119, 120,
125, 126 , 127, 128, 147, 149, 178 ,
174, 175 , 180, 183, 186—iterative
action 109, 114, 119, 125, 127,128,
129, 178 , 180, 186, 233—verbs de -
fective i n 110f.—i n perfeotivise d
verbs 118 f.—punctiliar action 119 f.,
288—contrasted wit h aorist i n pro-
hibitions 122-126—conativ e actio n
125, 127, 128 f. , 147 , 178 f., 186—
timeless articula r participle 126 f.—
statistics wit h o r 166—imperative ,
compared wit h aoris t 17 3 f., 238 —
quasi-ingressive i n droxu/Ktr e 17 4
— subjunctive i n warnin g clause s
178—subjunctive wit h compound s
of at,  compare d wit h aoris t 186 —
participle in periphrasis 227—special
uses of 4  &r  228—se e Imperfect  an d
Pretenttetae

Present tense : fo r futur e tim e 114 ,
120, 167—wit h rdXu, etc., rendered
by ou r perfec t 119—fo r pas t tim e
(historic present ) 120-122 , 139—se e
Present stem

Prohibition: distinctio n o f presen t
and aorist in 122-126—not originally
expressed by imperative, no r now in
MGr 164—us e o f injunctiv e 165 —
negative in 169,187 f., 192—in same
category a s command s 173— at (i-?i
187?.—must b e treate d her e wit h
denial 1871

Pronouns: possessiv e 40—dualit y 7 7
79 f.—personal 84-87—reflexive s 8 7
—unemphatio tavroS and ISios 87-90,
237—4 tStos  9Qt.—a6r6t  o  an d i
atrh 91—relative s 91-95—inter -
rogatives 93 f., 9 5

Pronunciation 28 , 33-36, 240, 243,24 4
—see Itacism

Proper names and Article 83, 286
Prophecy, use of shall  in 15 0 f.
Protagoras 172
Psilosis 33, 38, 44
Punctiliar actio n 109-111 , 116 , 117,

118, 119 , 120, 126, 129-181, 135,
145, 149 , 173, 174 , 186, 222 , 247

Purist schoo l o f N T grammarian s 8 ,
242

Purists in MGr 26, 30,243—of Atticitn
Purpose—see Final clause*

"Q"—seeZopia
Qualitative us e o f anarthrou s nou n

82 f.
Quantity, levellin g o f 84
Questions: wit h M " 170—wit h a t

170, 177—wit h pi) 170,192 f., 289—
indirect, in optative 196

Quotations fro m classica l Gree k 45 ,
81, 156, 283, 238 f.

Quotations fro m O T 11 , 16 , 52 , 124,
174, 188 , 190 , 192, 224, 285—see
Index I (6) , p . 257

Reciprocal Middle 157
Reciprocal Pronoun, tavrott used for 87
Reduplication 109 , 142, 14 5
Reference, dativ e of 63, 75
Reflexive Middle 155-157, 168
Reflexives: no'distinctio n fo r persons

in plural 87—this confusion illiterate
in singular 87—used for dXXijXou t 87
—replaced b y Semiti c us e o f inqtfi
87—unemphatio iavrov 87-90

Relative time 148
Relatives: pleonasti c demonstrativ e

with 85 , 9 4 f., 287— Sims 91-93 —
attraction 9 2 f.—confused with inter-
rogatives 9 3 f.—with d p (<Mx ) 166,
234—relative sentences, pj  i n 171,
239—relative clause s replace d b y
articular participl e 228

Religion : technical language 18—con-
servative phraseology 20

Repetition, makin g distributive s an d
datives 97

Reported speech—see Oratio obliqua
Result clauses—see Consecutive
Resurrection, voice of the verbs applied

to 163
Revelation—see Apocalypte
Revised -Versio n o f NT : quote d o »

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—margi n 65 , 66 , 75 , 78 ,
98, 137 , 148 , 163 , 221 , 222—th e
First Revision 83, 156, 180

Rhetoric, rules for command in 172
Rome, Greek used at 5, 242

Sahidic 80
Sanskrit: surviva l o f Judo-Germani c

cases 61—locative o f indirect objec t
104—aoristof' 'thing just happened "
135—future i n -sytimi  149—gram -
marians' names for active an d middle
153—2 sing . mid . secondar y suffi x
-thas compare d wit h Gree k wea k
aorist passiv e 161—surviva l o f th e
injunctive 16 5 — imperative suffi x
-tat 172—Vedi c subjunctiv e make s
in Epi c a 1st person imperative 175
—Vedic infinitive s 20 3 —classical
ditto 204—infinitiv e paralle l wit h
iequimini 224—parenthetic nomina-
tive i n time-expressio n 235—activ e
and middl e form a differentiate d b y
Ablaut 238

