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PREFACE.

Tae translators of the present work have undertaken a task of no
small labor and difficulty, which only those can fully appreciate who
have experimented in the same field. To accomplish a good translation
of any foreign work is not easy; and perhaps no European language
presents greater obstacles in the way of translation into smooth and cor-
rect English, than the German. There is 90 little attention to rhetorical
rules, owing in some measure to the nature of the language itself, so
much is sometimes expressed by a single compound word, and sentences
are frequently so involved, that disruptions, circumlocutions, and para-
phrases, all become occasionally necessary. And, after all, the delicate
taste of a refined English scholar will probably be offended. Indepen-
dently of these considerations, which are, in some measure, applicable
to German writings in general, the difficulty of the present translation
is greatly enhanced by the almost numberless references and quotations.

It will be manifest to every one that the work is the result of the most
laborious investigation, and the most extensive research. Every acces-
sible source of information, bearing on the subject, has been consulted,
and the whole critically and rationally compared.

_ Dr. Winer, it is probably known, commenced his labors in this depart-
ment some twenty-five years ago, and soon after published a small
Grammar, translated in 1825, by Professors Stuart and Robinson. At

3the time of the original publication, he was Professor extraordinary at

¥ 0 Leipsic, his native city. In 1823, he became ordinary Professor of

L) Fineology in the University of Erlangen, Bavaria, and on the death of

N : Tittmann, in 1832, he was recalled to Leipsic to supply his place, where

; he remains at present, attracting crowds to his lectures. He is the

giant in the Theological faculty at Leipsic, as Hermann is in the clas-
sical.
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The volume now offered to the American scholar, is the fourth and
last edition (1836) of Winer’s Grammar of the New Testament Idioms,
and may be regarded as almost .perfect in its line. Theologians of his
own country assign him the first place in this department of philology,
and evince their estimation of his labors by references to his work on
almost every page of their commentaries. He bears the palm, by com-
mon consent, among those who have devoted themselves to the study of
the language of the N. T.

The preceding remarks will probably be sufficient to justify the trans-
lation. We have indeed the embryo work translated by Professors Stu-
art and Robinson, whose labors in this department are worthy of all
praise, but that is confessedly a very insufficient aid, and was offered to
the public because there was then nothing better. kn 1834, Professor
Stuart himself published a N. T. Grammar. That, however, although
abundantly useful to the student of the N. T., differs materially from the
present work, and is really, more properly than this, @ Grammar. It is
a volume of 250 pages, one half of which is occupied by what he de-
nominates the formal part, exhibiting the common forms of declension,
paradigms of verbs etc.—all that is ordinarily ranged under orthogra-
phy and etymology. This of Winer’s, on the other hand, excludes the
Jormal, and may be regarded, in the language of Prof. C. Hodge, as a
“ Grammatical Commentary on the N. T.,” and, we may add, a critical
treasury. Prof. Stewart remarks, ¢ There is nothing like it. It is
beyond all question a nonpareil of its kind.” Prof. Robinson’s estima-
tion of it may be inferred from his constant reference to the preceding
edition in his Lexicon of the Greek Testament.

An examination of its pages will prove that it surpasses any thing
published in the English language, in the department of N. T. philo- ~
‘logy, and that it will be an invaluable auxiliary to the Theological
student. :

The general classical scholar also will find it full of interest, both in
its numerous references to ancient authors, and in its copious illustration ’
of grammatical principles, in their application to the Greek language of *
classical writers. There is a constant comparison, on all points, of

e - — —— . ——

v




PREFACE. vii

the xows didrexros with the language of the N. T. in its syntactic
rules.

The entire text has been translated, and the notes with few excep-
tions. Some, deemed not very important, have been omitted, in order
to diminish the size of the book as much as possible, without detracting
from its value. Some have been introduced into the text, and others
contracted. The register of passages illustrated has been prepared
anew from the translation itself, and will be found to be more copious
than that in the German work. The letters sq., f. etc., after quota-
tions, have been omitted, and some small words when the sense was suf-
ficiently preserved without them.

The references to Stuart’s Grammars, Robinson’s Lex. etc., and to the
English idioms, are by the translators, although not distinguished by
brackets.

Some apology is probably due for the Greek type, especially the ac-
cents. It is not such as it ought to be, but will present no difficulty to
the student familiar with Greek. The principal defect would be found in
the lenis and asper beneath the circumflex. The impression is often so
faint as to amount to no impression at all. That errors will occur in
accentuation, quotation, reference etc. in a work which abounds with
them so much as the present, was to be anticipated; for, with all possi-
ble care, letters will become displaced in being distributed and of course
be the occasion of mistakes even after a third or fourth proof.

The labor of translation has been about equally shared. For the
English dress the translator A. is alone responsible. His apology for
some errors must be necessary absence, part of the time, while the
work was in press.

With these observations, we submit the work to the theological and
classical public, believing that they will sustain this first effort to fur-
nish them with a work so erudite and critical—one which every student
of the Bible, and especially every Minister of the Gospel, when aware
of its value, will desire to have always at hand as the constant com-
panion of his Greek N. Test.
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That God may bless this humble effort, and render it instrumental of
a clearer and more correct apprehension of the meaning of his revealed

will, is the prayer of the translators.
J. H. AGNEW,

. 0. G. EBBEKE.
Philadelphia, Sept. 2d, 1839.
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ERRATA.

Many of the errata are attributable to the absence of one of the translators, and

some occurred even in the final correction by the printer.

There is a frequent

omission of the lenis belonging to the initial vowel of a word, which will be readily
supplied by the scholar, and will therefore not be noted here.

It is desirable that the following corrections be actually made, or at least noted on the
margin of the page, before the book is used.

Page 42, line 13 from bottom, insert a
comma, after termination.
P. 86, insert 4. at beginning of 1. 2.
P. 93, L. 6, for rclative, read kindred.
“ ], 20, after secm to, read, make the
designation indcfinite.
% 1,23, read, this passage, and dcle, in
which and occurs.
« ], 25, for to, read of.
P. 94, L 10, for dcfinite, read indefinite.
“ 1. 11, for scen, read rcgarded.
¢ In the note, afler where, insert, it is
alleged.
P. 95. 1. 4, dele, the following.
« ], 5, for consistent, the same.
« . 20, after kind, one.
% 1. 23, insert ounly, at the beginning
of the paragraph.
@ ], 25, dele, that it has no force, and
substitute, them.
“ . 36, read might, instcad of may.
P. 96, substitute opposition, for respect.
P.97, 1. 4 from bott. for one, read a.
P. 111, 1. 15 fr. bot. comma afier first even.
P. 130, 1. 2 fr. bot. insert Eph. after e. g.
P. 132, 1. 24, for ought to, read might.
P. 141, 1. 15, inscrt so, aflcr be.
P. 160 1. 16 ft. bot. dele the following are,
and insert before incorrectly, Heb.
xiii. 10. etc. to comedere.
P. 162, 1. 22, before thinking, the.
P. 163, 1. ult. read night for right.
P. 16.7, lé 16, for 2 Pet. iv. 10. read 1 Pet.
iv.

“ 1,17 fr. bot. parenthesis after 37.
P. 187, 1. 22, dele Rev. xiv. 10.
P. 188, 1. 12, read 1 Pet. i. 18.
P. 198, 1. 6, read 22 for 23.
P. 216, 1. 10 fr. bot. for Mr. read Mitt.
P. 227, 1. 20, dele such.
P.231, L 10 fr. bot. insert with, at be-
ginning of line.
P. 235, L. 22, for may, rcad might.
P. 236, 1. 5 fr. bot. for be, rcad is.
P. 250, 1, 15, for be, is.

P. 256, 1. 5, read iii. 10. for x. 4.
P. 272, 1. 1. dele in.
P. 281, 1. 16, insert fig. 2. at the beginning.
P. 283, 1. 17, for conjunctions, read con-
nectives.
% .23, for much, rcad far.
“« 1 10, 11, {r. bottom, read Erirter.
d. gr. Eintheil. u. gr. Verhaltn,
P. 290, 1. ult. Abh. for Ausg.
P. 294, 1. 1, for and, under.
P. 300, I3 1, the asterisk belongs to Jas.
i. 13.
P. 301, 1. 21, for cxecuted, read exerted.
P. 306. 1. 11, fr. bot. for effuta, read effecta.
“ |, ult. after Pet. insert i. 3.
P. 307, 1. 8 fr. bot. instcad of from,read for.
P. 308, 1. 4 fr. bot. inscrt & after arch.
P. 314, 1. 22, parenthesis afler temporally.
P. 324, 1. 5, comma after for.
P. 336, 1. 7, inscrt an, beforc adverbial.
“ 1. 12, the, before place.
P. 342, 1. 24, parenthesis after etc.
P. 347, 1. 12, for are, read or.
P. 349,117, for expressing, read denoting.
P. 349, 1. 2 fr. bot. for, done to this time,
rcad hitherto assumecd.
P. 350, L 1, for generally, read in all cases.
P. 351, 1. 16, for conncction, read correc-
tion.
P. 351, 1. 4 fr. bot. for 3 read 13.
P. 359, 1. 17, for entensive, rcad extensive.
P. 360, 1, 15, for that, read what.
« 1,10, fr. bot. for when, where.
P. 361, 1. 8 ft. bot. for as, rcad or.
P. 362, 1. 3 fr. bot. read, have the purpose
to do.
P. 364, 1. 11, dele to.
P. 368, 1. 16, dcle he.
% ], 18, for when, where.
P. 376, L. 14, for philology, read philolo-
gists.
P. 364, 1. 16, insert is, before perhaps.
P. 386, 1. 22, comma after the first not.
P. 387, 1. 23, for therefore, read however.



INTRODUCTION.

On the Scope, Mode of Treating, and History of the Grammar of the
New Testament. ’

§ 1. TrE idiom of the language of the New Testament, like every
other, presents two aspects for scientific investigation; as words connected
in discourse may be considered either severally, as to their origin and
signification, or as to their legitimate arrangement in sentences and pe-
riods. The former is the business of Lexicography; the latter belongs
properly to Grammar, which ought to be distinguished from the N. T.
Rhetoric.

The N. T. Lexicography, of which Synonymy is an essential part, but
only recently so acknowledged, has hitherto been conducted only in a
practical way: yet a Theory may be formed, which might be denomina-
ted Lexicology, a term lately introduced. We need not be surprised
that this theory has not yet been fully developed and cultivated, as even
the classical languages are without a Lexicology. Our exegetical theo-
Jogy also wants a theory of the higher and lower criticism. This has
operated very unfavorably on the Lexicography of the N. T., as will be
manifest on a close examination of even the most recent labors in this
department.

The N. T. Rhetoric, (a term which Glass and Bauer, author of
“ Rhetorica Paulina,” have used,) should unfold the peculiarities of each
author in his natural style, where he is untrammeled by rules, and dis-
plays his spirit and scope. In respect to this, much remains to be done,
especially as to the theory of Rhetorical Figures, which have been the
occasion of 80 much mischief in the interpretation of the New Testament.
The preparatory labors of Bauer* and Schulzet in this department, are

¢ Car. Lud. Bauer Rhetorica Paullina. Hal. 1782. 3 prts. 2 vols. 8vo. His Philo-
logia Thucidideo-Paullina. Hal. 1773, 8vo. H. G. Tzschirncr Observat. Pauli. Ap.
Epistolar. Scriptoris Ingenium Concernentes. Viteb. 1800, 3 prts. 4to.

t J. Dan. Schulze der Schriftstellerische Werth und Charakter des Johannes. Weis-
senfcls, 1803, Bvo, Schriftsteller. Werth und Char. des Petrus, Judas und Jacobus.
Weissenfels, 1802, 8vo. Ueber den Schriftst. Char. und Werth des Evang. Markus
in Keils und Tzschirners Analekt. Vol ii. prt. 2. p. 104-151. Prt. 3. p. 69-132.
Vol. iii. prt. 1, p. 88-127.

2
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~

not without their value. As to the discourses of Jesus and the Apostolic
Epistles, the argumentation in Biblical Rhetoric would be most advan-
tageously treated, after the manner of the ancient rhetoricians, by not
- dividing the New Testament Exegesis into too many distinct sciences,
which, when united, mutually illuminate each other. Comp. Gersdorf’s
Beitriige zur Sprachcharakterist. d. N. T. 1. Bd. p. 7. Keil’s Lehrb.
d. Hermeneutik, p. 28. C.J. Kellman’s Diss. de usu Rhetorices Her-
meneutico. Gryph. 1766. 4to. It may be remarked, by the way, that
our Theological Encyclopedias are very imperfect in the representation
of exegetical theology.

§ 2. A grammatical exhibition of the N. T. idiom, as far as it belongs
to the Greek language, would be rendered accurate by comparing it with
the grammatical structure of the later Greek, to which, both in time and
method, it is intimately related. As, however, this later language of the
Greek itself is not yet entirely fixed in its peculiarities, nor apprehended
as a whole; and as the New Testament idiom also shows the influence of
a foreign language (the Hebrew-Aramwan) on the Greek, the N. T.
Grammar must be correspondently enlarged, and should scientifically
develope the laws according to which the native Jewish authors of the
New Testament wrote the Greek of their time.

Were it the object, for instance, to write a Grammar of the Egyptian
or Alexandrian dialect of the Greek lagguage, as it existed among the
inhabitants of different countries who spoke Greek, it would be sufficient
toarrange all the peculiarities which render it a distinct dialect, yet in such
a way that, not only the several parts be connected like separate fragments,
but that the chief peculiarities be pointed out. It should be shown also,
under each section of the grammar, how this adjustment of the dialect
affected the general laws of the Greek language, by dispensing with
niceties, abusing anulogies, etc. The New Testament idiom, as a cor-
ruption of the later Greek, if it required a special Grammar, could only
be represented as an idiom of an idiom; and the New Testament gram-
mar must presupposc a grammar of the later Greek. But the idea of a
N. Testament grammar so minute, cannot even be readily apprehended,
much less can it be well executed. For, in the first place, the grammar
of the later Greek language, especially as spoken by the people, is not
yet scientifically determined;* therefore the fundamental principles of a
New Testament grammar exist only ideally, not really. Besides, the
N. T. idiom exhibits the influence of the Hebrew-Aramezan, a language
not radically related. The New Testament grammar, therefore, must
be enlarged in two ways. As the reader of the New Testament brings
with him the general grammar of the Greek language, it must develope
the influence of the peculiarities of the later Greek on the New Testa-

® Useful matter, cspecially on Lexicography, will be found in Lobeck’s Anamerk.
2u Phrynichi Eclog. Lips. 1820, 8vo. Irmisch zum Herodian, and Fischer de Vitiis
Lexicor. N. T.
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ment, conformably with the above mentioned principles, and at the same
time also point out the modifications which the Hebrew-Aramzan has
introduced. These, however, must not be separated too nicely, as per-
haps Wahl has done in his Lexicon; since the N. T. writers, by mingling
the later Greek with the national (Jewish), have formed a syntax which
can be recognised and represented only in this union. This method of
treating the grammar of the N. T., after the grammar of the later Greek
shall have been formed as an independent thing, would undergo a change
only in this respect, that it would be then unnecessary to prove the pecu-
liarities of this later language by examples, with which the N. T. gram-
marian could not previously dispense. On the other hand, one part of the
subject which the grammar yet retains, viz. the Polemic, which is op- -
posed to antiquated and deeply rooted prejudices, may perhaps soon be-
come obsolete; yet it is still necessary now, by means of this negative
view of the subject, to render the true character of the New Testament
idiom apparent. It is manifest that the old empirical grammar, to which
the ultra Fischerum sapere is an abomination, has taken strong hold of
even celebrated interpreters of very recent date. A special grammar of
some particular N. T. writers, as of John and Paul, seems to be inad-
missible. The individuality of the diction, especially of those writers,
exhibits itself almost exclusively in favorite expressions; or belongs ap-
propriately to the department of rhetoric, as the observations of Black-
wall in his Crit. Sac. N. T. II. 2. 8. p. 822. sqq. ed. Lips. abundantly
show. To this department also are to be assigned most of the peculi-
arities in the position of words. These individualities are seldom found
in the grammar. On the whole then, Shulze and Shulz* have better
understood the nature of such characteristics of the language, than Gers-
dorf, whose well-known work contributes no great amount of certain re-
sults to verbal criticism.

§ 3. Although the investigation of the N. T, diction is the indispen.
sable basis of all true exegesis, yet Biblical Philologists, until lately, have
almost entirely excluded the grammar of the N. T. from the circle of
their scientific inquiries. They have repeatedly investigated the lexico-
graphy of the N. T'; but, at most, have touched upon the grammar when
it was connected with the doctrine of the N. T. Hebraisms.t Casp.
Wyss (1650) and G. Pasor (1658) more clearly conceived the idea of a

® His remarks on the characterietics of the N. T. language may be seen in the
Essay on the Parable of the Steward, (Breslau, 1821, 8vo.) and in that on the Supper,
(Lips. 1824, 2 verb. Aufl. 1831, 8vo.) and also in his numerous Recensiones in the
Theolog. Annals of Wachler. In both those essays, which are of an exegetical na-
ture, the cxcellent remarks are out of place.

+ Among the older interpreters of the Bible, G. F. Heupel is a remarkable excep-
tion. In his excellent and philosophical Comment. on Mark, (Strasburg, 1716, 8vo.)
there are many valuable grammatical observations. The knowledge of Greek dis-
played by J. F. Hombergk in his Parerga Sacra, Amstel, 1719, 4to. relates particu-
larly to lexicography.



16 INTRODUCTION.

N. T. grammar; yet without being able to have it acknowledged us an
important part of exegetical discipline. After them, for a period of 160
years, Haab was the first who treated of the grammar of the N. T. dic-
tion, in a work devoted to that subject: but, apart from the fact that he
confined himself to the Hebraisms only, his uncritical work tended rather
to retard than promote the science. )

The first writer who, to any great extent, collected and unfolded the
peculiarities of the N. T diction, was the celebrated Sal. Glass (ob. 1656)
n his Philologia Sacra, the third book of which is inscribed Gramma-
tica Sacra, and the fourth, Gram. Sacre Appendiz.* But as he sets
out with the Hebraisms, and touches on the N. T. idiom only as far as
connected with these, his essay, even leaving its defects out of view, can
be considered only a feeble effort in the history of the N. T. grammar.
Yet it reminds us of two men of celebrated name, while their works on
this subject are almost forgotten: so much so that they are scarcely quoted
in works of theological literature, and not even found in extensive libra-
ries. The one is Caspar Wyss, Prof. Gr. Ling. in Gymnas. at Zurich,
(ob. 1659) who wrote Dialectologia Sucra, in qua quicquid per univer-
sum N. T. contextum in Apostolica et voce et phrasi a communi Grecor.
lingua eoque grammatica anualogia discrepat, methodo congrua disponi-
tur, accurata definitur el omnium sacri contextus exemplorum inductione
illustratur. The peculiarities of the N. T. diction, considered in a
grammatical point of view, are arranged in this book under the following
heads: Dialectus Attica, Ionica, Dorica, ZFolica, Baotica, Poetica, et
Hebraica. This is certainly inconvenient, as in this way similar things
are often separated, and® treated of in four different places. Moreover,
the author’s acquaintance with the Greek language was not above the
ordinary knowledge of his day, as the mention of a peculiar poetic dia-
lect evinces; and the inspection of what he calls Attic will render this
still more manifest. As a volume of examples, which in many parts is
very complete, the book is valuable; and his moderation in respect to the
grammatical Hebraisms of the N. T. was well worthy of imitation by
his contemporaries.

G. Pasor, Prof. of the Gr. Lang. at Franecker (ob. 1637) known by
his small lexicon of the N. T., which has been republished several times,
last by J. F. Fischer, left among his papers, a grammar of the N. T.
His son, Matthias Pasor, Prof. Theol. at GGriningen (ub. 1658) published
it with his own additions and improvements, under the following title:
G. Pasoris Grammatica Graeca Sacra N. T. in tres libros distributa.
Groning. 1655. p. 787. 8vo. This work is a literary rarity,t although
better adapted to secure the author’s fame with posterity than his N. T.
Lexicon. Georgi is the only one of the moderns known to me, who
made use of it. The whole is embraced in three books, as the title an-
nounces. The first is on the Doctrine of Forms; the second on Syntax,

® This Grammatica Sacra, in the edition of Dathe, is the first book.

t Even Foppen does not quote it aniong the works of Pasor, in his Biblioth. Bel-
gica, tom. I. p. 342. Its rarity is proved by Salthen, Cat. Biblioth. lib. rar. p. 470,
and Dr. Gerdesius, Florileg. Hist. Crit. lib. rar. p. 272,
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and the third contains seven Appendices: De Nominibus N. T.; De Ver-
bis N. T.; De Verbis Anomalis; De Dialectis N, T.; De Accentibus;
De Praxi Grammatice; De Numeris seu Arithmetica Greca. The most
valuable are the second book, and the appendix on Gr. dialects of the
N.T.; for in the first book, and in most of the appendices which fill up
the third, the author has treated of familiar subjects and those belonging
to general grammar. It was entirely superfluous to write out complete
paradigms of nouns and verbs. The syntax has been accurately elabo-
rated, and so copiously treated as to exhaust the subject. The author
points out the Hebraisms, but very seldom introduces parallels out of the
native Greek writers. His syntax, however, excels all that have been
compiled since his day, and has left the work of Haab far behind it. A
complete index is wanting to this useful book.

During the period from Pasor to Haab, the grammar of the N.T'. was
only cursorily treated of in writings on the style of the N. T.; as by
Leusden De Dialectis N. T., and Olearius De Stylo N. T. p. 257. 271.
These authors, however, confined themselves to Hebraisms, and included
among these much genuine Greek, which altogether perplexed the inves.
tigation of the grammatical style of the N. T. Georgi was the first
who proved many constructions to be genuine Gracisms which had usu-
ally been considered Hebraisms; although he was not entirely free from
partizanship. His writings had very little reputation. Fischer prefer-
red to circulate anew the works of Leusden and Vorst; and the well-
known work of Storr* extended its balcful influence, for many years,
over the N. T. exegesis.

Ph. H. Haab, of the school of Storr, now published his Heb. Gram-
mar, prefaced by F. G. Von Siiskind, Tiibingen, 1715, 8vo. Overlook-
ing the purely Gr. elements of the N. T. diction, he directed his atten-
tion solely to grammatical Hebraisms; and in the arrangement, followed
the works of Storr and Weckherlin, (Heb. Gram. 2 vol.) If we adopt
the opinions of the reviewer in the Archives of Bengel (Vol. I. p. 406),
“the author has executed his task with an industry, judgment, accuracy,
and discriminating and comprehensive knowledge of language, which
must secure for his work the approbation of all friends of a sound exe-
gesis of the N. T.” Two critiques of learned men, who should be re-
garded as entirely competent and impartial judges in this department,
give a materially different and almost opposite view, in the New Theolog.
Annals, 18186, vol. ii. pp. 859-879, and in (of De Wette?) the All. Literat.
Zeitung, 1816, Nos. 39-41, pp. 305-326. After a frequent and pro-
tracted use of the book, I must acknowledge my agreement with them.
Its chief defect consists in this, that the author has not accurately dis-
tinguished between the pure Greek and the Hebrew elements of the N. T.
diction. Consequently he has represented as Hebraisms much that is
either the common property of all cultivated languages, or at least fre-
quently occurs in the Greek. From his predilection for Storr’s Obser-
vations, he has also falsely interpreted many passages of the N. T. (sce
proof below,) by representing them as Hebraisms. Besides, the whole

® Observat. ad Analog. et Syntazin Hebr. Stuttg. 1779, 8vo. More precisc gram-
matical observations, cspecially in rclation to enallage temporum, particularum, etc.
are found in J. G. Straube, Diss. de Emphasi Gr. Ling. N. T. by Van den Honert, p. 70
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is confused, the arrangement is in the highest degree arbitrary, and the
work begins with a section on Tropes/ which has no relation at all to
grammar. It is not therefore too severe, when the second of the above
mentioned reviewers concludes his criticism in these words: “ Seldom
has a work come before the reviewer so entirely a failure, and against
the use of which every one should be seriously warned.”

§ 4. The scattered remarks in commentaries on the N. T., in books
of observations, and in exclusively exegetical monographs (elucidations
of particular passages) which evince a commendable knowledge of books,
when brought together, exhibit no complete discussion of the department
of grammar. Besides, this uneritical empiricism, which, up to the be-
.ginning of the present century, controlled the Greek philology, and which
even yet, for the most part, governs the Hebrew, renders them useless,
since it has given an uncertain and arbitrary character to the N. T. exe-
gesis. The rational method of treatment, which seeks out the ground
of all idiomatic expressions (even of the irregularities) in the thoughts-
of the people and of the authors, has effected an entire change in the
study of the Greek language. This method must be applied to the N. T.
language, and confer on its grammar a scientific character, while it
elevates it to a certain organon, or system, of exegesis.

The empiricism of the Greek philology, in respect to grammar, shows
itself especially in the following things. (a) It apprehended the gram-
matical structure of the language only in its rudest features, and there-
fore left almost entirely undetermined the relation of kindred forms, in
which the peculiarities of the Greek are most apparent, e.g. of
the Aor. and Perf., of the Subjunc. and Optat. (b) In reference to all
the forms of speech of which it had acquired the general sense, it estab-
lished an unlimited analogy, according to which, one tense, one case, one
particle was used for another; yea, even those directly opposite, could be
mutually interchanged, e. g. preet. and fut., ¢ and spds, ete. (c) 1t in-
vented a host of ellipses, and found something to be supplied in the
simplest sentences. ‘The N. T. interpreters adopted this method of pro-
ceeding, which is to be found even now in the numerous Fischeri Ani-
madver. ad Welleri Grammat. Gr. (Lips. 1798, etc. 3. Spec. 8.) They
even thought themselves justified in going farther than the Gr. philolo-
gists, because the Hebrew, which, in their estimation, the N. T. language’
resembled and imitated, was characterised by no exact forms or regular
syntax. Of course they thought it unnecessary to treat of these particu-
larly.* What would naturally result from such principles, we now find
abundantly in the popular commentaries on the N. T. Storr has ac.
. quired the merit of reducing to a kind of system this medley of rude
empirical canons of philology. Apart from every other consideration,
such principles would open an unlimited field to the fancy of the inter-
preter, and hence it became easy to find in the words of the sacred wri-

* Seo Prof. Franz Woken’s Enallage ¢ N. T. Greci Textus Pracipuis et Plurimis
Locis Exterminate. Viteb. 1730, 8vo.



INTRODUCTION. : 19

ters a sense directly the opposite of that intended to be conveyed.* The
Greek philologists first departed from this empiricism. Hermann, the
pupil of Reitz, by his work De Emendenda Ratione Grammatice Gr.,
gave a powerful impulse to a rational investigation of the beautiful Gr.
language;t and for the last thirty years it has become so deeply rooted,
has produced so beneficial results, and recently has been so successfully
united with historical investigation,} that the Gr. grammar of the pre.
sent day is materially different from that of former times. It has been
treated rationally; first, as the radical meaning of each grammatical
form (case, tense, mood), or, in other words, the idea which gave rise to
each such form in the spirit of the Gr. nation, has been accurately ap-
prehended, and its various uses reduced to the primary signification.
Thus a host of ellipses was destroyed, and the enallage was restored to
its natural, i. e. narrow limits: secondly, as it was attempted to show how
deviations from the established laws of language, which were either com-
monly in use, or employed by only a few writers, resulted from the spirit
of the speaker or writer, or his mode of thought; as Anacoluthon, At-
traction, Constructio ad Sensum, Brachyologia. The language thus be-
comes a directly reflected image of the Greek thought, as a living idiom.
There is no stopping at the mere externals, but a reference of each form
and inflection of the language to the thinking soul, and an effort to ap-
prehend it in its existence in the mind itself. By this means every phrase
that cannot be conceived by the mind falls of itself, as when a writer,
wishing to speak of past time, uses fufure; when designing to say out,
says to; instead of learned, says more learned; intending to expressa
cause, expresses a consequence; and for * I saw a man,” says “ I saw the
man.” For a long time the Biblical philologists took no notice of all
these elucidations of the Gr. grammar and lexicography. They followed
Viger and Storr, and separated themselves entirely from the profane phi-
lologists, under the impression (by modern writers indeed nowhere dis-
tinctly expressed) that the N. T. Greek, being Hebraistic, could not be
an object of such philological investigations. No one would believe that
the Hebrew, like every other language, admitted and required a rational
mode of treatment. The rational view is now gaining ground.]| Itis
believed that the ultimate reasons of the phenomena of the Hebrew must
be sought out in the nation’s modes of thought; and, above all, that a
plain, simple people could not contravene the laws of all human language.

¢ Sunt, says Tittman, (De Scriptor. N. T. Diligentia Gramm. Lips. 1813, 4to. in
Synonym. N. T. L p. 206.) qui grammaticarum lecgum observationem in N. T. inter-
pretatione parum curent et, si scriptoris cujusdam verba grammatice, i. e. ex legibus
lingue explicata sententiam. .. ab ipsorum opinione alienam prodant, nullam illarum
legum rationem habeant, sed propria verborum vi neglecta scriptorem dixisse conten-
dant, que talibus verbis nemo sana mente preditus dicere unquam potuit.

t I prefer rational to philosophical, because the latter may be easily misunderstood.
Every merely empirical investigation is irrational, since it regards the language as
something external, and not as an image of thought. Comp. Titmann, p. 205, sq.

t G. Bernhardy Wissenschaftl. Syntax der Griech. Sprache. Berl. 1829, 8vo.

i The rational investigation must rest on the historical, as we must first take &
survey of the whole extent of the language, before we can apprehend the reasons of
the several phenomena.
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It is no longer therefore considered proper to give a preposition diverse
meanings, according to one’s own pleasure, in a context superficially ex~
amined. The transitions from the radical to the various derived signifi-
cations of each particle are carefully traced out; and the reception of sig-
nifications without such derivation is considered an unscientific postulate.

It must not be supposed that a Hebrew, instead of *¢ this is my brother,”
could say, pleonastically, « this is of my brother,” or ¢ this is in the wise
man,” instead of « this is a wise man:” but the origin of changes so con-
trary to rule must be sought for in the speaker’s mode of thought, as with
every rational being each deviation has its reason. Much less can we be
satisfied with this common-place remark that, with a Hebrew, non omnis
(which can only mean not every one) signifies the same as omnis non, i. e.
nullus. We should rather direct attention to something more correct
and philoesophical.

This rational mode of treating the Hebrew was commenced by some
observations of Fritzsche, Niedner, and others, but first carried out com-
pletely by Ewald. And although every thing in his work cannot be
received as true, yet the principle of the learned author is undoubtedly
correct. Independently of Ewald, I have endeavored, especially in rela-
tion to the particles, to exhibit the subject rationally, in the new edition
of Simon’s Manual Lexicon. It is to be hoped that the Syriac also, a
language of much interest, may soon be viewed with other than empi-
rical eyes.

The Grammar of the N. T. must also, by all means, aim at a rational
developement of the N. T language, and thus acquire for itself a scientific
basis, while it furnishes, at the same time, a similar one for Exegesis.
What the philologists have previously effected for the Greek must be read
with attention, although all their nice distinctions are not to be considered
correct. Especially must we be cautious about permitting them to regu-
late the text. Besides, this investigation is constantly progressing. Many
things require essential modifications (e. g. the doctrine of &, with sub-
junctive), and others are yet in dispute among the best philologists, e. g.
some modes of using a». Since 1824, Fritzsche has made some valuable
contributions to the N. T. Grammar, in his Diss. in 2 ep. ad Cor. (Lips.
1824,) in his Comment. on Matt. and Murk, and in his Conject. on N. T\
Lips. 1825, 2 Spec.8. Tothese must be added the Treatise of Gieseler,
Bornemann in Rosenmiiller’s Exeget. Repert. Vol. II. and the Scholia
of the latter in Lucz Evang. Lips. 1830. 8vo. There are also many
grammatical questions discussed in the controversial writings between
Fritzsche and Tholuck.* On the other hand, but few of the numerous
critical, evangelical, and philological commentaries on the N. T. which
have recently appeared, treat exclusively of philology, and some have
omitted it entirely. H. G. Hélemann, in his Comment. de interpretat.
sacra cum profana feliciter conjungenda, Lips., 1832. 8vo. has properly
estimated the best philological priaciples in their application to the N. T.

® Fritzsche Ueber die Verdienste Dr. Tholucks um die Schrifterklarung. Halle,
1831, 8vo. Tholuck Beitrige zur Spracherklarung des N. T. Halle, 1832, &vo.
Fritzsche Praliminarien zur Abbitte und Ehrenklirung, die ick gern dem Dr.
Tholuck gewdakren mochte. Hulle, 1832, 8vo. Tholuck, Nock ein ernsies Wort en
Dr. Fritzseshe. Halle, 1832, 8vo.



PART 1.

ON THE GRAMMATICAL CHARACTER OF THE N. T. DICTION.

§ 1. Various Opinions about the Character of the N. T. Diction,

Tae character of the N. T. diction, although pretty distinctly marked,
has, for a long time, been misunderstood by Bib. philologists, or at least
incompletely and partially appreliended; as polemic considerations, to-
gether with an ignorance of the later Gr. dialectology, rendered even
the best intellects incapable of perceiving the truth. About the be-
ginning of the 17th century, some learned men (Purists) made repeated
attempts to prove that the style of the N. T. accorded, in every respect,
with ancient Greek purity and elegance: whilst others ( Hebraists) not only
recognised its Heb. complexion, but represented it as having a pervading
influence. ‘Towards the close of this century, the latter opinion prevailed,
but not to the entire exclusion of the former, which found many able
advocates. About the middle of the 18th century, the party of the
Purists became entirely extinct, and the principles of the Hebraists,
modified in some particulars, were generally adopted. More recently, the
incorrectness of these views began to be discovered, and led to the true
middle course, which Beza and H. Stephens had already portrayed in its
general features.

The history of the various views about the Gr. style of the N. T., pro-
mulgated at different intervals, Morus briefly relates, in Acroas. academ.
sup. hermeneut. N. T. ed. Eichstidt. Vol. 1. p. 216. sq. and Planck, with
some essential errors, in his Introduc. to Science of Theolog. Vol. 2. p.
45. Comp. Stange Theolog. Symmikta 11. p. 295. In respect to its
literature, see Walch Biblic. Theolog. IV.276.* In conformity with
my own design, I offer the following remarks, and shall occasionally
correct the observations of those writers.

# Sce also Baumgarten Polemik. IIL 176. J. Lami, in his De eradit. Apostoler. p.
138, oq. g;veo the views of the Fathers about the N. T. style.
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After Th. Beza, in his treatise De dono linguz et apostol. sermone,
(Acts x. 46) had represented, in a very advantageous light, the He-
braisms of the N. T. style, which it is well known he maintained, as
ejusmodi, ut nullo alio idiomate tum feliciter exprimi possint, imo inter-
dum ne exprimi quidem, yes, even as gen.me, quibus Apostoli scripta sua
exornarint; ‘H. Stephens, in his Pref. to the ed. of N. T. 1576, first
controverted those qui in his scriptis incultu omnia et horrida esse putant.
Hec endeavored to prove by examples that the most elegant turns of ex-
pression occur in the N. T. style, and contended that these Hebraisms
give to it inimitable power and emphasis. Although those specified
niceties of the style belong more to the rhetorical than the grammatical
department, and the Hebraisms are too highly valued; yet the judgment
of those two masters in Greek is not so incorrect as is generally sup-
posed, and comes, on the whole, rearer the truth than that of many later
Exegesists. This partial view was first opposed by Seb. Pfochen in
Diatribe de linguz Grecz N. T. puritate (Amstel. 1629, edit. 2, 1633,
12m0.) in which, by nummerous examples, he attempted to prove, Gracos
auctores profunos phrasibus et verbis loguutos esse, quibus scriptores N. T.
() 29. § 81—129.) Yet this juvenile Diatribe (the principles of which
Erasmus Schmid adopted in part, as appeared in 1658) seems to have
excited, by its strong Purism, but little attention. A real, but indirect
occasion for a controversy about N. T. diction, was first given by Joach
Junge, rector at Hamburgh (1637, 1639); Jac. Grosse, minister of Ham-
burgh (1640), his opponent, although in the main not agreeing with
him, yet regarded his opinion about the Hellenism (not barbarism) of the
N. T. style as harmless. Danl. Wulfer, however, (1640) came out
against him with an Innocentia Hellenist. vindicata, (see. 1. a.) showing
the obscurity of his argument;* and Grosse now opposed Wulfer, to whom
he pointed out many misapprehensions, and also Joh. Mus=zus, Theolog.
Jener. 1641-42, who had represented Grosse as vacillating and incon-
sistent, but had dwelt principally on his dogmatism about verbal inspira-
tion. So that Grosse published, in all, five pamphlets in relation to the
purity and dignity (not elegance) of the N. T. Greek (1641-42).

Without regard to these controversies, so full of improper personalities
and so almost useless to science, Danl. Heinsius (1643) declared himself
in favor of the Hellenism of the N. T. language; and Th. Gataker
(1648) wrote decidedly against the Purism of Pfochen, learnedly indeed,
but with some exaggeration. Joh. Vorst (1658, 1665) next published a
clear and well digested collection of the N. T. Hebraisms, in which,
however, Hor. Vitringa soon after pointed out many imperfections.t J.
H. Biicler (1641) and J. Olearius (1668)} pursued a middle course, dis-
tinguishing more carefully the Greek and Hebrew elements of the N.
T. style. Leusden agreed with them in most things, but was inferior
to Olearius in circumspection. It was now acknowledged by most phi-

® Grosse's Trias, p. 40.

t Vorst in the preface expresses his opinion: Sacros Codd. N.T. talibus et vocabulis
et phrasibus, que hebrwam linguam sapiant scatere plane. Comp. his Cogitata de
stylo N. T., in the preface of Fischer de Hebraismis.

t J. Cocceji Strictura in Pfochen diatrib. appeared first in Rhenford's collection.
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lologists that Hebraisms are a striking characteristic of the N. T language,
which, while they impart to it no tinge of barbarism, yet depart con-
siderably from Gr. purity.* See Werenfel's Opusc. 1. p. 311, 8q. This
view Mos. Solanus published, in a recent and very judicious controversy
with Pfochen. Even J. Heinr. Michaelis (1707), and Ant. Blackwall
(1727) did not venture to deny the existence of Hebraisms, but en-
deavored to prove that the diction of the N. T. writers, although not free
from Hebraisms, possessed all the qualities of an elegant style, and thus
equalled the classical purity. The latter celebrated scholar, in his work,
which abounds in uscful observations, begins, fantum abest, ut hebrais-
mos in N. T. reperiri infitiemur, ut eorum potius insignem, qua hic
divinus abundat liber, copiam ad commoditatem ejus et elegantiam
majorem afferre accessionem arbitremur. They had little influence,
however, on the now prevalent views, as the learned Ch. Siegm. Georgi,
1732, in his Vindiciis Nov. Test. ab Ebraismis, returned to the more
strict Purism, and defended his arguments (1733) in a new work, ( Hiero-
eriticus Sacer). J. Conr. Schwarz’s Commentarii Crit. et Philol. lingus
Gr. N. T. Lips. 1736, 4to., tended principally to preve the existence
of Greek purity, even in the expressions considered llebraisms, and Elias
Palairet in his Observat. Philol. Crit.in N. T'. 1752, was the last to side
with him in combating the N. T. Hebraisms.t By means of the school
of Ernesti, a higher estimation of the N. T. language became generally
prevalent in Germany.3 Comp. Ernesti’s Institut. Interpret. 1. 2. Cap. 3.
Most of the old controversies on this subject (those mentioned above
and others) are collected in J. Rhenford’s Diss. Philol. Theolog. de
atylo N. T. syntagma, Leov. 1702, 4to., and Zaco Hajo Van den
Honert syntagma Dissert. de stylo N. T. Grzco, Amst. 1703, 4to.||
Let us endeavor briefly to characterize the performances of those who
attribute classic purity to the N. T. diction. They generally aimed at
adducing passages from the native Greek authors, in which are found the
same words and phrases that occur in the N. T, which had been inter-

# B. Stolberg De solecismis et barbarismis N. T. Vitel. 1681, 4to, 1685, 4to. intended
only toacquit the N. T. diction of the impurities attributed to it, yet also denied many
troe Hebraisms.

+ This work may be seen in the Bibloth. Bremen. nova Cl. 3 and 4. :

1 The judgment of Ernesti on the N. T. diction (diss. de difficult. interpret. grammat.
N.T.$12,) may be mentioned here: Genus orationis 1n libris N. T. esse e pure
grecis et cbraicam maxime consuetudinem referentibus verbis formulisque dicendi
mixtam et temperatum, id quidem adeo evidens cst iis, qui satis greece sciunt, ut plane
misericordia digni sint, qui omnia benc graca essc contendant.

|l The essays of Wulfer, Grosse, and Museus, although comparatively of little
importance, ought not to be overlooked in this collection, and the sententie doct. viror.
de stilo N. T. by Junge, alone received. Comp. Blessig. Prasidia interpret. N. T. ex
auctorib. grae. Argent. 1778, 4to. and Mittenzwey locorum quorundam e Hutchinsoni
ad Xenoph. Cyrop. notis, quib. purum et elegans N. T. dicendi genus defenditur,
refutatio. Coburg. 1763, 4to. An essay by G. C. Draudius De stylo N. T., in the
Primitt. Alsfeld. (Naremb. 1736, 8vo.) T have not scen. Sce Neubauer Nachr. von
Jjetzt lebenden Theol. 1. 253.
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.

preted as Hebraisms. In so doing, they entirely overlooked the fact,
1. That many expressions and phrases, especially figurative, on account
of their simplicity and paturalness, are the property of all, or at least of
many languages, and ought not therefore to be called Gracisms or He-
braisms.* 2. That a distinction is to be made between prosaic and
poetical diction, as between those tropes employed by a single writer
once or twice to elevate his style (as lumina orationis), and those which
have become the common property of the language; and that if, in so
plain prose as that of the N. T, expressions of Pindar, Aschylus, Euripi-
des. etc. occur even repeatedly,} this by no means proves the classical
purity of the N. T. style. 3. That if a phrase exist both in the Hebrew
and Greek, the education of the Apostles and N. 1'. writers renders it
probable that it was derived from the Hebrew rather than from the re-
fined language of the Greek classic writers. 4. That those uncritical
compilers collected many passages from the Gr. authors, in which, indeed,
the same word occurs, but not in the same sense (Michaelis Einleit. Ins.
N. T. 1. p. 151, translated by Dr. H. Marsh); or where only similar, but
not altogether the same phrases, are found. 6. That there was a free
reference to the Byzantine writers, into whose language, by means of the
church, some peculiarities of the N. T. diction may have been introduced.
This might be rendered probable by several instances: Comp. Niehbuhr
Index ad Agath. under {nu:wisbai. 6. That many phrases, undeniably
Hebraisms, were passed over in silence. Their proof, therefore, was
incomplete and irrelevant. Most of them confined themselves to lexi-
cography. Georgi alone has treated the grammatical department with
a copiousness founded on extensive scholarship.

In confirmation of what has been said, I shall here adduce some strik-
ing examples. Comp. Mori Acros. 1. c. p. 222, sq.

As to the first (1.), Matt. v. 8. xeovivres xai Sidorres Ty Sexawavvnye
Parallels are quoted from Xen. Asch. Lucian, Artemidor. to show that
3wy, in this tropical sense, is pure Greek. But it is so used in all lan-
guages, especially the Latin; and therefore can be as little considered a
Grecism as a Hebraism. The same may be said of #s8icw (xarectieiv)
figuratively to consume. This can no more be proved a Grecism from
Iliad xxiii. 182, than a Hebraism from Deut. xxxii. 22, sq. It is com-
mon to all languages. Parallels with yevea in the sense of generation,
i. e. men of a certain generation (Georgi Vind. p. 39), yeie power, and
8 zvprog 775 oixias, are of no avail for the same reason. It is ridiculous
to compare Matt. x. 27, xnpitare 270 viv dwpdrww, with this passage of
Zsop, fepos ini vwog dbparos éorss.  Many such superfluous and even
absurd observations occur in the essay of Pfochen.

As to the second consideration (2.), it is proved from Iliad xi. 241

® The Hebrew, as well as the Hcbraic Greek, participates with the language of
Homer, in its simplicity and perspicuity, except that the several forms are not here
called Hebraisms and there Graecisms. There is a similarity between these lan-
guages, especially in popular intcrcourse, where there is most simplicity and clear-
ness, whilst the scientific diction, originating with learned men, is not so nearly
assimilated.

t Krebs Observat. Pref. p. 3.
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(Comp. Georgi Vind. p. 122), and from Soph. Electr. 510, that xoudopac
has the meaning of mortuum esse; that onigua for proles occurs among
the Greeks, in Eurip. Ipheg. Aul. 524. Ipheg. Taur. 987, 659. Hec. 254.
and Soph. Electr. 1508. (See Georgi Vindic. p. 87. 8q.); that sowpalvewy
means regere, is proved by Anacr. Ixii. 7; that 5y ddvarov is good
Greek, by Soph. Electr. 205. (Schwarz Com. p. 410.). For sorypioy
nivew, in & tropical sense, Matt. xx. 22, Schwarz adduces Aschyl. Agam.
1397. IXXimrew trritum esse, which in Hebrew is the usual meaning, is
compared with the figurative phrase of Plat. Phileb. p.77. B. doxei 780y oos
Remroxivas xofanegel MAnysioa brd TGy viv &y Aéywr. Comp. § 26, 2.

As to the third consideration (3.), we shall certainly not err, if we take
the phrase yuioxetw avdea, although not foreign to the Greek (Comp.
Jacob’s ad Philostr. Immagg. p. 583), to be derived from the oft used
) ¥R, Germnan commentators consider it a Hebraism. Such also
are smadyyva compassion, Enpa the land, in distinction from the water
(Fischer ad Leusden Dialectt. 31), zeinos in the signification of shore,
ardua, of a sword edge (Comp. Boissonade ad Nic. p. 282), raxivew
to be stupid, silly, xvewos xveiwv, ecaégxeobac sis TOY x00MOY. It is better
to derive them from the Hebrew than to attempt to prove them good
Greek by parallels from Herodot., /Elian, Xenophon, Diodor. Siculus,
Philostratus, and others.

As to the fourth (4.), that év in Greek writers denotes the instrumental
cause, which with some restriction is true, Pfochen has attempted to
prove by examples, as, méwy iv vais vavol (Xenoph.), zade....év vni peraivy
(Hesiod!) That p7ua is used by good Gr. writers for res, they would
prove by Plat. Leg. 7. vovrs Wuaros xai vd Soyparos sx eivas Snpiay peclo,
where fruaros can be translated by dictum. Xogrdlew, in relation to
men, is proved to mean fo satiate, out of Plat. Rep. 2, where it relates
to swine. That {yriw Jvzyy rwos is good Greek is proved by Eurip.
Ton. 1112, Thuc. vi. 27, und others, where 2yréw alone occurs in the
meaning of insidiari, to lie in wait for in order to kill. That é¢peianua
in good Greek writers means peccatum (a sin) Schwarz would prove by
Plat. Cratyl. p. 164, where ¢¢. as elsewhere means debita (debts?) So
also are most of the quotations entirely irrelevant, by which Georgi
(Hierocrit. p. 36, sq. 186, sq.) would prove that the best Greek writers
interchanged the prepos. «is and v, just as the N. T. writers do. Comp.
also Krebs. Obs. p. 14,8q. That eigioxew zdew nagd zove is no Hebra-
ism, Georgi Vindic. p. 116 attempts to prove from Demosthenes, where
fvgloxew voy cigqvmy ¥iv Sweedw occurs, as if the Hebraism related to the
word only, and not to the entire phraseology. To find (i. e. the single
word by itself) instead of o acquire, is clearly no Hebraism. For
norpewoy sors, Palairet adduces Aristoph. Archarn. xgarse Guparos, and
similar phrases: for sinrew irritum esse, Schwarz cites Plat. Euthyphr.
€. 17. év yapai neoiiras 6, 7o av einors.  The well-known Merismus déno
prxgod ws ueydaov is claimed to belong to correct Greek language (Georgi

Vind. p. 310 sq., Schwarz Comment. p.917. Comp. Schiifer ad Julian.
P. 21.) by quotations in which occurs oire péya odre oucxgov. But such
a Merismus in itself is not Hebraistic, but only the above mentioned es-
tablished formula, arnto p. fog uey. That 8o 8vo, two and two,is a Gre-
cism, is not proved by Aristoph. Nub. maiov nréov, more and more: pas-
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sages must rather be adduced in which the cardinal repeated is used for
ava 8o, ara reeis, €tc.  So also the phrase r8évac eis ro Sra is not proved
to be pure Greek by the beautiful dsoa 8’dxovoas cise8éuny, as the latter is
an entirely different kind of phrase. Yet these instances might be infin-
itely multiplied. What Georgi (Vindic. p. 25,) adduces from Adrian
Epictet. to prove § ddeagpos to mean alter (the other), appears especially
ridiculous.

As to the fifth (5.), the formula srnpi2eww 76 pdswnos, and the word
#vorideadas were proved by Schwarz p. 1245, out of Nicetas, to be pure
Greek. s £npa, for continent, by Palairet, from Jo. Cinnam Hist. 4.p.183.
Yet more singular is it, when Pfochen deduces the signification xowvos, im-
mundus, from Lucian De Mort. Peregrin. c. 13, where Lucian uses a
Judao-Christian expression satirically.

As to the sixth (6.), of the many words and phrases which those in-
terpreters pass over in silence, comp. for example spdowrnov raugdvecy,
cock xal aipa, xagnos Tis Goguog, Dios eigqvns, ifipxeabar € Sodios Tuvds,
stocecy Ircos (xdew) perd Twog, aoxgivesdac Where no exact question pre-
cedes, égoporoyeiobac 055 to praise God. See § 3.

After Salmasius, whose work /e Lingua Hellen. the moderns had
almost forgotten, Sturtz’s essay De Dialecto JAlexandrina (Lips. 1784.
4to. and Ger. 1788-93. 4to.) edit. 2. 1809. 8vo., led the way to a cor-
rect estimation of the Grecian basis of the N. T. diction. Copious re-
marks on this work are found in the Heidelberg Annals, 1810, vol. 18.
p. 266. On this subject Keil (Hermeneut. p. 11), Bertholdt (Infroduc.
to Bib. 1, p. 155), Eichhorn (Introduc. N. 7T. vol. 1V. p. 26), and
Schott (Isagoge in N T p. 497), have written more satisfactorily than
many who preceded them, without however exhausting the subject, or
treating it with scientific accuracy. In both respects Planck Jr. has
surpassed his predecessors, and is the first who, avoiding the fundamen-
tal error of Sturz, has clearly developed the character of the N. T. style:
De vera natura et indole orationis Grece N. T. Commentat. Gitt.
1810. 4to. (published in Comment. Theoll. v. Rosenmiiller 1. 1. p. 112,
and translated in Bib. Repos. And. vol. I. p. 638.) Comp. also Pr.
Observatt. qued. ad hist, verbi Gr. N. 7. ibid. 1821. 4to. (and in
Commentatt. Theoll. v. Rosenmiiller 1. p. 193.) See All. Lit. Zeit.
1816. No. 29. p. 306. (De Fhette.)

§ 2. Basis of the Diction of the New Testament.

In the time of Alexander the Great and his successors, the Gr. lan-
guage underwent an internal change of a twofold nature: partly inasmuch
as a prosaic book language was formed (xowy Scdnsxros), which, while it
took the Attic for its basis, was distinguished from it by the intermixture
of many provincialisms; and partly because there arose a language of
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popular intercourse, in which were combined the formerly distinct dia-
lects of several Gr. tribes, but with a prominency of the Macedonian.*
The latter (differing again in some measure in the different provinces of
Asia and Africa) constituted the primary basis of the style of the Sep-
tuagint and the Apocrypha, as well as of the New Testament. Its pe-
culiarities can be conveniently ranged under two heads, those of Lexi-
cography and Grammar.

The older writers on the Gr. dialects, especially on the xowsy Suirexros,
are almost useless. The subject is briefly and well treated by Matthie
;Copioua Gram. § 1-8—transluted by E. V. Blomfield,) and still more

ully by Buttmann, (e¢d. Robinson. And. § 1. pp. 13-20;) but especially
see Planck, I. c. p. 13-23; Tittman Synon. I. p. 202 and Bernhardy,
p- 28. The Jews in Egypt and Palestinet learned the Greek first by in-
tercourse with the Grecks, not from books.} No wonder then if, when
writing, they retaincd the peculiarities of the popular spoken language.
So the LXX, the N. T. writers, and the authors of many (Palestine)
Apocrypha. A few of the learned Jews, who valued and studied Greek
literature, approached nearer to the written language, as Philo and
Josephus.|| This popular Gr. language, it is true, cannot be perfectly.
known, yet it must be supposed, from a comparison of the Hellenistic (in
as far as it is not Hebraized) with the later book language, that deviating
greatly from the ancient elegance, it had received numerous provincial
words and forms. It would also entirely neglect nice distinctions in
phrases and inflections, abuse grammatical constructions (forgetting
their origin and basis), and extend farther many corruptions which had
already appeared in the book language. But its chief peculiarity was, a
mixture of dialects formerly distinct, in which the dialect peculiar to each
province became the basis, (in the Alexand. Atticisms and Dorisms.) We
shall now endeavor more especially to point out the later elements in the

® Sturz De Dial. Maced. et Alez. p. 26. sq.

+ A nice discrimination cannot be made between what belongs to the Alexandrine
language, and what had become proper to the Gr. dialect of the inhabitants of Syria
and Palestine. Eichhorn, in his Einleit. Ins. N. T. 1V. 124, is rather uncritical, where
he assigns ivyagoriiv, which is found in Demosth., Polyb. and many writers since,
the Alexandrian dialect, and also {s.{sy hospitio excipere, which both Xcnoph. and
Homer employ.

t That the Jews, in the time of Christ, cultivated their Greek style by reading the
Scptuagint, makes no cssential difference. It is now gencrally acknowledged that a
superior education in the Greek language, cannot be attributed to the Apostle Paul.
He certainly had more aptness in the Greck than the other apostles, but this can be
accounted for by his travels in Asia Minor, and his intcrcourse with native Greeks,
some of whom were learned and of elevated rank.

[l That the style of the latter cannot be accounted the same with that of the Sep-
tuagint, or of the N. T., will be readily perceived by a comparison of the scctions in
the earlier books of the Antiquities with the parallel ones of the Septuag. Here will be
secn the difference between the Jewish and Greck narrative style.
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Hellenistic Greek, as to its lexical and grammatical peculiarities, the
former of which most abound. In order to this, the observations of Sturz,
Planck and Lobeck, must be consulted.* The quotations referred to
by them (principally out of Polyb., Plut., Artemidor, Appian, Helio-
dor, Lycophron, Sext. Empir., Arrian, Strab., etc.) will be here
omitted, but may be found in their works.tf What seems to be exclu-
sively an element of the popular language, and is not found in any profane
Greek writer, I shall mark thus: (*) 1

1. Lexical Peculiarities. The later dialect embraced, () Words
and forms of words of all Greek dialects without distinction, namely,
Attic: for instance, faros (Lob. p. 809), & oxdros, derés (Herm. Pref.
ad Soph. Ai. p. 19), puirn, érgeww (Lob. p. 151), ngvpva (Lob. p. 331),
iaeds s Dorics e. g. nwada, (ﬂu’?m), 20 3avog (Lob. p. 179), 5 aeuds, noia
(herb instead of soly or mxca), also BepBedvos, which Zonaras quotes
from 2 Tim. iv. 13, where, however, our Codd. have u:uBe. see Sturz
Zonarz Eloasae sacrz Grimme, 1820, 4to. P. IL. p. 16; Jonic:
yoyyvie ( ob. p. 358), fqocw, nenyrs, (in Aristot. see Lob. p- 431), Baduss
(Lob. p. 324), gxogni2eev. Jonic and Doric is ¢jo in an intransitive
meaning (Heb. xii. 15.). As Macedonic, the following are pointed out
by the grammarians, rogsugory a camp (Lob. p. 377), soun street ; as
originally, Cyrenaic Bowés hill (Lob. p. 355) ; as Syracusan, the imperf.
eunov (Fritzsche ad My. p. 515.). (b) It gave new meanings to words
found in the old language. Comp. sagaxarsiv f0 beseech, maidevewy cas-
tigare, svxagiareiy gratias agere (Lob. p. 18), auyrog (*)descending from
an obscure mother (Philo de temul, p. 248), vaxaivew, dvastinrew, dva-
xeiadac L0 recline at the table, dnoxecdsvac to answer (Lob. p. 108),
dnordoseodac renunciare, valere jubere (Lob. p. 23), ovyxeivew to com-
pare (Lob. p. 278), Saipwy, dawusveiov evil spirit,)| gvnov living tree,
Sarntoviodas indignari,(*) dvasreupy vila, xeparis volumen, roll of books,
Ezr. vi. 2, Heb. x. 7; edoxquey one of celebrity (Lob. p. 333), uoulew

* Olearius De stylo, p. 279, sq.

+ The Fathers and the Roman law books have been scarcely referred to in the in-
vestigation of the later Greek. The latter will be often consulted in the succeeding
sections of this book.

t The Greek grammarians, especially Thom. Mag., quote much as popular Greck,
which was not foreign even to the Attic book language, (e. g. suéniog, Thom. M. p.
437, and igwrvdpas, p. 363.) Indecd they are not free from great mistakes: Comp.
Oudendorp ad Thom. M. p. 903. Much that was adopted into the written language
after Alexander’s time, may have existed much earlier in the popular language,
as perhaps crgnnay, which occurs first in the pocts of the new comedy. Moreover,
the N. T. writers usc words and forms which the Atticists preferred, instead of those
denominated popular Greek, e. g. xgnorérng, Thom. M. p. 921, 4 (not é,) Aatray, Thom.
M. 864.

Il Namely, as its proper, inherent signification, It is found in Iliad VIII. 166, in
the sense of bad demon, and also in Dinarch adv. Demosth. § 30, p. 155. Bekk.,
quoted by modern interpreters. The Byzantines use xaxs; with 3aiuar, Agath. 114, 4,
when they wish to be more specific.
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and zogrdlew to feed, to nourish (*),* s4dwiov pay of soldiers, (Sturz, p.
187), oddgior (fish), igevyesdar eloqui (Lob. p. 63), negiondsdas negotiis
distrahi (Lob. p. 415), nrGua corpse (Lob. p. 375), oxony school (Lob.
401), dvcess a large shield (Lob. p. 366), iiuy street (Lob. p. 404),
napinoa confidence, etc. Especially was a transitive meaning given to
neuter verbs: e. g. padnzesey (Mtt. xxviii. 19), SecapBevew (2 Cor. xxi. 14),
in the Septuagint even {7v, Basiaeverr and others: comp. Deut. xxxit.
10, Ps. cxviii. 50; see Lydius De re mil. 6, 3. In pigvoos the use at
least was changed, inasmuch as that word, formerly only used of women,
was applied to both genders, Lob. p. 151. Schiifer ind. ad. Esop. p. 144.
(¢) Words and forms of words, which in the old Greek were used rarely,
or only hy poets, and in the higher style, became the more usual and
preferred forms, or were transferred also to the prosaic style: for instance,
aidevricw to govern (Lob. p. 120), uesovixrov (Thom. M. p. 609, Lob.
p- 53), éadanros, iodnous (Thom. M. p. 870), daéxrwg (Lob. p. 229),
Beézewr drrigare (Lob. p. 291), Eichhorn (Einleit. ins. N. T. 1V, 127),
reckons here also the phrase $¢03a¢ 7¢ év 7 xagsig, which poets, especially
tragedians, used in solemn style, as it occurs in the N. T. in the dryest
prose. But the Homeric év pgeai déodac is only & similar, not the same
formula. That which is quoted as a solemn formula, ovrrreiw év 75 zagdia
i8 used also with emphasis in the N. T. On the other hand, xo¢dscor is
to be considered as an instance of a word which, by obliterating its acces-
sory meaning, passed over from the language of common li%e into the
language of the books, (Lob. p. 74.) (d) Many words received another
form, mostly lengthened: for instance, ueroixsoia, ixeoia, dvdepa (dvddnua),
Schifer ad Plutarch,V. p. 11, yevicia (ysvéara, Lob. p. 104), yrwoacxouoy
(yrwosoxouioyv, Lob. p. 98), ixrarac (rdrae, Lob. p. 45), ixaés (z}e’;),
ifanera (éiamfm;), avrqpa (airnows), Yedopa (yevdos, Sallier ad Thom. Mag.
P- 927), andvryoss (Gravequa), xavxnocs Sztivzqy.a), avgwia (avywor, Liob. p.
314), sntrasia (34is), ovyxvgia (ovyxvenas), pearssws (meriosecos), drosrasia
(8ndorases, Lob. p. 528), Basirnooa (Basirsia), éxxivew (ixxéew, Lob. p.
726), oryxw (like foryza, lo stand), éresvis (érewds, Lob. p. 187), dgyos,
s v (deyos, ov, adjective of two terminations, see Lob. p. 105), vossia
Znoaaw’, Thom. Mag. p. 626, Lob. p. 207), snerdouac (ntéropas, Lob. p.
581), éuxodopsy (ouxodopnais, duxodounua, Thom. Mag. p. 645, Lob. p. 490),
ivnvilew (dpunvilew, Lob. p.224), Sexarévy (Scxarede), dgorear (deovr,
Lob. p- 254), Bu3nagidiov (*) (3e3nideov, Bcﬁuﬁdﬁov), &raewoy, Fritzsche ad
Mr. p. 638,) 4uxiov (4:£), vovheoia (vovdirnss, Liob. p. 512), xaranovrifew
xatarovrovy, Lob. p. 361), poczars (for pouxds Lob. p. 452), dveioris.
for 4idveos, Thom. Mag. p. 927). he verbal forms in « pure, instead
of those 10 ue: for instance, sume instead of susvvue, see Thom. M. p. 648.
Also compare fvgdw for £vgiw, Thom. M. p. 642, Lob. 205, Phot. Lex.

® The extended signification may be regarded as a Hcbraism: Jauilsv was com-
monly used correspondently with S+axny like yogrdZaw, which, by the Grecks, is not
applied to men. (See Solanus in Rhenford, p. 297.) It is undetermined whether
dixadio for 3dxa belonged to the later popular Greek language, or was derived from
the Septuagint. The latter scems to me the more probable, as 3sidua corresponds
better with 7YYy 0\ than 2ixadue.
4
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p- 313, Bogiw for Bagiviy Thom. M. p. 142, cagory for saigew Lob. p.
83, xordv (xorovedac), ifow Ivas for ifdwar (Fiirlsch De locis Lysiz, p- 60).
Active forms, also, appeared for the middle and deponent, which were
common in the older book language; for instance, pevisoewy, (Act. iv. 25,
from Ps. ii.) perhaps dyarniav (Luc. 1, 47). Finally, for the members
of the human body, forms originally diminutive became usual in the
language of conversation, as <riov; comp. Fischer Proluss. p. 10, Lob.
p- 211.* (e) Entirely new words and formulas were constructed,}
mostly by composition: e. g. darorgroentioxonos (*), ard¢wndgeaxos (Lob. p.
621), poréparpos (izegopdaruos Lob. p. 136), Giuarexzvoia(*), Scxawxgisia,
auropivewor, xaromouiy (Lob. p. 199), aizuarwrilew (Thom. Mag. p. 23,
Lob. p. 442), avziavreor(*), expvxeneilew(*), drexrogopwria (Lob. p. 229),
anoxeparilew (Lob. p. 341), dvramoxgiveadac (Asop. 272, del Fur.g,
Eudeviwy (LOb. p. 182, Schifer Ind. ad Esop. p- 135), dyadseyiw, dya-
Sworvey, Swaaxognlew (Lob. p- 228), eyxgarevopac (*), (Lob. p. 442}, écxo-
Sconérns, duxodeomoreiy (Liob. p. 373), acSo3oriwy, rtgoopdyior (Sturz p. 191),
2o0yla, xedddaros (Lob. p. 63, Sturz p. 175), nemocdnais (Lob. p. 295),
Ml:; (Lob- p. 190), dﬂ:lo‘ (Lob. p. 28), F.a’yp.q (f’:‘pﬂ)’ :aplpé‘;g (xa‘ra'
pvew, Sturz p. 123), deoreia, (see above,) awazgsrns(*), dyvirns(*), ixri-
vela (Lob. p- 31 l), nerexiGewy (Lob. p- 34]), dnagadarog (Lob. p. 313).
Especially rich was the later language in substantives in pa: e.g.
xardrvua, evranédoua, xardedwua, faniopa, yéwyua, ixrewpa (Lob. p.209),
Bawreopa,(*) (sce Pasor Gramm. N. T. p. 571-74); and substantives
compounded with cvy: €. g. ovpuadnris, avuworirns (Lob. p. 471); in
adjectives in cvog: €. g. d¢fewos (Sturz. p. 186), sdivog, aedivos, xabyue-
guwis, doTgdaxivog S«Ss(ydﬂvosg; inverbsin ow, tlw: e. . droxatrow, dpuarow,
donidw, éEsdevdw(*), obevdw, oefeilu(*), Sevyparilu(*), beareifuw, praaxifo(*);
comp. adrerbs, as advrore (Siawarrds, ixdorore), wadiofey (ex waudis, Lob.
p- 93), xaduwg (Sturz p. 74), wavoixi (wavoixig, wavoxnoia, Lob. p- 515);
(see Sturz p. 187.1). A later form is ioxdres Zxew (for xaxds, wovrews
tzew), (Lob. p. 389), as on the contrary for xarowouiv (vide supra), the
older Greecks used the formula xards @ouecv. That the above register
contains many words which were formed either by the Jews, who spoke
the Greek, or by the N. T. authors themselves, (especially Paul, Luke,
and the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews,) according to an analogy
which then prevailed, cannot be denied: Comp. especially o¢o¢/Lew (0°2tT),

* Albreviated forms of proper names, which had cxisted beforc in the language
of the people, were introduced into the written language, as "Aneac, Sxaria for ‘lowavia,
ete. The derivatives of 3éxtofas, were only slightly changed, as wardsxsie, Ewvodoxeic,
for wardexsie, cte. Lob. 307.

t Suicer Sacre observat. p. 311, sq. has collected many such words from the Fathers

1 It is natural that the popular Greek language should adopt some foreign words,
with slight variations (appellutives) out of the other languages used in the different
provincus; but in an inquiry so general as the above, this is of no importance. 1n
respect to Egyptian ia the Septuag. and elsewhicre, see Sturz De Dialecto Alex. p- 84.
S also Latin and Persian have been pointed out in the N. T. Comp. Olear. De Stylo
N. T, p. 3€5, 363, Georgi Hiergcr. T. 1. p. 247, and T. 11. De Latinismis N. T
Michacl. Linlcit, N. T. prt. L p. 170.



