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&y, fpels, od, dpels.

Tuk great frequency of the Pronouns of the first and second
persons is a marked feature in Jn. The occurrences in this
Gospel and the Synoptists are as follows:

Mt. Mk. Lk. Jn.

&y 29 17 23 134
Kyt 9 — 4 27
Npets 5 3 5 18
¥ 18 10 27 60
puels 31 11 21 68
Totals 92 41 80 307

To a large extent this phenomenon finds its explanation in the
fact that the Fourth Gospel is designed to prove our Lord’s
Messiahship and His Divinity (20”). Thus at the opening St. John
the Baptist emphasizes the character of his mission—éyd—in
contrast to that of Christ (%%« 83 230)  Qur Lord lays stress
upon His Claims _E’,y“’) (414.‘.’6, 530.36, 635.40.41.“.48.51.54’ 81142’ Io?.'.).ll.H.]S,
11%, 12% 145, 157, 16%, 189), or His acts (15 W gAY IBzobia,’
bringing Himself into antithesis with others—the disciples, the
Jews, the world, &c. (4%, 5%%, ) 8|5.21b.2-z.23bis.:94.45.55, 108 12%47,
1314.13.33, 143.wa.19.20.27, ISSu.lo.lﬁ, I714b.25); or He defines His relation to
God the Father (57, 67, 80183 10%3 16% 17%). Emphatic dpueis
is frequently antithetical to éyd, and implied or expressed antithesis
often accounts for the use of 7jueis and o7,

When all such cases have been taken into consideration, there
remain, however, a large number in which the Pronoun appears
to be used with no special emphasis. Thus & in 1%, 3™ 4%
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6B gl GUIGa2aWANG T TABH 1179 12%, 137.18.26, I 4_4.|ob.)2b.15.as,
1540 164‘71’;‘, 1M Igzob:’s.m.z;'; fues in 1%, 620, 7% 8B g
197’. ot in 3%, 4101 0%, 1 49, 183"3"’; Spuels in 1%, 4_35' 520.:&.34.35.39.44.43;
o145, glea g4 ygld g 47, 153100,

Now while in Semitic the use of the Personal Pronouns with
greater or less emphasis is extremely common, we also find them
employed without special emphasis in order fo mark the subject
of the Participle. ' In Hebrew, and still more in Aramaic, the
Participle is used with great freedom to describe an event as
in process of continuance, whether in the past or present, or as-
in process of coming into being (Futurum instans). In such cases,
the subject being unexpressed in the verbal form, it is of course
necessary to mark it, when it is pronominal, by the Pronoun.
This Semitic usage of the Participle being foreign to Greek, the
LXX in translating the Hebrew of the O.T. naturally represents
it by a Present, a Perfect, a Future, &c., and, so doing, might
well have dispensed with the Personal Pronoun. As a matter
of fact, however, the translation nearly always retains the Pronoun,
and that, almost invariably, in the position which it occupies in the
original, before or after the verbal form.

Cases of %, ', ‘I’, with the Participle expressed by é&ydé
in Genesis are as follows. 7* DD '3 &yd émdyw Jerdy, 9V
MM yb SiSepm, I5M DM JT kpwid éyd, 30 W N relevriocw
fydh, 24> 3§ OO NN Bod &yd Irrgka.  So also 16% 187, 2474,
25%, 27", 28%, 31%, 32", 42", 487, 49®. The only cases without éyd
are 37'°%,

Cases of wr¥, ‘we’, with the Participle expressed by #uels in
Genesis—Kings are: Gen. 1g® M0 DIpaTng NI DNOYD *3 dn
dmd\\vper Tpels Tov Témov Tobrov, 43" DWW WK . . . ARAD "3-'!'53.’
A 70 dpydpov . . . Hpels eloaydpefa, Num. 10 Dﬁl"@ﬂ-sﬁf NN Dhyo3
‘Efaipoper Hueis eis tov vémov.  So Deut. 1%, 5%, 12%, Judg. 18, 19",
1 Sam. 14%, 1 Kgs. 22%, 2 Kgs. 6', 7°°%%, 18%. No cases with omission
of fpuels.

Similarly, in Genesis—Kings there are 40 cases of N& ‘thou’
with the Participle expressed by o¥ (e.g. Gen. 13" MNP }"._lt;%Q's‘-?
Y macay v yAv Hv ob pds), as against 14 without o¢: and 85
cases of DI¥ ‘ye’ with the Participle expressed by dues (e.g-
Ex. 16° DD DER N D;_?"W’?"?'“?f Tov yoyyvopdv tudv v duels
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Swyoyydlere) and one case with airo/ (Ex. 10"), as against 6 cases
without dpels.

In Theodotion’s version of the Aramaic portion of Daniel and
the LXX of the Aramaic sections of Ezra we find the following
cases of the Personal Pronoun with the Participle expressed in
Greek. ’

me I

Dan, 2° MR YT 81 12 E7’ dAyfelas olda éyd.

3% NYIW P31 D NTRED 08¢ dyd 6pd dvdpas TéoTapes.

4 TR, IR R WQS” 76 dvimviov elma éyd dvdmov adTiv,

N ‘we’

Dan, 3 &% i‘fj:w'l:\'bt? O xpelav éxopev fpeis.

37 DD MM § ppeis Aarpedouer.

Ezr. 4% 83000 MM PYTND yoplloper fueis 76 Baoihel.

nn ‘thou’:

Dan. 4% '7"13 IR v 8¢, Aavugd, Sivacar.

67 (161) NN 75—”55 AR Yy T""N ‘O feds oov, ¢ oV Aarpedels
dvlehexds.

pras ‘ye’:
Dan. 2° 131 PR RITY kawpdv Tpels éfayopdlere.

The only exception to the expression of the Pronoun is found in
Dan. 2% AR n;_w'rga Njim? AN ﬂ?& ']? aoly, 6 Oeds TOV marépuv pov,
¢foporoyoduar kai alvd.

As compared with Hebrew, the Personal Pronoun is used more
freely in Aramaic with (e.g.) a Perfect where no special stress
is apparent cf. Dan. 45 DY N8 "7 By &yd éyvaw, 5 '1‘51’ nyny nax)
KC’.L e‘yw 'Y)KO'UO'(Z 7T€pL O'O'Uo

Now it is at any rate a plausible hypothesis that the unemphatic
usage of the Personal Pronoun in Jn. may often represent close
translation of an Aramaic original in which the Pronoun was
expressed with the Participle. Thus e.g., 1% péoos Sudv orike ov
tpels odx oldare exactly represents Y1) 8,5 RN 2 DRP e,
1¥ olrds éoriv dmép ob &yw elwov, ’:3153 nIR WRT 8 PO, In other
cases we may find the Aramaic Pronoun coupled without special
emphasis with a Perfect or Imperfect; e.g. 1** 4AX lva pavepwdy 7
Topai S robro Moy &yd & Sare Pamriluv, O3 PN DINT MW

2520 G
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D3 ya¥D NN PON 37 530, Again, in 1 fuds wdvres é\dfouer, the
Hueis naturally reproduces the suffix of 7253 ‘all of us’.

Particularly noteworthy is the throwing of o to the end of the
sentence, whether in a question, as in 1% ‘O mpogirys € ovb; 187
Oirotv Bacidels € av; 19° Idfev € ov; or in a statement, as in 4°
Bewpd S mpodrirys € b, 8%® Sapapeirys € ov, This is never found
elsewhere throughout the N. T. except in Acts 13%, Heb. 1* Yids
pov € o, a quotation of Ps, 27 with accurate reproduction of the
Hebrew order 78 %3, Hebrew and Aramaic can, in such a
statement or query, place the Pronoun after the predicate or
before it (as e.g. in Gen; 27 *32 N} "N¥), and Jn.’s use of both
orders (cf. ov ¢ in 1%, 3", 7%, &c.) looks much like a close repro-
duction of an Aramaic original. ‘

ad1ds, obros, éxetvos.

To express the 3rd person‘aﬁrés is fairly frequent in Jn. The
figures for adrds () as subject in the four Gospels are as follows :

Mt. 12, Mk. 17, Lk.51, Jn. 18.

Much more often, however, Jn. prefers to use an emphatic
demonstrative ofros ‘this one’, éevos ‘that one’, and he employs
these Pronouns substantivally with far greater freedom than do the
Synoptists. The figures for ofros (adry) as subject are

Mt 85, Mk. 14, Lk. 86, Jn. 44.

For éxeivos (-7, -o) used substantivally, whether as subject or
obliquely, the figures are

Mt. 4, Mk. 8, Lk. 4, Jn. 5L
&etvos is used adjectivally

Mt. 51, Mk. 16, Lk. 29, Jn. 18.

Jn.’s extraordinary fondness for demonstratives in preference to
the Personal Pronoun finds adequate explanation in the heory
that his Gospel is a close reproduction of an Aramaic original.

In the Aramaic of Dan, the 3rd Personal Pronoun ¥¥ /# as
subject is rendered a?rés by Theodotion, except where it forms the
subject of a predicative statement in which the copula is under-
stood, in which case the Greek represents it by the substantive
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verb: e. g. 6° R MM ‘faithful (was) he’ = maros fv, 6" 723 N
‘he (was) kneeling’ = v xdpmrov.

Aramaic is richly supplied with demonstrative Pronouns. The
following, with their Greek renderings, may be noticed.

M7 d'»g ‘this’, fem. N7 dg, plur. c. oy ‘¢llén, Dan. and Ezr.
passim. Targums M dén, fem. 87 da ; strengthened by demon-
strative prefix 0 Ag-, M"¥] hadeén, fem. XT3 hada = Syriac V& hdnd
(contracted from héd°nd), fem. |3 Addé; plur. c. i‘.@SD hi'illen =
Syriac X& kdllén. 137 both as pronominal subs. and adj. is
regularly rendered obros in Dan. and Ezr. (in a few cases of adj. use
it is represented by the definite article only).

127 dikkén ‘this, that’, c,, Dan, 2% {27 NQ?S % elow celvy (LXX
and @), Dan. 799 137 ¥ 7 xépas keivo (LXX, ). Plur. c, T
*dlgkh, Dan 3248, 621 (also found in Ezr.).

To this corresponds in Ezr. :

N7 dekh, fem. 37 dakh “this’, T 8DYW 5 wokis écelvy, Ezr, 47121005,
# wéAis adry, 4175 T WY, SapBaydp ékeivos, 5°; 1T NDPI 75 dpyor
ékelvo, 5% T RIPR N3, (ov) olkov 10D Beod ékeivor, 57, 67F, olkov feod, 6%,

In addition, we find in Talmudic Aramaic 87 sghsz = ‘that’ or
‘that one’ (i.e. 3rd personal pronoun 4z +demonstrative particle
ha), contracted in Syriac into oo hau (Pal.’Syr. also o}qy), fem. N3
haki (also 'xn), contracted!in Syriac into we Adi (Pal. Syr. also o),
plur. Y37 hGnho, Syriac m. \&s& hdnwin, fem. hinnén. This usage
is not found in the Aramaic of Dan. and Ezr,, though we may
notice the use of the Personal Pronoun in Dan. 2% NP?? N ¢ that
image’ (explained as Nom. pendens—‘it—the image’). This is
remarkably like éelvos 70 Ivedpa tis dAyfelas in Jn. 16%, an expres-
sion which amounts to ‘#a¢ Spirit of truth’ or ‘#he Spirit, &c.’
(Pal. Syr. Jpacoy kuos ola. This version at times uses ole to
express the definite article, e. g. hasis ooy = § dvbpwrmros.)

There can be no question that where éeivos is used adjectivally
it would naturally be represented by . Thus 4% &elvy 75 dpa
would appear in the Jerus. Talmud as xnyw wma (Cur,, Pesh. vos
IN>a, but Pal, Syr. )JAsa ob). When used substantivally as
subject—especially when reinforcing a Nowm. pendens (cf. p. 64)—
it is probable that éetvos represents the Personal Pronoun wn;
but there are other cases in which it looks much like a reproduc-
tion of xwin.  Pal. Syr. represents it by es (o)) in 3, 5%, 7", 9"'%;

G 2
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Pesh. by oo" in 33(\, 535.43.47’ 711’ 844’ 925.36, 101.35’ 1325.25’ 1421. We may
note especially the rendering of oblique cases by Pesh. in the
following passages:

39 ikevor 8et avédvew = harad Jo oo oo (Cur. oo o)

5% eketvov Mjupeofe = \ML oo (so Cur.)

5% 1ols ékelvov ypdppacw = o&1 wadshad. (Cur. om).

% oV pabyrys €l ékelvov = cony oL oo N/ (Sin. om. oo9).

10 €l ekelvovs etrey Beots = lo;b.z .ADZ \w'ml \2 (Sin. om.).

8

In cases such as these the idiomatic force of the Aramaic demon-
strative satisfactorily accounts for the Greek usage. Again, the
phrase ékevds éorw, rendered oo o&—lit. ‘that one (is) he *—in 13%,
14%, is one in which ani1 would naturally be employed.

We thus reach the following conclusions as to the pronouns
which we have been considering :

Substantival use—
adrds = hii.
2kévos = kil and hdhd,
odros = hadén.

Adjectival use—
otros = dén, d’na, or hadén.
exeivos = dikken, dékh, or hahi.

The Relative completed by a Pronoun.

The Aramaic relative particle ', J—originally, as we have
already remarked (p. 70), a demonstrative ‘#hat one’— is in-
variable, and, like the Hebrew relative "R, properly forms a link
connecting two co-ordinate sentences. For expression of the
implied relation it is therefore necessary to complete the sense of
the Relative particle by a Pronoun or Pronominal suffix in the
clause which it introduces. Thus e.g. such a statement as, ‘1 saw
the man fo whom 1 gave the book ’ has to be expressed in Semitic
in the form, ‘I saw the man who I gave the book o sum’. There
are several instances in Jn. in which the Greek copies this Semitic
construction.

1° "Eyévero &vbpumos . . . dvopa adrd Tadvvrs. Here the relative
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connexion is implied and not directly expressed. So 3'. On the
thoroughly Semitic character of this particular idiom cf. p. 30.

17 of éyd otk elpl déios va Mow abrod Tov {ndvra T0% Ymodiparos.

1% B¢’ & &v dys 70 Ilvelpa xarafaivoy xal pévov ér’ adrév =
Pal. Syr. vads Jikawo o fuos lsaa Uy go lit. ‘He who
thou seest the Spirit descending and abiding upon him”.

0% Kal 1is éorw, ripe, va moTeloo s atrév; Here va is a mis.
translation of the relative 7; cf. p. 76.

13% ’Exeivés dorw ¢ &yd Bdpo 10 Yoplov ki ddow avrd. Peculiarly
Aramaic—m"2 37 pn> MY VI¥T %0 8N <That is he ¢ T shall
dip the sop and give it to him’, i.e. ‘to whom I shall give the sop
when I have dipped it’.

18° Ot 8édunds pot obk dmrdleoa ¢ abrdy oddéva.

Wellhausen (Einleitung?, p. 15) cites two instances of this con-
struction from Mk., viz. 17 of otk elpl ixavds kijas Aloar Tov {pdvra
v Srodnudrwy adrod, and 7% fs elxev 10 Guydrpiov abrijs Tveipa dxdfaprov,
besides three cases from the text of D in Mt. 10", 18, Lk. 8%.*

Pronominal constructions peculiar to Aramaic.

It is peculiarly idiomatic in Aramaic to anticipate a genitive by
use of a possessive pronominal suffix attached to the antecedent.
Thus the Aramaic of Dan. writes * His name of God’ (2*), ‘in therr
days of those kings’(2"), ‘ate their pieces of the Jews’ (i.e. slan-
dered them, 3%), ‘hds appearance of the fourth (3%), &c.; Pal. Syr.
in Jn. 1 writes ¢ their light of mankind’ (2. %), ‘ifs news of the light’
(vv.7%), “in His bosom of the Father’ (v.%), ‘Ais witness of John’
(v. %), &e.

There appears to be but one instance of this in the Greek of Jn,,
but this is so striking that it should surely count for much in
estimating the theory of translation from Aramaic. In ¢* we read
rods yovels atrod Tod dvaBhépavros, ‘his parents of him that had
received sight’. This appears naturally in Pal. Syr. as orkaas/
kaoy geonn. Cf Mk. 6% eiaerfovons tijs fuyatpds adrod (.l abris)
rijs ‘Hpwdiddos, which is clearly an attempt to reproduce the Aramaic

* He also cites Mt. 3'% = Lk 3% of 75 wrdov &v 7§ xetpl abrob, upon the assump-

tion that of is reinforced by & 7§ xepl adrod, ‘In whose hand is the fan’ (not
¢ Whose fan, &c."); but this is very doubtful.
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construction DYTNI7 AM3 ‘ker daughter of Herodias’, e ‘the
daughter of H.’ (noted by Allen, St. Mark, ad loc.).

Another peculiarly Aramaic idiom is the anticipation of the
direct object of a verb by a pronominal suffix. Thus in Jn. 19"
Pal. Syr. renders wam. Jiad ob oio{ ‘he brought Him (viz.)
the Lord Jesus’, 19" wam. JixaN ofw os>¢ ‘they led Him the
Lord Jesus’, 1o* o33N oM. wéw ‘he pierced it His side’.”
An example of this idiom is seen in the Greek of Jn. 9* "Ayovow
abrov wpods Tovs Papioaiovs 1OV wOTE TUpAdy = Pal. Syr. Q'Lo cl\:?
jado pras ¢ |0o1p cod vaaio Lo,

* No cases of the direct object of a verb so anticipated are found in Biblical
Aramaic. We find the anticipatory pronoun, however, in such phrases as
573 Ra nnonwn fwas found in him in Daniel' (Dan. 5'2), a5ba 3 din
it in the night’, i.e. ‘in the same night’ (Dan. 5%), XnEnnax by smby b
¢they sent to him to Artaxerxes’ (Ezr. 411). A few cases of the construction are
found in Hebrew : cf, Brockelmann, Vergleich. Grawnt. dev semit, Sprachen, ii. 221.



CHAPTER V

THE VERB
The Historic Present = Aramaic use of the Participle.

Tue Historic Present is extremely frequent in Jn. The occur-
rences are as follows:
dyovow, 9%, 18%,
dmokplverar, 12%, 13%%,
BdXXe, 137,
BAére, 1%, 20", 21%°; BAérovow, 21°
ddwow, 13%, 21",
éyelperar, 13,
qpxeray, 4%, 11%, 12982, 13% 18 20

1,2.6.18.26, 31 13.

¢ 7 5
fUPLO'KCl,, 141.43.40’ 514.

8.12.14 o
o 2

fewpet, 2 Gewpodow, 67,

AapfBdve, 13%, 217,
) 21.29.96.38.39.41 434546474851 5345789 4 ,7.0.1L15.16.17.19.21.25.26.98.94.40.50 6.8
Aéyer, T ) 2 131 4 157

6381210 650 g g1 B0 g0 gnB9 0L I
A L T Q119018 16bis.17.19.22.27.29.
213.5.7.10.12.15ter.lster.l?bia.lg.zl.zz; )\e"yovow, 917, IIB.IH’ 12%3’ 1629, 2013’ 213,
paprupel, TP,
vetfel., 1324.
'n'e'qo'w, 134.
Tpéxet, 20%
paive, 1°
¢yow, 187,
dovet, 2°,
This list gives a total of 164 occurrences.* The figures for the
Synoptists, as given by Sir John Hawkins (77S.” pp. 143 ff.), are,
* Sir John Hawkins gives the figure as 162 (besides two cases preserved in

Tischendorf in 112%). He has, however, kindly lent his MS, list to the present
writer, who has added gafver 15 (which may be open to dispute) and didwoww 2118,
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Mt. 78 (21 of which are derived from Mk.: in addition there are
15 Presents in Parables); Mk. 151; Lk. only 4 [or 6]; Acts 13.
It thus appears that Jn. closely resembles Mk. in fondness for
this usage. If Mk. were as long as Jn., the former would show
proportionately 195 occurrences. The higher proportionate figure
in Mk. is explained by the higher proportion of narrative to dis-
course in this Gospel. There are comparatively few cases of the
Historic Present in Jn. 5—10 and 14—17.*

The use of the Historic Present in Mk. and Jn. strongly
resembles a common Aramaic idiom in which in a description of
past events the Participle is employed to represent the action
described as in process of taking place. The following instances
of this participial usage are found in the Aramaic chapters of the
Book of Daniel. Theodotion sometimes renders it by an Historic
Present or (more frequently) by an Imperfect; and when this is
the case his rendering is added. In other cases he employs an
Aorist.

MY ‘(was) answering’ (always followed by %) ‘and (was)
saying Y, QSBIBRNBIAT QU128 4mb1.27, g 6178 =% (this verb is
frequently omitted in Theodotion’s rendering).t 1Y ‘(were)
answering’, 3™
jpbj ((Was) Saying ” -25.8.15.20.‘26.27.47, 314-19.2&‘.’.&.28’ 44.1\.16bf8.i0.’27’ 57.13.17, 6]3.17.21’
7% NN ‘(were) saying’, 27, 3*1%¥, 6°7*1455 7% Theodotion, Aéye
in 2%, Aéyovow in 2%, 6% Deyov in 7%

Y3 ¢ (were) gathering together’, 3°; I'PXR ‘(were) standing”’, 3°;
R ‘(was) crying’ (¢8éa), 3*; 'Y ‘(were) hearing’ (jxovor), 37 ;
M .. 3‘_5:55 ‘(were) falling down . . . and (were) worshipping’
(wémrovres . . . wpooexdvow), 37; i'BD3 ‘(were) coming forth ', 3%;
K225 ‘(were) gathering together’ (cwdyovrar) 37 ; N0 ‘(were)

* Cf. HS.? pp. 1431,

+ It is remarkable that, though we constantly find MY (participle) coupled with
SN (participle) in the singular—‘he (was) answering and (was) saying’, we do
not (.with the single exception 3%*) find the participle plural Y coupled with the
participle plural PIOX). In the plural the regular usage is the coupling of the
perfect 1Y with the participle PIDX)—¢ they answered and (were) saying’. This
fact sugg.ests the possibility that ‘the singular form should be vocalized, not MY
‘@né (Participle), but ny ‘dna (Perfect). "
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seeing’ (Bedpovy), 37; NNI ‘(was) descending’, 4°; RW (was
crying’, 4"; "DV ¢(was) drinking’, 5'; {3021 ‘and (were) writing’
(xal Eypagov), 5°; NN ‘(was) seeing’ (bedper), 5; Yy ¢ (were) being
loosed’ (Sieddorro), 5°; I?PE “(were) knocking’ (ocvvexporoivro), 5°;
R ‘(was) crying’, 57; oSy, Kere ;\513 ‘(were) entering’ {elgeropedorro),
5% i‘,E'U:;'g'N, “(were) not being able’ (oix divavro), 5°; 5{‘?13’? ¢ (was)
being terrified’, 5°; 1% ‘(were) being changed’, 5'; "/3m% ‘(were)
being perplexed’ (cvverapdooovro), 5°; r&»:g;:xb ‘(were) not being
able’, 5%; 'Y ‘(were) drinking’ (émivere), 57; ‘fliDjI;l"Jl_? 3 N
N7} R.@‘J?’ “he (was) kneeling on his knees and (was) praying and
(was) giving thanks’ (v xdprroy éri 7& ydvara adrol, xai Tpoceuydpevos
xal efopooyaipevos), 6'1; 1B ((were) bursting forth’ (wpooéBadiov), 7
iE,SP, ‘(were) coming up’ (awéBawev), 7°; IPBY « v « TR ”'??.‘$ f(was)
eating and (was) breaking in pieces . . . (was) trampling’ (éo6iov
xal Nemrivoy . . . owemdrer), 770 ; P A ‘(was) issuing and (was)
coming forth’ (elkxer), 7°; N??DQ ‘(was) speaking’ (Adre), 7" ; N13Y
¢(was) making’ (éroler), 7% ; -",s?l‘, ! (was) prevailing’, 7%.

The fact that in the 199} Aramaic vv. of Dan. we thus find no
less than 99 instances of this participial usage describing a past
action shows how highly characteristic of the language the idiom is.
That the usage naturally lends itself to representation in Greek by
the Historic Present or Imperfect is obvious to an Aramaic scholar.
If those who are unacquainted with Aramaic will read a passage
of the book in English, substituting the literal renderings given
above for those of R.V., and remembering that the time-deter-
mination (was or 7s) is absent from the original and can only be
inferred from the context, they can hardly fail to come to the same
conclusion.

It will be noticed that, out of the 99 examples, 23 are found with
the verb ‘answer’, and no less than 86 with the verb ‘say’, leaving
40 (or considerably less than half the total) to verbs bearing other
meanings. In Syriac the use of the Participle under discussion is
practically confined to the verb o] ¢ say’.* In the 151 instances
of the Historic Present in Mk., 72 are cases of Aéyey, Aéyovow. In
the 164 instances in Jn, the proportion borne by Aéye, Aéyovow to

* See, however, Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, i, pp. 63 fI., for instances
of its use with other verbs in Sin.
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the whole number is considerably higher, viz. 120, or nearly three-
fourths.

That the frequent use of the Historic Present in Mk. is due
to Aramaic influence is maintained by Allen (Expositor, 1900,
pp. 436 ff.; Expository Times, xiii, p. 329; Oxford Studies in the
Synoptic Problem, p. 295) and by Wellhausen (Einleitung in die drei
ersten Evangelien®, p. 17). It can hardly be doubted that in Jn.
also the same theory offers an adequate explanation of the same
phenomenon.

The Imperfect = Aramaic use of the Participle coupled with
the Substantive verb.

Instances of the Imperfect in Jn. (excluding the Substantive
verb) are as follows:

Sieyeipero, 6%,

SvérpiBev, 3%

Sunrdvel, 12,

¢Bdmrier, 3%, 47 ; éBamrifovro, 3%
éBdoralev, 125

éBAerov, 137

dyivooxer, 2%,

éydyyvior, 6.

E'Sec, 4.4.

&i8ackey, 7M.

é88ocay, 19

8lwkov, 5.

&dkovy, 137,

hrer, 1975 frowy, 5%, 71, 10, 118,
¢Lavvves, 21%,

éfadpalov, 47, 7°.