Scotch paralle l to & > 166, 23 9
Second Epistl e o f Pete r 78 , 98 , 171 ,

238 f.
Semitism—see Aramaic and Hebraism
Septuagint: "translatio n Greek " o f

21,13—Justin Martyr's dependence
on 8 , 233— tit ivivriiatv  i n 14 —
constructions o f £yfreTo='ij; i 1 6 f.—
extent o f Luke' s imitatio n 1 8 —
Hebraisms fro m thi s sourc e t o b e
carefully distinguishe d fro m Arama -
isma 18—3r d pi . i n -aw  33 , 56 —
indecl. r\i}/») i 50—gende r o f Bdo X
59—aOnj for «ri l 59—jrioretfee r 6 7 f.—
parenthetic nominativ e 70—violen t
use o f gen . abs . 74—rendering s o f
the Hebre w infin . abs . 7 5 f.—"ex-
hausted" Kim and (avrov  88—redun-
dant demonstrative after relative 95,
237—" 77 times " 98, 107—uses of if
103—vcpl c . dat. 105— Tpts c . da t
and gen . 106— rpwros 107—histori c
pros. 121—&TOKpt6cls ehrer  131—semi-
aoristic perfect 142—aorist and per -
fect together 143—utitpaya. and Kpdfa
147—KOIV.S.H activ e 162—anwc/co/u -
lutvn 163—statistic s fo r &v  166 —
perf. imper . 176—subj . use d fo r
future 185—01 ) /« } 188 , 19 1 {.—gifa
optative 194— tl c . opt . 196—opta -
tive disappearing in final clauses 197
—potential opt . 19 7 f.—«tf>eXoi> 20 1
—articular infin. 220,241—participle
for indicativ e 224—partic . c . did,
disproving Aramais m 226—d S c .
partic. translate d wit h ati  232—M y

for <£ » 234—articular nom. in addres s
235—/ila. fo r rptlirii  287—statistic s
for infin . 241—M k littl e influence d
by 242—se e unde r Quotations,  an d
Index I  (b),  p. 250

Sequence, rules of: Luk e observes with
vfiv 169 , 199—breac h o f 197—i n
indirect question 199

Sermon on th e Mount , respective pro -
portions of aorist and present imper.
m Mt and Lk 174

Sextus Empiricus 52
Shall and  Will  1501.
Simple conditions 171
Sinaiticus, Code x 34, 35 , 38 , 42 , 45 ,

47, 52 , 53 , 55 , 65 , 90 , 133 , 181 ,
190 ol

Slavonic: perfectiv e compounds 111—
future fro m tha t i n -ryS  (obsolete )
149—cf Lithuanian

Sophocles 215—see Index I  (e),  p. 268
Sources for study of Kou-i j 22f., 27-30
Sparta 24 , 32
Spoken Greek—see Vernacular
Style, in Luke and Heb (q.v.)  18
Subjective genitiv e 72 , 236—mood s

164—negative 169 f.
Subjunctive: itacisti c confusion s wit h

indicative 35—forms in contract verbs
54—Say 65 , 193f. , 196—origi n 164
—relation t o injunctiv e 166—afte r
compounds of an  166 , 186 , 239 , 240
—after rplr  (If)  or  169—after t t MT I
to 169 , 239—negative s 170 , 18 4 f.,
187 f., 190 , 192—1s t perso n yolitiv t
used t o supplemen t imperativ e 175 ,
177—ditto i n 2n d an d 3r d perso n
177 f.—volitivein positive command*
177 f.—c. IV a as an imperativ e 17 7 f.
—its tone in command 178—with JMJ
in warning 178,184—present allowed
here 178—classifie d 18 4 — volitive
184 f.—deliberative 184,185—futur -
istic 184, 185 , 186 , 192 , 240—futur e
indie, trespasse s on all thre e 184 f.,
240—volitive clause s of purpose 185
(see Final) —futuristic wit h it*  and
brar (q.v. in Inde x II) , etc . 185—in
comparisons 18 5 f.—tenses o f 186 —
with e l 187 , 23 9 —has exclude d
optative fro m fina l clause s 19 6 f.—
c. tva. has become equivalent o f infin.
205 (see tva in Index II )