§ 2. BASIS OF THE N. T. DICTION. 31

AMBo3ori iy, ALuaTEXZVOLGy dyadorLysiy;, OCOOWONELY, KOCYOBOLELYy WeyarwOVYI,
Tazevodpeoovmy, paxgoduvuia, Gagadarys, dwomodior, yevoodaxriniog; however,
we must not presume it decided, that there is no trace of these words
remaining in the Greek authors. All of them have not been compared.

(2.) Grammatical Peculiarities. These are limited in a great mca-
sure to the inflexions of nouns and verbs, which had been either entirely
unknown, in some words unusual, or at least foreign to the Attic Greek
language; for in this respect the union of the dialects formerly separated
became manifest. Besides, the use of the Dual form became rare. In
respect to Syntax, the later language has few peculiarities; e. g. some
verbs are construed with a different case from that which followed them in
the earlier Greek: conjunctions which formerly took only the subjunctive
or optat. were construed with indicative; the use of the optat. in oru-
tione obliqua is not so frequent. But all that relates to this subject wiil
be more appropriately treated of in § 4.

It is not to be questioned that even this later popular dialect had, in
some provinces, several peculiarities, as the old grammarians, who have
written especially on the Alexandrian dialect, assert; e. g. Ireneus, De-
metrius Ixion, (see Sturz de dial. Maced. et Alex. p. 24, note 4. Comp.
p- 19.) Accordingly some would find Cilicisms in Paul’s writings (Hi-
eron ad Algas. quest. 10. tom. LV. ed. Martianay, p. 204); however the
four examples cited by this Father as such, are not decisive (Michaelis
Einleit. Ins. N. T. 2. prt. p. 161). This question must be dismissed, as
we have no other sources of Cilician Provincialisms, than those which
rest upon mere hypotheses. Comp. B. Stolberg De Cilicismis a Paulo
usurpatis, in his Ezercitat. de solecismis et burbarismis Grece N. T.
dictioni falso tributis. Viteb. (1681) 1685, 4to.

§ 8. Hebrew-Aramzan Complexion of the N. T. Diction.

The popular Greek dialect was not spoken or written by the Jews
without foreign intermixtures. Their Gr. style took not only the gene-
ral complexion of their mother tongue, which showed itsclf in monotony
and circumlocution, but more especially its inflexions. Both these were
more apparent when they translated directly from the Hebrew than when
they freely used Gr. idioms. Hebraisms and Arameisms are more nu-
merous in Lexicography than Grammar. Lexical Hebraisms soon be-
came established; consisting in extension of meaning, imitation of whole
phrases, and analogous formation of new words to express similar signi-
fications, phrases, and words. Hence originated a Jewish Greek, which
native Greeks generally did not understand, and therefore despised.*

All the nations which, after Alexander’s death, were subjected to Ma-

* Sce Hug's Einleit. Ins. N. T. 2 ed. prt. I p. 137, translated by D. Fosdick, Jr.
Andover.
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cedo-Grecian rulers, and by degrees adopted the language of their con-
querors in the intercourse of life, especially the Syrians and Hebrews,
spoke a more corrupt Greek than the native Grecians, and impressed on
it more or less of the stamp of their vernacular language. (Salmas. de
Ling. Hellen. p. 121.)* As it was usual to call the Jews who spake
Greek Hellenists, this oriental Gr. dialect, which originated with them,
acquired the name of Hellenistic idiom. (See Buttmann, ed. Rob. § 1.
p- 18, note 12.) For this reason the diction of the Septuagint and of
the N. T. is called Hellenistic. It was not Drusius (ad Acts vi. 6) but
Scalirger (Animadvers. in Euseb. p. 134) who first adopted this appella-
tion.t,

The Hebraisms of the N. T. have often been copiously collected, espe-
cially by Vorst, Leusden, in his Philol. Hebra. (of which J. F. Fischer
has published the Dissert. de Dialectis N. T. Sing. de ejus Hebraismis.
Lips. 1754, 1792, 8vo.) Olearius, De Stylo N. T. p. 232, and Hartmann
Linguist. Einleit. in das Stud. d. A. T. p. 382, note. They were not
sufficiently guided by the principles of criticism.; Almost all the pre-
ceding writers on the subject are guilty of the following defects:—
gz) They did not sufficiently attend to the Aramzan elements of the

. T. diction.§ It is well known that, in the time of Christ, the Syro-

® That the later Greek became Latinized when the Romans began to write Greek,
is known: yet the Latin coloring of the style is nowhere very evident (except per-
haps in Law-books), not even in Gr. translations of Lat. authors, as of Eutrop. by
Peanius, of Cic. Cat. Maj. and Somn. Scip. by Theodorus, ed. Gotz. Narmb. 1801,
8vo. This arose from the fact that these two languages are more nearly allied in
signification than the Heb. and Gr., and also that those authors had studied Greek.

t It should be adopted as a tcchnical term, since it is so suitable for'the purpose:
‘Exammgric in the N. T. denotes a Jew who spoke Greck (Acts vi.1). Sec Wetsten
IL p. 490, Lob. p. 379, on ixnwlew, innmiorig. The conclusion of Salmasius from
Acts vi. 5, that the Hellenists of the N. T. were Jewish proselytes, is hasty, and
Eichstadt ad Mori Acroas. Herm. I. p.227,secms to have followed him. The discus-
sion between D. Heinsius (Exercit. de Lingua Hellenist. L. B. 648, 8vo.) and Salma.
sius (Hellenistica L. B. 648, 8vo., Funus Linguce Hellen. ibid. 643, 8vo., Ossilegium
Lingue Hellen. ibid. 643, 8vo.) about the name Dialectus Hellenistica docs not relate
only to the word Hellenistic, but more particularly to the meaning of dialectus, for
which Salmasius will substitute ckaracter or stilus idioticus (De Hellenist. p. 250.)
Comp. Tittman Synonym. I. p. 259. Other writers about the meaning dialectus Hel-
lenist. sce Walch Biblioth. Theol. IV .p. 278, Fabric. Biblioth. Grec. ed Harles. IV.
p- 893. °

t A new work on the Hebraisms of the N. T. more critical and rational, is much
needed.

§ Much quoted by the Hebraists, might be considered both as Hebraism and Syri-
asm, e. g. Tic 08 an indcfinite article, the frequent use of Partic. with shas for a finite
verb: but it is preferable to regard these and similar modes of expression as Ara-
m®an, because in this language they are more frequent and better established, and
occur almost exclusively in such later Heb. writings, whose style inclines to the Ara-
nmman. These remarks relate only to the N. T. diction; for in the Septuagint we find
but few Arameisms. Comp. Olear. p. 308. Gesen. Commentar. on Isa. 1. 63.
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chaldaic, and not the old Hebrew, was the popular language of the Jews
of Palestine. For this reason, many current expressions in this dialect
must have found their way into the Greek spoken by the Jews. Among
the earlier writers, however, Olearius has a section especially De Chal-
- dao-Syriusmis N. T. p. 345. Comp. Georgi Hierocrit. I. p. 187, etc.
In later times much pertaining to this subject has been collected by Boy-
sen (Krit. Erlaiiterungen des Grund Textes des N. T. aus der Syr.
Uebersetz. Quedlinb, 1761, 8vo. 3 Stiicke.), Agrell (Orat. de Dictione
N. T. Wexion, 1798, and Otiola Syriaca, Lund. 18186, 4to. p. 63-53),
and Hartmann uf supra, 382. Earlier writers have now and then ad-
verted to these Syriasms. (See Michaelis Einl. ins N. 7. 1. p. 138)
and Bertholdt’s Einleit. I. p. 158. Henneberg, in whose Exegetical
writings Syriac abounds, has not much advanced this comparative view,
and could not, because he was wanting in fixed principles. Here belong
also the few Rabbinisms. See Olear. I. c. p. 360, Georgi L. c. p. 221.
In explanation of them much can be gathered from Schisttgen, Hor. Hebrz.
(b) They paid no attention to the dissimilarity in the style of several of
the N. T. writers; so that, according to their collections, it would seem
as if the whole N. T. were alike full of Hebraisms, although there is no
small difference in this respect. Matthew, Luke, John, Paul, and James,
cannot possibly be considered as equally abounding in Hebraisms. Those
learned men also neglected to point out the connection between the N. T'.
style and that of the Septuagint, although, with all their similarity, many
discrepancies occur; and generally the style of the Septuagint is more
Hebraistic than that of the N. T. (¢) They embraced much within the
circle of Hebraisms that was not foreign to the Greek prose, and was
common to many languages; and generally they seem to have had no
clear apprehension of what constitutes a Hebraism. See Tittmann de
causis conlortar. interpretal. N. T p. 18, sq. (Synon. 1. p. 269, sq.)
De Wette in der All. Lit. Zeit. 1816, No. 39, p. 306. They used the
word in a threefold sense: (1) For such words, phrases and constructions
as are peculiar to the Heb. (Aramean) language, and not found in the
Greek prose, e. g. omaayavilesfas, operquara dpiévas, mpoowsiov AapBdrew,
oixoSopuciv (in & fig. sense), marivewy vy xapdiav, sopedeafar otiow, o ~ —
nas (for ovdeis), éfoporoyeicfac ruve and Iy ruve, etc. (2) Such words,
phrases and constructions as are occasionally found among the Grecks,
but are imitations, by the N. T. writers, of the manner of their verna-
cular language, e. g. onéppa for proles (Schwarz Com. p. 1235.) Hebr,
XV, dvdyxy distress, oppression (Comp. Diod. Sic. 4, 43. Schwarz, p.
81.) Heb. PiXD, PIXD, W, eis dndvrnow (Diod. Sic. 18, 59. Polyb.
5. 26.) Comp. PR, nigara zis yis (Thuc. 1, 69. Xen. Ages. 9, 4.
Dio. Chrys. 62, p. 587.) Comp. YW DN, x:inog for littus (Herod. 1,
191. Strab. etc.) Comp. n2tr. So also the formula sv8ivsasfor Xeeoror
}Ta(z{wwv évdvo. by Dion. Halic.) after p7x ¥1Y9. (3) Such as are equally
requent in the Greek and Hebrew, and in regard to which it is doubtful
whether they are to be considered as parts of the Gr. language adopted
by the Jews, or as vernacular idioms: e. g. gpvrdooewy vpov, atpa, cides,
deme with appellatives (ame doveis), naws @ slave, psyariveww Lo praise,
Swoxewr 10 pursue virtue. This latter remark is applicable to many
grammatical phenomena, which Haab has brought to view in his Heb.-
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Greek Grammar. Finally, it is not to be doubted that the interpreters
introduced Hebraisms (Arameisms) in many passages: e. g. Eph. v. 26.
iv prpare iva N3P WR (l;See Koppe), Matt. xxv. 23, xoga convivium,
after the Arab, MmN (See Fischer ad Leusden diall. p. 54), Matt. vi. 1.
Suxacoaiwy alms, after the Chald. np1x, Matt. xxi. 13. anoa trader (Fischer
ad Leusden diall. p. 48.) Thus much abuse by the LXX. crept in.

It may be seen from these observations, that in the N.'I'. there is a two-
fold Hebraism; the one perfect, the other imperfect. Under the former
we include such words, phrases and constructions as belong exclusively
to the Heb.-Aramzan language, and therefore were transferred from the
latter directly into the Hellenistic idiom, which is the diction of the
N. T.* Imperfect Hebraisms we denominate all words, phrases and
constructions which, although found in the Gr. prose, have probably been
transferred from the Hebrew-Aramaan vernacular language. This
would seem to be the case, partly because the latter was more fami-
liar to the writers of the N. T., and they cannot be supposed to have
had a perfect knowledge of the written Gr. language; and partly because
the words, phrases, and constructions were more comnmon in Hebrew than
Greek. De Wette felt this difference, and has thus expressed it: ¢ The
difference is certainly essential, whether the form of speech be altogether
foreign to the Greek, or have some point of similarity, by which 1t can
be connected with it.”

This whole investigation must be carried farther back, to the origin
of the so called Hebraisms. In this, however, the LXX are not to be
taken as authority, since as translators, they afford no certain specimens
of the pure Greek of the Jews; nor are the epistles of the N. T, because
the religious dialect of the Jews, even in the Greek, naturally approach-
ed the Hebrew, and had its type in the Septuagint. But we must con-
sider especially the narrative style of the Apocrypha, the Gospels, and
the Acts of the Apostles, in order to apprehend as clearly as possible the
influence of the vernacular language of the Jews on the Greek. It is
evident, in the first place, that the general character of the Heb.-Aramzan
expressions was imperceptibly impressed on the Gr. style, no less by the
original author, than by the translator. Then no one could free himself
from it without difficulty, and only by reflection and practice. It is as
if innate. This general character consists, partly in elucidation (there-
fore the use of the preposition instead of the forms of cases, which are
the result of more abstraction), and so in the circumstantiality of the ex-
pression (@eiyety dnd mgoodna Tuds, iyedn ud xeugls Tey MdvTes drd puxgod
g peyanov, xad Eorar =~ xal ix:G, etc., the accumulation of the pron. pers.
and demonstr. especially after a relat., the narrative formula xdc 2yévero,
etc.); partly in the simplicity, yea monotony, with which the Hebrew
(properly speaking rather a co-ordinate than a subordinate) constructs
sentences and connects them. Hence in the Jewish Greek so rare use
of conjunctions (whilst in this the native writers display great copious-
ness), the uniformity in the use of the tenses, the want of connection in

* Blessig dcfines thus: Hebraismus est soline Hebrei Sermonis propria loquendi
ralio, cujusmodi in Grecam vel aliam linguam sine barbarismi suspicione transferre
non licet,
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the periods, or in clauses subordinate to the leading one, and the unfre-
quent occurrence of the participial .construction so common with the
Greeks. In historical style, this manifest peculiarity prevails, that the
very words of others are quoted, whilst the indirect introduction of the
speaker gives to the narrative of the Greeks so distinct a complexion,
and leads to the use of the Optat. in so many ways, a mood scarcely
known to the Jewish Greeks. This general Jewish complexion must
give to the Greek of the Jews a very remarkable character: but what
are usually denominated Hebraisms, are particular words, phrases and
constructions.®* The readiest deviations are: (a) To transfer to the fo-
reign language a vernacular word, which corresponds in its radical sense.
It is not then to be wondered at if the Jews used Scxacooiny for alms, as
np7%.  More unquestionable examples are, peirnua debitum, answering
to peccatum, after the Arama. 2N, wiupy bride, also daughter-in-law
Matt. x. 35, as N3 signifies both in Septu. Gen. xxxviii. 11, iws for primus
(in certain cases) as MR, ifouoroyiisfac v lso L0 praise one (thanking)
as % 0 Gen. xxix. 34, 2 Sam. xxii. 50, Septu., évioy:iv lo bless, i. e. to
make happy, as 13, i¢wray to ask, also to entreat, as both are expressed
by W&, xriais for the created, comp. the Chald. 7™3, déta brightness,
as M2, The transfer of figurative significations is most frequent; as
morfeov, 3073, portio Matt. xx. 22, (013), oxdsdaror, @ sfumbling-block
in a moral sense (91¥20), yrGooa for nation (N9), zeinos for language
(MBW), #vimor vou Beod (MY 228Y), according to the judgment of God,
xa¢dia evfeia (NWD), megunariw o wander from the way of life dés,
(A1), comp. Schiifer Ind. ad Esop. p. 148, dvifeua not only that de-
dicated to God, but according to the Hebrew o, that devoted to de-
struction, Rom. ix. 8, Deut. vii. 26, Jos. vi. 17, aver Matt. xvi. 19. to
declare to be permitted, after the Rabb. vpn. (b) The imitation in the
foreign language of certain very fluent phrases of the vernacular idioms,
by means of verbal transfer, as sedowmor rapBdyecy for K73 DD, 2preiy
Wy for w2l WPJ, roiwy iheog (zdgw) perd giwos DY ON WY, drolyew
ToUs 6pIaruovs, TO OTOUG Tivog (HPS), yevéiobae Oa.vdfcuf RN D.}‘D, Talm.,
o¢ror dayew (ceenare) onY YR, aipa exzéew (07 398) lo kill, dviornue
onécua i for Qym O°ph, diog favdrou for MDY, xagnos dopuos for DN
M9, xagnds xowiag for IBI I, speirnpa dpiéivar for RN PV éTﬂlm.),
orngidew nedownov durov for 130 DI, ndoa sdgk for WwIN-9. (c) The
formation of derivatives in the foreign language for the expression of
similar veroacular words of the same root supposes more reflection and
design; e. g. onrayprilesac from snadyzva, like DM from O'DY, sxavda-
M, oxavdanileofac Jike ST, Ywan, syxawdeew from eyxalvea as PPN is
related to NN, avafeparifeww like DN, 4¢0¢ieww like DOWN, perhaps
ivorideobos like ik, Comp. Fischer ad Leusden diall. p. 27. Mgo-
swnoannrecy departs still far:her, as the Hebrew itself has no single word
equivalent to it.

Hence we may see how the style of the N. T., as its authors were not
so well acquainted with Greek Lit. as Philo and Joscphus, and did not

® A Grecism in Latin similar to this, is a teneris unguiculis (Fum. 1. 6, 3.) which,
although a Greek formula, the Romans would at once understand, as the Greeks also
- would the phrasc xagwd¢ xeiMiag, although it sounded strangely.
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aim at a correct Greek diction, acquired a Heb.-Aramean coloring.
Consequently the whole tone of the discourse, especially the narrative
style, must have been displeasing to a cultivated Grecian ear, and indeed
a native Greek would either not understand many particulars at all, or
_misunderstand them, e. g. dpiévac dpecrpara,® egosweor Aauddvew, royiles-
Bac éus Sixawoovwmy, €tc. In this way we account for the fact that such
Hebrew inflexions occur less frequently in the writers of the N. T. thaa
in the translators of the O. 'T., and less also in the cultivated Hellenistic
writers of the N. T. (Paul, Luke, John) than in those properly belong-
ing to Palestine (Matt. and Peter). It is thus also evident that all He-
braisms have not been unconsciously introduced into the language of the
Apostles, (Van der Honert Syntaz, p. 103.) They were obliged to re-
tain religious expressions (which constitute the greatest part of the He-
brew of the N. T.) because they were closely connected with the reli-
gious ideas themselves, and Christianity was to be appended to Judaism.t
Besides, the Greek in itsclf offered no symbols of the deep religious
phenomena which the christianity of the Apostles unfolded. But Eichhorn
and Bretschneider (Prefat. ad Lexic. N. T. ed. 2. IL. p. 12.)} exagge-
rate when they state that the N. T. authors thought all they wrote in
Heb. or Aramean. Only beginners do thus. We oursclves when writ-
ing Latin, gradually give up in a great measure, although not entirely,
thinking in German, (English) when we have reached a certain point of
acquaintance with the language. Men who had not studied the philo-
sophy of the Greek language, but constantly heard it spoken, and spoke
it themselves, must soon have acquired such a copia vocabulorum et
Pphrasium, and such tact in expressing themselves, that in writing, these
would naturally occur first, and not after having thought in Heb. and
Syro-Chaldaic words and phrases. The parallel between the N.T.
writers and beginners in writing Latin, is certainly undignified and in-
correct. It is also forgotten that the Apostles found a Jewish-Greek
idiom already existing, and therefore constructed most phrases without
first thinking them out in the Hebrew.

Many Greek words are used by the N. T. writers with a very direct
reference to the Christian system, as technical religious expressions: so
that, from this arises the third element of the N. T. diction, viz. the pe-
culiarly Christian. See Olear. de Stylo N. T. p. 3580. ed. Schwarz.
Comp. especially the words Igya, wisris, wisrevewy eis Xeroror, Sixarovoda,
dxreyéofar, of éxrexrol, of aywou (for Christians), dedororos, the construction
sdoyyeaideafar veva (Without an acc. of the thing), the appropriation of the
term Bdwriopa to baptism. However, most of these expressions and for-

* Something analogous to this in the later writers is the phrase dgsivac 7in T3y ddixiay,
Plut. Pomp. 34. Sce Coracs and Schafer on this passage.

t Comp. Beza, Acts x., Rambach (Institut. Hermen. 1. 2,2), Pfaff. nott ad Mat. p.
34, Olear. 341, Tittman de dilig. Gramm. p. 6. (Synon. L. p. 201), J. W. Schroder
de causis quare dictio pure Greaca in N. T. plerumque pretermissa sit. Marb.
1768, 4to. .

" 1 Tho latter has recalled this opinion, at least in respect to Paul, (Grundlage des
Evang. Pictism. p. 179.)
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mulas are still found in the O. T. and writings of the Rabbins.* It will
therefore be difficult to prove that any thing was introduced by the Apos-
tles altogether peculiar to themselves. This Apostolic idiom is confined
rather to the scnse of words and phrases, and lies on the surface of philo-
logy. The grammatical Hebraisms will be treated of in the next section.

§ 4. Grammatical Character of the N. T. Diction.

In respect to the grammatical character of the N. T. diction, the two
elements of the N. T. language above mentioned, must be carefully dis-
tinguished. The peculiarities of the later popular language of the
Greeks, which consist more in modes of inflexion than in syntactical con-
structions, constitute its basis. In the use of all the parts of speech,
Heb. inflexions and constructions are occasionally combined: especially
is a predilection for the preposition discernible, when the Greeks use only
the cases. The grammatical character of the N. T. idioms throughout,
is in accordance with the laws of the Gr. language. Its authors have
adopted even many constructions peculiar to the Greek (Attract. of Rela.
tive and Preposit.), and observed many distinctions entirely unknown to
the Hebrew (e. g. of the negatives oy and uy.)

What the history of language in general teaches, that in course of
time, there is less change in form than signification, in grammar than
lexicography, is true of the Greek. The later popular language of the
Grreeks, therefore, is distinguished by very few grammatical pecuiiarities,
and these occur principally in the forms. We find, for instance, numerous
flexions of nouns and verbs, which were either not used at all in the earlier
Greek, and in later times were formed by abbreviation and extension of the
original forms, or belonged to the peculiarities of particular dialects.
Of the latter, are the following inflexions: (a) JAttic, vi9éast, f3avaq0yy,
suerrs, Bovaes (Bovan), 8yee; (b) Doric, g auis as fem., gro (forw), dpiwy-
tas (dpiwras); (c) Holic, Optat. in eca in the Aor. L.: this inflexion how.
ever was soon adopted in the Attic; (d) Jonic, yr¢se, oneiens, sina, Aor. 1.
As forms foreign to the earlier language may be mentioned: Dat. like
voi, Imperat. xagov, Perf. like yvoxav for éyvixass, Aor. 2. and Imperf.
like xarerinooar, edorovoar, Aor. 2. like &dauev, Ipvyar, the subjunct. fut.
§ 13. 1. e. the imperfect jueda. ,

Here belong especially many tenses, which in other respects were
inflected regularly, but instead of which the older language used others:
e. g. judgrnon for fuagror, drvfw for dvidvw, 7éa for hxw, ¢dyouas instead
of ¥3opas, etc. The multiplication of the forms of tenses and nodes of

® It is in the highest degree absurd to undertake to illustrate such expressions of
the Apostolical terminology by Greek authors. Comp. Krebs Obeerv. I'raf. p. 4.
5

.
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verbs, of which, for euphony’s sake, only few had been earlier in use, is
a characteristic of the later language. Further, it must not be overlooked
- that many nouns received a new gender (5 for 6 Baros), and so had a
twofold declension (e. g. enovros, ircos.) See § 9, note.
. There are very few syntactical peculiarities in the later language.
They display themselves mostly in a negligent use of the moods with
particles. In the N. T., the following may be noticed as examples: srav
with ind. preet., i with the subjunctive, {va with indic. prees., constructions
of verbs like yseiofac with the ace., egosxvviw with the dat. (see Lob. p.
463), the dispensing with {va in forms like 3és iva, atiogiva, etc., the use
of the gen. infinit. (5 o) beyond the original and natural limit, and of
the subjunctive for optat. in the historical style after preterites, and above
all, the rare use of the optat., which has become entirely obsolete in the
late Greek. Méianew, dérew, etc., are followed more frequently by the
aor. infin. (Lob. p. 747.). A neglect of the declensions begins to be ex-
hibited: comp. ¢Is xa2:i (after & xadév), and even xad:cs, then also dva elg,
els nap efs (Leo. Tactic.7,883), (the Is remaining in the nom. without any
respect to the preposition, Trs.); so also uera rov év, and similar instances,
which will occur to any one on reflection: § 10, note. Still later, a mis-
apprehension of the meaning of cases and tenses showed itself in several
instances. Thus we find si» with the genitive in Niceph. Zact. (Hase ad
Leon. Diac. p. 38); similar to which, in the later Greek, is én6 with the
acc., as also the interchange of the participles aor. and pres. by Leo.
Diac. and others. The nom. dual by degrees yielded entirely to the
lural.
P The N. T. idiom, grammatically considered, has but little of a Hebrew
complexion. The grammatical construction of the Hebrew-Aramazan
varies indeed essentially from that of the Greek; and this, of course, to
the Greek speaking Jews, would be an obstacle in the way of identifying
the syntactic constructions of their vernacular tongue with the Greek. Be-
sides, every one more easily appropriates to himself the grammatical
laws of a foreign language than the copiousness of words and phrases, or
the national complexion of the foreign idiom, because the rules of syntax .
in relation to words and phrases are few, and by means of conversation
much oftener before the mind, especially the fundamental ones, which are
the basis of a correct, though not elegant style. ‘The Jews would soon
apprehend the grammatical rules of the Greek of their time (which did
not partake of all the niceties of the Attic) sufficiently for their simple
mode of expression. Even the LXX. could express the Heb. construc-
tions most correctly in the Greek.* Some very common idioms, however,
when they did not interfere with the laws of the Gr. language, they have
retained; as the designation of the optative by means of an interrogative
expression of a wish, 2 Sam. xv. 4, (¢ ue xaragrsoe xguryv; xxiii. 15;
Numb. xi. 29; Deut. xxviii. 67; Cant. viii. 1; or, where it could be done,

® Some Greek constructions had become habitual with them, as the article with
adjectives and adjective phrases after subst. (¢ xdgio¢ ¢ iv obgars), the attraction of the
relative, &c. The ncgatives are accurately distinguished throughvut. The more
extended use of the Greek cascs may be observed also in the better translations: c. g.
Gen. xxvi. 10, pixgob IxauhOn, it wanted but little that, ctc.
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they have translated in a manner correspondent with Gr. analogy, as,
davdre dnodavicods Gen. iii. 4, inon A (xliii. 3, Deut.xx. 17,1 Sam.
xiv. 39, Isa. xxx. 19), or by an idiom already common in the Greck,
Jude xv. 2, usaw iuiongaag for NRIE WP, Gen. xliii. 2, Ex. xxii. 17, xxiii.
26, 1 Sam. ii. 25, etc. Comp. also the infinit. with ros. The LXX.
bave not generally adopted Heb. constructions diametrically opposed to
the genius of the Greek; the fem. e. g. for the neut. is found only in a
few passages, where they have superficially scanned the text, or designedly
given a literal translation, as Ps. cxix. 50, cxviii. 22.* We should not
presume that they used it intentionally for the neuter. In other places
they have manifestly joined the Heb. feminine gender with a feminine
subject, as Judg. xix. 30. On the other hand, in Neh. xiii. 14, iv ravry
is perhaps equivalent to ravry in this respect, hoc in genere (Xen. Cyrop.
8,8, 5), or for this reason, (Comp. rairy 67. propterea quod, Xen. Anab.
2,6,7. Seealsol Sam. xi. 2. The constructions of Heb. verbs with
prepositions are most frequently imitated: as ¢«(3eadas éni e Deut. vii.
186, or ini rwa Ezeck. vii. 4, olxodousiy Iv rue Neh. iv. 10, (3112), ire-
¢wrar iv zugip (M3 9XE) 1 Sam. x. 22. In the Greek, these imitations
certainly sound harshly, yet in this mutable idiom might find some point
of union, (as in German, bauen an etwas, fragen bei, ctc.).

But even if yet more servile imitations of the Hebrew constructions
were to be found in the Septuag., it would be of no great iinportance in
considering the N.T. idiom. For, as already observed, the style of those
translators, who confined themselves to the very words with the most
rigid exactness, and sometimes did not understand them, does not furnish
the type for the Gr. style of the Jews, which they employed in their
ordinary writing and speaking. In a grammatical point of view, in
respect to the several rules of speech, the N. T. is wholly written in
Greek, and a few genuine Hebraisms are so lost as scarcely to be per-
ceptible. Here also belong, with more or less certainty, the use of the
preposition where the Greek employs only the termination of the cases:t
droxgustrew 1o G Towog, dofiew GO 7oy Yuxiwy, dOGg GO TOU aiugTos,
xowrwris § v uve, although many such things are remains of the ancient
simplicity, and occur even in the Greek, especially in the poets. They
are not totally opposed to the genius of the Greek, e. g. savew dné rewos.
More particularly and distinctly may be specified on this head, (a) The
verbal imitations of Hebrew constructions, which are opposed to the Greek

* The translator of the Psalms is usually the most careless: of Nchemiah not much
better. Aquila, who translated syllable for syllable, and sensclessly rendered the nota
acc. (W by oiv, cannot be taken into the account at all in determining the grammatical
character of the Hellenistic Greek. For the sake of rendering verbatim, he did not
hesitate to commit errors in grammar: e. g. Gen. i.5, ixdroey & 08¢ 7o Pl uiga.
Notwithstanding, he uniformly uses the article properly, and even the attrac. of rel.
which shows how familiar they had become in the Greck.

+ The pretended plural. excell., the 3 essentie, such connections as carwiyf 7ot froi
incorrectly supposed to be circumlocutions for the superlative, the use of fem. for
neut., and perhaps also the presumed Hypallage 74 ‘gimara Tiic {wic Tavrag for raita
72 ‘¢ops. 7. Lwig, are fictitious Hebraisms. .
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sense of propriety, as Suoroysir Iv rwi—pPrisew dno 8ibi cavere a, as
ngosifero méiudas, the form of oath e« do6nserac in a negative sense.
(b) ‘The repetition of a word to express distribution, as 8o 80 bini, for
dwva 8vo. (c) The imitation of the infin. absolute, (see above). (d) The
indication of the quality by the genitive of an abstract noun, and the
frequent use of the infinitive with prepositions in historical style.

Those quoted under (a) and (b) might be regarded as perfect Hebraisms.
But if'we consider that most constructions in the N. T are genuine Greek,
and that the N.T. writers have appropriated to themselves such syntactic
peculiarities of the Greek* as totally depart from the genius of the ver-
nacular language, (as the distinction of the different preterite tenses, the
construction of verbs with g, attraction of the relative, as oixovopsar se-
niorevpuas, the singular connected with neuters, etc.) we shall not be
inclined to join in the cry about innumerable grammatical Hebraisms in
the N. T. Bat that the N. T. diction, in a grammatical respect, is much
less Hebraistic than the Septuagint (which is very natural) will be fully
established, when it is recollected that we find many vernacular expres-
sions (as the designation of optat. by means of quest.) in the Septuagint,
which do not occur at all in the N. T.t Very few genuine grammatical
g‘eculiarities belonging to the several N. T. writers can be adduced.

he Apocalpyse however demands (but not altogether as a distinction)
special attention in a Grammar of the N.T. As to the rest, it is apparent
that, in the whole investigation of the grammatical character of the N. T.
diction, the various readings must be taken into view, and on the other
hand it is equally clear that verbal criticism of the several N. T. writers
can be well conducted only by those who possess a thorough knowledge
of their peculiarities in grammar and lexicography.

® The more minute niceties of the Attic style are not found in the N. T., both
because they were foreign to the popular language, to which the N. T. authors were
accustomed, und becauso the simple representation of these writers was not adapted
to them. :

t Occasionally also we find, in the better translators of the O. T. and of the Pales.
tine Apocrypha, Greek constructions, instead of which the N. T. authors used
the Hebrew. Thus in 3 Esra vi. 10, Tob. ili. 8, the genitive occurs according to
the proper Gr. syntax.



PART 1L

DOCTRINE OF FORMS.

§ 6. Orthography and Orthographic Principles.

1. Ixrelation to orthography, especially of single words and forms, the
better manuscripts of the N. T. vary exceedingly (like those of Greek
authors, see Poppo ad Thucid. 1. p. 214); and frequently it cannot be
clearly determined which is correct. The editors of the text should adopt
a fixed rule and carry it out consistently. We notice the following :
(2) In many passages of the Text and in still more of the Codd., the
apostrophe is omitted: e. g. Acts xxvi. 25, dara dagbeias in two MSS. of
Vienna, and Cod. Diez;* 2 Cor. xii. 14 428 duas, Cod. Diez; Gal. iv. 7,
d2aa debs, ibid.  On the other hand, this omission is corrected by many
copyists: e. g. 2 John. v. das’sv in Cod. Diez. for which all other manu-
scripts s 7v, Jud. 6, éan’ dwor. Cod. Diez. Rom. vii. 18, dan’ ¢, ibid.
That the same omission exists in the Ionic writers is well known, and for
this reason the older biblical philologists have called this phenomenon in
the N. T. an Ionism: however it must not be concealed that the Attic
proee writers also neglected apostrophe, although all the examples which
Georgi quotes out of Plato (Hierocrit. N. T. 1. p. 143) cannot be relied
on. See Buttmann ed. Rob. § 30, p. 62, 63. Heupel ad Marcum. p. 33.
Benseler Exc. to his edit. of Isocr. Areop. p. 3858q. Jacob’s Prafat.
ad ZElian. anim. p. 29, sq. Many words in the Codd. of the N. T. are
perhaps never apostrophized, as d¢a, iva, siva, I7:, and in general the later
language could less easily have avoided the hiatus than the Attic. There-
fore we might be inclined in some passages, as James ii. 18, dana, igei 7eg,

® Comp. Codic. MSS. Greec. Apost. Acta ct Epistolas continentem in Biblioth. H.
F. de Diez asservatum descripsit. G. G. Pappelbaum. Berol. 1815, 8vo. Codd. Manuser.

N. T. Grec. Evangg. partem contin. descrips. contulit, etc. G. G. Pappelbaum, Berol.
1824, 8vo.
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ov stuaw. ete., to favor the omission of the apostrophe according to the in-
terpretation rightly preferred by the late commentators; whilst dx’é¢et
ri5 would mean at dicat aliquis. Yet the Elision did not originally regard
the sense, and Herm. ad Eurip. Bacch. Praf.p. 19, says: Certa et minime
suspecta exempla docent, non impediri crasin interpunctione. In the
poetical passage quoted from Menander, 1 Cor. xv. 33 2¢706’ (for z¢nora),
Spurias xaxal is written with Elision. Comp. Georgi Hierocr. 1. p. 186,
although the best Codd. of N. T. have z¢nora. The Fathers of the
Church can hardly be taken into the account here. (b) Asto the sin
Sras, pézges, and the v ipsaxvorixdy, the editors have mostly followed
the established rule, which however is limited by modern grammarians.
(Buttm. ed. Rob. § 26, p. 52, 63—§ 115, p. 811,6.) The authority of
the best Codd. is by all means to be preferred (since on this account they
are more minutely examinedt), if a fixed principle cannot be at once
established in the use of sand v, which philologists have not yet succeeded
in doing for the Greek prose. According to Bornemann, De gemina
Cyrop. recens. p. 89, with whom Poppo agrees in Index to Cyrop., oivwg
should be written before a consonant, in the middle of a sentence. Ac-
cording to Frotscher ad Xen. Hier. p. 9, it is to be chosen as a stronger
form only at the end of a sentence, or when a peculiar stress is laid on
it. Bremi, ad JEschin. Ctesiph. 4to. (Gotha), judges otherwise: equidem
opinor, Codd. MSS. sequendos, si oiizws ante conson. offerant, quando
significat hoc modo, sic; oirw vero aute conson. scribenduin esse, si gra-
dum denotans cum adject. vel adverb., in quo ipsa qualitatis notio inest, in
unam quasi notionem confluat. Comp. also on this subject, Osann
Inscriptt. 111. p. 116. Schiifer ad Demosth. I. p. 207.

Others will only acknowledge oiizws, like éxeivas, arrws, abrws. See
Schiifer ad . Plutarch V. p. 219: «, however, seems to be the older ad-
verbial termination. (Buttm. ed Rob. § 26, p. 53, notes 1, 2), and it
cannot be comprehended why it should not be retained in oivw together
with ofirag, as well as in dgvw. Oizw before a vowel is scarcely admissi-
ble, except in Ionic prose. About pize. and uézgu, see especially Jacobs
ad. Achill. Tat. p. 479. According to grammarians, uize: and dze
before a vowel, is Attic orthography (Thom. M. p. 135, Phryn. ed. Lo-
beck, p. 14), and so the moderns print them, Comp. Stallbaum ad Plat.
Phead. p. 183, ad Sympos. p. 128, Schifer ad Plut. V. p. 268. How-
ever, good Codd. among the Attic writers, have frequently the form

® In reference to Cod. Diez. Pappelbaum, p. 13, says: oirwg, sic semper fere, licet
sequatur consorans. Comp. Acts xii. 8, xiii. 47, xxiv. 14; Rom. v. 18,19, xi. 26; 1 Cor.
viii. 12, ix. 14, 26. It may perhaps be the case, that the better Codd. of the N. T.
adopt the older form olrws most commonly before a consonant. See Wetsten I. 246.
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with ¢, and in the N. T. it should not be removed as belonging to the
later language, especially when the best MSS. agree. As to the v iperx.
before consonants (Poppo ad. Thuc. 1. p. 445, Benseler ad Isocr. Ar-
eop. p. 165), Bremi’s remark (ad Eschin. in Ctesiph. 3. according to
Herm. de emend. Gr. 1. 23): Videntur prosaici Scriptores accuratiores
ante majorem interpunctionem vel i aliquo modo voc. a sequentibus sepa-
rare vellent, v paragog. addidisse, seems not improbable (Comp. Bense-
ler 185, Jacobs Pref. ad JElian. Anim. 1. p. 23. Buttm. ed. Rob. § 26,
2. p. 52), although ancient grammarians affirm (Bekkeri Anecd. 111. p.
1400), that the Attics placed it generally before consonants as well as be-
fore vowels (Comp. Jacobs Praf. ad /lian. Anim. p. 23). The manu-
" scripts of the N.T. do not favor this difference. So Cod. Seidel. at
Breslau reads Act. i. 16, 7v ngoeciney 7o nvevpa o dyso, iii. 16. Zovecivow
6 Svopa avrod, iV. 8. einey @gds avrovs, €tc. Comp. Cod. Diez. on Act.
ix. 4. xxiv.7, Rom. v. 12, 1 Cor. iii. 19, vii. 28, x. 16, Gal.ii. 2, 1 Thes.
v.7. Modern editors of Greek texts have returned to the old rule, as
Ellendt in his edition of Arrian.

(¢) In compounds, whose former part ends in ¢, Knapp (preceded-by
Wolf) has substituted the fig. ¢ for o, and Schulz follows him in this, e. g.
Ssweg, eispicew; however the observations of Buttmann I. p. 11, and of
Matthiae L. p. 26, limiting their rule, merit consideration. No great
value is to be put on this orthographical correction, as it has no historical
reason. Schneider in Plato,and Lachmann in N .T. have adopted Sowe¢,
etc. That it cannot have place in such words as egesvregos, Pracpnuiv,
Tuwgooey, versapogiv, is apparent.

a) For évexo in manuscripts, or in the received text, in some places,
the properly Ionic sivexa OF civexsy (s€e Wolf ad Dem. Lept. p. 388,
Georgi Hierocr. 1. 182), in others, ivexs» is found; e. g. the latter, Matt.
xix. 5, 29, Rom. viii. 36; the former, Luc. iv. 18, 2 Cor. vii. 12. The
authority of good Codd. must here decide. Comp. Poppo Cyrop. p. 39,
and Ind. Cyrop., Buttmata ed. Rob. § 27. 3. note 1, p. 54).  (d) évvern-
xorzaevvia Matt. xviii. 12, 13. Luc. xv. 4, 7, is to be written évevnxovr.
according to good manuscripts (e. g. Cod. Cantabr.) and the Etymol.
Magn. See Buttm. ed. Rob. § 70. 80. p. 114, Bornemann Ad Xen.
Anab. p. 47. Scholz has retained the usual orthography. So also Ivarog
according to Codd. Matt. xx. 6. Act. x. 30 (elsewhere nothing is observ-
ed, yet it stands in the Cod. Cypr. Mr. xv. 33, 34, and in other Codd.
Matt. xxvii. 45), a form which is very common in the Greek prose wri-
ters. See Schiifer Melet. p. 32, Scholiast ‘ad Apoll. Argon. 11. 788.
(¢) The well known discussion about the right mode of writing the ad-
verbs in s or & (Herm. ad Soph. Ai. p. 183) affects the N. T. only in
reference to wavouxi, Act. xvi. 34. So this word appears Asch. Dial. 11.
1, Joseph. Antt. 1V. 4, 4, on the contrary in Philo de Josepho, p. 562. B
wuroixsi. Blomfield Glossar. in JEsch. Prom. p. 131, is perhaps right
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when he wishes adverbs derived from the nominative in os, to be written
only with ¢ &-vwous', properly wavoixor.) Almost all the Codd. are for «.
See Poppo Thuc. I1.1.154. (d) Whether aaii8 or AeBid cught to be
wrilten, see Gersdorf Sprachchar 1. 44, who is undecided, but approves
of the mode of writing with 8. In Codd. it is usually abbreviated aa3.;
the older and better, however, where they wrote the name in full, have
now and then Aaiid (Aawed) as Knapp, Schulz, and Fritzsche. Mont-
faucon Palzograph. Graec. 5. 1, preferred the latter. (e) The pame
Moses is (as in Septuag. and in Joseph.) writteu in the oldest Codd. of the
N. T. Mouoss, which Knapp has taken into the text. It is yet a ques-
tion whether this properly Coptic form (comp. Scholz on Matt. viii. 4)
should not yield to the form Mawars, which is more usual in the N. T. and
also over to the Greeks (Strabo 16, 760) and Romans, and is
adopted by Scholz. But if we adopt Mwiisss this mode of writing ought
to be carried through consistently. See Wetsten I. 347. (f) About
Korosoai and Korassai, see the interpretation of Col. i. 1., Not only the
coin of this city (Eckhel Doctrin. Numor. Vett. 1. I11. 147), but also the
better Codd. of the classics (Comp. Xen. Anab. 1. 2, 6) have the former;
therefore Valckenaer ad Herod. VII. 30, decided in its favor. (g) In-
stead of #wveds, Act. ix. 7, is better written iveds (comp. dvews) as some
good Codd. have. Comp. Scholz de Cod. Cypr.p.61. (Sce Xen. Anab. 4,
5, 33. and Alberti ad Gloss. Gr. N. T. p.69.) (k) i6von, 1 Cor. v. 7,
in text. rec. for which the better Codd. have i¢zv6y (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 48,
§ 18, note 2), is uncommon, but is founded on an exception to the well
known analogy of the aspirate. (i) lnstead of xgewperéizng, the good
Codd. have, f,uc. xvi. 5, the form y¢coperizns (Scholz at least has made
no remarks on Luc. vii. 41), which Zonaras rejects, and which occurs
but once in the manuscripts of Greek writers. See Lob. ad Phryn. p.
691.

2. Whether such words as 3. 70, iva 7(, 8id ys, 620d y¢, da'agre, should
be written thus, or connected, is a matter of dispute, and is hardly to be
decided on any acknowledged principles. The decision of this question
is of less importance, as the best MSS. themselves do not at all agree.
Knapp bas printed most of such words united, and certainly in oft-occur-
ing formulas, two small words readily flow together in pronunciation, as
the Crasis in 3, xa9d, Sore, ugzirte, rdca, etc. show. Shulz, on the con-
trary, defends the mode of writing them separately. Would he also
- Write & ys, rou viv, dx Ire, etc.! Lachmann has done so, and printed even
¢ wee, and near it xocwe¢. How far the Codd. on the whole, favor the
Junction, see Poppo Thuc. I. p. 455. Even Shulz has also printed $a-
narzés, Mr. v. 5, Lu. xxiv. 53, and Schneider in Plat. follows the united
mode almost entirely. However, either method carried out systemati-
cally would produce many inconveniences, and as the oldest and best
Codd. of N. T are written continua serie, and thus afford no aid, it would
be best in the N. T. to adopt the united mode in the following cases:—
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(a) Where the language exhibits a clear analogy, €. g. ovxére a8 unxive,
Fovydg a8 roivwy, Garis, comp. Gvs.  (b) When the word occurs in the con-
nected form in other cases (in prose), exe¢, xaine¢. (¢) When an enclitic
follows a monosyllable or dissyllable without changing its meaning, s,
ey, dgays; but Luke xi. 8. 8iudye vnv dvaidear, is an exception to the lat-
ter part of the observation. (d) Where the united or disunited method
indicates different meanings, as éorisiv, quicunque: on the contrary, &
75 ovw, Matt. xviii. 4. quisquis igitur (Buttmann ed. Rob. § 80. 1. p. 127.
§ 77. 3. p. 124), although even oi» in the Codd. appears generally dis-
united, and by the writers themselves is sometimes separated by the in-
terposition of a conjunction. See Jacobs Pref. ad /Elian. Anim. p. 25.
Besides, as to particulars, much must be left to the judgment of the
editor: but for writing Suanavrds, etc. he perhaps would not have satis-
factory reason. '

The pronoun &, 7, in our edition of the N. T, is written throughout
with the hypodiastole: Bekker, on the other hand, writes 6z« (a8 60 74,
% 7i5), while some (as Schneider ad Plat. Pref. p. 48) wish é7: conjunc.
to be written as the pron.; see Jen. Lit. Zeit. 1809, IV. p. 174. The
latter mode has much in its favor: among other things, that the reader
is not obliged to submit to an interpretation put upon the text by the ed-
itor. Comp. John viii. 25. 8till the advantage of this method is more
than counterbalanced by its inconveniences. It is therefore best for us
to adopt the hypodiastole, after the exampie of the ancients.

3. The Crasis occurs rarely, only in some oft returning formulas; the
most usual are, xayd, xdvy xaxei, xaxeLdev, xaxEvos also in xapol, Luc. i.
3. Act. viii. 19. 1 Cor. xv. 8; xaué, John vii. 28. 1 Cor. xvi. 4; roivoua,
Matt. xxvii. 57; rowasrriov, 2 Cor. ii. 7. Gal. ii. 7. 1 Pet. iii. 9; radrd
in 1 Thes. ii. 14 (see Griesbach), probably also in Luc. vi. 23. xvii. 80.
according to Knapp, is to be restored. On the contrary, cases like vovr-
éori, xadd, xaddne¢, are only improperly called crasis. The contraction
in the usual cases is not often omitted. Comp. about Go7ea, xsirioy, voi,
§ 8 and 9; #8sivo, also in Luc. viii. 38. according to the best Codd., as
often in Xenophon. See Buttm. ed. Rob. § 29, pp. 60-62; Lob. p. 220.
The verb xauuviw (Matt. xiii. 15. Act. xxviii. 27), for xarapiew presents
a contraction of a peculiar kind. Comp. Lob. p. 340.

4. No trace of an Iota subscriptum is to be found in the Cod. Alex.,
in Cod. Cypr. nor in many others, (see Michaelis Einl. ins. N. T. L.
867). Knapp first mentioned its abuse in our editions of the N. T. It
must be unhesitatingly omitted: («) In the crasis with xai, if the first
syllables of the word which is contracted with it had no Iota (as xara

6 .
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from xal ei7a), therefore in zayd, xapol, xaxeivos, xdv, xaxer, xaxei-
gev, etc.; see Herm. ad Vig. p. 526. Buttmann ed. Rob. § 29. 2.
notes 2. 7. p. 60. Thiersch Gr. § 38. note 1, defends the Iota subscrip-
tum, and Poppo has retained it in Thucyd. according to the best manu-
scripts (Thue. I1. 1. p. 148). (b) In the perf. 2, and aor. 1, act. of the
verb ai¢w and its compounds, also, e. g. yexev, Col. ii. 14; agas, Matt. xxiv.
17; agov, Matt. ix. 6; q¢aw, Matt. xiv. 12. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 172.
* §101. n. 2, and marg. n. Poppo Thuc. II. 1,150. (c) In the Doric
infinitives, which are also used by the Attics (Matth. I. 148), 2y, 847y,
newviy, z¢nodas.  According to some this takes place also in the infini-
tives of the contracted verbs in dw, €. g. &¢dv, viuay, inasmuch as these
formulas originated from the Doric riudey (88 piobovy from pcoboey. See
Reiz ad Lucian. IV. 393. ed. Bip.; Wolf in the Lit. Analect. I1. p.
419; Elmsley ad Eurip. Med. V. 69, and Przf. ad Soph. (Edip. R.
p- 9; Ellendt ad Arrian. Alex. I. p. 14. Yet all the philologists have
not agreed in this matter, and Buttm. ed. Rob. § 105. 3. note 15. and
Schoeider (Prafat. ad Plat. p. 58) have offered good reasons against it.
See Eimsley ad Med. p. 79. Lips. Schulz has preferred this mode of
writing. (d) n¢gos has not much authority. See Buttm. ed. Rob. § 64.
2. p. 107. 1¢wi also should not have a Iota subscriptum. See about
the mode of writing this word, Buttmann ad Plat. Criton. p- 43. and
Lezilog. 17, 2. (e) As to sdvry (not wdyry) Act. xxiv. 3, see Buttmana
ed. Rob. § 116. 9. note 8. p. 316, whom Schneider follows in Plato.
Accordingly, after the analogy of a7, 6wy, the adverb x¢ve7 (Doric xevpa)
Ephes. v.12 (comp. Xen. Conviv. V. 8) is not to be written x¢vey, as
Lachmann does.  All the better editions have not the Iota subscriptum.
Comp. Poppo Thue. II. 1. 150.*

According to Sturz (de Dialect. Alex. p. 116), the Alexandrians had
a peculiar Gr. orthography, which not only interchanged letters (e. g. a¢
and ¢, s and 5, « and &, y and x), but added superfluous ones to strengthen
the forms of words, (e. g. ixx9és, Basiréav, vuxrow, podvvew, Ioonegs, COmp.

Poppo Thucid. I. 210), omitted them where they are regularly found
double (e. g. yeviuara, comp. Var. 2 Cor. 9, 10, dvo:dys, odBas, dvrd-

Aaypa, pvna, i¢voaro), and disregarded the method by which in Greek a -

harsh concurrence of many dissimilar consonants is avoided, e. g. éva-
Aquefels, arexrdvxact, ivyuewoy, owxdavupa (Buttm. ed Rob. § 19—§ 25.
p. 48.). These peculiarities are found in old Egyptian MSS. of the Sep.
tuagint and N. T., e. g. Cod. Alex., Cod. Vatic., Cod. Ephrem. rescr.,
Cod. D. (Reza or Cantabr.), Cod. Beerner. Cod. L. (sce Hugs Einleit.
ins N. 1. 2 Augs. 1 Thl. p. 256, sq.t Scholz Cura critt. in histor. text.

* We shall not be inclined to adopt in the N. T. the writing o'ov, {s'ovr, which Jacobs
in Zlian. Animal. has accepled after a good Codd.; nor any more ew'Zu.
t Translated by D. Fosdick, Jr. Andover, Mass.
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evangg. p. 40), and in Coptic and Greco-Coptic monuments (Hug. I.
256), with more or less uniformity. They cannot, therefore, be at once
rejected as resulting from the caprice of the transcribers, as Planck has
done in his de Orat. N. T. Indole. p. 25, note. Yet perhaps the most
of this orthography is not particularly Alexandrian, as similar things oc-
cur in many Codd. of Gr. authors, whose Egyptian origin cannot be
proved.

§ 6. Accentuation.

1. The accentuation of the text of the N. T. is not entirely conformed
to legitimate principles, but, in many points, adapted to grammatical fan-
cies, which no one now regards. But few things here require notice.
The following may be selected:

(a) i8¢, according to the old grammarians, is written only by the Attic
writers 3i, by the others (later) {3 (Meceris, p. 55, Fisch. Gregor. Cor.
p. 121, 286). It is so printed also in Griesbach’s N. T. (except Gal. v.
2), and Lachmann has uniformly so written it. According to Borne-
mann’s conjecture (Ezeg. Repertor. I1. 267), it should be written 3¢,
where it is an imperative followed by an accus., but i8¢, where it is only
an exclamation. It is better, however, in such matters, to follow the
old grammarians.

() Numerals compounded of Iros, according to the old grammarians
(Thom. Mug. 859, Moschopul. in Sched.), should have the accent on the
penult syllable, when they relate to time; in all other cases on the last.”
By this rule, Acts vii. 23. must be accentuated, ressagaxovrairns z2¢ovos,
and Acts ‘xiii. 18. ricoagaxovrairy zgivor (on the é); on the contrary,
Rom. iv. 19, ixarovrasrys (on the 5), (comp. Jacob’s Antholog. III. p.
251, 2563). But in the manuscripts this is not observed, and the rule is
regarded as altogether doubtful. See Lob. p. 406. Ammonius, p. 136,
even gives the accent reversed. See Bremi. ad Eschin. Ctesiph. p.
369, ed. Goth.

(¢) Knevt and goivik, some accentuate, xijev, poivé (see Schiifer ad
Gnom. p. 235, and ad Soph. Philoct. 562), because, according to the
old grammarians, the ¢ and v, in nom. sing. were pronounced short (Bek-
ker Anecd. II1. p. 1429); but opposed to this, see Herm. ad Soph. (Edip.
R. p. 145, and Schifer himself, ad Demost. IV. 84, Jacobs ad Achill.
Tat. p. 531, Poppo Thuc. II. 1. 161.  Still it is a question whether we
ought not, with these grammarians, to prefer the accentuation x7¢vé and
poivd, in the later Greek. See Buttmann ed. Rob. § 11. 4. p. 39, and
Lachmann has the former printed in his N. T.



48 PART SECOND. DOCTRINE OF FORMS.

(d) Instead of sovs, as the old editions have it, Knapp writes sois, as
the genitive sodds has o short.  See Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 765, Passow
I1. 697.

(e) Griesbach and others have written aaiaad incorrectly; it should be
written aacrad, 88 a i8 short. Schulz, although not uniformly, writes
Mg instead of aidis (as in a7des) because the first ¢ is long, not by
position but by nature. T¢idis from z¢iBw, which mode Buttmann, ed.
Rob. § 11. 1. 4. p. 39. approves, is similarly accentuated. Xgioua,
wzos, must be changed into z¢iopa, Yixos, see Reisig. de Construct. An-
tistr. p. 20; and orvaos perhaps into orinoes. See Passow under this word.
On this subject the decision must rest upon the authority of carefully
written Codd., as, in pronunciation and accent, the zows had many pecu-
liarities, and especially as the dialect had acquired a controlling influence.
Comp. Fritzsche Mr. p. 572.

(f) As the termination ac is considered short in accentuation (Butt-
mann ed. Rob. § 11. 4.7. p. 39), we ought to write jJas, Sxidac, 2neitar,
Svpidoas, comp. Poppo Thuc. II. 1. 151, But Griesbach and Koapp, in
Acts xii. 14, have isgva. incorrectly, as the a is short.

(8) 'E¢i8ela, in many editions, particularly in Knapp, is written ¢¢/6:ta
- (Var. See. Matthii. small edit. Philemon, 2, 3), but as the word is de-
rived from #gifedeey, the former mode of writing is more correct. See
Buttmann ed. Rob. § 11. 2. 6. p. 39.

(k) Schulz, Wahl, and others, in Matt. xxiv. 21, have written ‘incor-
rectly wiawy for pwndw, as they could have discovered in Passow. See
Buttmann ed. Rob. § 11. 5. p. 39.

(8) As to peodwis, see Schiifer ad Dem. II. p. 88.

(k) In Acts xxviii. 26, exov 1. aor. imper. should be so accented, not
elstov, see Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 348, and Buttmann Ezc. I. ad Plat.
Menon. . Comp. the valuable opposite arguments of Wex in the Annals
of Philol. V1. 169; this circumflex accent, however, exists only among
the Attics. For #now (the grave accent on o) in the Greek Bible, see
the express testimony of Charax by Buttmann, who calls the accentua-
tion Syracusan.

(!) Proper names of persons, which are properly adjective or appel-
lative oxytones, for the sake of distinction, draw back the accent; there-
fore Ty zixos DOt Tvyixds, Birnzos NOt Sernris, Eedgros not E¢asrds, which
has not been observed in Wahl’s larger Lexicon. See Sylburg ad Pau-
san. 8. 8. Reiz de Inclin. Accent. p. 116. Heyne ad Hom. Il. VIII. p.
189-141; Schiifer ad Dion. Hal. p. 265; Junkhinel ad Demosth. Androt.
p- 108, 5q. For the same reason also, the accent is changed in Tipwy
for Tiuwy, Teipwy for Tevpdy, "Ovnaipogos for ‘Oraupsgos.
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(m) lodeclinable oriental names have the accent regularly on the last
syllable; yet comp. 'Iovda, @dpog, ZogoBdper, 'lwddau, "Eredlae and the
form *Enide¢ Luc. iii. 29, Massodna Luc. iii. 37; yet we have ’Ic2apga
in good Codd. Rev. ii. 20. The acute accent mostly occurs, even on
long vowels, as ’Isadx, 'Togannr, "laxdp, Tevwnode, Bpfoaidd, Bydesdd, *Eu-
pads. On the contrary, manuscripts have Kavd, Me3onuasy (although there
is more authority for the form regonuavei. See Fritzsche ad Mare. p. 626).
Bn9¢ay7; is found in Matt., although good manuscripts have Byopayy in
Marec. xi. 1, which however is strange, as words ending in # generally
have the circumflex, as Nuwvevy. It seems advisable (which however has
not hitherto been done by editors) to carry out a uniform mode of writing.
Josephus, with whom the declension is of primary importance, gives the
grave accent to indeclinable words and oxytones, e. g. "Ag/a (in N. 7
'Agud). In relation to ITiadzos see Fritzsche ad Mare. p. 671.

The accentuation éuoios, e¢7uos, i7oipos, which the grammarians (Gregor.
Cor. p. 12, 20, sq.) attribute to the Ionians and Attics, and which Bekker
follows, ought not to be admitted in the Attic prose writers, (Poppo.
Thuc. 1. 213., 1I. 1, 150. Buttmann ed. Rob. § 11, 4, p. 39,) much less
in the N."T.  On the other hand, I think, {sos is uniformly to be written.
Comp. Bornemann ad Luc. p. 4. So also in Apoc. x. 8, 248 is correct,
not a3, (Buttmann ed. Rob. § 103, I. 4,c. p. 197.) The N.T\ manu-
scripts unilormly give Isw, for «sw, although as uniformly i, not #.
Thucidides, however, who usually prefers &, yet, 1, 134, has o, (sce
Poppo. L. p. 212). Modern editors reject Isw in Attic prose. See Schueider
Plat. 1, pref. p. 53.

In relation to the diminutive rexviov, as paroxytone, (as rezviov by
Athen. 2. p. 55,) and é3¢vrys, as oxytone. See Buttinann ed. Rob. § 10.
2. 3. p. 38.

2. As is well known, many forms, which in other respects are alike,
but differ in signification, are distinguished by means of the accents, e. g.
tipd sum, and ¢uc eo. The Codd. and also the ecitors of the N. T.,
vacillate occasionally between these two modes of accentuation. In
1 Cor. iii. 14. instead of piver, Chrysost. Theod. Vulg. etc. read pever,
(fut.) which Knapp has received into the text. Comp. Heb. i. 12; 1 Cor.
v. 13. In Heb. iii. 16. several authorities have r/ves instead of ruvis,
the former of which modern critics have almost without exception pre-
ferred. In 1 Cor. xv. 8. instead of &¢reeed v6 ixrgdpary, some Codd.
have &onegel 2 i. ©. 7o ixredpars, Which Knapp without reason has
admitted into the text, as in 1 Thess. iv. 6. & rq nedyuaZi. This is cer-
tainly only a correction of those who disapprove of the use of the article,
and has, besides, very few authorities. Critics are not agreed about the
accentuation in Joh. vii. 84. 86. whether to adopt, éxov eipi iy, dueis
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& dUvache iABeiy, O Grov fups iy, elc., as many of the Fathers and many
versions read. Acts xix. 38, some read dyogacoc, others ayégacor. In the
former passage, the i should be preferred, because of John’s style
(xii. 26. xiv. 3. xvii. 24.) See Liicke on this passage, agreeing with
Knapp Com. isagog. p. 32; in the latter, the difference of accentuation
might be regarded as merely imaginary. At least the old grammarians
exhibit contradictory views, so that, even if it had some foundation in
truth, it would not be possible to decide satisfactorily between the two
modes of writing. See Kuinil on this place.
So also as to Rom. i. 30. where some, who take the word in an active
sense, accentuate dcoorvyses; Whilst accentuated thus, deogrvyers, it must
mean Deo exosi, a passive sense: but the analogy of the adjectives ug-
r¢sxvovos and pyreoxrives proves nothing in reference to adjectives in g
(See Buttmann, ed. Rob. § 11. 3. p. 39. and § 28. 4. N. 9. p. 59.) Suidas
. says expressly that Scoorvyers means both of isto 3¢5 peotuevor, and of Seow
wuoivres, although he accentuates couiars or deouions, according to the
signification. @eoorvyeis, which is conformable to analogy,is unquestionably
correct. As to the active sense of the word, Suidas seems not to have
quoted it as genuine Greek, but only to have so interpreted it in the
above passage of Paul: this signification cannot, at least, be proved by
any Greek author. See Fritzsche on the Merits of Tholuck p. 19. and
Prelim. p. 44. The word indeed occurs but a few times. On the other
hand, the different accentuation of wveios fen thousand, and pveios tn-
numerable (1 Cor. iv. 15. xiv. 19.) has somewhat in its favor. Buttmann
‘ed. Rob. § 70, p. 114. Boissonade ad Nicet. p. 157. Annals of Philol.

" II. 18. The distinction between r¢oxcs (a wheel) as the text of Jas. iii.
6, and the accentuated Codd. have it, and r¢éxos (a race), as according
to Grotius, Hottinger, Schulthess and others it ought to be read, is well
founded. See Schifer ad Sophk. 11. p. 307. The figure rgoxds yevicews
(connected with ¢aoyiZsca) is neither incorrect, nor in James especially
striking, and therefore any correction of the accentuation is unnecessary.
As to the other passage, where there is a disposition to change the accent,
as 1 Cor. xiv. 7. éucs instead of 6xws, Col. i. 15. ngwroréxos for mewrdre-
xog, (see, on the other side, Baumgarten on this verse), it arises partly
from dogmatical opinions, partly from an ignorance of the subject, and is
therefore worthy of no attention.

3. It is still undecided whether, when the pronoun requires no em-
phasis, its enclitic form should be used with the preposition, so that sa¢d
oov, Iv pot, eis ue, Must be written, not waga gov, iv iuoi, etc. In editions
of the N. T. (as also in other Greek printing) s¢ds s occurs in Matt.
xiv. 28; Tit. iii. 12. #x¢ ge in Luc. i. 36. n¢és us in Matt. xi. 28; Luc. xi.
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6. and in many other places; on the other hand, iv ixoi in Matt. xi. 6.
xxvi. 81. oiw dpoc in Gal. ii. 8. ¢ig 2ui in Matt. xviii. 6. etc. Fritzache
(ad Mut. p. 771.) in all such places prefers the enclitic method. Comp.
Reisig. Conject. in Aristoph. p. 56. Herm. ad Soph. (Edip. R. p. 101.
Bornemann ad Xen. Convio. p. 163. Valuable reasons for orthotony
may be seen in Buttmann ed. Rob. § 8, sq.

Comp. Matth. ad Eurip. Orest. 384, his Gram. I. 110; Ellendt ad
Arrian, 1. 199. It is manifest that, where there is an emphasis on the
pronoun, the enclitic form can have no place: so that Knapp and Schulz
have rightly accentuated John xxi. 22. ¢ wgbs gi. ,

In editions of the N. T. text, there is an inclination to be governed
by the common rules of grammarians, therefore, contrary to Hermann’s
will (De emend. rat. 1. 73.) modern editors, except Lachmann, in such
instances as ¢ stacs pov, i£ Sucw ruwes, Joh. vi. 64. have written them so,
and not saig pov, i dudy vwéic. Comp. Mtt. ii. 2. ni d67w, Mr. ii. 19,
uer’ &y do7e, Gal. i. 23. Comp. Buttmann ed. Rob. § 11. 3. p. 39.

§ 7. Interpunction.*

1. Uptothe time of Griesbach (and even including himself), punctua-
tion in editions of the N. T. was not only deficient in internal consistency,
but also labored under this defect, that editors punctuated too muck,
especially by commas, in order to facilitate the understanding of the text,
by which means they transferred to it their own preconceived views. The
first who directed attention more particularly to punctuation, and en-
deavored to reduce it to fixed principles, was Knapp, whom Schulz and
Lachmann have recently followed, with still more restriction, yet not
with entire consistency.t This, however, will be reached with difficulty,
if ever; and therefore there ought to be an agreement on some funda-
mental principles, the more or less consistent application of which must
depend on the tact of the editors of the N. T. Since punctuation was
originally invented as an aid in reading, especially aloud,} by pointing

# Comp. especially Poppo in the Allg. Lit. Zeit. 1826. 1. p. 506. and Matth. 1. 172.

+ Among the editors of Greek authors, I. Bekker, with greater modcration and
consistency, and W. Dindorf with still more rigidness, have recently begun to punc-
tuate; yet both seem to carry the exclusion of the comma too far.