¢feppatvovro, 18,

éfedpovy, 6%

exov, 17" ; elxes, 19" ; elxey, 2%, 13%; eixere, 9" ; eixooay, I5
¢xabélero, 4°% 117,

ixdbyro, 6%

{ketro, 197, 20",

23.24
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Zxharer, 20",

xpadyalov, 127,

Ade, 4%, 7%, 10"

Deyey, 2B, 50, 66T, GRAUN gY 1ol Deyor, 4%, 5% 614,
711.121):‘5‘:5.31.40_4»b:’s, 819.-12.25’ 9&9.10,’11'3151)1'8) 1020.21.24.41’ 1136.47.56’ 12‘.‘9’ 16'8,
1%, 20%,

Ove, 5,

¢udyovro, 6%

duopripe, 12",

{pedev, 125

dpeMrey (), 47, 657, 11%, 12%, 18%; &ueddor, 7

Luever (v. L. &uewev), 10"

tnlorever, 2% ; morelere, 597 ; Emiorevov, 7°, 127,

émékerro, 1T,

érolet, 2%, 51‘;’, 62

dropedero, 4.

érjpowy, 175

érdhpa, 217

Irpexov, 20

2, 1, o

¢pofotvro, 9%

ipide, 11%, 157, 207

fydmwa, 11°, 13%, 19%, 2177°; dyamire, 8%, 14%,

frywvilovro, 18%.

#8dvaro (8.), 9%, 1177 ; dvavro, 12%.

N0ehes, 21°%; Hfeher, 7'; Hfedov, 617, 74, 16,

Hrorotfe, 6% 18",

Hpxero, 11 fjpxovTo, 4%, 6", 19', 20"

fipdra, 47; dpdrav, 414, 9%, 12,

1’70‘06’1/51, 4.46, 112

{oxvor, 21°%

KkoTéketo, 5

napeyivovre, 3%

Tepremdreas, 21 ; Teplerdre, 5%, 7', 10%, I1%; weprewdrovy, 6%,

Swipyov, 67, 12,

Suordyovw, 12
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The total is 167. In Mt. the Imperfect occurs 94 times ; in Mk.
228 times; in Lk. 259 times; in Acts 829 times.* If Jn. were as
long as Mt., there would be proportionately 212 occurrences ; if
as long as Lk., 225 ; if as short as Mk., 133. Thus Jn/s use of
the tense, though more than twice as frequent as that of Mt,, is
considerably less than Lk.’s, and very much less than Mk.’s. The
large amount of discourse in Jn. affords little opportunity for the
use of the Imperfect. The last discourses, chs. 14-17, offer only
8 cases ; while the bulk of the examples occur in chs. 4-12, where
there are 118 cases. .

Among Jn’s Imperfects, the great frequency of &eyer, E\eyov
attracts notice, and forms a bond of connexion with Mk.’s usage.
Jn. has 46 occurrences, and Mk. 50; while in Mt. there are
only 10, in Lk. 28, and in Acts 11.t It may be remarked that
Ieyev, eyov are very rare in LXZX, Sir John Hawkins enumerating
but 40 cases.

A frequent Aramaic usage, closely akin to the single use of the
Participle above noticed, is the coupling of a Participle with
the Substantive verb in description of past events. Thus, in place
of saying ‘he did’ some action, Aramaic frequently says ‘he
was doing’ it, thus pictorially representing the action as in process.
The instances of this usage in the Aramaic of Dan. are commonly
rendered both by LXX and Theodotion by a Greek Jmperfect;
though occasionally the rendering exactly copies the Aramaic by
employing the Participle and Substantive verb. The following
are the instances of the usage in description of past events :

Aramatc. Literal vendering. LXX. Theodotion.
2 My ¢ Thou wast seeing’. édpaxas. éBedpets.
2% 1d. id. id. id.
4 ma o ‘I was seeing’. éxdfevdor.  edpour.
4" d. d. éfedpovr. id.
5% YR W1 ¢ They were trembling  vacat. foav  Tpépovres
1o and fearing’. xal dpofodperor.

* Cf. HS.2p. 51, where the figure 163 for Jn. requires correction, as also the
printer’s error 12 for the occurrences of ép7, which should be 2.
+ Cf. HS2p. 12.
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Aramaic. Literal rendering. LXX. Theodotion.
5% 83 N1 “Whom he waswilling om. obs HBovdero
~9 S0P ™M1  he was killing, and abros dvijpet,
mi] N3¥ M0 whom he was willing kat ots §B0v-
MIMN NP he was smiting, and Aeto  adros
D7 M7 ¥¥  whom he'was willing rumTey, Kal
N3¥ MMM he was raising up, oiis BovAero
‘?9?"79 X1 and whom he was wil- adrds  Hpor,
ling he was abasing’. xal obs HBod-
Aeto  alros
éramrelvov.
6* nyaw M3 ‘he was presiding o, Jv. .. dwép.
%  over’.
6 13 ‘they were seeking’. dif. irowy.
6" 1Y N ‘he was doing’. érolet. v woLdr.
6 "IYn M he was striving’. diff. ywvicato.
7¢ M ma ‘I was seeing’. é&Gedspovr. éfedpovy.
7 1d. 7d. 1d. id.
7° 1d, id. d. d.
7 1. id. 1d. id.
7° nW ‘73132”3 ‘1 was Consiaering ’ ayf. wpocevdovy.
70 W ‘I was seeing’. i éewpovy. éedspouy.
™ 4d, . d. 7d.
7w id, 1d. Bewpbv Huny deest,
7™ i id. EBedpovr. éfedpouy.
7 n:JF? nil ‘it was differing’. Siagpdelpovros Ty duapépov.
(s¥c)
7% mn Mo 1 was seeing’. karevdouy.  éfedpour.

The use of the Substantive verb with the Participle of <& ‘he
was saying’ is frequent in Aramaic, and especially in Syriac, just
as i\eyev, E\eyov are particularly frequent in Mk. and Jn. xi my
does not occur in Dan., the writer preferring the simple Participle
e (cf. p. 88).
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The Present sometimes = the Aramaic Participle as
¢Futurum instans’.

The use of a Present to denote the Futurum tnstans is parti-
cularly frequent in Jn. with the verb &yopar. We may note the
following instances:

1537 & 3.7 3 ’
1 0 OTLTW MOV EPYOMEVOS.

an 3 7 ¥ P
IV omigcw pov epyeTaL avip.

21.23 25.29 226,32 ¥ hA
4%, 525, 16

EPXC’T al wpa.
4

35 /3 e 0 Ny
TETHA, V0SS €0TL KOl O UVEPLOLLOS €, €TaL.
P PLOUOS €pX

* olda &t Meoolas épxerat.

52 es xplow odx épyerat.

6" & wpogajrys & dpxbuevos els TOv ko pov,

77 & 8¢ Xpiords drav Epyra.

7" My yap éx rijs Dadhalas & Xptoros épyerar;
7 &md Bybhetp . . . &pxerar & Xpiords.

94

117 § Xpuords, . .« 6 els Tov kéopov dpxdpevos.

doxerar vi€, Sre obdels Stvarar épydeabar.

14° wdhwv épyopat.
1482 yopar wpos Huds.
0 ¥ v e ~ 7 ¥
I4™ ep)etat yap 0 TOV KOG OV ApXWY.
21° "Epydpeba kol jueis odv ool,

21%2% "By adrdv 0éhow pévew ws Epxopat.

This use of &yopac is found also in the Synoptists, though with
not nearly such frequency :—Mt. 3" (Mk. 1/, Lk. 3%), Mt. 11’
(Lk. 7%), Mt. 17" (\fdv Mk. ¢'%), Mt =2r® (quotation), Mt. 24%
(Mk. 12%), Mt. 24®# (Lk. 124, Mt. 27% Lk. 1790 23", As
might be expected, it is particularly frequent in the Apocalypse—
1478 286 gl 48 g2 TTM) 16Y, 0071220,

Instances of other Presents so used in Jn. are:

12 "I8¢ & duvds od feod 6 alpwv Ty dpapriay ToD kdopov.
12% § $uhdv ™ Yuxiv adrod dmoddde abriy (contrast Mt., 16%,
Mk. 8%, Lk. o%, 17%, dmoléoer aimiv).

20 LY ] \ ~ 0yt > A s 2 2
I7 TENL TWV TOTEVOVTWY 8“1, TOU AO‘)’OU QUTWY €L§ €JLe,

In Aramaic (as also in Hebrew) the Participle is used as a
Futurum instans with great frequency. In all cases cited above
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in which Zpyopar has the sense of a Futurum instans, Pesh. repre-
sents it by the Participle, except in 14°, 16", where the future
sense is expressed by the Imperfect. ‘Moreover, in the only cases
in Jn. where the Greek uses the Future é\eoopar, we find that
Pesh. represents this by the Participle; 11 é\ejoovrar of “Pupaior
xal dpodow = edaa oo t-lle, lit. ‘and the Romans coming,
taking away’; 14 mpds adrdv evrduefa = al/ akado, lit. ‘and
to him we coming’; 167 é mapdrhyros ob 3y Iy (TR. olx ihedoerat)
=JL ¥ 1p>0s9, lit. ‘the Paraclete not coming ’, Cf. elsewhere,
Mt. 9™ AAedoovrar 88 fuépar = JASD s g2 t.'l.f, lit. “but days coming’;
25" "Oray 82 Iy & vids Tod dvbpdmov=harly o> ¢t Ly b, lit.
‘When the Son of man coming’; Mk. 8% drav &by & 1 36&y Tod
TaTPoS 0iToT = woras)y usoas Jlb Lao, lit. ‘when He coming in
the glory of His Father’ (so Lk. ¢%). Instances of the usage
in the Aramaic of Dan. are, 2" i‘.S'-?E{“? N1'3M NP5y N0 ‘So the
decree went forth and the wise men being killed’ (i.e. ‘ were about
to be killed’); 47 UM PTR T ‘And they driving thee from
men’ (i.e. ‘they shall drive thee’); so v.%; 4™ I'V3¥p ']5 ‘they
wetting thee’ (i.e. ‘they shall wet thee’).

Verbal sequences.’

1 "Epyeafe xai Speofe ‘Come, and ye shall see’. A similar
sequence is idiomatic in Hebrew. Cf. Gen. 6% ‘Make ("2Y) thee
an ark . ..and thou shalt pitch (7123)) it within and without with
pitch’; so Targ. Onk., AD} B0} « . ™ PP, 1 Sam. 15°
Pb@i’,'m.i nntan P ‘Go, and thou shalt smite Amalek’; so Targ.
Jon. PSQQ’ maT N NniN by, See for further instances in
Hebrew, Driver, Tenses, § 112. Cf. further in Aramaic, Ezr. 79%,
¢ And the vessels that are given thee for the service of the house
of thy God, deliver thou (Dbﬁ?-‘_!) before the God of Jerusalem; and
whatsoever more is needful . . . thou shalt bestow (3%) out of the
king’s treasure house’. Acta Thomae (p. wo3), ‘But conduct
yourselves (\el\:f o:31L{) in all humility and temperance and
purity, and in hope in God, and ye shall become (\otuf ¢ 060)
His household-servants’. This form of sequence is not (apart
from translations from the Hebrew) so characteristic of Aramaic
as it is of Hebrew, except where the sequence is clearly to be
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regarded (as in the last instance) as the result of the preceding -
Imperative, This, however, is clearly implied in the expression
"Epxeofe kot Sfeofe.  So 16™, alreire xai Mjppeobe.

Change of construction after a Participle is seen in two passages
in Jn.—1% Teblapar T mvedpa koraBaivov . . . kol pewev & oirdy,
and 5% AapBdvovres, kal . . . ob {yréire. These are exactly analogous
to a frequently-used Hebrew idiom; e.g Ezek =22° ngv W
iy nnwyy . .. D7, lit. ‘a city shedding blood . . . and makes
idols’ (i.e. ‘that sheds ... and makes’, or ‘shedding ... and
making’); Ps. 18% WInpp mba by nidws o1 nwo, lit. ‘ Making
my feet like the harts’, and on my heights He sets me’ (i.e
‘Who makes . . . and sets’); Gen, 27° 821 ¥ 730, lit. ‘the
one hunting venison and brought it’ (i.e. ‘who hunted...and
brought’). See other cases in Driver, Zenses, § 117. In accord-
ance with this usage, we should render xaraBaivor . . .rxal éuewev
in Jn. 1% not as R.V. ‘descending . . .; and it abode’, but
¢ descending . . ., and abiding’; and AauBdvovres, kal . . . ob {yreire in
5%, ‘receiving. . . and seeking not’,or ‘ who receive.. . and seek not’.
This usage is remarkably frequent in the Apocalypse, and the
cases have been collected and discussed by Dr. Charles in his
Commentary i, p. cxlv; cf. 1° 1§ dyamyre fuds . . . kai émoinoer Hpds
“Unto Him that loved us . . . and hath made us, &c.” (not as R.V.
‘and He made us’, after semi-colon); 15** éordras . . . éxovras
xibdpas . . . kal dSovow ‘standing . .. having harps . .. and singing’
(A.V.,, R.V. ‘And they sing’, after full stop, are incorrect). Other .
cases may be seen in 2*°%%, 3% 7%, 13", 14*%*

The construction is rather Hebrew than Aramaic, though we
may note Dan. 4% FRYo) 72 "R N3P L . o NERTR PTR W)

* Not, however, (with Dr. Charles) 1'® xal § {@v* ral éyevépnw vespds, or aot
(with rejection of oirwes as an editorial gloss) Tds Yuxds 7@y memehexiopévaw ., o kal
ol mpogextvnoay T Ogplov. An essential element in the Hebrew construction is
that the finite verb expresses the proper sequence of the Pariiciple, which may be
actually a sequence in time, so that the } connecting the finite verb with its
antecedent expresses the sense ‘and fhen’, or as introducing the direct result,
‘and so’; or a sequence in description in which, though the fact described may
properly speaking be coeval with its antecedent, it follows naturally in the gradual
unfolding of the picture (especially frequent in description of types of character).
We do #ot find cases in which the sequence describes an event acfuaily prior

in time to sts antecedent, as would be the case in the two passages in question. For
these quite a different construction would be employed in Hebrew.
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‘And they shall drive thee (lit. driving thee) from men...and
with grass like oxen they shall feed thee’. We have itin Jn. 1®
Pal. Syr. . .. wadX Lifoo . .. Jhws, Pesh. Measo . .. [y
voads. In 5% yrere is represented by the Participle; Pal. Syr.
>3 ol AL pads ol/, Pesh, o NG W7
'\eNZ. In the O.T. passages it is usual, both in Targ. and
Pesh., to resolve the opening Hebrew Participle into a Perfect
or Imperfect preceded by the relative 7, and then to follow it
by another Perfect or Imperfect.

2520 H



CHAPTER VI

NEGATIVES

Tue Semitic languages do not for the most part possess negative
expressions such as none, never, but express them by using the
corresponding positives coupled with the simple negative nof.
Thus e.g. Hebrew ¥5 ... 5, Aramaic oL S, 0., . N0
‘any . . . not’ = ‘none’; or, since Heb. P"¥, Aram. N, wsf,
“a man’ is commonly used in the sense ‘any one’, ‘none’ may be
expressed by this term with preceding negative. So in Heb,,
Gen. 2° PR MM DI AIEA DY O3, lit. “any plant of the field was
not yet in the earth’ (i.e. ‘mo plant ... was yet, &c.’); Gen. 4" ‘1':\,5-',-1:5
iNy>"5a ni-nioa, Iit. for the nof-smiting him of a// finding him’
(i.e. ‘that mone finding him should smite him }; Ex. 12" n;N§p'5§
"3:’{/’39_’_'&‘7, lit. “all work shall »ot be done’ (i.e. ‘no work shall be
done’); Gen. 3o ¥BY ¥R PN, lit, ‘there is nof a man with us’
(i.e. ‘%o one is with us’); Gen. 41" ey YW D"!Z'N"? '*1",!2:5::1 ‘inde-
pendently of thee a man shall ot lift up his hand’ (i e. ‘#one shall
lift up, &c.’). In Aram, Dan. 2¥ fin> MonYn b 18> “any place
was #of found for them’ (i.e. ‘7o place was found’); Dan. 4° 11‘52;3
'fli’ o NY?, lit. ‘every secret does not trouble thee’ (i.e. ‘ no secret
troubles thee’); Dan. 2° 5% N2dp nbp v NAYROY Ul KD
'"‘221}'3:5, lit. ‘there is nof @ man on earth that can show the king’s
matter’ (i. e. ‘720 one on earth can show, &c.)).

We find the Semitism és (rav) . . . pi = ‘none’, ‘nothing’, in Jn.
in two passages: 6 lva wav 6 8éwkév po pn droréow €& adrol, 12" va
was & moredwy s éut &v 7 okorly N pelvy. wis. .. 00 (u7) is also found
in Mt. 24® = Mk. 13% odx & éodfy wica odpf, Lk. 17 obx ddvvarioe
waph Tod @eod wav pipa, Rom. 3%, Gal. 2% (both quotations of
Ps. 143%), Eph. 4%, 5%, 2 Pet, 17, 1 Jn. 2% (cf. 2%, 3°"**, 4, 5", where
the renderings ‘everyone. .. not’, ‘no one’ are equally legitimate),
Apoc. 7%, 187, 217, 22°,
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“No one’ is expressed by ob ... dvfpwros in Jn. 37 0} Sdvara
dvfpamos AapPdvew oldev &w py kA, 5 dvbfpomoy olx Exw ive . .. BdAp
pe s Ty kolvpfibpav, 7% O8démore E\dhnoev olrws dvfpwmos. In
Mk. 11% we find &’ by oddeis odmw dvbfporey dbrev, 12" ob yap BAémas
eis mpéowmoy dvfpdmev (but here there is a sense of antithesis to
55w rob @eot following), but elsewhere in the Synoptists there seems
to be no case of o . . . dvfpwros.

{ Never’ is expressed in Heb. and Aram. ‘not. .. for ever’; cf.
in Heb. Ps. 307 D?v? wing-ba ¢1 shall never be moved’; Ps. 31% 71!
nbiyb nEAago% ‘let me never be put to shame’; Ps. 119” 5 pbivh
P2 nzvy ‘1 will never forget Thy commandments’; Isa. 25*
ma NS bW it shall never be rebuilt’; in Aram., Dan.2" ™
':';llj{\n N'g 3‘79:5}3:5 ‘which shall never be destroyed’; Acta Thomae
(p. 1o0) Jiax J mada phadg Jlaadsas  (eoewo ‘and they
shall be with Him in the kingdom which never passes away’;
id. (p. 99) Jiax | pson Jlodhes ¢ Jsor ‘but this banquet shall
never pass away’.

Similarly, od . . . els 7dv aléva occurs several times in Jn. in the
sense ‘never’: 4" o uy Swrjoe els ov allva, 8 Gdvaror o py Bewpioy
els Tov albva, 82 o un yedonrar Gavdrov els Tov aldva, 10% ob p3y dmwdwvTar
€ls Tov albva, 11 ob i dmofdyy els Tov aitva, 13° ob py viyms pov Tods
réSas s ov aldva. Cf. also 9% é& 7ot aibvos ol fxodofy. The phrase
is only found elsewhere in N.T. in Mt. 21" 0% pwér ék ood kapmds
yévyrar els Tov aldva = Mk. 1%, Mk, 3% odx éxer dpeow eis 7ov aldva, -
1 Cor. 8% o u3 ¢dyo kpéa els Tov aldva.

To express ‘lest” Hebrew has the single term 2. To this in
Aramaic corresponds the compound term NP?""! (Syr. J223), formed
from N?Q:5+"'!, Targ. NQ?"! from NQ?—!-"}, i.e. lit. ‘since why ?’ This
properly introduces a rhetorical question deprecating the taking of
a certain course (cf. Oxford Heb. Lex., p. 554 a; b WX Dan. 1%,
ﬂ??? Song 17, are instances of the equivalent Heb. phrase in late
style). This expression occurs once in Biblical Aram., Ezr. 7%,
and is the regular equivalént of Heb. |2 in the Targg. N‘? ¥ ‘that
.. not’ = ‘lest’ in the Aram. of Dan. 2% 6**; and in Pesh. lls
‘that . .. not’ is used indifferently with AN ‘since why ?” in the
sense ‘ lest’ as the equivalent of Heb. i2. -

* GuOpwros = Tis, like indefinite YIR, is also found in Jn. g'4, 7%

H 2
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We have already remarked that in Jn. fva pj is regularly
employed to the exclusion of pymore. The occurrences, 18 in all
(as against Mt. 8, Mk. 5, Lk. 8), are as follows : 3%, 4%, 5", 6%,
78, 1179, 129079, 16!, 18%% 19", These occurrences of ‘that. ..
not’ do not all carry the sense ‘/est’ ; but this force is clear in the
following :

3% odx &pyerar #pos 7O P, o pi) e’)»syxeﬁ 14 épya adrob.
7] s e s o \ ~ 7 ’ 7
5" pmér dudprave, va pi xeipdv ool Tt yeTac.
7% € mepropsy AapBdver dvbpumos & aaPPdre va pz vbj 6 vpos
Movoéws.

35

~ k3 Y -~ ¥ o S s £ .~ 4
12% wepurareite b TO Pis EXETE, o, p1) OKOTLC VAT katald By,

12

12

a pi) Boow Tois dpfadpots.
2 3L Sk Tovs Papioalovs ody Guodyoww a pi) droguvdywyol
yévwrrar. ’

16' rabra AeAdAnka Splv va pi) oxavdadeobire.

183 adrol ok eloiMov €is T mpardpiov, iva pi) pavfbow.

18% of $mypérar.ol ol frywvifovro dv, lva i) wapadodd Tols "Tovdalots,

19" va pi) pelvy éri 09 oTOUpOY T4 chpata.

’

pimore, which never occurs in Jn., is found in Mt. 8 times, Mk.
twice, Lk. 6 times.

A striking proof that Jn.’s va wj = ‘lest’ represents the Aramaic
827 s to be seen in the quotation from Isa. 6% which occurs in
Jn. 12" In this quotation the Heb. uses 2 ‘lest’, and this is
represented in LXX by pimore, but in Pesh. by Jy “that . . . not’.

Heb. "PE PR
LXX pijmore Boaw Tols spbadpuols
Pesh. vorainds Jhw Uy

The quotation is given in Mt. 13" in the spsissima verba of LXX;
while Mk. 4% quoting more freely, yet has the pjmore of LXX,
wimore émoTpéfwow kol apelii adrols (i.e. > ND w .. .om). Jn,
however, rendering o p3 Swow Tois épbalpols, departs from the
Heb. and LXX phrases in order to use an Aramaic phrase which
is actually employed in the rendering of Pesh. What evidence
could prove more cogently that his Greek translates an Aramaic
original ?




CHAPTER VII

MISTRANSLATIONS OF THE ORIGINAL ARAMAIC
' OF THE GOSPEL

THE most weighty form of evidence in proof that a document is
a translation from another language is the existence of difficulties
or peculiarities of language which can be shown to find their
solution in the theory of mistranslation from the assumed original
language. There are a considerable number of such in the Fourth
Gospel, and some of them have already been noticed in the
preceding discussion. These may first be summarized.

The particle 7 with a relative sense mistranslated by &a or 67w

va for 7= ‘who, which’, 1% 5, 6°%, 9%, 14" (cf. p. 75)
S for 7= ‘who”’, 8%, 97; less certainly in 1 (cf. p. 76).
fva for 7= ‘when’ (properly ‘which . . . init’), 12% 13, 16>

et p. 77)-
or for 1= ‘when’, ¢*, 12" (cf. p. 78).

7 = ‘because, inasmuch as’, mistranslated as a relative, 1**
(cf. pp. 29. 34).

1%, 12%, rkaradapfBdvew = Sap ‘take, receive’, a misunderstanding
of 5”2.‘1}?3 ‘darken’ (cf. p. 29).

1°. %v = subst. verb )71, probably a misreading of ¥ = éeivos
(cf. p. 33)

The ambiguity of the particle 7 has, as we have seen in the cases
noted above, caused difficulty to the translator. There are several
other passages in which, though the relative force of the particle
is clear, the fact that it lacks expression of gender and number
has led to misapprehension. These may conveniently be taken
together.

10%. & mwarip pov & 8&wxév pou wivrwy peildv éorw. This reading
has the support of B* 2 (boh) ®, and is therefore adopted by
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WH. It can only be rendered, ‘As for My Father, that which
He hath given Me is greater than all’. This is explained by
Westcott to mean that ‘the faithful regarded in their unity, as
a complete body, are stronger than every opposing power. This
is their essential character, and “no one is able...” Cf.1]Jn.5"
The whole context cries out against the falsity of this exegesis.
Stress has been laid in the parable upon the weakness of the
sheep, their liability to be scattered and injured by the powers of
evil, and their utter dependence upon the Good Shepherd. In
the parallel clause their safeguard is stated to consist in the-fact
that ‘ no one is able to snatch them out of My Father’s hand’. But,
if Westcott is correct, this would seem to be merely supplementary
to the thought of the power of the flock regarded as a unity—
which is incredible. Again, the phrase ‘greater than all’ has,
on this text, to be explained as ‘stronger than every opposing
power’; yet what authority is afforded by the context for thus
limiting its scope? Clearly the expression, as it stands without
limitation, is applicable to God alone. There can be no doubt
that the sense intended is that which is given by the less
authenticated reading, adopted by R.V., 6 wardp pov &s 8éduwxév
pou pellwy mdvrov orlv, which supplies the reason for the parallel
clause which follows. Yet there can be little doubt that WH. are
correct in regarding the more difficult reading as original, and the
more natural one as a correction of it ; since, had the latter been
original, it is inconceivable that the former could have arisen out
of it. Its origin may be traced to an unintelligent rendering of the
Aramaic N‘? i N2 'S 297 23X, in which ¥32 + « + 7 may be taken
to mean either 8s . . . pellwv or & . .. peilov. Possibly the first draft
of the translation rendered 7 onlyas a neuter (5. . . pelfwv, ¥ L ¥),and
the other readings are corrections dictated by regard for grammar.
This explanation of the anomaly offered by the Greek might
be regarded as less than convincing if the passage stood alone.
There are, however, other passages in which the text is similarly
and obviously at fault. In 17" we read, fﬂpﬁaov adrods &v 7§ dvdpari
cov § Séuxds poy, va dow & kalbs e, and similarly in 2.7 é&yd
erpouy abrovs & 7§ dvdpari gov § déduxds por. Is it possible to believe
that the sense intended is, ‘ Thy name which Thou hast given Me’?
Westcott may well observe on ».", ‘The phrase is very remark-
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able, and has no exact parallel except in .. Clearly the object
of 8é8wxas is established by 0% va wdv § 8éwkas adrd Swoer abdrols
Loty aidviov, 1.5 "E¢avépuod oov 10 dvopa Tois dvbpdmors ovs &dwkds pot
&k 1o Kéopov, 0.% Tarjp, b 3éduxds por, Gédw Wa dmov elpl éyw kdxelvor
Sow per’ éuod, the whole burden of the prayer being the commenda-
tion of the disciples to the Father on the ground that it is He who
has given them to the Son. Thus obs 3éwkds poy, the less well
attested reading in both »."' and .*, certainly gives the meaning
originally intended; yet in the Greek it must be regarded as a
correction of the much more strongly attested reading ¢ x7A.
(RABCLY¥, &c). The solution is again found in the ambiguity
of the relative 3. There is another reading é (D* U X 157 a/. pauc.),
which may, like § in 10¥, be conjectured to be the original rendering
of the genderless 7 by a neuter, which easily lent itself to correction
into &.