Subsequent action , alleged aor. partic .
of 132-134

Suffixes—see severally in Index I I
Superfluous words—see Pleonasm
Superlative 78 f., 236
Syncretism o f case s 61 , 72 , 104—o f

tenses in English 135
Synoptic question , grammatica l point !

in 16-18, 71, 95, 103 , 104,105,124 ,
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174, 175,189-192 , 224 , 226 f., 281 ,
236, 241 , 242—se e unde r Matthew,
Mark, Luke

Syntax: allege d Semitism s i n 12f. —
Latinisms 21

Syriao 104, 241, 244—see Lewis, and cf
Aramaic

Syrian Becension 42, 68—see a-text

Teleology 219
Telio—see Final clause*
Temporal Participle 230
Tenses: connexio n wit h tim e un -

original 10 8 f., 119—wit h &>  166 ,
186—in conditiona l sentence s 166 ,
201—in infinitive 204—in verbal ad-
jective 221—se e unde r th e severa l
Tenses

Tertullian 69
Textual Criticism: pronunciatio n bear-

ing on 34-36—a, /S and S text (?.«.)—
see also under Alexandrinus,  Sezae,
Smaitieus, Vaticanus,  etc .

"Textus Receptns "—see a-text
Thematic vowel 171
Thucydides 25 , 62 , 215 , 216-rse e

Index I («), p. 268
Time: case s expressin g 63 , 70 , 72 ,

73, 75—connexio n wit h tens e un -
original 10 8 f., 119—expresse d b y
augment, an d possibl y b y suffi x - «
128—the perfec t accompanie d b y
mark of 141

Timelessness: participial 12 6 f., 134 —
perfect and aoris t 184

Traditional spellin g 85 f.
"Translation Greek" 4,18, 39, 59, 76,

102, 104 , 105, 106 , 18 8 f., 237, 240,
242,248—see Hebraism and Aramaic

Translations o f NT : Latin , Syriac ,
Sahidic, Bohairic , Gothi c (;.t>.) —
Hebrew (Delitzsoh ) 104 , 163—MG r
(Pallia an d B.F.B.S. ) 22 , 80—se e
Index I («), p. 266

Uncontracted vowels 88, 48 , 54 f., 234
Unemphatic pronouns 85— eavroi an d

ttios 8!'-90
Unfulfilled conditio n 171 , 196 , 199 -

201—wish 200—purpose 201
Unification of Greek dialects 30
Uniformity of K««j 6 f., 19, 38-41

Universal language , Gree k a s a  5  f.,
19, 28 f., 31

Vase-inscriptions, Attic 31, 33
Vaticanus, Code x 34 , 85 , 38 , 42 , 47 ,

52, 63, 54, 80, 90, 97,131, 133,159,
169, 181, 190 , 244 al—see P-text

Verba dicendi  et  eogitandi 239
Verbal adjectives 221 f.
Verbs: form s 38 , 51-56—i n /u  (se e

Nonthematic}—number 58 f.—transi-
tive an d intransitiv e 64 , 66 (?.».)—
cases governed by 64-68—Aktwraari
108-Jl8, 22 1 al (see Action-form)—
defectives 11 0 f.—compounds (q.v.)
— tenses 119-15 1 (se e unde r th e
several tenses)—voic e (?.«.} 152-163
—moods (?.». ) 164-201—infinitiv e
and participle (q.v.)  202-232

Vernacular Greek 1,4 f., 22-41,88, 85,
188, 234 , 239 al

Vocative: not strictly a case 60—rela-
tions wit h articula r nominativ e of
address 7 0 f., 235—fe w form s sur -
viving 71—anarthrou s nominativ e
tends t o supplant it 71—progressiv e
omission of & 71—like imperative, is
an interjection 171

Voice 152-163,221, 238f.—see Middle
Passive, Active

Volitive future 160,151,177—subjunc -
tive 175 , 17 7 f., 18 4 f.—see unde r
Future and Subjunctive

Vulgate—see Latin

Wales, bilingnalism in 7 f., 1 0 f.
" We "-document 217—see Acts
Week, days of 96, 237
" Western " Text—see S-text
Wish: optativ e i n 195—unrealise d

200 f.—ditto i n futur e wit h Ua\m
201

World-language—see Universal
Wnlfila—seeOothie
Xenophon : fore-runne r o f Hellenism

81—grammar o f 62—se e Inde x I
W

Xenophon, pseudo - 26—se e Inde x I
(«)

Zaconian, 32, 249
Zeugma 241
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HbP
Siteh Papyri, rol. i. (ed. Grenfell and Hunt, 1906—all iii/B.o.).

no. 30
41
42
44
45

PAGE
. 99
. 176
. 76
. 246

129, 177, 247

no. 51 .
56 .