1 Schafer is probably to be so understood, when he says, (ad Demost. II. p. 205,)
interpunctionem hunc wunum habere usum, ut regat pronuntiationem. Comp. Poppo.
Thuc. I1. 1. 146. Buttman Ausfikrl. Sprachl. L. p. 68. If the only usc of punctuation
in the Greck of the N. T. were to aid in reading aloud, it might easily be dispensed
with.



52 PART SECOND. DOCTRINE OF FORMS.

out the resting places for the voice, its principal aim can be no other
than to place the reader in a situation to apprehend the proper connection
of the words, and to uanderstand them rightly, ds far as the understanding
of them depends on it. Punctuation, therefore, must be based on a con-
sideration of the logical, or rather (as the thought is clothed in language)
of the grammatical and rhetorical relation of the words to one another.
It is, then, demanding too much, to require that the exegetical view of the
editor shall not appear in his punctuation; for in so doing, we demand
either what is impossible, or a punctuation so incomplete as to be only
* applicable to a plain construction, but inapplicable to doubtful passages,
where the reader most needs assistance.

The colon and period can occasion no difficulty in the text of the N.
T.; the difficulty lies principally in properly locating the comma. How-
ever thus much is clear, that only a sentence grammatically complete,*
which is closely connected with another, should be separated from it by a
comma, and that for this purpose especially was the comma invented.
But to a grammatically complete sentence belong, not only the subject,
predicate and copula (which elementary constituents may be either ex-
pressed or implied), but also the particles which in the construction
describe more particularly those constituents, and without which the sense
would be incomplete. It was incorrect then in Griesbach always to
separate the subject from the verb by a comma, when it hasa participle
joined with it, or when it consists of a participle with its adjuncts (Mr.
vii. 8. x. 49; 1 Joh. ii. 4. iii. 15.). In the following passages the comma
is incorrectly introduced: 1 Thess. iv. 9. wegi 8: 795 praderdias, o zeeiav
Ixere yeddeww duiv, MUt vie 16, uy yiveabe, Goneg of droxgural (for un yiv.
makes no sense of itself), Mr. v. 32. 55 a» dnoavoy 79y yvvasxa adrov, nta-
¢exvds Abyov ogveias (the latter words contain the key to the sentence, and
are inseparable from the former), Mtt. xxii. 3. xai dnéorecne zis Sovaus
adri, xaréoas vés xexrquivovs, etc. 1 Thess. iii. 9. ziva yag ezagioriov dvvd
peda v$ Oeg dvramodotvar megl Dudy, ini ndoy vy 20¢d ete. 1 Cor. vii. 1.
zaddy GrBgudng, yauxds ui anresdac.  In this last sentence, even the voice
requires no pause. But the idea of a complete sentence is yet more
comprehensive. The relative clause itself must be regarded as part of

® The grammatical clause or sentence will generally correspond with the logical,
but not uniformly. Thus, in Lu. xii. 1. 7. Joh. vi. 29. (see above), there are logically -
two clauses, but by the relative, the second is included in the first, so that together
they make but one grammatical clause. The same is true of every Breviloquence,
where two clauses are combined in one. 1 Tim. vi. 3. & 7ic iTspddaonarst xas ui
mporigxsras Uysaivours Mo, logically congists of two clauses: but grammatically, the
two in this construction, become one. (See above.) :
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the preceding sentence, when the relative (pronominal or adverbial) in-
cludes the demonstrative, Joh. vi. 29, iva caredonre eis Sv dniorerer éxei-
vog, Mtt. xxiv. 44. 5 Geg ob doxesve 6 Wos ¢8 drbg. i¢xeras, Luk. xii, 17.
674 8z Izw nd ovvdfw vis xagnés us, or when there is an attraction of the
relative, Luk. ii. 20. ini ndow ofs fxscay, (Comp. Schifer ad Demosth.
1. 657), or where the relative requires a preceding word to be supplied,
g0 that both are necessary to complete the sense, Luc. xii. 8. was 8¢ év
suoroyioy, Mtt. xiii. 44. ndvra Goa Ixse, (thus Shulz has it), or where be-
fore the relative the preposition is not repeated, Acts xiii. 39. dxo wdy7wy
v dx Spovidqre, ete. Luk. i. 25. (Schulz here differs.)* Where the sub-
ject, predicate, or copula of a sentence consists of several words connected
by xa, ovdi, &c. all these words must be considered as a whole, in a
. grammatical respect, although logically they are several clauses. 8o
Mr. xiv. 22. 2aBuy & 'I. deroy evroyroas Ixrase xaé Idwxey avrors, John vi.
24. 1. ovx ¥orw éxes obi 6 pabnrai avron, MU. Xiii. 6. ylov drareiravrog
{zavuariofs xai 8w vo pn ixew Silav éfnedydy. 1 Tim. vi. 3. Mtt. vi. 26.
(Differently Mr. xiv. 27. rardie vor nouéva xai Stagxogneadraeras o ngd-
Bara, Mat. vii. 7. dereire, xai Sodoerac suiv where two complete clauses
are joined by zai, wherefore the comma must not be wanting. So always
before #, if two clauses be separated by it.)

Finally, the comma must be omitted between such clauses as Luk. xxiv.
18. oi puévos magoixeis Iegovs. xai éx Fyvws, etc. as they are intimately re-
lated and must be read together, because in this connection only do they
give the right meaning. In Mr. xv. 25. I should write, 7v d¢a reiry xaé
idlavewoar ai7ér, without interpunction.

2. On the other hand, we must not include too much in a complete
grammatical clause, and thus omit commas where they ought to be placed.
The following remarks may therefore be made:

(a) The vocative is not an essential element of the sentence with which
it is connected, but is to be regarded as a sort of index, especially where
what is expressed after it is in the first or third person. Hence we punc-
tuate Joh. ix. 2. fappi, vis fuagrev, Mr. xiv. 36. 4334 & nari¢, ndvra Ss-
vaza doc, 2 Pet. iii. 1. Luk. xv. 18. xviii. 11. etc.

() The comma should be placed after a word, which is the subject,
at the same time of the leading clause, and of that immediately succeed-

"ing, which begins with a conjunction, Joh. vii. 31. § X¢uords, 5vav Aog.—
nou}au. '

(¢) If to a clause grammatically complete another be added, which

+ To omit the comma before cvery relative clause, as Bekker docs in his edition
of Plat., is scarcely admissible.
7 N
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would make sense of itself, they must be separated by a comma, Rom.
xii. 1. ogaxard Spds magasrioas 7o ddpara vucy Svsiav {Goay — — 1
Ot4s Ty Moyuxny Eargeion (i. €. qris doviy o 2oy.2.) 1 Tim. ii. 6. & Sois rarr-
7oy dvriTCoy Snig ndvrey, 7O pagTvgior xagocs idvors. So also with par-
ticiples, Col.ii.2. iva mogax. d¢ xagdias avrdy ovpBiPaddivres iy dyany,
John ix. 13. Gyovaw duréw mgog vovs pagioaiovs, rér sore Tuprdy, Jas. v. 14.
- (d) Every appositional clause in a sentence must be included in com-
mas, as it is a-kind of parenthesis, Eph. iv. 1. nagaxars oy duag iy,
8 Séouios év xveie, dEiwg megunariom, etc. That such an apposition stands
in a totally different relation to the sentence from an epithet, every one
feels, and in reading, marks the distinction by his voice. Ciceronem, ele-
gantem scriptorem, pre ceteris commendandum esse, all would read dif-
ferently from, summum Ciceronem pre cet. etc. Lachmann, however,
has placed no comma there.

(¢) When in a sentence there is a twofold construction (e. g. the
Anacoluthon.) it should not be either read or written without a comma.
Joh. xv. 2. sav xaqua dv poi ur pégov xapndv, alpey adré. By the intro-
duction of the airé, the sav xr. — — xapn. becomes a casus pendens,

- which is only as it were an index to the sentence, and therefore no
one reads these words without a pause, Rev. iii. 12. § vixay, nomjow avroy
67oroy, €tC. -

(f) When in a sentence there are several words in the same con-
struction, dovydérws (Without xa:) they must be separated from one another
by a comma. 1 Pet. v. 10. adros xaragriose duds, srneckes, oBevisaee, Oeus
emwoee, Luk. xiti. 14, droxgfeis 8i & dgxiovvdywyos, dyaraxrin G7¢ — ==
8 "Ingovs, éneye.

If in all these cases the comma could be justified, we should need a
half-comma, in order that the eye might see at once, those words in a
grammatical sentence which could be eonstrued together, yet without
making (so to speak) a grammatical group. Thus in Lu. xvi. 10. § neo-
vo5 &y Baxiore xai &y noArG muords dove, (as Schulz, Scholz and Lachmann
have written,) every one will err in reading, because the xa leads him

_ to expect a second word of the same construction with s.szds &v éa. The
difficulty presents itself in the following passages: Rom. iv. 14. & yap éc
ex vouov xdmpovdpor, Jas. V. 12, fro 8 Sudy 76 vai val xal 75 ob ob. Heb.
iv. 16. {va Ad3wpey Ircov xal ydpw Svpopey els, etc. V. 12. épéinovres sivae
Siddoxaro 8ua oy xpovow ndnwy xpeiay Fxere vou duddoxsiv vpas. By the aid
of a half-comma the difficulty would be at once removed. But as we
have no such punctuating point, the usual comma may be used without
.hesitation, as in writing and printing 6, z. is thus distinguished from 6v:.

3. Although in many respects desirable that the exegetical view of the
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editor should not be transferred to the text by means of the punctuation,
(which in Rom. i. 17. vii. 21. Matt. xi. 11. can be easily avoided,) yet
there are passages where interpunction is necessary, and yet cannot be
made without indicating a particular mode of interpretation. For in-
stance, in Joh. vii. 21. every editor must decide, whether he will punc-
tuate, & Ipyov inoinoa xai navres avuddere. §ia rvovro Muworns Sédwxey Yoy
nepirousy, With Chrysost., Cyrill., Euthym., Zigab., etc., or & yy. ——
Bawpddere 8ia viro. Mwoys, etc., with Theophyl. and nearly all modern
editors and interpreters. The old punctuation, with a period after gav-
pd2sve, might be advocated, not indeed on the ground that Joha always
begins, and never ends a sentence with 8.3 roiro - (as Schulz has proved,)
but because every one would apprehend the connection thus: I have
done one work, and ye all marvel. Moses therefore (know ye) gave
unfo you, etc. i. e. I shall remove your marvel. You yourselves per-
form circumcision, according to the Mosaic law, on the Sabbath day: if
then this is not a breach of the sabbath, certainly the making a man
every whit whole on the sabbath is allowable, whereas circumcision
affects only a single member. However, 1 know very well that the com-
mon punctuation admits of an easier interpretation. Griesbach and
Knapp adopt the following punctuation of Heb. xi. 1. Zore 82 niozes, éa-
sedopivoy ndorass, etc., which is probably correct, for the following
verses, to which the first is an introduction, do not point out the evidence
of the xisre, but its existence (together with its blissful consequences)
in the holiest men of the O. T. history. Besides ya¢ in v. 2 would be
wholly superfluous, if we translated, with most interpreters, ¢ Faith is the
substance, or evidence.” Punctuated as above, the whole is consistent
and the parts well connected, thus, ¢ There is a faith, a confidence, etc.:
for by it the elders obtained a good report.” It should not be overlooked
that for. stands in the beginning of the verse, although this in itself is
by no means decisive. Interpreters have also vacillated between the
following punctuations of Joh. xiv. 30. 8q. iy iuoi dx Izec oidév, dad’ {va
— — stous. lysigeats ¢ and §divt d’ iva — — soud, lyecgeofe; and this
difference of punctuation, when it occurs in the N.T. text, is considered
a matter of no great moment. Comp. Luc. ix. 27. Rom. iii. 9. v. 16.
vi. 21. viii. 33. ix. 5. 1 Cor. vi. 4. xvi. 3. Mtt. xxvi. 4. Acts v. 35. (see
Kiinil,) Jas. ii. 4. 18. v. 3. Eph. iv. 17.
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§ 8. Rare Inflections of the First and Second Declensions.

1. Proper names (mostly oriental, but formed according to the known
analogy of the Greek) of the first declension in a5, make the genitive
. uniformly in a; e. g. Bopja Luk. xiii. 29. Rev. xxi. 13. Kaund Joh. xix.
25. Zreparg 1 Cor. i. 16. xvi. 15. Sxeva Acts xix. 14. Knga 1 Cor. i. 12.
Sarava Rev. iii. 9. 2 Thess. ii. 9. 'Exagea Col. i. 7.* So those termi-
nating in as unaccented, make it in a; €. g. Kaidpea Joh. xviii. 13. (Euseb.
H. E. 1. 10), A¢éiza 2 Cor. xi. 32. (Joseph. Antig. XVIL. 3, 2, XVIIIL.
6,1, Euseb. H. E. 1. 11), Bagvd3a Gal. ii. 1. Col. iv. 10. "Ayeinna Act.
xxv. 23, (=ira Joseph. vit. 17). The same form occurs often among the
Attics in proper nouns; €. g. Mosxa Xen. Anab. L. 5, 4, roieva Xen.
Cyrop. V. 2, 14, Mboys¢ca Xenoph. ep. ad Eschin. p. 789, Kopdra
Theocr. V. 150. Comp. Georgi Hierocr. 1. p. 156, Matth. 1. 190, 198,
Buttman ed. Rob. § 34. IV. 3, 4, p. 69, Ellendt ad Arrian. Alex. I. p.
83, and especially of Bopsa p. 149, Bekker Anecd. 111 p. 1186. On the
other hand, there are found genit. in ov, as usual in the Attic language,
of nouns, whose ending in ag is preceded by a vowel, Ays¢ias Mr. i. 29,
Joh. i. 45. (Joseph. Antig. XII. 2, 8), Hxnas Luc. i. 17. iv. 25. Hooias
Matt. iii. 3. 13. 14. Act. xxviii. 25: Zayagias Mt. xxiii. 35. Luec. i. 40.
Avoawiag Luc. iii. 1. So always in Joseph. "Os(as, 'Ovdv, in other places
Twpiov, Geo. Syncell. Chronogr. p. 164, but usually To3/a. In the in-
scription of the Acta Andres, this name is inflected in the genit. *Av3¢ed.
See Thilo Act. Thom. p. 68.

Words in agxost are usually conformed in the N. T. and in the later
writers to the first declension, and end in agxns:t as raredezns Heb. vii.
4. rarguigzas Act. vii. 8. 9. coll. 1. Paralip. xxvii. 22. rerpdpzns Mt. xiv.
1. Luc. iii. 19. ix. 7. coll. Joseph. Antig. XVIII. 7. 1. rerpdpzac Euseb.

¢ So owua Act. Thom. p. 75—Aowxi Euseb. H. E. III. 24.

+ The manuscripts of the old Gr. writers vacillate between agxoc and agyuc; yet
they rather prefer the form agyo;. Comp. Poppo ad Xenoph. Cyrop. I1. 1, 22. p. 109.
This is most conformable to the etymology of a¢xds. As sémagyoc Eschyl. Choéph.
662.

t That this was the prevailing termination in the later Greek scems clear from
this fact, that the Romans in transferring these words into their language, gave them
either this or a similar form, although they might as easily have terminated them in
archus, c. g. Tetrarches Hirt. bell. Alexandr. c. 67, Liv. Epitom. 94, Horat. Serm. I.
3, 12, Lucan. VII. 227, Abelarchcs Cic. ad Attic. 11. 17, Juven. Satir. I. 130, Topar-
cha Spartian. in Hadrian. XIII.,, Ariarcha Cod. Theodos. XV. 9, 2, Patriarcha by
Tertull. de Anim. c. VIL. 55. Comp. Schifer ad Demosth. IL. p. 151, Bockh Politi-
cal Economy, I1. 133..
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H. E. (ed. Vales. Mogunt. MDCLXX.) L.7.- p. 23. A., ésvdpzns 2 Cor.
xi. 32. coll. 1 Macc. xiv. 47, égrdpyy 1 Macc. xv. 1. 2. igrdpyas Euseb.
de vit. Constant. 1. 8. p. 409. D. igvipyny Joseph. vntig. XVII, 11. 4.
dodpyns, dowpydr Act. xix. 31. and doudpyyy Euseb. H. E. 1V. 15. p.
131. D. ixarvorrdpans Act. x. 1. 22. coll. Joseph. B. J. 1II. 6. 2. Euseb.
H. E. IV. 15. p. 1385. A. ixarovrdpyy Act. xxiv. 23. xxvii. 31. Mt. viii.
13. where however, ixarovrdpye is lound, as in Joseph. B. J. II. 4. 3.
besides iéxarovrdpyny also iéxarovrapgoy is found.

On the other hand éxarévrapyos occurs in the following passages: Matt.
viii. 5. 8. Lu. vii. 6 (the gen. sing. in Lu. vii. 2. and gen. plur. in Acts
xxiii. 23. the former with the same accent, and the latter with the ultima
circumflexed, can also be inflected from ixarovrdpyns), Acts xxii. 26.
xxviii. 16. orpazoneddpyy Acts xxviii. 16. where a few manuscripts also
have srparonedopze.

The following examples may be adduced in favor of the form—apyns:
zenpudpyns 2 Macc. xii. 2. zondpyns Gen. xli. 34. Dan. iii. 2. iii. 6.7.
Euseb. H. E. 1. 13. p. 32. B. &a¢pavrdpyns 2 Macc. xiv. 12. 3 Mace. v.
- 45. anaddpyns Joseph. Antiq. XIX. 5. 1. yevdpyns Joseph. Antiq. 1. 13. 4.
vebudpyns Arrian, Alex. 11, 16. 11. Euseb. de Vit. Constant. IV. 63.
idem. 1V. 51 and 68, also 7:£iapyas (see Heinichen Index, p. 585), iadpzns
Arrian. Alex. 1. 12, XI. 2. VIL. 8. raypardpyns Ducas cap. 16. savr-
dpxns in Malalas (also éavrapyos).

By others the form agyos is exclusively used; e. g. xcaiagxos, in all the
passages quoted by Schleussner, except Apoc. xix. 18, where the gen.
plur. with the accent changed, might be derived from zawdeyns. But we
find yundeyns in Arrian, Aler. 1. 22. 9. VII. 25. 11, See Ellendt ad
Arrian. 11. p. 267, Also Septuag. Exod. xviii. 21. 25. Deut. i. 18. Num.
i. 16. where is d¢zd8agzos, and Leo. Diac. V1. 2. yvxrinagzos .

A dialectic inflexion of the first dcc. is found in Acts x. 1. xxi. 31.
xxvii. 1. snelgns, lonic, from onecca. As to the first passage, there is
some uncertainty among the Codd. Comp. Arrian. Tact. p. 73, ed.
Scheffer.

2. In the second declension the subsequent forms occur.

(8) "Anoaxs in the accusative sing. instead of *Anoand, from *Aroands,
Acts xix. 1. 1 Cor. iv. 6. Comp. Acts xviii. 24. (The gen. is regu-
larly *Asoars 1 Cor. iii. 4. xvi. 12.) See Buttman ed. Rob. p. 72. § 37.
note 2. Matt. i. 196. According to several manuscripts z5v K& in Acts
xxi. 1. belongs here; although others have the usual form ray Ky, as Cod.
Diez. See Matth. on the passage. Both these terminations occur in
Greek. (See Schol. ad Iliad. XIV. 255); Ka, for instance, in Xen.
Ephes. 1. 11. Arrian. Alez. II. 5, III. 3. Strabo X.748, Joscph. Antigq.
XIv.7,2 _

(D) Noi, in the dative (as of 3 dec.) from o, 1 Cor. i. 10. xiv. 15.
Rom. vii. 25. for usual Gr. form »é¢ or v, and soos in the genit. instead
of vé 1 Cor. xiv. 19, Euseb. H. F. X. 4, Lob. p. 453. Besides in the
N. T. the form o is found only in the Fathers, in Simplicius ad Aristot.
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Phys. XXX1. 25, Phil. Leg. Allegor. p. 58 (Bekker Anecd. I11. p. 1196),
and the Byzantine historians (e. g. Malala. see index of ed. Bonn.),
Fischer ad Weller. 1I. p. 181. Lob. p. 453. So moss Acts xxvii. 9. in
genit. instead of smrov. Comp. Arrian. Peripl. Erythr. p. 176, Malala.
V. p. 94, Lob. p. 453. sq.

(c) e:i, in the vocative, Matt. xxvii. 46. Jud. xxi. 3 (Act. Thom. xxv.
45, 57).  Of this scarcely an example is to be found in the Gr. writers.
Comp. Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 71. § 35. note 2. Even the LXX. have
usually 6¢6s. /

(d) Ooréa in Lu. xxiv. 3. and deréwv Matt. xxiii. 27. Heb. xi. 22.
plurals from égvéov are found in the uncontracted form. The latter form,
however, often occurs in Gr. prose authors. Lucian. Nekyom. 15. Plat.
Phad. p. 73. D. Comp. also Eurip. Orest. 404. Troad. 1177. 'Ooria
is more uncommon. Comp. Aristot. Anim. 1Il. 7. Menand. ed. Mei-
neke. p. 196.

As metaplasms we may notice, (1) & Seopds, plur. 73 deopd Lu. viii. 2.
Acts xvi. 26. xx. 23; only ounce 6 deopoc Phil. i. 13. without any varia-
tion. In the common Greek d:ouoi is also more unusual than Sesud.
Thom. M. p. 204. Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 92. § 56. 6. Kiinsl ad Acts. p.
658. (2) From sdgsazov occurs only the gen. sing. and plur. and dative
sing.* sdBdac, dat. plur. (which is found also in Meleag. LXXXIII. 4.)
according to Passow comes fromn a sing. sdgpar,-aros. (3) sivos, m. plur.

siroe 8nd) sira Acts vii. 12. A sing. sizov hus never occurred. See

hiifer ad Soph. Elect. 1366. (4) According to the manuscripts agués
is sometimes feminine, Lu. iv. 25. xv. 14. Acts xi. 28. as according to
the Doric dialect &Lob. p- 188) the popular language used the word.
Valckener Schol. I. p. 100. 483. Comp. Malala. I1I. p. 60. In the
two latter passages, the authorities for 5 apuis are so good, that it proba.
bly ought to be adopted in the text. (5) Bdros as masc. in Mr. xii. 26.
not however without variations), as fem. Lu. xx. 37. Acts vii. 35.
gFritzsche ad Mr. p. 532).

§ 9. Unusual Inflections in the Third Declension.

1. The following peculiarities occur in the singular:

(a) The gen. guicovs Mr. vi. 23. from the substantively used gucov.
Comp. Dio. Chrysost. VII. p. 99. Schwarz Comment. p. 652. Buttmann
ed. Rob. § 51. p. 87. N. 5. The common form is suiocos, see Fischer
Prolus. p. 667.

* In the Septuagint we also find from this form the dat. plur. cafBére¢ 1 Chron.
xxiii. 31. 2 Chr. ii. 4. viii. 13. Ezek. xlvi. 4. as in Joseph. together with <488ac:.
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(b) The dat. y5¢ee (Ionic) for yngei Luke i. 36. (as opde from oidog in
Homer) instead of which the received text has y7¢q. Comp. Ps. xci.
14. Eccles. viii. 50. 1 Kings xi. 4. and the Fathers, e. g. Theodoret on
Ps. cxix. ed. Hal. I. p. 1393. Fabric. Pseudepigr. 11. 630. 747.

(¢) The acc. iy Joh. v. 11. 15. Tit. ii. 18. Lev. xiii. 15. Among
the Attics is found another contraction, yia; yet the former occurs in
Plat. Phed. p. 189. D. Legg. III. p. 684. C. etc. See Eustath. ad
Odyss. IV. p. 196. Heindorf ad Plat. Charmid. p. 64. Matth: I. 288.

2. In the plural, (a) The acc in & instead of sas, from nom. evg; e. g.
yoveis Mtt. x. 21. Luc. ii. 27. ygappareis Mtt. xxiii. 34. So also among
the Attics; e. g. Xenophon. (See Poppo ad Cyrop. p. 32), although the
Attic grammarians reject this form. See Matth. I. 235,

(b) The dat. of the numeral dvo(, in Matt. xxii. 40, Lu. xvi. 13, Acts
xii. 6, is inflected according to the analogy of the third declension. It
is also found in Thucid. 8, 101. (8vsiv gué¢ass,) Plutarch, Aristotle, Hip-
pocrates, and others, instead of the usual form 3voiv. See Thom M. p.
253, Lob. p. 210, Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 118. § 70. 2. In the gen., 8o
occurs as indeclinable, Mtt. xx. 24, xxi. 31. Joh. i. 40. 1 Tim. v. 19. as
sometimes among the Greeks, e. g. AElian. V. H. 4. 31. 3Jo éva», Lucian.
dial. mort. 4, 1. : :

(¢) The uncontracted forms, é¢éwy and zeréwy contrary to the common
form, occur in Rev. vi. 15. Heb. xiii. 15. whilst the other cases are
regularly inflected. Such genitives however are not unfrequent in Greek
prose. Aristot. Problem. 26, 55. Comp. Georgi Hierocr. 1. 145. Poppo
ad Xen. Cyrop. p. 213. Jacobs ad Achill. Tat. 2, 1.

(d) Of the contraction of the neut. 7un, Lu. xix. 8. used substan-
tively, the same may be said, as of yuicovs above, in 1. (a). The usual
form is the uncontracted guigea. Comp. Fischer Prol. p. 667. Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 87. § 51.N. 5. Dindorf has adduced some instances of the latter
form, from a manuscript.

(¢) The contracted gen. xyzas, Joh. xxi. 8. Rev. xxi. 17. for rnzéior.
The former is a later mode of inflection. See Lob. p. 246, yet it is found
in Xen. Anab. 4, 7. 16. and more frequently in Plutarch.

Besides the usual form xa:i8a from xaels, in Rev. iii. 7. comp. LXX.
Judg. iii. 25. Is. xxii. 22. there occurs also x¢iy, in Rev. xx. 1. although
several manuscripts here read xacda: also in the plural ros zaeis, Mit.
xvi. 19, (also xascdag) Rev. i. 18. (Act. Thom. p. 14). See Th. Mag. p.
536, Butt. ed. Rob. p. 98, 658, Lob. p. 460, Greg. Cor. ed. Schefer, p.
157, xneiv is found in Lysias, p. 7. So Zgides, 1 Cor. i. 11. and Zeess
(nom and acc.) 2 Cor. xii. 20. Gal. v. 20. Tit. iii. 9. occur together.
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K¢ia, contracted regularly from x¢éas (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 89. § 54.1.)
in Rom. xiv. 21. 1 Cor. viii. 13. (Exod. xvi. 8. 12); asin Xen. Cyrop. 1.
3,6,2.2,2. On the other hand xé¢as has xé¢ara, in Rev. v. 6. xiii.
11. xvii. 12. (Amos iii. 14, Ps. Ixix. 52), xe¢aror, Rev. ix. 13. xiii. 1.
(1 Kings i. 0. ii. 29), never in the contracted form xé¢a, x:¢iv. Buttm.
asabove; Bekker Anecd. 111. p. 1001. Finally, régas has always the
full form zé¢ara, Acts ii. 43. v. 12; Mr. xiii. 22; Joha iv. 43, and régava,
Rom. xv. 19; (Joel ii. 30; Ex. xi. 10), for zé¢a and ze¢Gv. The latter
flexions are considered Attic. Mzer. p. 369, Buttmann and others.

Norte 1. Q8iy for 28i5, nom. sing. of &dives, occurs cnce, in 1 Thess.
v. 3. (Is. xxxvii. 3). So 8y is not unusual in later writers. Butt.
ed. Rob. p. 75. § 41, 4.

NotE 2. An unusual gender is given to saojros in many passages in
good manuscripts. For instance, it occurs as a neuter in Ephes. ii. 7.
iii. 8. 16; Phil. iv. 19; Col. ii. 2. This was derived from the popular
language; as the modern Greeks also use 7o maofros and & srove. pro-
miscuously. See Coray Plutarch Vit. p. 58. Isoc. II. 103. 106. Both
é Mo, and o faeog occur, the latter more frequently; as in the LXX and
in Ducas. p. 122, Bdsavoy for gasavos. On the contrary § sutvogin modern
authors. See Hase ad Leon. Diac. p. 239. Schiifer, Jnd. ad sop.
p- 128. 163. and § recxos in Ducas, p. 266. Bonn. Thoe Heteroclite gxo-
vog (Poppo Thuc. 1. p. 225) occurs only once in Heb, xii. 18. (sxé7¢) as
a masc.: in all other places as a neuter (sxévovs, oxéree).

§ 10. Declension of Foreign and Indeclinable Words.

1. For some oriental names adopted in the Greek, the LXX, and the
N. T. writers have introduced a simple mode of inflection, in which the
gen. dat. and voc. have usually one form, and the acc. terminates in .
To these belong, *Ingovs, gen. *Inoos, Mtt. xxvi. 69. dat. *Insov, Mtt. xxvi.
17.* voc. ’Insov, Mr. i. 24. acc. 'Iysoiv, Mtt. xxvi. 4. Acts xx. 21.—Aevi
or Acvig, Lu. v. 29, acc. Aeviv, Mr. ii. 14.—"Two7s, gen. "looy, Mtt. xxvii.
56; Mr. xv. 40; Lu. iii. 29. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 90. § 56. 1. N. 1. A
parallel flexion with ’Izco3s is the Egyptian name @apovs (Plat. Phed. p.
274.) Matth. I. 198. We find in the N. T. a twofold flexion of the word
Moaoys: (¢) Gen. Moséwg, John ix. 29, Acts xv. 1; Heb. ix. 19; (Diod.
Sic. ecl. 34), dat. Mawoed, Mr. ix. 4; Lu. ix. 33; (both occur also in Eu-
sebius); acc. Mwséa, Lu. xvi. 29: (Euseb. H. E. 1, 2, and often in Georg.
Syncell). (b) Dat. Mwoy, Mtt. xvii. 4; John v. 46, ix. 29; Acts vii. 44;
acc. Mawgsy, Acts vi. 11; 1 Cor. x. 2. Diod. Sic. 1,94. The latter forms

#® Besides these forms, the Codd. Scptuag. often have 'mmeai’ for the dat. and even
for gen. Ex. xvii. 14.
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(Comp. gen. Mwoov, Euseb. 7,21) are regularly derived from nom. Mwoyg
(Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 84, § 49) and for the former, a nom. Mwsevs is not
required: neither does it occur. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 90. § 1. N. 1.*
Mavassy makes, in Mtt. i. 10, acc. Marassy; : according to others Ma-
ragony. ’

The name of Solomon in the common text is inflected Soroprra, Mtt.
i. 6. Soropdwros, Mtt. xli. 42; Lu. xi. 31; John x. 23; Acts iii. 11. 8.
12. (as Hevopar, Hevoparros); but the better manuscripts bave Xorousvos,
Zonopcra. See Wetsten. 1, 228. ‘This form ought to be in the text, as
o», Grrog indicate a participial derivation, Buttm. ed. Rob. § 41.5. 8. N.
8. pp. 75. 77. Then we ought, properly speaking, to write Tonopww
according to the best authorities (Comp. Pappelb. Cod. Diez. p. 9), like
Ba3waaw, etc., since Mosesday (Mossidivos) as contracted, for IMooecddwr is
not a parallel case. In the Septuagint, Torouwr is indeclinable. 1 Kings
iv. 7. 29. v, 12, xv. 16. vi. 18,

2. Many Hebrew proper names which might be inflected after the .
third declension, occur as indeclinable in the Septuagint and N. T. e. g.
‘Aagur genitive, in Heb. vii. 11, ix. 4; dat. in Exod. vii. 9. Acts vii. 4;
acc. Ex. vii. 8. Comp. Mtt. i. and Luk. iii. 23. See also Svusir Luk. iii.
30, Tarpdw Luk.iil. 83. ‘Iegiza, genit. Deut. xxxii. 49; Mtt. xx. 29;
Heb. xi. 30; acc. Luk. x. 30, xviii. 35.1 ‘Ic¢ovoarru, for which in Mtt.,
Mr. and John the form ‘I:¢osérvua might be preferred, on the authority
of manuscripts, which is regularly inflected as neuter in Mtt. xx. 17;
John xi. 55.—+b rtdoza Lu. ii. 41, as in the Septuagint;} also 5 oixe¢a
Luk. i. 15, and almost uniformly in the Septuag. Comp. Lev. x. 9 sixe¢av,
Euscb. prep. ev. 8, 10, gen. aixs¢os.]| The Hebraic plural termination
occurs only in Heb. ix. 5, zi¢oudiu; where, as in the Septuagint (Gen. iii.
24), it is construed as a neuter, like nyeipara.

In Rev. i. 4, a whole phrase, viz. dnd & ov xai & 7v, xai & dgxdpusvos,
used as equivalent to MN', the name of the immutable, is, with propriety,
treated as indeclinable, like &, un6iv, etc. in the Gr. philosophers, e. g.

# In the printed text of Josephus we find only gen. MwSriag, dat. Mwio#, acc. Mwi-
o. In Theodoret. occur also gen. Muci and Mwooi. See Bauer Glossar, Theod. p.
269.

t In other places a double inflection occurs: (a) Gen. ‘Lgixot 3 Esr. v. 44; dat. ‘tegixs
Procop. de adif. 5,9. Theod. V. p. 81. Hal. or ‘1sgixet Joseph. bell. jud. 1, 21, 4. Suid.
at ‘Qeyevag, and (b) from ‘legiyeic, gen. ‘lgixsrrss Strab. 16, 763. ace. ‘1sgixoirra
Strab. 16, 760. and usually in Josephus.

1 So also in the Fathers. Sce Suicer thes. II. 607. Epiphan. Haer. IL. p. 19. even
uscs ra wéoya, in the plural.

Il Most of these names are declined in Josephus, as he gives terminations to almost
all proper names and thevefore inflects them. e. g. “Adapsoc, Teuaires, etc.

8
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Aristot. Polit. 5, 8. Procl. Theol. plat. 2, ed. Hoeschel, pera rob @,
zweis rov &v (Stollberg de Solec. N. T. p. 14.) while, in Creutzer’s
edition of the writings of Proclus, &x rob ivdg, év 76 iwi, are uniformly
prioted. Comp. also vov & 8eiva Schifer ad Demosth. 111. 282.

.

§ 11. Inflection and Comparison of Adjectives.

1. Adjectives of three terminations, especially those in cog, uog, ecos,
asog, are often used with only two, particularly by the Attics. (Elmsley
ad Eurip. Heracl. p. 77. Lips. Monk ad Eurip. Hippol. p. 55. ad
Eurip. Alcest. 126. 548. 10143. Jacobs ad Anthol. 11I. p. 141. 2186.
ad Philostr, 345. Poppo ad Thuc. I. 101. Jacobs ad Lucian. Tozx.
p- 84.) Luk. ii. 13, grearia ovedveof and Acts xxvi. 19, out of the N. T.
fall under this head: perhaps also Rev. iv. 8, igs (fem.) xvandoer rov
6¢ovod Guorog (the correct reading) opagaydivg, etc.  See more in Winer's
Ezeget. Stud. 1. 152. In 1 Tim. ii. 8, éocovg zeigas, instead of éolas, as
some Codd. have it; although the soiovs might be construed with éraigovzas.

On the other hand, the later Greek uses adjectives of two termina-
tions, as of three, as dgyds, Lob. p. 105. Comp. Ellendt. ad Arrian.
Alex. 1. p. 242. This occurs also in Tit. i. 12, in a quotation from
Epimenides, if the reading be correct.

‘Adiveog in the N. T. has only two terminations, although in 2 Thess.
ii. 16. Heb. ix. 12 aiwwiav occurs, and in the latter verse invariably:
Comp. Numb. xxv. 13. Plat. Tim. p. 37. Bekk.—3¢gaia, Rom. iv. 16.
which the scrupulous Thom. Mag. p. 149, denounces, is found in Isocr.,
Demosth., Xen. and others. Comp. Duker ad Thuc. 2, 43; Igzuos, in
reference to which the Attics vacillate, (see Ellendt. ad Arrian. Alex. 1.
p. 262,) is uniformly of two terminations in the N. T\

2. On the comparison of adjectives the following remarks are sub-
mitted :

(@) Tazvs in the comnp. neut. makes ¢dz:ov, (John xx. 4. Heb. xiii. 19.
23. 1 Tim. iii. 14.) for which 3dsoor, and among the Attics ddrror was
usual. The former occurs regularly in Diod. Sic. 20, 92. 2, 5. Dion.
Hal. Plut. Lob. p. 77. Meinecke ad Menand. p. 144. ee also1 Maccab.
ii. 40; Sap. xiii. 9. .

(5) In 3 John iv. is a double comp. pefsreeos, and in Eph. iii. 8, a
comparative formed from the superlative sraziororegos, comp. erazioré-
raros, Sext. Emp. 9, 406. Such formations appertain especially to poetic
diction (Apoll. Rhod. 3. 187. uewreos), or to the later language, as
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xQELTTOTELOSs Ducas 27. 29. 37. usiZovéregos, tbid. ¢. 27. 1 Malal. 18. p-
490; yet several examples are found in the earlier, (see Wetsten. II. 247.)
These, however, as Aristot. Metaph. 10. 4. are not primary forms, but
arbitrary. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 113, § 69, 3, N. 3. Lob. ad Phkryn. p.
136. Comp. in Ger. mehrere from mehr, (in Eng. lesser from less. Trs.)

(c) The comparatives xardregog Eph. iv. 9, dviregos Luk. xiv. 10, 264~
reeos Acts xvi. 24, from the adverbs xdrw, dve, fow, are questioned by
Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 112, § 69. 2. marg. note. ‘They are found, however,
uniformly in the N. T. and in the Septuagint, frequently in the later
Greek, as Leo. Diac. 10, 1. and also in the best style of some of the
Fathers.

(d) On the comparative form of the adverb, as negiso0récws in 2 Cor.
i. 12. Gal. i. 14. which is not unknown to the Greeks, see Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 311. § 115. 5. Elmsley ad Eurip. Heracl. p. 100. Lips.

L)

§ 12. Augment of Regular Verbs.

1. The temporal augment instead of the syllabic occurs:

(a) In the imperfect sjueane Joh. iv. 47. vi. 71. xii. 33. xviii. 32. Heb.
xi. 8. in the last verse without any variation of the MSS. or Codd. and
in the others with none of any importance. On the contrary, in Acts
xvi. 27. 83. Rev. x. 4. Ixerne is found invariably. In Luk. x. 1. accord-
ing to the best Codd. ought to be written jueane. See Bickh ad Plat.
Mem. p. 148.

() The imperfect ndivaro has a preponderating authority in Matt.
xxvi. 9. Mr. iv. 33. v. 3. vi. 5. 19. xiv. 5. Joh. xi. 37. and in Lu. i. 22.
viii. 19. xix. 3. Joh. ix. 33. xii. 39. has all the MSS. and Codd. in its
favor: on the other hand, in Acts xxvi. 32. they all agree in é8ivaro. In
Mtt. xvii. 16. 19. Lu. ix. 40. the aor. 58vw6zy uniformly occurs. In re-
spect to these current Attic forms, see Georgi Hieroc. I. p. 32. Buttm.
ed. Rob. p. 132. § 83. N. 5. Jacobs ad Achil. Tat. p. 554. Ellendt ad
Arrian. Alez. II. p. 208.

2. The syllabic augment occurs in a verb beginning with a vowel,
Joh. xix. 32. xaréatav @or. 1. from xardyvupe (see Thom. M. p. 498.)
and it is even found in other moods than the indic. xareaydoe Joh. xix. 31.
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 134. § 84. N. 5. Passow I.1196. Comp. Thuc. III.



84 PART SECOND. DOCTRINE OF FORNS.

89. Aristot. Anim. IX. 43. Plat. Cratyl. p. 268. D. a.* In Acts vii. 16.
as sometimes among the Greeks, Lob. p. 139. dvpodpn» instead of iovn-
oduny, which latter form is the most common with the Greeks: and in
Acts vii. 27. 39. 45. i Iwoa for Soa. See similar examples in Poppo ad
Thue. III. 11. p. 407.

8. Of verbs beginning with ev there is preponderating evidence
for e03sxnoa (only o86xnoa in Lu. iii. 22. without variation, and in Col.
i. 19. on the authority of good Codd.), eiadynoa (in Mr. x. 16. however,
winéyse imperf.) and decisive for evgioxov (only Mr. xiv. 55. var.
nigioxov), comp. Lob. p. 140. Herm. ad Eurip. Bacch. p. 11. (The
augmented form as existing among the Attics is contended for by Elmsley
ad Eurip. Med. 191. 2. in the Apocrypha (Evang. Nicod. c. 20), and
in the Fathers it occurs more frequently). The authority for gizovre
Acts xxvii. 29. gozouey Rom. ix. 3. with augment, is very considerable.
In Xen. Anab. 1V. 8. 24. it occurs without the augment. In Acts xxvii.
85. all agree in evyagisrnos from eizageorsiv, while in Rom. i. 21. the
majority have nizagiornoav. Without variation we find evpognoey Luk.
xii. 16. but gumogeizo Acts xi. 28. Higedsdn in Acts ii. 26. from the
Septuagint, is perhaps to be preferred. Comp. Buttm. ed. Rob. § 84.
5. and N. 2. Matth. I. 331. Poppo ad Thuc. I. 227. Lehmaon ad
Lucian. II. p. 456. Evayyerd. has the augment after v, without varia-
tion, Acts viii. 35. 40. xvii. 18. 1 Cor. xv. 1. Gal. i. 8. iv. 13. Rev. x.
7. See Lob. p. 269. even sgosvnyysrioaso Gal. iii. 8. so also has ivageo-
esiv Heb. xi. 5.  Yet Cod. A. and many others without any augment.
The tenses of ngoseizesoas take the augment almost without variation, as
neogqukaro Mtt. xxvi. 44. sgoondzero Mr. i. 35. except that in Acts xxi.
5. some Codd. have s¢ossvtdueba.

4. T¢opyrevay, according to rule (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 136. § 86. 1.)
takes the augment after the preposition in Jude 14. without any variation:
yet pretty good Codd. in most passages, give the forms Zngopyrevoar Mtt.
xi. 18. ingopnrevee Mtt. xv. 7. vii. 22. Mr. vii. 6. Luk. i. 67. Joh. xi. 51.
Acts xix. 6. Schulz ad Matt. vii. 22. who adopts this form, is certainly
not to be followed. By later writers the augment is frequently placed
before the preposition, as lngoaeqxw, 2ovpBovacvoy, See index to Ducas, ed.
- Bouner. p. 639.

8. The augment of the form sirnga (for aéanga Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 182.
§ 88. N. 8.) is transferred to the aor. 1. xarsnipdy instead of zarerypdy

¢ Even in the fut. we find the form xarsifw (Mtt. xii. 20.) for xavifw, among the
Attics; the better to distinguish it from the fut. of xardyem.

———— e e —— -
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Joh. viii. 4. is invariably found. See Maittajre Dialectt. ed. Sturz. p.
68. Traces of this are found in the lonisms, Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 54.
§ 27. 2. Note 1.

6. A double augment occurs,

(a) lo drexaresrddn Mitt. xii. 18. Mr. iii. 5. Lu. vi. 10. according to
good Codd. and therefore ought to be received into the text. Comp. Lu-
cian Philopatr. c. 27. dnexavéornoe, Ducas. 29. dnexaréornoav, and Din-
dorf ad Diod. Sic. p. 589, and Schiifer ad Plut. V. p. 198.

() In évégter Joh. ix. 14. 30. dveg20n Luk. i. 64. dvegzonoar Mitt. ix.
80. Joh. ix. 10. Acts xvi. 26. (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 293. oly«.); even once
in the inf. aor. drvepxf7vac Luk. iii. 21. Yet the Codd. present many dif-
ferent formations, e. g. svoifev Joh. ix. 14. 30. Rev. xii. 16. gvoiz8ncar
Rev. xx. 12. svoiyny Rev. xi. 19. xv. 5. as in the Septuag. and later
Greek writers (Buttm. Lob. p. 153). With a triple augment we find in
Rev. xx. 12. #regz6n, Rev. xix. 11. gwegyuévos, John ix. 14. nvéipkey,
(Gen. vii. 11. viii. 6. Dan. vii. 10. 8 Macc. vi. 18. Comp. Philo.
Apocr. L. p. 669.).

(¢) In gveizece 2 Cor. xi. 1. 4. (comp. Thucid. V. 45. Xen. Cyrop.
V. 6. 34. Herodian. V1II. 5. 9.) and #vesxéuny for avesy. Acts xviii. 14.
(comp. Thuc. III. 28. Herod. VI1I. 159.) corresponding with Greek
usage, which, in these forms, scarcely recognises a single augment,
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 137. N. 6. p. 283. avezo. Yet good Codd. in 1 Cor.
write dvelzeafe, Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 163. § 84. 2.

7. On the authority of Codd. si¢ydsaro occurs several times for eigyds.
Mitt. xxv. 16. xxvi. 10. Mr. xiv. 6. as also in a good manuscript of Demos.
(Schifer Appar. V. p. 553.) Comp. Sturz p. 125.

8. In the pluperfect the augment is usually wanting, as Mr. xv. 7.
nenowxecoav, XVi. 9. exBepanxec, Luk. vi. 48, ve0eperiovo, Mr. xiv. 44.
8eddxee (Mr. xv. 10. Joh. xi. 57.), Acts Xiv. 8. segunenaryzee, 1 Joh. ii.
19. puepsvixecoar, without any material variation; and consistency would
require that these forms be admitted into the text. Ionic (Herod. I. 122.
III. 42.1X. 22.) and Attic prose writers (e. g. Plato) often omit the aug-
ment in the pluperf. when euphony requires it (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 132.
§ 83. N. 6.), especially in compounds. See Georgi Hierocr.I.179. Poppo
Thuc. 1. 228. Bornemann ad Xen. Anab. p. 272. Jacob. ad Lucian.
Toz. p. 68. Ellendt ad Arrian. Alex. 1. 265. 284. Comp. Thec. VIII.
92. Xen. Cyr. 11I. 2. 24.
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§ 13. Unusual Forms in the Tenses and Persons of Regular Verbs.

1. (a) Tenses, which are usually formed after the analogy of the aor.
2. have, in the Septuagint, the termination a (the aor. 1. ending). (See
Sturz Dial. Alex. p. 61. Valckenaer ad Herodot. p. 649. 91. Dorville
ad Charit. p. 402. Wolf ad Demosth. in Sept. p. 216.) e. g. {dauey
1 Sam. x. 14. Ipvyar 2 Sam. x. 14. eieav xvii. 20. ipdyaper Xix. 42. irnga-
7o Esth. v. 4. Comp. Prov. ix. 5. Amos vi. 2. 2 Chron. xxix. 17.
Transcribers have omitted this form in some places in the N. T.; and on
the authority of good Codd. it should be restored in the following pas-
sages:* Mut. xxv. 36. yadare, Luc. vii. 24. iéEadare, Mt. xxvi. 39. agen-
ddarw, Act. vii. 10. xii. 11. ieiravro, Vii. 21. dreiraro, Gal. v. 4. éenicare,
Rev. vii. 11. ixsoav, Hebr. ix. 12. ededuevos, (Epiph. Opp. I. 619. The-
odoret. Opp. 11. 837. Hal.) and others. In some other passages, where
this form is found in only a few Codd. it inay be attributed to the trans-
cribers;t especially when similar flexions in o preceded or followed.
See Elmsley ad Eurip. Med. p. 232. Lips. Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 638.
These mostly occur in the 1 pers. sing. and plur., 2 pers. plur., or 3
pers. plur., while the 2 pers. sing., infin. and particip. are scarcely found.
For examples of such aorists in the Greek (e. g. Orpheus), see Buttm.
ed. Rob. p. 158. § 96. N. 1. marg. note. The ngosénsso which occurs
in Eurip. Troad. 293. Seidler has changed into ngosénteoor, and instead of
néoes in Alcest. 477. we certainly ought to read séso.. See Hermann
on this place. In Achill. Zat. IIL. 17. on the other hand, we find zare-
‘nio'apw, and in c. 19. neguenioapev: and éxnéoece in Eustath. Amor. Ism.
I. p. 4. ought to be corrected, on the authority of good Codd. See Ja-
cobs p. 664. Lob. 183. Matth. I. p. 424. Among the Byzantine writers
such forms undoubtedly occur, e. g. 723av Malala XV1II. p. 465. XII.
p. 305. av;asay XV. p. 389. gigapey XVIIL p. 449. Gnirdare Ducas.
XXIV. Comp. the Index to Ducas p. 639. Bonn.

(b) Of verbs, which begin with ¢, sume, according to very good Codd.

® See Hug. Einl. 1. p. 257, Scholz Cure. Crit. p. 40. about the mar.uscripts which
have this form.

t *Avdmicas, which a few Codd. have in Luk. xiv. 10. xvii. 7. (sce a trace of it in
Polyb. VI. 37. 4. ixmezamivag Var.), must be the imperat. of a similar aor. Midd.
(dramssduny). But as the latter does not exist, this form is probably a mistake of a
transcriber for avdmizs, which the best Codd. really have: s and as are often inter-
changed. Besides, only the 2 aor. of this verb occurs, Mtt. xv. 35. Mr. vi. 40. Luk.
xi. 37. Joh. vi. 10. The fut. (like mitzai) for which Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 641. takcs
these forms, will not suit well, as in both passages imperatives immediately follow.
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bave a single ¢ in the praeter. as 2 Cor. xi. 25. Z¢a38(odyv, Heb. ix. 19.
dgdvrice, X. 22. ieavriauévor, Mt. xxvi. 67. é¢dmeoar.*  Such forms are po-
etic, Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 50. § 21. N. 2., but also occur often in the
Codd. of prose writers. Bast Comment. Crit. p. 788. Cod. Alex. has in
perf. (Hebr. x. 22.) the reduplicated form Segavriouévor, of which only
one example is found in Homer. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 132. § 83. note 4.

(c) The futures of verbs in w, with very little variation of the Codd.
are found in the contracted form: perouxis Act. vii. 43. dpogeovse Mt. xiii.

'49. yvogionde Col. iv. 9. dpogeet Mt. xxv. 32. xadagues Hebr. ix. 14. siaxa-
doguec Mt iii. 12, éameovoe Mt. Xii. 21, pazagroioe Luc. i. 48. This is
Attic: See Fischer ad Weller. I. p. 208. Georgi Hierocr. 1. p. 29..
Maitt. de Dial. p. 46. Such forms, however, are not foreign to the Toni-
ans. Of Banzi2w, the common fut. form Banrises occurs only in Mt. iii.
11.  In the Septuag. the futures of verbs in adw are also inflected ac-
cording to the above analogy, €. g. ¢¢yarac Lev..xxv. 40. deng Lev. xix.
13. Some would find such Attic futures of contracted verbs in Mt. ii. 4.
yewaras (here see Fritzsche), Joh. xvi. 17. 3ewgeivs (because of the fut.
8yes0e following) and Mt. xxvi. 18. w0 : but these are probably not to
be regarded as such.

(d) Of verbs in awa, Aevxaive in the aor. has the Attic form (Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 172. § 101. N. 2.) aevzdvas in Mr. ix. 8. and Basxaire in Gal.
iii. 1. has {3doxnva in some variations. From gruaive the aor. ésr7uove
occurs in Acts xi. 28. Rev. i. 1., see below § 15., pweaive 1 Cor. i. 20.
and £ncacve Jam. i. 11. are regular.

(¢) Here and there, in some passages from more or less Codd. the
futures subjunctive are marked with the signs of variation in the Codd.
as 1 Cor. xiii. 3, xav6;owuac (thus in Griesbach and Knapp) 1 Pet. iii. 1.
xe¢dndrnowvras, 1 Tim. vi. 8. dexesfnaducoa, ete. In the better authors
these forms may have been introduced by transcribers. See Abresch in
Observatt. Misc. 111. p. 13. Lob. p. 731; in the later, they are perhaps
allowable. (See Niehbuhr ind. ad Agath. p. 418.) There are two so
important Codd. for the subjunctive in 1 Cor. that the change may be
justified. Here also belong évesons Rev. xviii. 14, and iverowaw Rev.
ix. 6; (yet an aor. ivgjoac is also found, See Lob. p. 721): perhaps also
yvdowvrac Acts xxi. 24. Comp. Lob. p. 735. For this, however there
is not much authority.

2. ‘The following peculiarities in the inflection of the persons occur:
(a) The second person pres. and fut. pas. and med. in e« for 5: e. g.
Bovase Luc. xxii. 42, sagikec Luc. vii. 4, (variation), sy« Mt. xxvii. 4,

® Comp. Joh. xix. 23. d;a¢ss, according to good manuscripts, for d¢¢ades.

k3
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(var.) John xi. 40. In the two verbs 3xrcsdac and Bovasodas this form is
usual among the Attics, Plat. Phil. p. 376. A. Isocr. Phil. p. 218. C.
Arrian. Epict. 1,29. 2, 5; in others it occurs but seldom, and almost
exclusively in poets. (Comp. Valkenaer ad Phoen. p. 216. Fischer
ad Weller. 1. p. 119, IL. p. 399. Georgi Hierocr. 1. p. 34. Schwarz ad
Olear. p. 225.) Good manuscripts however have it also in Attic prose
writers. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 200. § 103. III. 3. Comp. Schueider
Pref. ad Plat. 1. p. 49.

(b) In the same person, the original uncontracted form is found; not
only in dvvacac Mtt. v. 36. viii. 2; Mr. i. 40. ix. 22. where it is usual,
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 217. § 106. N. 2, (see, however, 34vy Rev. ii. 2,*
which was confined originally to the poets, but occurs also in the later
prose writers ; e. g. Polyb. 7, 11; Elian V. H. 13, 32; Lob. p. 859),
but also in contracted verbs ¢3vvaoas Luc. xvi. 25 (Eschyl. Choeph. 354)
- xavzaoa, Rom. ii. 17; 1 Cor. iv. 7, and xarazavyaoas Rom. xi. 18. Comp.
Georgi Hierocr. 1. p. 184. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 199. § 103. III. 1.
marg. n.

(¢) The perfect in the 3 pers. plur. has av instead of aq:, from the old
termination avre: . g. Iyvoxav John xvii. 7, elenxav Rev. xix. 3. Col. 21.
ideaxav in A. and D., John xvii. 6, zezrenxav in B. D. L. Rev. xxi. 6.
So also in the Septuag. e. g. Deut. xi. 7; Judith vii. 10. This form belongs
to the Alexandrian dialect: Comp. Sext. Emp. adv. Math. 1, 10, p. 261,
but it isalso found in Liycophron 252, in inscriptions, and in the Byzantine
writers. (Inder to Ducas, p. 639.) See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 201. § 103.
N. 3. There is no weighty authority for it in the N. T. except in the
first two passages.

(d) The aor. 1. opt. instead of the termination acuc, has the original
Holic e, sias, et 88 ypaproear Acts xvii. 27, sowjoecay Lu. vi. 11.
This form occurs frequently among the Attics, in the 2. and 3. pers. sing.
and 8. plur. Thuc. 8, 6; Aristoph. Plut. 95. Plut. Cratyl. p. 265. C.
Gorg. p. 312, A. and others. Georgi Hierocr. L. p. 150, Buttm. ed. Rob.
p- 199. § 103. II. 4: still more frequently in the later writers, Ellandt.
ad Arrian. Alex. 1. p. 353.

(e) The 3. pers. plur. imperfect rasav occurs several times in the N.
T. e. g. 1 Cor. vii. 9. yaunodzrwcaw, Vii. 36, yaueiragar, 1 Tim. v. 4, uav-
Savirwoar Tit. iii. 14. Comp. Acts xxiv. 20, xxv. 5. The assertion of
Elmsley ad Eurip. Ipheg. Taur. p. 232, ed. Lips. that this form first

® As to this form, which they would exchange for ¥va, cowp. Porson ad Eurip.
Bec. 257. Schafer ad Soph. Philoct. 798. Oudend. ad Thom. M. p. 252. Lob. p. 359.
* For the subjunc. we find 3 in the Septuog. Esth. vi. 13. Job. xxxiii. 5. and by the
grammarians it is accounted Attic.
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came into use in the time of Aristotle, has been sufficiently refuted by
Matth. I. 442. and Bornemann ad Xenoph. Anab. p. 38.

(f) For the 3. pers. plur. of the historical tenses (Bekker Anecd.
91, 14), among the variations, there often occurs the termination ogav, as
John xv. 22. elzo0av for eixor, 2 Thess. iii. 6. nagerd3osar, and Rom. iii.
13. in a quotation from the O. T., {3orofsar, & form which is very fre-
quent in the Septuagint and Byzantine authors: e. g. Ps. Ixx. 2. f3osar,
Jos. v. 11. ¢pdyosar, Exod. xvi. 24. xaverintosar, Xviii. 26. ix¢ivosar, Niceph.
Greg. 6, 5. p. 113. ¢30sar, Nicet. Chon. 21. 7. p. 402. usrsrdosav, Brunck
Analectt. 11. p. 47. Comp. 1 Macc. vi. 31; Cant. iii. 3. v. 7. vi. 8; Jos.
ii. 1. 22. iii. 14. v. 11. vi. 14. viii. 19; Jud. xix. 11.i. 6 ; Ruth i. 4;
Thren. ii. 14; Ezek. xxii. 11; Exod. xxxiii. 8. Fischer a Weller 11.
p. 336. Georgi Hierocr. 1. p. 165. Lobeck p. 349. Maittaire p. 226,
Sturz p. 60. There is not much authority for it in the N. T., and proba-
bly it may have originated with the Alexandrine copyists.

3. In respect to contracted verbs the following remarks may be made :
(a) The fut. 2. 2xxes Acts ii. 17. 18. is formed like verbs in a, g, v, ¢;
comp. Septuag. Ezek. vii. 8. xxi. 31; Exod. xxx. 18. xxix. 12. Buttm.
ed. Rob. p. 157. § 95. Note 16. If however it be accented thus ¢xyiw,
it will be, according to Elmsley, the Attic fut. 2. #xzéw, as the pres. and
fut. are alike. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 156. § 95. N. 12.

(5) Of the verbs duidw and sewdw, the forms &u47v, mewsy inf., and
Sudisy 8, ete. ind. were the usual forms in Attic style. Buttm. ed. Rob.
p- 2138. § 105. N. 5. For these, in the N. T. we find 8ujar, 8:4¢ Rom,
xii. 20. John vii. 37., @ecwgy Phil. iv. 12., steevg Rom. xii. 20. 1 Cor. xi.
21; which form belongs almost exclusively to the later writers (Athen.
3, 474. Comp. Sallier ad Thom. M. p. 699. Lob. p. 61.). According
to the same analogy occurs the fut. sewdow (instead of szwyow) Rev.
vii. 16. (Jes. v. 27. Ps. xlix. 12.) and aor. 1, ineivaca Mr. ii. 25. xi. 12.
Mt. xii. 1. 3. xxv. 35. Luk. iv. 2. John vi. 35. Both formsarc peculiar
to the later Greek. See Lob. p. 204.

(¢) Of the verbs in :w, which retain s in the fut. etc. there occur in
the N. T., xarise (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 154. § 95. N. 3.), pogésw 1 Cor.
xv. 49. and ipégesa, (Sir. 11, 5. Paleph. 52, 4.); but in Luk. xii. 16.
si9denaev. Among the Greeks gogrow is the common form. Comp. Etym.
Magn. ed. Sylburg p. 130. and Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 153. § 95. 4. Sce
below irnaswigo.
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§ 14. Unusual Inflections of Verbs in u. and Irregular Verbs.

1. Of the verbs in uc occur: (a) Pluperfect act. ésryxesar Rev. vii.
11. for &usryxsioow Mt. xii. 46 (without var.) yet comp. Thuc. 1, 15.
Ewioryxecar, Xen. Anab. 1, 4. 4. ipeoryzecar, Heliod. 4, 16. igxeoar, Ja-
cobs ad Ackill. Tat. p. 400. 622. Ellendt. ad Arrian Alex. II. p. 77.
Lehmann ad Lucian. I1. p. 107.

(b) ‘Third pers. plur. pres. rudiace for z.decoc Mt. v. 15. megeridiase
Mr. xv. 17. inridéace Mt. xxiii. 4. This form is better and more usual:
Comp. Thuc. 2, 34. Aristoph. Vesp. 564. Aristot. Metaph. 11, 1.
Theophrast. plant. 2, 6. See Georgi Hierocr. 1. p. 145, who quotes
many examples, and Matth. 1. 483. Schneider ad Plat. civ. II. p. 250.
Similar is 8.36asc Rev. xvii. 13. according to the best Codd. Comp.
Herod. 1, 93. T'huc. 1, 42. The contracted forms zu¢cq¢, but especially
38ovav, belong to the later language. Lob. p. 244.

(¢) In the imperf. the 8 plur. has i3:30ws (according to the contracted
form) for 8(300av Acts iv. 33. xxvii. 1. Comp. Hesiod. 2¢y. 123. The
singular ¢8.8ovy is more frequent. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 222, § 107.
Note I. 6.

(d) About the contracted, but very common inf. perf. act. ésrdvac for
tovaxivas 1 Cor. x. 12.  See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 226. § 107. N. II. 3.
Georgi Hierocr. 1. p. 182,

(¢) Imper. pries. pass. épisaro 1 Tim. vi. 5. negiisraro. 2 Tim. ii. 16.
Tit. iii. 9. instead of which é¢isro is more usual: Sce Thom. Mag. p.
75. Matth. 1. 495.

(f) Forms like gvvcorivees 2 Cor. vi. 4. x. 18. (comp. xadesrv Agath.
316, 2.), énoxadiorg Mr. ix. 12. (Dan. ii, 21. 2 Reg. xviii, 12. Fabric.
Pscudep. II. 610.) from {srdw (Herod. 4, 103.) See Grammatici Greci
ed. Dindorf 1. p. 251. Dorvill. ad Charit. p. 542. Matth. I. 482, Similar
iumimacy from iumandeo Acts Xiv. 17. comp. duninginv Leo Diac. 2, 1.

(g) Optat. pras. 8¢x for 3oy Rom. xv. 2. 2 Tim. i. 16. 18. ii. 7. Ephes.
i. 17. iii. 16. John. xv. 16. dxodgy 2 Tim. iv. 14. This is a later form
(Plat. Gorg. p. 481: Lys. c. Andoc. p. 215. T. IV.) Reccent editors
have & and Xen. Cyrop. 3, 1, 35. -3¢ is changed by Schueider into
Souns. See LXX. Gen. xxvii. 28. xxviii. 4. Numb. v. 21. xi. 29. Ruth
iv.9. Themist. or. 8. p. 174. D. Philostr. Apol. 1, 34. Dio. Chrys. 20.
p- 497., which is rejected by the old grammarians. Phrynich. p. 345.
Moer. p. 117. Comp. Lob. p. 346. Sturz p. 52. Buttm. in Mus. Antiq.
stud. [. 238.*

® This form occurs also strangely in the N. T., as it stands where, aceerding to
N. T. idiom, the subjunc. would be proper.
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(h) From Baivw aor. 2. {3ny; the imperative form is éwdga, Rev. iv. 1.
xardga Mr. xv. 30. On the contrary xard3z3¢ John iv. 49. perd3nd. vii.
3. Comp. Thom. Mag. p. 495, and Qudendorp on this passage. Similar
Eurip. Electr. 113. Aristoph. Acharn. 262, and Vesp. 979. See Georgi
Hierocr. 1. p. 153. Thilo Acta Thom. p. 19. Matth. I. 544. Entirely
analogical dvisra Acts xii. 7. Ephes. v. 14. Comp. Theocrit. 24, 36.
Menand. p. 48. Meinecke .Z30p. 62. de Fur. (on the other hand avdoryde
Actsix. 6. 84., 2xiornde 2 Tim. iv. 2., also Fabric. Apocr. L. p. 71. dnéora.

(i) The N. T. Codd. differ in the mode of writing the perf. part. neut.
of (sraue; yet the better ones, in two passages Mtt. xxiv. 15. Mr. xiii.
14, have #sros, like the oldest and best of the Greek Codd. (Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 226. § 107. IL. 3. and marg. n.), and Bekker prefers it in Plato
throughout. Comp. Passow. I.1128. The uncontracted forms of this
participle also occur sometimes in the manuscripts of the N. T., as Mtt.
xxvii. 47. iornzéroy Mr. ix. 1. Xi. 5. isrqxds John iii. 29. vi. 22. ages-
rqxoow Mr. xiv. 69., and here and there are adopted in the text.

The apparently well established form 850y Jobn xvii. 2. Rev. viii. 3.
xiii. 16. which occurs in Theocr. 26, 2. and is according to some Doric
for 33, Fischer (ad Weller, p. 174.) and Matth. 1. 388, take to be an
error of the transcribers: Comp. Ast. ad Theophr. Char. p. 130. Schiifer
ad Bucol. p. 226, and Index ad Hom. Od. p. 154. It is found however
frequently in the later writers (Lob. p. 721. comp. Thilo Apocr. L. p. 871),
and yet it may be considered as one of the corrupt forms, which the
popular language had introduced.

2. Of iy we find; (a) 5ro imper. for fore 1 Cor. xvi. 22. Jas. v. 12.
(Ps. civ. 31. comp. Acta Thom. IIL. 7.) Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 233. § 108.
IV. 1. and marg. note, only once in Plat. Rep. Il. p. 361. D. See
Schneider on this passage, tom. i. p. 117. According to Heraclides
(Eustath. p. 1411.22.) this flexion is Doric. The other imper. form {ods,
see Mt. ii. 13. v. 25. Mr. v. 34. Luc. xix. 17. 1 Tim. iv. 15. (Buttm. ed.
Rob. ibid.)