That the translator was capable of reproducing 7 by a neuter,
and then completing the relative by a masculine, is proved by 17%,
Iarhp, & 8&wxds por, Béde iva Smov elui éyd xdxeivor dow per éuod,
where &, representing ‘those whom’, is reinforced by xdxeivor.
Similarly, we read in 17%, ba wiv & 8&wkas aird Sdoe abrols {wiy
aldviov. Here =dv 6= the neutral 7 N';?'D, which may stand in
Aramaic for ‘all (o7 every one) who’, or ‘all which’. The same
phrase is to be seen again in 6, wiv & 8i8wolv poc & matip wpis épe
fi¢a, and here the sense intended is ‘every one who’ (cf. the
following «ai 7ov ¢pxdpevov mwpds pe xTA), not, ‘everything which .
In 6° the neutral collective conception is continued throughout
the sentence—iva mav & 88wréy pot py dmoréow & abrob dANL dvasTiow
abrd 14 éoxdry Hpépe. In Hebrew there is a similar usage of 153
with neutral suffix—*‘the whole of 1’ =‘all of them’, ‘every one’.
So Isa. 1%, ‘Thy princes are rebellious, and companions of thieves;
all of 1t loveth bribes, &c.’; Jer. 6%, ‘For from their least unto
their greatest a// of 7 maketh unjust gain’; cf. Ex. 147, Isa. 9", 15},
Jer. 8%, &ec. 4

Besides these instances of mistranslation we may notice the
following passages:

1%, ‘0 émlow pov ¢pxbuevos Eumpoobév pov yéyovev, S mpdrds pov .
Dr. Ball (Expos. Times, xxi, p.92) remarks that ‘This testimony,
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virtually repeated in 20, is most naturally understood as a
reference to the fact that our Lord’s influence was to displace, or
was already displacing, that of His Forerunner (cf. 3°). Instead
of hath become, we should rather have expected will become or is lo
become.” He suggests therefore that the Greek yéyover may be due
to the translator’s having supplied a wrong vowel to the Aramaic
wa, reading it as "1 hdwé (a by-form of the Perfect M hdwa)
instead of W hgwé (the Participle) which would bear the sense
‘is becoming’ or ‘is about to become’. Further, ér wplomds pov v
‘because He was before me’ may be due to a misreading ww
kodamay of an original 22 Zadmay, ‘first’. Thus the original
text may have run—
W DR R DN
M IRT m

tHe who is coming after me, before me will become;
Because He was the first (of all)’:

i.e. because He existed ‘in the Beginning’. The assonance
between the kindred words 12 ‘ before me’ and 27 ‘first” offers

- Tr

a characteristic Semitic word-play.

1 "I8¢ & duvds 10D ®eod & alpwy Ty dpapriay Tob rdopov. Dr. Ball
(0p. cit. supra), while making some valuable remarks about the
Aramaic original of the phrase & duvos Tob feof, questions whether
the statement ‘ which taketh away (o7 beareth) the sins of the world”
is original, on the ground that it ‘antedates that doctrine of the
suffering Messiah, which only came home to the Apostles them-
selves after the Resurrection (Lk. 24™%)’, and ‘does not well
harmonize with the general tone of the Baptist’s teaching about
the Messiah, as reported by the Synoptists (Mt. 3)’. He therefore
conjectures that the words ‘may be supposed to have been added
by some editor of the Greek text who recollected Isa. 537, and who
wrote in the light of a later stage of Christian knowledge .

It may be argued, on the contrary, that the whole of Jn.’s
presentation of the Baptist’s witness, including these words, is
fully in accord with the Synoptic narrative. It is agreed that the
reference of & alpwy x7A. is to Isa. 53, i.e. the culminating passage
referring to the mission of the righteous Servant of Yahweh
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which forms the main theme of the prophecy of Deutero-Isaiah,
chs. 40-55, with which c¢h. 61 (the opening passage of which is
applied by our Lord to Himself in Lk. 4%f), though probably
the work of a later prophet, stands in close association as further
drawing out the mission of the ideal Servant. The Baptist’s
description of his own function, ‘I am the voice of one crying, &c.’
(common to Jn. and the Synoptists) is drawn from Isa. 40°; and
it is therefore reasonable to assume that in preparing for his
mission he had made a special study of Isa. 4off,, and was
impressed with the conception of the ideal Servant of Yahweh
which these chapters contain. That he regarded himself as but
the forerunner of a greater One is a second fact common to all
four Gospels ; and the relation of Isa. 40° to its sequel might in
itself serve to justify the conjecture that this greater One was-
pictured by him as fulfilling the ideal of the Servant. We are
not, however, limited to conjecture. Our Lord’s reply to the
disciples of the Baptist whom he sent to inquire whether He
was really § épxdpevos (Mt. 11 °=Lk. 7°7) took the practical
shape of performing acts of mercy in their presence; and His
answer, based on the things which they had seen and heard,
Jeaves us in no doubt that the evidence suited to carry conviction
to the Baptist’s mind was His fulfilment of the acls which had
been predicted of the ideal Servant. We may compare especially
ruphoi dvaPAémovow with Isa. 427 ¢ to open blind eyes’ (part of
the Servant’s mission),* 61' ‘to proclaim .. . the opening (of eyes)
to them that are blind’, 35° ‘Then the eyes of the blind shall
be opened’ t; xwhot wepirarodow with Isa. 35° ‘then shall the lame
man leap as an hart’; wroyoi ebayyedilovrac with 61" ¢ Yahweh hath
anointed me to preach good tidings to the poor’. The gentle
words of reproof with which the message ends—xal paxdpiés ot
O &w py oxavdahaly v épol would naturally remind the Baptist
not to range himself with those of whom it had been written,
‘Like as many were appalled at thee, &c.’ (Isa. 52'), and ‘as one

* The reference in Isa. is of course to the removal of moral blindness; but it
should be unnecessary to recall the fact that our Lord's physical miracles had
‘always their moral analogue, and depended for their performance upon faith in
the recipient.

+ Isa. 35, which is late, is based upon Isa. 40T, and develops its thought.
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from whom men hide their face, he was despised and we esteemed |
him not’ (Isa. 53°).

From these considerations we deduce the conclusion that the
fact that our Lord was to fulfil the role of the ideal Servant,
though not understood by the Apostles, was in Some measure
realized by the Baptist. 1f this was so, since the atoning work
pictured in Isa. 53 formed the culmination of that role, can it be
maintained that the words & alpwv Tiv dpapriav Tob kdopov are
improbable in the Baptist’s mouth? In the verses which follow,
Jn. 1%, he states that he had no previous knowledge of Him
Whose coming he was heralding, and did not know how to
recognize Him till it was Divinely revealed to him that the sign
would be the descent of the Spirit upon Him. This revelation
was surely deduced from Isa. 42' (the first great passage descriptive
of the Servant’s mission), where Yahweh states, ‘I have put My
Spirit upon him’; and Isa. 61' where the Servant is represented
as saying, ‘ The Spirit of the Lord Yahweh is upon me ** Thus
evidence unites in indicating that it was the coming of the ideal
Servant of Yahweh that the Baptist believed himself to be heralding.t

* Cf. the way in which the heavenly announcement at the Baptism, Mt. 3! and
parallels, is modelled on Isa, 42! as quoted in Mt, 12'8 (noted by Allen, ad loc.).

+ Itis perhaps significant that (apart from Jn. 3% the title Xpiorés ¢ Messiah? is
not employed by the Baptist. His titles are 6 émigw pov dpxopevos Mt. 3V, Jn, 17
6 tpxbpevos simply Mt. 138 = Lk. 7%, & durds Tob Oeoll Jn. 12836, § vids Tob Oeod Ju. 134
The fact is cvident that Deutero-Isaiah’s conception of the suffering Servant did
not enter into the popular Messianic expectation of the time (cf. a sermon by the
writer on Zhe Old Testament Conception of Atonement Julfilled by Christ, published
by the Oxford University Press, pp. 1of) Very possibly the Baptist avoided
the title ‘ Messiah’ in order that he might not mista'enly be supposed to be
heralding the political Messiah of popular expectation. That he was not alone
in fixing his hopes npon the ideals of Deutero-Isaiah rather than upon those
associated with the Messianic King is proved by the Birth-narrative of Lk, where
Simeon is described {2%) as mpoaBexdpevos napdrinow Tob lopaji—a clear reference
to ‘Comfort ye, comfort ye my people’, which forms the burden of Deutero-
Isaiah's prophecy (Isa. 40! ; cf. also 49'%, 515, and in Trito-Isaiah 57'8, 612, 66!11%),
Thus, when this latter holds the infant Saviour in his arms and uses the words,
elsov ol dpfarpol pov 18 gwrfpily cov . . . pids els dmoxdAupwy Efviv, he has clearly
in mind the passage in the second great description of the ideal Servant where the
words occur, ‘I will give thee for a kight to the Genliles, that thou mayest be My
salvation (or, that My salvation may be) unto the end of the earth’ (cf. also xai
S6tav hact cov TapagA with Isa, 463, ‘and I will place salvatzion in Zion for Israel
My glory"). His knowledge of the third and fourth Servant-passages, where the
Servant is pictured as meeting opposition, persecution, and death (Isa. 5047,
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What, however, is the origin of the expression ‘Lamb of God’
as used by the Baptist, and what is its precise force? The phrase
does not oceur in Isa. 53, where v.7, which brings in the simile
of a lamb, simply says that the Servant was ‘like a lamb that is
led to the slaughter (not, ‘to the sacrifice’); and like a ewe
(LXX é4uvés) that before her shearers is dumb’. The words
& alpov xrA. are based, not on this verse but on 2. 1 ‘and their
iniquities ke shall bear’, where the simile is dropped and ‘My
righteous Servant’ preceding forms the back-reference of the
emphatic ‘ke’. ‘The Lamb of God’ suggests the sense, ‘the
Lamb provided by God’ as a fitting offering, which reminds us
of Gen. 22° ‘God shall provide Himself a lamb for a burnt
offering’; and combining ».7 and #." of Isa. 53 with v. 1 which
states that it was Yahweh who was pleased to bruise him, and
allowing for the influence of Gen. 22, we may perhaps consider
that we have accounted for the use of the phrase.

A more probable solution, however, is suggested by Dr. Ball’s
remark that Heb. ﬂ,Lgl? /alé ‘lamb’ has come in its Aram. form N:?Q
faly@ to mean ‘child’, ‘boy’, ‘young man’, ‘servant’.* In the
last sense it denotes in Pesh, e.g. Abraham’s ‘young men’
(Gen. 22°; so also in Targ. Jerus.), the priest’s ‘servant’
(tr Sam. 2"%), and the centurion’s ‘servant’ (Mt. 8%},  Thus
& durds Tob @eod may stand for ND,SNT! N:?!Q, intended primarily to
bear the sense, ‘the Servant of God’, i.e. Yahweh’s righteous
Servant who, according to Isa. 53", was to bear the sins of many,
If this is so, there may well be a word-play in the choice of the
term N:?l?, suggesting as it does the /amb-like or sinless character of
the ideal Servant; thus, ‘the Lamb of God’ is a rendering by no
means excluded by this new interpretation. Further, since N:?Q
also bears the sense ‘child’, it is not unlikely that the thought
of “the Child of God’ is also present.t In v, the sign by which

529—5312), obliges him, moreover, to warn the holy Mother that the child is
destined to become a oyueiov dvriheyduevoy, and to predict xal ood 8¢ alris Y
puxdv Sieaeloerar fopgoaia.  Anna the prophetess and her circle seem also to have
rested in the same hope (cf. Lk, 2%-38). All this is not a later invention; it bears
upon its face the unmistakable stamp of historical truth.

* The fem. of this word, #¢/ithd ¢ maiden’, is familiar to every one from Mk 5%

+ Dr. Ball renders the assumed Aram. original, ‘ Behold the Young Servant or
Child of God*, and does not bring the expression intd connexion with Deutero-Isaiah.
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the Baptist was to recognize § ¢pxdpercs, viz. the descent and
abiding on Him of the Spirit, was, as we have already remarked,
the sign of Yahweh’s ideal Servant. After witnessing this, the
Baptist says, kdyd ébpaka rat pepoapripyra 3ri obrés éorw 6 vies Tob Oeod,
It is not impossible that & vids 70d @eod may again represent the
Aram. NDEAN'J N:;‘Q, interpreted as ‘the Child of God’ but intended
primarily to mean ‘the Servant of God’. A sufficient explanation
for the translation of the same term by éuvés in ©.” but by vids in
2.% may be found in the difference of context, the first passage
picturing the N::SLD as a sacrifice, the second as baptizing with the
Holy Spirit,

If it be objected against this explanation of duves = N::&'Q in the -
sense ‘Servant’ that the term used in Deutero-Isaiah to denote
the ideal Servant is regularly Heb. 73} = Aram. X33V, properly
‘bond-servant’, it may be replied that the choice of l\‘;?@ rather than
N73Y¥ is sufficiently explained by the word-play involved. While
NIZY = JodAos, N:’?@ =rals. Both Greek terms are indifferently used
in LXX to render the 3% of Deutero-Isaiah, but the preference is
for wals (Softos in 49°°; mais In 42!, 49, 50", 527); and it is mais
which is used of our Lord as the ideal Servant in Acts 3%, 47,

2%, "Ore ol fyéply & vexpdv, quvijobnoay ol pabyral adrod o TobTo
Neyer. We note the curious use of the Imperfect, ¢ [{e was saying’,
where the context demands a Pluperfect, ‘He had said’. In
Aramaic an Imperfect sense is indicated by the coupling of the
Participle V0% ’@mar with the subst. verb, while a Pluperfect is
commonly represented by use of the Perfect Y ’dmar similarly
coupled with the subst. verb. Thus ¥,71 28 *dmar hdwa ‘He had
said’ may easily have been misinterpreted as ¥\ o8 ‘amar hdwa
‘He was saying’, an unvocalized text in W. Aramaic affording
(so far as we know) no distinction between the Perfect and the
Participle beyond that which is indicated by the context. In a
carefully written unvocalized Syriac text the distinction is marked
by use of a diacritic point, below for the Perfect, above for the
Participle. Thus Joe s/ = ‘He had said’, Joo 155/ = ‘He was
saying’. .

6%, 7& pjuara & &yb AeddAnka Tpiv seems to mean, ‘The things
about which I have been speaking to you’ (viz. the eating of My
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flesh and the drinking of My blood)* So perhaps in v.% pijpara
Lw¥s alwviov should mean, ‘the things of eternal life’. Aramaic ﬂl;"?,
like Hebrew 737, means both ‘word’ and ‘thing’. Cf. for the
latter sense, Dan, 2V0-R175, gla®6 71163 Tt is ordinarily rendered
fipa or Adyos by Theodotion; cf. 2° dmégry é&n’ épod 70 pijpa.
Similarly Hebrew 137 ‘thing’ is often rendered pipa in LXX;

e.g 2 Sam. 12° av8’ dv St érolpoey T fijpa TovTo.

71, "Ev 8¢ 1 éoxdry Npépe 77 peyddy Tis éoprijs ioriker & Inaols, kal
éxpote )\eiywv "Edy Tis Sufa épxéobo rpds pe kal mwérw. & moTedwy els épé,
xafbs elrev 7 ypadi, morauol ék Tijs xothias adrod pedoovow Bdatos {dvros.
The quotation which our Lord here refers to the Scriptures has
caused great perplexity. The fact has rightly been recognized that
it is a free combination of several O.T. passages which speak of a
" river of. living waters which, in the Messianic age, is to issue from
the Temple-mount, and to become the source of life and healing far
and wide. The principal development of this conception is found
in Ezek. 477 We may notice especially v.°, where it is stated
that ¢it shall come to pass,that every living creature which swarmeth
in every place whither #he rivers come, shall live’. Ezekiel's con-
ception has been taken up by two later prophets. Joel 3" (4" in
the Heb.) predicts that ‘a fountain shall come forth of the house of
the Lord, and shall water the valley of Shittim”; while in Zech. 14°
we find the statement, ¢ It shall come to pass in that day, that /iving
waters shall go out from Jerusalem ; half of them toward the eastern
sea, and half of them towards the western sea’ (the latter statement
is based upon the passage quoted from Ezek., where the word
rendered ‘the rivers’ is vocalized as a dual, ). We may
believe that our Lord had all these passages in His mind ; and in
each of them the expressions which are most significant are itali-
cized. In addition to these passages, it can hardly be doubted
that, in using the words ‘Edv mis g épxéoblo mpds pe xal mwérw, He
was dwelling on Isa.55'™, ‘ Ho, every one that thirsteth, come ye to
the waters. . . . Incline your ear and come unto Me ; hear, and your
soul shall live’; and Jer.2"®, ¢ They have forsaken Me, the source of
living waters’. )

There still remains the outstanding difficulty, “out of his belly

* Cf. Gore, Bampton Lectures, note 6o (p. 275).
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shall flow, &c.’ Even if, as seems more than doubtful, the thought
is of the distribution of the blessing ‘in fuller measure’ by its
recipient (so Westcott, who compares 4%, 67, 5), the fact remains
that this conception as expressed cannot be connected with any
O.T. passage ; and though we can understand that our Lord may
well have combined the sense of the passages noticed above, and
that so doing His reference would be immediately apprehended by
His hearers, we cannot believe that He would have imported, or
that they would have accepted, an idea which is not found in any
O.T. passage which speaks of the water of life.

The difficulty may at once be solved upon the hypothesis that
the passage has been translated from Aramaic. As we have seen,
Joel speaks of ‘a fountain’, Hebrew i}¥? malyan*; and the word is
the same in Aramaic (employed, e.g., in the Targum of Ps. 104",
Prov. 5 8%). The Aramaic for ‘belly’ or ‘bowels’ is M méin
(Hebrew DW®); it is used, e.g., of the belly of the image in
Dan. 2® It will at once be seen that, in an unvocalized  text,
Py “belly’ and 12 ‘fountain’, would be absolutely identical.
Adopting the word for ‘fountain’ our Lord’s words would run
in Aramaic, ¥307 TONT T 3 LAY D DY) Mp oMY T¥Y 2
PR NN = =l B =1 7‘,5‘:12. If ‘fountain’ is correct, however,
how can we connect ‘He that believeth in Me’ with ‘rivers
from the fountain’? There can be little- doubt that, as was recog-
nized by the most ancient western interpreters, the clause really
belongs to the offer preceding it. On this yview the Aramaic yields
the sense—

‘He that thirsteth, let him come unto Me;
And let him drink that believeth in Me.

As the Scripture hath said, Rivers shall flow forth from the
fountain of living waters’.

* It is worthy of note that the Joel-passage with its allusion to the fountain
is directly applied to the Messiah in Midrash Rabba on Ecclesiastes, par. 1. 28:
PPEY 7N D'BR NN RO NR DR AR N3N e abyn pewa S mn
Mol dp 5“3 DR PR XYY VY an fJust as the first Redeemer (Moses) caused
the well to spring up, so also shall the second Redeemer cause the waters to
spring up, as it is said, ‘‘ And a fountain shall come forth from the House of the
Lord, &c.”". This passage follows directly upon a similar Midrashic deduction

which was clearly in the minds of the people who witnessed our Lord’s miracle
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Our Lord, we are told, ‘stood forth and cried aloud’, like one of
the prophets of old; and His words, like theirs, fall naturally into
grand and impressive parallelism. The reference to Scripture
which follows the parallel couplet summarizes the main conceptions
of Ezekiel, Joel, and Zechariah. When the passage was trans-
lated from Aramaic into Greek, py» o was taken to mean, ‘from
the belly’; and this was connected with ‘he that believeth in Me’,
and was therefore rendered, ‘from Ais belly’.

8%. *ABpadp & maryp Spdv fyalhidoaro va By Ty Gpuépay Ty iy, kol
el8ev kal &xdpy. This passage can hardly be preserved in its original
form. No extension of the use of iva seems adequate to explain
Fryal\doaro iva 18y, and moreover, if we grant that ‘rejoiced to see’
is the sense intended, the following clause xai ldev xai éxdpy, instead
of forming a climax, makes mere tautology. What we expect the
first clause to say is, not that Abraham rejoiced to see the day, but
that he Jonged to see it, and that the satisfaction of this longing was
the cause of his gladness. After a verb meaning ‘longed’ the
construction with &a (Aramaic 7) would be natural ; and this mean-
ing is expressed both by Pal. Syr. »saul{ and by Pesh. Joo wam».
In Syriac waw in Pe‘al and Pa‘el (the form used in Pesh.) means
both ‘wished, longed’ and also ¢ exulted’ (cf. Payne Smith, s. v.).
The verb is not known to occur in W. Aramaic, but there is no
reason why it should not have been in use; and the assumption
that a wrong meaning has been given to it by the translator
(“exulted’ instead of ‘longed’) at once removes the difficulty.*

of the loaves and fishes, and, in asking a further sign, recalled the miracle of the
Manna (6145081 un5 D25 Mty T R [t=ia i al Min aw Fu Bt Sl Sxan mn
PINI 92 NDR NP /N2 DR NN TN i Sxna AR D20 0 ¢ Just as the
first Redeemer brought down the Manna, as it is said, * Behold, I am about to
rain bread from heaven for you”, so also the second Redeemer shall bring down
‘the Manna, as it is said, ¢ There shall be a handful of corn in the earth ",

* (1) What is the basis of the statement that Abraham saw the day of our Lord,
and (2) what precisely is to be understood by ‘ My day’? There is nothing in the
text of Genesis, or elsewhere in the O,T., which seems adeguately to answer
these questions; yet we must suppose that our Lord’s words, so far from being
similarly obscure to His hearers, were in fact calculated to appeal to their know-
ledge of current Biblical exegesis. Perusal of the Rabbinic interpretation of the
Covenant-scene in Gen. 15, as we find it set forth in the Jerusalem Targum,
appears at once to shed a flood of light upon both questions ; and lends, moreover,
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9%, & olda, i.e. MN VT NI, may well be an error for M YT ¥
“ This T know’; and this is actually the reading of Pal. Syr. &1 1o,
s /. The difference between &0 kida ‘one’ and R hada
‘this’ in an unvocalized text is merely the difference between n and
n, which are very easily confused. It cannot be urged, however,
that & ol8a yields an unsuitable sense. '

20% The strange use of odx ofapev in the mouth of Mary
Magdalen, where we should expect oix oida, may be due to a

strong support to the reading ‘longed to see My day’, which we have adopted
above.

The Targum of this chapter opens by picturing Abraham in despondent frame
of mind after his victory over the kings narrated in ch. 14 ;— The righteous
Abraham pondered in his heart and said, ‘“ Woe is me ! perchance I have received
the recompense of the commandment in this world, and there shall be for me
no part in the world to come; or perchance the brethren and neighbours of those
slain ones who fell before me shall come and be established in their cities and
provinces, and there shall be associated with them many legions whom they will
lcad out against me : perchance the commands imposed upon me were but light in
the former times when they fell before me, and they are spared as my opponents ;
or perchance merit was found in me in the former times when they fell before me,
but perchance it shall not be found in me the second time, and the name of
Heaven shall be profaned in me " Therefore there came a word of prophecy
from before the Lord to righteous Abraham, saying, “Fear not, Abraham;
although many legions shall be gathercd together and shall come against thee,
My Mémra shall be a protecting buckler to thee in this world, and a shield over
thee continually in the world to come.””’ Coming to ».)% we find the following
paraphrase :—¢ And the sun was inclining towards setting, and a deep sweet sleep
fell upon Abraham. And lo, Abraham saw four kingdoms which were to arise
to enslave his sons, ‘n“?&j n‘_;a‘: ﬂ'?"l; ﬂ??ﬂ W ¢ Terror Darkness Great
Failing upon him"”. W Zerror, which is Babylon; n;;{jg Darkness, which
is Media; Tb"u Great, which is Greece n’DDJ Falling, which is Edom (i.e. Rome),
that is the fourth kingdom which is destined to fall, and shall not rise again for
ever and ever. ©.17 And lo, the sun had set and it was dark; and Jo, Abraham
beheld until seats were ranged in order and thrones set; and lo, Gehenna which
is prepared for the wicked in the world to come like an oven with glowing sparks
surrounding it and flames of fire, into the midst of which the wicked fell because
they had rebelled against the Law in their lifetime ; but the righteous who kept
it shall be delivered from affliction .