60 .

PAGE
234
123
185
177

no. 77 .
78 .
96 .
168.

PAOl
, 24 4
, 16 S
, 23 4
, 17 7

EP
Elephantine Papyri,  ed. 0. Bubensoh n (Berlin, 1907—al l ir o r iii/B.o.).

no. II . . .  14 4 |  no. 1 3 . .  .  8 6

LIP
Papynu greet,  from  th e Institut  Papyrologique  de  University  de  Lille ;  ed . P .

Jouguet (tome i. fasc . 1 , 2, Paris, 1907-8).
no. i .  .  130,17 8

LpP
Griech. Urkunden  der  Papyrutgammlung  yu  Leipzig,  ed. L . Mitteis , vol. i

(Leipzig, 1906) .
no. 41 .  .  150 , 159

ReinP
Papyrut Th.  Xeuiach  (Paris, 1905).

no. 7 .  .  .  200

StrP
Strattbvrg Papyri,  ed. Fr. Pieimgke. rol. L part 1, 1906 .

n o . 22 . .. 7 6

Ostr
Griechitclu! Ostraka,  by Ulrich Wilcken. 2  vols. (Leipzig , 1899. )

nos. 1-900 .  243f., 246 | no. 240. .  .  24 5 | no . 927. .  .  

Melanges Nicole
Studies, largely papyrological, in honour of Prof. Jules Nicole, Geneva, 1905 .

p. 184 . .  .  24 4 | p. 18 5 . . .  24 4 | p. 28 1 .  .  .

INDEX III .
Aorist: action-form , 247—expressin g

immediate past 247—compared with
perfect 247 f.

Aramaic: i n Egyp t xvif., 242—infin .
for imper. 248

Attic : treatment o f a 244
Bezae, Codex 56, 244, 249
Bilingaalism 243

Compound verbs , no t confine d t o
literary Greek 237

Dative: ethicus  76—commodi  76 —
illiterate use of gen. for , 245

Education, varieties of 244
"Exhausted" Wios 246
Final clauses: weakene d iVo 249
Genitive : with ditoiiew and ycucaffai.  24 5

—partitive 245—t b supplyin g fo r

Hebraism :  las  v&re  107— p\(ireu> tn-6
107—tore ytriliffKovTCf  245—us e o f
rat wit h negativ e 245 f.

Imperfect 248
Infinitive : fo r imperativ e 248—pur -

pose (anarthrou3)249—relations with
Ira 248—in MGr 249

4

24

possessive 246
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John : use of Ira 206, 249

Katfapetfowra 243 , 245, 246
Kou-ij: period s in 41 , 45, 48—histor y

of name 243

A, Codex 234
Lexical notes: el s drdrnprty 242
Literary elemen t in N T 245
Luke : accurate use of 4 Sets 60, 244

Middle : "incorrect " uses 248
Modern Greek :  versions o f N T 243 —

Tr&ffo, 244—<Ur 4 245—T O 246—sur -
vivals 249

Ostraka243ff.,283

Partitive gen., replaced by diri 245
Paul: literary use of fore t 245—us e of

perfect 248—Hebraism in I 246

Perfect: inreff . to Soripture.in Paul 248
combined with aor.—frxqxa—248

Plautus 202
Prepositions, replacing partitive 245
Present ste m : pnnctilia r 247—i m

perative compared with aorist 247
Pronunciation of q, j> , « 41
Revised Version 245
Septuagint: flexio n o f -fin  nouns , etc .

48—aoo. in -av  in 3rd deel. 49—Aro -
6tfia9-n 56—oiffels  an d atStls  56— 9
pi. opt. i n -<r<u>  56—uses of ir 245

Subjunctive, futuristi c 249
Symmachus 245
Textual Criticism : pronunciation bear .

ing o n 244—relation s o f B an d D
244, 24 9

Time, cases expressing 246
2*060, use* of 4r 24 6
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