(b) "Hunp, 1. sing. imp. mid., which was rejected by the Atticists, and
first came into frequent use among the later writers (especially with dy,
as once in N. T. Gal. i. 10.) occurs in Acts x. 30. xi. 5. 17. xxii. 19,
20. Joh. xi. 15. xvi. 4. xvii. 12. 1 Cor. xiit. 11. Mtt. xxv. 35. etc.
Comp. Thilo Acta Thom. p. 3. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 233. § 108. Iv. 2.
Lob. p. 152. Schiifer ad Long. p. 423. Valckenaer Schol. in N.T. 1.
478. In good Codd. sjusfa for juev is found twice in Mtt. xxiii. 30, and
. is received into the text by Griesbach. There is little authority for it
in Eph. ii. 3.; nor does it occur in any good writer. Yet see Epiphan.
Opp. 11. 333. Malala XVI. p. 404. Nieb.
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(¢) For yo6a in Mr. xiv. 67. only a few Codd. have g, which seldom,
if ever, occurs among the Attics. (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 233. §108. IV.
1. and marg. note. As to its use by the later writers see Lob. p. 149. °

Nore. In Gal. iii. 28, Col. iii. 11. Jas. i. 17. ¥y is generally taken to
be the contracted form of ivesre by the ancient grammarians, see Schol.
ad Aristoph. Nub. 482. which, however, could present but one view of
etymological principles, and Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 642. maintains this
view. It is better perhaps, with Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 319. § 117. B. 3.,
to consider it the apostrophic preposition iv. (¢v, év) which, like e,
ndga, etc. is used without evas, as the above contraction is very difficult
and without example. Buttman’s opinion is strengthened by the analogy
of I and mdga, although the latter can scarcely be taken for a contrac-
tion of mdgesve. Besides this, I is very frequent in Attic poets and
prose writers, Georgi Hierocr. 1. 152. Schwarz Comment. p. 486. The
poets also use it for Ivecse, as Ine for inecoe [1. 20. 248, Odyss. IX. 126.;
ndga is even connected with the first person. pron.*

8. The following forms occur in union with the radical verb {yuas:t
(a) "Agiovras Mtt.ix. 2. 5. Mr. ii. 5. Lu. v. 20. 23. vii. 47. 1 Joh. ii. 12.
The ancient grammarians are not agreed about this form. Some, as
Eustathius ad Ill. VI. 590. regard it as equivalent to dpsvras, as in Ho-
mer apéy for dop: others more correctly call it the pret. for dpeivrac, as
Herodian, the Etymol. Magn. and Suidas. ~This last assigns it to the
Doric, and the author of Etym. Mag. to the Attic dialect. Suidas is
undoubtedly correct. This form as perf. pass. is derived from the perf.
act. épiwxza. See Fischer Prol. de Vitiis Lex. p. 646, Buttm. ed. Rob.
p- 231. § 108. marg. n. Matth. 1. 487.

(5) In Mr. i. 34. xi. 16. (Phil. Leg. ad Caium. p. 1021.) s¢ue is the
imp. of dgcw, with the augment on the preposition, instead of d¢cec or
wecec (Buttm. ed. Rob.) See Fischer ad Well. I1. 480. Similar to this
is fuwor for fvsicoar Iliad 1. 273, Buttm. ¢d. Rob. p. 231. § 108. 1. 3. 5.

On the authority of good Codd. épes from égéw is received into the
text in Rev. ii. 20. (comp. Exod. xxxii. 32.), like rigecs for #99¢. Buttm.
ed. Rob. p. 218. § 106. N. 5., p. 221. § 107. N. L. 2.

From ouvvinue occurs, in Mtt. xiii. 13. swiovee (3 pers. plur.), in 2 Cor.
x. 12. (either 3 plur. or dat. particip.), and in Mtt. xiii. 23. svwuiv partic.
(Rom. iii. 11. from the Septu. svvwar) instead of ovwess. The former is
derived from gvycéw, which is still found in the infin. owieiv, in Theogn.

¢ The Etymol. M. p. 357. considers fn, not as contracted for irsers, but as an ellip-
sis, so that the proper person must be supplied from the verb ¢has.

t+ Comp. Harles as to some forms of the present tense of =ifsus and Ivus in See-
bodc’s Archiv. f. Philol. 1. Heft.
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565. The participial form, which prevails in the Septuag. 1 Chron. xxv.
7. 2 Chron. xxxiv. 12. Ps. xli. 1. Jer. xx. 12. (comp. Fabric. Pseudep.
‘L. 711.), is most correctly written svviwy, from swie (Buttm. ed. Rob. p-
234. § 108. V. 1.), as it cannot be derived from ovyecp.

4. In Mtt. xxii. 44. Mr. xii. 36. Lu. xx. 42. Acts ii. 34. Jam. ii. 3,
{1 Sam. i. 23. xxii. 5. 2 K. ii. 2. 6.) occurs xdgov for xdgyao, imper. from
xdonpae. This is not found among the ancient Greeks, and has there-
fore been placed among spurious forms by Meceris. p. 234. and Thom.
Mag. p. 485. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 232. § 108. I1. 3. So zdsy for
xdfncas Acts xxiii. 3. Lob. p. 395. Gregor. Cor. ed. Schiifer p. 411. and
Buttm. ibid.

§ 15. Of Defective Verbs.

Of many verbs there are found in the N. T. regularly built forms,
which occur in none of the Greek writers, except perhaps the later, and
therefore are rejected by the ancient grammarians as spurious. Among
these are to be reckoned a number of fut. act. for which better writers
use the fut. mid. (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N. 7. Monk. ad
Eurip. Alcest. v. 159. 645.) The investigation of this subject is still
very incomplete. Below will be found a list of spurious forms; and those
will be included in parentheses, in respect to which the grammarians,
especially Thom. Mag. and Meeris are too scrupulous.

"Aywpe. [n reference to the fut. xaredfse Mtt. xii. 20. and the aug-
mented form of the aor. xaréafa. See § 12. 1. 5.

("Ayw. About the nor. 1. 7ta, which occurs 2 Pet. ii. 5. in the com-
pound irtdfas, see Butim. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 264. Lob. p. 287. 735.
This form is not unfrequent in compounds (2 Macc. ii. 67. 2 Sam. xxii.
35. Index to Malala ed. Niebuhr, under dyw Schiifer ind. ad JEsop. p.
135. Fabric. Pseudep. 11. 593. 594.) even in good prose writers, Herod.
L. 190. V. 34. Xen. Hell. I1. 2. 20. Thue. II. 97. VIII. 25.

(‘Awgéw. Fut. irg, in comp. épand Rev. xxiic 19. (Codd. also épagnow)-
This form is rare (see Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 265.), but occurs °
Agath. 269. 5. and in the Septuagint oftener: Exod. v. 8. Num. xi. 17.
Deut. xii. 32. Job xxxv. 7. Comp. Agath. p. 269. Menand. Byz. p. 316.
in opposition to Reisig. Com. Crit. in Soph. (Ed. C. p. 365. who attri-
buted it to Aristoph. and Soph. See Herm. ad (Ed. Col. 1454. Matth.
I. 524,
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(Axobw. Fut. éxovow Mtt. xiii. 14. xii. 19. instead of dxovgopas (Which
is also more frequent in the N. T. especially in Luke: John v. 28. Act.
iii. 22. vii. 87. xvii. 32. xxv. 22.). The former occurs not only in poets
(Anthol. Gr. III. 134. Jac. Orac. Sybill. VIIL. p. 695. 721.), but also
occasionally in prose writers of the xouwsj, as Dion. Hal. p. 980. Reisk.
Comp. Schiifer ad Demostk. 1. 232. Wurm ad Dinarch. p. 153. In
the Septuagint, comp. Isa. vi. 9.)

‘Apagrie. Aor. 1. gudgrnoa for aor. 2. fuagror Rom. v, 14. 16. Mtt.
xviii. 15. (Luc. xvii. 4. var.) Thom. Mag. p. 420. Lob. p. 732. See
Diod. Sic. II. 14. duogrqoas, Agath. 167. 18. Septuag. Thren. 3. 42.
The fut. act. duagryow Mt. xviii. 21, Rom. vi. 15. is not very usual.
Comp. Monk. ad Eurip. Alcest. 159.

(CAvézopa. Fut. dvéfopac Mt. xvii. 17. Mr. ix. 19. Luc. ix. 41. 2 Tim.
iv. 8. for which Mcer. whimsically demands ésasyqoouac. The former is
very frequent. Comp. Soph. Electr.1017. Xen. Cyrop. 5,1.25. 7, 7. 47.

Avoiyw. Aor. 1. jvoka John ix. 17. 21. etc. for dve¢a. Comp. Xen.
Hell. 1. 5. 13.), Aor. 2. gvoiyn Rev. xv. 5. See § 12. 6.

*Antavrdw. Fut. dravrqoe (for énavrroopar), Mr. xiv. 13. (Diod. Sic.
XVI1I. 15.) See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N. 7. Matth.
ad Eurip. Suppl. 774.

"Anoxreivw. Aor. 1. dstexvdvdy, dnoxrardpvac Rev. ii. 13. ix. 18. 20.
xi. 13. xiii. 10. xix. 21. Mt. xvi. 21. Luc. ix. 22. Comp. 1 Macc. ii. 9.
2 Macec. iv. 36. This form occurs indeed in Homer, but particularly be-
longs to the later prose writers (Dio Cass. 65. 4. Menander Hist. p. 284.
304. ed. Bonn.) See Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 288. xrewww. Lob. p. 36.
757.* The unattic perf. anézrayxa, see 2 Reg. iv. 11. Buttm. ibid.

*Anéravpe. Fut. dnoréoe Mt. xxi. 41. Mr. viii. 35. John vi. 39. xii. 25.
comp. Lucian Asin. 33. Long. Past. III. 17. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 294.
§ 114. saavpe. Lob. p. 746. 1 Cor. i. 19. occurs the usual form éxors.

‘Agnddw. Aor. gendyny 2 Cor. xii. 2. 4. for sendodqy (Rev. xii. 5.)
Comp. Thom. Mag. p. 424. Mcer. p. 52. Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 268.
Fut. agstaynoouas 1 Thess. iv. 17.—(dgndow for dgndoouar John x. 28. is
a rare form; Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N. 7.; it occurs
however among the Attics.)

® ‘Awaxtimtolas (ulias dwoxtives8ai) Rev. vi. 11. and amoxvéna: (dwoxréve. var.)
8 Cor. iii. 6. is considered /Eolic, as the /Eolians usually changed u before A, . v, ¢,
e, into s, and doubled the following conson. as xrinw for xrevw, cwigem for cusipw
Kenig ad Gregor. Cor. p. 587..597. Schafer, Matth. I. 74. Comp. Dindorf Pref. ad
Aristoph. xii. p. 14. We cannot, with Wahl, adopt a present form Gwoxréve in Mtt.
x.28. Luk. xii. 4;; dmoxrovérren might be taken for a corruption of dwexrinérrar, as a

few good Codd. have it, unless we regard it as part.aor. See Fritzsche ad Met. p.
383. Comp. Borneman Schol. ad Luc. p. 81.
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Astive. The ground form adw occurs in the imperf. gite 1 Cor. iii.
6. var. instead of the usual nifavs. It is in the older language more po-
etic than prosaic, Matth. I. 541. Fut. adfec (for aifroe) is found Ephes.
il. 21. Col. ii. 19. Comp. Xen. Cyrop. V. 5. 33. Dio Cass. 46. 4.

Bagzaivw. Aor. is Gal. iii. 1. in the received text {3doxave, but in many
Codd. inflected i3doxnve. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 172. § 101. N. 2. The
latter Dio Cass. XLIV. 39. Herodian II. 4. 11.

Buw. Inf. aor. giisa: 1 Pet. iv. 2. for which, except the participle, the
aor. 2. Buivas i8 more in use among the Attics, see Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114.
p- 270. also Xen. (Econ. IV. 18.

Baagrdvw. AOr. eBrdorroa for IBracror Mt. xiii. 26. (Gen. i. 11. Num.
xvii. 8.) Buttm. edit. Rob. § 114. p. 271.

(ropéw. Aor. iydpnoa Mr. vi. 17. Mt. xxii. 28. 1 Cor. vii. 9. instead
of the older form ¥ynua (from yduw) as occurs Luc. xiv. 20. 1 Cor. vii.
28. See Georgi Hierocr. L. p. 29. Lob. p. 742. Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114.
p- 271.  iydunaa occurs Xen. Cyrop. VIII. 4. 20. Lucian Dial. Deor.
V. 4. For iyapqgdny Mr. x. 12, 1 Cor. vii. 37. the older Attics use the
med. dynudusy.

I'ado. Fut. yerdoo for yeadoopas Luc. vi. 21. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 259.
§ 113. 4. and N. 7. Matth. I. 550.

Iiyvouas. Aor. pass. éyewydqy for iysvduny Act. iv. 4. Col. iv. 11,
1 Thess. ji. 14. Comp. Thom. Mag. p. 189. an originally Doric form,
which is oftener found in the writers of the xowws. Lob. p. 109. Buttm.
ed. Rob. § 114. p. 272.

Aldwps. Aor. 1. fwxa is avoided by the Attics in the first and second
person, and aor. 2. is used for it (Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 222. § 107. N.
1. 8.). Inthe N. T. we find however 3ixauer 1 Thess. iv. 2. idéxare
Mt. xxv. 35. Gal. iv. 15. also in Demosth. About 340y see above.
§ 14. 1. note.

(adzo. Fut. duifo for Suifopss Mt. xxiii. 34. Luk. xxi. 12. See
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N. 7. Comp. Xen. Anab. I. 4.
8. and Bornemann on this passage. Matth. [. 559.)

Eidw in the meaning of to know. Praet. oidapev Mr. xi. 33. Jobn iii.
2. 1 Cor. xiii. 1. for {ouev (Poppo ad Xen. Anab. 1. 4. 6.), oidare Mr.
x. 38. xiii. 33. 1 Cor. ix. 13. Phil. iv. 15. for {sre, oidacw Luk. xi. 44.
Joh. x. 5. for {sasi. See Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p.277. (Comp. Plat.
Alcib. p. 83. Xen. (Ec. 20,14.). The second person sing. oidas 1 Cor.
vii. 16. John xxi. 15. is rather Ionic and Doric (for os3a), yet it is found
in Codd. Xen. Mem. IV. 6. 6. Eurip. Alcest. 790. and more frequently
in later writers. Lob. p. 236. The 3 pers. plur. pluperfect gdsar is
written in Mr. i. 34. John ii. 9. xxi. 4. for 53:say Buttm. ibid.

-
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Eintety. (Aor. 2. sinov) aor. 1. eina in the N. T. in the 2 pers. sing.
Mt. xxvi. 25. Mr. xii. 32. The same form occurs sometimes also among
the Attics, Xen. (Econ. 19, 14. Soph. Ed. C, 1509. but it is originally
Ionic; see Greg. Corinth, ed. Schifer p. 481. Schiifer ad Dion. p. 436.
Imper. &nare Mt. x. 27. xxi. 5. Col. iv. 17. sindrwsaw Act. xxiv. 20.
Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 278. In good Codd. occur besides: partic.
Zunag Act. xxii. 24., 3. pers. plur. indic. eixav Mr. xi. 6. xii. 7. 16. Luk.
xix. 39. xx. 2. Act. i. 10. (Diod. Sic. 16. 44. Xen. Hell. I11. 5. 24.).
See Sturz de Dial. Alex. p. 6.* In compounds, éreuntduny occurs 2 Cor.
iv. 2. (Herod. 6. 100.) see Matth. I. 569.—:icxv (not eisov, see § 6. 1. k.)
-Act. xxviii. 26. is according to good Codd. to be considered as the im-
per. aor. 2. a form which might well be taken into the text, Mr. xiii. 4.
Luk. x. 40, whilst in other places Zx: prevails. The aor. 1. pass. of
this verb #3573, (from jéw, see Buttmaan ibid.) is written in the N. T.
#pséan according to good manuscripts, as also often in the Codd. of the
later (not Attic) authors, although this form occurs now and then also
among the Attics, Lob. p. 447. (but not in Plato, see Schneider ad
Plat. II. p. 5.)

'Exyéw, later form ixyvvo Lob. p. 726. Fut. ixyzes Act. ii. 17, 18, for
#xzevoo Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 807. ycw. according to the LXX.
Comp. Jer. xiv. 16. Hos. v. 10. Zach. xii. 10.

(Entawie. Fut. ixawice 1 Cor. xi. 22. for xawisopas, see Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N. 7. Comp. Xen. Cyrop. I. 4. 16. Anab.
V. 5. 4. Himer. 20. This form is not very rare, see Brunck ad Gnom. p.
10. 64. Schiifer ad Demosth. I1. 465. Stallbaum ad Plat. Symp. p. 139.)

(Encogxén. Fut. ixiogxnow for inogxioouas Mt. iv. 33. See Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N. 7.).

*E¢zouac. The fut. éaevoouas occurs very oftenin the simple verbs, and also
in the compounds. It is found especially in the later prose writers (Arrian
Alex. 6. 12. Philostrat. Apoll. 4. 4. Chrysost. Orat. 33. p. 410. Max.
Tyr. Diss. 24. p. 295.); the Attics on the contrary say siuc (Phryn. p.
87. Thom. Mag. p. 88. 336. ’Easvoouas is however in the older writers
unusual, Herod. 1. 142. V.125. Lys. Dardan. 12. (p. 233. ed. Bremi.)
Lob. p. 87. Scheefer ad Soph. I1. 328. Comp. Elmsley ad Eurip. He-
racl. 210. The Attic writers use commonly the imperf. of &y, Buttm.
ed. Rob. § 114. p. 281, for the imperf. sjexdunv, Mr. i. 45. ii. 13. John
ive 30. vi. 17. see Bornemann ad Luc. p. 106. comp. Plat. Legg. 111.
p. 685.°A., for the imper. I¢zov, I¢zeods John i. 40. 47. the imperat. of

¢ At the end of the 8th line of the inscription at Rosetta swas occurs.



§ 16. oF DEFECTIVE VERBS. 77

aips i va (Thom. Mag. p. 418. rejects too hastily m: instead of irg-
avds Gal. iv. 4. John xix. 39. See Sallier on the passage.).

‘Eugioxe. Aor. med. ivgduny for ivgduqy Heb. ix. 12. see § 13. 1. (Pau-
san. vii. 11. 1. viii. 30. 4. Lob. p. 139.). In the subjunctive form ivgnang
Rev. xviii. 14. and ivgnowoew ix. 6. (as at least many Codd. read), an aor.
1. ivgnoa seems to prevail, unless we take these forms for subjunct. fut.
(sec § 13.1.) Lob. p. 731. however quotes a participle iveyjoavrog.

Zdw. Fut. 2700 Rom. vi. 2. 8. 2 Tim. ii. 11. John vi. 58. var. (Job
viii. 17. 2 Kings iv. 7.) graopas Mt. iv. 4. Mr, v. 23. John xi. 25. vi. 51.
Aor. 1. #270a Rev. ii. 8. Luk. xv. 24. Rom. vii. 9. (and often in the
Septuag.); all these are later forms, which occur only rarely among the
earlier writers (see Buttm. ed. Rob. § 114. p. 283.), the latter made use
of the corresponding tenses of Biusw instead.

‘Hxo. Aor. 1. §a (later form Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 470. gxe Lob. p.
744.) conjunct. gtwss Rev. iii. 9. where however better Codd. have the
fut. gfowss. The preeter. §xo (Deut. xxxii. 17. Phot. Biblioth. 222. Ma-
lalas p. 136 and 137. Lob. p. 724.) in Mr. viii. 3. in the form gxaas, i8
not well established.

©a2w, 20T, 2. doedarers Phil. iv. 10. which form does not occur in
prose, and is generally rare, Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 173. § 101. N. 4.

Karesala. Fut. saraxancopas 1 Cor. iii. 16, 2 Pet. iii. 10. (from aor.
xevsxdny, which occurs Herod. iv. 79. i. 51.) for xaraxav®isopas, which
the Attics use, and which occurs in Rev. xviii. 8. See Thom. Mag. p.
511. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 286. § 114. xaiw.

Karareina. Aor. 1. xarvineda Acts vi. 2. Lob. p. 714.

Kegdrovps. Perf. pass. xexigasuas Rev. xive 10, for the more usual
sizgapas. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 286. § 114.

Kegdaivw. Aor. ixéigdnoa Mt. xxv. 20. XViii. 15. xe¢droas Acts xxvii. 21.
ss¢droag Luk. ix. 25. xe¢3700 subjunctive 1 Cor. ix. 19. 20. Mt. xvi. 26.
are forms which are peculiar to the Ionic prose, Matth. [. 509. Among
the Attics the verb is inflected regularly. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 286.
§114.

Kaaio. Fut. saavow (Doric) for xravoopas (as always it the Septuag.)
Luk. vi. 25. John xvi. 20. Rev. xviii. 9. Buttm. ed. Rob p. 287. § 114.

Kxrinre. Fut. mide for mijopas Mt. xix. 18, Rom. xiii. 9. Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N. 7.; not so in the Septuag., on the coutrary
Lucian. Dial. Deor. VII. 4.

K¢ddo. Fut. x¢dén or agafouas Luk. xix. 40. according to some autho-
rities for xexgafouas (as always in the Septuag.), aor. Ixgata for Ixgayor
Mt. viii. 29. xx. 30. Comp. exix¢ata Exod. xxii. 23. Num. xi. 2.

(Kgipopas. The form itexgipero Luk. xix. 48. in the Cod. B., which

10
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Griesbach and Schulz have not mentioned, is probably a mistake in
writing.)

Kevnrw. Aor. 2. act. Ixevgoy Luk. i. 24. (Phot. Biblioth. I. p. 142,
Bekker.) see Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 147. § 92. 8. p. 159. § 96. marg. note.

Adoxw. Here belongs the aor. éadxnoa Act. i. 18. which is usually re-
duced to the Doric prees. aaxéw. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 289. § 114. on the
contrary takes it for a formation from the aor. 2. aaxses. This aor. 2. is
generally in use among the Attics.

Nirntrw. John xiii. 16. 14. Mt. xv. 2. The older writers use ».{w for
this present.  Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 293. § 114.

‘Ouxzeiew. Fut. oixveigrow Rom. ix. 15. (as from dcxvewgin) for oixregd.
Comp. Ps. iv. 2. ci. 15. Jer. xxi. 7. Mich. vii. 19. also in Byzant." see
Lob. p. 741.

*Ouwve for opvwue (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 294. § 114.) Mt. xxiii. 20. xxvi.
74. Heb. vi. 16. Jas. v. 12. In Mr. xiv. 71. on the contrary, in the
best manuscripts éurivar occurs for éurvew, and so Griesbach has re-
ceived it into the text.

(‘0gdw. Imperf. med. deduny Acts ii. 25. (from Ps. xvi.) for which the
Attic is iwgspuny Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 2904. § 114. From sxr:03a¢ the sub-
junctive aor. 1. 5yes3:, which occurs in Liban. and the Byzantines, is
found in Luk. xiii. 28. but not without variations. See Lob. p. 734.)

Taidw. Aor. éviraia Mt. xx. 19. xxvii. 31. (Septuag. Jud. xvi. 26. xix.
25. Prov. xiiii. 35.) instead of which the Attics inflected Inacwsa. See
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 295. § 114. On the contrary Lucian. Dial. Deor.
6. 4. has Inaifa. Comp. Lob. p. 240. The fut. xdifw Anacr. 24.

Miropac. Part. serdusvor Rev. xiv. 6. var. for xerduevor according to
the form xerdouar, which occurs only in Ionic (Herod. iii. 111.) and the
later writers, see Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 207. § 114. The form of the pre-
sent ntizaras and révapar, Which already existed in Pindar, is quoted by
Wetst. and Matthiii among the variations Rev. xii. 14.

Miyw. From the fut. niopas is found Luk. xvii. 8. the complete form
nicgae Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 298. § 114. So also ¢dyzeas ibid. from pdyo-
pac.  Both also Ezek. xii. 18.

Iisnrw. Aor. Inesa. See § 13. 1.

‘Péw. Fut. evow John vii. 38. for jevoopar, but among the Attics usu-
ally fvroouae Lob. p. 739. (aor. 1. which also occurs only in the later
writers.  See Cant. iv. 16. jcvodrwoav Lob. p. 739.)

Zaanidw. Fut. soanisw for saaniytw (Xen. Anabd. L. 2. 17.) 1 Cor. xv.
52, comp. Mechan. Vitt. p. 201. Num. x. 3. aor. 1. isdrnsa occurs fre-
quently in the Septuagint. See Phryn. p. 191. Thom. Mag. p. 789.
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 300. § 114.
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Inpuairw. Aor. 1. isjuava Acts xi. 28. xxv. 27. (Esth. ii. 22, Jud. vii.
21. Menandri Byz. Hist. p. 308, 309, 358. Plutarch. Aristid. 19.) Act.
Thom. p. 32. which is found also Xen. Hell. 2. 1. 28. for which how-
ever the older Attics more usually inflect. éoyunva; see Buttman. ed. Rob.
p- 172. § 101. 4. N. 2. Lob. p. 24. Comp. gaive below.

Xxinvouas. The pres. (Heb. ii. 6. Jas. i. 27. comp. 1 Sam. xi. 8. xv.
4.) and the imperfect occur but seldom in the Attic writers, Buttm. ed.
Rob.

(znot8agw. Fut. srovddsw for the usual srovddsoxas 2 Pet. i. 15. Buttm.
ed. Rob. p. 259. § 113. 4. and N. 7. -

Tryeido. Imp. aor. is sryewoov according to the variation Luc. xxii.
32. Rev. iii. 2. instead of arf¢ctor which is preferred by the Greeks
Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 148. § 92. N. 1. Comp. Jud. xix. 5. Ezek. xx. 46.
80 as orrcion 1 Mace. xiv. 14.

Payeiv. Fut. pdyopac Jas. v. 8. Rev. xvii. 16. (Gen. xxvii. 25. Exod.
xii. 8.), 2 pers. ¢dyroac Luk. xvii. 8.; the Greeks use for it the fut. of
idw:¥dopac. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 282. § 114. cobew.

Baivw, inpavas (inpivac) Luk. i. 79. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 305, § 114. -
Many similar forms occur in later writers Lob. p. 26. Philo. Act. Thom.
49. (XElian. Anim. 11. 11. and epil. p. 396. Jac.)

davoxw. Of which éxipaisec in Ephes. v. 14. comp. Job xli. 10. Jud.
xvi. 2. Gen. xliv. 8. See Buttm. ed. Rob. on the analogical evidence
that this form is not found in Greek writings.

(®écw. Particip. aor. Iveyxas Acts v. 2. xiv. 13. évéiyxavres Luk. xv. 23.
(for iveyxiv, iveyxévres Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 305. § 114.—See Xen. Mem.
I. 2. 53. Demosth. ¢. Timoth. § 51. (Isocr. Paneg. 40.). The indicat.
sreyxa occurs more frequently among the Attics, also the forms of the
imperative, which have a, John xxi. 10.

®iw. Aor. 2. puss. ipvny, pueis Luc. viii. 6. vii. 8. (since the times of
Hippocrat. very usual) for which the Attics use the aor. 2. act. vy,
¢vs. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 306. § 114. Mt. xxiv. 32. Mr. xiii. 28. good
Codd. have ix¢vy for 2xpvy. The former is the subjunctive aor., which
may be preferred in these passages.

Xaigw. Fut. yagroopas for zacgrow Luk. i. 14. Phil. i. 18. John xvi.
20. 22. (Hab. i. 15. Zach. x. 7. Ps. xcv. 11.) Mer. p. 120. Thom. Mag.
p- 910. Lob. p. 740. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 307. § 114. It is found also
Diod. Ezc. Vat. p. 95.

(XagiZopas. Fut. yogisopar Rom. viii. 32. is not an Attic form for ya¢-
wipas.)

'Qdiw. Aor. éndsaro Acts vii. 27. 39. (for which among Greeks usu-
ally augm. syllab. iisavo Thom. Mag. p. 403. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 308.
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§ 114. Xen. Cyrop. VI. 1. 26. Thuc. 11. 89. See Poppo on this pas.
eage, 7, 52. Polyb. ii. 69. 9. xv. 81. 12.) Comp. Mich. iv. 6. Thren. ii. 7.
Here belongs also the aor. act. Ifwoev. Acts vii. 45. The above obeer-
vation about the augm. syllab. is only to be made in regard to the Attic
writers. See Poppo ad Thuc. 111. 11. 407.

('Qviopas. Aor. 1. Synoduey Acts vii. 16. as oflen in the writers of the
wowry), (8. g. Plut., Pausan.), Lob. p. 139., but even now and then among
the Attics, Poppo ad Thuc. IIL. II. 407. ‘The Attics preferred general-
ly ingidpny. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 308. § 114.

The later verbal forms are not always used in the N. T. where we
should expect them: e. g. wiouas fut. 2. from rivw, Not siovpac Rev. xiv.
18. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 158. § 95. N. 18. p. 298. § 114. sive. Aor.
xoivaoas Mr. vii. 15. 18. Mcer. ed. Piers. p. 484. Lacella ad Xen. Ephes.
p. 254. Fut. gestopas, davudoopas, Dot peviw, Sovpdow, Buttm. ed. Rob.
p- 805. § 114. pevya

§ 16. On the Formation of Words.*

As the N. T. contains many words (especially in Paul’s writings) not
known to the written language of the Greeks, but introduced from the
popular language, and even some newly formed, it will be necessary to
compare those formations peculiar to the N.'T. with the established laws
for the formation of Greek words. We shall thus at the same time
advantageously consider analogies, not entirely unknown to the Greeks,
but much more prominent in this idiom. The basis of this representa-
tion will be the luminous and essentially complete exhibition of Buttmann
ed. Rob. p. 819. § 118,

A. Derivation by Endings.

1. Verss. Derivative verbs in ow and «fw are most frequent. The
former in some degree took the place of forms in s or «a, ©. g. Simaviw
(3exareve Xen. Anab. 5, 8, 9.), ifovdevén (2Eovdevia Plut. yet see Lob. p
182), oagdw (for saigw Lob. p. 89), dpunrie (44unrile Lob. p. 224.), dea-

® See Ph. Cattieri Gazophylacium Grecor. (651, 708) ed. F. L. Abresch. (Utr.
1757.) L. B. 1809. 8vo. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 319. § 118. Lobeck Parerga zu Phry-
nich., and among the interpreters Selecta e scholis Valckenarii. Our N. T. Lexioons
do not always direct attention sufficiently to this subject so intimately connected with
exegesis. °
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.mawie (avazawido Isucr. Areop. c. 3.), peoréw, Soricw. ’Anodexariw i8
formed after the first, but with duwy. comp. xabvnvée Xen. Mem. 2, 1,
30. K¢araiba occurs besides for x¢arive, 6divéa for aderéia, dvascarody
for drdoraror xousiv; ivduvapde i8 to bo derived from ivdvvapog, since the
simple dwouée cannot be proved from writings subsequent to the apostles,
Lob. p. 605, note. From zdpis xapsréw is formed. The verbs in ¢ e are
derived from the most different roots, é¢3iZa from 5¢d¢os, dixpararide from
axpdraros, Ssvyparida from dsiypa, serexidu from serexvs, puxrneilo from
PYRTNCs opvgridu, Pazidw, iparidw, dradeparidu, dmharyzyileodas, aigeridu;
oxogstilw (Siaoxogn.) has in the Greek language no distinct root; it was
generally a provincialism, or perhaps a Macedonic formation. (Lob. p.
218.) There occur some rare verbs in aw if indeed found at all else-
where: e. g. symiddw, owsiluw (ondw), 0 8180 in svw, €. g. proirsve, pwyn'u’,
yupyY v, iyxparsvoucs, dizpadorevw. (Lob. p. 442.), nayidsve.

The formation of verbs in dw from those in s w, which occur also
among the Attics (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 254. § 112.11. Lob. p.151.), was
probably more common in the later language; yy6w, x»n6w, drouw, at least
are not found in the earlier writers. Comp. Lob. p. 264. Verbs in oxa,
except ivgioxw and di3doxw, are rare inthe N. T. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 254.
§ 112. 10. Ipgdsxw occurs as an inchoative, and ps6i0xw as a causafive,
only in the passive; yopioxa, See V. a. yausiy (youidew), in Mr. xii. 25. is
certainly improperly used for yauilw, a8 ixyouioxe Luk. xx. 84. for
Ixyopila. See Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 530. Finally, ygnyogéw from the perf.
yefyoga, i8 altogether singular in its formation; as also iy¢nyogéiew. Lob.
p- 119. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 277. § 116. iyeicw.

IlagaBorevéodas Phil. ii. 30., received into the text by Griesbach and
others on the best critical evidence, belongs to the derivative verbs in
a0,  TagaPoreiafas can be most directly formed from xagd3oros; but the
termipation s is adopted to express the meaning ragdBoror eivas, a8
inwxonsvery by the later writers for inioxontor eivac (Lob. p. 591.), and
still more resembling it, segnegedectar from ségmsgos.

2. Nouns. (a) Those derived from verbs. With the termination uog,
from a verb in a2w, we notice dywaouds, not found in the Greek writers,
88 xegaopss from sesgdle, ivvapiacuds from ivrapualw; from verbs in (e
occur paxagsouds, dvssdioucs, (Liob. p. 6511.) sagogysouds, pawriouds from
pareide, caflariopds from sapBaride, swpgoriouds, anereypss. The most
frequent formations are those in pa and o5, the former almost peculiar to
the N.T. idiom, but always formed according to the analogy of the
language, as Bastrioua, pancopa from Basvife, Otc., yevopua from Jevdesdas,
#gdrivpa, xavdrvpa (zararvew), Godivnua, dvraqua, dravysoua, frTqus,
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Gurnua, xardedopa, o7egiwpa from contracted verbs (like pedvmua). The latter
of these words are mostly taken in an abstract sense, (corresponding to the
infin.) except that gyranua signifies an instrument (asnouns in pos frequently
do)and zardavua the place of the xararvecy (Eustath. ad Odys.1V.146. 33.).
The nouns in a5, which are most frequent in the epistle to the Hebrews,
are almost all found in the Greek writers, except 6éayous, xardsaveis, neds-
2vo05,® dreomrewass, Sixalwots, Blwass, nenoidnaes Lob. p. 295. (ixcnodnois).
In respect to xagasxevr, see Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 325. § 119. N. 5. ¢, and
as to oixoSouy Lob. p. 490, To the abstract nouns belong some in povy,
in the N. T. xaacpors, on the contrary isanopowy is directly derived from
Intoopwy, but secopory pre-exists in seioua, although it can be referred
back to meideww as manopovy to maidev.t The concrete nouns present
very few peculiarities:. from verbs in odw, «dw, vdw, occur as rare forms
Bragrys, Banziorss, peguoTys, evayyerioTys, yoyyvorss, and iagvorgsit but
xoanvBiorss (which however, is not peculiar to the N. T.) has po root
verb zoaavBileive  Terccovy forms rererwrys (comp. Imarys and avrgwrns).
Instead of &.ixvys the earlier writers rather say duwxrrp, as 3érye for
36rns. 'The formation xardwéis from zararvordlw, Rom. xi. 8. (from the
Septuagint), which Wahl has received in the Clav. min., is very strange.
Buf that the noun was formed in conmection with xaravigoecy, is proved
by Dan. x. 9. Theod., and 8o xaraviis might signify obstupefaction
(M9 Ps. lix. 3.) and consequently torpor.| The method of writing
sapsior, ipstead of rapceior, from rapcevw, Lob. p. 493, originated in a
careless pronunciation. Yet in Luk. xii. 24. all the Codd., and in Mtt.
vi. 6, many good ones have it: as they also write, without any variation,
ywaadxopoy fOT yhwssoxoueior OF yrwssoxipLoy, from xouiw. Lob. p. 98.
(b) Those derived from adjectives. Here belong partly, some abstracts

# The form yvria scems to have been usual only in words compounded with appella-
tives: aluaTixvola in N. T. comp. with ¢paroxveria and gomyxvsia.

t "Egifsia also belongs to nouns derived from verbs in svw. We may either take it
in 'the scnse usual in the Greck book language, or derive it from i lev; in the
latter case, we must suppose the intermediate forms 6o, igifsissy, which is not with-
out difficulty.

1 *Exnmiler primarily means to use the language and manner of the Greeks (Diog.
L. L. 8, 4.), most frequently to speak Greek, viz. by those who are not native Grecks;
and then it has no bad sensc (De Wette's Bible, in Hal. Enclyc. p. 17, is incorrect),
Strabo 2, 98. Xen. Anab. 7. 3. 25. ‘Enammcvie, 2 noun which is not found among the
Grecks, very naturally therefore, means a foreigner who speaks Greek, e. g. a Jew.’

Il Fritzsche the elder in the Hall. Literaturzcit. 1834. Ergzsbl. Nr. 64. contends for
the signification pain (compunctio, dolor). But xavay. would at least be violent pain.

And further the spirit of pain (Rom. xi. 8.), for a spirit full of evil, is rather far."

fetched. .
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n es, 6vn5, B8 dyioTns, dyvorns, adgorns, Gnadrns, ixardrns, dpeadras (dpirea
in earlier writers), oxAygorns, 7ouidrns, Tereidrns, paraidrag, yopvorns, peyas
Aeorns, FvproTys, aicxesrys, mworns see Lob. p. 350. (dxaddgrys Rev. xvii.
4. is not established), partly, those in ovry 88 éxenpoovyy (from érciuwr, as
swpeoaivy from supgw, the former even in Diog. L.), especially ayaSwoisn,
peyarwcven With o because the o adj. is short (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 327. §119.
B. N. 9. b. ¢. Etym. Mag. p. 275. 44.), both later, and only Hellenistic
Greek words. Also among those in «a, which originate from adject. in
og, ¢os, are many later formations (Lob. p. 343.) e. g. irateia, a8
edacpovia from evdacpay, 80 occurs in 2 Pet. ii. 16. xagadeoria from ragd-
¢¢wr. Some Codd. have the more usual xagapeosivn.* Finally, the
neuters of adject. in co¢ have frequently become substantives, as §xo2s-
y1ov, pedogiov, Drtorrvioy, oddyiov, etc. Fritzsche Prelimin. p. 42.

(d) Those derived from other nouns are, according to Buttm. ed. Rob.
p-328.§119.12,10.2. Zdwney (st&uuw), aawdy (iraia), prrdy, (pé).o;, poan)
and the feminine Basirissa. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 328. § 119. 12. 8. e.
> Ape3pdy, which is peculiar to the N. T. originates from #5¢a. The gentil.
fem. from Poivif is Pocviooa, S0 Mr. vii. 26. Sveopoiviasa, as Kind becomes
Kirncgga. But perhaps the feminine was formed from the name of the coun-
try @ocvixz, for many and good Codd. have in Mr. Svgopowixiaga, (comp.
Fritzsche on the passage,) and this would be derived immediately from
a ground form ®ow:xis, 8 Basirsoa is related to Baseris, and instead of
Exvdis, at least among the Romans, occurs also Scythissa, or as among the
Greeks from graaxis also prrdxison. “Hewdiards Mt. xxii. 16. and Xecore-
ards Acts xii. 26. (comp. Kacsagiavds Arrian. Epict. 1, 19. 4,13.) of Gen-
tile and Patronym. belong to the later latinising formation. In the earlier
language the termination avos was used only in the formation of names
of cities and countries not Grecian. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 328. § 119. 12,
74. A. Of the diminutives may be noticed 3.34agi8c0v, from Bcgadgcor,
which Pollux quotes, instead of the older forms Bi3ai8cov and BcBacddgcor
(like iparedagior from ipazidiov), Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 830. § 119. B. 6. a.
I'wacxdgeo i8 after the usual analogy, yet it may be a rare form among
the Greeks, as &rdgiov Mr. xiv. 47. in some Codd. See Fritzsche on this
passage and on xawdgwoy. On the diminutives in w» see Fritzsche
Pralimin. p. 43. Of these, Jexiov is unquestionably a later form.

The substantives in 5o are properly neuters from adjectives, as
iAasTrgior, duptarieioy, Pprdaxrigior, Pprraxtrgios immediately from gurax-

* Of nouns dcrived fronr adj., some have the termination ia for ssie. Buttm. ed. Rob.
p- 327. § 119. B. a. Others vacillate between ia and sia, as xaxewadia. Comp. Poppo
Thue. IL 1. 154. Ellendt. pref. ad Arrian. p. 30. As to this word, however, ua has
the most in its favor.



84 - PART SECOND. DOCTRINE OF FORMS.

#4¢, has, like it, an active signification, one who protects, one who guards.
‘Dacrrgiov means properly that which reconciles, but can be referred to
the place where the reconciliation is effected (like puraxrrgiov u watch-
house), and thence to the covering of the ark of the covenant, the mercy-
seat. That it means operculum in the Septuagint, no one will believe
but Wahl. In Rom. iii. 25. the signification a propiliation is just as

. A fem. subst. of this kind is Zevxengia, comp. orvengia: cwrngua
" is immediately related to swrsg, and swrrigior also occurs as a substantive.
“TregGov, is € Inepaion is to be treated as a neuter of $xsggiog, which, like
nareos from sarse, is formed from the preposition $ni¢, as there is no.
intermediate adjective #negos- So dvdyasor, (the Greeks themselves had
sovdyasor Lob. p. 207,) is derived from dvd, see Fritzsche ad Mr. p.
611, whilst the more usual dséysov comes from the adverb ave.

8. Apsecrives. (a) To those derived immediately from the primitive
form of a verb, belong, perhaps, xe8d¢ 1 Cor. ii. 4. comp. i3b¢ from 3w,
Booxds from Péoxw, pedos from (peidw) prdopars I would by all means
allow it in Paul, although it is well conjectured that it ought to be re-
jected.®* Verbals in 7os (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 33°. § 119. 13. 4. p. 371.
§ 134. 8. 9.) which in signification are sometimes equivalent to the Lat.
partic. in tus, as yvwords notus, oirsvrds Suginatus, dnaidevros unaplus,
COmP. eonvevazos inspiratus;t sometimes to adjectives in bilis, as égards,
SvoBasraxros, dxaranavords, and sometimes have an aclive sense, as dx-
raiarog one who offends not, i. e. who does not sin, belong to this head.
* Aneipaaros signifies, either not aftempted, or which cannot be attempted,
like éxeiparos which is usual among the Greeks. Buttm. ed. Rob. ibid.
Only nadqros means Acts xxvi. 23. ke who shall suffer, comp. pevxras,
npaxzds Aristot. de anima 3, 9. p. 64. Silb. Cattier. Gazophyl. p. 34. The
verbal mposfruros is most intimately connected with forms like Zxmvs,
uérnws, and is an augmented form of which no examples occur in the
Greek language.

(b) Among the adject. which are formed from other adject. (particip.)
there are some worthy of remark, e. g. segwioeos and Znwioswg from
feguovoa, inwuoa, B8 ixovoiog from éxdy, éxovoe Buttm. ed. Rob. p- 330.
§ 119. 13. a. Lob. p. 4. ’Enoiows is, that which is appointed for the
Jfollowing day (bread), comp. Valckenaer Select. I. p. 190. Fritzsche ad
Mt. p. 267. (also against the derivation from obsia). But se¢iovoos o

# Our latest commentaries and lexicons have treated this word very unsatisfacto-
rily. Pott copies, in part verbatim from Vulckener’s Selecta, and Heydenreich re-
peats the most unfortunate opinion of Storr.

+ That this word in 2 Tim. iii. 6. is to be taken in a pussive sense, is evident from
fusvveres, and cannot be doubted, although many similar derivatives have an active
signification, as fuwrvore;, dmmverres.
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more means only and merely proprius, as Wahl has it, than segiovas-
aouds, in the Septuagint, only property. Iiszixds (Mr. xiv. 3. John xii.
8.) from st.ovés means according to many old interpreters pure, genuine.
Among the ancient Greeks that word means convincing, also persuading
(Plat. Gorg. p. 455. A. Fext. Emp. advers. Matth. ii. 71. Theophrast.
Metaph. p. 253. Sylb.), although many Codd. have in almost all the pas-
sages neorixds (See Bekker and Stallbaum on Plat.), in the later wri-
ters it means faithful, credible, Liicke John ii. 421. The transition to
pure would not seem impossible, when we reflect that technical expres.
sions (and Such is vdgdos nesr.), especially mercantile terms, are often
singular. It would be more appropriate to translate sisr. drinkable,
from sxioxw or the root s, like susrds drinkable in AEschyl. Prom.
470. suorvie, nigvga, nioreoy, etc. which old lexicographers adduce. That
the ancients did drink the oil of spikenard, is asserted by Athen. 15. p.
689. Yet I cannot well understand why both Evangelists should apply
this epithet; since if the liquid ointment of nard, which they used to pour
out (Mr. xaragéewv), did not differ materially from the drinkable nard,
the adjective n:oruxds Would be as superfluous as to say liguid or fluid
nard. But the sdgdos asnry of Dioscor. is fluid, which distinguishes it
from a solid, adhesive nard; and besides the drinkable nard of John
would not be adapted to the manipulation, which is denominated &xreipecy.
Finally, Fritzsche’s interpretation of xs7. (ad Mr. p. 601.) as qui facile
bidi potest, lubenter bibitur, appears to me not well founded; nor is wigvs-
=05 certainly to be found any where with the meaning drinkable. Iisrog
itself was not much in use (in Eschyl. it occurs in a quibble), and gave
place to the unequivocal roros.

(c) Among others sdzzwos and gagxsxds belong to the adjectives derived
from substantives. The former can only mean, of or belonging to flesh
(as Evnevog of wood, xec0uvos of barley. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 331.
§ 119. 13. a.) the latter fleskly, carnal: and it is surprising that Gries-
bach did not at once substitute sagxixbs for sdgxwos in Rom. vii. 14.
1 Cor. iii. 1. Heb. vii. 16. Yet even Lachmann has retained the latter.*
Among the adjectives of time in wos (Buttm. ed. Rob. ibid.) are xagy-
peguwds, debewds, ngwivds, which are later ferms instead of xafyuigeos, etc.
the earlier: comp. razwis. From ¢uwg is derived 3wdexdgvros (comp.
- zevedpvrog Herod. v. 66.), the neuter of which is used substantively in
Acts xxvi. 7.  Kegopexds (xegdpecos, xeeaucos) belong to the later adjec-
tive formations.

¢ We may perbaps suppose that the later language of the pcople used these two
forms interchangably.
11
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B. Derivation by Composition.

(¢) There are many derivatives (nouns) whose first part is a noun; yet
there is nothing in their compusition contrary to analogy, although but
few similar formations occur in the Greek written language; comp. Sixas-
ox¢iaia, Tansodgooivy, sxrncoxagdia, oxAngoredynros, dxgoBuaria, dxgoywri-
acog, GAdorgiosnioxonos (comp. danorgiongdzwy in Plato), dvogundgesxos
Lob. p. 621. sorapopognros, xagdioyvdorns, onriBewros, épfaruodoviecas,
sidurordrens (comp. yevdordrens, Theodos. Acroas. ii. 78.) deopoprrat.—
‘Awparexyvoia is regularly formed from Gepa. Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 333.
§ 120. 2.; xeewpearérns is written with an « according to the best Codd.
although the form z¢co¢. may not be without analogy, Lob. p. 691.
About av6drys see Buttm. ed. Rob. ibid. Aevrepodexdry Hieron in Ezek.
c. 45. is most similar to the composition 3svrepdnpuros Luk. vi. 1. The
latter signifies second first, the former second tenth. The first part of
the compound is more rarely a verb, as in s9ero8pysxeca, voluntary wor-
ship: comp. i9erodovnia. The inseparable o priv. as the first part of the
compound presents nothing unusual; the o intensive, appears only in the
familiar verb érevilew. See Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 335. § 120. N. 11.
Déiderlein de arpa intensivo sermonis Grzci. Erl. 1830. 4to.

(b) Where the latter part of the compound is a verb, it appears as an
unchanged root only in composition with the old prepositions (Buttm. ed.
Rob. p. 336. § 121. 2.); in other cascs it is so changed that the verb as-
sumes its ending from a noun derived fromn the root, as ddwvariy, Spore-
yeio0as, vouheTely, evepyeTely, Tportopopeiv, €tC.*  ‘Oueipeafac (as the better
Codd. have for iusipesfac 1 Thes. ii. 8.) is rather opposed to this, if it
be derived from duov, éuds and sipew Fritzsche ad Mr.p. 792. At least
no verb of the kind occurs with su. comp. suadiw from sundos, Suodpousiy,
Spunpedecy, Spouyeiy, Suineiy, etc. A genitive, which in the above passage
is governed by the verb, would also be strange (comp. Matth. I1. 907.)
Yet perhaps the former ought not to be too strongly urged in a word de-
rived from the popular language. But if u:ipeobas, as it is found in
Nicand. Ther. 402. for iusipeofac, were the original form, pelpsofac Spei-
pesbac would stand together as well as dvpeodas and odvpesfac. The word
will always be a riddle.

A formation peculiar to the Hellenistic language is sposwrorgnreiv,
(ntposwntory s, nposunodgiia Theodor. Acroas. I. 32. QRpOgLIOMRTOG.)s

* On apparent exceptions, as xalowwsin, ayafewouiv, see Bultm, ed. Rob. p. 336.
§121.3.N. 3.
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A corresponding verb i8 dxaraannrecy Sext. Emp. hypolh. 1. 310.; comp.
for the concrete derivative dwgorrrns and seyorynrns Septuag., Sayuovorys-
vns Justio. M. Apol. 2. p. 30. Gitz. The N.T. has many such compo-
sitions unknown to the Greeks, like ngoswsorynryg, in which the second
part is a nominal form derived from a verb, but where the first indicates
the object (Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 338. § 121. 6.) e. g. 8:£wondgos, who takes
the right side of some one, therefore satelles. From them originate
again: (a) Abstract nouns, where belong sxqvonnyia (from oxyvo-
nyds)s ¥uvomnyia, etc. (b) Verbs, like abo3arey from aboBénos (comp.
arfoonsiy, Gngofrsiy, etc.), ogfomodecy from d¢65wos.

In verbs compounded of two or more prepositions, the preposition
which forms the double compound is placed first, as dwexdéxeafac, svvar-
roauddvesfac.  Awaagaredy 1 Tim. vi. 5. would not be conformable to
this, if the meaning were, false assiduity, or unprofitable disputation;
since this compound could only mean continued (endless) hostilities, and
- in this sense wagadwareidy must be taken. Nevertheless a majority of
the Codd. is for dwawag. Therefore a transposition of the prepositions in
this compound is made, Fritzsche Comment. in Mr. p. 796. Such a
transposition, however, might have been made by the transcribers. But
on the whole, in this passage Swawag. would admit the sense continved
dissensions. The other compounds with Sawaca. which occur in 1 Kings
vi. 4. Swaaagaxvazecfar, 2 Sam. iii. 30. Sawagarneeiy would, as to the
meaning, be regular, were there no doubt in relation to the former. See
Schleussner Thes. Philol. on this word. The compound wogaxarafdrxy
and @agabyzy have the same signification. Lob. p. 312. The latter form
is the most frequent in the N. T. The two forms vacillate in the Codd.
also in Plutarch Ser. Vind. See Wyttenb. Il. p. 530. Heinichen ind.
ad Euseb. 111. p. 529.

Single as well as double compound verbs frequently occur in the Greek
of the Bible, which are not found in other Greek writers. Especially are
verbs, which earlier writers used in the simple form, augmented by pre-
positions which represent the mode of action sensibly; (as the later lan-
guage was particularly fond of the perspicuous and the expressive.).
Thus zararidle, to stone down, ifogxilew as if, to swear (in the judicial
sense. T¥s.), to take an oath from one, ifasreawzsw to lighten forth,
ixyaucdsw to marry out (elocare), dusysigew, diavarirnew, ifoporoyecy.

Note. Proper names, especially those which are compounded, occur
often in the N. T. in the contractions peculiar to the popular language,
which are often very forcible (Lob. p. 434.), as "A¢repas for "Aerepidugas
Tit. iii. 12.; Nuugpas for Nuugsdweos Col. iv. 15.; Znvas for Znvodwg Thit.
iii. 13.; Maguerds for Moguevidng Acts vi. 5.; Anuds probably for Apuéreeos
or Azuagzos Col. iv. 14. 2 Tim. iv. 10.; perhaps also 'Ewagcas for ‘Ewag-
¢o8crog Col. i. 7. iv. 12. and ‘Eguds for “Eguoyévgs. Rom. xvi. 14. @:vdas
for @evdweos, i. €. @edduwgos and Aovxas for Lucanus (among the Greeks,
comp. ’Axretas for *Aritavdeos, Mipas for Mywddweos). Many in as without
circumflex are found abbreviated, e. g. 'Apanias for Ampliatus Rom. xvi.
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8. "Avridas for "Avriaareos Rev. ii. 13. Kacéwas for Kasdmargos Luk. xxiv.
18. perhaps Zias from Zidovards, see Heumann Peecile 111. p. 314.—
Sdaarpos from Zwoiwarpos Acts xx. 4. (as some Codd. have), although
more contracted in_the beginning of the word, might be very forcible,
but the former can also be an original form. On the contrary the pro-
per names in aaos, which perhaps are not only contracted by the Dori-
ans in aag (Matth. I. 149.), are written in the New Testament without
abbreviation Nuxdraos, *Apxéaaos. (About the contraction in the verb
xappvewr for xavapverr see Lob. p. 340.). .



PART I11.

SYNTAX.

CHAPTER 1.

ON THE USE OF THE ARTICLE.*

§ 17. The Article with Nouns.

It is easy to apprehend the fundamental law, that the article stands
before a noun which designates a definite object, (comp. Epiph. ker. 1,
9, 4.), yet it must be, and always should have been equally important to
the critic and the exegesist, to be acquainted with the various uses of this
part of speech in the N. T. The following instances may be noted.

1. An appellative noun (subst. or adj. and partic. used substantively),
is definite, or takes the def. article: (a) When it designates an object, of
which there is but one, as § facws, 5 77, % Scxacoovwn, 70 dyador the good
(abstractly), virtue. In such cases the object is characterized as definite,
by this unity of existence. Examples from the N. T. are unnecessary.
(5) When out of a whole class of objects, it distinguishes a single one to
be thought of separately. This must be either an object already known
to the reader, or brought to view in a preceding sentence. Comp. Herm.
ad Soph. Ajac. 1206. ad ed. R. 838. (c) When a word, which
properly designates an individual of a class, in the singular the genus,
expresses the object merely as existing, without respect to the number
of such objects, Schifer ad Long. p. 373, (yet see Engelhardt ad Plas.

& A, Kluit Vindiciz artic.in N. T. Tvai. et Alemar. 768. 771. P. I. Tom. L. IIL. P.
IL. Tom. L IL 8vo. J. Middlcton on the Gr. article. Schulthess in den Theol. Annal.
1808. p. 56. E. Valpy on the Gr. artic. in his N. T. Lond. 3.edit. 1834, 3 vols. 8vo.
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Euthyphr. p. 100),* as § srparwirys the soldier, é sovnpos the base. Cump.
Mt. xii. 35. § ayados drdgwwos ix Tob ayadou dnoavgos ixBdrdker T4 ayadd,
Luk. x. 7. Rom. iv. 6. Gal. iii. 20. iv. 1. also 1 Thess. iv. 6. v 75
a¢iypare in business.t lHere belong also & wowuny & xards John x. 11.
& swsigwr Luk. viii. 5., where the concrete idea of the good shepherd,
etc. (therefore the genus) is expressed. So always in fables, apologues
and parables. Comp. Exod. xxiii. 1. '

Examples under (b) are Mt. xxvi. 27. (Luk. xxii. 17. Mr. xiv. 23. the
article is to be used according to the best Codd.) aaBuw 7o eorrpior the
cup which stood before the master of the house, to hand it around; Luk.
iv. 20. writas 7o Bufriov dwodovs ¥3 bwnpiry closed the book and gave it
again to the (appointed) servant, who handed it to him, v. 17. Luk. ix.
16. 2aBuw rois wives dgrovs, namely the loaves mentioned v. 13., Acts ix..
7. sispadev sig vay oixuiv info the house, which was described to him v.
11.; John iv. 43. pera vas dvo quépas eEyadey Ixeidev, namely after the two
days mentioned v. 40.; John xiii. 5. Baanse $8wp s 7ov ntripa into the basin,
which usually stood in the room; John ii..14. efpev iv ¢ iepp Tovs morovr-
ras Bdas xai npéBara the cattle dealers, who kept the market in the temple
(but who properly should have remained out of the iepov), as we are used
to say: fhe cloth-makers (who are accustomed to visit the fair) I found in
King-street; v. 36. rqv paprupiav, the testimony, to which I appeal (v. 31.)
and by which I approve myself to you; Jas. ii. 25. ‘Paag ¢ ntpvn drodet-
auivy o s ayyirovs namely, those of whom we are at once reminded in
the familiar history, by the mention of the name Rahab: Mr. i. 7. #¢zerac
& isgugdreess pov With a direct reference to Christ; Rev. xx. 4. Basirevoar
pers rob zguorod 76 xzita the thousand years, i. e. the definite period of
a thousand years for the reign of the Messiah, Jas. ii. 14. #{ 7 spenos,
#aw sigrw Aiyy vis Tzew the advantage, which could be expected (comp.
ji. 16.1 Cor. xv. 32.), 1 Cor. iv. 5. 7drve &inawos yevrocrac ixdore drd
rov deov the deserved praise (as Mt. v. 12. Rom. iv. 4. 1 Cor. ix. 18.)
Spiodos; John vii. 24. ey duxalay xglaw xgivare NOt @ righteous judgmeut,
but the righteous judgment, i. e. that which in the present case is the
right, in opposition to the unjust one, which they had given, comp. v. 23.;
Acts v. 37. dviory 'lovdag éTardaios v vais nuigais Ty droycadpns of the
(then the last) census known to the reader; xxi. 38. édrasrardons xai

* Herm. pref. ad Eurip. Ipheg. Aul. p. 15. Articulus quoniam origine pronomen
demonstrationis est, definit infinita idque duobus modis, aut designando certo de mul-
tis aut quee multa sunt cunctis in unum colligendis. .

t In the plural, it is plain that, e. g. Mtt. xxiv. 28. o devé, when particular eagles
are not meant, must signify the whole specics. On the other hand, in Heb. vi. 16.
drbpwwn nard o peilovog dpriovsi, men swear, etc. i. e. whoever of men swears, etc.
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ibayayuw dug vy Ignpoy ¢ 0D g Tergaxisyidiovs ardgas vov duxagiuy the known
Jour thousand men (the event occurred not long before), see Kiinil on
this passage; xxvii. 88. ixBadndpevor vov ciroy sis Ty dddacoaw the grain,
which made up the cargo (it was an Alexandrian ship with a cargo of
grain), Acts xi. 13. 3z vov dyyerov the angel, which Luke mentioned
above x. 8. 22. (where the author forgets, that these words are directed
to Peter, who was not yet acquainted with this angel); Acts xvii. 1. érov
5iv % ovvaywyy oy "Tovdalwr the Jews’ synagogue, namely of this city, which
in consequence of the small Jewish population had only one synagogue:
as we say of a village: the church stands on a hill, etc; Heb. xi. 28.
4 8r0d¢gevwr, the destroyer, which is spoken of in the second book of Moses.
Comp. also 1 Cor. x.10. 1 Cor. xv. 8. &onecel 7§ dxreopare (where vg
(rw¢) is unnecessary), fo me as the afier birth, (late born,) namely among
the apostles; Jas. ii. 20. 26. 5 nioris yogis vav Igywy vexgd éoze NOt: with-
out works, (comp. v. 17), but without the works, produced especially by
faith. 2 Cor. i. 17. pire dga r5 énappia dxpnoduny, where irape. is used
objectively as an inherent property of human nature, as they say in Ger-
man, the avarice has dominion over him, the drunkenness conquers him;
yet 5 éxapp. here might refer to the levity with which he had been charged;
Luk. xviii. 15. sposéppor dvré zas va Bpégn, namely, which they had, their
children; John vi. 3. éviade sis v6 3pog on the mountain which was sépar
t75 Saa. near the shore, where Jesus had landed, comp. Mt. xxv. 29. also
the easy passages Mt. ii. 11. xiii. 2. John xx. 1. xxi. 20. vi. 10. Luk. v.
14. 21. 1 Cor. x. 1. Acts. ix. 2. 1 Cor. v. 9. Mr. vii. 24. John xii. 12.
xiii. 4. xviii. 15. Mt. viii. 4. (Fritzsche Quat. Ev. L. p. 307) Heb. v. 4.;
in Rom. ix. 4. it is not necessary to lay, after Fahl, an unusual stress
on the article. ‘O pyduevos is the Messiah,* 5 xpious the judgment of the
world by Messiah, Mt. xii. 41., § vopodsaia, Rom. ix. 4. the giving of the
law on mount Sinai, 5 swrypla the salvation (of the Messiah, christian),
# ypady the (holy) scripture, § newpdlwy satan, etc. 5 Zpnuos ig according to
the context sometimes the Arabian desert (Arabia Petrea) John. iii. 14.
vi. 31. Acts vii. 30. at other times the xar’ :foxny 80 called, desert of Judah
Mat. iv. 1. xi. 54. Comp. the oft-recurring doxology dvrg (xvplG, 9¢3)
% 3cta (xai v & xpdrog.) to him be the glory, viz. that which belongs to him
alone, Rom. xi. 36. xvi. 27. Ephes. iii. 21. Gal. i. 5. Phil. iv. 20. 2 Tim.
iv. 18. 1 Pet. iv. 11. (comp. Rev. iv. 11. kg, &, xVpie, raBeiy 7 qv Sckav
xai vy Topny xad Ty Svvapw,t V. 13. 5 dvdoyia xal % vupus xai 9 Soka xal 76

# See Lacke on § wgegimne, Jobn i. 21.

t Comp. Xen. Anab. 5. 6, 34. = 4y ¥uw iwirifivai, Lucian diall. deor. 15, v houxias
iy, Heliod. /Eth. 1,21, 40. Cor. xiv ydew Ixam, for which in N. T. we find only xéee
Hesm. Luk. xvii. 9. Acts ii. 47. 2 Tim. i. 3.
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xpdros eis vovs ailvas, etc. and the well known forms: ixec Jorac § xravd-
pos xai & Bpuypds vy 68évrwv Mt. viil. 12. Luk. xiii. 28. etc. there will
take place the wailing and gnashing of teeth, which they deserve.

Between soaroi and of moanoi taken absolutely (in the latter sense rare
in the N. T.) the usual distinction is made. The latter signifies, the
many (as known), either in definite contrast with a uni/y. Rom. xii. 5.
o noaros & swpa éopey (1 Cor. x. 17.), or with a single one, Rom. v. 15.
19.; or without any such contrast, the multitude, the (grcat) mass, (with
the exception of a few) Mt xxiv. 12., and hence in 2 Cor. ii. 17. the
vulgus doctor. Christ., the body of Christian teachers. Sece Schiifer
Melet. p. 3, 65. O aanos, oi dAnos, of mavres need no elucidation.

It is singular that interpreters, when they use the article in the N. T.
contrary to their custom, have mostly erred in judgment. So Kiinil
after Krause (a wretched guide, where grammatical accuracy is required)
in &y vy 2xxaqsig Acts vii. 38., when he maintains that, because of the
article, a certain assembly of people is meant. The context perhaps
would justify this meaning, but 5 exxans. only grammatically considered,
may as well signify the assembly (as Grotius and others interpret)
5%~ 9>, and the article would then be as legitimately used as in any
case. So Acts viii. 27. 5 Ienuog (6805). In 2 Thess. iii. 14. also, the inter-
preters have placed much dependence on the article in 8w r7¢ ncororss,
and therefore deny the possibility of connecting these words with the
following onuewovs6e. The omission of the article in two Codd. may per-
baps be accounted for in this way. Paul could very well say, 8« r7s
e, onuee., if he then expected an answer from the Thessalonians: de-
scribe him to me in the letter, viz. that which I expect from you, ar
which you have to write to me.*

2. In the above mentioned passages the German language also pre-
fixes the article, while it is contrary to its genius to use it in the following
places, Acts xxvi. 24. § ®foros peydry v dpwvj ipn (comp. xiv. 10. Lucian
Catapl. 11. Diod. Sic. 1, 70. 83. Polyb. 15,29.) 1 Cor. xi. 5. spops-
tsvovsa dxaraxarinre vy xepary, Rev. ii. 18.Zywr 70 v 5 6¢Sarpods adro ds
2oya nvpds.  The article is used here, because the particular head and
eyes of the person meuntioned are intended, which should be more
minutely described by means of a predicate, as if it were said, *“ with his
voice, which is strong, with his head, which is uncovered.” In the last
example we can come nearest to the Greek, «he had his eyes as fire,”
i. e. the eyes, which he had, were as fire. Rev. iv. 7. {iov Zzov 76 npéow-
nov &g avdpwnos (some Codd. leave out the article), Heb. vii. 24. axapd-
Baroy Ixse Ty iepwovymy Mr. viii. 17. Ire senwpopévgy Ixere v qv xapdiav
vpay, Mt iii. 4. fuye 76 Bvdupa adrov ano rpixdy xapdrov. Heb. v. 14. The
Greek expression is more particular than the German. Comp. as parallels
Xen. Cyrop. 5, 1. 2. époiay vais dovracs eigs Ty i0%7 0, Theophr. Char.

¢ Bengel on this passage, gives an entirely differcnt interpretation of dia =ii; imies.
onu., in which, however, the article retains its force.
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12. (19; rois vwyas peydrovs Ixwy, Eurip. Electr. 737. Thuc. 1, 23. 6, 86.
Alian. Anim. 13, 15. Diod. Sic. 1, 52. 2, 19. 54. 3, 34. 49. Lucian.
Eunuch. 11. and dial deor. 8, 1. Isocr. ep. 7. p. 1012. Polyaen. 8, 10,
1. Galen temper. 2, 6. Plat. Phedr. p. 242. B. Polyb. 3, 4.1. See
Kriiger ad Dion. Hal. p. 126. Poppo ad Thuc. III. 1. p. 115. and
about a relative use of the article, Herm. ad Sopk. Electr. 294.