The reference is to the four kingdoms of Dan. 7%= {cf. the same interpretation
of ‘Terror, &c.' in Midrash Bereshith Rabba, par. xliv. 20} whose career is
terminated by the great world-judgement which ushers in the coming of the Son
of Man {2.13). If, then, this Rabbinic exegesis lies behind Jn. 8%, ‘{My day ' is
‘the day of the Son of Man’, a vision of which was granted to Abraham in
response to his heart-searching and longing. This is in entire accordance with
the eschatological background which we find to the conception of the Son of Man
in the Synoptic Gospels,
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misreading N3Y7 NYS la y*da'na (1st plur. Perfect) of an original
Ny %>l yad“and (fem. sing. Participle combined with 1st pers.
pronoun). Cf,, for this latter form, Dalman, Gramm. p. 235. The
same mistake, y*da'na for yada'na (masc. sing. Participle combined
with 1st pers. pronoun), is made in the vocalization of wy™
Num. 22° in Walton’s Polyglot. Possibly oi8apev in the opening
words of Nicodemus (3%) may likewise represent ¥¥7 ‘I know ’.

20", &oyerar Mapiap 7 Maydadyv) dyyéMhovoa . . . dre ‘Evpaka Tov
xUpuov kol tadra elmev adrf. The change from direct to oblique oration
is strange and awkward. ‘Edpake = PN hdméth, édpaxe = N0
kamyath.* The two forms are identical in the unvocalized text,
and the latter may easily have been taken for the former by the
translator under the influence of the ordinary construction with érc
recilativum. Thus we may conjecture that the original ran,
‘announcing that she had seen the Lord, and that He had
spoken, &c.’

* We have assigned the Galilacan verb XM} to a native of Magdala. If NI
was used in the narrative there might be a precisely similar confusion—1st pers,
mn, ard pers. MM0-

2520 I



CHAPTER VIII

OLD TESTAMENT QUOTATIONS IN THE
FOURTH GOSPEL

THE question whether the writer of the Fourth Gospel cited the
O.T. from the Hebrew Bible or the LXX is important in its
bearing on the question of the original language of the Gospel.
If the author was a Hellenist he would naturally have employed
the LXX. If he was a Palestinian he would be more likely to
make his citations from the Hebrew ; and if he actually wrote in
Aramaic he could hardly have done otherwise. Thus, though
the question of the Johannine quotations has frequently received
discussion, a fresh examination may possibly bring to light certain
points which have hitherto passed unnoticed. This section of our
examination gives therefore a tabulation of all O.T. citations and
references, together with the Hebrew text of each passage and its
translation compared with the LXX rendering.

1. 1% "Eyd ¢uvi) Bodvros év 1§ ¢pipe Edbivare v 68y Kuplov, xabbs
dlrev "Haalas § mpodijrs.

Isa. 40° TN 7] ¥ "33 NP P The voice of one crying,
In the wilderness prepare ye the way of the Lord’.

LXX ®@wvy Bodvros &v tfj épijpe, ‘Evorpdoare v 68ov Kuplov.

Jn. quotes from memory, and substitutes the verb of the parallel .
clause, WIORD REDK NIW2 MW ¢ make straight in the desert a high- -
way for our God’, for the verb %2 ‘prepare ye’. In doing this, he
seems to be thinking, however, of the Hebrew and not of the
LXX, since the latter renders ™" not by Eifivare, but by cifelas
mowire. The fact that the words ‘in the wilderness’ properly form
in the Hebrew the opening of the proclamation (synonymous with
‘in the desert’ of the parallel clause), whereas LXX and Jn, as

&
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the text of these versions is punctuated, treat them as descriptive
of the speaker’s situation, is unimportant, since the punctuation is
a secondary matter.

2. 1% Ay dpiy Myw Dplv, dfecbe Tov obpavdy dvewydra, «kal Tods
dyyédovs Tob Beod dvafaivovras kal xarafalvovras é&mi Tov vidy 70D
dvBpdrov.

Gen. 28 "INSD M3 nRrya Yo W Ny awn nbo mm Bom
12 D77 £9Y 019 ‘ And he dreamed, and lo, a ladder set up on the
earth, and its top reaching to the heaven; and lo, the angels of
God ascending and descending upon it’.

LXX xai dwrndofy kel od khNpaf éompiypén & T yh s 7
rkepaly) dpikveiro els Tov odpavdy, Kkal ol dyyedot 100 @eod dvéBawov xal
karéBawoy ér’ adris.

The quotation takes the form of a free reminiscence. It seems
clear, however, that in the words, ‘ascending and descending upon
the Son of man’, we have an interpretation of the final 2 different
from that which is generally accepted. ia is regularly taken to
mean ‘on it’ (the ladder); but there is also the possibility of the
interpretation ‘on him’ (Jacob), and this appears to be adopted in
Jn.s citation.* Jacob, as the ancestor of the nation of Israel,
summarizes in his person the ideal Israel in posse, just as our
Lord, at the other end of the line, summarizes it in esse as the
Son of man. The Genesis-passage, in which ‘the ladder is an
image of the invisible, but actual and unceasing connexion in
which God, by the ministry of His angels, stands with the earth,
in this instance with Jacob’ (Delitzsch), points forward to ‘the
constant and living intercourse ever maintained between Christ
and the Father’ (Driver). The point which concerns us here is
that the interpretation put upon the passage depends on the
Hebrew, in which, since DEQ ‘ladder’ is masculine, the force of
i3 is ambiguous. In LXX, & adrjs can refer only to xAipal. It
may be added that Jn’s dvafalvorras xal rxaraBaivovras literally

* We should of course expect 1*3}2 in this sense, as in the following verse
1‘:)&1_7 3¥) *standing over him’ (not ‘standing upon it ’—the ladder), We are not,
however, concerned to argue the legitimacy of the interpretation, but merely its
origin ; though it may be remarked that this interpretation of 2 might be justified
by the use of the preposition to denote proximily (see Oxford Hebrew Lexicon,
3§ 1I).

2
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represents the Hebrew participial construction ©™17) D‘,S'S’, which
is obscured in dvéBawor xai karéBawov of LXX.*

8. 27 "Eumfolnoar ol palbyrai adrod Srv yeypappévov éoriv ‘O Lijlos
700 oikov oov Katapdyeral ue.

Ps. 6¢* ’Q{\f'r,-?ﬁ w3 nX}p ‘The zeal of Thine house hath
eaten me’.

LXX § thas Tob olkov gov katapdyeral pe.

Here Jn. and LXX are in verbal agreement against the Heb.
‘hath eaten me’.

There is a 0./ karépayer which is found in LXX in B"8°*R, and
in Jn. in (13) &c. ¢ & (vt.8 vg.) € (boh) Eus Epiph.

4. 6% of marépes Hudv 10 pdwwa Epayov & 13 éprpw, xabos éoTw
yeypappuévoy " Aprov & ol ovpavod fdwkev atrols Payew.
Ex. 16 DRUIT® nn5 D:’; Wopn 7 ‘ Behold, 1 will rain for

* This note stands as worked out by the writer before it occurred to him to
consult the Midrash Bereshith Rabba for traces of the interpretation of 12 which

he has suggested as inherent in the Johannine reference. He now finds that such
an interpretation was actually put forward and dcbated in early times in Rabbinie

circles ; cf. Bereshith Rabba, par. Ixviil. 18: D17 D‘SW N OWY Y N
2o 7 am obea o b e s o oy &M .odoa
NP 02 DDND N3 DMSP 13 OMER A3 DT DO PP DM
Aoy Db Lbynd PR PE papwe mn nx NBAN 3 WR ONws

JENONIR DN nopS D .152) DOOPW DY ¢ (Interpretations of)
Rabbi Hiya and Rabbi Yannai, The one scholar says,  Ascending and descending
upon the ladder?, and the other says, ¢ Ascending and descending upon Jacob ',
The explanation, ¢ Ascending and descending upou the ladder 7, is to be preferred.
The explanation, ¢ Ascending and descending upon Jacub ”, implies that they were
taking up and bringing down upon him. They were leaping and skipping ever
him, and rallying him, as it is said, ‘“Israel in whom I glory "’ (Isa. 49%). ¢ Thou
art he whose elkdv is engraved on high.”? They were ascending on high and
looking at his elkdw, and then descending beclow and finding him sleeping’. The
words translated ‘they were taking up and bringing down upon him' are very
obscure in meaning; but the following note by Dr, Ball offers an elucidation.
‘] would ask why the Genesis text does not say were conting down and going
up thereon? It seems rather strange that the Angels of God should start from the
carth, But leaving that on one side, I am inclined to think that the Midrashic

R aky hnbia)l D’Spn is a sort of general reply to the unasked question, Why were

the angels going up and coming down ? the answer being, They were laking up
and bringing down—acting as carriers between Earth and Heaven. In this case,
apparently, they were taking up to Heaven the elkdv of the sleeping Jacob (which
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you bread from heaven’. LXX ’I8ob éyd Tw dpiv dprovs ék 7od
olpavot. .

Ex. 16° N2y D) M 13 W ona dn ¢ That is the bread
which the Lord hath given you to eat’. LXX Obros & dpros v
Boker Kipios Suly dayeiv.

Ps. 78% DY 10 DWY W ‘And corn of heaven He gave them ’.
LXX «kai dprov odpavod &wkev avrois.

In Ps. 78% LXX’s rendering of i3 ‘corn’ by dprov (only so
rendered here) is dictated by recollection of Ex. 16 Jn.’s quota-
tion is a free reminiscence of Ex. 16“%, probably uninfluenced by
recollection of the Ps. passage. In rendering "Aprov é 70b olpavod
it is nearer to the Heb. of Ex. 16* than is LXX plur. dprovs.

5. 6% lrw yeypappévor &v Tois mpodrjrais Kal oovrar wdvres didaxrol

®cod,

is #“fastened to the Throne of Glory”; Targ. Jon. ad loc.). As Jacob was in deep
sleep, was this elxdv his wraith or spirit—supposed to be separated from the body
under conditions of trance? The case would then be parallel to that of St. Paul
¢ caught up to the third Heaven’ (2 Cor. 12'1) where he “ heard’’ dppyra, much
as Jacob became conscious of Yahweh * standing by him ", and heard His voice.

1t is difficult to resist the conclusion that the remarkable explanation of this
Midrash throws further light upon the Johannine passage. Jacob's eix@v (the
Hebrew simply reproduces the Greek term) is already existent in Heaven (cf. also
Targ. Jerus. and Targ. Jon. ad loc.}; this elxdv—inasmuch as Jacob embodies the
national hope and ideal —represents the heavenly Man (cf. 1 Cor, 154774% § Bedrepos
dvbpwmos ¥ obpavod, whose elwdw we are in the future to bear) who is to come
on the clouds of Heaven ; if the heavens were opened Nathaniel might behold the
angels exulting over him.

The same interpretation of 13 as referring to Jacob is given a little further on

(B.R. par. Ixix. 1) in 2 comment on 1’59 ay) 3 MM ¢ And, behold, the Lord
stood over him’ (Gen. 289): 2 Sp v maw mbp jab twn max N
J3Y rpap 10y AN WP NI D Oy DNDY DA MM oMY

oy o p3 a3 o by onbx oxdn mm abnna 33 whyn
..1*5;?73 \RM3 173pn ¢ Rabbi Abbahu said, It is like a royal child who was sleeping

in a cradle and flies were settling on him ; but when his nurse came, his nurse bent
over him, and they flew away from ofl him. So at first, “ And, behold, the angels
of God ascending and descending upon him”’. When the Holy One (blessed be
He) revealed Himself over him they flew away from off him’. We may note that
Rabl?i Hiya and Rabbi Yannai also differed as to the interpretation of the suffix
of YO, the one explaining that the Lord stood on fhe ladder, the other that He
stood over Jacob.
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Isa. 54 MM vpb 927521 ‘And all thy sons shall be taught of
the Lord’.

LXX (in connexion with 2. % xai bjow tas émdias oov laomw,
kTA.) xal wdvras Tols viovs oov Si8axTovs @eob.

Clearly Jn., in treating the statement as an independent sentence,
is dependent upon Heb. and not on LXX. Nevertheless, it is
probable that the use of ®eof—*taught of God’ in place of ‘taught
of the Lord’—is due to LXX influence, If this is so, the natural
inference is that the quotation was originally made directly from
the Heb., and was afterwards modified by a copyist under LXX
influence—possibly by the translator from Aramaic into Greek.

6. 7 kafos wev i ypadrl, worapol éx Tijs kothlas adrod pedoovow
Baros {Bvros.

This passage has already been discussed, and has been shown
to involve a misunderstanding of an Aramaic original (cf. p. 109).

7. 7% odx 7 'ypaqﬁ?] elrev 671 &k ToD oméppatos Aaveld, kai ard Bybieip
75 ks Smrov v Aaveld, épxerar 5 Xpiords ;

Based on Isa. 11}, Jer. 23°, &c. (Davidic descent), Mic. 5° (s' in
Heb. ; from Bethlehem). The references are general merely.

8. 87 & 16 vépew 8 7§ Sperépy yéyparrar S &o dvfpimay 7 paprupia
dAnbis éoTw.

Deut, 19® 237 D! Mwby *a-by i DY Y '2%Y ‘At the mouth
of two witnesses or at the mouth of three shall a word be estab-
lished’.

LXX ¢nt oréparos 8o popripwv kai &ri groparos Tpidv papTipwy
omjoeral Ty pYpa.

A vague reference.

9. 10% Odk ot yeypappévov & 76 vipe Sudv &n “Eyd elra, @col
éoTe ;

Ps, 82° b D‘U$§ Y " ‘1 have said, Ye are gods .

1.LXX ’Eyo era @col dore.

Heb. and LXX agree exactly, and the verbal agreement between
Jn. and LXX has therefore no special significance, since Heb.
could hardly be otherwise rendered.

10. 12" «xai ékpatyalov ‘Qoavvd, ebhoynuévos 6 ¢pxdpevos & Svépare
Kuplov. ‘
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Ps. 1185 N3 NPYIn nim R
mn DY3 Ran P2

‘O Lord, save now!

Blessed be he that cometh in the name of the Lord I’

LXX & Kipte, cboov 8,

3 7. € 3 7’ 2 P 4 Is
edhoyypévos & épxopevos év ovopari Kuplov.

119

Heb. and LXX agree exacﬂy. ‘Qoavvd represents the Heb,
hosta-una ‘ Save now !’ which, by substitution of the short form of
the imperative for that with the cohortative termination, becomes
héfa™-na. edhoynpévos kt). is verbally identical with LXX; but the

Heb. could hardly be otherwise translated.

3 > -~
11, 12%% edpow 8¢ 6 Iyools dvdpiov éxdfigey én’ aird, xabus éorw

yeypopuévoy
M3 ¢pofod, Guydaryp Sudv
8oy 6 Baoiheds gov Ipxerar,
kafjpevos &l wdlov dvov.
Zech. ¢’ mn2 iR Dy
pbgAT2 W
T &3 7de M
NI PN pry
Afrby 339 Wy
nishgTi2 SH

‘ Exult greatly, O daughter of Zion;

Shout, O daughter of Jerusalem.

Behold, thy king cometh unto thee;

Righteous and victorious is he;

Lowly, and riding upon an ass,

And upon a colt, an ass’s foal’,
LXX Xaipe opidpa, Obyarep Zerdvr

kipvoce, Ovyarep Tepovaahjp:

Bod 6 Booikeds gov épxeral oot

Slkatos xai cwlwy,

abrds mpavs kal émBelyxds émi dmoliyiov

N ~ ’
Kkat woOAov véov.
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The quotation is abbreviated and somewhat free. It is clear,
however, that mé\ov dvov is derived from Heb. and not from LXX.

12, 12" “Hpels Acoloaper &k T0d vipov dr. & Xpiords péver els Tov
alova.

Ezek. 377 D?W? EF"5 N 72 M7 ‘And David my servant
shall be their prince for ever’.

LXX «al Aaveld & 80BAds pov dpxwy els Tov aldva.

Cf. also Isa. ¢ (¢° in Heb.), 2 Sam. 7%, Ps. 89, 110"

The reference is vague and general.

13. 12%. va & Adyos "Hoalov Tob mpodijrov wAnpuldy Sv elrev
K 4 I s 7 ~ 3 ~ e ~ .
ipie, 7is mioTevoey T4 drofj HubV ;

xai & Bpaxiwv Kuplov tiv dmwexalicf ;

Isa. 53' LOYRYY RN W
nnbyy pby nimy yiop

« Who hath believed our report;
And the arm of the Lord, to whom hath it been revealed’.

LXX Kipie, 1is ériorevoey T dwofj fpv;
kal & Bpoaxiev Kuvplov Tivi dmexadipln ;
Heb. and LXX agree exactly, except that LXX has added the
opening Kdpe, which is also found in Jn.’s quotation which agrees

verbally with LXX. It is clear that the text of Jn. is influenced
by LXX.

14. 127 e wahw brev “Hoalas
Terdphakey adrov Tovs Spbadpods
kel érdporey abrdv Ty kapdiay,
va pi Bwow Tols dpfatpois
kai vojowow 7§ kapdle kal oTpaddow, kol ldoopar abrovs.
Isa. 6° nyn DYTTID 1RYn
R IP 7320 NI
YR VISP WD PRI
b &7 3¢ 12 290
¢ Make the heart of this people gross,
And make their ears heavy, and blind their eyes;
Lest they sce with their eyes, and hear with their ears,
And understand with their heart, and repent, and be healed’.
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1 £ \ € IS ~ ~ 0
LXX é&raxivly yop % xapdlo 709 Aaod 7ovrov,
A ~ y N\ 3~ / e by N 3 0 A \
kol Tols Goly alrdv Papéws dkovoar xal Tovs Sdpbatpovs
Sxdppvoay,
~ \ ~ /
p} wore Waow Tols dpfadpols Kal Tols dolv drodowoty,

\ ~ ’ ~ \ » ’ \ sz 3 ’
Kat T KG.[JSL(} oVVuoY Kal ETLGTPEI!J(!)U‘LV, Kat tagopal avTous.

Here Jn. is clearly independent of LXX; contrast Tervplurer
atrdv Tovs Spbalpods With xal Tovs Spfaruods éxdppvoar: e pi with
pit wote : kal vojowow ) kapdlg With xal 7 kapdle cwdow: orpaddow
with émorpéfwow. Jn. is not, however, merely a free reminiscence
of the Hebrew, as might be supposed from the fact that the writer
uses past tenses rerdplurey, érdpuaer, while the Hebrew appears to
use Imperatives (R.V. ‘shut’, ‘make fat’). DY, Y20 are either
treated as Infinitives Absolute in place of Perfects—blinding’
(lit. ‘smearing over’), ‘making gross’, standing for ‘He hath
blinded’, “ hath made gross’ (a normal and idiomatic usage); or
the forms are read as Perfects, {P¥7, Y7, as they might naturally
be read in the unvocalized text.* Thus (allowing for omission of
the reference to ears, and the transposition of a clause) Jn.’s read-
ing is a reasonably accurate rendering of Heb., and is nearer to it
than LXX in reading sing. reri¢prwxer in place of plur. ékdppvaar
which makes the people the subject.

15. 13" dAN va % ypadh wAnpwd] ‘O Tpdywy pov 1ov dprov émfjpev én’
éue Ty wrépvay atrol.

Ps. 41 3py *hy S mnd ba2in ‘He that eateth my bread hath
lifted up his heel against me ".

LXX & tablov dprovs pov, éueydhvver ér éue wrepyiopudv.

Jn. renders Heb. accurately, and is independent of LXX.

16. 15% 4N fva wAnpwdf 6 Xdyos 6 év 76 vouy adtdv yeypaupévos bt
Eployody pe Swpedy.

Ps. 35 and 69* (* in Heb.) D1 ¥ ‘my haters without
cause ’,

L.XX in both passages, oi puoobvrés pe Swpedy.

A free reminiscence.

* Symmachus took the Imperatives 7321, vg/g as Perfects 7227, X)t_ﬁ'{}, but,

unlike Jn., made the people (not Yahweh) the subject—& Aads ofios Ta &ra éBdpuve,
xal Tods dpfakpods abrod Euvoe,
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17. 19* &a % ypagy mAnpwdy
Acepeploavro T4 ipdrid pov éavrols
kal éml Tov ipaTioudy pov éBalov kAijpov.
Ps. 22" (¥ in Heb.) D> *ma ap?m
bin abvar whab-by

‘They part (or parted) my garments among them,
And upon my vesture do {or did) they cast lots’.
LXX Swepeploavro Ta fndrid pov éovrols
xal érl 7ov iparioudy pov éBolov xAijpov.
Heb. and LXX agree closely. The verbal agreement between
Jn. and LXX points to LXX influence. ‘

18, 19®® Merd Tatra eldds 6 ‘Inoobs drv 70y mdvra TeréhecTar va
Tedawly] § ypady Aéye Auwpd. okedos Eero dfovs peardv omdyyov odv
pearov Tod Gfovs Yoodme mepllévTes Tpooiveykay abTod T oTépaTL.

Ps. 69" (* in Heb.) PER WY Wo¥h and for my thirst they
gave me vinegar to drink’.

LXX «al els mjy 84fav pov émériody pe 8fos.

The reference is general merely.

19. 16% éyévero yip Talra {va v ypady whypwly *Ocrodv o cuvvrpes
Brgerar adrod.
Ex. 12* ﬁ:‘%‘izztt;‘in'&s D¥} ‘and ye shall break no bone of it’.
LXX «ai dorotv od owwrpiyere dn’ adrod.
Num. g 1213 ¥> DY) ‘and they shall break no bone of it’.
LXX «ai dorov ob cuvrplfovew én’ adrod. .
Ps. 34 (* in Heb.) Poioyy=b b
mavy 5 mon nos
‘He keepeth all his bones;
Not one of them is broken’.
LXX [Kipios] dvrdaae wdvra 78 dord alrdv,
&y ¢ adrdv ob auvrpBijoerar.
The quotation is a free reminiscence.
20. 19% kol wdhwv érépa ypai Aéyel "Odovrar els by éfexévryoar.
Zech, 12" 31123'1?2*; ny oy AN ‘and they shall look on me
wham they have pierced’.
LXX rai &rfréfovrar mpos pé vl dv KaTtDpX‘liO‘aVTO.
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Some fifty Heb. MSS. read W8 “on him’, and it is this text upon
which Jn. is dependent; or—since R NN (‘5?5) 1"2?5 is scarcely
possible as a Hebrew construction—he may presuppose the more
natural reading '\J!S'st\ The strange LXX rendering is based on
a reading Y7 ‘they danced’, an erroneous transposition of the
letters of Y27 ‘they pierced’. .

Several LXX MSS,, representing the Lucianic recension, read
kol értﬂ)\e’x,bov‘rat wpds pt els bv exévroar, which is the rendering of
Theodotion. Aquila... . olv ¢ éexévryoar, Symmachus.. .. &umpocfey
emwefexévryaav.

It is obvious that Jn. is independent of LXX, whose rendering
destroys the point of the quotation. The connexion with Theo-
dotion in the rendering els v éexévryoav appears to be fortuitous
merely, and does not imply that Jn. and Theodotion were dependent
upon an earlier non-Septuagintal rendering (as suggested by
Swete, Introd. to the O.T. in Greek, p. 398). ’Exxevreiv is the
natural rendering of 797 (used by LXX in Judg. 9, 1 Chr, 10},
Jer. 44 (37)", Lam. 4°, and by Aquila and Symmachus in Isa. 13%);
and the variation between Jn.’s dyovrar els év and Theodotion’s
emPAGpovra wpds pd els v is decisive against common borrowing
from an earlier Greek source. In the LXX MS, 240 we find the
rendering &yovrat wpos pe els Sv élexévrnoav as a doublef, and this no
doubt is a Christian marginal variant influenced by Jn. The
Apocalypse, which is thoroughly Hebraic, has an echo of the O.T.
passage in 17 kai derar adrov wis Spfapds kol ofrwes abrdv exévryoar.
Here we notice that the two verbs are the same as those employed
in Jn. _

Thus the following classification of Jn.’s O.T. quotations may
be made:

(@) Quotations dependent on the Hebrew; Nos. 1, 2, 4, 5,
11, 14, 15, 20. '

(6) Quotations agreeing with LXX where this is an accurate
rendering of the Hebrew ; 9, 10, 17.

(¢) Quotations agreeing with LXX where this differs from the
Hebrew; 38, (5), 18. ’

(d) Free reminiscences ; 4, 7, 8, 12, 16, 18, 19.

(¢) Misreading of an Aramaic original ; 6.
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Under (a) we notice that, while in 4 and 11 the points of agree-
ment with Heb. against LXX are slight, all the other cases are
weighty and preclude any other theory than a first-hand knowledge
of the Heb. text.

Under (b) the agreement with LXX in 9 and 10 might be acci-
dental, since the Heb. could scarcely be translated in other words,
This, however, is a point not to be pressed, since 17 and the three
cases under (¢) show a connexion with LXX which cannot be
accidental.

Under (¢) we observe that the variations of Jn. and LXX from
Heb. are very slight, and that the point of the quotations in no way
depends upon them. In 8 (2") the Heb. reading ‘hath eaten me’
is represented by Jn’s 9. . karépaye which has considerable
attestation. In B the variation from Heb. consists only in the
substitution of ®co? for ‘the Lord’, and in 18 only in the prefixing
of Kdpte.

We have now to seek an explanation of the fact that, while
a considerable number of the quotations in Jn. presuppose direct
use of the Hebrew Bible, certain others are as clearly conformed
to LXX. We may rule out the possibilities that the writer was
familiar with both Heb. and LXX, and quoted from both indis-
criminately ; or that the Gospel is composite, the use of Heb. and
L.XX marking different strands of authorship. There remains the
theory that the writer used either Heb. or LXX solely, and that
the variations from his regular usage are the work of a later hand.
Now it is obvious that the agreements with Heb. cannot be due to
alteration, since e.g. 2 and 20 exhibit points of connexion vital to the
quotation which are absent from LXX. "On the other hand, all
the quotations which now agree verbally with LXX might very
well have been quoted from Heb. and subsequently modified so as
to agree with LXX, since the variation between Heb. and LXX
is in every case slight and unimportant. This inference, which
emerges from a consideration of the quotations as a whole, seems
to be raised to a certainty by the fact that 5 has points of con-
nexion with both Heb. and LXX. The words ‘And they shall
be all taught of God’ agree with Heb. as being an independent
sentence, and can hardly depend upon LXX, ‘And 1 will make. ..
all thy sons to be taught of God’; while the point of connexion
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with LXX~—¢taught of God’ instead of Heb. ‘taught of the Lord’—
is just the kind of alteration which might subsequently be made
under LXX influence. If this be granted, the fact that the writer
of the Gospel was a Palestinian Jew employing the Heb., and not
a Hellenist dependent on LXX, is proved. Further, it must
surely be admitted that slight modifications of passages originally
quoted from Heb. into verbal agreement with LXX, though they
might very possibly be made by a reviser or copyist of the Greek
text, would be far more likely to arise in process of translation into
Greek from another language, such as Aramaic. And in 6 (7%) we
have very striking evidence that the language in which the O.T.
reference was originally cast was Aramaic.