3. That participles in an absolute sense, as substantives, (comp:
o repalwyy 6 Susxwy tuas Gal. 1, 23.) or resolved by ke who, have the
article, is well understood (Matth. II. 717.): 1 Cor. ix. 13. oix oidars,
67¢ du ra iega igyadopevos ix Tob irgov dodiovdiy; ol TG Svowadrrgip xgoge
edgevorres 1o voaorngiw ovppegilovras, that they, who lubour in holy
things (oi iegovgyor) etc. 2 Cor. ii. 2. xai vis lorw & evppaivey pe, dopy &
Avrovpevos If ipov; Mt. x. 20. Phil. ii. 13, On the other hand the po-
sition of the article before the participle in the following passages will be
striking, because it is contrary to the genius of our language, and seems
even to violate a logical rule: John v. 32. aanos 2ativ & paprvply mepi ipov,
Gal. i. 7. rwés duaw oi rapdssovres duds, Col. ii. 8. Baéinere py ves dpag
IoTas & ovrayoyGy, Acts ii. 47. § xipuos spogerides 7 0V g owlopévovs xad’
qpépar vf dxxanaigy 2 Cor. Xi. 4. eipiv ydp & épydpevos drrov "Ingoiw xypvosec,
etc. In the first three passages the garos and 7uwis seem to mark the
distinction indefinitely. The passage in Acts ii. 47., Stolz translates,
 The Lord added daily saved to the church,” (in the German saved is
without the article in Stolz’s translation). In those passages of John
in which ¢ pagrvedr occurs, it refers to the definite witness (God) :
there is another who bears witness to me (Doederlein ad &d. C. p.
475.) comp. John v. 45. la Gal. and Col. the oi ragdssorres and the
ovsayaysy are directly thought of as such, and the whole mode of expres-
sion is similar to the known Greek iwsiv &¢ réyovres (comp. Matth. II.
713.) Lysias pro bon. Aristoph. 57. eiow 8 vwes éu ngoavarioxovres, etc.
Lucian. Abdic. 3. qody rwes &u pavias degznv roir’ sivas voulorres, etc. In
Acts 6o gwlopevos are the particular persons, who accepted the christian
faith and were saved by it: the Lord added daily to the church, (namely)
those who (by their faith) were saved (from eternal destruction). Not dis-
similar in Plat. Menezx. p. 236. B. ir¢ péirnocey 'Adpraioc aigecodac row
teovwra, Polyaen. 5, 1. 1. Diog. L. 2, 3. 6. Demosth. adv. Nicostr. p. 723.
A. Ellendt. ad Arrian. Alez. 11. 235. Stallbaum ad Plat. rep. I1. 122.
(1 Sam. xiv. 39. Gen. x. 8. xli. 8. Zeph. iii. 13.). Finally, in 2 Cor. the
apostle contemplates the case, that a false teacher will appear; in a concrete
sense: if he who appears (he, whom 1 have definitely before my mind
as appearing among you), preaches, etc. See Matth. II. Bernhardy p.
318. On the infinitive with the article, see below, § 44.

12
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The connection in Luk. xviii. 9. stae 2pds rwvas vis @e@ofiras ¢’ Lavrois,
is easily explained. Here the zwes are some who cannot be more pre-
cisely designated, yet in of eewo9. arc characterized by a definite pro-
perty: some, and they were such as trusted, etc. Comp. Acts xix. 14.
Herm. ad Soph. R. 107. Diderlein ad (Ed. Col. p. 296.

4. In many of these passages interpreters explain § as the indefinite
article (comp. Kiihnil on Jokn xix. 32.),* which was to be found formerly
even in the Gr. writings, but which in the N. T. they reduced to the
Hebrew. But on the one hand the Hebrew article 11 is never used as a
definite article (see Ewald 568. and Simon. Lex. Heb. Winer’s ed. 239. in
opposition to Gesen. Lehrgeb. 655. who had not seen what appeared in
the New Theol. Annal. 1808. p. 220.); on the other hand it is inconceiv-
able that a language, which once possesses and fecls the definite article,
should ever use it as an indefinite. How could a rational man, instead.
of «I saw a mountain,” say *“ I saw the mountain?”’ Even children and
uneducated persons in German (in English also), use the article correct-
ly, and it would be a revolution of the laws of thought, to express as de-
Jfinite, that which is conceived indefinitely. Cases, however, where it is
indifferent whether the article be used or not, must not be confounded
with those which are here the subject of remark. The use or the omis-
sion of the article in such instances depends on the manner in which the
mind has conceived the proposition, but has no influence on the principal
idea. We must therefore distinguish between an ohjective and subjec-
tive use of the article. (Comp. Sintenis ad Plut. Themist. p. 190.)

Passages in which it is of no material importance whether the article
be prefixed or not, are Jas. ii. 26. 7o aopa ywpis mvevparos vexpdy ioruw,
the body without spirit is dead: xwpis rov avev. would be, without the
spirit, viz. that spirit which is usually connected with the human body.
Heb. v. 11. aepi ov orvs uiv & Aéyos sermo, quem instituere deberemus.
Without the article it would be a protracted discourse. One Cod. wants
the art. in this passage. Comp. Heindorf ad Plat. Protag. p. 511.—
Luke xii. 54. reads, in good Codd. srav idyre vepingy dvaréiarovoar éxo
Svopucy: the received text has 7 4v ve9.; either is admissible. With the
art. the words mean, if you see the cloud (which appears in the sky)
rising in the west, if the clouds be moving from that direction. Col. i. 16.
v avrg ixzioy 7 6 nd v 7 a, signifies the (existing) all, the whole of things;
navra would be, every thing which exists. The sense is not affected by
the article, but the two ideas differ in the conception of the mind. lan
respect to John i. 31. the judgment of Matthiii is correct. Mtt. xx. 26.
2opoy & Incovs ¥ o aprov (which was lying there, which was left), but

* Sturz Lezic. Xenoph. 111 p. 232. adduces passages from Xenoph. where the ar-
ticle must be taken for ~ic.
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Mr. xiv. 22. Luke xxii: 19. 1 Cor. xi. 23. dprov bread, or a louf (accor-
ding to the best Codd.) Comp. Mt. xii. 1. with Mr. ii. 23. Luke vi. 1.
Mt. xix. 3. with Mr. x. 2. Luke ix. 28. with Mr. ix. 2.

In the following parallel sentences the use of the article is not always
consistent, e.g. Luke xviii. 2. 76y 30y py pofoiuevor xai avdparor uz
évrpentopevos, Vo 27. za advvara sapa drdpusntocs Surard 07t nagd TG e, XX.
25. éncdors ra Kaioagos Kaioagr xai ra rov deoi 7 3:¢ (some Codd. how-
ever have vg Kais.), Luke xvii. 34. ¥sovrac 8vo i xaivys puds, ¢3s* naga-
AndSnoeTal, xal & irepog ddednoerar, 1 John iii. 18. uy dyanduey Ay undi
3 yroooy (according to the best Codd. 2 Tim. i. 10. (Rom. iii. 10. from
the Septuagint) 1 Cor. ii. 14. 15. Rom. ii. 29. vi. 19. Mt. vi. 24. xxiv. 40.
also Heb. xi. 38. See Porson ad Eurip. Phoen. p. 42. ed. Lips. Ellendt
ad Arrian. Alez. 1. p. 58. Firtsch com. de locis Lysiz. p. 49. Comp.
Plat. rep. 1. p. 332. C. Xen. /Inab. 3. 4. 7. Galen temper. 1. 4. Diog. L. 6.
1. 4. Lucian Eunuch. 6. Liban. Oratt. p. 118. I). Porphyr. Abstin. 1. 14.

On the other hand the use and the omission of the article is clear to every
one, in Luke ix. 13. odx dwoiv quiv mrecor 5 névre deror xai iydves dvw
V. 16. 2a3dv v 0 ¢ xevre agrovs xal 7 ovg dvo (xdvag, Rom. v. 7. wénes yap
Urip Suxaiov Tig dnodaveiTal, Urtip yap 7o Gy a0 TAYa Tig x0L TOMUG
dnodavecy for @ good (honest) man in civil society—for the kind, i. e. the
benefactor, whom he has, etc. Riickert has certainly misunderstood this
passage. On Mt. xxii. 28, see Fritzsche.

In a few passages, where we would say (in German) a, (in Eng. with.
out any artic. either def. or indef.) the article is used in Greek, and none -
but an attentive reader could discern that it has no force: e. g. John ii.
25. ob gpeiaw eixev iva Tis paprvpron nepl Tov Gvfpdmov, adTos ydp yiveoxey
7l 7y v 75 ovdping. Inthe Greek here, what we express generally and
abstractly, is, by a lively representation, conceived as concrete and real:
the man, with whom he had (each time) to do, who came to meet him.
No reasonable objection can be made to the use of the singular in this
case. To demand the plural, because not only one individual, but many
at the same time often came to him, is to act the pedant, and to misap-
prehend the nature of the singular. The preceding plur. oi stoarol v. 23.
is not to be taken into consideration here, because the evangelist would
express a universal proposition, not applicable only to the present case.
That the rov may be taken for rewo is certain; comp. Herm. ad Vig. p.
703., but with the above interpretation, this is unnecessary. John iii.
10. 61 e & 8uddoxaros 73 Iapann, the latest interpreters translate, ¢ Art
thou a teacher of Israel?’” taking no notice of this striking article.—
Schmieder’s interpretation (Program. in Gal. iii. 19. p. 4.) is not admis-
sible: nor can we believe that the article, which in thousands of places
in the N. T. is used correctly, is in this single passage to be translated a.
The article here is rather to be taken rhetorically: ¢ Art thou the teacher
of Israel, and knowest not these things? For the sake of contrast Jesus
calls Nicodemus, not 8.5agx. but 75 v 8:8a0x. See Fritzsche ad Mr. 613.
Comp. Plat. Crito. p- 51. AL xai ob @raees vorTa nordy Sixaia npdrTewy, § Ty
danbela 77¢ dperng exeuerduevos, and Mr. xiv. 18. Valckener ad Eurip.

* This supports my intcrpretation of Gal. iii. 20. where I am charged with taking
o for 4.
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Phen. p. 552. Stallbaum ad Plat. Euthyphr. p.12. See Liicke on this
passage, in respect to a recently proposed interpretation.

Notk 1. In some few cases the use or the omission of the article in-
dicates the individual style of the different authors. Gersdorf in Sprach-
characteristick 1. Thl. p. 39. 272. has proved that the four Evangelists
write almost uniformly & Xpwovos, the expected Messiah, like & épxopevos;
but Paul and Peter Xpeovos, because with them the word had become more
of a proper name. In the epistles of the two latter however, those cases
must be excepted, where the preceding noun, on which Xpwsros depends,
or a pronoun following, which relates to Xpusros (2 Cor. iv. 4. Col. iv. 3.
Rom. vii. 4. 1 Cor. i. 17.) takes the article; e. g. 2 Thess. iii. 5. eis 7ny
$mopoviy 75 Xpiori, and especially the well known and established formu-
la 7o évayyéaior vou xpLoTd.

Notr 2. In respect to the article the manuscripts vary much (espe-
cially in John, see Eichh. Einleit. 11. 275.), particularly in passages
where its use or omission is a matter of indifference: and here the critic
must be guided more by the value of the Codd. than by a supposed man-
ner of the individual authors; e. g. Mtt. iv. 4. some Codd. read ovx ex’
dgrw péve Lroerar § avdgusos, others dvdgwros. Both are correct according
to the sense. The latter means, ¢ by bread alone no man lives.” Comp.
Mtt. xiii. 22. Luke viii. 14. Mt. xii. 1. ordzvas, Mr. iii. 28. graspnuia
(where &c praogru. is to be preferred), vi. 17. v guaaxy (better than & vy
pvraxp), iX. 38. Tadewns (better than § "lwdy.), X. 2. ®agisacor, X. 46. viog,
Xi. 4. xnaroy, Xii. 33. Svsiaw, Xiv. 33. “IdxwBor, 60. s pécor, Luke ii. 12. &y
parvy, iV. 9. & vids, iV. 29. iwg dopevog Tov ogovs, iv. 38. nevdeca rov Tipwvos,
vi. 85. idiozov, Mr. xv. 12. 6y aéyere Baoiria 7av Tovdaiwy, X. 33. rois yeap-
parevos, Vi. 8. eis 63y (more correctly zqv ¢36v), Gal. iv. 24. and others.

The editors of the N. T. hitherto have not paid sufficient attention to
such passages, only pointing out the variations.

Note 8. The indcfinite article, in some passages, is denoted by the
numeral ¢i;, as among the later Greeks.* Mt. viii. 19. ngoserddr dss
yeauparevs, etc. John vi. 9. fore addgior & G8e Mt. xxi. 19. Rev. viii. 13.
but Mr. xiv. 47. is iis rav agearnzérov as in the Latin: unus adstantivm.
Conip. Lucian. dial. mort. 3. 1. Herodian. 7. 5. 10. AEschin. dial. 2. 2.}
and Jas. iv. 13. in Zavrov &va the numeral retains its signification, still
more in Rom. ix. 10. and 2 Cor. xi. 2. also John vii. 21. comp. Boisson-
nade ad Eunap. 345. Ast. ad Plat. Legg. 219. Jacobs ad Achill. Tat.
p. 898. Schiifer ad Long. 899.f Els 7is unus aliquis are sometimes

* So also the Heb. 7R See Gesen. Lekrgeb. p. 655. This use of sl; depends on
the above mentioned pcculiarity of the later language, for the purposc of more em-
phatic expression,

t Ti¢ rav wagszrax. might be taken as equivalent to the Latin suorum aliquis.
Comp. Luk. vii. 36. xi. 1.

t Bretschneider refers to this rule, 1 Tim. iii. 2. 12. Tit. i. 6. pidc yrvaxdc awg: he
slall be a man of a wife, or a husband. But indcpendcntly of the fact that 1 Tim.
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connected together, Mr. xiv. 51. (partitive Mr. xiv. 47. John xi. 49.)
See Heindorf ad Plat. Soph. 42. Ast. ad Plut. Polit. 532. and ad Plat.
Legg. p. 50. Boisson. ad Marin. p. 125. -

5. The noun which is rendered definite by the use of the article, may
be the predicate as well as the subject of a sentence, although more
frequently the latter. In the N. T. however, the predicate is found
oftener with the article, than is usually supposed.* We remark the
following passages: Mr. vi. 3. duy Surds dorww & vixrwy is this not the
(known) carpenter? vii. 15. ¢xeivd iaze va xowoivra rov av3¢onoy that is it,
that the man, etc. xii. 7. $vrés iozww & xAngovopog, Xiil. 11, od yde igre
duecs S rarovwres, Mt. xXxvi. 26. 28. zov7d Za7e 7o GGG pov, TOVTS oTe 7o
dia pov, John iv. 42. o¥rds forv 6 gwrie Toi xdopov, 1 Cor. x. 4. 7 O
nérga v & Xeiordg, Xi. 3. savrog dvdeds 7 xepary & Xewords éore, XV. 56, 7
Svvapes 75 duagriag & vdpog, 2 Cor. iil. 17. § xV¢e0s 70 svevud éorwy, 1 John
ili. 4. 5 duagria loviv 4 dvopia, Phil. ii. 13. § 3eds corew & éveeyov, Ephes.
il. 14. adros yde darwy o eignvn quov.  Comp. Mat. v. 13. vi. 22. xvi. 16.
Phil. iii. 3. 19. Ephes. i. 23. ii. 14. 15. 1 Cor. xi. 3. 2 Cor. iii. 2. Rev.
i. 17. ii. 23. iii. 17. xviii. 23. xix. 10. xx. 14. Tit. iii. 8. 2 Pet. i. 17.
Acts iv. 11. vii. 32. viii. 10. 37. ix. 21. 22. xxi. 28. 38. 1 Joha iv. 15.
v. 1. 6. 7. Jud. 19. John i. 4. 8. 19. 25. 33. 34. 50. iv. 29. v. 35. 39.
vi. 14. 50. 51. 58. 63. 69. vii. 26. 41. viii. 12. 18. ix. 8. 19. 20. x. 7.
14. 24. xi. 25. 27. xiv. 6. 21. xv. 1. 5. xviii. 33. Mr. viii. 29. ix. 7. xv.
2. The Codd. vacillate more or less in the passages Rev. iv. 5. v. 8. 8.
Acts iii. 25. 1 Joha ii. 22. 1 Cor. xv. 28. John i. 21. Once are nouns
with and without the article connected in the predicate John viii. 44. 57,
Yevorng dovi zai § narng durod (Yevdovs) he is a liar and the father of lies.
The article before the predicate is also found frequently in Greek writers,
comp. Xen. Mem.1,3.2.3,1.8.3,10.1. 3, 14. 7. 4, 5. 7.; see Schiifer ud
Demosth. 111. 280. IV. 85. Matth. II. 706. (see subj. and predicate at
the same time without the article, in Mt. xx. 16. xxii. 14. Comp. ZElian.
Anim. 3, 24. aivia rovruy Piois dyady, Jamblich. protrept. 9. p. 139.)

jii. 4. does not clearly prove the requisition of the Apostle to be that only married
men should hold offices in the Church, no reflecting writer could usc s for the indef.
artic. where the meaning would be equivocal; as we write and speak to be understood.
There came @ man implics at the same time numerical unity, and every one under
aliquis homo, conceives also of unus homo; but wiay ywaixa ixsv cannot stand for
ywaixa ixsw a8 we may have a plurality of wives (at the same time or in succession),
and consequently cvery one connects the idea of numerical unity with glar. More-
over no one would say a bishop shall be the husband of one wife, instcad of @ husband,
or married man.

* John iv. 37.dv Toirw § Aoyee Eomiy § 2Anduvd;, 57, ete. the adjcctive is not a predicate,
bat an epithet: in co incst (locum habet) vox illa vera, (that true saying).
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Heuce it is perceived that the oft repeated rule, « the subject of a sen-
tence may be known by having the article prefixed, is incorrect, as Glass
and Rambach (Insit. herm. p. 446.) had discovered. Comp. Jen. Lit.
Zeitung, 834. No. 207.

6. The use of the article, where an appellative name becomes the
predicate, is worthy of special notice. (Matth. II. 714. Schiifer ad
Demosth. IV. 365. Rev. vi. 8. § xod7uevos intdvw duror, dvopa dvrg & Sdvas
vog, Vili. 11. xad 76 Svopa rob dorigos aéyerac & adurdos (here, However, the
Codd. vary), xix. 13. xareiras 76 ovoua dvrov 6 royos Tob 3z0v. So even in
the accusative. Comp. Xen. Cyrop. 3, 3. 4. dvaxarolvrss vov svsgyirny
7ov dvdea 7oy dyadoy, Anab. 6,6. 7. enteyeigovos Barreey vov Aekintnov, dra-
xarovvres T ov ngodoryy, (see Mt. ii. 23. John i. 43. etc.) In these pas.
sages it is intended to be expressed that § aoyos 7. 6., 6 3drarog, etc. as a
definite predicate, belongs to the individual specified, and to no other. It
must not be rendered, ¢ His name is death,” as this would allow the
application of the name death to others also, but ¢ His name (alone) is
the death.” (In the German, the article is expressive, and denotes the
distinction indicated in our language by * alone.” Trs.)

7. In respect to geographical names, the following remarks may be
made, obscrving by the way that when several are connected together,
the last dispenses with the article.  («) Names of countrics and rivers
take the article more frequently thun those of cities. The following,
seldom if ever occur without the article: ’lovdoia, "Axaia, 'Iogddrys,
’Irarla, Taroa e, Bdvwia, Mvoia, Tararia (see 2 Tim. iv. 10.), Acia Q1
Pet.i. 1. Aects. vi. 9.), Zapdga (Luk. xvii. 11.), Svela (Acts xxi. 3.)
Ounly Aiyvrros always wants the article, and in Maxsdovia the practice
varies. (b) Names of cities very seldom take the article, if dependent
on prepositions, (Locella ad Xen. Ephes. p. 223. 242.) particularly on é»,
é, iz Comp. Adpacxos, “Iegovoorsu, Tdeass, “Epsoos, Avridyeia, Kanee-
vaoiu in the Concordance. Only Tvgos and ‘Puuy vary very remarkably.
(¢) It may be observed that a gcographical name, when it first occurs, is
without the article, but on being repeated, takes it. Acts. xvii. 15. iwg
’Adqviy the first time, then xvii. 16. xviii. 1. with the article, Acts xvii.
10. &5 Bégowav, Xvii. 13, & 5 Bie. Acts xvi. 4. 8la3as eis Maxedovia,
six times with the article (only Acts xx. 3. without it), Acts xx. 15. -
Souey e0s Mirnrow, XX. 17, dno 775 Mogrov.

8. The use of the article with names of persons (Bernhardy 317.) can
scarcely be reduced to rule. By a comparison of several passages, we
shall be convinced that writers vary at discretion, and that the observa.
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tion (comp. Herm. pref. ad Iphig. Aul. p. 16.) that proper names when
first introduced are without the article, but afterwards tuke it, is of no
very general application. Comp. Acts viii. 1. with 3. and ix. 8. Acts vi.
8. comp. v. 9. Acts viii. 5. comp. v. 6. 12. 29. 35. John xviii. 2. comp. .
vers. 5.15. 16. The same is true of the remark (Thilo Apocr. I. p. 163.)
that proper names in the nominative are usually without the article, but
in the oblique cases have it.* The authority of the best manuscripts
must determine whether the article is proper or not.t Proper names,
limited by names of kindred or of office, usually want the article: Gal.
1. 19. *TdxwBoy vdy a8erpov rob xvgiov, Mt. X. 4. "Tovdas & "Toxaguirns, Mt.
ii. 3. 4. 21. Mr. x. 47. Rom. xvi. 7. Acts. i. 13. xviii. 8. 17. So often
in Pausan. e. g. 3, 9. 1. 2,1.1. 7,18. 6. For the sake of perspicuity,
the article seems to be especially necessary in names of persons which *
are indeclinable, where the case is not known by means of a preposition,
or of some appended name of office etc. Mr. xv. 45. Mt. i. 18. xxii.
42. Acts vii. 8. Rom. ix. 13. Luk. ii. 16. (On the contrary John iv.-5.
Mr. xi. 10. Luk. i. 32. Acts ii. 29. vii. 14. xiii. 22. Heb. iv. 7. Inthe
genealogical register Mt. i. Luk. iii,, this is observed throughout; but
also in declinable proper names. In respect to proper names the Codd.
also vary. ' '

It may here be remarked that the proper name ’Iovda, when the name
of the country, isnever written 5 "Iovda, v7s Iov. etc. but always 5 y7 'Iovsa
1 Kings xii. 32. 2 Kings xxiv. 2. or as in 2 Chron. xvii. 19. 5 'Iovdaia.
Therefore the conjecture of ryqs Iovda in Mt. ii. 6. is without any
probability.

9. Nouns with oiros and Zxecvo, as they are rendered definite by these
probouns, always take the article in the N. T.: for instance when the
demonstr. pronoun becomes an adjective to the substantive. Otherwise
Rom. ix. 8. ravra réxva 7ob Jeov thesc are children of God, where raira
is the subject, but réxva the predicate. Comp. Gal. iii. 7. (iv. 24.), 1
Thess. iv. 3. Luk.i. 36. xxi. 22. John iv. 18. 54. and Lys. caed. Eratosth.
6. syovuevos vairqy (hoc, sc. quod nobis genitus sit infans), suxaidryra
keyiarny eivar, Isocr. Aigin. p. 385. Heliod. JEth. 1,22. Lucian. Asin.
13. Plat. Apol. p. 18. A. Xen. Cyrop. 1, 5. 3. Plat. Men. p. 75. B.
Gorg. 510. D. Arrian. Alex. 5. 6. 9. Fritzsche ad Mt. p. 663. Schifer
ad Plutarch IV. p. 377. But that, in this construction, the article can-

# Comp. especially the variation in the word Mmagao in the Acts.
t+ We may satisfy ourselves that the superscriptions of epistles are without the
article, by referring to Diog. Laert. 3, 15. 8, 1. 26. 4, 4.9, 1.9. Plut. Apophth. Lac.

p. 191. Comp. 2 John. i. 1. Pet. i. 1. R
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not stand before the predicate (Bremi ad Lys. p. 436.) is too confidently
affirmed, since it depends on the manner in which the mind conceives of
the predicate. Comp. Blume Animadvss. ad Poppo de locis Thuc. ju-
dicia (Stralsund 1825. 4to.) p. 4. not., Engelhardt ad Plut. Lachet. § 1.
Stallbaum ad Plat. Phed. p. 149.

In one case, where oiros is a real adjective, some Codd. omit the
article, viz. Luk. vii. 44. gaénecs ravrny yvraiza (see Greisbach Symbol.
Crit. 1. p. 118.) Comp. in the text of the Byzantine Malchi hist. p. 246.
ed. Bonn. zavry néne, Menandri hist. p. 369. xard ravryy dtiav. But
perhaps Luke wrote ravrny 79v yvv., as the article might easily have been
dropped. Where the pronoun is used adjectively with proper names, the
latter take the article. Heb. vii. 1. Actsi. 11. xix. 26. Comp. Acts ii.

32. xiii. 17,

" The judgment of Gersdorf I. 447. about zaiza ndvra, and rdvra ravra
is singularly strange. Which of the two forms shall be adopted the
sense must determine: ravra ndvrae means, these all, or altogether, so that
ndvra i8 more nearly related to the verb; ndvra ravva is all these, giving
more prominency to the totality. On the authority of the manuscripts
the former is established in most cases; but for xdvra ratza in Mtt. xxiii.
86. xxiv. 2. Mr. xiii. 4. 1 Cor. x. 11. Luke xxi. 36. are very respecta-
ble Codd.; and in some of these passages it ought to be received, although
there will always be difference of opinion about it.

10. In relation to nds, mdvres with nouns having the article, it may be
remarked: (a) In the singular, the substantive to which nas belongs has
the article, when the advective expresses the totality of the particular
object of thought, and ‘is translated by whole, e. g. xasa 5 nones Mt. viii.
84. Sonopdw #v ndon vy doky in all (his) glory, Mt. vi. 29. viii. 32. xxi. 10.
Mr. iv. 1. Luke ii. 1. John viii. 2. (See Gersdorf p. 880.) Where,
however, xds signifies one object out of the whole class, and is translated
by each or every, the noun does not take the article, as among the Gr.
Writers: e. g. mas dvd¢wmos, naosa néreg Mt. iii. 10. xiii. 47. Luke iii. 5.
John ii. 10. Acts iii. 23. and others. (See Gersdorf p. 374.)

The following passages cannot be considered exceptions: Mt. ii. 3. zal
ndoa ‘legosirvua per’ durod ({ragdxdn); for ‘I:¢. as a noun does not want
the article (some authorities have wdoa 5 'Ie¢.); Acts ii. 36. xas oixos Togara.
(1 Sam. vii. 2. 3. Neh. iv. 16.) the whole kouse of Israel, where oixog
"Isgaya, according to the style of the N. T. has taken the nature of a pro-
- per name (rds 'log. all Israel), and therefore stands sometimes in the Sep-
tuag. without the article, as Judith viii. 6.; Jas. i. 2. xdsa za¢d all joy (as
ntaoa arndela among the Greeks, comp. 2 Cor. xii. 12. and Wahl I1. 275.
Robinson’s Gr.and Eng. Lex. p. 633.); to this may also be referred Acts
xxiii. 1. 3.; 1 Pet. i. 15. iv ndsy dvasreopy can be interpreted with Semler:
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in omni vite humans modo.—Much less is the construction of the participle
with sds & to be regarded as an exception, since nas & o¢youevos Mt. v.
22. is equivalent to xas Goveg é¢yileras, and the article indicates that
the participle is to be used substantively: while was o¢yl. would mean,
every one being angry (comp. 1 Cor. xi. 4.). Participles connected with
nag in such a sense, in the N. T., as well as in the Greek writers, have
the article. Comp. Luke vi. 47. xi. 10. xviii. 14. John iii.-20. vi. 40.
xv. 2. xvi. 2. Rom. ix. 83. 1 Cor. ix. 25. Gal. iii. 18. 1 Thess. i. 7.
2 Tim. ii. 19. 1 Joha ii. 23.

The received text in Luke xi. 4. has wovei éperovrs, but it certainly
ought to be st. =G 6pec. see Gersdorf p. 393.; unless we translate, every
one, if he injure us.

Some, as Wabhl in his Clavis, incorrectly teach, that ~xa¢ with a noun
which has the article, must som :times be translated by various, different.
(Comp. Schweighaiiser Lezic. Polyb. p. 457.), e. g. Mt. ix. 35. megunyer
6 'Ino. vdg norees ndoag, he went through different cities, Acts x. 12. xdvra
76 rergdnoda vy yis, various quadrupeds of the earth.: The article will '
. not allow this translation: and the Hebrew also in ‘7|'), when it has this

sense, always omits the article.

When nas qualifies a noun limited by the article, it stands, with few
exceptions, before the article: nav 4 f9vo5, was & dvogwnos. Except Gal.
V. 14. & nds vopuos and (which Gersdorf p. 381. has overlooked) Acts xx.
18. 7ov ndvra zgovor. 1 Tim. i. 16. 74y ndoaw paxgobvuia. Comp. Hero-
dian. 1. 14. 10. Stallbaum ad Phileb. p. 48.

(5) In the plural, nouns qualified by xdvres, ndoas, elc. usyally take the
article, in the N. T. when the noun denotes a class of things, or a num-
ber supposed to be known to the reader, as Rom. i. 5. iy naoe zois Bveg
Mt. xiii. 32. ii. 16. wdvras vois macdag, all the children (of the city of
Bethlehem), iv. 24. ndvras 7ois xaxis Izovras, all the sick (whom they
had), ix. 35. xi. 18. xii. 23. xxi. 12. Mr. v. 12. Rom. i. 5. xv. 11. Col.
i.4. 2 Cor. i. 1. viii. 18. Ephes. i. 15. iii. 18. Phil. iv. 22. 2 Pet. iii. 16.,
hence where a limiting genit. follows, Mt. ii. 16, xxiv. 80. Luke i. 76.
xii. 18. xxiii. 49. 1 Cor. xiii. 3. 1 Thess. iii. 13. Col. ii. 3.

On the other hand, the article is wanting where a plurality is expressed,
embracing all the individuals, Rom. v. 12. xdvres avdewnos, all men (all
who belong to the gender of men), comp. V. 18. (Demosth. ¢. Callicl.
p- 734. B.) 1 Cor. vii. 7. 1 Thess. ii. 15. Acts xxii. 15. Gal. vi. 6. iy
ndow dyadocs in good of any kind (bonis quibuscunque), 1 Tim. ii. 4.
1 Thess. ii. 15. Acts xxii. 15. Tit. iii. 2. or where the noun is a proper
name, Acts xvii. 21. "Adraios wdvres. In Luke xiii. 4. also rdvras dvoes-
novs i zarouxoivras, according to § 18. 4. might be deemed correct, if

13
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the better Codd. had not the article. But it is strange (Gersdorf p. 389.)
to consider the position of the article a peculiarity of a single writer!

In a construction such as Acts viii. 40. 3ugxdpevos evpyyerilero, ras
foress ndoas, it is manifest that the last word belongs properly to the pre-
dicate (verb); comp. xvi. 26. 1 Cor. x. 1. xv. 7. xvi. 20. Xen. Hell. 2. 3.
40. Thuc. 7. 60. Matth. II. 726. Where ndyr.s belongs to the subject,
the construction sdyzeg &« dvf¢wros is the usual one: yet in Acts xxvii. 37.
we find quev &v 7 mA0g 6o waoas Juya, we were, all the souls.

11. O airos, signifies the same, e. g. Luke vi. 88. £ avr§ uéree Rom. ix.
21. Phil. i. 30. and then the article is never omitted in the N. T.*, Ephes.
iv. 10. dvrog means he. On the other hand, where dvrag ipse is placed before
a substantive, the latter (as it is definitely conceived) has always the arti-
~clein the N.T.: John xvi. 27. adros & warge, Rom. viii. 26. asrd o
svevpa, 1 Cor. xv. 28. airds § uds, 2 Cor. xi. 14, avrds 6 saravas 1 Thess.
iv. 16, avros & xvgos Rev. xxi. 3. adros & eés (Luke xx. 42. is not
a real exception, as here a proper name follows, Giller ad Thuc. 1. 237.
Bornemann Luc. p. 158. see Xen. Anab. 2. 1. 5.). About Mr. xvi. 14.
see Fritzsche. Among the Greek writers the article is frequently omit-
ted in this construction. See Kriiger ad Dion. Hal. p. 454. Bornemann
ad Xen. Anab. p. 61. Poppo. ind. ad. Cyrop. comp. Xen. Cyr. 5, 2. 29,
1, 4. 7. Diog. Laert. 9, 7. 6.

The article is never found connected with ixasros, which is not often
used adjectively in the N, T. (Orelli ad Isocr. Antid. p. 255.) Luke vi.
44. ixacrov Sivdcor, John xix. 23. ixdore orgariiry, Heb. iii. 18, zag’
ixdorny huécav (Isocr. Paneg. 22.). In the Greek writers it occurs fre-
quently. Comp. Poppo ad Xen. Cyrop. 1, 2. 5. Bornemann ad Xen.
Anab. p. 69. Stallbaum ad Phileb. p. 93.

Nouns connected with rowvros take the article, where a certain such
a one (who has been mentioned before) is meant, 2 Cor. xii. 2. 3. ola
dvd¢enoy iy Xewrg —— agnayévra tov rowvroy —— xai ocda 7oy Totovvoy
dv3¢wnov, Mr. 1X. 87. a5 2dv & riw rorovrwy stardiwy Séiknrar verse 36.; on the
other hand Mt. ix. 8. ifovaiav rorovryy, such a power, Mr. iv. 33. vi. 2,
Acts xvi. 24. 1 Cor. xi. 16. Heb. xiii. 16. Comp. Schiifer ad Demosth,
HI. p- 136. Engelhardt ad Plat. Lach. p. 14. Schneider ad Plat. civ.

. ps L.

* As occasionally in Gr. writers. See Wex ad Soph. Antig. IL. 226. especially in
the later (Byzant.) prose writers. See Index. ad Agath. ed. Bonn. p. 411.
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§ 18. Omission of the Article with Nouns.
1. In some cases, not only in the N. T. but also in the best Gr. writers,
the article is wanting to appellatives, which, because definitely conceived,
ought to have it. See Schiifer Melet. p. 4. This, however, is the case
only when the omission occasions no obscurity in the subject, nor leaves
the reader in doubt whether the word is to be taken definitely or indefi-
nitely. (a) In words denoting an object of which but one exists, and
which therefore are nearly assimilated to proper names; as saco5, which
occurs almost as often as ¢ s, and 4y not seldom for % y7 (earth).
Hence the abstract nouns of the virtues and vices,* as deer, swipgoovvn,
xaxia (see Schiifer ad Demos. 1. p. 329. Bornemann ad Xen. Conviv. p.
52.) and the names of the members of the animal body are very often
without the article (Held ad Plut. £m. Paul. p. 248.). This is the
case also with many other appellatives, where there can be no doubt as
to what object is intended; although it is more frequent with poets than
prose writers (Schiifer ad Demos. I. 329.): e. g. néneg, dorv (Schiifer ad
Plut. p. 416. Poppo ad Thuc. IIL., I. p. 111.) dyeds (Schiifer ad
Soph. (Ed. Tyr. 630.), even marge, pnrne (Schifer Mel. 1. c. and
ad Demosth. 1. p. 328. ad Eurip. Hec. p. 121. ad Plutarch 1. c.
Stallbaum ad Plat. Crit. p. 134.). The following passages may be re-
ferred to for instances of abstract nouns:t Suxatosvvy Mt. v. 10. Acts x.
35. Rom. viii. 10. Heb. xi. 33, aydinn John v. 42. Gal. v. 6. 2 Cor. ii.
8., niaris Acts vi. 5. Rom. i. 5. iii. 28. 2 Cor. v. 7. 1 Thess. v. 8., xax(a
1 Cor.v. 8. Eph. iv. 31. Jas. i. 22., mrcovstia 1 Thess. ii. 5. 2 Pet. ii. 3.,
apagria Gal. ii. 17. 1 Pet. iv. 1. Rom. iii. 9. vi. 14. comp. 1 Tim. vi. 11.
Col. iii. 8. etc.; also srcog, y9, 65, teoswron, vouos, and many others, at least
when, with prepositions, they have become common formulas (Kluit [,
p- 377. Heindorf ad Plat. Gorg. p. 265.). They are arranged below
according to the most approved readings.

"Haws Mt. xiii. 6. Mr. iv. 6. (Xen. Anab. 1, 10. 15. AEschin. Dial. 3.
17. Elian. v. hist. 4. 1. Polyan. 6. 5. comp. Held ad Plut. Timol. p.
467.), especially if, connected as a genitive with another noun, it ex-
press one idea, as dvarory aiov sunrise Rev. vii. 2. xvi. 12. (Herodot. 4.

# Hecre are also to be referred the names of scicnces and arts, as {xwixs (see Jacob
ad Lucian. Tozar. p.98.), of dignitics and offices (see Schafer Appar.ad Demos. II.
p- 112. Held ad Plut. m. Paul. p. 138.), and of corporatians (ibid. p. 238.).

t It is an assertion not capable of proof on any rational grounds (Harless on
Ephes. p. 320.), that the article is omitted before abstract nouns, only when they de-
note virtues, vices, &c. as attributes of a subject.
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8.) pas yniov sunlight, Rev. xxii. 5. 8d¢a fiov sunshine, déta serqpns 1 Cor.
xv. 41. or where the sun is named in connection with the moon, Luke
xxi. 25. ¥orac onpeca &v Algp xal cerrvy xal dargois in sun, moon and stars,
Acts xxvii. 20. .

r5 2 Pet. iii. 5. 10. Acts xvii. 24. ¢x¢ y7s Mt. xxviii. 18. Luke ii. 14.
(Heb. viii. 4. dx" axgov y7s Mr. xiii. 27. Comp. Jacobs ad Philoctr.
Imag. p. 226. Ellendt ad Arrian. Alex. 1. p. 91. Stallbaum ad Plat.
Gorg. p. 257. But this word usually takes the article.

’Ovgavcs, ovgavos do not take the article (a) in the Evangelists, in the for-
mula #v dvear, év ovgarois, i§ dueavdy, é§ dvgavov: but comp. Mt. vi. 1. 9.
xvi. 19. Mr. xii. 25. Luke vi. 23. and John, with the exception of i. 32.
writes always ¢x rob dvgavos : (b) in Paul the article is more frequently
omitted than used, even 2 Cor. xii. 2. iws 7¢irdv ov¢aros, and Peter has
ovgavol even in nom. 2 Pet. iii. 5. 12.; (r) in Rev. the article occurs
without exception, only in vi. 14. the manuscripts vacillate.

@dxradaa, €. g- Acts X. 6. 32. raca ddragsav, Luke xxi. 25. grobons da-
Adaans xai gdrov, comp. Diod. Sic. 1, 32. Xen. Ephes. 5., 10. Arrian. Alex.
2. 1. 6. Held in Act. Philol. Monac. Il. p. 182. Even Acts vii. 36. i
ievdeq dardooy (Heb. xi. 29. has the article.).

MeonuBeia in the formula xara peanueiav towards south, Acts viii. 26.
negi peonupPelov Xxii. 6. comp. Xen. Anab. 1. 7. 6. neos peonupelor. So
also dan’ dvaronys Rev. xxi. 13. seos vérov, Diod. Sic. 3. 27. 48. neos
ionigar Diod. Sic. 3. 27. sgos exvov Strabo 16. p. 749. 715. 719. simi-
lar to: towards west, etc.

Nit Mt. xxv. 8. pions swxrés about midnight, on the other hand Acts
xxvii. 27. xard pésov 77 wvxrds (comp. Arrian. Alezx. 1. 20. 10. dup
péoas vixros Heliod. Z'th. 10. 6. 8 ndons vvxros through the whole night).

’Ayogd (comp. Bremi ad Lys. p. 9.) Mr. vii. 4. xai dnd dyoeds, iav pg
Banriduvras, ovx icdiovee. As in the Greek writers after Herod. 7, 223.
3, 104. Aschin. Agor. 2. Dion. Hal. tom. iv. 2117, 6. 2230, 2. Lucian.
Eunuch. 1, especially in the formula saySobons dyocas Xen. Mem. 1, 1.
10. Anab. 1, 8. 1. Herod. 4, 181. AElian. V. H. 12. 30. Diod. Sic. 13, 48.

*Aygds Mr. xv. 21. dyyagevovol rwa Tiuwva s¢xopevor dn’ dyeov (comp.
Luke xxiii. 26.) Luke xv. 25.; here is not meant from a certain field (dxo
0v dygov), but expressed generally, from the country, in distinction from the
city. So eis dyeov Mr. xvi. 12, and év dye¢ Luke xv. 25. (it dy¢ov
Lysias ced. Eratosth. 11. iv éyes 20.).

©:05 occurs often (comp. Herm. ad Aristoph. Nub. V. 116. Bornemann
ad Xen. Conviv. p. 141. Jacob. ad Lucian. Toxar. p. 121.) and most
frequently in the epistles without the article, especially where it depends
as a genitive on another noun which has no article. Luk. iii. 2. Rom.
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iti. 5. 18. viii. 9. xv. 7. 8. 32. 1 Cor. iii. 16. xi. 7. 2 Cor. i. 12. viii. 5.
1 Thess. ii. 13. jn the formulas 3¢o5 nars¢ 1 Cor. i. 3. 2 Cor. i. 2. Gal.
i. 1. Phil. i. 2. ii. 10. 1 Pet. i. 2. vioc Or zéxva deov Mt. v. 9. Rom. viii.
14. Gal. iii. 26. Phil. ii. 15. 1 John iii. 1. 2. Rom. viii. 16. (where
these nouns occur also without the article), 8:00 3érovros Acts xviii. 21.
(comp. 7y e5¢ 3éay Xen. Cyrop. 5, 4. 21., 5y 305 Sensjoy 7, 1. 0.), in con-
nection with prepositions éné ¢ov Johniiii. 2. xvi. 30. Rom. xiii. 1. 1 Cor.
i. 80. vi. 19., & 3¢¢ John iii. 21. Rom. ii. 17., ix 300 Acts v. 39. 2 Cor.
v. 1. Phil. iii. 9., zara d:ov Rom. viii. 27., éx6 deov 1 Thess. i. 4., also
with adj. 1 Thess. i. 9. 3:¢ 2avre xai dandwd Rom. ix. 26. (John i. 1. Seos
s & Aéyos Lhe article could not have been omitted, if John would denote
the agyos as § 3¢5, for in this connection deos alone was doubtful. But
that John intentionally wrote 3«5, the directly antithetic sentence r¢os
75y dedy vers. 1. 2. shows, as well as the entire characteristics of the aéyog).

Ivedpa dytor, seldom svespa deov Acts viii. 15. Rom. viii. 9. 14. 1 Cor.
xii. 3., if ¢6 mvedpa Gywow be not taken objectively (the holy spirit,
who is but one), but nveiua dyiov subjectively a holy spirit, i. e. a partici-
pation of the holy spirit. Hsedpa dyov is however, almost to be con-
sidered as a proper name,

Nars¢ John i. 14. uovoyevois taga areds and in the formula $sos narrg
(7uav) 5 prrne only in the formula ix xoiias pgreds Mt. xix. 12. Acts
xiv. 8. Gal. i. 15.

'Asre (husband) 1 Tim. ii. 12. ywouxi Sddoxery dux énirginw, ovdi
8vdevreiv dvd¢és; Luk. xvi. 18. does not belong here exactly: mas
daoriwy THY yuvaixa adTov — = — nds 6 Grokervuivy Grodv Sgos
yousr, although qum the first time takes the article; for the last words
must be translated: ke who marries one who is dismissed by her husband.
In Ephes. v. 23. approved Codd. omit the article. On passages which
contain an enumeration, as Mt. xix. 29. (Luk. xiv. 26.) comp. Held ad
Plut. Zm. Paul. p. 261.

T¢gsawmnov, €. g. Luk. v. 12. steady éni ngdounoy xvii. 16. Acts xxv. 16.
1 Cor. xiv. 25. Comp. Heliodor. /Eth. 7, 8. pinree iavror ini ngdownor,
Achill. Tat. 3, 1. Eustath. amor. Ismen. 7. p. 286. (Heliod. /Eth. 1,186.)

'O¢3aruds in formulas like &y opdarpors nucy Mt. xxi. 42. xar’ $pdar-
povs Gal. iii. 1. dnd 6pdarpdy Luk. xix. 42.(var.) Comp. Herod. 1, 120.
5, 106. Diod. Sic. 13, 16. 14, 51. Polyb. 3, 108.

'Exxanoia 3 John vi. & Zuagvignady oo vfj dydry dvinior dxxanoias;
comp. Heb. ii. 12. (1 Cor. xiv. 4. 19. 85. iv ixxrqoia, like &v oixw at the
house, at home).

Aeinvor John xXiii. 2. 3elnvov yevopivov when the meal was prepared.
Comp. Jacobs ad Achill. Tat. p. 490. Bornemann ad Xen. Conviv. p.
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57. (whose quotations however are not always appropriate.) Schuoeider
ad Xen. Cyrop. 2, 3. 21. '

@dvaros Mt. xxvi. 38. iwg davdrov Phil. ii. 8. 30. péizec Savdrov Jas. v.
20. ix Savdrov, Luk. ii. 26. uy idecy Jdvaror, Rom. i. 32. dtio avdron, 2
Cor. iv. 11. ¢is 6dvaror nagadidouca. Comp. Athen L. p. 170. uize: davd-
vov, Himer. 21. us¢vd 3dvarov, Dion. Hal. 1V. 2112. 2242.

@vea in plural ini 3icas ante fores Mt. xxiv. 33. Mr. xiii. 29. Comp.
Plutarch ZT'hemist. 29. Aristid. Orat. Plat. I. Tom. II. p. 43. (in the
singular ixc 7§ Svgq Acts v. 9.) See Sintenis ad Plutarch Them. p. 181.

Népog of the Mosaic law Rom. ii. 12. 23. iii. 31. iv. 13. 14. 15. v. 13.
20. vii. 1. x. 4. xiii. 8. 1 Cor. ix. 20. Gal. ii. 21. iii. 11. 18. 21. iv.
6. Phil. iii. 6. etc. always so in the genitive, where the principal noun
has no article (¥¢ya »éuov). (In the Evangelists, except Luk. ii. 23. 24.,
where however a qualifying genitive follows, always é véuog).

Nexgoi the dead always (with the exception of Ephes. v. 14.) in the
formula 2yelgew, dyelgeodne, avaorivar éx vexeoy Mt. xvii. 9. Mr. vi. 14.
16. ix. 9. 10. xii. 25. Luk. ix. 7. xvi. 31. xxiv. 46. John ii. 22. xii. 1.
9. 17. xx. 9. xxi. 14. Acts iii. 15. iv. 2. x. 41. xiii. 30. xxvi. 23. Rom.
i. 4.iv. 24.; there is bnt one variation in Cgl. ii. 12. 1 Thess. i. 10.
(On the other hand almost always iyelgeodac, aragrivac Gad Tov vexgdy
Mt. xiv. 2. xxvii. 64. xxviii. 7.) The Greek writers omit also regularly
the article before this word. Comp. Thuc. 4, 14. 5,10. Lucian ver. hist.
1, 34.

Koopos in the formulas éxé zaragorss xsopov Mt. xiii. 25. Heb. iv. 3.,
nt¢os xaradorys xoopov John xvii. 24. 1 Pet. i. 20., én’ dezzs xdouov Mt.
xv. 21., in the epistles also ¢&v xéoue Rom. v. 13. 1 Cor. viii. 4. Phil. ii.
15. 1 T'im. iii. 16. 1 Pet. v. 9.

"Q¢a, as 1 John ii. 18. ioydry dea éo7i especially with numerals: gv
Gga relirg Mr. xv. 25., dnto veirns Geas Acts xxiil. 23., fog deas ivwdrng
Mr. xv. 33., dno iéxrns Geas Mt. xxvii. 45. etc. Comp. Diod. Sic. 8§, 14.
Held ad Plut. JEm. Paul. p. 229. This occurs also in other nouns con-
nected with ordinal numbers. See below 2. b. (In another relation d¢a
zepiguog KElian. V. H. 7, 13., Gga rovreov Polyzen. 6,7.). Soalso ngiry
¢vraxy Heliod. 1, 6. Polyn. 2, 35. Comp. Ellendt. ad Arrian. Alez. 1,
152. and éno newrns uicas Phil. 1, 5.

Kacgos in the formula neo xacgov before the time Mt. viii. 29. 1 Cor.
iv. 5. and & xa:gg Luk. xx. 10. (Polyb. 2, 45. 9, 12. etc.), also v xaceg
doxaze 1 Pet. i. 5. as & éoydracs quigacs 2 Tim. iii. 1. Jas. v. 3. & ¢o-
z2dre xedve Jude 18.

*A¢xn (Schefer ad Demosth. III. 240.) especially in the very usual
form én’ agzys Mt. xix. 8. Acts xxvi. 4. 2 Thess. ii. 13. 1 Joha. i. 1.
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etc. (Herod. 2,113. Xen. Cyrop. 5, 4. 12. /Elian. V. H. 2, 4.) and
& dexy John i. 2. Acts xi. 15.

Kvgeos, which, in the Evangelists, usually signifies God (the O. T.
Lord, comp. Thilo. Apocr. 1. p. 169.), but in the Epistles, especially of
Paul, when the style of Christianity more prevailed, most frequently
Christ, the Lord of the Church, wants the article as often as 64, par-
ticularly when it depends on a preposition, as in the common formula #v
Kvgig. It has almost become a proper name. It has been attempted to
determine the signification of the word by the use or omission of the ar-
ticle (Gabler in his last Theolog. Journ. IV. p. 11-24.); but the Apos-
tles could easily call Christ, xi¢wos (without the article), the Lord, whom
all knew as such, and who was often so denominated, as 3:55 occurs no
where more frequently without the article than in the Bible. Comp.
Winer’s Program. de sensu vocum xvgwos and & xvewog in Actis et Epist.
Apostolor. Erlang. 1828, 4to.

AidBonros, the Devil, usually has the article, but in 1 Pet. v. 8. occurs
$ dvriSixos buGy 8¢ d B onrog in apposition, and in Acts xiii. 10. viz StaBdrov.

That appellatives (especially in the nom.) do not take the article in
titles and superscriptions js very evident. Comp. Mtt. i. 1. Bi3nos yeri-
oews “Inoov Xeworov, MI. i. 1. dexn rob edayyeaniov, Rev. i. 1.

2. (b) The article is frequently omitted, when a noun denoting an object
of which the individual referred to possesses but one, is clearly defined
by means of a genitive following it (Engelhardt ad Plat. Menex. p. 277.
Herm. ad Lucian. consecr. hist. p. 290.)*, e. g. Mt. xvii. 6. (xxvi. 39.)
Ineaey ini ngdownov adroi (comp. Jes. xlix. 3. ini medownov vy y7s, on
the other hand Rev. vii. 11. Mt. xxvi. 67.), Luke i. 51. &y 3¢aziove airoi,
Ephes. i. 20. ¢y 3£ odrou (Heb. i. 13. Mt. xx. 21.), Luke xix. 42. éx-
¢¥Bn dnd dpSarpdy cov, XXiil. 46. els ysigds cov nagadnoopar 7o nvevud pov,
1 Cor. ii. 16. (s yi¢ Iyvw voiw xvgiov, 1 Pet. iii. 12. 20. 2 Pet. iii. 3. Jas.
i. 26. Luke i. 5. xiii. 19. xix. 13. Heb. xii. 2. Mr. viii. 3. 1 Cor. xii. 27.
x. 21, xvi. 15. Phil. ii. 16. iv. 3. Ephes. i. 4. iv. 30. Rom. i. 20. xi. 34.
Col. iii. 10. 1 Tim. v. 10. 1 Thess. v. 8. 2 Thess. i. 9. Mr. xiii. 27. etc.
8o Luke ii. 4. 11. ¢is néaw Aapis, 2 Pet. ii. 6. nonecs Todépwy xai Fopoppas
and Acts viii. 5. ¢is womy s Souageias, Acts vii. 29. v yy Madedp, Vii.
86. iv v Avyomzov, Rom. ii. 5. iv qpéca d¢yrs, 2 Thess. ii. 2. & quica rod
X¢cavob, etc., also in the Septuagint very frequently, Cant. v. 1. viii. 2.
Judith ii. 7. 14. iii. 3. 9. iv. 11. v. 8. vi. 20. 1 Macc. ii. 50. v. 66. 3 Esr.
i. 26. Exod. iii. 11. 19. ix. 22, xvii. 1. Neh. xiii. 26. 1 Sam. i. 3. 7. iv.
6.v.2. (On the other hand 1 Cor. iv. 14. &¢ zéxva pov is as children

» The Hcb. language, in this casc, places no article Lefore the governing noun.
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of me, Luke xv. 29. ovdinors evrongy cov sagirdov, @ law of thee.
Comp. Gal. iii. 24. 1 Cor. iv. 16. xi. 1.)* The article is omitted also
when the noun is limited by a numeral, Phil. i. 5. én6 stpiess suécas, Acts
xii. 10. see above Mr. xv. 25. 2 Cor. xii. 2. (here the article is oftem
found); comp. above 1. a. under iga.—According to this usage, Mt. xii.
24. iy 75 Peerlsfoib, Gexovre Ty Satuovicy, 88 all the manuscripts have it,
may be justified. Fritzsche writes, instead of this, & Beer. ¢ dgz. v 8-
which is more in accordance with rule. :

For the same recason, the article might be dispensed with in the case
above mentioned, § 17. 2. Heb. vii. 24. dragdaror Exee 7 qv iegwoivyy, and
therefore it is sometimes wanting in the N. T in such instances as 1 Tim.

ii. 8. ¢naigovras osiovs grigas, 2 Pet. ii. 14, 6p0arpovs xovras pesrovs porya-
adog.  So ydgw izew, for which we also find # 5 v zag. ex. among Greek
writers.

This omission is not without examples among Greek authors, especially
when a preposition stands before the noun, comp. Xen. Cyrop. 6, 1. 13.
megl xaTaMoEws TS OTEOTIAS, Apol. Socr. 30. iv zararicse 7ov Prov,
Mem. 1, 5. 2. énu verevry rod Piov, Aschin. Agorat. 2. ixi zara-
Maee Tod drpov rov dusrigov, and farther below rargida opsricar dvriw
xarorcovres, Lucian. Scyth. 4. pioy dvrdy, Strabo 15. p. 719. ixt6 pyxovs
¢av odiw, Soph. Philoct. 888. dvszigeua rov voovuaros (sce Herm. on this
passage), Xen. Mem. 4, 3. 16. vipw norews (according to the law, the
custom of the city), Thuc. 2. 88. dia péyedos 75 noreas, 3. 70. Sua nandog
s dquuds, Lucian. Abd. 7. Strabo 17. 808. Heliod. /Zth. 1. 1., see Schii-
fer ad Soph. (Ed. Col. 1468. Engelhardt ad Plat. Menexz. 277. We
also often omit the article after a preposition in German. In such
cases however, in Greek, the genitive also is usually without the article,
or if it take it, is usually placed before the other noun, as ¢ir zwgiwy
yarendens, comp. Kriiger ad Dion. Hal. p. 163. Jacobs ad Athen. p. 18.
Poppo ad Thuc. 1IL. 1. p. 130. (Xen. Cyrop. 8, 6. 16. Mem. 1, 4. 12.
Thue. 1, 1. 6, 34. 8, 68.)

3. (¢) Several nouns of the same case and nuinber, connected by xai,
take cach the article, if they be of different genders,T as Acts xiii. 50. 7ag
oefopivag yrvaixas —— xal o NLLTOVS Trs NOAEWS, Col. iv. 1. 26 Svxavov xai
ey is6Tnra Tois dothois magéizeode, Rom. viii. 2. 4o zov vouov 7ns apagrias
xai 7ov davdrov, Xvi. 17. Phil. iv. 7. (Ephes. vi. 2. 1 Cor. ii. 4. vii. 8.
Rev. i. 2. xiv. 7. Mt. xxii. 4.- Luke xiv. 26.) vii. 5. x. 21. Heb. iii. 6.
comp. Dion. Hal. 1V. 2245. 4. ixi o0 rortov zai vos Aogecasy 2117. 17. vag

# Gersdorf I. 316. has not decided on these cases.
t On this subject Benscler ad Isocr. Areop. p. 290. has cited many passages out
of Isocr.
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vyas xal 7a onaa, 2089, 14, Diod. Sic. 1, 50. 51. 86. Philostr. Her. 3, 2.
Dion. compos. 10. Diog. L. 3, 14. 5, 2. 14. Herodian. 2, 10. 15. Strabo
38,163.15, 712. Plutarch aud. poet 9. in., vit. Solon. p. 87. Isucr. Areop.
p- 334. Plat. Ckarm. p. 160. B. Sext. Emp. adv. Matk. 2, 58. Demosth.
Mid. 38. In these connections the repetition of the article seemed gramma-
tically necessary, but at the same time the connected ideas are generally
such, that they must be separately apprehended. See 4. (d) below. Even
in nouns of different genders, where the ideas are not to be separated,
the article is not repeated. Col. ii. 22. 7 ivrdruara xal ddasxarias row
Gr3gdntwr, Luke xiv. 23. #£:a3¢ eis ras 68ovs xai Peaypovs, Rev. v. 12. Mr.
xii. 33. (var.) Luke i. 6. xxiii. 49. Such passages often occur among
the Greeks, both poets (Herm. ad Eurip. Hec. p. 76.) and prose writers,
without regard to the sense, e. g. Plat. rep. 9. p. 556. 3 iniwriuy xal
2076, 8. P- 857 b naides ve xal yvvacxeg, Legg. 6. T84, § supgoviy xai guw-
deovovoa, Aristot. Metaph. 14. 3. Analyt. past. 1. 26. Plat. rep. 6. p.
510. C. Crat. p. 405. D. Thuc. 1. 54. Plut. Themist. 8. Herodian 8. 6,
11. Comp. Kriiger ad Dion. p. 140.

When the connected nouns are of diffcrent numbers, the repetition of
the article is both natural and grammatical, Col. ii. 13. iv rois naganrd-
pase xai 73 axgodvoria, Ephes. ii. 3. ra Seriuara 776 6agxds xal Ty davore
ey, 1 Tim. v, 23. Tit. ii. 12. Acts xv. 4. 20. Rev. ii. 19. Comp. Dion.
Hal. 1V. 2238. 1. $n0 175 magdévov xal rav neg duryy qovacziove  On the
other hand Agath. 14, 12. zag dvrdpecs xai néreuor.

4. (d) But if such nouns are of the same gender, the article is mostly
omitted: (a) When the nouns thus connected are considered only as part
of a totality (Matth. II. p. 714. Engelhardt ad Plut. Menex. p. 253,
Heldad. Plutarch Timol. p. 455.) Mr. xv. 1. gvuBoirior mouroarres éu dg-
queeeis pera Tov nesopuriguy xoi yeappariwy (where the Elders, Scribes,
and Pharisees, in distinction from the hizh priests, are represented as one
class of individuals), Col. ii. 8. 19. 2 Thess. iii. 2. 1 Pet. ii. 5. iii. 4.
Rom. i. 20. Phil. ii. 17. 25. Ephes. ii. 20. Tit. i. 15. 1 Tim. iv. 3. 7.
Hebr. iii. 1. Luke. xiv. 3. 21. (comp. Herod. 1, 65. 4, 71. Plat. rep. 5.
p- 451. D. 7. p. 532. B. Dion. Hal. IV. p. 2235. 5. Dio Chrys. 4. p. 178.
Theophr. Char. 24. extr. Plutarch aud. poét. 1,12. in.). (3) Especially
where xai introduces a full explanation, Col. iii. 17. edyagioroivres v 3¢
xai narel Deo, qui idem pater est (1 Pet. i. 3. Phil. iv. 20. Ephes. i. 3.
2 Cor. i. 3. 2 Pet. i. 11. ii. 20.). (y) When between the first noun and
its article there is a genitive, or some other qualifying or limiting word,
which relates also to the second noun, 1 Thess. ii. 12. &5 79y éavrod Base-
recay xod Sofav, il T. ine ndoy TH e xal drdyxy NRWY, Phil. i. 19. 8iwa
735 bpdw Senoews xoi Eneyognyias, i. 26. Ephes. iii. 5. comp. Dion. Hal. IV.

14 : .
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p. 2246, 9. zds avroy yvrvaczas xow dvyarégas, P 2089, 4. Diod. Sic.1, S6.
iy ngosgruivny inepireoy xai Twury, 2, 18. 2, 30. Polyb. 33, 16. 2.
ZElian. Anim. 7, 29. Aristot. Eth. Nicom. 4,1.9.7,7.1.* (3) When
adjectives and participles connected by xa: are predicates of the same
subject, Acts iii. 14. dusis tbv dytov zai Sixacor (namely Christ) sevroacde,
Mr. ix. 25. v mvevpa 7o drarov xal xwdov, Acts ii. 20. 73y Fuigar xvgiov
2qy peyaryy zai dnupord, Phil. iii. 3. fuecs dopey 60 nvevpare deq rargevovreg,
xai xovyduevor by Xewsrs Insod xal odx év sagxi memodores, John xxi. 24.
6 padnris & pagrveay megl robTwy xal ygadas, Luke vi. 49. comp. Alian.
Anim. 2, 32. Diod. Sic. 3, 27. So even dxad John x. 1. & uy eioeezd-
pevog — = — 626 drvadaiyoy, comp. 2 Thess. ii. 12. and Deederlein ad
Edip. Col. p. 496.

When several proper names intimately related are connected together,
only the first usually receives the article. Acts i. 13. xv. 23.

5. On the other hand, in this case the article is introduced: (¢) When
each of the connected nouns is to be regarded as existing by itself (Schii-
fer ad Dem. V. p. 501.), Mr. ii. 16. ¢ yeauparels xai oo pagisaios (the two
opposing classes of the antagonists of Christ joined themnselves for one
purpose), John XixX. 6. of dexeegeis xai of Daneirar, the high priests and
the (subordinate) servants (with their servants), v. 5. vi. 21. xi. 9. xviii.
" 27. xii. 13. xiil. 17. xiv. 43. Mt. ii. 18. Luke xviii. 24. xi. 39. 42. xv.
6. 9. xx. 20. xxi. 23. xxii. 4. xxiii. 2. 4. xii. 11. i. 58. Acts. iv. 23. vi.
4. 13. xiii. 43. Rom. vi. 19. 1 Thess. iii. 11. Jas. iii. 11. Phil. iii. 10.
Ephes. iii. 10. 12. (where on account of the article no Hendiadys is to
be adopted), 1 John ii. 22. 24. iv. 6. v. 6. 2 John 9. 3 John 5. John
xi. 47. 57. ii. 14. 2 Cor. xiii. 2. 1 Cor. iii. 8. Acts v. 24. xv. 6. 22, 23.
(xvii. 18.) xxiii. 7. 14. xxv. 15. Rev. vi. 15. xiii. 10. 16. xxii. 1. xi. 4.
comp. Dion. Hal. 1V. 2132, 10. 2239, 7. Xen. Athen. 1, 4. Aschin.
Agorat. 2. adv. Nicom. 3. Isocr. Areop. p. 352. permut. 736. 748, Diod.
Sic. 1, 30. (8ua vy arvdeiay xai v oravw T7s dndons Teodis), 3, 48. 5, L9,
17, 52. Diog. L. 5, 2. 14.f So also with 7: = = xai or xai = — xai,
where the two nouns as independent are rendered more prominent (Schii-
fer ad Demosth. 11, 255. 1V. 68.) Acts xvii. 10. 14. xviii. 5. Heb. ix.
2. comp. Dion. Ial. I'V.2116, 9. 2164, 2. /Alian. Anim. 7, 29. Theophr.
Char. 25. (16.) Thuc. 5, 72. Arrian. Jud. 34, 5. Diod. Sic. 1, 69. 4, 46.
Dion. Hal. 1X. p. 1923. Isocr. Perm. p. 738. although even in this case

* In this case, even where the nouns differ in gender, Lysias in Andoc. 17. has
wagl va dANGT@ia lega xai dopTac heiBi.

t In Arrian. Epictet. 1, 18. 6. 73y 34ov 7y Jaxgiriniy 73v Asvkiy xal merdvay — = 73y
dyabiv, xal Tiv xaxiv, the correspondent terms have the article in the one case, in the
other, not.
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the article is omitted by Greek writers (accerding to good Codd.) if there
exist no proper antithesis, see Poppo Thuc. 1. p. 195. comp. Xen. Memor.
1, 1. 19. 7d ¢ aeyoueva xai mearropsa (Where immediately follows, as an
antithesis of these .two participles, xai ra styy povadueva), Thuc. 5, 37.
Dion. Hal. IV. 2242, 2. Diod. Sic. 1, 50. 19, 59. Arrian. Ind. 5, 1.
Plat. Euthyphr. c. 8. rep. 6. p. 510. C. Dion. Hal. IX. p. 1905. Dio. Chr.
7. p. 256. Mr. Anton. 5, 1. comp. Matth. II. 715. When the first word
has a pronoun with it, which also belongs to the second, such omission
is easily explained, Rom. i. 20. ¢ re 6:8:05 airob Svvapes zai Gsedrns; comp.
iv. 3. When a particle of separation occurs, the repetition of the arti-
cle is a matter of course, Luke xi. §1. pevatv 7ov Gvoiasryneiov xai vod
oixov, Mt. xxiii. 35. Rom. iv. 12." () When a genitive, beyond which
the first article can have no effect, follows the first noun, the article must be
repeated, 1 Cor. i. 28. ra dyevy 73 xdops xai va ifovfevyuéva (Without var.).

Variations occur in the following passages, Mr. viii. 31. xi. 15. x. 33.
Acts xvi. 19. Col. ii. 3. 1 Cor. xi. 27. 1 Thess. i. 8. 1 Tim. iv. 6. It
is frequently of no importance whether we so understand the relation of
the connected nouns or not: it depends on the apprehension of the writer,
and therefore there are passages in which the reader would not feel the
want of the article: e. g. 1 Tim. v. 5. Tit. iii. 4. Rom. ii. 20. and others
in which it might perhaps be used, Eph. iii. 18. See Fngelhardt ad Plat.
Menezx. p. 253. Poppo ad Thuc. 111. L. p. 395. In Tit. ii. 13. incpdrea
775 86Ens Tob peydrov Beov xal swrreos udy "Insod Xewrvov. I do not con--
sider guryeos, for reasons which depend on Paul’s system of doctrine, as
a second predicate of 6:0v, as if Christ were first called peyds. 9e. and
then gurse. The article is omitted before swrie., because the word is
limited by the genitive 5udy, and the apposition is before the proper name:
of the great God and our Savior Jesus Christ.  So Jude 4. will admit
of two subjects, as xv¢tos, because limited by 7udy, does not receive the
article: "Ins. X¢. 65 éo7e xiguog hudv. In 2 Thess. i. 12., we may easily
suppose xvecos instead of § xierog.  (As to Tit. ii. 13. it is entirely in ac-
cordance with the laws of the language to consider swr7¢. as a second
predicate of 6:00, aud translate xai, even the great God, even our Sav.,
etc. Nor is this at all inconsistent with Paul’s doctrinal views, but ra-
ther conformable to them. In reference to Jude and I Thess. similar
observations may be made. T'rs.)