CHAPTER IX

EPILOGUE

At the close of this discussion the writer may be expected to
offer some remarks as to the influence which his theory should, if
it gains acceptance, exercise upon current historical criticism of the
* Fourth Gospel. This is a task which for two reasons he feels
somewhat loth to essay. Firstly, the question has been mainly if
not wholly linguistic, and ought at the outset to be presented for
consideration uncomplicated by ulterior issues. And secondly, the
writer is conscious that in attempting to touch upon such larger
issues he is in danger of getting outside his province ; for, while to
the best of his ability he has made a minute study of the Gospel
itself, and can claim some knowledge of the external criteria
bearing upon the question of authorship, he cannot claim con-
versance with more than a small portion of the gigantic mass of
modern literature which has been directed towards the solution
of the Johannine problem.

Still, it goes without saying that in the course of the linguistic
investigation the question of its bearing upon the authorship of the
Gospel has been constantly in his mind. If the theory is soundly
based, it must surely affect something like a revolution in current
Johannine criticism ; for, while cutting at the roots of the fashion-
able assumptions of a particular school of critics, it may be held to
go even farther, and to demand a re-examination, if not a recon-
struction, of certain fundamental postulates which have hitherto
been accepted by all schools of criticism. Thus it may be thought
fitting that the author of the theory should indicate in brief the
results to which he believes that it points.

In the first place, it should establish beyond question the fact
that the Gospel is a product of Palestinian thought. This is a
conclusion which emerges with no less clearness even if it be held
that the evidence which has been offered is insufficient to prove
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actual translation from Aramaic; for at least it cannot be disputed
that the case for virtual translation is irrefragable. The author’s
language is cast throughout in the Aramaic mould. He is
thoroughly familiar with Rabbinic speculation. He knows his
Old Testament, not through the medium of the LXX, but in the
original language.

If this be granted, the figment of Alexandrine influence upon the
author must be held finally to be disproved. His Logos-doctrine
is the development of conceptions enshrined in the Targums, and ~
is not derived from Philo. This can hardly be disputed in face
of the evidence adduced on pp.35ff. Could New Testament
scholars ever have arrived at any other conclusion ir they had
approached the subject with an adequate Semitic, as well as a
Greek, equipment? Not, indeed, that Palestinian Rabbinism was
wholly uninfluenced by Greek thought; the Midrashim prove the
contrary. Yet, when this is admitted, Palestinian Jewish thought <
is one thing, Alexandrine Hellenistic thought another. It may be
true that there is an ultimate connexion between the Logos-concep-
tion of Philo and that of the Gospel-prologue ; but this connexion
is no closer than is implied by a common parentage. Philo’s
doctrine was in no sense the moulding influence of our author’s
thought.

It may be observed that the theory that the Gospel was written
in Aramaic fits in admirably with other well-ascertained results
of internal evidence—the author’s intimate knowledge of Pales-
tinian topography, of Jewish festivals and customs, and of the
current Messianic expectations at the time of our Lord. On all
these questions, in which in time past his accuracy has in one way
or another been impugned, he has been triumphantly vindicated.
If, in addition, it is proved that he actually wrote in Aramaic, we
have added the coping-stone which harmoniously completes the
building. .

Here, however, we find that our theory seems to call for the
re-opening of a question which is generally supposed to be settled.
If the Gospel was written in Aramaic, it must surely have been
written in Palestine or Syria; it could hardly have been written at
Ephesus. This conclusion is by no means necessarily at variance
with the tradition that the author spent the latter part of his life at
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Ephesus ; for obviously we have the possibility that he may have
written the Gospel at an earlier period. It may be observed that,
while tradition generally assigns the writing of the Gospel to
Ephesus, there are traces of a different opinion. The Muratorian
Canon seems to state that the Gospel was written before the
breaking up of the Apostolic circle,* therefore, presumably, in
Palestine.

The assignment of a Palestinian or Syrian origin to the Gospel
would seem to carry with it an earlier date for its composition than
that which is commonly accepted (a.p.9> or somewhat later);
possibly even a considerably earlier one. But this is by no means
at variance with the facts of internal evidence. Even apart from a
full acceptance of the theory propounded in the present volume, it
must surely be admitted that the facts which have been brought
together greatly strengthen the case for holding that the Gospel is

~the work of an eye-witness. The view that it represents the
mature Christian experience of that witness is doubtless sound ;
but if we are to assume that he was a man of eighty or more when
he took up his pen, we are postulating for him a mental vigour
quite exceptional in one so old. Opinions may differ as to the
impression of the author’s personality conveyed by the Gospel;
but the present writer feels that, while the First Epistle might
fairly be regarded as the product of extreme old age, the planning
and execution of the Gospel is hardly consistent with such a
theory. The age of sixty-five or seventy would at any rate be
more normal for the composition of a work which exhibits so
markedly a maturity which is as yet unimpaired. Assuming that
the author was about twenty at the Crucifixion, this would lead us
to date the Gospel A.p.75-80. The question whether it would be
reasonable to place it even earlier demands an expert knowledge
of its relation to the Synoptic Gospels and a first-hand conclusion
as to the dates of these latter ; and on these points the writer does

* The Fourth Gospel is said to be the work of ‘ Joannis ex discipulis’. The
occasion of its composition is given as follows: ¢ Cohortantibus condiscipulis et
episcopis suis dixit, Conjeiunate mihi hodie triduo et quid cuique fuerit revelatum
alterutrum nobis enarremus, Eadem nocte revelatum Andreae ex apostolis ut
recognoscentibus cunctis Ioannes suo nomine@ cuncta discriberet.’ Since John
himself is named ‘one of the disciples’, it seems to follow that ‘his fellow-
disciples’ (one of whom is Andrew) are the other Apostles,
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not feel qualified to venture an opinion. We may note, however,
that there seem to be no indications pointing to a date prior to the
destruction of Jerusalem in a.D. 70; the evidence of 5% "Eorw 8¢ &
rois ‘Tepoooldpors &mi T mpofarucy xodvpfBifpe . . . wévre orods Exovoa,
which has been thought to imply that the city was still standing
intact, being of doubtful validity if the Greek is regarded as a
translation from Aramaic.*

On the other hand, there are a number of indications which
suggest- a certain remoteness, both in time and place, from the
scenes described, and also seem to imply that the author was not
writing, at least primarily, for Jews, but for a larger circle of
Christians. What Jew, or indeed what Gentile inhabitant of
Palestine, would need to be informed that the Jews have no deal-
irgs with the Samaritans, that Tabernacles was the feast of the
Jews, or that the festival of the Dedication took place in winter ?+
Of course it might be maintained that the author, writing not
merely for his contemporaries but for posterity to whom such
details would not be obvious, took care to insert them; but such a
theory can hardly claim probability.

We arrive, then, at the impression that the Gospel was not
written at an earlier date than a.p. 75-80, nor from Palestine; yet
on the other hand our theory of an Aramaic original seems to
demand that it should have originated in an Aramaic-speaking
country. Thus Syria is indicated, and if Syria, then Antioch.

* The meaning ‘was’ or ‘is’ might be left in Aramaic to be inferred from the
context, or at any rate expressed in such a way that confusion would be easy

in translation. For *Eerw ... &ovoe Cur. has g Aado ... Joos L\,z, lit,
¢ Existing was . . . and existing in it’; Pesh. o5 Joo Ao ... Joo !
¢Existing was . . . and existing was in it'; while in Pal. Syr. we find an

o Jéoo ... oo ‘Existing fs...and i in it’. Here, however, the only
time-determining factor is the dot above ]60,, which marks it as the Participle
hawé, not the Perfect hdwa. In W, Aramaic there would probably have been no
mark of distinction.

+ Instances of such touches may be seen in 281828, 489, g2, 614, 7557, 10¥, rig,
19340, Two of these passages, viz. 2™ & 7§ mdoxa & 77 topth, 6! mépav Tijs
gardooys 7is Tuhralas 7is TiBepiddos, convey the impression of conflation, Of
course it must be assumed, on the hypothesis of translation, that in 428 (6 Aeydpevos
Xpiorbs), 5 (‘EBpaiori), 19" (AéaTparrov, ‘EBp. 86), 19" (Kpaviov Témov, 8 Aéyerar
‘EBp.), 208 (‘EBp. ... Aéyerar Addaxale) the translator has glossed the text for
the benefit of his readers. It is possible that some of the touches in the first set of
passages given in this note may be translator’s glosses,

£520 K
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Though Antioch was a Greek city, it stood not far from the heart
of the district whence from the earliest times the Aramaic speech
was diffused, eastward into Mesopotamia and southward through
Syriaand Palestine. The city must have been bilingual, and though
Greek was doubtless the language of the upper classes, there must
have been a large substratum of population to whom Aramaic was
the more familiar language. This follows necessarily from the
exigencies of trade—both the regularly organized caravan-trade
from beyond the Euphrates, and the Jocal trade which brought the
country people into the metropolis to sell their food-stuffs, and to
add new blood to the population. As we learn from Acts, the
natural line of expansion for the infant-Church at Jerusalem was
northward to Antioch. If the writer of the Fourth Gospel really
spent the last part of his life at Ephesus, then we have in Antioch
a half-way house between this and Jerusalem ; and if the line of his
missionary activity was Jerusalem—Antioch—Ephesus he was
following in the footsteps of St. Paul.

It is interesting to note that we are not entirely without external
indication that St. John was at Antioch and wrote the Gospel there.
Mr. F. C. Conybeare has quoted a statement translated from a
Syriac fragment appended to the Armenian translation to the
commentary of St. Ephrem on Tatian’s Diatessaron: ‘lohannes
scripsit illud [evangelium] graece Antiochiae, nam permansit in
terra usque ad tempus Traiani’.* There exists a wide-spread
(though not very early) tradition that St. Ignatius was a disciple
of St. John, The Mapripiov Iyvatiov (5th or 6th century A.D.) so
describes him at its opening, and adds later on the scarcely credible
statement that he and Polycarp (born a.p. 69) had together been
disciples of the Apostle.t

The facts which lead the present writer to suggest the theory that
the Fourth Gospel may have been written at Antioch are as follows :

1. The Epistles of St. Ignatius (c. A.D. 110) are full of Johannine
Theology. It is true that there is only one passage in them which
approximates to an actual verbal quotation, but reminiscences of
the teaching of the Gospel are more numerous than is generally

* ZNTW. 1902, p. 193.
+ Cf. Lightfoot, Apostolic Fathers, 1I. ii, pp. 473 {, who argues against the
historical value of the statement and seeks to explain how it may have arisen.
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recognized. Dr. Inge’s conclusion is that ¢ Ignatius’ use of the
Fourth Gospel is highly probable, but falls some way short of
certainty’.* One of his reasons for this doubtful verdict is ‘our
ignorance how far some of the Logia of Christ recorded by John
may have been current in Asia Minor before the publication of the
Gospel’. This is met if it can be shown that Ignatius was
probably also acquainted with the First Epistle of St. John; and
this seems to be the case.+ The Ignatian expressions, 6 dpywv 7o
wivos rodrov and rékva purds dAnbelas may actually imply acquaintance
with the original Aramaic of the Gospel.

2. Drs. Rendel Harris and Mingana, in their recent edition of
the Odes and Psalms of Solomon (1920), have made a case for a
connexion between the Odes and the Letters of Ignatius, and have
shown that the dependence is almost certainly on Ignatius’s side.
There is a tradition recorded by the historian Socrates that
Ignatius instructed the Antiochenes in the composition and singing
of hymns.} Theophilus of Antioch was also familiar with the

* The New Testament tn the Apostolic Fathers, by a committee of the Oxford
Society of Historical Theology, p. 83.

+ Cf, especially the group of passages reflecting the teaching of x Jn. quoted
from the letter to the Ephesians on p. 154.

+ ¢We must also tell whence the custom of the Church of singing antiphonal
hymns had its origin. Ignatius, the third bishop after Peter of the Syrian Antioch,
who also had personal intercourse with the Apostles themselves, saw a vision
of angels praising the Trinity in antiphonal hymns, and delivered the fashion of
the vision to the church in Antioch: from whence also the same tradition was
transmitted to other churches.’—Socrates, HE. vi, 8, quoted by Harris and
Mingana, p. 43. These editors also aptly call attention (p. 47) to two passages
in Ignatius's letters in which he uses chorus-singing as a metaphor for Christian
harmony ; Ephes. 4, ‘In your concord and harmonious Jove Jesus Christ s sung.
And do ye, each and all, form yourselves into a chorus, that, being harmonious
in concord, and taking the key-note of God, ye may i1 oneness sing with one voice
through Jesus Christ unto the Father, that He may both hear you and acknowlcdge
you by your good deeds to be the members of His Son? (i e. His children) ; Rom. 3,
¢ Forming yourselves into a chorus, in love sing to the Father in Jesus Christ.”
These passages find a striking parallel in Ode 41, which begins as follows :

¢ Let all of us who are the Lord’s bairns, praise Him :
And let us appropriate the truth of His faith :
And His children shall be acknowledged by Him :
Therefore let us sing in His love.

Let us, therefore, all of us unite together in the name of the Lord/’

. . . .

The italics draw attention to the parallelism in thought.
K 2
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Odes.* It seems clear that they were originally composed in
Syriac.t  The conclusion of these editors is that they -were
probably written at Antioch in the first century.}

Now the fact that the writer of the Odes was acquainted with
the Fourth Gospel can be proved fairly clearly; though here
again the evidence takes the form of reminiscence of the teaching
rather than actual verbal quotation. Surprising as this may seem
in view of the very early date which is assigned to the Odes, it
is the less surprising if, as on our theory, the date of the Gospel
is earlier than is commonly supposed; and it becomes quite
comprehensible if the Gospel was actually composed at Antioch
and first circulated there in Aramaic. It is noteworthy that a great
part of the connexions with the thought of the Gospel, both in
Ignatius’s Letters and in the Odes, are with the Last Discourses,
Jn. 13—17.

The evidence for all this appears so highly important that it
is given in detail in an Appendix.

The supposed influence of Pauline Theology upon the Fourth
Gospel in no way conflicts with our new theory as to the date
and place of the Gospel. A period of twenty years or so allows
ample time for the principal epistles of St. Paul to have become
well known at Antioch. The present writer has, however, put
forward suggestions (pp. 45 ff) which may indicate a somewhat
different conclusion, viz. that both St. Paul and the author of the
Gospel may have been influenced by a common earlier source
of teaching. Both of them were Rabbinists; and the course of
the present discussion has revealed several instances of a know-
ledge of Rabbinic speculation on the part of the Gospel-author
which is independent of St. Paul. Both again were mystics ; but
there is no reason for assuming that the mysticism of the Gospel
was a development of Pauline teaching. Mysticism is one of the
characteristics of the Rabbinic method of treating Scripture ; and
the question how far this trait in the two Christian writers is
based on Jewish Haggada is one which calls for further investi-
gation. The inclusion within the early Church at Jerusalem of
a large contingent from the priestly class (Acts 67) must almost

* op, at, ch, iii. + op. ait. ch, xiii. t op. ot ch. iv.
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certainly have resulted in the application of Rabbinic speculation
to the service of the new Faith. »

As to the author of the Gospel—while the conclusion that he
wrote his Gospel in Aramaic strongly confirms the opinion that he
was an actual eye-witness of the events which he describes, it
must be admitted that the clear traces which we have noticed
of his acquaintance with Rabbinic learning * seem to diminish the
probability that he was St. John the Apostle. St. Peter and
St. John impressed the priestly authorities at Jerusalem as dvfpwmo
dypduparor kal ibrar (Acts 47); and though the phrase is used in
connexion with their unexpected eloquence, the paradox consisted,
not in the fact that having previously been dypduparo—i.e. untrained
in Rabbinic methods of exegesis—they now appeared so to be
trained ; but in the fact that, though still dypdpparoy, they were able
to speak and argue eloquently and convincingly. It is of course
conceivable that the Galilaean fisherman, especially if a young
man, may have had a natural aptitude for assimilating the Rabbinic
methods of argument ; and that, his interest being whetted through
listening to our Lord’s discussions with the Rabbinists at Jeru-
salem, he may subsequently have carried his studies farther in
this direction, e.g. through intercourse with the Christian members
of the Jewish priesthood. It is clear, however, that if we had
reason to think that, like St. Paul, he had actually undergone
a thorough Rabbinic training, much light would be thrown upon
the Gospel. We should then understand how it was that the author
was able to retain the substance of our Lord’s arguments with his
former teachers, and why these arguments appealed to him more
than the simple parabolic teaching which was adapted to the
Galilaean peasantry. His first-hand use of the Hebrew Bible would
be explained ; and, supposing that he may also have been the author
of the Apocalypse, we should understand how he was able tv
construct this work upon a Biblical Hebrew model.

Now, as Prof. Delff was the first to remark,t there are details in

* Cf. especially pp. 35, 43I, ron,, 11rn., 116 n.

+ Gesch. d. Rabbi Jesus v. Nazareth (1899). pp. 67f.. ;3 Das vierte Evangelium (18g0),
pp. 1 ff. Delff’s theory was followed by Bousset in the 1st ed. of his Offenbarung
Johannis (1896, but dropped by him in the 2nd ed. (1906) ; cf. p 46, n. 2. Itis
regarded with considerable favour by Dr. Sanday, Criticisms of the Fourth Gospel,
pp- 171, g0, 95 I,
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the Gospel which, taken together, strongly suggest that the
author had some connexion with priestly circles. He (on the
assumption that he is the unnamed disciple) was known to the
high priest and gained ready admission to his house, which was
denied to Peter until he intervened (18"%). He alone of the
Evangelists mentions the name of the high priest’s servant, Malchus,
whose ear Peter cut off (8"), and also the fact that one of those
who questioned Peter was a kinsman of Malchus (187). He has
special knowledge of persons like Nicodemus and Joseph of
Arimathaea, who were both members of the Sanhedrin (3'%, 7%,
19®%), and seems to have gained inside information as to what
went on at meetings of the Sanhedrin (7%7%, 117, 12"), which
may have come to him through Nicodemus. The fact that, when
our Lord commended His Mother to his care, he took her eis ré
e ‘from that hour’ suggests that he had a house at or near
Jerusalem (1g%).

The deduction based on these internal indications serves further
to explain the remarkable statement of Polycrates of Ephesus that
John, who reclined on the breast of the Lord, was a priest wearing
the sacerdotal frontlet (3s éyaiifly iepeds 1o méraloy wedopekds), which
otherwise is an insoluble enigma. Moreover, if Polycrates sup-
posed that John the author of the Gospel was the Apostle St. John,
it is in the highest degree anomalous that he should mention
him subsequently to Philip, whom he defines as rév 8cdexa drmo-
oréAav, and the daughters of Philip, and should then describe him,
not as an Apostle, but as pdprvs kai Sbdoxalos simply—this too
in spite of the fact that ‘he sleeps at Ephesus’ where Polycrates
himself was bishop, while Philip ‘sleeps at Hierapolis’ {Eusebius,

" HE. v.24). If one of the most famous members of the original
Apostolic band had actually preceded him in his own see, he
would surely have named him first of all.

The familiar quotation from Papias (Eusebius, Z/E. iii. 39) seems
likewise to indicate that the celebrated John of Ephesus was not
the Apostle. Papias tells us that ‘if any one chanced to come
my way who had been a follower of the presbyters, I would
inquire as to the sayings of the presbyters—what Andrew or
Peter said (drer), or Philip or Thomas or James or John or
Matthew, or any other of the Lord’s disciples; and also what
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Aristion and John the presbyter, the Lord’s disciples, say (Aéyovow)’.
Unless we adopt the view that the Apostles mentioned are termed
‘the presbyters’* (a view both improbable in itself and also
apparently excluded by the distinctive application of the term to
the second John), it is clear from this passage that Papias only
claims to have learned the Apostles’ sayings at third hand, i.e.
he learned from his informants what the presbyters said that the
Apostles said. On the other hand, the obvious deduction from
the statement ‘also what Aristion and John the presbyter, the
Lord’s disciples, say’, is that Papias learned the sayings of these
disciples at second hand; and since the change of tense from
rev to Aéyovow is clearly intentional, it is natural to infer that
Aristion and the second John were still living, and that Papias might
have heard them at first hand if he had had the opportunity.t

If this conclusion is sound, and if the title ‘the Lord’s disciples’
implies—as in the first occurrence, where it is appliebd to the
Apostles—actual knowledge of our Lord during His earthly life,
then the date at which Papias collected his materials cannot be
later than A.D. 100—a conclusion which fits in with the statement
of Irenaeus that he was a companion of Polycarp (a.p. 69-155)
and ‘one of the ancients’ (dpxaios dvp).} It follows that c. A.p. 100
Papias knew of a John whom he termed ‘the presbyter’ (appar-
ently in distinction from John the Apostle before mentioned), who,
though an actual disciple of our Lord, was still living at that date,
and must therefore have been of a very advanced age. On the
other hand, all that he claims to have learned (or to have

* This is the view of Eusebius (see foot-note following), and it is taken e.g. by

Lightfoot, Essays on Supernatural Religion, p. 145, and by Westcott, Canon of the
N.T. p. 70, n. 1. On the contrary, see Moffatt, Inirod. io Literature of N.T.2
p- 599-

4 Papias does not stafein this passage that he was an actual hearer of Aristion
and John the presbyter, as is unwarrantably assumed by Eusebius; Kal & viv 5
fuiv Sphoduevos Mamias Tobs pdv Tdv dmosTéAaw Adyovs mapd TGy mapnrolovdnrdrwy
Sponoyel mepeypévar, "Aptorimvos 8¢ kal Tob wpeaBurépov "Twdvvov abrixooy éavriy
$nov yevéobar. Why Dr, Lightfoot (Essays on Supern. Rel. p. 146) should accept
Eusebius’s opinion on this point against the plain sense of the passage is incom-
prehensible.

+ Haer, V. xxxiii, 4 ; Eusebius, HE. iii. 39. A.D. 100 s adopted by Dr. Sanday
(Criticism of the Fourth Gospel, pp. 250 £.), as against the extreme date adopted by
Harnack (c. A.D, 145-60). Eusebius (HE. iii. 36) states that his episcopate was
contemporary not only with Polycarp’s, but also with Ignatius's (d. A.D. 110),



136 EPILOGUE

endeavoured to learn) by word of mouth about the Apostolic
son of Zebedee is what others said that the presbyters said that
he said; and so far is he from attaching any special prominence
to him that he mentions him only sixth in a list of seven of the
Apostles.

Now Irenaeus tells us that John, ‘the disciple of the Lord’, who
wrote the Gospel, survived at Ephesus until the times of Trajan,*
i.e.until after a.p.98. Ifthis John was the son of Zebedee, would
Papias—who must certainly have been born long before his
death, and who was probably collecting his information, if not
before, at any rate not long after that event, and who was bishop
of a Church which was close to Ephesus—have been reduced to
learning at third hand as to his teaching ? And since, for one man
who could give him authentic information as to what Andrew or
Peter had said, there must (on this hypothesis) have been ten who
could give him fuller and more recent information as to what John
the son of Zebedee had said, is it at all likely that the vastly
superior importance to Papias of John as a witness to our Lord’s
acts and teaching, involved in the fact of his nearness to him both
in time and in place, should be ignored to such an extent that he
only mentions the Apostle sixth in a list of seven ?

The inference is clear that Papias did not claim to have any
better knowledge of John the son of Zebedee than he possessed of
Andrew, Peter, and the rest who had died years before he began
to collect his materials. The absence of such a claim fits in with
the statement attributed to him by Philippus Sidetes (5th cent.) and
Georgius Hamartolus (oth cent.) that John and James his brother
were slain by the Jews, which certainly seems to imply that John
the son of Zebedee did not survive to a ripe old age in Asia, but
lost his life through Jewish persecution, and therefore probably in
Palestine and prior to the destruction of Jerusalem in A.Dp. 70.t
There exists, however, yet another statement attributed to Papias
in an argument prefixed to a Vatican MS. of the Fourth Gospel
(oth cent)):—*Evangelium Iohannis manifestatum et datum est
ecclesiis ab Iohanne adhuc in corpore constituto, sicut Papias

* Haer, 11, xxii. 5 111, i, 1y IIL il 4.
+ On further evidence as to the martyrdom cf. Moffawt, Infrod. to Lit. of N T.3
pp. 6or fI. ; and most recently, Charles, Revelation, i, pp. xlv L.
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nomine Hierapolitanus, discipulus Iohannis carus, in exotericis, id
est in extremis [externis] quinque libris retulit. Descripsit vero
evangelium dictante Iohanne recte’.” Confused and improbable
as this statement seems in detail, we have no grounds for question-
ing the main facts, viz. that Papias may have stated that the
author of the Gospel was John of Asia who survived into his
own times. ’

If, however, the other statement referred to Papias means that
John the son of Zebedee suffered martyrdom in Palestine prior to
A.D. 70, the statement as to the writing of the Gospel can only be
squared with it on the assumption that the references are to two
different Johns—in the first case to the Apostle, in the second to
John of Asia, i.e. the presbyter. '

Now the writer of the Second and Third Epistles of St. John
actually describes himself as & mpeoBirepos; and the inference from
the contents of the Epistles is that they were not intended to be
anonymous, but that this title was sufficient to mark the writer’s
identity. If they are rightly ascribed to John, the inference that
this is the "Twdwys & wpeaBirepos of Papias is obvious.t Dr. Charles
in his Commentary on Revelation (i, pp. xxxiv ff.) has argued from
a careful linguistic study that the Fourth Gospel and the three
Epistles of St. John are by the same author. It follows that the
Gospel is the work of John the presbyter, and that the tradition
that it was composed at Ephesus is wrapped up with the fact of his
authorship. Thus the earliest Asian tradition, as represented by
Papias and Polycrates and confirmed by the testimony of the
Second and Third Epistles, points to the presbyter and not the son
of Zebedee as the author of the Gospel.