The article is both inserted and omitted in a series of connected
nouns, Acts vi. 9., ruwic vy éx Ts ovraywysns Tis Aeyouivrs Aldegrivoy xal
Kugrv. xar *Aretarde., xos 7OV GO Kcuxuig xal "Adias, wher_e Kvenv. "Anek-
ard¢. and Ac3e¢r. constitute one party (with a synagogue in commion.).

‘T'he omission of the article in Luk. x. 29. is singular: 2 Zs7¢ uov man-
oiov, and XXXVi. 75 vovrwy — — wAngiov oxec got yeyorivas vov ius., Where
we should expect § naysiov, a8 nansiov is likewise an adverb (see Mark-
land ad Eurip. Suppl. 110.). Didcrlein (Synon. 1. 69.) has cited a similar
instance : Asch. Prom. 940. éuoi & facoov Zyvos % pndiv pérne, where
pndiv seems to be put for zov undiv. In both these cases, however, nanaiov
might be taken as an adverb: who (is) stands near to me.
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§ 19. The Article with Adjectives.

Words qualifying nouns which have the article, are placed either be-
tween the article and noun, as 7o dywoy nveipa, % dvw 2150, % nag’ ipod
Siwad7xy (Rom. Xi. 27. ix. 11.), & danfwol ngosxvwyrac (John iv. 23.), raus
sueriears yadacacs (Acts ii. 11.), % rod 0cob pax¢oduuia; or after the noun.
The latter is uniformly* the case, if the qualifying terms be adjectives,
or nouns with prepositions, except that, if the noun be in the genitive, the
article is generally repeated, when these qualifying or limiting words are
designed to be more specific and distinct (1 Cor. i. 18. § a6yos 6 Tob sraveov,
Tit.ii. 10. variat. Phil. iii. 11. var. See Schiifer Melet. p. 8. 72. Matth.
II. 727.1) especially in distinguishing relationship, as John xix. 25.
Magia % 7ov Kawnd, I Acts Xiii. 22. Aadid & rov "Iegoal, Mtt. iv. 21, x. 2.
Mr. iii. 17., and also when the noun itself has its own (personal) genitive,
Mt. xxvi. 28. 75 alpa pov 76 775 zawys dwadixns. Between the article and
noun, there may be more than one qualifying term, § Gycos xai apuwuog
dvbewnog. The article then is not repeated according to § 18.d. 5. This
however occurs once with a limiting genitive, 1 Pet. iv. 14. ro r5s dot5s

xai 76 78 6s0b nvedpa, i. €. the spirit of glory, and (consequently) of God

—the spirit of glory, which is no other than the spirit of God himself.
Similar to this is Pind. Nem. 8, 51. rdv "A8¢dorov vav 7s Kaduetwy Igur

* 1t is plain that this rule can apply only to adjcctives which are corstrucd with
nouns: In Luk. xxiii. 45. irxi=6s 73 xaTamitacpma 7ob vacv mécer, £ o ov qualifics the
verb, it was rent in the midst, and 18 wéizer would mean a quite different thing. Similar
are Mt. xvi. 26. fav 7oy xSoper a0y xsgdhzn, Mt x. 30, ix. 35. John. v. 36. Such adjec-
tives (of quantity) arc often placed before nouns which have the article. Mt. iv. 23.
w82i7yey § A n v Ty Cadidaiay. See Gersdorf I. 371. whose collection is generally uncritical.
Comp. Jacob. ad Lucian. Alez. p. 51. Matth. IL. 724,

t Stallbaum ad Plat. Gorg. p. 55. Yet this construction by degrces became less
frequent, and many writers placed the article before such a genitive, almost uniformly,
even where it was not emphatic. So Demosth. Isocr. and Xen. Ephes. Orators might
have had good reasons for so doing in their spolien discourscs. Comp. Siebclis ad
Pausan. 1. p. 17.

t The mcaning of the above passages is: among the women whose name is Mary,
that one of Clopas, daughter of Clupas. The article is not employed when the quali-
fying gen. docs not indicate any strong emphasis: Luk. vi. 16. "lec3ay lax<Cou, Mr. xv.
47, Magia ‘lwriy, Acts i. 13. "1dxoBov "ANaiou, occur without variation, as in Herod. 1,
8). Auvxsigyow "Agiororaidim, and Dion. Comp. 1 Awrviziov 'Arsgirdpov (in both Schafer
wishes the article), Thuc. 1, 24. ¢dnio; *Egaroxreidov (Poppo T'huc. L. p. 195.), Thilo
ad Act. Thom. Mag. p. 3. Comp. Herm. ad Vig. p. 701. Yet in Luk. xxiv. 10. we must
read, with the best MSS. Magia #'taxsBoy. Comp. Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 696. The po-
sition of the words found in Paus. 2, 22, +5; ®ogama; NisBne does not occur in N, T.
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See Dissen. in loc. When the qualifying words are placed after the
noun, there may also be several, but they must all have the article re-
peated with them,* Heb. xi. 12. § dupos 5 ntaga b zecros 7ijs anrdsons, 7
dvagOunros.

To illustrate the subject more minutely (See Schiifer Melet. p. 8.) :
(a) Adjectives and possess. pron. with the article are placed after the
noun, either when alone, as Joho x. i. & nocuny & xarss, Acts xii. 10. énc
75 gy vy audegav, John vii. 8. § xacgos 6 tuéregos, John i. 9. iv. 11. xv.
1. Luk. ii. 17. iii. 22. viii. 8. Rev. ii. 12. 1 Cor. vii. 14. xii. 2. 1 John
i. 3. James i. 9. iii. 7. (where the adjec. is sometimes placed afler for
the clearer elucidation (comp. especially James iii. 7.), sometimes in
order to more specific expression, or where the governing noun is itself
limited by a genitive or in some other way, Mt. i. 25. v viov adrys vov
stewrdroxay, John vi. 13. ¢l mévze dgrov 7oy xgbivay, M. iii. 17, vi. 6.
Tit. ii. 11. Heb. xiii. 21. Luk. vii. 47. etc. The construction rév govoy.
dvrys viov is not much used by the N. T. writers. Comp. John iii. 16. 1
Joha iv. 9.—In the text. rec. 1 John v. 20. 5 2wy dudreog, the adjective
occurs after the noun, without the artic. The Codd. however, vary much
here. The vulgate is by no means to be disregarded, as later writers
began, in such cases, to omit the article (Bernhardy p. 823.), even
although the examples Long. Past. 1,16. Heliod. /Ethk. 7. 5. Diod. Sic.
5. 40. are not parallel with that of John. Besides 2wy aivios had become
one idea. In Luk. xii. 12. Griesbach and Schott have 76 yie sveipa
dytov, but Knapp, Schulz and Sholz 7o yag dyiov nveipa, without notice of
any variation—g3¢opa nvevparixdy and aioy rovness in 1 Cor. x. 3. Gal. i.
4. are to be considered as one principal subject, which av76 and ivess.
qualify. Comp. Schiifer ad Plut. V. 80.

(&) The article is repeated when the principal noun is modified by
a preposition followed by another noun: 1 Thess. i. 8. 4 niozes Spdy % neds
rov "Sedv, 2 Cor. viii. 4. 755 Scazovias 77 sis Tobs aylovs, Jas. i. 1. raig
trrals racs iv Ty Saomogd Acts xv. 23. zocs xara Ty 'AvribyEiay — —
6derpocs, Toug LE £3viv, XXiV. O, mdoe Tois Iovdaios Tois xara Ty oixovpt'v;qv,
Acts xi. 22. xii. 20. xxvi. 4. xii. 22, xxvii. 5. iii. 16. iv. 2. viii. 1. Mr.
iv. 31. xiii. 25. 1 Thess. iv. 10. Rom. iv. 11. vii. 6. 10. viii. 39. x. 5.
xiv. 19. xv. 26. 31. xvi. 1. 2 Cor. ii. 6. vii. 12. viii. 22. ix. 1. xi. 3. 1
Cor. ii. 11. 12. iv. 17. xvi. 1. 1 Tim. i. 14. 2 Tim. ii. 1. John i. 46.
xii. 21. Ephes. i. 10. 15. Rev. xiv. 17. xvi. 12. xix. 14. xx. 13. Rom.
xiv. 19. Luk. i. 70. xx. 35. (Variations are found in Acts xx. 21. Mr.
xv. 43. Luk. v. 7. Rom. x. 1. John xix. 38.) For instauces from Arrian.

* A rare accumulation of the article, under the above rule, is found in Rev. xxi. 9.
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(every page of the Greek prose writers furnishes some) see Ellendt. ad
Arrian. Alex. 1. p. 62. This mode of connection (placing the qualifying
term after the noun) as the more simple, occurs in the N. T. more fre-
quently than the introduction of such terms between the art. and noun.
The LXX. also uniformly repeat the article in such cases.

(¢) Participles which still retain the idea of time, are not, in this
case, altogether equivalent to adjectives. Hence the article is employed
only when some relation well known or particularly worthy of remark
(s, qui, quippe qui) is indicated, and when, consequently the par-
ticipial meaning is more prominent: e. g. 1 Pet. v. 10. § Seo5 — — ¢
xarioas Nuas &5 TaY alovioy avrov dofay — — Grlyor addvras, avrds xarag-
zioac God—who has called us unto his eternal glory after we have suf-
Sered awhile, etc. Ephes. i. 12. eis 70 sivar fuds eis Inawoy — — govg
neoprmixdras iv vy Xe. we, who first trusted in Christ (as those who have
trusted). Comp. v. 19. Heb. iv. 3. vi. 18. Rom. viii. 4. 1 Cor. viii. 10,
John i. 12. 1 John v.13. 1 Thess. i. 10. iv. 4. 1 Pet. i. 3. Jas. iii. 6. Acts
xxi. 38. Comp. Dion. Hal. 9. p.1922. Polyb. 3, 45. 2. 3, 48. 6. Lucian
dial. mort. 11, 1. a. (Where the nominative of the participle is used for
the vocative, according to § 28. it has the article.)

Participles without the article occur Acts xxiii. 27. 2oy dvd¢a rovror
owAcpdévra ab ziv Tovdalwy hunc virum comprehensum (who is seized,
after he was seized), 3, 26. & d:ds drasrises vov naida adrod dnioreiey
avréy, etc. God, when he had raised up his son, sent him, etc. (Heb. xiii.
20.), Rom. ii. 27. xewei 5 éx PpYocws dxgoBuaria, vov véuoy Terovoa, i, €tc.
since, or by this, that it fulfils. Comp. John. iv. 6. 39. 45. xv. 2. Rom.
xvi. 1. 1 Cor. i. 7. Heb. x. 2. Luk. xvi. 14. (Strabo 15. 717. and Fritz-
sche on Mt. p. 432. Stallbaum ad Plat. Apol. p. 14. Buttmann, § 125.
144.) Acts xxi. 8. &l rov otxoy AAirtov 7o) evayyer aT0D, dyTos ix TGy inTa
is also to be thus translated qui esset (yet many authorities have here
2ov, which gives-to the passage a false emphasis) comp. Diod. Sic. 17,
88. & nacs 3y ¥ dray, iii. 23, 7ov sinrorra xagxdy dvra xardv, Philostr.
Apoll. 7, 18. iy 75 vrop dvidee, oloy neoregov, Thuc. 8, 90. Diag. L. 3,
14. 2, 5. Diod. Sic. 5, 34. 19, 34. Dion. Hal. 1V. 2033. Lucian. Hermat.
81. dial. mort. 10, 9. Alciphr. 3, 18. Strabo 3. 164. Isocr. Trapez. p.
870. Longi. Past. 2. 2. Philostr. Her. 3,4.and Soph. 1, 23, 1. Demosth.
adv. Polycl. p. 710. B. In Ephes. vi. 16. the article in & Bérn 7d envew-
péva is not established; then it means: the darts, if they burn, or although
they burn (quench the fiery darts of satan.) See also 1 Pet. i. 4. 12.
(In 2 John 7. 2¢xdpevor stands for the infinitive).

The above passage, 1 Pet. v. 10. ¢ 6:05 & xaréoas fuds — = oAlyoy na~
6ovras will be a guide for using and omitting the article with participles.
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Sometimes it is optional with the writer whether he use the article with
the participle or not. Rom. viii. 1. zois iv X¢. "Inood, usj xara sdgxa negurtas
zovsy, elc., if thus punctuated, would mean, to them who are in Ch. Jes.,
as they walk not after the flesh: on the other hand, punctuated thus, roig
év Xe. In. py xav. cag- megumar. it means, with greater,prominence of the
apposition, 1o those who are in Ch. Jes., as those who walk not, etc.

When the participle with the article is placed in apposition with a
principal noun, or is used in the vocative (as in appos. with ov), it some-
times expresses ridicule or displeasure, or brings out prominently to view
some property, as an object of derision or indignation. Interpreters of
Grr. authors have often ascribed to the article a power of ridicule (articu-
lus irrisioni inservit. See Valckenaer ad Eurip. Phen.1637. Markland
ad Eurip. Suppl. 110. Stallbavm ad Plat. Euthyphr. p. 12, ad Apol.
p- 70.), which lies however only in the thought and its special promi-
nence, (by the speaker also expressed in the voice). To this may be
referred out of the N. T. Rom. ii. 1.

v

2. Of'these qualifying terms or adjuncts some unsuspected exceptions are
found,where a clause consisting of a noun with a preposition, and making with
the substantive but one principal idea, is connected with the preceding noun
only by means of the voice, while the grammatical bond of union in the
written language (the article) is wanting : e. g. Rom. ix. 3. dni¢ v
83erpoy pod Tow ovyyevoy xazd cdg x o (see below), 2 Cor. vii. 7. ror dpar
Eirov dmig i pov,Col.i. 8. Soespecially () in the oft repeated apostolical
(Paulin.) formula iy X¢irg "Incod, of iv xvgip €. g. Col. i. 4. axovoarres
oy nioTw dpcy dv X¢. 'Ino. xai Ty dydny Ty eis ndvrag robs dylovs, Ephes.
i. 15. axovoas viv z0d’ duds nisrey iv 7 206 Inoe xai vyy dydngy viy eis
sdyzag vovs aycovsy 1 Cor. iii. 1. Also 1 Tim. vi. 17. roig nrovoiows év 7§
so» aive are to be connected (yet this reading is not well established, as
good authorities have zob viv duavos), Ephes. ii. 11. duecs stord 7o vy &y
oagxi, 1 Cor. x. 18. Bainsvs vov Isgagn xara odgxa- (opp. logann xara
nvevpa), Ephes. iii. 13. &y rais 3aiyeoiv pov dnig dudy comp. ver. 1. Col. i.
24.* (b) Where the primitive verb was already construed with a certain
preposition, or the adjunct clause arose out of the tendency of the sub-
stantive (Held ad Plut. Timol. p. 419.), Ephes. iii. 4. 3ivacds vozoac 7o
ovviaiy pov iv v¢ puornede (3 Esr. i. 81.), comp. Dan. i 4. svviévres iy
ndoy soia, 2 Cor. ix. 13. anadrnze 715 xowwriag eis adrods, xaé sis ndvrass
Col. i. 12. Comp. Job. xxx. 19. Acts viii. 21. and Bihr on this passage.
So Polyb. 3, 48. 11. 24y rdv a0y adrergérra neos ‘Pupaiovs, Diod. Sica
17, 10. 255 Arctdsdeov nagovavas in 7o @7dag, Herod. 5, 108. 4 dyyenia

* In Rom. i. 17. and Gal. iii. 12. also, the quotat.from the O.T. ¢ 3xaso¢ ix wirrsmg
in conformity with Paul’s views, ought to be read in connection. In the former pas-
sagc, the apostle designs, by the words of the prophet, to eonfirm the sentence ¥«
xaswovm Osd in wiorswg, otc. not # e in dixaweime. Comp. Reich and Usteri on this
passage.
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negi 7w Tagdiwy Thuc. 5, 20. § 3oay 5 vy Arrixny, Plut. Coriol. 24. 5
7ov narguxivv Suouévewa ngos Tov dypor, tit. Pomp. 58. ai nagaxrsoees vnie
Kaisagos. The case in (@) may probably be referred to the language of
conversation, which, as it expresses itself by the. living voice, seldom
uses the article, while the written language which requires more exact-
ness, cannot well dispense with it.

Yet we must be cautious in classifving such passages, as on closer in-
spection, we shall find many to belong elsewhere, which seem to belong
here. (Comp. Ellendt. ad Arrian. Alex. . p. 315.) Sometimes, for in-
stance, (@) there has been a slight transposition of words, as 1 Tim. i. 2.
Teuoféq yvnoig réxvd &y nigre, where the words 2y nigrer, according to the
sense, belong to yvroie, genuine in faith (in respect to the faith, comp.
1 Cor. iv. 17.), perhaps otherwise Col. iv. 7. Tvzixos 6 ayanyros adeapds xas
nteards Sudxovos xal ovvdovnos (Ephes. vi. 21), comp. Xen. Anab. 4,3.23. xaza
7ag meoonxovoas dxdas ini Tov morauoy, i. €. xara ras ente 7o Ao NEOST X Be
The qualifying terms in 1 Pet. i. 2. xara nedyrwsy 3200 — = &i¢ dnaxory xal
pavzeoudy etc. are probably to be connected in the same way with dxaexzoi
v. 1. (b) In other passages the adjunct clause more immediately qualifies
the verb, as Col. i. 6. 49’75 Suicas Azodoare xai aéyvure 7oy zdew rov Seop
2y dandsiq, see Bihr in loc., 1 Thess. iv. 16. o yex¢oi v Xeiorg avacry-
sovrar melrov not the dead in Christ, the contrasted clause is fuels of
2avzeg, not all the Jewish or Pagan dead, to whom the discourse has no
reference: Rom. viii. 2. & vépos 7ov myvedparos vys Suis iv Xeuworg "Ire.
WAEvDigLOE pE Gntd Tob ¥opov 775 apagrins xal rod Savdzov, where partly the
opposite clause vép. rod dav. (with which sopos 275 {wis correctly corres-
ponds), partly v. 3. shows, that & X¢. must be connected with 3. (as
Koppe has done), Phil. i. 14. vovs maccovas 2oy d8enply év xveip nentodoTag
zois deapors pov. (Comp. a similar construction Gal. v. 10. xixoida &5
ouds &v xvelp, and 2 Thess. iii. 4.), Ephes. i. 18, /s foriv § tanis zss
xMosws urod xal Tis & mAovTos 75 Sokns T7s xAncovouias duTov By Tois dylows
whick hope — — and whick riches — — i3 in the sainls (christians), in
their possession, Jas. iii. 13. dcifdrw ix 75¢ xanss drvaszeopys 7o Ieya adrdy
v neqiryre coplas where the words iv mgoiz. gop. are expletive of ix vy
xarys avaoreopns. Here may belongalso 1 Thess. i. 1. ¢ ixxanolq ®co0a~
Nove Iv e margl elC. Viz. yoigew or some such word. Besides comp.
Rom. v. 8, vi. 4. (comp. Fritzsche on the merits of Tholuck p. 31.) 1
Cor. ii. 7. Philom. 20. Rom. xvi. 3. comp. Phil. iv. 21. iii. 14. Ephes.
ii. 7. (where 1’ Suds is to be connected with yregpdaa.) iii. 12. 1 Thess.
ii. 16. John xv. 11. 1 John iv. 17. Jud. 21. Also Acts xxii. 18. oy
nagadifovral gov tqv pagevgiav negi duov can be translated: they will not
accept thy testimony about me, i. e. in reference to me no testimony-from
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thee; 7y page. vyv negi inov would be, thy testimony concerning me whick
is to be or has been given. In Ephes, v. 26. #y f7uar. does not belong
to 73 Aovreg 7ob Gdaros, but it is to be divided thus: {va avrsv dyidan,
xadaglsas ¢ A 7. 8. év jrpare, the xadaglew precedes dyea?. and is nega-
tive as the latter somewhat positive. In Heb. x. 10. it was not necessary
to write 3ua 755 neospogas rov sbparos — — v 7¢ ipdnaf. The last word
relates just as well to jywopévos. About Ephes. ii. 15. see § 31. note 1.
Finally, there are passages, where good manuscripts have the article and
where it is wanting only’in the received text, e. g. Rom. ix. 3. vl
ovyyevay pov 73y xara sdgxa (according to DEFS. Syr. Theodoret. etc.),
Ephes. vi. 5. for rols zvgiows xara sdexa in good Codd. zors xard g. zvelos

The omission of the article in the above meuntioned cases can be con-
firmed by a few instances out of Greek authors. Comp. Polyb. 5, 64. 6.
36 2oy 7ob maveds Sofav ix Tis adnjaews, Sext. Emp. hypot. 3,26, {yrotpuer
Reel vov rérov neosaxgiBiav for zou ne. é. as is clear from the preceding,
Xen. Cyrop. 8,8. 16. ra nevropsva éni rednedav (the pastry for the table),
Anab. 1, 4. 4. v piv¥seder (veizos neo Tos Kinxing Svévears elxe (on the
other hand immediately 76 3: #w 76 n¢o 775 Sreias etc.) Xen. Ephes. 2,
12. Polyb. 6, 90. 14. Thuc. 2, 20. Comp. Kriiger ad Dionys. p. 153.
Poppo ad Thuc. 111. 1. p. 324.

3. An appellative in apposition with a proper name usually takes the
article: e. g. Acts xxv. 13. ’Ay¢einnas 6 Baoirevs, Luk. ix. 19. *Twdwyy
1oy Panrisrry. Acts xxvi. 9. xiii. 8. The appellative here indicates
an already familiar office, and by that means limits the proper name,
which is common to many others. Agrippa the king, is, among those of
that name, the one who is king etc. Comp. Ellendt. ad Arrian Alez. I.
p- 154. Matth. I1. 720. On the other hand Acts x. 32. Ziuwr Bvgoevs
Simon a tanner, (a certain Simon who was a tanner), Luk. ii. 36. ’Awa
neopyres Anna a prophetess, Acts xX. 4. Taios Acguios Gaius of Derbe
(not the known Derbean). Also Luk.iii. 1. & I7ew mevrexadexdre 3¢
spyepovias Tedegudv Kalsagos must properly be translated: of Tiberius as
the emperor. Gersdorf p. 167. is incorrect. Acts vii. 10. évavrior Pagacs
Basiréwg *Avyvnrov does not mean: before Pharaok, the (known or the
then) king of Egypt, but bdefore Pharaoh, king of Egypt, i. e. before
Pharaoh who was king of Egypt. Comp. Plutarch L. p. 309. B. Beévwos
Taraiv Bagireds Po 313, *Arenduagos Tarrwv Basirevs etc.  The general
rule also regulates the use or omission of the article with other words in
apposition; and it is singular that any should assert, that the word in
apposition has no article. Your father, an unlearned man, etc., the
Greek would express without an article, but in your father, the field

15
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marshal, it would be uscd legitimately, as in John vi. 4. vii. 2. Ina
grammatical point of view, John viii. 44. belongs here. In the last
case the article may be omitted according to § 18. Comp. Rom. i. 7.
Ephes. i. 2. 1 Pet. v. 8.

4. If the qualifying term be connected with an anarthrous noun, it is
also anarthrous (without the article), e. g. John ix. 1. &dev drdgunoy 7v-
Aoy ix yeverss, 1 Tim. iv. 3. G 6 deds Ixveoey els peTahnyty perG EVZ0LL"
2ias, 1o De dydny ix xadagds xagdias, Tit. 1. 6. zéxva Ixwy nuorad, uz év xarn=
yogia dowrias 7 drwnéraxra, Rom. Xiv. 17. Suxawoivy xod eigryy xal yagd
iv nvespare dyiq, comp. Plat. rep. 2,17. p. 378. D.  "Heas 8t Seopois
Sro vifog xa ‘Hoalsrov fidevs dnd AaT0s, pérrorrag M unrel Tuntos
piésy dudvew xal Sropaziag, Goas "Opngos menoinxevy ob nagadexvior ei Ty
norw, Theophr. Char. 30. (28.) fare 8: 7 xaxohoyla dydw 7rs dvars tis 70
xeigov v adyous, [Elian. Anim. 11, 15. Zowxa aéfewy erépavrog iy eis yapov
éduxovpévon.*).  Comp. Stallbaum ad Plat. rep. 1. p. 91.110. 152. It
often occurs, however, that such qualifying terms are connected with the
anarthrous noun by means of the article; and not only when the latter
comes under the class in § 18. 1. 1 Pet. i. 21., but in other cases also,
yet not without good reason: e. g. 1 Pet. i. 7. iva 76 Soxipior dpiv 755 nti=
g7 ws norvTpdregoy Zgvalov, 7ob axonrvuévov, Which must be resolved:
2¢vs. 6 doTw anoMAvuevoy, more precious than gold, which is perishable,
Acts xxvi. 18. aloree 73 eis Bpéy by fuith, namely, in me, 2 Tim. i. 13.
iy niovew xai Gyany vy v Xeworg Tnoov, Tit. iii. 5. ovx I Igywy viv év Suxac
osvvy, Gal. iii. 21. (comp. Liban. Oratt. p. 201. B.) In all these pas-
sages, the conception of the noun is indefinite, but by means of the ad-
junct acquires more definiteness.  Comp. Jas. iv. 14. Phil. i. 11. iii. 6.
1 Tim. i. 4. iii. 13, iv. 8. 2 Tim. i. 14. ii. 10. 2 John vii. Jude. 4. Jas.
i. 25. Acts x. 41. xix. 11. xxvi. 22. Rom. ix. 30. Similar Jer. i. 25.
vopos & T7s Erevdegias, Xen. Mem. 2, 1. 32. ardewntors rois dyadocs, fo men,
namely to the good, Hier. 3, 8. ind yvvaixiv viv favrov, Mem. 1, 7. 5.
Dion. Hal. IV. 2219, 4. evvolq 73 ngds avrdy, 2221, 5. dnheaucs & vois 79-
Mxovrous neinwy, Llian. Anim. 8, 323. 0vd: ém xégdew 16 peyiorey 7, 27.
Theophr. Char. 15. Isocr. Paneg. 24. Plat. Crit. 12. Arrian. Ind. 34, 1.
Xen. Ephes. 2, 5. 4, 3. Heliod. /Z!th. 7, 2. 8, 5. Pausan. 7, 8. Strabo 7.
802. Lucian. Asin. 25, 44. Scyth. 1. Herod. 1, 8. Demosth. ¢. Nezr. p.
517. Comp. Held ad Plutarck Timol. p. 409. Hermann ad Lucian.

* 80 xAéwrnc Iy nar! could mean nightly thief: but in 1 Thess. v. 2. fgxeras out of

the following clause, is to be connected with & x. bv v. the day of the Lord so comes,
as a thief in the night comes.
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conscr. Rist. p. 106. {Vhere a relative follows, thisis strange to no one:
Acts xvii. 31. Zorqoey fpicav, iy 5 pirdec xgdvery Ty oixovuévay — = — Iy
évd¢iy ¢ dewe etc. a day on which, etc. Comp. Mr. xv. 41. darae
soaral de svvavedasac abrg es ‘Tegosoavuas

The vulgar text in Phil. ii. 9. has Svoua 26 drie ndv Svoua, a name,
which is above erery name. Good Codd. place the article before svopa:

the name (which he now possesses) whick is, etc., the (known) dignity,
etc.

§ 20. The Article as a Pronoun.

1. The use of the article as a pronoun for the definite the,* which in
the ancient language was so common, in prose and in the N. T., is re-
duced to the following cases: («) It is found most frequently in the dis-
tributives § piv, § 8¢ (Schiifer ad Dion. compos. 421.) Mt. xiii. 23. xxii.
6. Acts xvii. 32. xxviii. 24. Gal. iv. 23. Instead of & 8 is used Mt.
xvi. 14. daroe 82, Ezecoe 8¢y comp. Plat. legg. 2. p. 658. B. AElian. V. H
2, 34. Palaph. 6. 5. Matth. Il. 742.

In Mt. xxvi. 67. xxviii. 17. & & occurs without § piv preceding.
That it must be translated alii, not nonnulli, Lachman rightly remarks,
ad Lucian 1. p. 149. ivéinrvoay eis 76 ngdownor adrod = = 6o 8¢ pSdsioav,
would he more regularly é¢ uiv événr., but in writing the iévéins., the au-
thor had not the second member of the sentence before his mind. Comp.
Xen. Hell. 1,2. 14. 6 acyudreror — = Gyovro is Asxinecow, o 8 is Méyaga,
see Bornemann ed. Xen. Cyrop. 3, 2. 12. and Schol. in Luc. p. 59. To
Acts xvii. 18, zwis = — oi 8, comp. Plat. legg. I. p. 627. A. and Ast.
in loc.

More frequently the relative is used in 1 Cor. xi. 21. 8 piv nevg, 6
8¢ pedter, Mt. xxi. 35. 6v piv Idsceav, & 8i daixrewvay, elc. Acts xxvii. 44.
Rom. ix. 21. (Mr. xii. 5. according to Fritzsche), comp. Polyb. 1, 7. 8.
Thue. 3. 66. sce Georgi Hierocrit. [. p. 109. Herm. ad Vig. 706., once
8 piv — — aanos 8¢, 1 Cor. xii. 8. (comp. Xen. Anab. 3, 1. 35.) § uev
(neutr.) — = xai iregov, Luke viii. 5. 1 Cor. xii. 28. an anacoluthon is ea-
sily recognized. -See Bernhardy p. 306. In Rom. xiv. 2. é 8 does not
relate to &5 piv, but is the article to do3evy.

2. () The simple & &, & &, in narration, are put for this, these, but
ke, but they, in reference to persons just named, present to the writer’s

® What Heinichen on Eugeb. H. E. tom. L. p. 95. quotes from the Fathers, has no
parallel in the N. T. Yot comp. Theodoret v. 2. 7 3l 5v 72 wdvra byimre. On the

accent of §, &, etc., when the article has the force of a pronoun, see Passow II. p,
274.
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mind. Mt. ii. 5. oi 8 ecnov, but they suid, ii. 14. & iyeedeis naginape,
iv. 20. Mr. xii- 14. Luke viii. 21. John xix. 29. (on Mt. xxviii. 17. see
Fritzsche.). Comp. /AEschin. dial. 3, 15. 17. Xen. Anab. 2, 3. 2. Phi-
lostr. Apoll. 1, 21. 5, 21.

The article stands for ke or this in the poet. citat. from Aratus, Acts
xvii. 28. rov yag yévos dopév. Comp.®oph. Ed. Tyr.1175. 55 yae
népuxa pyreds. See Georgi Hierocrit. 1. p. 176. (where, however, things
very unlike are thrown together), Locella ad Xen. Ephes. p. 281. Matth.
II. 737. For the prose, comp. Athen. 2. p. 37.

3. Finally, under this head are included those cases, in which a genit.,
a noun with a preposition, or an adverb depends on the article.  Among
the most simple are the phrases in Heb. xiii. 24, of axd 725 "Iranias, those
Jrom Ituly (Diod. Sic. 1, 83.), Rom. iv. 14. of éx sopov, Phil. iv. 22. Mt.
xxvi. 51. Phil. i. 27. rd negw tuor, 1i. 23, iv. 18. Luke xix. 42. Acts iv.
22. ra xdrw John viii. 23., which very often occur also in the Gr. wri-
ters, (Matth. I1. 719.). The article is placed before a genitive to express
the relation of kindred, John xxi. 2. of rov Ze¢3:Saiov, 1 Cor. i. 11, 2y
Xadns (see below § 30. 3. note), but most frequently in the neuter (comp.
Ellendt ad Arrian. Alex. 1. p. 84. 1I. p. 307. Poppo ad Thuc. IIL. I p.
723.), Mt. xxi. 21. 75 775 ovx7s, Jas. iv. 11. 26 v7¢ adeow, 1 Cor. x. 24.
2 Pet. ii. 22. (sce Schiifer ad Dem. 1. 214.) Rom. ii. 14. 24 r0d wduon,
viii. 5. 7d 775 ougxds, Luke ii. 49. za zob mareds, Xx. 25. ra rod Kaioagos,
Mt. xvi. 23. za zod deov (comp. Georgi Hierocr. I. 52.), Rom. xiv. 19.
va 755 igrvns.  This construction ig not a mere circumlocution (for 4 ovxz,
noaek, 5 ecerry), comp. Matth. I1. 735. Schifer ad Julian. or. p. 12.,
nor can we suppose a deiinite noun to be understood; the expression is
rather indefinite, as, e. g. that with (in) the fig tree.

The neutr. 7o before a whole clause, particularly frequent in Luke and
Paul, is a genuine article, Luke ix. 46. eioya3e Siaroyiopos v airols, o
vis av eln peldwy avrdy (Ast. ad Plat. rep. p. 319. Bremi ad Demosth. p.
236.), xxii. 2. zai iggrow = = 76 nds G Mwaiy adrdv, Rom. viii. 26. 75 yae
70 neosevEoueda = — ovx oidauey, Acts iv. 21. xxii. 30. Mr. ix. 23. Luke
i. 62. v. 1. xxii. 23. 37. Gal. v. 14. 1 Thess. iv. 1. In all these passa-
ges 7o is used to direct attention to the following clause (equivalent to
namely), which is to be considered the same as one word. Comp. Stall-
baum ad Plat. Euthyphr. p. 55. and ad Plat. Men. p. 25. Ast. ad Plat.
Polit. p. 319. Matth, II. 730. Fritzsche ad Myr. p. 372.

According to Kiinoel the article sometimes stands for the pronominal
adjective this (comp. Sicbelis ad Pausan. L. p. 50.) Mt. i. 25. rév viov for
zovroy oy vidw, John vii. 17, yriserac neei 77 dudaxss, V. 40. éx roi xnrov,
Acts xxvi. 10. 7qv rtaga 3y agxegivy ifovolay raddw, but generally it is
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sufficient to render it by the definite article. Heumann has been still
more “liberal in this view of the article, and is followed by Schulthess
(NVeu. Krit. Journ. I. 255.) who has improperly animadverted on Matth.
§ 286., where this use of the 5, which could scarcely occur in prose (ex-
cept lonic), is not the subject of remark. Acts ix. 2. rwas 55 680 svrag,
any of the sect, viz. of the sect known and pointed out in pagyr. 7ov zve.
ver. 1.; in Col. iv. 16. 6zav drayvws95 nap vuev 5 incsrory, we would say:
when the letter (not the letter) shall have been read. Some authorities
have aizy here, but the old versions should not be taken into the account.
In 1 Tim. i. 15. also, we do not even in German require the demonstr.
pron., nor any more in vi. 13., 2 Cor. v. 4. (see Schulz in loc.) Col. iii.
8. 478660 zai vueis va mdvra i8 not, this or that all (intensive), but as
we also can say, the whole, i.e. the entire depravity of the character.
In Rom. v. 5. 4 (éxnig) is only the article, although even Tholuck takes
it for vry. Comp. Fritzsche on the merits of T'holuck, p. 27. ‘O zos-
pos can, by no means, be taken for otros & x0a.; it is the world in distinc-
tion from the kincdom of hearen, not this world in distinction from an-
other xdopos. Thus also must we judge about those passages, which
may be adduced as proof of this use of language by the Greeks, Diog.
1.1,3.4.1,5.5. Moreover, it is not easy to be seen, why the Apos-
tles, in any passages, where they thought the demonstr. pron., should
not use it, but rather the much more impotent article. The sense of
propriety (the Sprachgefiihl, the fecling of the right and wrong) in lan-
guage also, revolts at it (Comp. Giiller ad Thuc. I1. 318.); and in general
it is certainly the character of the later (also of the N. T.) language to
write expressively.

Among the Greeks, viz. the Ionic and Doric writers, the article some-
times stands for the relative, Matth. II. 747. In the N.T. it is so
used also. Some would so interpret the 6 in Acts xiii. 9. Saitros & xal
Tlainos (see Schleusner’s Lex. V. T. at ¢), but incorrectly, since & x. IL.
is here equivalent to ¢ xai xonotuevos II. (Schiifer ad L. Bos. p. 213),
and the article has its usual signification. How Schleusner could enu-
merate here such examples as ¢ {»zov Luke xi. 10. ra 7o) feov, etc. is
not easily seen, and would seem surprising, if we had not been accus-
tomed to find so much that is strange in his Lexicon N. T\, even after
his latest improvements. Comp. on the contrary, out of Hellenistic
writers, Psalt. Sal. 17, 12. &y rois xecuase, ra moues éni vy yiv, if the
reading is correct.
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CHAPTER II.
ON THE U3SE OF THE PRONOUNS.

§ 21. The Use of the Pronouns in general.*

1. TaE pronouns personal, demonstr. and relative often differ in gender
from the noun to which they relate, as the idca expressed by them, and
not their grammatical gender, is taken into view. This takes place
uniformly when a neuter noun denotes things which have life; in which
case, the pronouns take the grammatical gender, of these objects, as
masc. or fem.: e. g. Mt. Xxviii. 19. padareisare ndrra va i3y, Banzidor
2 adrobg, Gal,iv.19. zexsia pov, 0 ¢ ndrw G8(rw (similar in Eurip.
Suppl. 12. irra yevvalwv vizvey ot g, Aristoph. Plut. 292.), John vi. 9.
fore naddeior iv Gde, &5 Ixzee (as the better Codd. have, instead of the vulg.
8.) comp. 2 John 1. Acts. xv. 17. Mr. v. 41. Rom. ii. 14. comp. Gen.
iil. 15. Alian V. H. 2, 1. (John xv. 26. does not belong here, as xveiua
is only in apposition.) For instances from Greek, see Matth. 11, 976,
Bernhardy 294. Wurm. ad Dinarch. p. 81. comp. Drakenborch ad Lie.
29, 12.

Here belong also Rev. xvii. 16. xal 7a 8ixa xégara, G Iides zal 10 Irgiov,
05 7 o¢ pisyoovar, where by zicara and 3relov persons are to be understood,
according to the symbolic stvle of prophecy.

2. Pronouns referring to a noun singular are also put in the plural, if
the nonn be a collective, or an abstract used for a concrete: e. g. Mt. i
21. 7oy 2adv—cvr oy, Phil. ii. 15. yeved iy olg, 3 John 9. 9y txxAOIa—
dvz Sy, Ephes. v. 12. gxzo¢ (iaxon; yévoc)—ijn’ évrov, Mr. vi. 46,
—7ov 5x%0v. xai dmorafduevos dv 7 ois (Acts xxii. 5. does not belong
here.) Comp. Thuc. 6, 91. Plat. Phadr. p. 260. A. Xen. Mem. 2, 1.
31. Diod. Sic. 18, 6. (this occurs very frequently in the Septuag.). The
opposite case, where a singular pronoun related to a plural noun, was

* Wafnl (C}nv. 17.183.) is in error when he refers to this head, 2 Pet. iii. 16. » a%
hn:l:okmf gl 'rox.'-'r.m, ir ol; etc., as we must then supply & y;dupmacs from imor. Such
:,, 5 ]::g;,;:,lamfosssll;lc m.prose, because of the nearncss of the rclative. See Bengel
o s g~. ome .mtc.:rprcteu also explain Rom. vi. 21. 7wa xagwiy sixsre wéms

¢ oi¢ (V1Z. igyei, a8 implied in xagms) viv imaioyivicds. See Wetsten and Reiche on this

passage. Comp. § 23, 2.
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supposed to exist in Phil. iii. 20. Col. ii. 19. (Bernhardy 295.); ¢v ovea-
vois, i€ ob: but if v, in the usage of the language, has become an adverb,
and signifies unde, whence.

Different from this is Acts xv. 36. xard nasav nwoacw, &vals, where swas.
nor. of itself, independently of the inhabitants, includes a multitude, comp.
Poppo Thuc. 1. 92. and 2 Pet. iii. 1. ravryy 785 Sevricar nuw yedpw énes-
zonrry, v als etc., where 8vo is implied in S:vregav. Some reter hither
Rom. vi. 21., but certainly incorrectly.

NorE 1. According to some commentators (e. g. Kiinil) the pronoun
occasionally relates to a noun expressed in the following sentence: e. g.
Mt. xvii. 18. éncreunsey avr, Viz. 7§ Sacuovip, Acts Xil 21. i8rinydeee
Keos avTovs, COMP. Vr. 22, § 87uos. See Gesen. Lehrgeb. p. 740. Bornemann
ad Xen. Conriv. p. 210. But these two passages are no proof of the
N. T. usage. In the former avr$ relates to the demoniac himself, as it
is well known that, in the evangelists, the possessed, and the demon who
possesses him, are interchanged. That Mr. ix. 25., has ixer. 26 nv.
éxafdere, is of no weight against this opinion. In the latter, avrois
relates to the ambassadors mentioned (or implied) in the preceding part
of the narrative, as Kiinil himsclf has ackdowledged. Comp. Georgi
Vind. p. 203.

Nore 2. Kiiniil finds a transposition of the pronouns in Luk. xi. 39.
70 Fowhev Ty yéipew anayrs xal mornecas, as he construes sudy with gerayn;
but manifestly in opposition to all proper arrangement. The passages
from Mt. v. 16. x. 30. xiii. 16. prove nothing, as in them the pronouns
are nqt separated from their nouns, but only precede them.

Norte 3. The neuter of the interrog. pron. zs, and of the demonstr.
évrds (atrds obros) are often used adverbially, for why (for what), therefore:
the former is also used in Latin and German, quid cuncturis, was zigerst
du (why do you tarry?), and originally these pronouns were probably con-
ceived by the mind as proper accusatives, (Herm. ad Vig. p. 882. Bern-
hardy 130.) Asto the demonstrative, comp. 2 Pet. 14. xai dv7d zov 70
onsdny macay maleigeviyxavres (XED. Anab. 1, 9. 21. Plat. Protag. p-
310. E.¢vra vavra siv5xe naed oe) Matth. II. 1041. Ast. ad Plat.
legg. p. 163. 169. 214. On « see passages according to their various
relation in Wahl II. 560. The distributive v ot70 piv—rovzo 82
partly partly Heb. x. 83. (Herod. 1, 30. 3,132. Lucian Nicr. 16.)
comp. Wetsten. II. 423, Matth. II. 740. is an adverbial construction.
(About 1 Cor. vi. 11. zaiza rivis 4ve, Where a mingling of two construc °
tions takes place, see § 23. 4.) :
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§ 22. Use of the Personal and Possessive Pronouns.

1. The personal pronouns imitate the circumstantiality of the Hebrew,
much more frequently in the N. T. than in other Greek,* namely the
durov, cov etc. with subst. Luk. x. 27. xxiv. 50. Mt. vi. 17. xv. 2. xix.
20. xxvi. 39. Mr. xii. 30. (comp. 1 Macc. i. 6. Jos. xxiii. 2. xxiv. 1.
Neh. ix. 34.), the subject. accusative with the infinit., as Luk. x. 35.
Lyl Iv v enavieysodal p s dnoddow, John ii. 24. Heb. vii. 24., the oblique
cases with participle and principal verb at the same time Mr. x. 16.
syayzaroauevos durd, Tidels Tos geigas in’ Gura yindye avrd (where it is
unnecessary to change the received reading), ix. 28. Acts vii. 21. Luk.
xvi. 2. (comp. below n. 4.) On the other hand in Mr. xiii. 27. drooTene
Tous dyyirovs a b 7 oD xol inttsvvdfes Tovg ixAexrobs atrop etc. the pronmoun
seems in both cases almost necessary (although many Codd. omit it), on
Mr. xiv. 14. (var.) see Fritzsche. In Rev. ix. 21., the repetition of
abrsy i8 perhaps unintentional. From the propensity to accumulate the
pronoun, there occur only a few passages in which it is wanting, where
we might have expected it; e. g. Acts xiii. 3. xai imedévres ras zeigas
adrols dnérvoay (adrovs), Mr. vi. 5. Ephes. v. 11. 1 Tim. vi. 2. John x.
29. Luk. xiv. 4. (Comp. Demosth. ado. Conon. p. 728. B. poi stegune-
advres — — i£idvoav). In Mt. xxi. 7. the better reading is ¢xexadeoev and
in 1 Cor. x. 9. nsigddsw must be taken absolutely, comp. also 2 Tim. ii,
11. Heb. xi. 19. In cases like that in Mt. xxvii. 22. gravewdrre, the
omission of the pron. is very natural; yet the parallel Mr. xv. 13. has
oraiewgoy dvr 6v. Among the Greeks the omission of the pron. is carried
much farther. See Jacobs Antkol. Pal. 111. 294. Bremi ad Lys. p. 50.

‘Schifer ad Demosth. IV. p. 78. 157. 232. V. 556. 567.

In Ephes. iii. 18. #{ 76 nrdros, to supply adrss (dydnys) would scarcely
suffice, see Riickert on this v. It is a mistake with many (e. g. Schleus-
ner and Kiinél) in Mat. xxi. 41., xaxobs xaxds drorégos avrods, to consider
the pron. as redundant. Without dvzoi the sentence would be altogether
general; dvrois connects it with yeweyocs in the foregoing clause, and
we must therefore construe aizovs xazovs xaxdos dron. them wicked, he will
miserably destroy.

2. Instead of the personal pronouns the nouns themselves are some-
times uscd, either in consequence of the negligence of the writer, or in

order to prevent uncertainty as to the noun to which the pronoun refers,
John x. 41. Luk. iii. 19. (Xen. Epk. 2, 13. Thuc. 6, 105.) In John

* The possessive pron. 3 in the Homeric language is cntirely parallel. The later
Pprose writers use aird; thus very frequently. Schéfer ind. ad Zsop. p. 124.
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iv. 1., however, ’Insois is repeated because the apostle intended to quote
verbally what the Pharisees had heard. Nor can we bring under this
head passages, in which instead of the pronoun, the proper name of a
person or of a title of office is repeated for the sake of emphasis: Mr.
ix. 41. #v dvopare Sv¢ Xguorov iore, ML, X. 23, iwg dv a3y & dudg vov dvdeds-
nov, Luk. Xii. 8. § $16¢ 0¥ dvdednov Sporoyroes iv dvrg, Luk. ix. 26. John
vi. 40. ix. 5. xi. 22. xii. 47. Ephes. iv. 16. Comp. Plat. Euthyphr. p.
31. Stallbaum JEschyl. Prom. vinct. 312. The pronoun here would be
out of place, and would destroy the rhetorical effect. The following
passages fall under this rule, Rom. v. 12. &’ 2vo¢ dwd¢. Hapagria eig
20y xdopov sloqAde, xal 8c G 74§ Gpuag T ias & ddvaros John x. 29. 2 Cor.
iii. 17. Comp. 1 Kings xii. 1.

In Acts x. 7. the better Codd. have the pers. pron. See Kiindl ¢n loc.
The passages quoted by Bornemann ad Anab. p. 190. are not all of the
same description, and the reading is not well established.

It is not altogether true that it is peculiar to Mark to repeat the noun
instead of the pronouns duvros and ixeivos (Schulze in Reils Analect. I1.
II. 112.) T'he nouns would be indispensable in Mr. ii. 18. (the writer
could not put into the mouth of the inquirers, an #xiwo:, referring to
themselves), and ia vi. 41. xiv. 66. the pronouns would have been very
inappropriate. The use of the noun in Mr. ii. 27. is the result of con-
trast. Circumlocution (as frequently in Cesar), not nouns for pron.,
occurs in Mr. i. 34. iii. 24. v. 9. x. 46. Comp. Ellendt. ad Arrian.
Alex. 1. p. 55.

In antitheses as Luk. xi. 17. oixos ex’ olxoy ntintzee, 10 require the pron.
is entirely to misapprehend the genius of the language (comp. cuneus
cuneum trudit); in the preceding sdoca Basineia ip’ iavray Siapegiabeion,
éni Bagunsiav would be intolerable.

8. The pron. aizds (comp. Hermann diss. de pron. as ¢ o5 in den Actis
Seminar. philol. Lips. Vol. L. p. 42.), through the carelessness of au-
thors, is sometimes so situated, that it cannot be referred to any noun in
the immediately preceding sentences. 1t refers: (1) To a collective name
of a place, country, or society, when at the same time, the idea of -the
inhabitants, or of the members of the society is included, Mt. iv. 23.
v 7ais ovwaywyals adbrow, Namely Foacaior from éazy vy Carcalay ix. 35.
Luk. iv. 15. 1 Thess. i. 9. Acts viii. 5. xx. 2. 2 Cor. ii. 13. 3 John ix.
tycada 15 xxaqoia dAn’ § duongwrevwy avz sy Mt. Xi. 1. admits of another
interpretation (see Fritzsche on the v.), although the usual one seems to
me the more simple. This usage is more frequent among Greek wri-
ters, comp. Thuc. 1, 27. 136. Lucian. 7%m. 9. dial. mort. 12, 4. Dion.
Hal. IV. 2117. Herodian. 7, 8. Jacob. ad Lucian. Tozar. p. 59. (2) To
an abstract noun derived from a preceding concrete: John viii. 44.
dedorns dovi xpi & narqe dvvov (Yevdovs), or the opposite, Rom. ii. 26.

16 ’
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3

26y % dxgoBuoria ra Sixawduara 70U ¥opov rrdaoy, ovzi 5 dxg.dv 7 o3 (of such
an éxedBvoros concr. from abst.) eis segerousy royiodnoerac; comp. Theod.
I. 914. zoiro riis dmoo ¥ ot x 0§ xdgirosidiov a7 ol yag. (dros. 7onows)
etc. Comp. Testam. patr. p. 608. Cic. Orat. 2, 46. neque paternum ——
quem (patrem) ete.  Luk. xxiii. 51. atrzay refers to the Synedrium, which
is indicated in the predicate govrcvrys v. 50.,in Luk. v. 14. there isa trans-
ition in Gurors from sing. (v§ ie¢ei the single priest) to the plur. (the college of
priests). In relation to the last two verses, comp. Sallust Cut. 17.7. Ter.
Eun. 2,1, 19. (3) To some words plainly pointed out by the verb, or
by a preceding word in the sentence 1 Pet. iii. 14. vov 8 ¢opoy dvr o v
g9 $oPrdnre, namely 2oy xaxovvrov ixds, or of those from whom you must
suffer, (ndoxeww) see Hermann ad Vig. p. 714. Otherwise Epiphan. II. p.
368. A.; Ephes. v. 12. ra zgvp7 yuwdpeva 95’ gurdr namely vov ra Igys ov
oxérovs mototyrwy OF Igyous Tob ox. ver. 11. Acts xii. 24. Comp. Aristoph.
Plutus 566. Thuc. 1, 22. 1. and Poppo in loc. Heinichen ind. ad Euseb.
IIL. p. 539. (4) To a subject not grammatically indicated in any thing
preceding, but supposed to be known; Luk. i. 17. aizds meoepevocras
a7 o (i. e. before the Messiah) see Kiinil in loc. (Comp. 1 Johnii. 12.
2 John ver. 6.; in Luk. v. 17. ¢i¢ o ias3a: dvrovs the pronoun expresses the
general idea the sick, those who need to be cured (among those present
in the synagogue). The pronoun cannot well be referred to verse 15,
(although Bengel does s0). On the other hand in Acts iv. 5. vz re-
fers to the Jews, among whom was the scene of the history (but in ver. 1.
their pricsts also are mentioned), in Mt. xii. 9. to the Gallileans, among
whom Jesus lived, in Heb. xi. 28. to the Israelites, of whom the reader
was reminded by the preceding circumstances, comp. viii. 8. and in John
xX. 16. the dvréy implies the xi¢iov expressed in ver. 13. Comp. Poppo ad
Xen. Cyrop. 3, 1. 31. 5, 4. 42. ad Thuc. II1. 1. p. 184. Lehmann ad
Lucian. IL. p. 325. IV. 429. Hengel annotat. p.195.

In Luk. xviii. 34. avzo: relates to o 3.8 xa ver. 31. so as Heb. iv. 13.
adzob 10 2od 3s0p ver. 12, and Luk. xxi. 21. adrys to ‘Iegovoarqu ver. 20.
On Acts xxvii. 14. where some have referred aizss to the ship, see Kiinil.
‘I;uk. )u 22. avrov refers undoubtedly to mother and child (Mary and

esus).

4. The same pronoun is repeated: (a) in sentences, where many other
words follow the principal noun, in order to render the relation clearer:
0. 8. Mr. v. 2. 2£a3dv70 aded ix vob mrolov e93iuws anyyTcey a7 §, iX. 28.
Mt. viii. 1. xxvi. 71. Rev. vi. 4. In all these cases the participial con-
struction precedes, which is equivalent to a proper sentence, and in this
case, the Greeks often add the pronoun. Pausan. 8, 38, 5. Herodian. 8,



§ 22. USE OF THE PERSONAL AND POSSRSSIVE PRONOUNS. 127

6. 10. Comp. Plat. Apol. p. 40. D. Symp. c. 21. Xen. Cyrop. 1, 3. 15.
Arrian. Epict. 3, 1. Liv. 1,19. Schwarz Comment. p. 217. (b) Verbosity
in relative clauses occurs more frequently, as Mr. vii. 25. yuvw, s eize o
dvydrgior a7 7§ nveipa dxddagrov, i. 7. Rev. vii. 2. o5 é863n avrois
adcxyoac iy yiv (where the reading varies but little), iii. 8., similar Mr.
xiii. 19. 3iyes oia od yéyove Tocav 7y dn’ dexns xricews. So also with
a relative adverb, Rev. xii. 6. 14. 6xov ¥xec ¢xei vénoy etc. This
is much more frequent in the Scptuag. (according to the Hebrew idiom,
see Gesen. Lehrgeb. 734.) Exod. iv. 17. Lev. xviii. 6. 1 K. xiii. 10. 25.
Jos. iii. 4. xxii. 19. Jud. xviii. 5. 6. 2 K. xix. 4. Baruch. ii. 17. Judith
v. 19. x. 2. xvi. 3. Neh. viii. 12. ix. 19. Joél iii. 7. 3 Esr. iii. 5. iv.
54. vi. 32. But in Gr. prose also, airis or ¢xecvos is sometimes repeated
in a relative sentence, (Géottling ad Callim. p. 19. Ast. ad Plat. Polit.
p- 550. Xen. Cyrop. 1, 4. 19. Diod. Sic. 1,97. 17, 85, Pausan. 2, 4.7.
Soph. Philoct. 316. comp. in Lat Cic. Fam. 4, 3. Acad. 2, 25. Phil. 2,
8.); yet the demonstrative could very seldom be found so much like a
relative, as in the sentences above.* See Fritzsche Quaest. Lucian. p.
109. Wunder ad Sophk. Philoct. p. 58.

In Acts iii. 13., in the second clause, the relative construction is
omitted. Those passages also, in which another word is connected with
duros, epexegetically defining the relative, are of a different kind: Mt.
iti. 12. ob 7o nrioy &v yecgl adros cujus erit ventilabrum sc. in manu ejus
Rev. xvii. 9. 7tov 5 yvvy xddy7ac in’ dve &y, comp. Gen. xxiv. 8. xxxviii.
20. Judg. vi. 10. Judith. ix. 2. perhaps also Gal. iii. 1. 1 Pet. ii. 24.
does not belong here, 65 7as apagrias gudy ad o dvyveyxiv etc., where
airos is evidently unconnected with another word, and gives to the an-
tithesis with duaer. fusy more emphasis. '

Sometimes avros 1s repeated, although relating to a different subject:
Mr. viii. 22. picovoew adrd (Xguoré) Todriv x. nagaxarobow abriv (Xeuaror),
iva abrod (7vgno) Gimrac Mr. ix. 27.28. So ovros John xi. 37. Comp.
below § 65, 7. v

Frequently, indeed almost uniformly (Bernhardy 304) in Gr. authors,
xai and avrds (ovrog) occur in a sentence which succeeds a relative clause,
where we should naturally expect §;, because the writer changes the
construction (Herm. ad Vig. p. 708. Heindorf ad Plat. Hipp. mai. p.
145. Ast ad Plat. Legg. p. 449. Poppo ad Xen. Cyrop. p. 478. Bois-
sonnade ad Nic. p. 32. Bornemann ad Xen. Conv. p. 196. Stallbaum
ad Plat. Protag. p. 68. Comp. Grotefend Latin Grammar § 143, 5.
Kritz. ad Sallust. II. p. 510.) Inthe N.T. may here be reckoned 2 Pet.
ii. 3. ols 76 xecpa Ixnorac odx deyely xal % droriia 6D T Gy ob wwordlase
Acts iii. 13. 1 Cor. viii. 6. Rev. xvii. 2. ued’ %¢ indevevoav—=xai lue-
Susdaday ix rob oivov 75 mogvelas adrys Where the relative construction

® Aristoph. Av. 1238. Cud. Rav. has ok uriov a § 7e7¢ instead of the rec. of¢ Our.
abreg. .
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must be avoided on account of the nouns to be connected with the pro-
noun. In Hebrew, because of its simplicity, the construction without
the relative is very frequently continued; yet a construction foreign to
the character of the language should not be introduced into the text, by -
adding W to the following clause. (In passages like John i. 6. Acts x.
86. Luk. ii. 36. xix. 2. to demand the relative instead of avros or ovros,
is to misapprehend the simplicity of the N. T. diction, especially as Gr.
authors themselves often use the same, Alian. V. H. 12, 18, Strabo 8,
871. Philostr. Soph. 1, 25. Comp. Kypke I. 347.)

‘0 dwros, the same is followed by a dat. of the person in the N. T.,
translated the same with, e. g. 1 Cor. xi. 5. Comp. Xen. Mem. 1, 1. 13.
2, 1. 5. Cyrop. 6,2.11.7,1.2. Herod. 4, 119. Isocr. Paneg. c. 23.
Polyb. 3, 95.

Note. In the casus rectus airds among the Greeks is not used for the
mere unemphatic he; nor is there a single passage in the N. T. which
decidedly indicates such a use, not even in Luke, who employs it most
frequently (comp. Luk. v. 16. 17.), yet never without some emphasis.
*Avrag either denotes Jesus, (he, the Teacher and Master, in distinction
from the disciples) in Mr. iv. 38. Luk. v. 16. ix. 51. xxiv. 36., or is intro-
duced either to resume the subject, or to exhibit it more strikingly, in the
second member (Mt. vi. 4. xii. 50.), or to express a distinct antithesis;
e.g. Luk. v. 87. xal ad 76 (6 oivog) txgu0noeral, zai 6u a.ox0l axorOLYTAL,
Mr. i. 8. vi. 45. Luk. xviii. 39.

5. The pronoun iavrov etc., which, by its origin, belongs to the third
person, is often applied to the first and second persons where no uncer-
tainty could result: (a) To the first person plur. Rom. viii. 23. guels
adrol &y davrors arevddopey, 1 Cor. xi. 81. 2 Cor. i. 9. x. 12. Acts xxiii.
14. (b) To the second pers. plur. John xii. 8. robs nrwyods mdvrore
Izewe ped iawrdw, Phill ii. 12. 7oy tavzdy dwrneiov xazegydlesde, comp.
Mt. iii. 9. xxiii. 31. Acts. xxiii. 46. (c¢) To the second pers. sing. John
xviii. 34. a9’ ‘avrov o rovro Aéyers, Mt. xxiii. 37. (Rom. xiii. 9. and Mt.
xxii. 9. are O. T. passages quoted from the Septuag.) The same usage
occurs among the Greeks, see Viger. p. 165. Sturz. Lezic. Xen. II. p.
6. Bremi ad .Eschin. Oratt. 1. p. 66. Locella ad Xen. Ephk. 164. Herm.
ad Soph. Trach. 451. Boissonnade ad Philostr. Her. p. 326. Jacobs
ad Achill. Tat. p. 932. Held ad Plut. JEm. Paul. p. 130. Schiifer ind.
ad JEsop. p. 131. Yet compare the opinion of an ancient gramma-
rian, Apollonius, in Wolf and Buttmann Mus. antiq. studior. 1. p. 360.
and Eustath. ad Odyss. 5. p. 240.

In the N. T. airov etc., instead of the reflexive airov, is found more
frequently than in Gr. authors,* and the Codd. vary very much in the

* Later writers, as /Esop, the Scholiasts cte. differ in this usage of the N. T. .See
Schafer ind. ad Esop. p. 124. Thilo Apocr. 1. 163.
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mode of writing these two pronouns.- Only the editors of the N. T. have
not generally noted this, and therefore we must be guided less by the
N. T. text, than by that of Gr. writers. The distinction between aizov
and airov on infernal grounds is more difficult, because in Greek there
occurs a reference to a more distant subject (comp. Held ad Plut. Timol.
p. 373.), and because it depends entirely on the writer, in many cases,
whether he makes a reference or not. See Buttm. 10. Exc. ad Demosth.
Mid. p. 140.* F. Hermann com crit. ad Plut. superst. p. 37. 'Thus in
Mt. iii. 16. £8: 70 nyedpa 70b feob — — lexopevor i’ adz 6 v would
be said in the person of the narrator, i¢’ a4 706w on the other hand
would relate to the subject of the verb ei3:, viz. Jesus. Inthe N. T.
the reference to a distant subject, one not in the same clause with the
pronoun, on account of the simplicity of the narrative, is not very proba-
ble, just as it dispenses with the relative construction, see above, p. 143.
So in Mt. iii. 16. we should undoubtedly write as in the vulgar text, ai-
zor, but in John i. 48. &8sy — — lexdueroy neos adriv. In Acts xxv. 21.
also avrov is correct. In Mt. xxiii. 837. I prefer adzyy to adryy, with
Fritzsche, which Schulz also has had printed; in Eph. i. 17. v drvyvdoec
adrov even if it relate to 6:0q, is certainly right (the apostle utters it
in his own person): comp. Acts xxi. 19. Col. i. 20. See Fritzsche Erc.
5. ad. Mt. p. 858. (where also the view of Matthiae ad Eurip. Iphig.
Aul. 800, and Gram. I. 278. is examined), Poppo ad Thuc. III. I. p. 159.
For comparison we quote from the Greeks, Diod. Sic. 17, 64. zgv ngos
abrov stvoiaw, Xvil. 15. Arrian. Epict. 1, 19. 11. 1, 23. 8. Herodian. 1,
17. 9. 2, 4. 13. 4, 11. 13, Polyb. 1, 18. 3. 2, 7. 2. 3, 14. 10. :

6. The personal pronouns iya, ov, etc. are often used in Greek, where
no antithesis is intended. Comp. Bornemaon ad Xen. Conviv. p. 187.
Wex ad Antig. 1. 177.  So Mr. xiii. 9. Baénere 8i dpels Zavrovs (if the
reading be right, see Fritzsche in loc.) Ephes. v. 32. 15 pvorrgior vovro
péya doziv iyo 8é Ay tig Xewsrov (comp. aéyw 8¢ 1 Cor. 1. 12. Rom. xv. 8.).
But usually in the N. T. they imply an emphasis, and are placed some-
times before, sometimes after the principal words, accordingly as the
structure of the sentence places the accent: Luke xvii. 8. pera zaiza
(whea I have eateni) ¢dysoas xaé ntizoae 69, John xXi. 22. ¢dy adzor dérw
pévew — = 20 stgds ai ; o axorovdec pou, thou (do thy duty) follow me, Acts
ili. 12. 5 quiy i drevidere, etc. (on us; you should rather look to God,
direct your thoughts to him, ver. 13.), Mr. vi. 37. 8¢re adroisdpec s pon
siv, give ye (as they have nothing to eat) to eat, Xiii. 28. duecs 8& Bai-
nere.  See yet 1 John iv. 19. 1 Cor. xv. 36. John iii. 26. v. 44. xii. 34.
Luke xi. 19. Mr. xiii. 23. Rom. ii. 3. 17. In respect to the use and
omission, as well as the position of these pronouns, the Codd. vary very
much: the decision on this subject depends not on a faneied usage of par-
ticular authors (Gersdorf I. 472.), but on the nature of the sentence.

® See Bremi in d. Jahrb. der Philol. IX. p. 171. Hoffinann idem. VIL. p. 38.
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In Luke x. 23, 24., the pronoun is both inserted and omitted in two
successive clauses, of Brénovres G Brivers — — noArol goPyTAL = = OirncaY
i8ecvy & Speis Prémere. Only in the latter case, however, is there a
real antithesis (;ueis contrasted with sgopszac, Basea. etc.), in the former
the 6¢faruol Brénovres & pa. are properly speaking no other than those of
which the Baénere is predicated. Comp. 2 Cor. Xi. 29. v/ d0fevec zai
odx dofevd, vis oxavdarilerar xau obx éyd muveotpua; in this sentence we
must ot overlook the fact that in the latter member sveotuac (Which the
Apostle predicates of himself) is a stronger term than szavdan. ln the
passage 1 Cor. xiii. 12. #ére dnvyvioouar xafis xal éneyviohny, SOMe au-
thorities add ¢y to the last verb, but unnecessarily, as the antithesis is
expressed by means of the vox verbi.

It may be remarked that, in some books of the O. T. the LXX. have
translated the emphatic *2)X with the verb, by éy& eiue, which is then
followed by the first pers. of the verb: e.g. Judg. xi. 27. *nxon &Y
DN xal viv dyd eipe olyl fpagror, comp. V. 3. vi. 18. 1. Kings ii. 2.

7. Instead of the possessive pronoun, i3ws is often used in the N. T.
even abusively, as proprius for suus or ¢jus in the later Latin (and in
the Byzantines oixecos, see e. g. B. Index to Agath., Petr. Patric., Pris-
cus, Dexipp. ed. Bonn.), e. g. Mt. xXii. 5. dnyadev eis vov ideow dygor,
without any emphasis (and without antithesis of xouwds or aarszeios), Mt.
xxv. 14. éxdrcae 7ovs idlovs dovaovs, 1 Pet. iii. 1. (So also Septuag. Prov.
xxvii. 8. Jas. vii. 10.). Yet on the whole it occurs but scldom, and no
appropriate example of it can be adduced from Gr. authors (since what
Schwarz Comment. p. 687. and Weiske de Plcon. p. 62. quote, is alto-
gether unsatisfactory, or at least only specious, as also Diod. Sic. 5, 40.;
here and there also we find o regog for tdwog, see Wesscling ad Diod. Sic.
IL. p. 9. The Fathers, on the other hand, somctimes use id.05 as a per-
sonal pron. cormp. Epiph. Opp. IL p. 622. A.). In most passages there
is an antithesis either evident or concealed, John x. 3. Mt. xxv. 15. Acts
ii. 6. Rom. xi. 24. xiv. 4. also Mt. ix. 1. The parallel sentence 1 Cor. vii. 2.
Exas7og iy iavTod yuval xa dxiTw, X0l Exdorn T ov L dcoy dvdea ixeran is,let each
one have his wife, and let each (woman) have her own husband. Bihme,
Kiingl and Wahl take 8.0 in Heb. vii. 27. very improperly for the mere
possessive. When 8.0 is connected with a personal pron. as Tit. i. 12.
i8tog adraw sgopyrys, the pronoun expresses the idea of possession (their
poet), but idwos makes the antithesis their own poet, not a foreign one.
Similar Eschin. adv. Ctesiph. 143. Xen. Hell. 1, 14. 13. Plut. Menez.
247. B. See Lobeck ad Phrynich. p. 441. Wurm. ad Dinarch. p. 70,
About John v. 18. Rom. viii. 32, see Tholuck.

Kard with the acc. of a person. pron. is considered a circumlocution

for the posses. pron., €. g. i. 15. 5 xa3’ $uds niszes, your failh, Acts xvii.
28. 6 xad’ Suas smocnral, Xviii. 15. véuos § xad duds, etc. This, on the
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whole, is true, but it results very naturally from the signification of this
prepos.: ¢ xad’ duas niores means properly fides que ad vos pertinet, apud
v0s (in vabis) est, comp. Alian. V. H. 2, 42. 5 xar’ avrév dgers, Dion.
Hall. 2. 1. & zad’ fjuas zedvoe. Comp. § 30. note 5.

Note 1. The gen. of a personal pron., especially pov and sov (seldom
#udv, dudy, dvrov) is very frequently placed before the governing noun
(with the artic.) where there is no special emphasis: Mt. ii. 2. vii. 24,
xii. 49. xvi. 18. xvii. 15. xxiii. 8. Mr. v. 30. ix. 24. Rom. xiv. 16. Phil.
ii. 2. iv. 14. Col. ii. 5. iv. 18. 1 Cor. viii. 12. 1 Thess. ii. 186. iii. 10. 13.
2 Thess. ii. 17. iii. 5. 1 Tim. iv. 15. 2 Tim. i. 4. Philem. ver. 5. Luke
vi. 47. xii. 18. xv. 30. xvi. 6. xix. 35. John ii. 23. iii. 19. xxi. 33, iv. 47.
ix. 11. xxi. 26. xi. 32. xii. 40. xiii. 1. 1 John iii. 20. Rev. iii. 1. ii. 8.
15. x. 9. xiv. 18. xviii. 5.; yet in many such passages variations are noted.
See Gernsdorf 456. The genitive is intentionally placed before (a)
Ephes. ii. 10. av 705 ydg Iouey moinua, With more emphasis than Fsuev
y. n ad7od Luke xii. 30. xxii. 53.; (b) 1 Cor. ix. 11. piya, e fuecs
du Sy 74 sagxixa degioouey, for the sake of the contrast: Phil. iii. 20.;
() John xi. 48. 7udv xai 7oy romoy xai 75 Idvos, where the genit. belongs
to two nominatives,* Acts xxi. 11. Rev. ii. 19. 2 Cor. viii. 4. 2 Tim. iii.
10. Tit. i. 15. Luke xii. 35. (Diod. Sic. 11, 46.). Also comp. 1 Thess.
i. 8. ii. 19. (}uov, depending on a noun and placed after it, occurs only in
connections like Rom. i. 12. nisrews Suiw ve zac tuov, xvi. 13. pyrica ai-
vob xai ipov.). The insertion of the personal pronoun between the arti-
cle and the noun, as in 2 Cor. xii. 19. $nie r5s Sudv oixodomys, Xiii. 9.
i. 6. is on the whole rare. Comp. Kriiger on Xen. Anab. 5, 6. 16.
Rost Grammar p. 464.

NotEe 2. As to ovzos and 2xeivos it may be remarked that the former
is usually placed before, and the latter after the noun, obros & dv6gwsos,
& drfgwnos Exeivos.  Yet the opposite of this occurs, in respect to odrog
Mt. xxviii. 15. Mr. xv. 39. Luke i. 29., without a material change of the
sense, and in respect to ixeivos in the formulas of transition (Gersdorf
433.), iy Exelvacs vals yuigass, v Exelvy vy Huice, v txelvg 16 xaigs.  We
raust not, however, suppose that an author is so bound to the one position,
that we must reject the other, although the sense or good Codd. allow it.

Norte 3. The possessive pronouns are sometimes to be taken objectively,
e. g. Luke xxii. 19. 5 uy dvapwmois memoria mei (1 Cor xi. 24.), Rom.
Xi. 31. 7¢ dperieq inées, 2 Tim. iv. 6. 1 Cor. xv. 31. So also in the Gr.
writers (especially in poetry): Xen. Cyrop. 3, 1. 16. eivolq xai piMiq 7
tum, i.e. 7y eis dué, Soph. Phil. 1255. zoy oov ¢évov, Thuc. 6, 89. Plat.
Gorg. p. 486. A. Xen. Cyrop. 8, 3. 32. About the Latin, comp. Kritz
ad Sallust. Lat. p. 243.

Nore 4. A superfluous dative of the pers. pron. is sometimes found in
the familiar, easy style of both the Greeks and Hebrews (therefore dat.

* Where it has not this position, the pron. must be repcated for the sake of per-

spicuity. Acts iv. 28. dra h xuip cov xal b Bouri oo wedigios, etc. Luke xviii, 20, Mt.
xii. 47. Acts ii. 17.
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ethicus, Buttm. 120, 2. ad Demosth. Mid. p. 9. Jacob. ad Lucian. Tozar.
p. 138.). Out of the N. T., where certainly this usage was to be ex-
pected, may be mentioned Mt. xxi. 5. a quotat. from the O. T., and Mt.
xxi. 2. Rev. ii. 16. Heb. x. 34. But in Mt. xxi. 2. dydys7é poc neans
bring him to me, and dydy. alone would have been defective; in Rev. ii.
16. igxopai oo zazh, I shall quickly come (to you) upon you (punishing);
comp. ver. 14. Ixw xara oov driya, ver. 16. ueravdnoor; in Heb. x. 34, Zzeen
tovrois vmagkw repositam or destinatam sibi habere. The dat. here is
not altogether pleonastic. (For the similar formula 5xw oo, se¢ Herm.
ad Lucian. conscr. hist. p. 179. e. g. Lucian. pisc. 16. sfw ducv ixdixd-
cace Tav Sixqr.)

NoTE 5. “H Juzn pov, oov, ete. is usually considered a circumlocution for .
the pers. pron. (see Weiske Pleon. p. 72.) both in quotat. from the O.T.,
as Mt. xii. 18. Acts ii. 27. Heb. x. 38., and in originally N. T. passages,
and thus used is a Hebraism (Gesen. Lelirgeb. p. 752. Vorst. Hebr. p.
121.). In no passage of the N. T. however, is Jvyy entirely without
significancy, any more than ©2) in the Heb. (see Winer’s Simon.) but
denotes the soul (the spiritual principle) in such phrases as 2 Cor. xii. 15.
txdantavdnoopar vnie oy oy dudv, 1 Pet. i, 25. inisxonos 7dv Jwxdw
Susy, or the heart (the seat of the affections and desires), as in Rev. xviii.
14. tndvpiar 29g Jwrys oov, Mt. xxvi. 38. meeiavnis iorw 5 Ywzn pov.—
Wuzy would be a mere circumlocution in cases where not the soul alone,
but the whole man, including the body, is intended, and here perhaps
Rom. ii. 9. ought to belong: but Jvyy there is that of man which feels the
624es and the grevozwe. gl‘his use of the word Jvyy tends to perspicuity
or even circumstantiality of the discourse, from which pleonasm differs
entirely. It is also found so frequently in the Gr. writers, comp. Xen.
Cyrop. 6, 1. 26. Polyb. 8, 116. Alian. V. H. 1, 32., especially poets,
and we recognise in it not a Hebraism, but a peculiarity of the old lan-
guage, which was eminent for perspicuity. See Georgi Vind. p. 274.
Schwarz ad Olear. p. 28. Comment. p. 1439.

§ 23. Use of the Demonstrative Pronoun.

1. The pronoun oiros sometimes refers, not to the nearest, but to a
more remote noun, which is the principal subject, and therefore psycho-
logically nearest to the writer, and most immediately before his mind
(Schifer ad Demosth. V. 322. Stallbaum ad Plat. Phadr. p. 28. 157.):
Acts iv. 11. odrés (‘Ingovs Xeiords ver. 10.) éorew § Aidog, 1 John v. 20.
ob7ds dorwy & arqduwds eds, Viz. § Jeds darw, DOt Xeuords, as the old Theo-
logians, from dogmatical views, interpreted; since aan. 8¢ is a constant
and exclusive epithet of the Father, and a warning against idoatry fol.
lows; aang. 665 is contrasted with &ia.  (Dr. Winer seems to have for-
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gotten here, that if] as he affirms, the epithet éxz6wos in the N. T. is ex-
clusively applied to God, in distinction from Christ, on the other hand
the Lwy aivviog i8 just as exclusively predicated of Jesus Christ. And
what he says about the contrast between the true God and idols, is of no
weight, unless it be first established that the Apostle does not intend here
to assert that Christ is God: for if he proclaims Jesus to be the true God
and eternal life, then the contrast is quite as striking and strong between
Xeworos and idols as between them and 6¢65. Trs.) The passage in Acts viii.
26. airy doviv Ignuog is doubtful, where some supply the nearest subject
TaZa, others &dcs, sce Kiingl in loc. and Winer’s Biblical Lezicon 1. p.
462. I unhesitatingly prefer the latter. Acts vii. 19. 2 John 8. are
more simple. (Passages from Greek prose writers, see in Ast ad Plat.
Polit. p. 417. Legg. p. 77.). In Acts iii. 13. ixesvog must be referred
to the nearest subject (see Bremi ad Lys. p. 154.), and probably also in
John vii. 45., where ixeivor denotes the members of the Sauhedrim
(d¢zeees = gagia.) collectively, as one college. Oiros and ixeivos thus
connected relate, the former to the remote, the latter to the nearer sub-
ject.  See Plut. vit. Demost. 3.

The same is thought to be the case with the relat. pron. in 1 Cor. i.
8. (Bernhardy 297. Géiller ad Thuc. I1. 21. Siebelis ad Pausan. III. p.
52., and about the Latin, Kritz ad Sallust. II. p. 115. see Pott in loc.),
where 3 is referred to ges¢ as the principal subject, ver. 4., although "Iys.
Xewor. immediately precedes; but this is not necessary, not even on ac-
count of the following niards 6 6:6¢. To avoid antiquated difficulties, this
canon has been applied to Heb. ix. 4. (see Kiinoel in loc.), and from dog-

matic views, to Rom. v. 13., but to both incorrectly. On 1 John ii. 3.
and iii. 24. see Liicke. Heb. ix. 2. 2 Thess. ii. 9. are uncontroverted.

2. The demonstrative pron. is often included in the relat. (Hoogeeven
ad Vig. p. 119.): e. g. John xiii. 29. dyseacor v zeeiaw Exouer (ravra,
&), Acts viii. 24, xxvi. 16. xxi. 24. Eph. iii. 20. Jobn xviii. 26. Luke
xxiii. 41. Rev. xx. 4. (comp. Xen. Cyrop. 6, 2. 1. dniyyeiras Gv 23edv,
Achill Tat. 2, 7. r5¢ Gv Inade avnns, Stallbaum ad Plat. rep. I. p. 139.
In such a case, if a preposition precede the relative, it belongs logically
either to the relative clause, like Rom. x. 14. nds Zrnixarégovrac sis Sv
ovx inisrevoar, Vi. 21, viva xagnov sizere rére (nearly rovedy) 89 ols vov
enacsyvveade (comp. Soph. Philoct. 957. Saviv sogéifo 8aid 59 Gv 2ee-
Bouny);* John xix. 37. (Septuag.) Luke v. 25. 2 Pet. ii. 12.),1 or to the

* When Reiche remarks that, in all cther examples, only the demonstrative which
should have been governed by a verb, is omitted, and never one dependent on a noun,
he manifestly goes too far. Comp. xviii. 26. Luke xxiii. 41.

* Some reckon here Rom. vii. 6., but iv & belongs to vuor,and anedar. absolutely, is

added to xaTngy. to designate the mood.
17 .
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demonstrative which ought to be supplied, John vi. 29. i{va riorevonra
sig O» dréorecer ixeivos, John xvii. 9. 2 Cor. v. 10. Heb. v. 8. comp.
Diod. Sic. 1, 82, sv» als mowecvas xounacs for oiv ravr. as etc., Xen.
Mem. 2, 6. 34. Hell. 4, 8. 33. Demosth. ado. Conon. p. 729. A. Arrian
JAlez. 6, 4. 8. Diog. L. 9, 11. 6. 6, 2. 8. Sext. Emp. ade. Muth. 2, 36.
Ilerodi. 1, 4. 7., or to both clauses, 2 Cor. ii. 3. {va un rMnagy Izw &9 v
380 ps yaigew, comp. 1 Cor. x. 30, John xi. 6. Phil. iv. 11. Instances
with a relative adverb, John xi. 32. 723y 6x0v v 6 "Inoos, Mr. v. 40,
sionogeveras G nov 7y To nardiov (comp. Buttmann ad Philoct. p. 107.)
John vi. 62. Mt. xxv. 24. ovvdywy 63 &y ov Suoxognioag for ¢xedev omov.
Cump. Thuc. 1, 89. and HHerm. ad Sophk. Oed. Cul. p. 247. Still more
free is the construction, Johnu xx. 19. 7oy Jugdr xexraopuévir Griov fjoar o
podnvas, etc.  That in such compound sentences no comma should be
placed before the relative, has been mentioned above; in John vi. 29. it
would be absurd.

8. Oirog, éxecvos and avros sometimes stand after the subject or a pre-
ceding predicate, and immediately before the verb, if the former consist
of several words, e. g. Mt. xxiv. 13. § dropeivas eis érogy oliros gwdroeras,
vi. 4. § narng cov & Paénwy — — dvrds dnoduoes sor (Where there is no sufs
ficient reason for omitting the pronoun), Mr. vii. 15. ré dxnogiusuera dn’
éurop, ixeivd, dove vo xowodvra rTov Grvdgwnoy, Vil. 20. xii. 40. 1 Pet. v.
10. 1 Cor. vi. 4. zobs ékavdevquévorg dv 73 exxrnoig, robrovs xadideze (Xen.
Conp. 8, 33. Ages. 4, 4.) Acts ii. 23. (AElian. V. H. 12. 19. 73 noigreiay
Zanps ~— vavrqy drayedpec). See Schiifer Melet. p. 84. Schwarz Com-
ment. 1009. Matth. II. 1046. Jacob ad Lucian. Tozar. p. 78. 144.
and ad Lucian. Alex. p. 7. Siebelis ad Pausan. I. p. 63. About the
Latin, see Kritz ad Sallust. I. p. 171. (The more extended strengthen-
ing of this emphasis by 8i does not occur in the N. T. Buttm. ad Demosth.
Mid. p. 152. Engelhardt ad Plat. Menezx. p. 252.) These pronouns are
found thus more frequently after antecedent clauses, which begin with
a conjunc. or a relat. John ix. 31. Jas. i. 18. Mt. xii. 50. Comp. Wahl
I1. 223.

The repetition of the demonstr. pron. is worthy of remark, in Luke
XixX. 2. xoi av7os 7y dgpirerdvns xai 0¥ 7 og gy waovowos. Lhe sense is,
he was a chief publican, and (as such) a rich (man), Matth. II. 1040.

For the sake of perspicuity the same pronoun is repeated in long sen-
tences, 1 Cor. v. 3. 2 Cor. xii. 2. Comp. in the Greek Fritzsche ad
Mr. p. 14. V. Fritzsche Quastion. Lucian. p. 14. 110.

4. Before 67, iva, and similar particles, the demonstrative pronoun
often occurs, when the following sentence should be particularly noticed
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(especially in Paul and John): 1 Tim. i. 9. ei8us rovro, o7¢, etc. Acts xx.
29. éyd yag oida rovro, 671, €tc. comp. Acts xxiv. 14. John vi. 29. Rom.
vi. 6. xi. 25.)* 2 Cor. v. 14. 5. 7. 11. 1 Cor. i. 12. xv. 50. 2 Pet. i. 20.
1 John i. 5. iii. 11. 23. iv. 9. 10. v. 2. 3. 11. 14. Phil. i. 6. 25. So &5
vovro before iva Acts ix. 21. Rom. xiv. 9. 2 Cor. ii. 9. Ephes vi. 22.
1 Pet. iii. 9. 1 John iii. 8., & roirg 67¢ 1 Johniii. 3. 5. iii. 16. 19. iv. 13.
&y roire, ive John xv. 8. 1 John iv. 17. (see Liicke in loc.) For the
sake of emphasis also, the demonstrative is used, where an infinitive
(Matth. ad Eurip. Phan. 520. Sprachl. 11. 1046.) or a nominative pre-
dicate follows:—2 Cor. ii. 1. Ixgwwa énavrg rovro, 7o uy mdrw év Aoy
ngos buds éadecy, 1 Cor. vii. 37. Ephes. iv. 17, Jas. i. 27. (comp. Xen.
Hell. 4, 1. 2. Plat. Hipp. mui. p. 302. A. Gorg. p. 491. D. Arrian.
Epict. 31, 1. 4. Porphyr. abstin. 1, 13. Dion. Hall. de Thuc. 40, 3.),
2 Cor. xiii. 9. rovro xai eizouar riv dudy zarderiow, 1 John iii. 24. v. 4.
(comp. Achill. Tat. 7, 2. pdguaxor airg roito T3¢ — — Avnns § neos drnor
tis 70 nadely mowwria, Plat. rep. 3. p. 407. Lucian. navig. 3. Eurip.
Suppl. 512. comp. Jacob ad Lucian. Tozar. p. 136. Ast. ad Plat. Polit.
p- 466.); and even &is roiro is so used in Acts xxvi. 16. ¢is rovro yag
Spdny gou mgoxegioacda o8 SnngiTyy xal pdgruea, etc. and oirwg 1 Pet. ii.
15. and évrevder Jas. iv. 1. Finally, the demonstrative thus precedes a
participial construction in Mr. xii. 24. o0 8ia vobro mravaode, uy sdores
ras yeadas, etc. therefore, because you know not, etc.

The use of the pron. demonstr. in phrases such as Acts i. 5. o8 usra
noaras Tabras vuigas after (in) a few days, presents no difficulty; it de-
pends not on a transposition of soavs, but is to be interpreted as the Latin
ante hos quinque dies, etc., comp. in Greek &g ériywy 7¢o vod 7wy Hue-
eov (Achill. Tat. 7, 14.), od ngé morrcy rarde ruseov (Heliod. Eth. 2,
22. 97.). Atrac yuéeac are those days just passed, and ante hos quinque
dies means properly, before the last past five days (reckoning from the
present). Therefore the pronoun connects the time specified with the
present. Iuterpreters and Lexicographers explain the demonstrative in
Jas. iv. 13. rogevolpefa eis 771ds Ty morw info some certuin city, only
by reference to the known § 8ecva; but 08¢ is used precisely so among the
Greeks, e. g. Plutarch Symp. 1, 6. ¢718¢ t5v Guéeav @ certain duy.

The plural of the demonstrative pronoun raira sometimes refers in
Greek to a single ohject, and therefore, strictly speaking. stands for roiro
(Plat. Apol. p. 19. D. Phad. 70. D. see Schiifer ud Dion. p. 80. comp.
also Jacobs ad Achill. Tat. p. 524. Stallbaum ad Plut. Apol. p. 19. D.
Bernhardy 282.)1 This is the case in the N. I'. 3 John. 4. (where, in

* In Rom. ii. 3. an extendcd vocative is thrown in between Tsire and the clause
beginning with &7, .

+ Fritzsche Question. Lucian p. 126. limits this observation thus: plur. poni de
una re tantum modo sic, #i neque ulla emergat umbiguitas et aut universe, non de-
Jinite quis loquatur, aut una res plurium vi sit predita.
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some Codd. it is changed into zavrys), John xv. 17. (see Tholuck in loc.),
Luke xii. 4. but perhaps not John xix. 36. see Von Hengel Annotat. p.
85. On the other hand the well known xai ravra idgue can be reckoned
here (Heb. xi. 12.). In 1 Cor. vi. 11. xai ravra zowes wre and such a set,
talis farine homines, the raira may have secondarily a sense expressive
of contempt (Bernhardy 281). Yet this perhaps was far from the mean-
ing of the Apostle, and raira often relates to a series of predicates: of
stuch kind, ex hoc genere fuistis. Kypke and Pott on this passage have
a medley of remarks.

Liicke in 1 John v. 20. (comp. also Theolog. Studien 11. p. 147.), be-
lieves there is a prozeugma of the demonstrative pronoun: ozds ésrw &
dAndirds Deogy xal (m'ifq) 7 §uwn aiwriog is of itself not impossible, but as 1
think, unnecessary.

§ 24. Use of the Relative Pronoun.

1. According to attraction (comp. Herm. ad Viger. p. 839. Bernhardy
209.)* the relative pronoun, which is required to be in the accusative by
the governing verb, is so attracted by the oblique case of the preceding
poun, with which it is logically connected (like a principal and secondary
clause), that it takes the same case. This peculiarity, which imparts to
the discourse more internal connection, and greater euphony, was already
familiar to the LXX., and is found regularly in the N. T. e. g. Luke ii.
20. ini saow ois nxovawy, John ii. 22. Inisrevoar 74 Adyw & ecmey, Acts iii.
21. 25. x. 89. vii. 17. xxii. 10. Jas. ii. 5. 1 Pet. iv. 11. John vii. 31.
xv. 20. xvii. 5. xxi. 10. Luke v. 9. Mt. xviii. 19. 2 Cor. i. 4. Tit. iii. 6.
Rev. xviii. 6. etc. (where the comma before the relative is to be omitted
in the text, § 7, 1.). Jude 15. xtegi mdvrar vav fgywy doeBeiag avzav Gy
#0éBnoav merits special notice. Comp. Zeph. 3: 11. 734y imirndevpdroy
Gv voédnoas eis ué. Instances however are found where this usage of
the language is neglected, Heb. viii. 2. z3¢ cxnvys 35 dgduwss, 5 Ennfw
& xv¢uo, and according to good Codd. in Acts vii. 16. Tit. iii. 5., comp. be-
sides, the variations John xvii. 11. Mr. xiii. 19. See Bornemann ad
Xenoph. Anab. p. 30. Pflugk ad Eurip. Med. 753. This attraction
does not occur at all in Matt., in Mr. but once, without var. vii. 13.

I?ph. 1. 8. 775 ydguros, §s iyagirwoey (Var. &v 7) iv. 1. 755 xavfoeas, 7
Txadnre, 2 Cor. i 4. dua v7s mogaxdioews, s magaxaroiusda, Seem not to
fall under the above rule, but the s to stand for 5. But these passages
may be gxpla!ned by the well known phrases, xAzow xanelv, ragdxagmr
Tagaxariiy, yalw Y0Lirovy, dydstyy dyandy (§ 32. 2.), and by the equally

* Comp. Kruger in aein. Untersuch. a.d. Gelicte der lat. Sprachlehre. T1I.
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known passive construction, See Giescler in Rosenm. Repert. 11. 124.)%
Also Acts xxiv. 21. puvrs 7s ixgofa ioris, etc. q¢ is probably used for 4.
(Mt. xxvii. 50. Mr. i. 26. Rev. vi. 10.). (Comp. Boissonade ad Nicet.
p- 33.), but pusvy signifies word, call, exclamation, so that the construc-
tion is reduced to the phrase gwviy xedZew, which, it is true, is unusual,
but not impossible. Comp. Isa. vi. 4. ¢uris 75 ixéxgayor. Kriiger as
above 274. shows that the attraction may also aflect the dative relat.
Comp. Heinichen ad Euseb. 11. p. 98.

2. The contrary sometimes occurs, viz. that the noun, to which the
relative refers, is attracted into the construction of relative clauses, and
takes the case of the relative: (a) So that the noun precedes the relative:
1 Cor. x. 16. ror derov v xalpev, obyl xowwwia 7ob abparos, Mt. xxi. 42,
Mdov Sy dnedoxipasav, ovros iyevrde, Luke Xii. 48. smavei & #863n mord,
noxs 2qrydiserar mag’ avrob, 1 Pet. ii. 7. (Septuag.), perhaps also Luke
i 72. pynodsyrac dadrxns ayias adrob Gexov &y Suoae meos "Apeadp (dif-
ferently Kiinil), but perhaps not Acts x. 36. (sece Gicseler 126. Kriiger
224.—(b) So that, by its position, it is incorporated with the relative
clause: Mr. vi. 16. 8 ¢y% dnsxepdrion Twdvvgy, obrds éore, Philem. 10,
also Rom. vi. 17. vrnxolioare eis Oy magedilnre Tirov 6¢6a17};‘: the last
may be analyzed i 7in. 83 &v wag., accusative following the passive (a
similar attraction, by which the acc. of the more remote object is affect-
ed, see in Demosth. Mid. p. 385. C. sixny dua Bovaduevor naBecy, v Ini 7y
aMhwy iredéavro Sgasiv dvra, Where Gy for d, i. e. iy ols belonging to 3eas.
vra), or as others choose (recently also Bornemann and Riickert): $nyz.
() rvns 88. eis 6v nae., as the construction vraxzover 7wt is only usual
in Paul. Even Acts xxi. 16. dyovres nag’ & Eeveodipey Mdowri, etc. some
interpret by attraction: dy. naga Mrdowra —— nag’ ¢ £evs, yet see § 31, 2.
Parallels with both the cited passages are found, (a) Hippocr. morb.
4, 11. ras nyyas ds Gropasa, avras 70 wpar, etc. Lycias bon. Arist. p.
649. Alian. Anim. 3, 13. Herod. 2, 106. Soph. Electr. 653. Aristoph.
Plut. 200., the well known passage of Virgil (Zn. 1,577. Urbem quam
statuo, vestra est. Terent. Eunuch. 4, 3. 11, comp. Wetsten 1. 468.—
(0) Xenoph. Anab. 1, 9. 19. & ruwa ¢¢n xarasxevddovra 55 dgyor xugas
(xvseav, 75 dezo), Soph. Ed. 6. 907. Eurip. Orest. 63. and Electr. 860.
comp. Liv. 9, 2. Terent. Andr. prol. 3. See Matth. I1. 1054,

Under () comes also Rom. iv. 17. xarévavre 0% eniorevae 605, where,
however, not a nominative or accusat., but a dative is affccted by attrac-
tion. That is always an abuse of the attraction become so common, al-

® And so perhaps also Aristoph. Plut. 1044, véran’ bya v7c 5Bgros Fig i€eilopmars
t On bma:a sic especially in Joscph. sce Kypke Observatt.
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though some examples of the kind occur, Kriiger 247. (Xen. Cyrop. 5, 4,
39. gyero rov favrod 7oV Te MioTw, ol %dero, xai oy (i. €. roirwy olg)
iniorer morrovs).

An incorporation of the noun with the relative clause, without change of
case, is found: Mt. xxiv. 44. 5 Geq ov Soxecre, 6 viog Tov drdgunov Igxetas
Mt vii. 2. v § pérep pergeire perendioerac vuiv, John xi. 6. On Mr.
xv. 12. see Fritzsche.  Comp. Bernhardy 302.

Attraction with an .omission of the word, which occasions it, see (a)
with interposition of a preposition, Heb. v. 8. fuadev ¢’ Gv intade, i. €.
dnd rovrwy, & (Sv) inade (Demosth. in Energ. p. 694. B. ayaraxrisase
£ ol dyd imendrdew, Plat. Cratyl. p. 336. A. Asop. fub. 74, 2. Xen.
Anab. 1, 9. 25. Arrian. Alez. 4, 10. 3. Lysias II. p. 242, ed. Auger.)
1 Cor. vii. 1.; (b) without a preposition, Rom. xv. 18. o0 7oaurow rarecy
¢ S ob xatsgyacdro, etc. (Soph. Philoct. 1227. (Ed. K. £55.). About
an attraction with adverbs of place, see § 28. 2. and Kriiger 302.

3. The relative seems to be used for the interrogative in a direct ques-
tion, Mt. xxvi. 50. izacee, i¢’ & (i. €. énc 70 Aristoph. Lysistr. 1103.) nagec.
This is an abuse of the declining Greek (Schiifer ad Demosth. V. p. 285.),
which Lobsten ad Phryn. p. 57. has proved in reference to other rela-
tive pronouns (Plat. Alcib. pr. 110. C.); and it will not seem very strange
when we reflect on the similar use of the words qui and quis. Good
prose writers offer no instances of it (in Plat. Men. p. 74. D. #( has been
substituted by modern editors, as appears, without authority of the
manuscripts, comp. Plat. Rep. 8. p. 559. see Stallbaum). But it is not
" necessary, for this reason, to suppose an aposiopesis in the above pas-
sages, nor with Fritzsche to consider the sentence an exclamation: vefus
sodulis, ad qualem rem perpetrandam ades! By means of the question,
Jesus could very well direct the attention of Judas to the baseness of
his purpose.

Note 1. Sometimes the relative pronoun takes the gender and number
of the following noun, which is a predicate in the relative clause annexed
fur the sake of explunation (5, —ésri) (a kind of attraction, comp. ller-
mann ad Vig. p. 708. Heindorf ad Plat. Phedr. p. 279.): e. g. Mr. xv.
16. 735 ainrng, 6 lore mgarraewoy, Gal. iii. 16. g oniepari cov, &5 fore
Xeuaros, Ephes. i. 14, nvetpa, 65 forww épiadiv, L Tum. iii. 15, év oize
deov, %1es foTiv dxxrnoia deov, Phil. i. 23. Ephes. iii. 13.  On the other
hand, Ephes. i. 23. ¢y fxxayele fres éore 7o oopa dvroy, 1 Cor. iv. 17.
(Col. iii. 14. the Codd. vacillate). On Mt. xxvii. 33. aund similar pas.
sages, see Fritzsche ad Matth. p. 812. On Heb. ix. 9. the interpreters
are even yet divided in opinion. See Kiinil in loc. This seems to be
the case more particularly, where the noun of the relative clause is ap-
prehended as the leading subject, and therefore takes place in relation to
particular names of things, which in the leading clause had been repre-
sented under a general name (Mr. 15. 1 Tim. 3. comp. Pausan, 2, 13.
4.), especially as to persons (Gal. 3. comp. Cic. Sert. 42. animal, QUEM
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vocamus hominem): or where the relative should have been a neuter used
absolutely (Eph. 3.). On the contrary, the relative retains the gender
of the noun in the leading clause, where the sccondary clause contains a
circumstantial elucidation (comp. Bremi on Nep. Thrasyb. 2.). Sce
Kriiger 90., and for the Latin, Zumpt's ‘Gram. § 372. Kritz ad Sullust.
L. p. 292.

.

Note 2. It is peculiar to Paul, sometimes to connect two, three and
more clauses by means of the relat. pronoun, even although it refer to
different subjects: Col. i. 24. xxviii. 29. Eph. iii. 11. 12.

Notr 3. The neuter § before a whole clause in the sense of in respect
to, etc. (as in Latin quod) is found in Rom. vi. 10. § & ¢3. ¢y 7¢ 6¢¢, Gal.
ii. 20, & 8: vov 26 &v sagxi, év miorer d ete. Comp. Mattn li. 1063.

§ 25. Use of the Interrogative Pronoun, and of the Indefinite e

1. The interrogative pronoun s, 7 is usual, not only in the indirect
question ‘and after verbs signifying to know, to inquire into, etc., whilst
8 715, 8, 7 never occur in the N. T. (Mt. xx. 22. John x. 6. Luk. xxiii.
34. Acts xxi. 33. Rom. viii. 26. Comp. Xenoph. Cyrop. 1,1.6. 1, 3. 17.
Memor. 1, 6. 4.) but also, (especially 7.) in cases where the Greeks
would have used § ., so that the interrogative seems to be reduced to the
German was (in Eng. what. Trs.) Mt. x. 19. Sodroerar dpiv — — 2l
aaryoere quod dicatis Luk. xvii. 8. irolpasoy, 7i dewrviow, para quod
comedam (not quid comedam, which in Lalin can scarcely be said in this
connection.) The construction in Mr. vi. 36. z( ¢pdywaiv odx izoves (Mt.
xv. 32.), constitutes the transition to this. With but little change of
meaning, the passage might be read 67 ¢dywoc dux ezov. ,as in the Latin both
non habent quid comedant, and non habent quop comedant, are correct,
(Ramshorn Gr. p. 368); in the latter, Zzew and habere express the sim-
ple meaning of having or possessing (that, which they might eat, they
have not), in the former, the idea of inquiry is implied (wherefore
habeo quid must sometimes be translated by I know, what), inquiring
what they shall eat, they have nothing (to eat). Similar Xen. Cyrop.
6, 1. 48. oix Izw 7¢ peidov einw. On Mr. xiv. 36. see Fritzsche. (The
relative and interrogative are connected in 1 Tim. i. 7. uy voobvres, prrs
& aéyodos unre negi vivoy daBeBacovvrac non intelligentes nec quop dicunt
nec Quip asserant. Comp. Stallbaum ad Plat. Rep. L. p. 248. II. p. 261.).

Schleussner, Haab (p. 82.) and others add here many examples of an
entirely different kind, (¢) where ¢ retains its meaning as an interroga-
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tive pronoun, and in Lat. must be translated by quis or quid: Mt. vii. 9.
vis lorar i Dl dvdewnog etc. quis est inter vos homo etc. Mt. xii. 11.
(See Fritzsche in loc.) Luk. xiv. 5. xi. 5. (b) Where r is not the in-
terrogative, but equivalent to aliquis: 1 Cor. vii. 18. negurerunuévos vis
#xM79n, pn inwondodw, has any one been called having been circumcised,
(I suppose the case), let him not become uncircumcised, Jas. v. 13. xaxo-
nade Tis, neosevyiodw. It is not accurate to represent 7 here as stand-
ing for & 7i. In Jas. iii. 13. we must punctuate with Pott, Schott and
others: (s sopos — — iy tuiv; dsitarw elc., and Acts Xiti. 25. rova pe
UnovosLTE slvar; ovx elul éyuw.*

Where only two persous or things are spoken of, z/s sometimes stands
for the more precise néregos: Mt. iX. 5. ¢ yag isrw evxondreeor; Mt. xxi.
81. rig ix vov dvo iroinse ; Luk. vii. 42. xxii. 27. Phil. i. 22. In the
same way among Greek writers, Stallbaum ad Phileb. p. 168., who are
not so exact in their distinction between z{; and nedrecos, as the Romans
in respect to their quis and uter; although exceptions are not wanting
even among them.

It ought not to be affirmed that, in formulas like Luk. xv. 16. »( i
zavra, John vi. 9. Acts xvii. 20., the sing. of the interrog. is used for the
plural, the former question (i. e. by z. T'rs.) embraces the plurality in a
general way: what (of what kind) are these things (hence also quid sibi
volunt), while z.va iozi etc. (Comp. Heb. v. 12.) refers to it more
definitely, quz (qualia) sunt, comp. Stallbaum ad Plat. Euthyphr. 101.

In the N. T. and in the Septuagint {va i, for what, wchy, olten occurs
as an interrogative: e. g. Mt. ix. 4. {va v¢ {pes ivdvueiode sovped; XXvii.
46. Luk. xiii. 7. It is used elliptically for iva #( yeryrac (after the preeter.
yévorro) see Hermann ad Vig. p. 847. and is frequently found in the Greek
writers, especially of the later time, Plat. Apol. p. 26. D. Aristoph.
Eccles. 718. Arrian. Epict. 1, 24. (Comp. Giescler 132.) so likewise in
the Septuagint.

2. The indefinite pronoun =i, =i is used, (a) with substantives, to soften
their meaning, Xen. Cyrop. 8, 1. 16. rovrovs yyeito 5 axgareiq ruve 5 adixig
% oxerecq drecvac, out of a certain (a kind of) weakness or injustice etc.,
and hence where a too bold or unusual trope has been employed. Jas. i.
18. dragyn vis quaedam (quasi) primitiz. Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 123. § 77.
p- 351. § 127. 4. (b) with numerals, when the precise number is not
signified, but only an approximation to it: Acts xxiii. 23. 8o rewds about
two, xix. 14. See Schiifer ad Demosth. III. 269. Matth. II. 1079.
(c) with adjectives of qualily and quantity, for rhetorical effect: Heb. x.
27. pode¢d ris ixdixnous terribilis quedam, a very dreadful punishment
(comp. Diod. Sic. 5, 39. ixirovds 75 3005, Liban. rit. p. 3. Seipvs rig Fews
73 aoywy, Aschin. Dial. 3, 17. Xenoph. Cyr. 1, 6. 14. 6,4. 7. Heliod.

* Yet I would altogether reject the usual zwa for &iriva, comp. Callim. epigr. 30.
e xarssBuyaipm, wis woMrolc 43w xal &3¢ gigas, Soph. Electr. 1167. 7 ¥ irxus éryos, w g ¢
71 rowr’ siwin nopaic; 7igin Plat. rep. 7. p. 537. B.
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2, 23. 99. Lucian. dial. mort. 5, 1. Plutarch Cic. p. 784. Phoc. c. 13.
Comp. Boissonnade ad Nicet. p. 268.), Acts viii. 9. piyas 7is like some-
thing very great (of a man, Xenoph. Ephes. 3, 2. Athen. IV.21.). In all.
these cases ri¢ is the emphatic a, which we have also in German: that
was a joy (a great joy), that is a man (an able man). (There is the em-
phatic a, in Fng. also. Trs.). In Latin, quidam corresponds with this,
and aliquis, where no substantive or adjective is to be specifically dis- -
tinguished, e. g. aliquem esse Cic. Aft. 3, 15. (xas r«c does not occur in
the N. T. In 1 Cor. ix. 22., some would substitute it for xdvews rivas,
according to certain authorities, Boissonade ad Eunap. p, 127., but un-
necessarily, and without critical probability, s r¢s John xi. 49. could be
emphatically used.). )

The neuter 7. aliquid, in Mt. xx. 20. might be taken emphatically for
aliquid magni, but probably is not to be. See Fritzsche on this verse. In
1 Cor. iii. 7. Gal. ii. 7., however, it must be considered in the phrase
ava 7o (Lat. aliquid esse). The emphasis here lies in the connection

of the passage (comp. Herm. ad Vig. 730.) and consequeatly it is of a
rhetorical nature. See Bernhardy p. 440. on the emphatic use of s, /.

§ 26. Hebraisms in expressing some Pronouns.

1. Instead of the pronouns ov3eis, undeis, 0d (u) = = nds OF xds = = ob
(u#) are sometimes found in the N. T. after the manner of the Hebrew
(Leusden diall. p. 107. Vorst Hebr. p. 529. Gesen. Lehrgeb. 831.), yet
so that the verb is immediately connected with the negative: e. g. Mt.
xxiv. 22. oix dv i043n naoca sdek, Rom. iii. 20. if ¥¢ywy vopou ov Sixacwds-
sezas staoa odet, Ephes. v. 5. rtds négvos — — ovx Izew xrngovouiar, 1 John
il. 21. star Jevdog ix 75 GApdecas ovx ov, John iii. 15. iva rds & morevwy
tis avroy py andagras, 1 Cor. i. 29. Ephes. iv. 29. Comp. also Acts x. 14.
ob3értore ipayov nav xouov, Rev. vii. 1. ete. (Judith xii. 20. Sus. 27. On
the other hand o ras (uy ntds), immediately in succession (like non omnis)
signifies, not every one (only some); 1 Cor. xv. 39. ob ndoa cack 4 avry
oagk, Mt. vii. 21. o) nas & aéywr® zvgus, xvgus, eigersvoerar eis Ty Sactheiar—
&2 & rtoi, not every one, who calls me Lord, but .among those who do o),
only he who doeth, etc.,* not the mere addressing me as Lord fits him to
enter the kingdom of heaven, but, etc., Acts x. 41. So also in the plural

# I cannot approve Fritzsche’s interpretation (see Preliminar p. 72.) which conm..'cll
o> with the verb, and makes the sense, no one who says; the Herrsagen, Lord-saying,
18
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od ndvrsg non omnes Mt. xix. 11. Rom. ix. 6. x. 16. This distinction is
founded in the nature of the thing: ob, in the former passages, qualifies
the meaning of the verb by negation (something is negatively declared
in reference to mas: Ephes. v. 5. not inkerit the kingdom shall every
foriicator, the not inherit refers to every fornicator, i. e. no fornicator
ghall inherit it, comp. 1 John ii. 21.)*; but in the latter, the meaning of
nas. This mode of expression is, on the whole, rare in the N. T, while
the LXX., as translators, have it on every page. (What Georgi Vindic,
p- 817., quotes to prove this construction pure Greek, is altogether inad-
missible; xas in his quotations always belongs to the noun in the signifi-
cation of whole or full (ndsa dviyxy). In Plat. Phed. p. 91. E., which
Weiske de pleonasm. p. 59.1 adduces as weighty, sdvres—ov is manifestly
all not, but only some).

In Mt. x. 29. is & ¥ adrdv 0d meacirac, vel unum non (in contrast with
30: two for one farthing and one, not even etc.), Luk. xii. 6. Mt. v. 18,
This construction is also found among the Greeks, Dion. Hall. comp. verb.
18. pudy odx v edgou os geida etc., Antiq. I1. p. 980. pia ve 0d xarereinero
(according to Schiifer’s emendation), Plutarch Gracch. 9. see Schiifer
ad hunc loc. and ad Dionys. compos. p. 247. Erfurdt ad Soph. Antig.”
p- 121. From the Hebrew compare Exod. x. 19. Isa. xxxiv. 16. This
can be denominated neither a Grecism nor & Hebraism; usually a greater
emphasis is intended, than is expressed by ov8eis, which, although mean-
ing the same, by its frequent recurrence has become less emphatic.}

Luk. i. 37. odx ddvvarnoss naga D¢ nav prpa, nothing, no thing (comp.
237 and in the Greek Ixos.). The passage is probably taken from Genesis
xviii. 14. Septuag.—Mt. xv. 23. obx anex¢idn adr5 royor is very simple: ke
answered her not a word (the iva here is not needed, as we likewise do
not emphasize the article a.).| The Greeks could also say so, and the
formula is not an Hebraism because it occurs in 1 Kings xviii. 21.
See § 66. 8.

(the one who says Lord) is by no means cxcluded by the second member aax’ § wuav,
but the wouiy 73 fiAnua 70T waTgé¢ wov isa further and better recognition of Jesus
as Lord.

® Gesen. has merely introduced this linguical phenomenon, without much concern
about its explanation; on the other hand Ewald (p. 657.) has at least rightly appre-
hended it. See Drusius ad Gal. ii. 16. and Beza on Rom. iii. 20. What Gesen. in-
tends by the difference between o) wac and w3 w3, is not very clear to me.

t The words are: wérsgw olv, I¢w, wdrrag Tobc IuwporBey Ayous oin dwodixsol, b Tog
wiv, Tob¢ ¥ of; if Schleusner would prove non omnis to be equivalent to nullus by Cic.
Rosc. Amer. 27. ep. ad Famil. 2, 12. he cannot have well examined the passage.

1 Therefore also cidi ol are taken together (Mt. xxvii. 14.) o33 i giua ne unum
quidem v. (John i. 3. Rom. iii. 10. Herm. ad Vig. 467.)

Il Nor, because sk is in other places expressed (Mt. xxi. 24. Jpwricw dua: xdyd ASyw
iva), will any one accustomed to grammatical distinctions, require s in the above
passnge.
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2. The one, the other is expreased: (a) In distributive sentences, some.
times by Js — — zai ofg Mt. xx. 31. xxvii. 38, xvii. 4. Mr. x. 87. Joha
xx. 12. Gal. iv. 22. (6 ¢Ts = ~ & «Is Mt. xxiv. 40. on the other hand in the
parallel passage Luk. xvii. 34. &sis —— ¢ évegos, comp. & ais—~ & ivegos
Luk. xvi. 13. xviii. 10. Zsop. 119. de Fur. So in the Hebrew -na
Exod. xvii. 12. Lev. xii. 8. xv. 15. 1 8am. x. 3.), for which the Greeks
use e piv, &g 8, see Fischer ad Leusden diall. p. 85. (what Georgi
Vind. p. 159. and Schwarz Comment. p. 421. quote, are more properly
enumerations or additions of the units of one sum, e. g. of eight, one—
one—one—etc.) (b) In reciprocal sentences 1 Cor. iv. 6. iva py o3 ¢ Snig
¢0% iy og pvasovede one above the other, 1 Thess. v. 11. This would
be rather an Aram®ism (Hoffmann Grammat. Syr. p. 330.), although
not contrary to Greek syntax, Herod. iv. 50. & ngos &v svuBdanew, Lucian.
conscr. hist. c. 2. &g ovv &v, padiv, ivi nagaBarecy. Comp. also the for-
mula 2y &)’ ivés (Ast. ad Plat. Polit. p. 339. Bernhardy ad Dionys.
Perieg. p. 853.) and Kypke II. 339. '

The Hebrew construction: the man to his friend is conformed to the
Septuag. Gen. xi. 3. xiii. 11. Judg. vi. 29., but is not found in the N. T.,
comp. however Heb. viii. 11. according to the Vulgate ot un 3:3dfwoe
ixaros ¢ o» nanoioy adroy from Jerem. Septuag.

About the Hebraistic circumlocution of the pronoun every by the
repetition of the nous, e. g. gui¢a qui¢a, see Chap. V. § 58. 1.

CHAPTER III.
USE OF THE NOUN.

§ 27. Number and Gender of Noeuns.

1. A Noun singular with the article (§ 17, 1.) is very frequently used’
as a collective of the whole class of things or persons, to which it refers
(see Glass 1. p. 56. Gesen. p. 447. Stuart’s Heb. Gr. § 437.): e. g. Jas.
ile 6. dpeis Rrepdoars ¢ oy rwxde, V. B. ipovedoare rdv 8 i sasoy (where,
with several Fathers, Grotius and others, Christ is not to be understood),
1 Pet.iv. 18. sl 8 d{xasog pdre 0ileras, 8 d ae Py s %04 Guagrwrds sov ,
eersivai; Rom. xiv. 1. Comp. Zumpt. Latin Grammar p. 329. By this
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means the representation is more concentrated, so that the mind is not
withdrawn by the multitude expressed in the plural, from the idea which
ought to be most immediately before it.

The singular for the plural might appear to be used in Luk. xxiv. 5.
xwovsoy (yvaixiv) €6 mgésanoy sis vqv yuv, where indeed some
Codd. have 74 neoowna. But the former occurs in all languages, where
distribution is expressed. Comp. also 1 Cor. vi. 19. 6 sSua duow
Eurip. Med. 1117. oGpa 2’ & 73ny 923¢ rizvwy, Cycl. 223, Alian Anim.
5, 4. dvopa avroy Aschin. Cresiph. p. 436. § 47. xaxoi Ty Jvzy, 1 Mace.
i. 44. Not very different is Rev. vi. 11. xal 8639 avrois orors rsvxy
(according to the best Codd.) a white robe wus given to them i.e. to each
one of them, comp. xiii. 1. and Polyb. 3, 49. 12. rous naecorovs iad v
xai 7gds Tovrous drodises xoouyoas, also Testam. patriarch. p. 5656. Fabric.
sidoy intva dvdgantovs ty Eod T e AsVXYe

2. On the other hand, the plural (masc. or fem.) is often used, where
the predicate relates to only one subject, although the writer designs to
express the thought in a general way: e. g. Mt. xxvii. 44. xai ol Agorad
— — dvecdifov avroy the thicves railed at him (properly only one, comp.
Luk. xxiii. 39., unless, which perhaps is preferable, we admit a difference
in the account, as must be done in respect to Mt. xxvi. 8., and John xii.
4.); Mt ii. 20. zedvixaoe ol Qnrovwres iy sy rov nadiov (properly only
Herod the great is meant) comp. Exod. iv. 19. Mt. ix. 8. :3ctacar vov Seow
vov 36vra ifovoiav Toladryy ol dv ¢ b moes (properly only Jesus had
shown it). See Aschyl. Prom. 67. Eurip. Hec. 403. /Eschin. ado.
Timarch. 21. and Bremi in loc. Porson. ad Eurip. Phen. p. 36. Reisig.
Conject. in Aristoph. p. 58. and C. L. Roth. grummatice quest. suz e
C. Tacito Norimb. 1829. 4. § 1. Some have also taken here the difficult
passage 1 Cor. xv. 29. & Bonridopevor dnig viw vexeiv, and have under-
stood, by of vexgoi Christ, which would be in itself according to the usage
of the language.

In the passages John vi. 45. Acts xiii. 4. év rois mgopfrassand
Mt. xxiv. 26. i80b (6 Xeiords) év vois raueiocs, the plural is most proba-
bly to be so interpreted; iv 7. rausi. stands in contrast with iv v§ igrue,
and means, he is in the chambers (not just in a particular one); iy . ne.
is a quotation in general, as: in the Pentuteuch (comp. Acts vii. 42), in
the Epistles of Paul, etc., when we either cannot exactly, or do not wish
to mention the section. The Heb. usage, according to Gesen. Lehrgeb.
p. 665., does not materially differ, and no reflecting person will assert
that the plural, in these cases, stands for the singular.

Mt. xxi. 7. énexdfioar intdve adraw also, is probably not exact: they
set him upon them (properly only on one of them), as we say, e. g. ke
sprang from the horses, although only from one of the horses before the
wagon. The avvsv in this passage, may indeed, with Euthym. Zigab.
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and others, be referred to ra iudria, yet both 2rave avroy should be
referred to one thing (rqv tvov zal vov mdnov). On Acts xvi. 16., which
does not belong here, see Kiindl.

In 1 Cor. xvi. 3., the plural éxwsroras is improperly taken for the sin-
gular. (See Heumann in loc.); even if this plural can be thus used of one
letter (see Schiifer ad Plut. V. p. 446. Grot. ad 1 Mace. xii. 19. Comp.
Fabric. Cod. Apocr. N. T. p. 915.), yet here certainly the words 3;
inwrordy are to be connected with séudw, and the sending of several
letters to different persons is not unusual.

The Dual does not occur in the N. T.; the plural is found in its stead
in Rev. xii. 14. xagov xai xai¢ovs (fwo years) xai fuwov xargov (as an
imitation-of 137y two years, Dan. vii. 25.); but only in this particular
connection can xai¢ovs be used for two years, as otherwise in contrast with
xawgdy it would denote simply yeurs.

8. Some nouns, which express a singular idea, are found uniformly in
the plural, because the (external) object which they denote, consists of
several parts: e. g. of aidwes, the world, the universe, Heb. i. 2. comi).
OnYiY; avarorai xai dvopai Mt. viii. 11. (the region or countries of
East and West); of ovgarol (the Jews imagined several heavens one
above the other) 2 Cor. xii. 2. See Wetst. in loc. ra 8:£d Mt. xxvi.
64. Acts ii. 25. (the whole right side of the body, not only the right
hand), of xérsoc Luk. xvi. 23. (Pausan. 6, 1. 2. AEliun V. H. 13, 31.)
Comp. also the phrase in John i. 13. i aipdrwr eyemmdnoar (in
reference to both parents, Eurip. Jo. 693. or 705.). Then there are some
names of feasts (generally of several days) used only in the plural, e. g.
4 eyxaivia, yevéoia, adupa (Saturnalia, Lupercalia), so also names of cities,
'Adrvas, Hdraga, rststor, in which the plural is to be explained his-

* torically. About é¢yieia money, see Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 608. zd ipira
is sometimes used, where only the mantle, overcoat can be meant (not
in Mr. xxiii. 5., with Schleussner) Mt. xxvii. 31. John xiii. 4. 12.
Acts xviii. 6. (Mt. xxiv. 18. comp. Mr. xiii. 16.) for the general expres-
sion clothing, dress, then directly for overcoat in distinct antithesis with
avvwv John xix. 23.  Abstract nouns in the plural denote the various ex-
pressions, demonstrations, developements, forms of the quality signified
by the singular, e. g. Jas. ii. 1. ngoswnorydias, 1 Pet. ii. 1. droxgioses,
xatararcas, Poovos, 2 Cor. i. 3. oixriguoi. See Jacobs in Act. philol.
monac. I. p. 154. Heinichen ad Euseb. H. E. 1IL. p. 18. Bernhardy
p- 62. Kritz. ad Sallust Catil. I. p. 76.

Ta itgs yedppara 2 Tim. iii. 15. and ol yeapai, to denote the O. Test.
scarcely need to be noticed. The plural sd3dara for ¢é sd33aror Mt.
xii. 1. Luk. iv. 16. is perhaps merely an imitation of the Aramean form

R3Y.  See Rob. Gr. and Eng. Lez. under this head. But it may also
fall in with the analogy of the appellation of feasts.
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A Hebraistic pluralis excellentie or majestat., some, as Glassius I. p.
59. Haab. p. 59., would find in the following passages, but incorrecily:
Heb. ix. 23. x¢geirrose dvsiais (of Christ’s death as a sacnifice), John ix.
8. i¢ya deov (a strikingly important work of God), Heb. vii. 6. (éxapyerias
(the smportant promise), 2 Cor. xii. 1. 7. anozadviess (a glorious revela-
tion). In all these passages the plural suits very well, inasmuch as the
writers express them generally, or really point to a historical plurality
(Heb. vii. 6.) On the other hand in Heb. ix. 2. 3. ayw and aywe ayior
to express the holy, and the most holy of the temple at Jerusalem, might
be reckoned a pluralis excellentiz, if the accentuation ayia and dyia dyvwry
were adopted, with Erasmus and others; (comp. $cvaia 3:asar Soph.
Electr. 849.) However, although o aywor and ro ayior i aywr (Ex.
xxvi. 33. Numb. iv. 4.) comp. Joseph. Antig. 3, 6. 4. occur in the
Pentateuch with the signification above, yet in 1 Kings viii. 6. the most
holy is expressed by zd dyia viv dyiwr. Willr 3bfs may be compared the
Latin penetralia, adyta (Virg. £n.2,296.) See Stuart Heb. Gr. § 437. 2.

As to Phil. ii. 8. 6 eivas coa 36, where {sa is used adverbially, comp.
the usage of the Greek language Iliad. 5. 71. Odyss. 1, 432. 15, 519.
ZEl. V. H. 8, 38. Thuc. 3. 14. Philostr. Apoll. 8, 26. Himer. oratt. 20.
4. Boph. Ocd. Tyr. 1182. See Reisig ad Oed. Col. 526. Rob. Gr. and
Eng. Lez. at sos.

4. The neuter both singular and plural is sometimes found, where
persons are signified, but the writer would express his meaning in a
general way: 2 THess. ii. 8. ro xarizov oiSare (comp. ver. 7. & xaviywr),
1 Cor. i. 27. 28. 7d pwgd, 76 Godevy, va ifovdewmuéva (on the contrary
vobs gopovs), Heb. vii. 7. ¢ Irarror oo vov xgelrrovog svroyeiras, John vi.
37.1John v. 4. Comp. Thuc. 3, 11. rd x¢drisra éni vobs drodeearigovs
tuvansyor, Poppo ad Thuc. L. p. 104. Seidler a2 Eurip. Trod. p. 61.—
In Heb. vii. 18. ov8i is to be taken as a real neuter. John iii. 6. may also
be understood of & generation of the flesh merely (an animal generation).

5. The neuter seems to be used for the feminine in Mr. xii. 28. soa
iori ngien mdvzwy dvrory (according to the oldest Codd. for masiv).
But rdvrwy, besides its relation to the noun in gender, stands for the ge-
neral omnium (rerum), comp. Lucian. Piscat. p. 583. c. 13. pia ndvrwy
7ys dands ¢nosopia (according to the usual reading, sdvra), Thuc. 4.
B2. vds s dAag norels xal Hd v @y pdkiora Ty Avrardgor, see d’Orville
ad Chariton. p. 549. Porson ad Eurip. Pheen. 121. Fritzsche ad Mar.
I. c. On the other hand we cannot say with d’Orville ad Char. in Acts
ix. 87. novoarres a b 7 v I3nxav that aovsarres stands for rovoasas, because
women were accustomed to wash the dead. The writer here speaks al-
together generally and impersonally: man wusch und legte (Ger.). (The
Ger. man here conveys an impersonal sense which cannot be exactly ex-
prossed in English. We can only say, She was washed, etc. or the wash-
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ing and laying out were done. Trs.) Had Luke with rigid exactness
considered this custom, he would have expressed himself more circum-
stantially. Comp. Luke xxii. 58. (Mt. xxvi. 71.) and Xen. Mem. 2, 7.
2. ovreAvdasy — — 83eAdas Te xal GIeAPidac xal dvediai TogavTar, Gov’
sivas Iy v oizig vrgoagaxaidixa ¢ods Iaevdigovg fourteen among the
Jree (free men), where the masc. is used, although under the free (as
it seems) we must include women.

The masculine is not used for the fem. in the Septuag. Gen. xxiii. 3.
dyvéovy "ABgadp dnd YoV vexgov avrov — — 4. fddw TOY vax by
pov, although the reference is to Sarah, or in Hist. Susan. 62. ¢soinoar
avros Sy TEontoy intovneevoarTo T § Ay ooy, although Susanna is meant.
In the first case we also say, he buried his dead (similar Soph. Antig.
830. pouuive (vulg. @bipiva) rois (gofeois IyxAnga Aayeiv péya), and the
corpse is always in Greek § vex¢ds, never feminine. See Hermann ad
Soph. Antig. p. 114. 176.

Notk 1. In Rom. xi. 4. a quotation from the O. T. 1 Kings xix. 18.
stands the fem. ¢ Bdax (Zeph. i. 4. Hos. ii. 8.), not perhaps with con-
tempt indicating feminine qualitics, as the feminine forms of idols in
Arabic and Rabbinical writings are used (7), see Gesen. in Rosenmilller’s
Repertor. 1. p. 189. and Tholuck in loc.; but Paul, as he quoted from
memory, might easily write 5 Bioa, which he had sometimes read in the
Septuag. (yet the Codd. vary), in this place, although the Septuag. itself
bas #¢ Bdaa. Riickert on this passage, as elsewhere, is wanting 1n valu-
able remarks. After all it is of no moment, whether Baal was called
male or female.

Note 2. When a noun of any gender is considered in a material sense
merely as a word, it is well known that it takes the neuter article, Gal.
iv. 25. ¢6 “Aya¢ the (word) Hagar. On the other hand the fem. may
seem to be used for the neut. in Reyv. ix. 12. xi. 14. 5 aval; but here pro-
bably some word like 6a4is or rarainwgia Was before the writer’s mind.

§ 28. Use of Cases in general.

1. The meaning of Gr. cases (Herm. de emend. rat. 1. 137. sq. Bern-
bardy p. 74. J. A. Hartung iib. die cas. etc. Erlingen. 1831. 8vo.) was
generally easy to be understood by foreigners; and the Jews themselves,
if not by terminations, yet clearly enough expressed the usual relations
of case; especially did the genitive relation in the Aramzan approach
more nearly to that of the Occidental language. It was more difficult
to apprehend as the Greeks did, the oblique cases in all their extended
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and maoifold applications; such a use also was not conformable to the
plain and expressive mode of speech which prevailed among the Orien-
talists. Hence, where the Greeks employed a case only, we often find
in the N. T. a preposition, after the maoner-of the Eastern languages,
e. g. 3iddvac ix, {odiew dnd for 3udovac, iodiew rwos, comp. § 30. gyergey
AaBid eis Basiria, Acts Xiii. 22. ¢is dyxaricee xara ixrsxrov deod for ixrex-
rocs, Rom. viii. 33.) As the Byzant. would say: dyovaxrey xard rovos.

This use of the preposition is a peculiarity of the ancient simplicity,
and therefore occurs not only in the older poets, as Homer, but also in
prose writers, as Lucian; see Jacob quast. Lucian. p. 11.

2. Properly speaking there is no enallage casuum, no putting of one
case for another; but perhaps sometimes in the same connection two dif-
ferent cases may be used with equal propriety, if the relation can be ap-
prehended in a twofold manner, e. g. wgosxvyeiy 7 to manifest reverence
to one, and neoox. Twa O revere one, xaiis moucy Tuve and 7 (Philo
Act. Thom. 38.), Ivoxss rwe and rwos (Fritzsche ad Mt. p. 223.),* ray-
¢ovadal vwos (of something) and ru. (with, by means of something); also
prvaodal ve and ruwos (as recordari rei and rem), in the former case, with
.acc., I consider the remembering as including only this object; with the
gen., the remembering of a thing (remembering something) is the me-
mory of a totality, in which the several parts are embraced. It cannot
therefore be said that the dat. or acc. is used for the genit., or vice versa,
but logically both cases are equally proper, and it is necessary only to
observe which construction has become the more common one, or whe-
ther one of them is preferred in the later language, 88 sdayyerileafal

Tva, TLOOXVVELY Tivie

3. Each case, as such, stands in a necessary connection with the sen-
tence to which it belongs; yet there are also found cases absolute, i. e.
such as are not interwoven in the grammatical structure of the sentence,
but only belong to it logically: the nominative is most frequently so used,
as Acts vii. 40. 5 Muwoiors oi7os — — = ovx oidauew, vi yéiyover avrs (Xen.
Econ. 1, 14.), Rev. iii. 12. § yiz Gy, rounsw adroy orvao, etc. The
nominative here, is sometimes intentionally placed first as the principal
object, on which the following sentence depends (as the nom. otherwise in
Luke xiii. 4.),1 therefore of a rhetorical nature, at other times is to be ex-

*® The distinction made between these two constructions by Schafer ad Demosth.
V. p- 323. is not proved out of the N. T. Comp. Matth. II. 850.

t An idca expressed in an obliqae case, becomes obscured by this dependent sense,
whilst the nominative as the case of the subject attracts special attention.
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plained as the result of negligence, and consequently as anacoluthon,
since the writer had either not yet completed the following structure in
his own mind, or led away from the nom. by the intervention of several
words, changed it (comp. Mt. x. 32. xii. 36. Mr. ix. 20.)* Acts xx. 3. John
vii. 38. 1 John ii. 27. So often in the Greek writers (Xen. Econ. 12, 8.
Anabd. 7, 6. 37. Cyrop. 4, 5. 37. 5, 4. 34. Mem. 2, 6. 36. 8, 1. 2. Thuc.
4, 73. Dio. Chrys. 9. 124. Philostr. Apoll. 7. 16.) Matth. IL. 776. See
especially Hemsterh. and Lehmann ad Lucian. III. p. 428. Heindorf ad
Plat. Thezt. p. 389. ad Plat. Cratyl. p. 68. Ast ad Plat. Legg. p. 145.
Schiifer ad Eurip. Orest. p. 127. Boissonade ad Nic. p. 97. Sibelis ad
Pausan. 1. p. 85. Bernhardy p. 68. On the other hand the so called
acc. absolute, and much more the gen. and dat. can be reduced to the
primary design of these cases (Herm. ad Viger. p. 847), and therefore,
in consequence of a similar anacoluthon, are but seldom to be considered
as really absolute (comp. e. g. Schiifer ad Demosth. V. p. 314. Index ad
Menander. p. 656.) comp. § 32,7. See E. Wentzel de genitivis and
dat. absol. Vratisl. 1828. 8vo.

Designations of time sometimes added to a sentence, but not of the
same construction, are to be taken for nom. absolute, Luke ix. 28. iy¢-
670 pera Tos Myovs TovTous, Sosi ppuégac éx vy, Lucian dial. meretr.
1, 4. 0 yag ivgaxa, norvs 8y yeovos avwdv.e See below § 64, 1. About
a hypallage in adjectives, see p. 65.

§29. Use of the Nominative and Vocative.

1. The nominative with the article used as a vocative, is equally fre-
quent among the Grecks and Hebrews. (Fischer ad Weller I11. 1. 319.
Markland ad Eurip. Iphig. Aul. 446. Boissonnade ad Nicet. p. 240.).
In the N.T. we find several examples of such a nomin., not only in im-
lerative addresses, which was probably its original use, (Heindorf ad
Plat, Prot, p. 460. Bernhardy 67.), Mr. ix.25. v avevpa 76 draroy ———
6 sou inirdoow, Luk. viii. 54. 5 nais, éyeleov, Mr. v. 41. Ephes. vi. 1.,
but also in acclamations Mt. xxvii. 29, Mr. x. 47. John viii. 10. Luk.
Xii. 32, even in prayers Mt. xi. 26. Luk. xviii. 11. In respect to John
XX 28., interpreters are not agreed, whether to take the nom. for voc.

* What Fritzache quotes from the Antholog. Pal. 11, 488. xdya ¥ abrdy dar 78

7rina poy 8deras, entirely accords with this.
19
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as an address or only an exclamation. Each one’s dogmatical views
affect his judgment. ‘The vocative however is used more frequently,
partly in proper addresses Mt. xv. 28. Mr. xv. 18. Acts xi. 7. xxi. 20,
xxiii. 11. xxv. 26. Rom. ii. 1., partly in questions Jas. ii. 20. Rom. ix.
20., partly in exclamations Mt. xvii. 17. Luk. xxiv. 25. Rom. xi. 33.,
sometimes with, sometimes without .

In Luk. xii. 20. gpewy (for dpeor) is to be used according to the best
Codd. as an exclamation: Fool, in the same night, etc.