* Cf, Lightfoot, Essays on Supers. Rel. pp.210f.; Westcott, Canon of N.T.
p.77, n. 1. Ligktfoot (p. 214) has an ingenious suggestion as to the way in which
the statement may have arisen that Papias was actually the amanuensis of John,
¢ Papias may have quoted the Gospel # delivered by John to the Churches, which
they wrote down from his lips” (3 dméypagov dnd Tob oréparos adred) ; and some
later writer, mistaking the ambiguous éméypagor, interpreted it “ I wrote down”’,
thus making Papias himself the amanuensis.’

+ This seems to be hinted by Eusebius, HE, iii. 25: Tav & dvmikeyouévaw,
yopipwy 8 oy Buws Tois MoANOls « . . 7 dvopalopdvy devrépa ral Tpity 'Twdvvov, eite
105 ebayyehtarod Tuyxdvovgal, elre kai drépov Spwvipou éxeivy. The view is
definitely taken by Jerome, de virés sllust. cc. 9 and 18,
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Our evidence, however, is incomplete without examination of the
testimony of St. Irenaeus, which is important because, in the well-
known passage from his letter to Florinus (Eusebius, ZZE. v. 20),
he states that in his boyhood (mais éru dv) he was a hearer of
Polycarp and could remember his description of ‘his intercourse
with John and with the rest who had seen the Lord’. Irenaeus
appears unjustly to have suffered considerable misrepresentation.
While claimed on the one hand as a conclusive witness to the
fact that the John of Ephesus was the Apostle St. John, he is
commonly accused, on the other hand, by the opponents of this
theory of having mistaken the meaning of his teacher Polycarp,
and supposed that he was referring to the Apostle when all the
time he was speaking of the presbyter. Similarly, he is taken to
task by Eusebius (HE. iii. 39) because he describes Papias as

6 "Todvwov piv dxovorils, Tolvkdpmov 8¢ ératpos yeyovas. Eusebius’s
comment on this statement is Adrds ye pyy 6 Hamlos rkoTd 75

’ ~ 3 ~ e 3> A b N\ 3 _ 7 3 ~ 13 by
mpooluoy TOV abrob Adywy, dxpoamiy pev kal abrémwryy obdopds éavrov

vyevéoOu By ieplv dmooTéhwv éudaive, Tapedypévar 8¢ Ta s mioTews
maps Tv ekelvois yvwplpwv. The error of which he is accused
by Eusebius is cited by modern critics as enhancing the
probability that he made the additional error of mistaking
Polycarp’s reminiscences of the presbyter as referring to the
Apostle.

In reality, it is doubtful whether Irenaeus makes any mistake at
all. The true state of affairs may best be gathered by tabulating
all his references to the author of the Fourth Gospel, whom he
also regarded as author of the Apocalypse.*

Occurrences.
¢ John the disciple of the Lord’
In references to the Gospel . 9
In references to the Apocalypse . 3
In references to incidents at Ephesus ., 2
Total 14

* These computations are as complete as the writer could make them ; but he
cannot claim that they are more than approximately so. They cover the fragments
as well as the Confra Haer. Under ¢ John' a few Gospel references referring to
the son of Zebedee have not been reckoned.
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¢The disciple of the Lord’ .

‘ His disciple John’
‘John’
In references to the Gospel . . . . 20
In references to the Apocalypse . . . 10
In references to incidents at Ephesus . R
Total 31
The Apostle’ . . . . . . .2

With these references we may compare Irenaeus’s references to
other Evangelists and Apostles:

‘ Matthew the Apostle’. . . . . R ¢
‘ Matthew ' elsewhere.

¢Mark the interpreter and disciple of Peter’ . 1
¢ Mark the disciple and interpreter of Peter’ . I
‘Mark’ elsewhere,

¢ Luke the follower and disciple of the Apostles’. 1
¢ Luke the disciple and attendant of the Apostles’ 1
‘ Luke the attendant of Paul’ . . A |
‘Luke’ elsewhere.

Peter the Apostle’ . . . . . LI
‘Peter’ elsewhere.

‘ Paul the Apostle” . .. 17
¢ Paul, being the Apostle of the Gentlles . B
¢ Paul His Apostle’ . . . . .1
‘Paul’. . . . . .. . . 64
‘The Apostle’ . . . . . . . 74

Here we notice the extraordinary care which Irenaeus takes
accurately to define the position and authority of his witnesses,
This comes out especially in his description of Mark and Luke;
whilé Matthew alone of the Synoptists is correctly given the title
of Apostle.

We notice again that, while Matthew, Peter, and Paul are
defined as Apostles, John #s never so defined by name. It is true
that in two passages which come near together (Haer. 1.ix.2, 3) he
is mentioned as ‘the Apostle’ simply, having just previously been
cited as ‘ John’; but this is different from the direct attachment of



140 EPILOGUE

the title to his name. Irenacus, when not specially defining the
rank of his witnesses, uses the term ‘Apostle’ in a wider sense.
Thus in Haer. 111 xi. o, after a summary of the teaching and
scope of the four Gospels, he remarks, *Having thus ascertained
the opinion of those who delivered the Gospel to us...let us
proceed to the remaining Apostles’; and again in IV. prefl 1,
¢ Accordingly, in the book before this we have set forth the
sentence of the Apostles upon them all’. There are several
passages in which John is included by inference among the
Apostles; II. xxii. 5, ‘And all the elders testify, who in Asia
conferred with John the disciple of the Lord, that John had
handed down these facts; for he abode with them until the times
of Trajan. And some of them saw not only John, but also other
Apostles’; II iii, 4, ‘ And Polycarp too, who had not only been
trained by the Apostles, and had conversed with many of those
who had seen Christ, but also had been constituted by the Apostles
bishop over Asia in the church of Smyrna... having always taught
these things, which he had learned from the Apostles’; ‘And there
are some who have been told by him (Polycarp) that John the
disciple of the Lord, when he had gone to have a bath at Ephesus
. ..and Polycarp too himself. ... Such pious care had the Apostles
and their disciples, &c.”; ‘ Yea, and the church at Ephesus, having
had both Paul for its founder, and John to abide among them
until the times of Trajan, is a true witness of the tradition of the
Apostles’; Letter to Victor (Eusebius, HE. v. 24), ‘For neither
could Anicetus persuade Polycarp not to observe (the Quarto-
deciman practice), inasmuch as he had always observed it with
John the disciple of our Lord and the rest of the Apostles with
whom he had associated ’.

Let us attach full weight to these passages (which the writer
believes are all which come into question), and we are still brought
to a standstill by the fact that, if Irenaeus believed John of Ephesus
to have been one of the Twelve Apostles, it is most remarkable that he
never styles him ¢ John the Apostle’, but always ‘ John the disciple
of the Lord’. We note specially the fact that even where the four
Evangelists are most carefully described in Il ix. 1; x. 1, 6; xi. I,
and the first of them figures as ‘Matthew the Apostle ’, John is
still simply “ John the disciple of the Lord’. Had.Irenaeus taken
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him for the Apostle John, it would have been so natural in this
case to have added ‘who was one of the twelve Apostles’. We
are bound also to contrast the way in which he is only twice
referred to unnamed as ‘the Apostle’, with the 74 occasions on
which St. Paul is so styled.

Now arises the question—Whence did Irenaeus obtain this
distinctive title, ‘the disciple of the Lord’? It is not derived from
the Fourth Gospel ; for, had this been so, we should have expected
‘the disciple whom Jesus loved’. Looking at the titles of other
witnesses, we observe that ‘ Mark the interpreter and disciple of
Peter’ seems clearly to depend upon Papias’s statement, Mdpkos pév
éppmvevrs Ilérpov yevdpevos . . . Ofire yip vjxouce 7ot Kupiov, ofire wapy-
kodovfnoev adrd- Torepov 8¢, s &pmy, Iérpw (Eusebius, HE. iii. 39).
In the same way, we observe that Papias styles Aristion and John
the presbyter of 700 Kuplov pafyral. It is true that in the same
paragraph he subjoins % 7is &repos 1dv Tob Kuplov palyrév to the
names of the seven Apostles whom he mentions, and so may be
taken to include them as pafyral, Here, however, we mark a
difference ; since the sense obviously is that Papias was anxious to
gain information coming from any (presumably deceased) pabyris
Kupiov (i.e. direct associate of the Lord), whether Apostle or other-
wise. But in the cases of Aristion and John the presbyter o ro%
Kuplov pablyral is their distinctive title,'1.e. they were not Apostles,
but they were (presumably) associates of our Lord who fell into
a class by themselves as still living when Papias was collecting his
information.

On the basis of these facts we conclude without hesitation that
by ¢ John the disciple of the Lord’ Irenaeus means John the pres-
byter, and that when he refers to Papias as § Twdvrov pév dxovards,
he is at any rate as correct as Eusebius when he says & viv 8¢ fuiv
Snhodpevos Mamias . . . 70d wpeoBurépov Twdvvov admixoor éavrdr ¢not
yevéobar. It is Eusebius who, jumping to the conclusion that John
the Apostle (mentioned sixth by Papias in his list of seven
Apostles) must be the Evangelist (cagds SyAdv 7ov edayyehioriv),
attaches to Irenaeus the charge of misconstruing Papias’s evidence
which has stuck to him ever since. In reality Irenaeus appears to
be an impeccable witness as to the early Asian tradition in regard
to John; and he completes our evidence that John the Evangelist
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and disciple of the Lord, who survived to old age at Ephesus, was
not the son of Zebedee, but the presbyter.

Thus all the early Asiatic evidence, i.e. all the external evidence
that matters, unites in indicating that the only John of Ephesus
was John the presbyter, and that he wrote the Fourth Gospel.
This, as we have seen, fits in wonderfully well with the internal
evidence which favours the view that the author was not John the
son of Zebedee, but a Jerusalemite of priestly family. There are,
however, other internal considerations which may seem to tell
against this view. If there were not, then surely there would be
no problem of authorship remaining.

The first difficulty is the finding of a place among the com-
panions of our Lord for a young man of priestly family who was
not one of the twelve Apostles. This is largely based, it seems,
upon the presupposition that the Apostles were our Lord’s only
openly-confessed adherents and regular companions. This of
course is not the case. There were others from whom the seventy
(or, according to the alternative reading of WH.,, seventy-two)
missioners were drawn, who must, we may conjecture, have com-
panied with Him not a little before they were fit to be entrusted
with their mission. Yet of these we should know nothing apart
from Lk. 10'f, There were, again, the women who accompanied
Him during a part at least of His evangelistic tours, and minis-
tered to Him and His Apostles out of their substance. Of this
fact too we should have been ignorant but for Lk. 8'%. According
to St. Paul in 1 Cor. 15% one of our Lord’s Resurrection-appear-
ances was ‘to above five hundred brethren at once’. After
the Ascension the number of ‘the brethren’ at Jerusalem is
given in Acts 1" as about one hundred and twenty, all of whom,
apparently (perhaps with the addition of other disciples who had
come up to Jerusalem for the Feast), received the outpouring
of the Spirit at Pentecost.

Thus, if it were necessary to suppose that the young priestly
disciple regularly accompanied our Lord upon His travels, this
would not constitute an insuperable difficulty. But it is not so
necessary; and indeed the probability is against such a theory.

Let us ask ourselves—How is it probable that our Lord would
have dealt with a young man of good family and priestly con-
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nexions whom we may assume to have been a mere youth (perhaps
not more than sixteen), who was keenly desirous of joining Him
and becoming His disciple? Is it not likely that, while reading his
heart and recognizing the great sincerity of his desire, He would—
just because of his youth and the great renunciation of home and
prospects which He knew that the step would entail—have refused
with all tenderness to allow him at once to throw in his lot with
the Apostolic band, and commanded him for the time to remain at
home at Jerusalem ? Meanwhile, whenever our Lord came up to
Jerusalem and engaged in discussion with the Rabbinists, the
young disciple would be there, making as much as he could.of the
great Teacher’s temporary presence, keenly following the debates
which his scholastic training so well enabled him to appreciate,
drinking in every word of the subtle arguments of which the
Galilaean Apostles could make nothing.*

Thus may well be explained the fact that the great bulk of the
Gospel has to do with scenes and discourses at or near Jerusalem,
the Galilaean episodes taking a comparatively subordinate part.
And, in assessing the qualities in the young disciple which made
him pre-eminently ‘the disciple whom Jesus loved’, shall we be
wrong in attaching full weight to the dntellectual bond—the fact that
the youth’s upbringing enabled him, in a far fuller measure than
the untrained and more slow-witted Galilaean Apostles (at least
before Pentecost), to enter into our Lord’s point of view, to follow

* Tt is important to notice that the opinion of Jewish scholars distinctly favours
the general historical character of the discourses in the Fourth Gospel, as repre-
senting one aspect of our Lord’s teaching. Cf. the words of Dr. Abrahams in his
essay ¢ Rabbinic aids to exegesis’, Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 181. ¢ One of the
most remarkable facts about the writings of recent Jewish critics of the New
Testament has been that they have tended on the whole to confirm the Gospel
picture of external Jewish life, and where there is discrepancy, these critics tend
to prove that the blame lies not with the New Testament originals but with
their interpreters. Dr. Gidemann, Dr. Buchler, Dr. Schechter, Dr. Chwolson,
Dr. Marmorstein, have all shown that the Talmud makes credible details which
many Christian expositors have been rather inclined to dispute. Most remarkable
of all has been the cumulative strength of the arguments adduced by Jewish
writers favourable to the authenticity of the discourses in the Fourth Gospel,
especially in relation to the circumstances under which they are reported to have
been spoken. Much more may be expected in this direction, for Jewish scholars
have only of late turned themselves to the close investigation of the New
Testament.’
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His expositions of the inner meaning of the Old Testament, and to
grasp the fact that He was in the highest sense the embodiment
of its ideals?

It is only natural that such a disciple should have been present
at the Last Supper, and that the Apostles should not have grudged
him a place next his Lord to which his deep affection and high
gifts entitled him* Nor is it surprising, even apart from his

* It would, however, not be strange if the position of privilege granted by our
Lord to the young disciple should have excited the disapproval of some members
at least of the Apostolic Twelve, Lk, 22?21~3.a passage of extraordinary interest
as appearing to offer a summary of the events of the fuller narrative contained in
Jn, 13—states in v. %, "Eyévero 8¢ ral ¢uroveria & abrols, 70 Tis abriv Soxel elvar
pei(wr, This is met by our Lord’s words of reproof, in which &yd 8¢ & péow Hudv
elul &s & dawordy is the verbal summary with which the foot-washing of Jn. 13
corresponds as the acted parable. Occasion for the Apostles’ strife as to pre-
cedence may, as Dr. Plummer suggests, have arisen respecting the places at the
Last Supper ; but when we consider that the Twelve must presumably have sat
at meals alone with their Master on many other occasions, the reason why the
strife should have arisen on #4is occasion of all others is not apparent. Supposing,
however, that this time the circle was enlarged by admission of the young disciple,
and that he was placed by our Lord next to Himself, it may be that we have found
the cause of this outbreak of ¢ihovewsta. Adopting this hypothesis, we seem to
read our Lord's words of reproof with a new understanding. In the injunction
AAN b6 pellwy &v Spiv ywéebw ds & vedirepos the young disciple John becomes the
concrete example of ¢ vedrepos, which seems almost to acquire the meaning, ‘this
youth’ (cf. Mk, 9%~ and parallels). Again, the point of v. ?® appears to stand out
more clearly : ‘But ye (Apostles, in contrast to this young disciple) are they which
have continved with Me in My temptations; and I 'appoint unto yon a kingdom,
even as My Father hath appointed unto Me, that ye may eat and drink at My table
in My kingdom, and sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel’. These
words, with all the fullness of promise which they undoubtedly contain, scem to be
cast—with something like a touch of irony—in language adapted to appeal to the
then-condition of the Apaostles’ ideals.

If our theory be true, the relation of the Twelve to St. John presents a close
analogy to that of Martha to Mary (Lk 10%42), Like Martha they were eager
to spend and be spent in the service of their Master; but they were not, at that
stage, endowed with the religious insight and spiritual (as distinct from practical)
devotion possessed by Mary and the young disciple John, John, like Mary, had
chosen the good part, which was not to be taken away from him.

If such was the occasion which led to the sublime example of the foot-washing,
we see at once why the Fourth Evangelist gives no hint of the special circumstances
which led up to it. As elsewhere, he suppresses his own personality as far as
possible ; and would, we may think, be the more careful to do so if it was his own
position at the Supper which excited the envy of the Twelve. It may be added
that the words uerd 7@v Swdexa Mk. 1417, perd 75v Sddexa [pafpridv] Mt. 26%, kal of
dméororat obv abrg Lk. 224, by no means exclude the presence of a non-Apostolic
guest at the Supper. The presence of John (as we picture him) might well have
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devotion, that when the Galilaeans fled in panic at the arrest,
he should have followed on and entered boldly into the high
priest’s house. v

We have now, it may be observed, further explained the bond
of union between St. John and St. Paul to which allusion has
already been made. Similarity of social position, a common
Rabbinic training, common ideals and pride of race and enthusiasm
for Judaism in its higher developments, account for much. We
seem here to find explained the remarkable double attitude towards
the Jews which characterizes both the Christian converts. If
from .one point of view the unbelieving Jews excite St. Paul’s
keenest antipathy, as those ‘who both killed the Lord Jesus and the
prophets, and drave out us, and please not God, and are contrary
to all men; forbidding us to speak to the Gentiles that they may
be saved ; to fill up their sins alway : but the wrath is come upon
them to the uttermost’ (r Thess. 2% ; from another he can assert
with all earnestness, ‘1 could wish myself anathema from Christ
for my brethren’s sake, my kinsmen according to the flesh: who
are lIsraelites; whose is the adoption, and the glory, and the
covenants, and the giving of the law, and the cultus, and the
promises; whose are the fathers, and of whom is Christ after
the flesh’ (Rom. ¢°), and can speak not without satisfaction
of the privileges which he inherited as ‘a Hebrew of Hebrew
parents’ and the recipient of a thorough training in the strictest
principles of Judaism (Phil. 3. So to St. John ‘the Jews’
from one point of view stand as the embodiment of unbelief and
hardened opposition to the Embodiment of Light and Truth; yet
from another he can record (with certainly a strong touch of
national feeling) our Lord’s words to the Samaritan woman, ‘Ye
worship that which ye know not: we worship that which we know:
for salvation is from the Jews’ (Jn. 4%), and can refer, with a glow
of enthusiasm, to ‘the last day, the great day of the feast’ of
Tabernacles (Jn. 7%).

It was precisely the grasp of Judaism from the inside only

seemed not to call for record. He may have counted for no more to the Apostles
af that fime than would nowadays a young scholar and thinker in the minds of men
of practical ability holding high official positions in the Church.

4520 L
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possible to a trained Rabbinic scholar which emphasized the sense
of its privileges and opened out the vista of its lofty possibilities
in the light of the teaching of Him who was seen to be both
its supreme exponent and its ultimate goal; while at the same
time strengthening the recoil from those its professed teachers
and practitioners who resolutely shut their ears to and re-
sisted the Truth, and would not come to Him that they
might have life. Such scholars were St. Paul and the Fourth
Evangelist.

The other difficulty which may be urged against our view lies
in the fact that there are indications in the Gospel which un-
doubtedly may be taken to point to John the son of Zebedee as
the author. This conclusion, however, is largely bound up with
the line of reasoning with which Dr. Westcott has familiarized
us, in which we first take our stand upon the indubitable indica-
tions that the author of the Gospel was an eye-witness, and then
argue—if an eye-witness, then an Apostle ; if an Apostle, then John
the son of Zebedee. If, however, the inference from eye-witness
to Apostle may be questioned (as the present writer has questioned
it in the preceding argument), and if the grounds upon which it is
questioned be held to be valid, then the case for the authorship
of John the son of Zebedee is clearly weakened. The fact that
John the son of Zebedee is not mentioned by name is weighty
if the author must needs be an Apostle. If there are grounds
for holding that he was not an Apostle, then this omission falls
into the same category as the omission of the names of James
the son of Zebedee, Matthew, James the son of Alphaeus, Simon
Zelotes, and possibly Bartholomew, i.e. it may be due to accident.
We may feel surprise that two of the Apostles who so frequently
in the Synoptic Gospels accompany Peter as special attendants
of our Lord should not receive mention; but we should hardly be
justified in arguing from this that one of these unnamed Apostles
must be the author, even in the absence of strong indications to
the contrary. From the opening of ch. 21 it is clear that the
disciple whom Jesus loved is included under oi 706 ZeBeSaiov on
the ordinary view, but under d\Xot éx 7év pabarév adrod 8o upon the
view which we are maintaining; and it is legitimate to argue
that, since the author always elsewhere deliberately conceals his
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identity, the latter conclusion is (apart from evidence to the con-
trary) more probable than the former.*

The argument from the fact that the disciple whom Jesus loved
is brought into connexion with Peter three times in rather special
circumstances (13#f, 202, 2190%) is weakened when we reflect that
Peter stood in a special relation to our Lord as leader of the
Apostolic band, and therefore any one else who for any reason
likewise stood in a special relation was bound to come into close
connexion with Peter, In 13»f all that the connexion amounts
to is that a privileged Apostle of greater boldness than the others
suggested a question to a disciple whom he recognized as still
more intimate with our Lord than himself; in 21 that, having
heard a prediction as to his own future, he inquired as to the
fate of that other who was similarly united to his Master by
a special tie of devotion. The remaining passage, 20tf- suggests
indeed that the two disciples were lodging together—or it may
have been, keeping vigil—in the same abode ; but thisis natural in
the circumstances. The very facts that the younger disciple had
witnessed Peter’s denial, and at the same time was animated by
a kindred affection for our Lord which would make him understand
the better the dreadful grief of the repentant Apostle, would un-
doubtedly draw him close to him in the hour of need.

We are left, then, with the account in Jn. 1®f of the first
meeting with Jesus of the two disciples of St. John Baptist, one
of whom we are told was Andrew the brother of Simon Peter,
and the other, we infer, was the author of the Gospel. Ino.*
it is said of Andrew, epioxe. obras mpirov Tov 48ehpov zov [Bov Zipwva,
and from this Dr. Westcott draws the deduction—'The words
imply that some one else was afterwards found; and from the form
of the sentence we may conclude that this is James the brother
of John’.

This narrative is not a duplicate of the account of the call of the
two pairs of Apostles in Mk. 1'-%= Mt. 4*%, for (not to speak
of the difference in detail) the scene is different—in Jn. Bethabara
(or Bethany) beyond Jordan, where John was baptizing; in the
Synoptists, the sea of Galilee. The two accounts may quite well

* Notice the similarity of the phrase to & Tév pabyr@v abrob b0 1%5, & dAAos
p.aBr]n']s 20%:3:4.8,

L 2
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be harmonized if we suppose that the definite call (Acbre émice pov)
of the Synoptic narrative came subsequently to the virtual call
described by Jn.; and on this view the readiness of the disciples
at once to leave their occupations and follow Christ receives
considerable elucidation—they came at once without question
because they had already been prepared for the call by the meeting
described in Jn.

It musc be remarked, however, that while this conclusion is
clear as regards Andrew and Peter, the question as to the second
disciple mentioned in Jn. 1% is involved in considerable obscurity.
In the first place, we cannot be quite sure that the author of the
Gospel is referring to himself; though this assumption is natural,
and explains the author’s detailed knowledge of the circumstances,
both here and in the preceding vv.2%. Secondly, Dr. Westcott’s
deduction from the statement edpioker obros wpdrov xk7A. is surely
much too categorical. Why should mpérov imply that some one
else was afterwards found? Comparing the use of the adverb
in Mt. 6% {yreire 8 mporov Ty Pacidelay kal T, Sikawooivyy abrod,
we may say rather that it implies that Andrew made 1t his first
business to find his brother—* found him then and there’. 1f, then,
the author of the Gospel is describing his own first interview with
our Lord, there is nothing in the narrative which really conflicts
with the theory that he was not the son of Zebedee but a member
of a priestly family from Jerusalem. It is quite likely that such
a one may have joined the multitudes who flocked to hear the
Baptist, may have attached himself to him as a disciple and so
have formed a friendship with Andrew, from whom incidentally
he may at a later time have learned the details of the feeding
of the five thousand (cf. 6", if, as on our view, he was not permitted
to become a constant follower of our Lord, but was an actual
eye-witness of the Jerusalem-scenes only.

In endeavouring thus to strike a balance between the two views
of authorship which we have been discussing—Apostle or young
priestly disciple—we find that, while there is much both in internal
and external evidence which is difficult to harmonize with the
former view, the latter view seems wholly to be supported by
the earliest external evidence, and to have the preponderant
support of internal evidence; such internal indications as may
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seem, at first sight, to tell against it, being amenable to a reason-
able solution.

A last point to which reference must briefly be made is the
bearing of our theory of an Aramaic original for the Fourth
Gospel upon the question of the authorship of the Apocalypse.
In making the few remarks which he has to offer on this subject,
the writer would guard against the impression that he has come
to a fixed opinion. He has not studied the Apocalypse sufficiently
thoroughly to do this. All that he has to put forward are certain
obvious considerations which seem necessarily to arise out of his
new theory as to the Gospel.

The case against the view that the Gospel and Apocalypse are
by the same author has always been based chiefly upon the differ-
ence in Greek style, It is held that the extraordinary solecisms
of the Apocalypse find no parallel in the Gospel, in which the
language ‘flows along smoothly from the prologue to the end;
there is no startling phrase, no defiance of syntax; if it is
obviously the work of one who was -more familiar with the con-
struction of the Semitic than of the Greek sentence, yet the author
seldom or never offends against definite laws. In these respects
he not only differs from the Apocalyptist, but stands at the opposite
pole to the eccentricities, the roughnesses, the audacities of the
latter’.*

It is obvious that, if the Gospel is a translation from Aramaic,
the criterion of Greek style as differentiating the two books at once
falls to the ground. On the other hand, if the Gospel was written
in Aramaic prior to the author’s arrival in Ephesus somewhat late
in his life, and he then adopted Greek owing to the exigencies of
his new surroundings, such Greek as we find in the Apocalypse
would not be surprising.t

* Swete, Apocalypse?, p. cxxviii. It may be remarked that this estimate of the
smoothness of the Greek of the Gospel is perhaps somewhat exaggerated in
face e.g. of the group of passages which the present writer has brought together
on pp. ror fl.

t It may be urged that, if the Gospel is a translation, the Ep’stles still remain ;
and they, though presumably written in Greek, do not display the solecisms of
the Apocalypse. But the Epistles may well have been dictated to an amanuensis,
who was in some degree responsible for the correctness of the Greek; and possibly
this amanuensis may have been the translator of the Gospel.
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Again, we have to notice that, as Dr. Charles has ably pointed
out, the author of the Apocalypse frames his style upon a Biblical
Hebrew model. Such a knowledge of Biblical Hebrew, though
unexpected in a Galilaean fisherman, would be natural in a trained
Rabbinic scholar. We have found reason to believe that the
author of the Gospel was such a scholar; and it seems necessary
to hold that the author of the Apocalypse, who must likewise have
been a Palestinian, was similarly equipped.*

It is a remarkable fact that, though Dr. Charles holds that the
author of the Apocalypse was not the author of the Gospel, the
description which he gives (i, p. xliv) of the characteristics of
the former is applicable, in its main details, to the latter according
to the conclusions which we have formed in the present discussion.
Thus we are told that the author of the Apocalypse ¢ was a Pales-
tinian Jew. He was a great spiritual genius, a man of profound
insight and the widest sympathies’. He had an ‘intimate acquain-
tance with the Hebrew text of the O.T.” ‘The fact that he thought
in Hebrew and translated its idioms literally into Greek, points to
Palestine as his original home.” ‘His extraordinary use of Greek
appears to prove not only that he never mastered the ordinary
Greek of his own times, but that he came to acquire whatever
knowledge he had of this language when somewhat advanced in
years,” All these characteristics are precisely those which we
should expect that the author of the Fourth Gospel would display
if he turned himself to the composition of a book like the
Apocalypse. Is this coincidence merely accidental ?

The following is a rough list of Semitisms common to the Fourth
Gospel and the Apocalypse :

Asyndeton (cf. p. 49), which is an Aramaic characteristic, is
naturally not to be expected in a work which conforms itself to
Biblical Hebrew style. The author of Apoc. slips into it, however,

* Dr. Charles is hardly accurate in speaking (i, p. xliv) of ‘his use of Hebrew
practically as his mother tongue (for Hebrew was still the language of learned
discussions in Palestine)’. The language of learned discussion in Palestine was
New Hebrew, which is in many respects more closely akin to Aramaic than to the
classical Hebrew in which this writer correctly finds the author's model (cf. p. 17,
foot-note). Rabbinic scholars were, however, naturally skilled in their knowledge
of the O.T, in the original ; and the author is deliberately modelling his style upon
the O.T. and not upon New Hebrew,
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not infrequently towards the end of his book, possibly owing to the
fact that Aramaic was his mother-tongue. It may be noted that
Aramaic has influenced New Hebrew in this respect (cf. p. 50).
Cf. Apoc. 165, 1%, 20*%¥, 21, 227,

Parataxis (cf. p. 56). The co-ordination of sentences by xaf . ..
xai is so frequent in Apoc. that it needs no illustration.

Non-use of Aorist Participle describing action anterior to Finite
verb. There seems to be only one instance, viz. émorpéjas eldov 1%
In Jn. the usage is far less frequent than in the Synoptists
{cf. p. 56).

Avwoidance of the Genitive absolute construction. This construction
is totally absent from Apoc. Though used occasionally in Jn., it is
far less frequent than in the Synoptists (cf. p. 57).*

Use of Casus pendens (cf. p. 63).  See Swete, p. cxviii; Charles,
i, pp. cxlix, 53. This construction is more frequent in Jn. than
in Apoc.

kol linking contrasted statements (cf. p.66). Cf. Apoc. 2B%, 3%

Great rarity of 3. There seem to be & occurrences only in
Apoc., viz, 1%, 2%, 10°, 19", 21% 8¢ in Jn. is proportionately slightly
less frequent than in Mk., and less than half as frequent as in Mt.
and Lk. (cf. p. 69).

Infrequency of yép (cf. p. 69). Only about 17 occurrences.

tva ph frequent, phmote never. There are 11 occurrences of fva p7
in Apoc., and none of pijwore. pijmore NEVEr OCCUIS in Jn. in sense
‘that . .. not’, ‘lest’, its place being regularly taken by de wj
(cf. pp. 69f., 100).

The Relative completed by a Pronoun (cf. p. 84). Cf. Apoc. 3%,
72.9, 12" 133.12, 7, 20%

dvopa adrg = ‘ Whose name was ’, Jn. 15 3, Apoc. 6 9". Never
elsewhere in N.T. (cf. p. 30).

Zpxerar Present used as Futurum instans (cf. p- 94). Cf. Apoc. 1%,
201, g1, 4% g 11%, 16, 227*%, The same usage is seen with other
verbs in 11° (éxropeteras, kareafie), 11°"" (BAémovow, dplovaw, xaipovow,
edppaivorrar), 14° (wpoaruvel, AapfBdver).

* Dr. Charles (i, p. xxxv) states that the Genitive absolute ¢ occurs often” in Jn.
As a matter of fact the occurrences are 17, as against Mt. 48, Mk. 86, Lk. 59, L e. it
is proportionately about 21 times as frequent in the Synoptists as in Jn.
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Change of construction after Participle (cf. p. 96, where the cases
in Apoc. are noted).

was (wav) . . . ob = ‘none’ (p. 98). Cf. Apoc. 7%, 28%, 217, 22°,

Thus it appears that the case against identity of authorship of
the Gospel and Apocalypse can certainly not be maintained upon
the ground of style. The evidence is all in the other direction.

A few words may be added as to the claim to authorship made
by the Apocalyptist. He describes himself as ‘John’ simply in
1™ 22°%; in 1* with the addition of ‘ your brother and companion in
the tribulation and kingdom and endurance (which is) in Jesus’.
In 18®, 21% he seems to distinguish himself from the Twelve
Apostles. In 22° he is ranked among the prophets. Though the
tone of authority in which he delivers his message is bound up
with the fact that he is the mouthpiece of the glorified Christ, it is
clear that he recognizes that his name carries the authority of
a true mouthpiece, i.e. he is a man well known and of important
standing in the churches of Asia. His work, though apparently
utilizing older sources, must almost certainly be dated towards the
end of the reign of Domitian, i.e. shortly before A.D. 96. .

Now the evidence which we have already reviewed points to the
conclusion that there was but one John of great note in Asia at this
period, viz. John the presbyter, who was known as ‘the disciple of
the Lord’. Evidence also indicates that this John was the author
of the Fourth Gospel. Unless, therefore, the Apocalypse is
pseudonymous (against which see Dr. Charles, i, pp. xxxviiif),
the conclusion is certainly cogent that the author who signs him-
self * John’ is John the presbyter.

Thus the evidence of claim to authorship combines with that of
Semitic style in suggesting that the author of the Apocalypse is
one with the author of the Fourth Gospel and Epistles. Whether
there exist criteria of Theological thought or other internal charac-
teristics which are sufficient to disprove this inference is a question
which the writer must leave to others to decide.
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1. Reminiscences of the teaching of the Fourth Gospel
(and 1 Jn.) in the Epistles of St. Ignatius.

To the Ephestans.

7 b} 3 b e
2, wpémov odv éorw kaTG wdvTa
pdmov dofdlew “Inaotv Xpiorov Tov
8 7 3 ~ L4 3 ~ e ~
ofdravra dubs” o &y g troTayl
kornpriapévor |
Hyeojsévor.

N ’ hed
. . KQTQ TOVTA 7NTE

4. Sib Todro év T Opovolp Vpudw
A ’ k4 ’ ’ -~ td \
Kkai ovpupdve dydry Ineovs Xporos

lgSE‘T Als

’ ~ L3 ~ 14 A
5. wéoe piAhov duds paxapilw Tovs
k] 7 o L3 L3 I3
dvaxexpopévovs ofrws, &s 9 dkkAnaio
* ”~ ~ \ e k4 ~ A\
Inoob Xptord kal ds Inoods Xpioros
7§ marpl, va wivre & &vémyTe aip-

buvo. -

7. Christ is & favdre Lwi) dAnbun).
Cf. 11. pévov & Xpord ‘Inood
etpedivar els 7o dAnbivdv Lijv. Trall.
9. & Xpword ‘Iycod, ob xwpls 70

dAnBuwov Gjv obx Eouev.

Jn. 17% kéyd v 86av v 8é8wrds
pov 8éwka alrols, va dow & kaflos
L3 ~n_ 9
Huels &v.

Jn. 17® Ho dow kal adrol Wyta~

opévor v dAndely.

3 4
Jn. 13% & rolre yrooovra mdvTes
4 b A s 3 1\ 3 4
St duol pabyrai éore, éav dydmny

Ixre dv dAAjAots.

L4 X\ et \
In. 17" Ha wdvres & dow, xabos
4 £ 3 b3 N 3N\ 2 I 4
o, warip, dv éuol Kkdyd &v ooi, iva

A3 Ny e A & -
KoL QUTOL €V MUtV [GV] T,

Jo. 1% Byd epe .. . % Lopr
< / H E Y A b 4
6 morebov s éué kbv dmofldry

tioerarr kA Cf. also 1 Jn. 5%

We may note that the adj. d\nfuds is specially characteristic
of Jn. (9 times), 1 Jn. (4 times), and Apoc. (10 times), occurring
but 5 times besides in the whole remainder of the N.T.

11. "Eoyoroc Kkapol.

1 Jn. 2" éoxdry dpa éoTiv,
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14. Qv oldetv Aavfdve. dpds, ¢w I Jn. 43" & @cos dydmry doriv.
I Jn. 2° a\ndds & Tovry % dyday
3

Cﬂ 4‘12.17.18.

Tekelws els Tyoodv Xpwordy Exyre i
’ ‘ hY 3 4 N o 3 \ -~ -~ I3
TWOTW KoL TNV ay(lﬂ'ﬂv NTIS €OTW rov G¢ov TETE)\CL(!)T“L.
3 A ~ \ s e 3Ny ’
dpxn Lwijs kai Téhos" dpxm pév wiores,
Téhos 8¢ dydmy & 8¢ dlo & évdTyme
yevdpeva @eds éoTw.
The Johannine teaching is here combined with that of St. Paul
in 1 Cor. 13

14. obdels mioTw émayyeAAdpevos
€ 7z A0y 3 7’ Ja
dpaprdver obd¢ dydmnv kekryuévos

MLTEL.

’ ol ~ ~
I8, wavra ovv woldper, s adTod év

. . A
P  KkaTokoVYTOS, o Buev abrod

\ N _N T 3 ‘£~ ’
vaot kat avros 7 év Nuiv Ocds.

~ 4
I7. Awx 7oiro pdpov Ehafev émi

is keparijs [adrod] & Kipuos, tva

6 A e 3 s 7 [
1Jn. 3% was 6 &v adrd pévev ody
g
dpaprdyet
% 3/ ¥ ¢ 3 ~
I Jn. 4% dv mis elry 6ne "Ayawd
7ov Oedv, kal rov dBehpdv atrod oy,
Yedorys doriv.  Cf. also 27,

1 Jn. 3% xail & Typdv 7ds dvrolds
> ”~ 3 3~ 2 \ L) 2
abtod & adrd péver xai adrés év

3 _n
abrd.
Jn. 12° 5 8¢ olxla érhypaly éx s

dopsis Tod pdpov.

wvéy T éxxyoia dpbapoior.

The words éml s kepalijs adrod prove that St. Ignatius has in
mind the narrative of the anointing as recorded in Mk. 14*°=
Mt. 265, According to Jn. 12'F our Lord’s feet were anointed ;
yet it is difficult to resist the conclusion that Ignatius’s words
vo. mvéy xrh. are based on recollection of the passage from Jn.
which we have placed as a parallel, ‘the house’ being allegorized
as referring to the Church.

17, 19. The phrase & dpxwy rob albves Todrov occurs six times
in St. Ignatius’s letters (the other occurrences are Magn. 1; Trall.
4; Rom. 7; Phil. 6). In the Syriac version the equivalent is
sor fsaSsy opasi! (Eph. 19). In Jn. 12, 16" we have the
phrase & dpxwv 7ob kdomov Tovrov, which is rendered by Sin.
bror Jooday (owssew 12%) opass/, and by Pesh. lsor ksaNsy bass/;
in 14 & Tob xéopov [rovrov] dpxwv is rendered by Sin. and Pesh.
faSsy Jess). In Jn, as in Ignatius, the thought is of the
spiritual ruler of the present age or world-period (properly rob aidvos
7obrov), just as in 1 Cor. 2% 74y dpxdvrwv 7o alGvos rovrov denotes
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the earthly rulers of the present age. Aramaic has but one term
N?Sx (Syr. 12>X) to denote aidv and xdopos, and the Johannine
rendering rod kdopov Tovrov is less accurate than rod aldves Tovrov,
and mistranslates the original which must have been NQ?};‘_! Eh gl

AR

It can hardly be doubted, then, that Ignatius drew his

phrase from Jn., and the form in which he gives it suggests that
he may have known the Aramaic original of the Gospel.

To the Magnesians.

1. & als [&xAqoius] &veow exo-
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3 7 h oy 3 QN
dydmys s olbdy
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b 3 QN ) 4 < e
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Eph. 3).

(quoted above on

e

Jn. 157 € & Tob kbopov fre, &
kéopos dv 1o Biov éplherr S ¢ &k
10D Kéopov otk éoTé, AAN éyd &fe
Aebdunqy Dpas ék tob xdopov, S

- ~e A e I3
TOUTO MLTEL VUAS O KOO MLOS.

1 Jn. 1° 4 dAijfera olx EoTw v piv.

1 Jn. 1 § Adyos atrod obx doTw év
Huiv.

Jn. 8% 6 Adyos & éuos ob xwpel
év Duly.

1 Jn. 3% ok éxer oy aldviov &v

adré pévovaav,
G

Jn. 13® (quoted above on
Eph. 4).

~ k]

Jn. 5 od Sivaras b vids woelv dg

éovrod by dv pap T Bhémy Tov
Tarépa mowIvTa.

Jn, 8% &r’ luavred wod oldév,
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9. whs mpels dumodpeba Lo
xwpis avrod ; cf. Trall, 9. of xwpis

10 dAnBwov (v odx Exoper,
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AN kalbs &idafédy pe & wamip
TaiTa Aa\d.
Jn. 10° &y& kal & maryp & dopev.

Cf. also 10373,

In. 16® ¢&jAbov éx Tod waTpds kai
Nfhuba, els Tov kbopov' A dcplnpe

Y by
Tov Kdopov Kal wopevopaL TPOS TOV

7ra‘rs’pa. Ct. 84'2, 133.
Jn. 1® § dv els Tov KkéAmwov TOD
warpds. Cf. 1401

Cf. 1412.‘.‘8, 1610.17.

Jn. 17° Edavépwod oov 76 dvopa.

Jn. 11"

Jn. 8% kal & méppas e per épod
s 7., o 3 A v \ s A
oty ... 81 éyw Ta dproTa avTd
wouy mdvrore. Cf. also with 8

mépporrt abriv, Jn. 4%, gBRHe,
193944 1618833 RIGISIE 4 1444599
6%, 7 , 81183, gty 12t8Y,

20 24 21 3 21
3%, 14%, 15%, 16°, 20",

Jn. 15'%. Cf. especially ».°

N A
X(DPLS €OV,

To the Trallians,
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’ * 3N ’ I \
dpov, ob dav yevoyral Tis, wapavrd
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Jn. 15'*® The Father is the
husbandman who tends the vine
and removes the worthless
shoots.

Lightfoot compares Clement Alex. Paed. i. 8 xafthopavet yop )
khadevouévy % dumelos, odros 8¢ kal & dvfpwmos’ kafaiper 8¢ adrod Tds
¢évBpilovoas mapapuddas & Adyos, xTA. The word mapaguds denotes
a side-growth or worthless sucker which detracts from the fertility
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of the plant.

T4 dwd. s pilys ot Sévdpov Phacrdvovra.
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According to Aristotle, Plant. i, 4 wapaduddes 3¢ elon

Thus the thought of

Ignatius is allied to that of Jn., with the difference that the pjy
$éoov xapwdy of the latter becomes ris yavdoas xapmov GavaTypdopov.
In the last clause there is allusion to Mt. 15", Ildoa durela fv odx
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To the Romans.
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To the Philadelphians.
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* Lightfoot's verdict is, ‘ The reading of the Greek MSS. pards drgbeias ‘“of
the light of truth, cannot stand ; for definite articles would almost certainly be
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dumpocley adrdv wopederar, xal Té
wpdBara alrd dxorovlel.
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okopwilet.

Jn. 15'f,
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v 3 \ ~ € 7. 13 ~
obrws éotiv wis & yeyevimpévos &k 10D
. TYEIUaTOS.
Jn. 3% «ai odx Epxerar wpos 16 Ppis,
va. uy eheyxdn 7a Epya adrod.
4 P
8. morelo 1§ xdpire ‘Inood Xpi-  Jn, 8%F kol yrdoesfe Ty dMj-
- N\ ’ ~ /
orol, Os Aloer 4p' Jpdv wdvra  faay, xkal § dMjfen  ElevbBepdoe
/ ~
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7 3
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required. ™ The text might be mended by inserting a sal, as the Armenian Version
gives ‘‘light and truth”’, On such a point however a version has little weight,
since this would be a very obvious expedient for a translator. I am disposed
to think that réxva dAgfelas was the original reading of Ignatius; and that ¢urds
was first intended as a substitution or a gioss or a parallel, suggested by the
familiar scriptural phrase réxva (viol) gwrds’. It may be remarked, however, that

the Aramaic method of expressing the frue light’ is NQ.WHP‘[ N‘ﬁn;, Syr.

,;:.,; ];o,g‘_. ‘light of truth’, this latter being used e.g. to translate 70 ¢ls 70

diyfvér in Jn. 1°. Thus ¢ords dAnbeias, which, according to Lightfoot ¢is older
than any existing authorities’, may well be an Aramaism, possibly pointing (like
é dpxwv Tob ai@vos rovrov noted on p. 154) to an acquaintance with the original
Aramaic Gospel. For omission of the definite article in rendering such a Semitic
phrase into Greek cf, Gen. 2448 NPER 772 *in the true (right) way’ (lit. ¢in way
of truth’) = LXX {v 688 dAnbeias, Ps. 118 (I 19)80 $80v GAnbeias yfpericapny.
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To the Smyrnaeans.
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wdvras EAklow wPos EpuavTov.

Tovdalors eire ¢&v veow, & &t Cf also Jn.
cdpart Ths éxxdyoias adrod.

The allusion of oéooquoy seems to be to the D3 standard’ or
‘signal-post’ on which the brazen serpent was set, Num. 21*%.
LXX «ai 0 adrdv émt onpelov. DI is rendered odoonuor by LXX in
Isa. 5%, 49% 62° It is so rendered by Aquila in Ps. 60 (59)
Isa. 11%% 33%; by Symmachus in Isa. 11%,33"; and by Theodotion

in Isa. 33%.

2. Reminiscences of the Odes of Solomon in the
Epistles of St. Ignatius.

The principal passages from which Drs. Rendel Harris and
Mingana argue that the Odes were familiar to Ignatius are as
follows :

Ode 387

W Joor Jasw Muoor S 1 peiadoo
LoSyy hatio (ooSan
Jlodr o Jladly piamy o JaDo
¢But Truth proceeds in the right path,
And whatever I did not know it made clear to me;
Even all the drugs of error,
And the plagues of death which men think to be sweetness.’ *

% In the last line the Syriac construction is somewhat harsh ; lit, *And the
plagues which they think to be sweetness, of death’. The scparation of *of
death’ from ‘the plagues’ (if not merely an accidental misplacement) may have
been dictated by desire to bring it into sharp contrast to tsweetness’, the sense

being, ‘And the plagues which they think to be sweetuess, {though they be the
plagues) of death’.



160 APPENDIX

In Trall. 6 Ignatius warns his readers against the teaching of .
heretics in the following terms: ¢ For these men do even mingle
poison with Jesus Christ, imposing upon others by a show of
honesty, like persons administering a deadly drug with honied -
wine, so that one who knoweth not, fearing nothing, drinketh in
death with a baneful delight’ (domep favdowuor pdppaxov 8ddvres perd

olvopéhitos, Smep & dyvody ddebs AapPdver & Hdovij raxfj 76 dmofaveiv).

In the view of the editors ‘JLe.>w Zalyatha is not merely “‘sweet- -

ness ”, but something with which the poison is taken, i.e. a sweet
drink’. This is substantiated by a passage in which Ephrem states
that Bardaisan, in composing his Psalter in imitation of David,
‘ was administering to the simple bitters in galyatha’. 1tis a fair
inference, then, that the oivéuel of Ignatius corresponds to the
Syr. kalyitha. Thus both the Ode and Ignatius compare heretical
teaching to a poisonous drug concealed in a sweet drink, so that
men imbibe it unwittingly. The coincidence in thought can hardly
be accidental.
Ode 11°
JledmS anio INsw Lo
pass Jy Lisey odand o0

‘And speaking waters drew near my lips
From the fountain of the Lord, without stint.’

Ignatius, Rom. 7; ‘My lust hath been crucified, and there is no
fire of material longing in me, but only water living and speaking -
in me, saying within me, Come to the Father’ (#8wp 8¢ {dv Kkai
Xahody & o, Zrwbév pow Aéyov Aeipo mpds Tov warépa).

In explanation of Aahofy, Lightfoot cites Jortin (Eccles. Hist. 1,
pp. 356 f.) as finding an allusion to the heathen superstition that
certain waters communicated a prophetic power to the people
drinking them, As there was one of these ‘speaking’ fountains at
Daphne (Sozomen, HE. v. 19; Evagrius i. 16), the famous suburb
of Antioch, Jortin supposes that the image could readily suggest
itself to Ignatius. Lightfoot himself is inclined to question the
text, and to prefer the interpolator’s text éAXépevov (cf. Jn. 4); but
the correctness of Aaotv is now confirmed by the passage in the
Ode, with which we can hardly fail to.trace a connexion.
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In assessing the character of that connexion, in this and the
former passage, Drs. Harris and Mingana remark with justice that
‘it is far more likely that Ignatius, writing letters rapidly on his
western journey, should quote the Hymn-book of the time, than
that the early Hymn.book should have picked up an obscure
passage in a letter which had hardly got into circulation at a very
early date’.*

Ode 17"
Moo obl L) peador fuber N
.\'wz Jiasad wuinl Godo N Moo Nile

‘And nothing appeared closed to me;
Because 1 was the door of everything :
And I went towards all my bondmen to loose them’.

Cf. Ignatius, Phil. 8, ‘Christ Jesus shall loose you from every
bond’. This is followed by the statement (g) that ‘ He is the door
of the Father, by which enter Abraham and Isaac and Jacob and
the Prophets and the Apostles and the Church’; ie. Jesus
Christ is the door of everybody, which is an explanation of ‘the
door of everything’ in the Ode.

Ode 4111,

The connexion of this passage with Ignatius, Rom. 2, has
already been noticed on p. 131, n. 1.

These are the principal parallels between the Odes and the
letters of Ignatius which Drs. Harris and Mingana have collected.
The few others which they cite are of but slight importance. The
case for Ignatius’s knowledge of the Odes is, however, considerably
strengthened when it is noticed that in Eph. 19 he actually seems
to be quoting at length an odé of a similar character. The passage
runs as follows :

Kol \abev tov dpxovra Tob alévos tovrou % mapbevia Maplas kai &
Tokerds abris, Spolws kai & Odvaros Tod Kuplov: wpla pvorip kpavyis,
e ~ -~ -~
drwa & Hovyia Ocod &mpdxfy. whs olv épavepdfy Tols albow; domip év
obpavd Eapev Tmip wdvras Tods dorépas, kal 70 Pds adrod dvexdlyrov v,
kol Eeviapdy wapeiyev § kawdrys adrotr ra 8¢ Aowrd wd 1 dua TAw
o peixev § kawdTys adrod 7d 8¢ Aowrd wdvre doTpe dpa fAly
¥
* op. cit. ii, p. 43.

2520 M
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Kol cehijvy xopds éyévero v& dorép, odrds 8¢ v Imepfaliwv 1o Pis atrod
LR 2. 4 k.2 ? e 4 € 3 7 3 -~ o "% ./
Swep wdvrar Tapaxy Te Gy wobev 7 kawbrys v dvopotos aiTois. 3fev E\dero
~ ’ \ ~ \ Ky 3 ’ ¥ ~ \
Taoa ,.L(l‘)/ﬂ,a, KaiL was SE(TF.OS 'quawEE'ro Kaktas, a'YVOL(l KGGZH)ELTO, 1ra)\au1
Baoikelo SepBelpero,* Beod dvfpumives davepovpévoy els kawdryra §idiov
Lofs.  dpxay Ot dpBaver 16 maph @cod dmypriopévov. Hfev 1o wivTa
ovvektveiro Sl 7o pederdofor favdrov kardAvow.

It seems clear that the description of the Incarnation introduced
by the query =ds olv épavepdly 7ois aidow; which is poetical in
character and not in Ignatius’s usual style, is a hymn which he is
quoting. Translated into Syriac it is seen to consist of four
stanzas, carefully constructed to consist of 4, 6, 6, 4 lines. The
following translation is based, from 8fev é\vero mioa payela, upon the

Syriac version of the letter, in which the earlier part of the poem
is not included. .

bop hatas Jasan

L oo Jasds o 9.\
Joor NN Uy ooraue
Joo Jookw aloleo

\00’53 }ébé-'-’? b‘u\-o
Jismo fasna pa

2000 jew 000 eamtoNo
.\ow P ooy Joor 3hw0y
”.o).,... la‘f P ]ooo on)o
S\Oom oy Yy wo
Poniw Jpshoe o
t,.n.kg Jloassy Jiomlo
Loos Jilhmso Jlaany

v )es! Ao Jlaado
JLoasks Jou/ wel! o
PNy Kat Jlobew

* Following the older punctuation. Lightfoot punctuates 8ev é\jero nioa payeia
xal was Beopds, ipavilero raslas dyvara, kabppeiro mahmd Baciheia, [Siegbeiperal,

regarding the last verb as a gloss. This, from the poetical point of view, upsets
the balance altogether.
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PR Lica Jooo
A Max Jox{ Lany
pexado ana gL/ Joio e
Jlasy onia Joor Nauboaey

1. A star shone forth in the heaven,
Surpassing all the stars;
And its light was not to be uttered,
And its newness caused amaze,

2. Then all the rest of the stars,
Together with sun and moon,
Joined in concourse round the star;
But its light outshone them all.
Bewildered, they questioned whence came
"~ The new thing, unlike to themselves.

3. Thenceforth was magic annulled,
And bonds -of evil dissolved ;
Error was swept away,

And the ancient kingdom passed ;
When God appeared in the flesh
Unto newness of life without end.

4. Thus was begun the scheme
Perfected in God’s design:
Hence all things were perturbed
For that death’s destruction was planned.

In this ode the following points of connexion with the thought
of the Odes of Solomon may be noticed :
1. Conception of the star shining in the world.
Ode 8 ‘Let not the Luminary be conquered by darkness;
Nor let Truth flee away from falsehood’.
Ode 41" ‘And Light dawned from the Word
That was beforetime in Him’.

2. The stars gather round the new star, and express their
wonder.
Ode 12* “ And the Most High hath given Him to His worlds,
(Worlds) which are the interpreters of His own beauty,

And the repeaters of His praise’.
M2
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3. ‘And bonds of evil dissolved’.
Ode 17 ‘My choking bonds were cut off by His hand’.
Ode 21 * Because He hath cast off my bonds from me’.
Ode 25' ‘I was rescued from my bonds’.
Ode 42" ‘ And bring me out from the bonds of darkness .
Ode 17" (Christ speaks)
‘And I went towards all my bondsmen to loose them,
That I might not leave any man bound and binding’.

¢ Error was swept away .

Ode 7% ¢ For ignorance hath been destroyed,
Because the knowledge of the Lord hath arrived’.
We have adopted Jlansy ‘error’ in our rendering, following the
Syriac text. The Greek, however, has dyvow, which is exactly
Iha,. U (lit. ‘not-knowledge’) of the Ode. We have both terms
in the following passage:

Ode 18" ‘And error (JLauny) Thou knowest not,
For neither doth it know Thee.
And ignorance (JA>. Jl)appeared like dust,
And like the scum of the sea’.
Ode 38° ‘And error fled away before Him,
And would not meet Him’.

With the whole passage cf. Ode 22°" (where Christ is represented
as speaking):
‘He who scattered My enemies
And My adversaries ;
He who gave Me authority over bonds,
That I might loose them;
He that overthrew by My hand the dragon with seven heads,
And set Me at his roots that I might destroy his seed—
Thou wast there and didst help Me;
And in every place Thy name was round about Me’.
Later on in the same Ode we read—

“Thou didst bring Thy world to corruption,

That everything might be dissolved and rerewed,
And on it Thou didst build Thy kingdom ;

And it became the dwelling-place of the saints’.
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This recalls the passage in our Ignatian ode—
“And the ancient kingdom passed (Jo3( perished);
When God appeared in the flesh
Unto #newness of life without end’,

4. ‘Hence all things were perturbed, &c.’

What is covered by the expression ‘all things’? It is difficult
to think that the whole universe is intended ; since, though the
verb cuvexweiro = aduslL{ might mean simply ‘were moved’ or
“ excited ’, we hardly expect the terror and disquiet of the powers
of evil and the joyous excitement of mankind destined to be
redeemed to be included under one term. Probably the thought
uppermost in the poet’s mind is of the powers belonging to the
ancient kingdom, responsible for the magic, the bonds of evil, and
the error mentioned in stanza 3. The somewhat obscure Ode 24
seems to describe a similar state of perturbation caused by our
Lord’s baptism in the ancient order of things which through this
event was condemned to pass away ; and this is perhaps pictured
as universal, ™y 76y calevopdvoy perdfeow s memompévoy, va pelvy Té

10 calevdperva.

‘The Dove flew over the head of our Lord the Messiah,
Because He was her Head;

And she sang over Him,
And her voice was heard !

And the inhabitants were afraid,
And the sojourners trembled ;

The birds took to flight,
And all creeping things died in their holes.

And the abysses were opened and closed;
And they were seeking for the Lord, like (women) in travail:

But He was not giveu to them for food
Because He did not belong to them:

And the abysses were submerged in the submersion of the
Lord;

And they perished in the thought in which they had existed
from the beginning. ‘
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For they travailed from the beginning,
And the end of their travail was life.

And every one of them that was defective perished ;
For it was not permitted to them to make a defence for
themselves that they might remain’.

Drs. Harris and Mingana compare a somewhat similar passage
at the beginning of Ode 31:
“The abysses were dissolved before the Lord;
And darkness was destroyed by His appearance.

Error went astray
And disappeared from Him,

And (as for) Falsehood, I gave it no path,
And it was submerged by the Truth of the Lord’.

‘For that death’s destruction was planned ’.

Ode7159 ¢ Death hath been destroyed before my face;
And Sheol hath been abolished by my word,
And there hath gone up deathless life in the Lord’s
land’.

Thus our Ignatian ode appears throughout to be thoroughly in
keeping with conceptions contained in the Odes of Solomon.

3. Reminiscences of the Johannine literature in the
Odes of Solomon.

The list includes some points of connexion with the Apocalypse.

Ode 1 ‘For I should not have 1 Jn. 4® ‘We love (Him) be-
nown how to love the Lord, if cause He first loved us’.
He had not loved me”’.
Ode 1° ‘And where His rest  Jn.14®‘That where I am, there
is, there also am I°. ye may be also’.
Ode 1* ‘For he that is joined  Jn.14"‘Because I live, ye shall
to Him that is immortal, will live also’.
himself also become immortal ;
and he that hath pleasure in the
Living One, will become living’.
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. Ode 1* ‘This is the Spirit of
the Lord, that doth not lie’.
Ode 7* ‘He became like me,
that I might receive Him; in
fashion was he reckoned like
me, that I might put Him on’.

Ode 8* ‘ Pray, and continue
in the love of the Lord;
Ye beloved ones, in
Beloved ;

And ye that are kept, in Him
that lived {again)’.

the

Ode ¢'* ‘And all those that
have overcome shall be written
in His book”’.

Ode 9" ‘For their inscription
is the victory, which is yours’,

Ode 10* ‘1 (Christ) took the
world captive ’.

Ode 10° ‘ And the nations were’

gathered together as one that
were scattered abroad’.

Ode 10° ‘ And the traces of the
light were set upon their heart ;
and they walked in My life and
were saved; and they became
My people for ever and ever’.

167
Cf. 1 Ju. 41,

Jm. 1 ‘And the Word became
flesh, and tabernacled among
us’.

Juo. 1 ‘But as maﬁy as re-
ceived Him, to them gave He
power to become the sons of
God’.

Jn. 15" ‘Continue ye in My
love’.

Jn. 15° ‘As the Father hath
loved Me, so have I loved you’.

Jn. 17" “Keep them in Thy
name’.

©.? ‘] have kept them in Thy
name’,

2. ‘That Thou shouldest keep
them from the evil (one)’.

Jn. 14" ¢ Because I live’.

Apoc. 3° ‘He that overcometh
... I will in no wise blot his
name out of the book of life’.

1 Jn.5' “And this is the victory
that overcometh the world, even
our faith’.

Jn. 16® ‘1 have overcome the
world’.

Jn, 11* ‘That He might gather
together into one the children of
God that are scattered abroad’.

Apoc. 21* (Pesh.) ‘And the
nations that are saved shall walk
by the light thereof”.

Apoc. 21* ‘And they shall be
His peoples’ (Pesh. ‘people’).

Apoc. 11% ‘The kingdom of the
world has become our Lord’s
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Ode 17° ‘And nothing ap-
peared closed to Me, because
1 was the door of everything’.

Ode 18'¢ *O Lord, for the sake
of them that are deficient, do not
deprive me of the Word ... Let
not the luminary be conquered
by the darkness, nor let Truth
flee away from falsehood’.

Ode =22° (Christ speaks) ‘He
that overthrew by My hands the
dragon with seven heads, and
set Me at his roots that I might
destroy his seed’.

Ode 30*? ‘Fill ye water for
yourselves from the living foun-
tain of the Lord ; for it hath been
opened to you:

And come, all ye thirsty, and

take a drink, and rest by the
fountain of the Lord’.

Ode 36° (Christ speaks) ‘And
although a Son of Man, I was
named the Luminary, the Son
of God’.

Ode 41" “ And His Word was
with us in all our way, even the
Saviour who giveth life and doth
not reject our souls’.

Ode 41 ‘And light dawned

APPENDIX

and His Christ’s, and He shall
reign for ever and ever’.

Jn. 10® ‘I am the door; by Me
if any enter in, he shall be
saved’.

Jn. 11+ ¢ The Word”.

2.% ‘And the Light shineth in
the darkness, and the darkness
obscured it not’.

Apoc. 12° ‘ And there was seen
another sign in heaven: and,
behold, a great red dragon,
having seven heads, &c.’ Cf.
the whole chapter.,

Jn. 4 ‘Thou wouldest have
asked of Him, and He would .
have given thee living water’.

2. ‘ The water that I shall give
him shall become in him a fount
of water for life eternal’.* Cf.
Jn. 7% as emended on p. 110,

Jn. 7% ¢If any man thirst, let
him come unto Me and drink’.

Jn. 1* ‘That was the true

Light’.

Jn. 11f ¢The Word .
Jn. 6@ ¢ That giveth life to the
world’,
2.9 ‘Him that cometh to Me
. 1 will in no wise cast out’.
Jn. 1** ¢In Him was light, and

* So Sin. and Cur,, omitting ‘ springing up’.
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from the Word, that was before-
time in Him’.

Ode 41* ‘The Messiah is truly
One; and He was known
before the foundation of the

169

the light was the life of men.
And the light shineth in dark-
ness’.
Jn. 17% “For Thou lovedst Me
before the foundation of the
world’.

world’.

From the poetical character of the Odes it is obvious that more
or less exact quotations could hardly be expected; yet even so,
some of the above-noticed coincidences are very remarkable.
Ode 8% is entirely built up upon thoughts derived from the Last
Discourses of Jn. Ode ¢ is a fairly close representation of
Apoc. 3. Ode 10°° is a passage which illustrates very remarkably
the poet’s use of the Johannine writings. His theme is the
gathering of the Gentile nations into the Church; and he seems
deliberately to have selected outstanding passages on this subject
. from Jn. and Apoc., and worked them up in a manner which utilizes
their most striking phrases. This appears very clearly through
comparison of the Syriac text with the corresponding phrases of
Pesh. in Jn. and Apoc.

‘And were gathered together

. ! that were scattered
the nations
. as one abroad;
w0 cassllo basds. | coo iy
Jow a2y bads. iy
‘He mi th getl P
mlgbt ga e’r together ‘the nations’ | that were scattered
into one ' abroad’
Jn. 1172 Apoc. 21* Jo.
and were set the of light upon their and. they w.allked
traces heart, in My life
hads waasllio Jiorasy @A N | Wies eadore
Phores pas \eaN o0
‘and they shall
¢ b 4 )
y the light walk?
Apoc. 21% Apoc. 21* -
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and were saved ;|and they became My people| for ever and ever’.
aswollo WS 0000 eADONAN,

aoiolls oo oy hws o faaias haaSan
‘that are saved’ and they shal} be His ‘for ever and ever’.
people
Apoc. 21 Apoc. 21° Apoc. 117

We notice incidentally that the text of Pesh. appears to be
presupposed in Apoc. 21% (aswly=16v cwlouévor. WH. om.) and
Apoc. 21* (a3 Jax =Xads atrot.  WH. Aaol adrod).

These three lines of evidence taken together form an argument
for the early date of the Fourth Gospel which is exceedingly
weighty. St. Ignatius, writing in a.D. 110, was thoroughly familiar
with the Theology of Jn. and 1 Jn., and therefore (we must surely
infer) with the documents themselves. He also appears to have
known the Odes of Solomon, and at any rate quotes an ode which
is marked by the same lines of thought. Lastly, the Odes of
Solomon appear unmistakably to have known not merely Jn. and
1 Jn., but also the Apocalypse. The knowledge of the Apocalypse
shown in the Odes is perhaps the most surprising fact of all.
If Ignatius knew the Odes, they are carried back, if not to the
first century, at any rate to the very beginning of the second.
But if the Apocalypse is, as is commonly thought, not earlier than
the last years of Domitian’s reign, i.e. ¢. A.D. 95, there scarcely
seems sufficient time for the book to have influenced the Odes;
even when we make full allowance for the facts that intercourse
between Ephesus and Antioch was easy, and that the Apocalypse
was precisely the kind of work which was likely to gain ready
circulation in the east, and to be speedily utilized in time of
persecution. This difficulty seems, however, to be resolved by
the consideration that the book, if as late as Domitian, is generally
admitted to embody much earlier elements; and it may be from
these that the reminiscences in the Odes are drawn.

The weakest strand in our threefold cord is undoubtedly that
which postulates Ignatius’s knowledge of the Odes of Sclomon.
Though it will probably be admitted, upon the evidence adduced,
that Ignatius quotes a hymn like the Odes, and though the evidence
that he was interested in hymnology and actually knew some of




APPENDIX 171

the Odes is sufficiently striking, it has not been proved that he
knew a// the Odes, or that they are all by one hand, and not (like
a modern hymn-book) the work of different authors at various
dates. At present, however, the fact which principally concerns
us is Ignatius’s knowledge of the Fourth Gospel, which seems to
be proved to demonstration. The manner in which he utilizes
its .teaching shows further that his acquaintance with it was not
merely superficial, but that he had assimilated it through a familiarity
extending over many years. This thoroughly favours the theory
of the Antiochene origin of the Gospel.*

* The peculiar character of Ignatius’s indebtedness to the thought of the Fourth
Gospel is emphasized by Freiherr von der Golz (Ignatius von Antiochien als Christ
und Theologe, in Texte und Unlersuchungen, Baud xii), and by Dr. Sanday (Criticism
of the Fourth Gospel, pp. 242ff.). The former scholar concludes (p. 130} that
¢ Ignatius must have come under the prolonged influence of a community itself
influenced by Johannean thought’. Dr. Sanday says, ‘I do not think there can be
any doubt that Ignatius had digested and assimilated to an extraordinary degree
the teaching which we associate with the name of St. John. ., . I had occasion
a few years ago to study rather closely the Ignatian letters, and I was so much
impressed by it as even to doubt whether there is any other instance of resemblance
between a biblical and patristic book, that is really so close. Allowing for a
certain crudity of expression in the later writer and remembering that he is a
perfervid Syrian and not a Greek, he seems to me to reflect the Johannean
teaching with extraordinary fidelity.’ The writer concludes by expressing his
belief that, to explain the connexion in thought, the alternative lies between falling
back upon the tradition that Ignatius was an actual disciple of St, John, or ‘had
actually had access to the Johannean writings years before the date of his journey
to Rome, and that he had devoted to them no mere cursory reading but a close and
careful study which had the deepest effect upon his mind’, Elsewhere in the same
work {p. 199} Dr. Sanday remarks, ‘I have long thought that it would facilitate our
reconstruction of the history of early Christian thcught, if we could assume an
anticipatory stage of Johannean teaching, localized somewhere in Syria, before the
Apostle reached his final home at Ephesus. This would account more easily than
any other hypothesis for the traces of this kind of teaching in the Didacké, and in.
Ignatius, as well as in some of the early Gnostic systems.’
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Greek words and phrases:

drolovdety dmigw, 8

dAnbivis, 153

duvés = {alyd, 107f.

avlpwncs = Tis, 99

dvfpwmos & obpavol, & devTepos, 117

dmexpifn, &mexplbnoav as asyndeton
opening of sentence, 52 ff.

amd mpogdmoy, 15

dpxwv 0D alives ToUToy, 6, 154 .

vép, 69, 151

yéypamrai, 46

5¢, sparse use of, in Fourth Gospel and
Mark, 18, 69 ; extreme rarity of, in
Apocalypse, 151

didwue in wide range of senses, 15

déta, 36 ff.

&yévero introducing time-determina-
tion, 11 f.

iNeyev, éneyov, frequency of Imper-
fects, 18, 92, 93

évayri, évavriov, 14

évdmor, 14

int wpéawnov (mpogwmov), 15

Eguprwoey, 35 1.

evfys in Mark, 68

spéaro auxiliary, 19

iva,frequency of, in Fourth Gospel, 69,
70 ; Mark’s iva avoided by the other
Synoptists, 7off. ; Aramaic character
of {va comstruction, 70, 72 fl.; iva =
conjunctive ¢ that?, 18, 19, 70 ff. ;
mistranslation of Aramaic relative,
18, 19, 32, 751., To1 ; mistranslation
of 7 = ‘when’, 19, 78.

va u, 19, 69, 70, 100, 151.

xai linking co-ordinate sentences, 5 £,
56 ; linking contrasted statements, 18,
33, 66f., 151 ; introducing apodosis
after time-determination, 11 f.

AapBdvew mpéowmov, 15

Aéyer, Aéyovaw, asyndeton, 54 ff.;
Historic Presents, 87, 8g.

paydowropvrad, 5

pév, 68

Spohoyety év, 8

dvopa adrd, 3o f., 151

é7e introducing temporal clause, 58 fl.

&7t mistranslation of Aramaic relative,
18, 76 f.; mistranslation of T =
‘when’, 78 ’

ob .. . dvfpwmos = ‘no one’, 19, 99

ob pip . . . €ls Tv wldva, 18, g9

_ obw, 66, 68

nas (mav), .. ov (u%), 98

moTevay €s, 18, 34

wAipns, 39

mvevpa {momowody, 45 1.

noAAd, adverbial, 19

wopedeabar (bndyew) els elpiyny, 14

npd mpeodimov, 15
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wpds = ¢ with’, 18, 281
mpoorifnu in place of mdAw or similar
adverb, 14
nposwmoAfunTYs, TpoowmoAnupia, 15
phpa = ¢ thing?, 108 f.
oapf and nveiua, 45
ornpilew 16 mpbownav, 15
rérva Qwris dAnfeias, 157 1.
¢oBeioba: dnd, 8
Xpiarés not employed as title by the
Baptist, 106
&s introducing temporal clause, 58
Grotius, H., 2
Giidemann, Dr., 143

Haggada, 23, 132

Halakha, a3

Harnack, Prof. A., 135

Harris, Dr. J. Rendel, 29, 131, 159 fT.

Hawkins, Sir J. C. (HS.2), 8, 16, 69, 70,
87,88, 92

Hebraisms, 7 ff.

Hebrew, New, contrasted with Biblical
Hebrew, 17, 150

Hebrew Bible employed by writer of
Fourth Gospel, 114 ff, ; by writer of
Apocalypse, 150

Hegesippus, 77

Hillel, R., 22, 24

Historic Present in Fourth Gospel, 18,
54 ff., 871f.; in Mark, 16, 18, 88, 8g;
in LXX, 16

Hiya, R., 116, 117

Hoshaiah, R, 45

Ignatius, Epistles of, 130f.; reminis.
cences of Fourth Gospel and First
Epistle of St. John in, 1531, 170,
191; Syriac ode quoted in, 161 f.

Imperfect in Fourth Gospel, gofl.

Inge, Dr. W, R,, 131

Irenaeus, 135, 136, 138 ff.

Jacob, 115 ff.

Jerome, 137

Jerusalem, predominance of scenes at or
near, in Fourth Gospel, 143, 148

John, Epistles of, 137, 149 ; First Epistle
of, 131, 153 ff.,, 166 {.; Second and
Third Epistles of, 137

John, Gospel of, style of, 5ff., 149; a
product of Palestinian thought, 39,
126 £. ; written in Palestine or Syria,
127 ff.; date of, 128 ; glosses in, 129 ;
author of, 133 ff. ; discourses in, 143

John the Baptist, 104 ff.; the disciples
of, 147

John the presbyter, 135 ff., 152 ; author
of the Fourth Gospel, 137

John the son of Zebedee, 133, 134, 135f.,
138, 141, 146 f.; tradition of martyr-
dom of, 136, 137
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Joseph of Arimathaea, 134
Joseph of Pumbeditha, R., 24
Joshuva ben Levi, R,, 22

Kawy dialect, 4 ff., 57, 63, 70

Last Supper, 144

Lewis, Mrs,, 26

Lightfoot, Dr. John, 33

Lightfoot, Dr. J. B., 1, 11, 130, 135, 137,
156, 157, 160, 162

Logos-conception, origin of, 37 fl.

Luke, nationality of, 10f.; Gospel of,
style of, 8ff,; Hebraisms in, 111}
Birth-narrative of, 16, 44, 47 .

Luthardt, Prof. C. E., 2

Malchus, 134

Mark, Gospel of, Aramaic style of, 2, 7.,
16 ff., 29; comparison of style with
that of Fourth Gospel, 18f.

Marmorstein, Dr., 143

Martin, Raymund, 46

Matthew, Gospel of,

Mechilta, 3, 33, 64

Memra, 38 1.

Messiah in Rabbinic Literature, 44,
110f,

Midrashim, 17, 25

Midrash Rabba, 3, 9, 33, 44, 45, 46, 56,
110, 112, 116 {.

Milligan, Prof. G., 4, 5

Mingana, Dr., 131, 150 1.

Mishna, 17, 22, 50

Mistranslation of an Aramaic original,
in Q, of.; in Fourth Gospel, 18, 19,
29, 30, 32, 34, 39, 40, 75 1., To1fl.; in
Mark, 76, 77

Moffatt, Dr. J., 135, 136

Moses had-Darshan, 46

Moulton, Prof. J. H., 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 39,
57,65

Muratorian Canon, 128

Mysticism in Fourth Gospel
St. Paul, 132

See Q document.

and

Negatives, g8 ff.

Nestle, Dr. E., 25

Newé shalom, 45
Nicodemus, 134
Noldeke, Prof. T., 23, 24

0Old Testament quotations in Fourth
Gospel, 114 ff.
Onkelos, origin of name, 23

Palestinian Syriac Lectionary, 25, 26

Papias, 134 fI,, 141

Papg‘ri, modern disccveries of Greek,
3il.
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Rarataxis, in papyri, sf; in Semitic
“literature, 6; in Fourth Gospel, 51.,
18, 56f.; in Mark, 18; in Apoca-
lypse, 151

Participle, change of construction after,
19, g6, 152

Participle in Aramaic, 88f. ; with Sub-
stantive verb, g92f.; as Fulurum in-
stans, 94

Paul, St., Aramaic influence upon style
of, 29; Theological conceptions of,
43 ff. ; Rabbinic influence upon, 451,
132 ; relation of writer of Fourth
Gospel to, 45, 47, 132, 1451,

Payne Smith, Dr. R., 10, 30, 111

¢ Perez, the son of’, 46

Personal Pronouns, frequency of, in
Fourth Gospel, 79 ff. ; in Semitic, 8of,

Peshitta, O.T., 25; N.T., 26

Peter, St., association of, with writer of
Fourth Gospel, 146 1.

Pfannkuche, H. F., 2

Philip the Apostle, 134

Philippus Sidetes, 136

Plummer, Dr. A, 11, 144

Polycarp, 130, 135, 138

Polycrates, 134

Present as Futurunmt instans, 19, g4 f.,
151

¢ Prince of this world, the ’, 154 f.

Prologue of Fourth Gospel, 28 ff. ; poeti-
cal form of, qoff. ; climactic parallelism
of, 42 f.

Pronoun anticipating direct object of
verb, 19, 86 ; marking subject of Par-
ticiple in Semitic, 8o

Q document, original language of, 81T.;
Mark’s knowledge of, 9

Rabbinic influence on Fourth Gospel,
35ff., 43ff,, 110, 111, 116, 132, 133,
1451, 150 ; on Apocalypse, 150

Rabbula, bishop of Edessa, 26

Relative completed by a Pronoun, 18, 70,
84, 151

Relative particle invariable in Aramaie,
70, 84, 101 ff.

Richards, Mr. G. C,, 4

Robertson, Dr. A, T., 5

Salmasius, C., 2

Samuel ben Isaac, R., 22

Sanday, Prof. W., 46, 133, 135, 17T

Schecliter, Dr., 143

Schlatter, Prof. A., 2 f., 33, 56, 64

Schmiedel, Prof. P. W., 7,8, 9, 16

Semitic Influence on Biblical Greek, 4 fi.

Semitic Studies, importance of, to N.T.
research, 1 ff,

Semitisms, 4, 17
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Septuagint, influence of, on Luke, 8 1.

Servant of Yahweh, the ideal, 104 fI.

Shekind, Shtkintd, 35 fl.

Simeon, 106

Siphre, 3, 33

Socrates, 131

Solomon, Odes of, 131; reminiscences
of, in Epistles of Ignatius, 159ff ;
Johannine literature known to, 132,
166 ff.

Son of Man, the, 112, t15fl.

Sozomen, 160

Stenning, Mr. J. F., 26

Swete, Prof. H. B., 4, 123, 149

Symmachus, 121, 123, 159

Syriac version of the Gospels, Old, 26

Tannaim, 22, 23
Talmud, 22, 46 ; Palestinian, 3, 23

Targums, 2o ff. ; Hebraizing renderings .
of, 13, 14 24,61 ; conceptions derived !

from, 33 ff.
Targum, Jerusalem, 23, 24, 111
Targum of Jonathan on the Prophets, 23
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Theodotion, 53 {., 81, 82, 88, 92, 123, 159

Theophilus of Antioch, 131
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Turner, Prof. C. H., 39

Verbal sequences in Fourth Gospel, 95f.

_ Virgin-Birth, the, 34 f.,, 43I,

- Waw consecutive in Hebrew, 68

Wellhausen, Prof. J , 2,9, 19, 76,77, 85,90
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¢ Word of the Lord, the’, 38
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