2. The nominative (nomin. tituli) is employed to express particular
appellations not only in such cases as Rev. vi. 8. évopa avrg 6 6dvaros,
viii. 11. (comp. Demosth. adv. Macart. p. 669. B.), but also where the
construction scems to require another case, John xiii. 13. ¢uverré pe* &
8.8dgxanrog, and perhaps also Luk. xix. 29. es 76 ogos 76 zarorperor
’Exra sy (Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 795.) comp. Malala Chronogr. 18. p. 482.
Nieb. tv 4 reyopivg "Avyovaredy, 10. p. 247.% On the other hand
Acts i. 12. énd d¢ovs Tob xarovpivov EracGvog. Comp. 1 Sam. ix. 9.
Tov ngoprrny ixdrer § Aad g Iungoodev 6 Brénwy T and Lob. ad Phryn.
p- 517. Matth. IL. 772.

When any one’s name is introduced by means of évéuars, it never de-
pends on évou., but takes the case of the preceding noun; in the nomina-
tive e. g. Luk. i. 5. Acts viii. 9. x. 1. xiii. 6., in the dative Acts xxvii. 1.
ixarovragyy dvopare "Tovai e (XXviii. 7.), in the accusative Actsix. 12.
é1d¢a ovopare "Arariay, Xviii. 2. About a similar usage of the language
see Jacobs ud JElian. Anim. [L. p. 296.

Nore 1. The acec. with eis in the formula evac OF yivesac el 70, has
been incorrectly represented as a Hebrew circumlocution for the nomin.
(Lensden diall. p. 132.) Most of the examples adduced are either
quotations from the O. T., or established formulas derived from it (Mt.
xix. 5. 1 Cor. vi. 16. Ephes. v. 31. Heb. viii. 10.); moreover it was
overlooked that yivesfac el 7o abire (mutari) in aliquid, Acts v. 36. John
xvi. 20. Rev. vii. 11.could be said in Greck, as in Germ. (Georgi Vind.
337. Schwarz Comment. 285.), and that, in the Hebrew evau eis 74, 5 did

¢ In all editions Iaaidv stands as above. I cannot, with Fritzsche, consider this
accentu. as decidedly wrong. Luke, intending his gospel for foreigners, might per-
haps, the firat time he mentioned it, call the Mount of Olives sufficiently known in
Pulestine, the so called Mount of Olives, but the expression mele 75 5¢. 75 Asy. iAaizy
would be resolved into 73 Asy. Sgo¢ en. which is called Mount of Olives, and the
article before i, could be very well dispensed with. Perhaps the Syr. has read iraid,
it translates as above.

t So cven viv av8¢wmoT 6 xo¢ paviv Theodoret. IV. 1304, 73w 6 8 ¢ wgoruyogiar ITI.
241. 1V. 454,, in which cases the Romans always use the genit. (which the moderns
have overlooked).
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not properly express the nom., but corresponded with the Germ. zu et-
was (dienen) for something (Heb. viii. 10. 1 Cor. xiv. 22.). In1 Cor.
V. 3. duol eig Irdyiorov Lot means, it belongs to me to the least, the most
unimportant degree (1 consider it of no moment): Acts xix. 27. ¢i¢ ov8iv
aoyesfyrac i8 similar: it is to be reckoned for nothing (Sap. ix. 6.). In
Luk. ii. 34, xeirac eis nrdow, the preposition denotes the destination, the
end, and is not contrary to the analogy of the Greck (§32,4.) comp.
Als0p. 24, 2. ¢is psidovd sou Spiretar I aopae and the Lat. auzxilio esse
(Zumpt. Gr. p. 549.). See Rob. Gr. and Eng. Lezx. at the word &is.

Note 2. A nominative of exclamation occurs (but on Luk. xii. 20.
see abore) Phil. iii. 18. 19. sorroi yag neginarovswy, ofs morrdxs fheyoy ——
T0Ug 2 23005 7OV 67aVLOV ToV X€oy GV TO TEAOS ANGAELG, — = 00 T G E M LYEL G
pcovovvreg, Mr. Xii. 33-10. gainere dno 70y yeappariov, 7Oy Sercve
7wy — — xal dontacuovs — xar mewroxodidglas — ol xaTEGdlovees
ras Oxds TOY XNEWY——,05700 AYOVYTAL MELLIGOTELOY
x¢ipma.

§ 30. Use of the Genilive.

1. The genitive as a case dependent, (logically viewed),* is most
naturally connected with a noun as its governing word; but, as the idea
of dependence is a very extensive one, is also found in the N. T. ina
manifold sense. (Comp. Schiifer ad Eurip. Orest. 48.). Besides the
usual cases, we note: (a) the genitive of the object after nouns which
signify a spiritual or corporeal activity (thought, feeiing, word, deed):
e. g. Mt. xiii. 18. xagaBors 7oi g@eigovrog, parable of the sower, Luk. vi.
7. xarnyogla avrod, accusation against him, Acts iv. 9. edegyeod drfgdnon
(Thuc. i. 129.), John vii. 13. xx. 19. ¢3pos "Tovdaiwy of the Jews (Eurip.
Andr. 1060.), 1 Cor. i. 18. aéyos 70d sravgov, John xvii. 2. ifovsia wdang
oogxos over, Rom. x. 2. {npos 3eov zeal for God. (Comp. John. ii. 17.
Septuag.) Rom. xiii. 3. Mt. x. L. xiv. 1. Luk. vi. 12. Hebr. ii. 15. vii. 1.
(Numb. xxvi. 9. Job. xxi. 4. Obad. 12. Sir. iii. 14. Sap. viii. 3. 1 Macc.
xiii. 14.), Markland ad Eurip. Suppl. v.838. d'Orville ad Char. p. 498.
Schiifer ad Soph. IL. p. 300. Ast ad Plat. Legg. p. 72. Stallbaum ad
Plat. Apol. p. 29. Rep. 11. p. 201. Pfugk ad Eurip. Androm. p. 13.
Therefore sometimes aydny rob dcob, 7ov X¢eoros, love to God, to Christ
(1 John ii. 5. 15. John v. 42., but probably not Rom. viii. 35. v. 5. 2
Cor. v. 14.), and always ¢o30s Seov OF xveiov (Acts ix. 31. 2 Cor.v. 11.
vii. 1. Ephes. v.21.), wisris 7ov d:0v OF Xgiarod (Mr. xi. 22. Rom. iii. 22.

= Herm. ad Vig. p. 875. Genilivi proprium est id indicare, cujus quid aliquo quo-
cunque modo accidens est, Comp. de emend. rat. p. 139.
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Gal. ii. 16. iii. 22. Ephes. iii. 12. Phil. iii. 9. Jas. ii. 1. Rev. xiv. 2. Phil. i.
27. ‘Caaxon rov X¢. 2 Cor. x. 5. also belongs here and ieqvy e05 Phil.
iv. 7. according to the parallel passage Rom. v. i. must be understood of
the peace with God; otherwise iezvy Xe. Col. iii. 15., if this is the cor-
rect reading, see Bihr. on this verse. About a similar use of the person
pron. see above, § 22. note 3.

Whether in the formula ivayyéacov roi Xeisros, the genitive is subjec-

tive, the gospel preached By Christ, or objcctive, the gospel CONCERNING
Christ, is perhaps uncertain; I prefer the latter, beeause in some pas-

suges we have the full phrase edayyérior vod 000 wegi vou viov avrod, €. 8.

Rom. i. 3., of which the former may be an abridgement; comp. also edaryyé-
aor 795 Baseirelas vob feov Mt. iv. 23, ix. 35. In respect to Col. ii. 18. inter-
preters are not agreed, whether in 0ersxela dyyénwy the genit. is to be
considered objective or subjective. The former is to be preferred: wor-
ship of angcls, angel-service, comp. Clem. Strom. 6. p. 669. 6¢5sx¢ia
tiv anrgwr.  Heydenreich makes unnecessary difficulty on 2 Tim. i.12.;
in 1 Tun. iv. 1. 8atporiwy is certainly the objective gen., as in Heb. vi. 2.
Bazrioudy 8idayys, if the latter be taken for the governing noun; see be-
low, pote 2. In Jawes ii. 4. zgirai Suanoyiopdv worpeov we have Lhe
genitive of the quality, Judges of a bad claracter.

2. The genitive is also used, (b) of relations of dependence still more
remote (comp. Jacob. ad Lucian Alex. p.108. Bernbhardy 160.) We
notice (1) tho genitive which indicates relations only external, as of place
or time: e. g. Mt. x. 5. $805 éidvav the way to the heathen, comp. John xx.
7. Heb. ix. 8. Mt. i. 11. 12. perorxesia Baduaivos the carrying away to
Babylon (Gen. iii. 24. 5 8805 7ov Evrov x5 Zwis, Orph. 197. (200.) e
endor Ateivowo ad expeditionem in Axinum 141. (144.) véoros oizovo domum
reditus comp. Schiifer Melet. p. 90. Seidler ad Eurip. Electr. 161.
Spohn ad Isocr. Paneg. p. 2. Buttmann ad Sophk. Philoct. p. 67.); John
vii. 33. 4 Scanstogd vy Eanqrwv the dispersion (the dispersed, scattered)
among the Greeks; Mr. viii. 27. e 7a5 xduas Kawsagsias vijs Purinnov in
the villuges round Cwesarea Philippi, which lay on her territory (Jes. xvii.
2.), Col. i. 20. alua roi srav¢od blood of the cross i. e. blood shed on the
cross, 1 Pet. i. 2. favriopos éiparos, purification by blood, 2 Cor. xi. 26.
=(v8vvor storapdy dangers on rivers (soon after xivduvoc iy @once, iv Sarasoy
etc.) comp. Heliod. 2, 4. 65. xiv8vvor uraso &v (See Stuart Heb. Gram.
§ 424.). Designations of time: Rom. ii. 5. quéga seyns duy of divine
wrath (on which the wrath of God will show itsclf by punishment), Jud.
ver. 6. Keiow peyarnrns nuéeas the judgment at the great day, Heb. vi. 1,
& 775 6¢xns Tov Xgrarov Acyos, the christian instruction given to you in the
beginning. An external (of place) relation is also implied in xegaueoy
P8arog Mr. xiv. 13., comp. Jer. xlviii. 52, xegipeor olvov, Soph. Elcctr.
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758, zarxds owodos (see Schiifer ad Longi. Pastor. p. 386.), Dion. Hal.
IV. 2028, 4. dopdrrov, xai aoons dyyeia, Theophr. Char. 17. Diog. L.
6, 1. 4. 7,1. 3. Athen. L. p. 177. 1 Sam. x. 3.

On the other hand Acts xxii. 8. Tdgsos 775 Kiruxias and also xiii. 13,
xxvii. 5. Luk. iv. 26., are to be reduced to the simple genitive relation:
Tarsus of Cilicia, belonging to the province of Cilicia. Such a geo-
graphical designation has been established among the Greeks, Diod. Sic.
1, 4. 17, 64. Xen. Hell. 1, 2. 12. Diog. L. 8,1. 3. See Ellendt. ad
Arrian. Alezx. 1. 151. Ramshorn Lat. Grammat. 1. 169.

(b) Internal relations yet more remote are expressed by the genitive,
especially in the writings of John and Paul, as John v. 29. édvdsracs wys
the resurrection of life, i. e. the resurrection to life (comp. genit. of de-
sign, Theodoret. IV. 1140, {:¢woivys xeugorovia to priesthood), Mr. i. 4.
Banriopa peravoias baptism of repentance, i. e. which obligates to re-
pentance, Rom. vii. 2. sduos rov dvdeos law of the husband, i. e. which
determines the relation to the husband, (comp. Demosth. Mid. § 10. & v7;
Brapns vépos the law of damage), Rom. vii. 24. sipa favdrov body of death,
i. e. body which, if we be subjected to jts power, (the sagf), leads to
death, vi. 6. osipa 735 duagrias body of sin, i. e. body in which sin exists
(to which it cleaves), very like sSpq v7s sagxss Col. i. 22. body in which
depravity has its dwelling-place.  See Rom. viii. 36. Ephes. iv. 18.

In Luke xii. 9. 25 oqusior 'lwyva is nothing else than the sign which
once wus displayed in Jonas, now to be repeated in the person of Christ.
Jude ver. 11. also is to be so interpreted; but in John xix. 14. nagasxery rov
ndoya neans, not the day of preparation for the Passover, but simply
the rest-day of the passover, which belongs to the passover. In Eph.
iii. 1. 2 Tim. i. 8. Philem. i. 9. d{spios Xewsrod a prisoner of Christ,
i. e. whom Christ (the cause of Chr.) has brought into bondage and re-
tained there,* and Jas. ii. 5. of nrwyol vov xéopov, the poor of the world,
i. e. who, in relation to the world, are poor, poor in earthly goods: but
we are mot therefore to suppose xdsuos itself to mean earthly goods.—
John vi. 45. 8.8axzoi vob Seo1, instructed of God, i. e. about God as Mt.
XXV, 34. ol stnoyquévor rob margos, the blessed of the Father, i. e. by the
Father; Mt. xi. 11. Luke vii. 28. present no difficulty. Acts xxii. 3.
sépov depends on x. dxgiBewav.  In Heb. iii. 3. some take the genit. oixov

# As Philem. 13. $iz0l 765 sbayy. bonds, which the Gospel has brought.  Others,
Jor Christ’s sake. The genit. is so translated frequently, but without reason.  Heb.
xiii. 13. vov omdiopdy Xgiorod Pécovreg: the reproach which Christ once bore, (also) is
bearing. So also 2 Cor. i. 5. wegiczein 74 wabipwara o0 Xg. 65 2ueds, the sufferings,
which Christ had to endure, viz. from the cnemices of divine truth, come rencwedly
and abundantly on us; unless here and in Col. i. 24. the sufferings, the deep distresses
of Christ, arc those which he cndured in the church, his body. Comp. Bahr. on Col.
i. 24. Schulthess Neueste Theol. Annal. 1€29. 1. 470. See Lucke Progr. in loc.
(Getting. 1833. 4to.) p. 12.  Comp. 2 Thess. iii. 5.
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as belonging to zuuny, to greater honor of the house, (i. e. in, with the
house), not to be entirely rejected, but in this author improbable, and not re-
quired by the context. Wahl L. 571, apprehends the genit. in 1 Pet. iii. 21.
owvednacws aya b g tnsgdryua els Oeov in a peculiar way, thus, a promise
with a good conscience in relation to God. Even although we should not ob-
ject to this interpretation of the genitive, yet ovveid. dyaf. eis :ov, IS DOt
a cheerful persuasion (of forgiveness of sin), incedr. is arbitrarily trans-
lated promise, and 8¢’ avasz. is not connected with ovvecd. dyad., but with
oudse.  The common interpretation, of Pott and others, secems to me
faultless. 'Esrewordv can signify stipulari, but ixe¢wrasfac is necessarily
promittere, as also the Glossaries teach. The answer to the question
proposed at the baptism would be here the principal subject; éneelrrna
would be altogether without meaning (the proposed question was not that
which brings felicity), or must be taken passively and derived from ésxe-
ewrasbar, promiftere. More simply, and in accordance with biblical
usage, we must translate: the inquiry of a good conscience (one resolved
to be good) after God, i. e. the turning towards God, seeking him: as to
irte¢. sis 7. tnquiring after something, comp. 2 Sam. xi. 7. The latest in-
terpreter, Steiger, has contributed nothing important to the elucidation
of this passage. There is a difficulty about the genitives, Heb. vi. 2.
Barzisuiy 8idazys, which are usually taken for 8i8. megi Bore. even
by Kiinil, here a very harsh trajection; to separate 3.3. from Baxz. @s
Schulz has done, is to put asunder the two things gaxz. and éxuco. zece-
which in practice are intimately connected: we should rather adopt this
arrangement, 3.3., Banr., in:f. etc. The 8.8. Banr. the doctrine of bap-
tisms, in distinction from the legal and traditional lustrations of the Jews,
is perhaps the Christian baptisms, which were the end of the Christian
instruction.  About the geait. apposit. see § 48.

3. The genitive of kindred is usually considered a genitive with ellip-
sis, 88 Magia “laxddov, "Tovdas "laxs3ov; but as the genitive is the case of
dependence, and indeed every relation of kindred is a kind of dependence,
nothing essential to the sense is wanting (Herm. de ellips. p. 120.); only,
what the genitive expresses altogether in a general way, is left to the
reader to define more minutely according to the relations of the history.
Most frequently the genitive requires son or daughter to be supplied, as
Mt‘. iv. 21. John vi. 71. xxi. 2. 15. Acts xiii. 22.; yet wrrne in Luke
xxiv. 10. Mr. xvi. 1. xv. 47. comp. Mt. xxvii. 56. Mr. xv. 40. (ZElian.
V. I 13. 30. % ’Anetdrdgov 2. urtre), morie Acts vii. 16. Fuude vod
Zvxép (comp. Gen. xxxiii. 19.; similar Steph. Byzant. Aaldara: ” moneg
6 Aaidaroy 7ob Ixdeov), yrus, Mt. i. 6. ix 755 7ov 'Ovglov (Eurip. Or.
1719.), a:apis probably Luke vi. 16. Acts i. 13. on account of Jud. 1.,
where the same apostle scems to be mentioned. (Comp. Alciphr. epp.
2, 2. Twoxgdrns § Myrgodugov x. aderpis)*.  See Bos ellips. ed. Schii-
fer on these words. Boissonade ad Philostr. Her. p. 307. ‘

* The objeetions of Jessicn to this supposition (de authent. ep. Jud. p. 21.), which

De YVelte (Einleit ins N. T. 353.) repeats, are specious, but are founded on a misap-
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Oi Xadys 1 Cor. i. 11. are accordingly the friends of Chloe, as Rom.
xvi. 10. o ’AgioroBovaov. History must furnish a more certain illustra-
tion, Perhaps we ought, with most interpreters, to understand the in-"

mates of the families of these persons. Others make it the slaves.—
Yet see Valckenzr on the passage.

Note 1. 1t is not unusual, especially in the writings of Paul, to find
three genitives connected, one of which grammatically governs the other.
In such cases, however, one stands usually for an adjective, 2 Cor. iv. 4.
Tov PTLopey Tov edayyediov 7s 86Ens Tov Xerorsv, Ephes. i 6. eig Inacvor
3075 77 2deLros adron, iV. 13, eig pérgov yhixias Tov mAngoparos Tov Xewa-
rou (where the last two genitives belong together), comp. Col. i. 14. 20.
ii. 12. 18. 1 Thess. i. 3. 2 Thess. i. 9. Rom. ii. 4. Rev. xviii. 3. 14.
xxi. 6. Heb. v. 12. 2 Pet. iii. 2. Fphes. i. 19. iv. 13. SComp. Kriiger
ad Xen. Anab. 2, 5. 38. Bornemann ad Xenoph. Apol. p. 44.). In
Rev. xiv. 10. xix. 15. ocvos rov Svuov must be connected: wine of wrath,
wine of inflammation according to an O. 'I'. conception. Four genitives
see Rev. xiv. 8. ¢x rov olvov rov Svpov 775 mogvelas avrys, Xvi. 19, xviii.
12. xix. 15. (Judith ix. 8. x. 3. xiii. 18.).

NotE 2. The genitive is sometimes separated by another word from
its governing noun, especially in the epistles of Paul: e. g. Phil. ii. 10.
iva ntay yéww xdpudy énovearioy xal invyciov xai xaraydoviwy (the genitives
expletive of nay yévw being separated from it), 1 Tim. iii. 6. iva un e
xgipa éuniéay rov SwaBorov (probably for the sake of emphasis), Heb. viii. 6.
Otherwise in Rev. vii. 17. where, however, the reading is not estab-
lished. In 1 Thess. ii. 13. Ephes. ii. 3. another construction was hardly

Yossible. See Jacob ad Lucian Toz. p. 46. Ellendt ad Arrian. Alex.
. p. 241.

Note 3. Two genitives of different relations (the one of a person and
the other of a thing) are seldom connected with one noun, e. g. Acts v.
32. fueis dsuev avrov (Xeioron) pdgrvges rav prudrwy robzrar (Where, how.
ever some good Codd. have omitted avros), Puil. ii. 30. vo tudy dorignua
75 Aecroveyias, 2 Pet. iii. 2. zg¢ 7oy drosrdrey nudy évrorss Tov xvgiov,
Heb. vi. 1. xiii. 7. Rev. iii. 10. comp. Thuc. 3, 12. 29y exeivoy péannow
TGv el mpds Sewdw, Vi. 18. % Nuxlov 2y adywy dngayuosvry, Plat. Legg. 3.
p- 690. B. 75y rod véuov ixdvrwv dexdv, rep. 1. p. 329. A. vag rdv oixeiwy
ngomhaxisets ov yrews, Herod. 6, 2. vqy “Idvwy 7oy dyepoviny zod neds Bos
gecov soripov, Diog, L. 3, 25. and very strained Plat. Apol. 32. ueroc-
xnsts T s Tov Tomov rov ivdévde. See Ast ad Plat. Polit. p. 329,
ad Legg. p. 84. Herm. ad Soph. Ajac. 54. 611. Schiifer ad Soph. L. p.
228. Buttmann ad Demosth. Mid. p. 17. and ad Philoctat. v. 751.
Fritzsche Quast. Lucian. p. 111. Bernhardy 162. Matth. II. 864.

In a different way two genitives are connected in John vi. 1. 5 §drasosa
55 Caredalag, r3s Tideciddos, the sea of Gallilee, of Tiberias. The lat-
ter name occurs alone in John xxi. I. Perhaps John added the more

prehension of the nature of the genitive. Even wafntis is somctimes to be supplied
before a genitive. See Bos ellips. on this word.
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definite to the more general name for the benefit of foreigners (comp.
Pausan. 5, 7. 3.). Beza on the passage differs. Kiinil's conjecture,
that the words ». Ti3. are a gloss, is hasty. But the interpretation of
Paulus: von T'iberias aus, near by Tiberias, if not opposed to the Greek
(see § 30. 8.), is at least to the N. T. prose, which in such cases prefers
the more perspicuous mode of expression by means of the preposition, to
the case alone. Ti3. cannot depend on the ax5 in Gryadev.

Note 4. Where the genitive stands before the governing noun, it be-
longs (a) either to two nominatives at the same time, Acts iii. 7. adro
ol Bdoees xoi va opred, or (b) a certain emphasis is implied in it (Stall-
baum ad Plat. Protag. p. 118.) e. g. 1 Cor. iii. 9. 3c09 yde ouey vy
egyol, Seov yeweyior, Seov oixodouy tove (Xiii. 14.), Acts xiii. 23. rodrov
(AaBid) & deds nd rob omignaros — — fyoye swrjen 'Incov, Jas. i. 26. &
T — = 7oV rov peraws 5 Senoxeca, Heb. x. 836. Ephes. ii. 8. which has
frequently its foundation in a positive antithesis, Phil. ii. 25. vo» ovarea-
Ty pov, D pu G v 8k dndororoy xal yecTOVLYOV TS XELEAS pOvy Heb. vii. 12.
-1 Pet. iii. 21. Mt. i. 18. Ephes. ii. 10. vi- 9. Gal. iii. 15. iv. 28. 1 Cor.
vi. 15. ix. 11. Rom. iii. 29. xiii. 4. Mostly, however, the genitive con-
tains the principal idea, Rom. xi. 13. ¥3vwv dndaroros, Apostle of the Gen-
tiles, 1 Tim. vi. 17. 2z naovrov doyrdryee, about riches, which are perish-
able, Heb. vi. 16. 2 Pet. ii. 14. Tit. i. 7. It is not probable that the
precedence of the genitive is attributable to philological peculiarities of
a particular author (Gersdorf 296.), which, however, is not in itself im-
possible, as some deprive even emphatic expressions of much of their
emphasis. :

Nork 5. According to Kiinil, Wahl, and others, neel with ace. in
Mr. iv. 19. § neei 76 rouna éniupla, is a circumlocution of the genitive.
But although Mark could have written 5 vy Aouxdy énef., yet the former
mode is not only more distinct, but leaves to re¢: its proper signification,
cupiditates qua circa reliqua (rel. res) versantur (Heliad. /E'th. 1, 23. 45.
indupla negi Ty Xagixrecar, Aristot. Rhet. 2, 12. ol meg 20 odpa énte-
Svuiad), just as in John xv. 22. It is somewhat different when in Greek
writers se¢i With acc. is used for a circumlocution of the genitive of the
object, to which some quality or property is attributed, e. g. Diod. Sic.
11, 89. 5 neei 76 iegow dezawdrns, ibid. vo el 7obs xeargens idlwua (comp.
Schiifer ad Julian p. V1. and ad Dion. comp. p. 23.) Sext. Emp. 2, 2.
70 megl odriy xzarros is of a different nature. The passage quoted by
Wabhl /Elian. 2, 10. does accordingly not belong here, Xen. Cyrop. 5,
3. 21. no negi cum acc. is found. Interpreters find a similar circumlo-
cution of the gen. by ¢ z in 2 Cor. viii. 7. 77 & dudy dydny; but it means,
amor qui a vobis proficiscitur,and more exact than =3 duov dydny, which
could have also the meaning of in vas. So Thuc. 2, 92. § and v
*Aadnvaioy Boydea, Dion. Hal. IV. p. 2285, 13. goatw ix zaw nogovrwy
xwioas Fyeov, Plat. rep. 2. p. 363. A. zig an’ adrys edoxiuroers, Arrian.
Indic. 29, 5. Plutarch. Cic. p. 783. Polyen. 5, 11. Diod. Sic. 5, 9. 1,
8. Exc. Val. p. 117. Lucian. consecr. hist. 40. Arrian. Alex. 1, 17. 12,
Comp. Jacobs ad Athen. p. 321. and ad Anthol. Pul. L. 1. p. 159. Schii-
fer ad Soph. Ajac. p. 228. Ellendt ad Arrian Alex. 1. p. 329. With
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this can be compared Acts xxiii. 21. 75y 66 oov svoyyeriar. Also Rom.
Xi. 27. g nag’ ipov &a}izq demands the same interpretation.  See Fritz-
sche ad Mr. p. 182. In none of these places is there an unmeaning
circumlocution. The circumlocution of the genit. by means of v (see
Koppe ad Ephes. p. 60.), as instances of which Eph. ii. 21. Tit. iii. 5.
1 Cor. ii. 7. 2 Pet. ii. 7. are quoted, will not be so accounted by an at-
tentive reader. In the passages commonly adduced, xara with its case
is not to be considered exactly a circumlocution for the genitive. In
Rom. ix. 11. 5 zaz’ xnoysv ngd9eoes means, the purpose which takes place
in consequence of election; in Xi. 21. ol xara ¢puaow xaddoc are the branches
according to nature, i. e. natural branches. Yet see above § 22, 2.—
More suitable instances are found in the Greek writers, e. g. Diod. Sic.
1, 65. % zava viv dexnv dmodeacs, the putting down of the government
(properly in respect to the government), 17, 60. 4, 13. Exc. Vat. p. 103.
Matth. II. 866. About eayy. xara Mazd. etc. see Fritzsche (comp. in-
stauces in the nova biblioth. Lubec. H. p. 105.). In 1 Pet.i. 11. s
eis X ¢vorov nadiuara i8 incorrectly taken for ra Xewrov nady-
para (v. 1.); it is (similar to the seel 755 eis Suds ydgeros, ver. 10.) suf-
ferings destined for kim. It is ditlerent, when the genit. depending on
a noun is expressed by the interposition of a prepositition, because the
verb prefers this interposition, e. g. xowvwria Suav ei ¢ 70 sbayyéncor, Phil.
i 5. éncedrnpa e ig eov (ufter God), 1 Pet. iii. 31, Comp. 2 Sam. xi.
7. ineewrav els Secv.

4. The same form of direct dependence takes place in the connection of
the genit. with verbal adjectives and participles, which then are used ad-
jectively, as 1 Cor. ii. 13. 8c8ax7oi nvevparos dyiov Adyos, 2 Pet. ii. 14. xa¢-
Siar yeyvuvaopisqy macovekiag (according to good Codd.) comp. Iliad. 5, 6.
rerovpévos Gxedvoto, Soph. Ji. T94. paros frarnuévy, 1331, ¢irwy vixdpuevos
and especially with 1 Cor. Soph. El. 343. xeivys §13ax7d, and with 2 Pet. Phi-
lostr. Her. 2, 15. 3ardz 755 ovrtw yeyvpvacuévor, 3y 1. Néozoga rorépwy sorray
yeyvpvaspévoy, 10, 1. copiag 58y yeyvuvasuivor, see Boissonade ad Philostr.
Her. p. 451.  According to this the two following passages are easily
interpreted: Heb. iii. 12. xagdia movnes dmiorias @ heart wicked (in re-
spect to) of unbelief (a wicked, namely unbelieving heart) like zagdia
fornelay druorias Iyovoa; similar Plat. Apol. 32. duryovov dv eiy eddaruor
siag.  Sce Wex. ad Antig. 1. 162. on the active and pass. signification
of verbals. See Monk. ad Eurip. Alcest. 752. Matth. II. 811. Jas. i.
13. dnelgasros xaxiw, which most of the interpreters translate: untempt-
ed by sin (comp. Soph. Antig. 847. axravsras pirwr, ALschyl. Theb. 877.
xaxdv drevuovos, Eurip. Hippol. 962.); Schulthess on the other hand:
uncrperienced in sin. The parallelism with secgalee is unfavorable to
the latter interpretation. The active rendering of the /Ethiopian, not
tempting to sin, is still more objectionable, on account of the genitive
xoxdy, both because the following segdles 8: avros ovdéva would be tau-

20
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tological (as moreover the Apostle by 8: must have intended to express
something ditferent from én:igasros), and because énel¢. does not occur
in an active sense, as Schulthess thinks. The genitive has very differ-
ent uses, at least in the poets and writers who in their style exhibit a
poctical or rhetorical coloring: dneig. xaxd» might as well be rendered,
not tempting in respect to sin, as Soph. Ai. 1405. rovr¢ly soiwr Enixaigos
suitable for holy washings, or Herod. 1, 196. nta¢éves ydpuwr Sgaias ripe
Sor marriage.

According to the above analogy Paul might have written in 1 Thess.
i. 4. ddapoi Ryamnuivo (rov) 6:ov; but he construed the s7yazy. asa
participle, and therefore with {5 8:0v, comp. Acts x. 41. The Pauline
x2.570l 'Irsor Xewsror, Rom. i. 6. cannot be brought under the foregoing
rule; according to another view of the z.7sis entertained by the Apostles
it means: called of God, who are of Christ, belonging to Christ.

5. In consequence of its fundamental signification, the genitive became
among the Greeks, the case of partition and of separation; and as these
two are nearly related, they often passed into each other in various forms.
As the case partitive it appears sometimes in the subject, as Xen. Anab.
3, 5. 16. éntére — — oneicaro xal éntpiyrodal GGy TF ACos Exelvovs xal
txeivoy neos avrovs, and of them with those, of those with them to
mingle, (i. e. some of them), Thuc. 1, 115. more frequently in the pre-
dicate with all verbs and adjectives, which, either from their nature or
in a particular connection, atlect not the whole object but only a part of
it, as xau3dverr geegds, by the hand, is9ieew wuros, to eat of something,®
mo.geoty Tivos, t0 fill with something, xrénrew ruwds, to steal of something,
(Diod. Sic. 4, 24.). Here the N. T. usage is conformed to the Greek.
The partitive genit. appears in the subject only in Acts xxi. 16. svri260w
xai oy pafnriy, for which (also by the Grecks) ruis vav or at least ix
7%y were most commonly employed (Mt. xxiii. 34. Luke xxi. 16. John
xvi. 17.).  But the N. T. authors have generally used the partit. genit.
in the predicate. With this case are connected: 1. (a.) Words which
signify to hare a part, to partake of, as xorwés 1 Cor. x. 18. 1 Pet. v.
L., perézewr 1 Cor. ix. 10. x. 21. Heb. v. 13., xareorcuos Rom. iv. 13.
Heb. i. 2., zer2ewt Mt. vi. 32, 2 Cor. iii. 1. But xowwreiy takes also
the dative of the thing, 1 Tim. v. 22. Rom. xv. 27. 1 Pet. iv. 13. and in

* It is strange that even Mook ad Eurip. Alcest. 855. would supply piges 7 in
such cascs.
t Although many of the Codd. in Luke xi. 8. have Srev x¢ru, we can thence infer

as little as from the construction xg*Zaw = (Matth. T1 834.), that x¢. also governs
the ace. in the signification of willing, asking, as Kunol docs.
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a peculiar construction eig, Phil. iv. 15. 098:uia por 2xxryoia éxowdvyoey
tis ASyov Sdaews, etc. comp. Plat. rep. 5. p. 452. E. dvvary pvses 0 8-
Asea o) ToU dpjevos yévous xowwvioar £is Anavra 74 I¢ya. 1he dative
of the thing occurs sometimes in Greek writers (Poppo ad Thuc. I1I.
IL. p. 77. comp. the construction xowwy 7w rue, Galen. protrept. 2.), and
is perhaps to be interpreted by the idea of participution, which is im-
plied in xow. 1 Tim. v. 22. u7d: xowdvee duagrias drroreiacs, i. €. undiv
0oL xai Tal§ GAMOY GuagT. xOwoY FoTw. — periyew iS once construed by the
interposition of 3x 1 Cor. x. 17. ¥x 70D #vis derov perézouev. 1 know
of no instance in the Greek writers. (b) Words which signify plenty,
Sulness,* want, emptiness, as Acts v. 28. nemanesxare 7y ‘Irgovsarsp 77s
ddaxns dpow (ii. 28. xix. 29.), John ii. 7. yeploare ras vdeias 8arog, Mt.
xxii. 10. ¢xaq0d9 6 ydpos dvaxespévov, John i 14. marens zdewros, Jas. i. 5.
& res Dpay relnera coplag (see Matthie ad Eurip. Hippol. 323.), comp.
Acts xxvii. 38. Luke xv. 17. xxii. 35. Rom. 1ii. 23. Such verbs as are
only seldom connected with dxo (Luke xv. 16. #xed0usc yeucoae 72y xoe
Mav adTod dnd vy xegariwy, XVi. 21.), or with ix (yogvd?. ¢x Rev.
xix. 21.)f. About dsregecy dné Heb. xii. 15. see Bihme in loc., yet
comp. Sir. 7, 34. uy dari¢ec dnd xraiovrawv. 1 Cor. i. 7. fore-
geiodac iy pndev yoglopars needs no explanation.—(c) Verbs signify-
ing to smell of, to breathe of something, which are related to the
former, e. g. avicew Aristoph. Eq. 437. In the N. T. but once, figura-
tively, Acts ix. 1. 2unréwy Greirs xoi ovov, as if he breathed of threa-
tenings and slaughter, comp. nvésw dgoviparos Heliod. JEth. 1,2. other-
wise ¢ovor myéovres Theocr. 22, 82. 6uuov ixnviwy Eurip. Bacch. 620.,
where these verbs are used transitively: to breathe murder, wrath, to
breathe out. Both constructions are correctly conceived.—2. Transitive
verbs, in all those cases where the action relates not to the entire object, but
only toa part of it. Here belong especially (a) the verbs of giving something
Rev. ii. 17. 340w airg vou pdvwa (where some Codd. correct it into 3uow

® Miedorioe with the genit. belongs here, Eurip. Jo. 593. Orest. 388. But in the
N. T. the preposit. iv is always used, Eph. ii. 4. w. iv inim, Jas. ii. 5. Comp. wrev-
;e g. wAovrilszbas by 7w, 1 Tim. vi. 18. 1 Cor. i. 5.

t As to wanfévsvr dwo, Athen. 13. p. 509. see Schweighduser Add. et Corrig. p.
478.—Mt. xxiii. 25. irefov yigovs I dgwayiic xal adixiag, as it is spoken of the
dishes, is probably to be interpreted thus, their contents were acquired by robbery, ete.
Luke on the contrary, xi. 39. transfers the being full of robbery and injustice to the
Pharisees themselves, and therefore writes yfus a¢xayi¢ with the genitive alone.
In John xii. 3. also, # oixia iwAngaln ix T i ¢ S7uic, the ix Tig io. is not a substitute for
the mere genitive, but denotes that from which the fulness proceeds: was filled by
means of the odor.
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ai7$ Payeiy Gnd 7ov pdwa, and where also Bretschneider supplies
ix,* comp. Gen. xxx. 14.; (b) Verbs of enjoying, like rgosraupdresdac
reopris, Acts xxvii. 36. yeeodal zvos, Mt. xvi. 28. Luke ix. 27. xiv. 24.;
(¢) Verbs of seizing, touching, taking hold of t, as Mr. ix. 27. xgaryoas
avrdy Tis xeegos, by the hand, Actsiii. 7. Ezeck. vii. 3. (comp. Eurip.
Hec. 1166. Xen. Anab. 1, 6. 10. Plutarch Apophth. p. 180. Lucian.
Pisc. 12.), Mr. v. 30. 5;daro vov iparioy, €€ yet Gnrecdar, Mr. i. 41. vi.
656. Luke xxii. 51. (Gen. xxxix. 12. Judith xiii. 7. Job. i. 19.), xaap-
Bdveodac Mt. xiv. 31. Mr. viii. 23. Luke ix. 47. Acts xxiii. 19. (also
tropically Luke xx. 20. 26.), Scyydveww Heb. xii. 20., xgaveiy Luke viii.
54. Heb. vi. 18. (on the other hand x¢arsiv reva Mt. xiv. 8. xviii. 28.
Mr. iii. 21. of the seizing, apprehending of the whole person, Polyb. 8,
20. 8., so also éncapp. rva Acts ix. 27. xvi. 19.), Bdnrew $8aros Luke
xvi. 24. Bernhardy 168. (3dnzcow eis péeov Alian. V. H. 14, 39.). This
construction, however, is generally not as frequent in the N. T. as in the
Greek writers. Not ouly, because many such verbs} govern the accu-
sative (where properly the genitive should have been used), as yevesdas
Jahn ii. 9. Heb. vi. 5., but especially verbs of eating, communicating, ta-
king from, which are sometimes connected with &=, e. g. Luke xxiv. 42.
inédoxoy adr$ — — — — dntd percosiov xyelov, Mt. xv. 27, Mr. vii. 28, ¢4
xwvdgea Lodiee drtd v Jwyiov 7oy madiev (comp. Ya% and payscy Gno
Fabric. Pseudepigr. II. 706. Luke xxii. 18. Acts v. 2. xoi ivospisaro dnd
255 Tuusy John xxie 10. évéyxars and 7oy ddagior, Mr. xii. 2. iva —2dgy
dntd vob xagnov Tob dpaerdvog, Acts ii. 17. dxyed dno vov nvedparos pov,
sometimes with ix John iv. 14. & &v niy &x rob $8arog, 1 John iv.
13. Ix zov mvevparos avrov Sédwxev NuLy, Luke xxii. 16. 1 Cor. ix. 7.
13. xi. 28. The following are incorrectly assigned to this head: Heb.
xiii. 10. gayeiv § x Svoasrneiov de victima comedere, for Svoworne. is
there altar: to live from the altar, i. e. to eat the flesh of the offered
victims. In the Greek, comp. Plat. rep. 3. p. 395. C. 10. p. 606. B.
Apol. p. 31. B.

® This passage illustrates the distinction between the gcnit. and accus., as xal
dbow Jigov Aswniv follows. Comp. Heliod. 2, 23. 100. iwsppiporr & piv voi G3aroc
o8 xal olvov.

+ Here we might also place the construction of the middle dv fxssfa: with the

enit.
¢ 1 @ays®y and icinv, signifying to eat up, to devour, take the acc. of the object
(Mt. xii. 4. Rev. x.10.). And they even govern this case when the food which one
takes is only gencrally expressed; e. g. 78 mama ipayo, John vi. 58. Mt. xv. 2. Mr.
i. 6. 1 Cor. x. 3. Comp. Diog. L. 6, 2. 6.

Il Otherwise 1 Cor. x. 4. imwov i x wrtuparinis dxohovfosons whrgas, where Flatt's in.
terpretation is erroneous.
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The genitive with rvygdvew (éntervyzdvew), which occurs exclusively in
the N. T. (about the accusative see Herm. ad Vig p. 760. Bernhardy
176.) Luk. xx. 35. Acts xxiv. 3. xxvii. 3., must perhaps be interpreted
originally according to the above rule; yet it is used even where the whole
object is meant. The ancient writers construe xazgovopeiv (to participate
of a thing) almost always with the genitive (Kypke 11. 381.); in the later
authors and the N. T. the accusative of the thing is connected with it
Mt. v. 5. xix. 29. Gal. v. 21. (Polyb. 15, 22. Alciphr. 1, 39.) see Lob. ad
Phryn. p. 129. Matth. L. 802.—Aayydvew takes the accusative (except
Acts i. 17.) in 2 Pet. i. 1. isdreuor fucv rayoise nisrw (where rioris is not
the faith in an ideal sense, of which every Christian partakes by means
of his conviction, but the subjective faith, which belongs to these Christians)
Matth. 1I. 801. On the other hand the genitive is found in Luk. i. 9.
comp. Brunk ad Soph. Electr. 364. Jacobs Anthol. Pal. I11. p. 803.

6. To designate separation and distance the genitive is frequently
used by the Greeks, e. g. érovde¢ovw zuvos to deliver from something,
xwhew, Droywesiy, mavew, duadigeww ruwds, see Matth. II. 829. 845.—
Bernhardy 179., although in such cases proper prepositions also are used.
The N. T. construes with the genitive only perasradsvac Luk. xvi. 4.,
darozeey 1 Tim. i. 6., aigeev to break loose from Mr. ii. 21., mavesdas 1
Pet. iv. 1., xwavew Acts xxvii. 43. (comp. Xen. Cyrop. 2, 4. 23. Anab.
1, 6. 2. Polyb. 2, 52. 8.), Swpicewr Mt. x. 31. 1 Cor. xv. 41. (Xen.
Cyrop. 8, 2. 21. Comp. Kriiger ad Dionys. Hal. p. 462.) On the other
hand the interposition of a preposition occurs, (@) constantly with the
verbs of delivering, being free (Matth. II. 665. Bernhardy 181.) comp.
avew & n o Luk. xiii. 16. 1 Cor. vii. 27, (Plat. Phed. p. 65. A.), irsv-
Se¢ovw e Rom. vi. 18. 22. viii. 2. 21. (Thuc. 2, 71., also with 2x Matth.
I1. 830.), {veodas dro Mt. vi. 13. Luk. xi. 4., with ¢x Luk. i. 74. Rom.
vii. 24.; 042ew dno Rom. v. 9. and more frequently with 2x James v. 20,
Heb. v. 7.; mreoiv ané Tit. ii. 14. (asew rwog Fabric. Pseudepigr. I.710.);
x0Jagos and xadael@ew 476 Joseph. Antt. 9, 45. Acts xx. 26. 2 Cor. vii.
1. (Tob. iii. 14. Diod. Sic. 1, 24. Demost. in Near. p. 528. C., with ix
Appian Lyr. 59.), ésa¢os dws Mt. xxvii. 4. 24. (}2 'p3) sce Krebs Obs.
73. similar aovew dné (to wash, to cleanse of) Acts xvi. 33. Rev. i. 5
(b) with the genitive in drantaveodac ix 7ov 26wy Rev. xiv. 13. ravodrw
1y yAacoay Gnd xaxoy 1 Pet. iii. 10. (Soph. Electr. 231. 987. Eurip. Hec.
911. Thuc. vii. 73.) On stapigew a6 Gal. ii. 6. see Winer’s Comment.
xo0¢idew i8 construed with axs in Rom. viii. 35. 1 Cor. vii. 10. Heb. vii.
26. Plat. Phzd. p. 67. C. (Comp. Polyb. 5, 111. 2.).

Here belongs also xgvnrew (z0) dné rwos Luk. xix. 42., instead of which
the Greeks say x¢onrewy zwvd 70 It is properly a constructio pregnans
(comp. also Septuag. Gen. iv. 13. xviii. 17. 1 Sam. iii. 18.). In the same
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‘manner the verbs to remain behind something, to which perhaps 2 Pet.
iii. 9. od Beddvver & xvgos 79 inayyerias might be reduced (ov Beadis
toru Ty inoyyeniag). Otherwise Wahl 1. 138. Yet Syr. has éxayy. con-
nected with 3¢as. However zig. 775 énayy. can be construed together,
as many do interpret it.

7. To the signification of the genitive may be reduced more or less
clearly, (a) verbs of sense, especially dxovew zwés to hear some one
(properly to kear from some one) Mt. xvii. 5. Luk. ii. 46. John iii. 29.
or_to hear something (to hear of something) John v. 25. Luk. xv. 25.
John vi. 60., see Engelhardt ad Plat. Lach. p. 43. Buttmann ad Philoct.
p- 61. (b) verbs of desiring, as ¢xudvueiv 1 Tim. iii. 1. Mt. v. 28., g¢é-
yeodac 1 Tim. iii. 1. Heb. xi. 16., where we use also the genitive. The
desire is that into which the several things are incorporated and received.
On the contrary #x:6vuecy 7o relates to the thing desired as the single
object to which the éxugvpeiy is directed. Here belongs 845y zivos. Yet
this verb in a fig. sense is also connected with the acc. (pirosopiay dcye
Epist. Socr. p. 53. Allat., Beepsv povor §uy. Anthol. 4, 9.), comp. Mt.
V. 6. 8clGvres Suxatosivny. In the Septuag. Ex. xvii. 3. this verb is
connected with the dative. The difference between the two construc.
tions is clear; 3uy. pirocodias means, to thirst after philosophy, but 3.
$urocopiav represents philosophy as an undivided thing, which we wish to
possess. (c) Verbs of remembering, thinking of, (thinking, thought is a
whole, into which the several things are received; to think of a thing
means, to receive that thing as a part into thinking, the thought), Luk.
xviie 32, urnuovedere r76 yuvarxds Adr, Luk. i. 72. pvrob7vac iadrxns Acts
xi. 16. 2 Pet. iii. 2. etc. Yet -dragiurhox. il Heb. x. 32. und Mr. xiv.
72. (according to good authorities), and uvnuov. govern often the accusa-
tive {Matth. II. 820.), however more in the signification #o kave present
in the mind, to keep in memory (Bernhardy 177), Mt. xvi. 9. 1 Thess.
ii. 9. Rev. xviii. 5. Verbs of remembering, making mention of, are never
found in the N. T. with the genitive; uvpuov. neei Heb. xi. 22. comes
nearest to it (comp. uvasfac xee¢ Herod. 1, 36. Xen. Cyrop. 1, 6. 12.
Tob. 4, 1.), elsewhere as transitives Mt. xvi. 9. 1 Thess. ii. 9. 1 Cor.
iv. 17. 2 Cor. vii. 15. Rev. xviii. 5. (d) Verbs signifying to concern
oneself about something, to care for, and to neglect, as inrarddvesdac
Heb. vi. 10. xiii. 2. 16. (Bernhardy 181.), é»ivasdac Philem. ver. 20., v-
raapBdrecdas Luk, i. 54, 1 Tim. vi. 2. (Plutarch pzdag. 10. Xen.
Cyrop. 2, 3. 6., ¢:8:030¢ Acts xx. 29. 1 Cor. vii. 28., irwirecdac Luk.
x. 34. 1 Tim. iii. 5., pérec 1 Cor. ix. 9. Acts xviii. 17. The latter is
used also with seec Mt. xxii. 16. John x. 13. xii. 6. (Herod 6, 101. Xen.
Hier. 9, 10. comp. Strang in the Archiv. of Jahn I1. IIl. 400.), so as
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inavd. C. accus. Phil. iii. 14. (&) Aéopas 20 ask or beg of, some one
with a genit. of the person Mt. ix. 38. Acts xxvi. 3. 2 Cor. v. 20. etc.
(f) Kawzdodas to boast of something Rom. xi. 18. Jas. ii. 13. (comp. to
acquire glory from something). On the other hand the construction
intawely riva vwos, (comp. Matth IL. 682. Poppo ad Thuc. III. I. p. 661.)
does not occur in the N. T. (as Bornemann says, Schol. in Luc. p. 98.),
for in Luk. xvi. 8. rys d8uxias is certainly to be connected with oizovouos
and the object of }aw:iv is expressed in the sentence 5rc peovipws énoinaey-
See remark on this phrase (Sintenis) in Leipz. Lit. Zeit. 1833. 1. 1135.
(g) Verbs of ruling over something as xvguevew (i. . xvgidy ruvog Evar)
Rom. xiv. 9. 2 Cor. i. 24. (Xen. Mem. 3, 5. 11.) addevrecy 1 Tim ii.
12. xaraxvoovevew Jas. ii. 6., avdunarebery Acts xviii. 12. (k) Verbs of
accusing of a crime etc. Acts Xix. 40. xewdvysdouev lyxarelodac grdoews
Luk. xxiii. 14. Acts xxv. 11. (yet Acts xxiii. 29. also xe¢i vovos is found)
Matth. II. 849,

The genitive with the above verbs is not so frequent and forcible in
the N. T. as among the Greeks, e. g. {naxovew rudg, which occurs in
Thuc. 2, 62. and even sometimes is found in the Septuag. Jud. ii. 17.
gccording to analogy from dxovew) Matth. II. 841., never occurs in the

. T., but gxoisw ruwi (as in Xen. Cyrop. 4, 5. 19. 8, 1. 18.). Also
Basoesw rwds is not found (Herod. 1, 206.), but ixi zwos Mt. ii. 22. Rev.
‘v. 10. or Em')rua Luk. i. 33. 19. xiv. 27. (comp. d¢xeodac iv 7. 1 Sam.
ix. 17. x. L.

Verbs of buying and selling have the genitive of the price. (Matth. II.
843. Bernhardy 177.), Mt. x. 29. ovxi 8vo or¢ovfia doosagiov mwheiras
xxvi. 9. #8ivaro rovro neadrvas noarod, XX. 13. 1 Cor. vi. 20. Rev. vi. 6.
comp. Deut. ii. 6. (on the other hand Mt. xxvii. 7. fyd¢acav if avrdv Viz.
deyveiwy, Acts i. 18. comp. Paleph. 46, 3. 4.) comp. Mt. xx. 2. Accord-
ing to the construction with x, this genitive might be reduced to the
idea of proceeding from, as that which is bought for a price, goes forth
as it were to us for the price paid. But as this construction, the only
one of the kind, proves nothing for the native Greek conception of this
relation, it is perhaps more simple (as Hermann ad Viger 878. does in
a similar construction) to derive it from such connections of nouns as
pvpdy rtoadod, ixBves Svav dasaelwy (fish of, for two Assar.).

The use of £u: with the genit., which otherwise must be explained by
the omission of a preposition, is very clearly reducible to the primary
idea of this case. It is much more common in Gr. prose than in the
N. T. Here may be noted, («) The genitive partitive 1 Tim. i. 20.,
which frequently represents a genitive of a party (plur. masc.). (b) The
genitive of possession, both of the person 1 Cor. iit. 21. ndvra dudy éoriv,
vi. 19. oix Zori iawriw you do not belong to yourselves, 2 Cor. x. 7.
Xeuorov sivae (similar 1 Cor. i. 12. of heads of parties), in another man-
ner ovy’ Yudv éare yravas ete. it belongs not to you, it is not your business;
and also of the thing, 1 Thess. v. 5. 8. ovx éopiv yuxros ovdé oxdros — = —
G quigas Svrag, we are not of the right, do not belong to the right.
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See Matth. II. 783. (c) The genitive (sing. abstrct.) of a quality or
property, which some one possesses, in manifuld constructions, Luk. ix.
55. oiov nvevuarcs éove Dpecs, 1 Cor. xiv. 33. odx oty dxarasrasias &
eog, Heb. x. 39. 7uecs ovx éouiv dnosrorss — — dana niorews etc.  Also
with the concrete geuitive Mr. v. 42. v ir3y 8ddexa.

8. The genitive of time and place, without direct dependence denoted
by a single word, is uscd to designate a gencral statement (Herm. ad
Vig. p. 879. Hartung p. 32.), e. g. Hsch. Prom. 723. aawis zereos audy-
gorixroves oixovou zdrvies o the left hand, (Herod. 6, 77.), Xen. Ephes.
5, 13. ixsivys tis suécas on that day, Philost. Her. 9, 8. yeupiros des Win-
ters, i. e. during the winter, Thuc. 3, 104. (Matth. IL. 857.). In this
case the N. T. writers almost uniformly employ a preposition; such a
genitive is found only in some established formulas, as swxrds by night
{more distinct in 1 Macc. vi. 20.), Luke xviii. 12. ro} cad3drov on the
Sabbath, xxiv. 1. 5¢d¢ov Badiog, Ve 19. uny eteorres, moiag (6800) sigevéyxw=
ow adrév by which way (xix. 4.) Gal. vi. 17. zoi aoexov (comp. the Ger-
man: des weitern.).

Rev. xvi. 7. sxovsa 7ob 6roiasrngiov Aéyorzos does not belong here, I
heard speaking out of the altur, (comp. Soph. El. 78. Herm. ad Soph.
(Jid. R. p. 34. Buttim. ad Philoct. p. 115. Bernhardy 137.), but accord-
ing to analogous passages, ver. 5 and vi. 3. 5. is to be rendered, I heard
the altar speaking, and this is perhaps to be attributed to the strangely
mysterious complexion of this vision. The other reading, yx. arxrow
i x 7ov fvoiagr. aéy. is a manifest interpolation,

Note. The genitive absolute which often occurs in the N. T. in his.
torical style, is not in a proper sense absolute, but is referable to the geni-
tive us a case designating time (comp. Hartung p. 31.), and therefore
similar to the ablat. absolute in Latin, but there it is used with a more
extensive reference, viz. to indicate case and condition, which is also im-
plied in the genitive. It remains only to be remarked that it sometimes
occurs, where, on account of the following verb, we should have expected
a ditlerent case, Luke xvii. 12. égeeyopévov airot = — anrvrgoer avd v,
XXii. 10. 3. xviii. 40. éyyioavros avrod innedrysey dvrév Mr. Xi, 27. Acts
iv. 1. xxi. 17.  This is conmon also with the Greeks, partly because in
the beginning of the scutence the writer had not thought of the principal
verb, and partly because the regular construction would render the ex-
pression heavy, comp. Herod. 4, 3. Thuc. 1, 114. Isocr. big. p. 834,
Polyb. 4, 49. 1. Plutarch II. p. 815. Paus. 6, 3. 6. Xen. Ephes. 4, 5.
Heliod. vE'th. 2. 30.113. Xen. Anab. 2, 4. 24. Memor. 4, 8. Schiifer ad
Apollon. Rh. 11. p. 171. ad Dem. 11. p. 202. Poppo ad Thuc. 1. 2. p.
119. Siebelis ad Pausan. 11. p. 8. As exceptions we find genitives ab-
solute, where the subject of the leading clause (nowminat.) 1s the same
with that in the dependent clause, Mt. i. 18. pynarcvdecors v7s unreos avrov
Mogias 75 Toand neiv 3 ouverdecy avrols, elgédy iv yaored ¥xovon, Where
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the writer probably had in his mind another arrangement of the sentence.
In Greek such instances are rare; yet see Xenoph. Cyrop. 6, 1. 37.
Plato Gorg. p. 565. C. comp. Poppo ad Thuc. I. 119. Jacobs ad Philostr, '
p- 670. From the Septuag. are to be noticed Gen. xliv. 4. Exod. iv.
21. xiv. 18. comp. Epiphan. vit. p. 326. 340. 346. (in the second volume
of the Opp. Epiphan. ed. Colons

§ 31. Of the Dative.

1. The dative in connection with verbs (transit. and neut.) usually de-
notes the object to which the action relates, without however passing
over to it or directly affecting it, as Suowiy 7w, fo liken to something,*
E:vilecbae 7ove, Lo look with wonder on, to Le « mazed af, 1 Pet. iv. 12.
(Thuc. 4, 85.), uegwpvay vov, to care for something, Mt. vi. £5., neoosxv-
»ely T, L0 pay reverence to some one, Mt. ii. 8. 11., yovwreresy zove Mt.
xvii. 14. (Rom. xiv. 11.), Suonoyecy rowe, Heb. xiii. 15. to praise, ifopono-
yecodas also Rom. xiv. 11.; péugesdai rom, to cast reproaches on some one,
Heb. viii. 8. (Diog. L. 1, 2. Diod. Sic. 4, 47.), so also ixrepdy voe Mt.
xvii. 18. xix. 13. comp. yet Rom. xiii. 2. 2 Cor. ii. 12. Heb. v. 2. Luke
xii. 21. In such a dative the idea of advantage or disadvantage (the
dat. commodi and incommodt) is sometimes more prominently presented,
as John iii. 26. § o peparvenzas, to whom thou hast borne testimony,
viz. favorable, honorable (Luke iv. 22. Rom. x. 2. comp. Xen. Mem. 1,
2. 21.), on the other hand, Mt. xxiii. 81. uagrvgeize iavrois, you witness
against yourselves, Jas. v. 3. Comp. 2 Cor. v. 13. Rom. xiv. 6. Luke
i. 55. (comp. Ps. xcviii. 3. pyyod7vas Inéovs 7o) Heb. vi. 6.

"Fvayyeal{esfac usually takes the dative of the person, Luke iv. 18.
1 Pet. iv. 6. Rom. i. 15., almost without exception where an acc. of the
object follows (Luke i. 19. ii. 10. Acts viii. 35. xvii. 18. 1 Cor. xv. 1.),
as in Greek writers, see Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 268. As to ivayyad.
rwa, see § 32. 1. See Rob. Gr. and Eng. Lezx. at this word.

In Matthew. Mark, and Paul, xgosxvvecy (0 revere and adore) always
governs the dative (Mt. iv. 10. is a quotation from vi. 13.), in the other
writers, however, sometimes the dative (John ix. 38. Acts vii. 43. Heb.
i. 6. Rev. iv. 10. vii. 11.), sometimes the accusative (Luke iv. 8 xxiv.
52. Rev. xiii. 4. xiv. 11. yovurerecy 7uva is similar, Mr. i. 40. x. 17. (and

# Of the words of similarity or equality, only Suaoc (like similis) is construed with
the genit. by the Greeks (Matth. 11. 873.), which is then to be considered as an ad_
jective qualifying Sua., without reference to its signification. In the N. T. this con-
struction occurs only in John viii. 55., without var.

21
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asresvery 7ova sometimes, Matth, EH. 886.). 'The dative after ngosxvreiv
is only peculiar to the later Greek language, Lobeck ad Phkryn. p. 463
Comp. L. Bos. Erercitatt. philol. p. 1. Kypke Observ. I. p. 7. lnstead
of zeys>ar with dat. occurs once var. 1 Cor. vii. 31. in good Codd. z¢7s-
Sac 7 (rov xéouov) as Xen. Hier. 11, 11. which is, according to Matthiii,
not a grammaticum vitium.

To the signification to_follow, to go afler a thing, grocxey, Phil. iii. 16.
and nogevesfae $d¢, 1 Sam. xv. 20. Tob. iv. 5. may be referred; and to
this is related the fig. swogedeofac. Acts iX. 31. sogsvousvor 7¢ Pode xai T3
nagaxrine, Xive 16, (comp. 2 Sam. xvi. 11. xog. anréryre, Prov. xxviii.
26. mog. sopia, 1 Mace. vi. 23, etc.), but sogev. év rather refers to things
sensible, external.  So xegurarey roug Ieos, Acts ii. 21, 2 Cor. xii. 13.
Gal. v. 16., by which Rom. xiit. 13, negunarecy = = xdpots xai pédacg.
(Fabric. Pxeudep. I1. 627.) reccives more light.

The direction of the action is also indicated by the dative in 2 Cor.
Xii. 19. fpev droroyorueda (comp. 2 Cor. ix. 2. Acts xxiv. 5. Matth. IL.
8537.), so alzo in the formula dwriyesSal rue, Acts xvii. 2. xviii. 19.
Matth. 11. 905.—Luke xviii. 31. sarra 76 yeygappiva — — 76 156 rov
arde.  Vulg. qua scripta sunt de filio hominis. So Kiinil. Tedgesoas
rue would then be properly rendered thus, to be described for some one,
in reference to some one. Others, as Piscator, Schott, Stolz, refer the
dative to reaeadya. omnia hom, filio evenient. About srrasfac rere in-
stead of zuwog, 2 Pet. ii. 19. see Kypke in loc. He quotes there Joseph.
Antt. 13, 15. 1, 19, (atter Haverc. 13, 8. 1. and 1, 19. 5.).

2. It is evident from these examples that the dative can be represented
by eis (Engelhardt ad Plat. Menez. p. 260.)* and x¢is, just as the geni-
tive by éx and axé (Ast ad Plat. Legg. p. 558.). Therefore in many
passages instead of the dative, one of those prepositions is used. So we
can say, as is well known, not only aéyeer reve and agés zeva (this is al-
most the exclusive use in Matthew and Mark (see Schulz Parab. of the
Steward p. 38.), but also eiyeo8ac 6¢5, Acts xxvi. 29. (Xen. Cyrop. 5, 2.
12. Demosth. adv. Conon. p. 729. C. Xen. Ephes. 4, 3. Max. Tyr. 11.
p- 115.) and eizeofac meos Oeor, 2 Cor. xiil. 7. (Xen. Mem. 1, 3. 2.),
devdecdal 7w (Acts vo 4. Ps. xviii. 49 Ixxviii. 36.; not among the
Greck writers), and YevS. ngds rwa, to lie to some one, Xen. Anab. 1,
3. 5. Demosth. ¢. Cullipp. p. T11. B. evdoxeiv eis viva, Mt. xii. 18. 2 Pet.
i. 17. and zuwe by the Grecks, pdyesdos vei, Xen. Anab. 4, 5. 12. and
neos Tuve, John vi. 52. Il. 17, 98. nohepscy e and neos veva, Isocr.
Paneg. c. 34., in the N. T. norep. xard or uerd zewog, Rev. xii. 7. xiii. 4.
The construction with the prepositions was perhaps natural to the N. T.

* In modern Greek the acc. with ¢ is very frequently a circumlocution for the
dutive, even in its simplest relations, e. g. Aiys lg 73 pirer pov, dico amico meo, La-
demann Lekrb. 90.
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authors by means of the more expressive and perspicuous usage of their
native tongue, and therefore we find ¢«is for the dativus commodi an in-
commodi, e. g. Acts xxiv. 17. ixeqpoovvyg stourawy els 76 Idvos pov, Luke
vii. 30. viy Bovany 7ob deov fdérnaay eis davrovs, to their disadvantage (as
sis signifies also contra). Yet have the interpreters taken this view of
many passages, where the true internal idea of i is very clearly disco-
verable and no one could suppose the dative to be more regular, e. g. Mt.
xx. 1. (see Wahl) ucodcouac eis vov duneadva, a8 in German: to hire into
the vineyard (vG apn. would be for the vineyard), Mr. viii. 19. robs nives
d¢rovs IxMace &is Tobs mevraxwoy. broken among the (or and distributed
among the), xiii. 10. «is va idvn xecvydivau, proclaimed among the nutions,
as a message brought 7o the nations (comp. 1 Thess. ii. 9. 1 Pet. i. 25.
Luke xxiv. 47. and Pausan. 8, 5. 8. &; i aravras dnyyiadn 76 véaunua).
In Mt. v. 22, Ivoyos sis v9» yéevvav is unquestionably to be considered an
instance of brachyology: guilty (liable) to the gehenna, viz. to come to,
to be cast into. In 2 Pet. iv. 10. &5 drxarrovs expresses the adverbial
meaning invicem, by turns, but the s here is not very strange, as
it is very commonly used for in usum alicujus, comp. Xen. Anab. 1,
2.27.3,8.19. The passage in 1 Pet. i. 10. neei 55 e i g Spds zdesros,
Pott should not have referred to this rule, as it is altogether regular, and
the Apostle could not have written ¢4 duiy zde. Finally, in the fol-
fowing formulas the preposition cannot be at all supposed to supply the
place of the dative, Ggyacuos gos, 1 Tim. iv. 8. 2 Tim. iii. 16. (with ¢
Xenoph. Oec. 5, 11. comp. xenoipos neds Sap. 13. 11.), eideros eis, Luke
xiv. 35. ix. 62. (Dion. Hal. de Thuc. 55. 3. m. n¢bs, Polyb. 26, 5. 6.
Diod. Sic. 5. 37. as useful, fitted for something, could be expressed only
thus, whilst for the person to whom something is useful, the dative must
be employed.

The phrase sisreiew e or ini vova (Acts ix. 42, xxii. 19.) in the
Christian usage, expresses more than swrevsy 7o (Credere, confidere
alicui) and is probably to be taken as a pregnant expression: believing
to join oneself to another, toavow one’ssclf a friend fo some one. Schulz
in his essay lias not been free from prejudice.*—Ilagadiddvar #is is not
merely nagadid. rum, but expresses rather the sense, to give into the power,
to deliver in Mt. x. 17., and therefore with gavaros Mt. x. 21. 2 Cor. iv.
11. 02 des-Mt. xxiv. 9. dxafagaia Rom. i. 24. comp. Xen. Hell. 1, 7. 3.

In other relations the simple dative is expressed by évaorncor Acts vi. 5.
sgeary iviniow tavrds ¥ o mandovs (Gen. xxxiv. 18. xli. 37. 2 Sam. iii.

® Moy b Xgors would mean the same, but this formula is not certainly con-
firmed by Mr. i. 15. see Fritzache in loc. (comp. Jer. xii. §. Dan. vi. 23.). Nor is the
construction wisrelen webs or sl vwa proved to be genuine Greek by # wpée Tiva wioric
(Schwartz Comment. p. 1102.).
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36.) comp. 1 John iii. 22. Luke iv. 7. Rev. xv. 4. This mode of ex-
pression, as indeed almost the preposit. ivinor itself (1229), belongs to
the Hebrew complexion of the language.

That the dative can exactly represent s¢os and «is with the acc. has
been recently denied by Bornemann in Rosenmiiller’s Repertor. 11. p.
253. and in the New Crit. Journ. of Theolog. Lit. V1. p. 146. (comp.
-also ad Anab..p. 23.). It is true, the examples quoted by Fritzsche
(Conject. L. p. 42.) out of the Gr. poets do not prove the rule as to prose;
the N. T. passages also can be otherwise understood: Acts ii. 33. v. 31.
¢7 8¢kug can mean, by (his) right hand, Rev. ii. 16. ¢o¢ is only the dat.
incommodi, even Acts xxi. 16. might (with Beza) be translated addu-
centes secum, apud quem hospitaremur Mnasonem, so that Mydowre de-
pending on dyovres would be interwoven with the relative clause. But
the latter interpretation is not probable (see Bengel’'s Nov. Archiv. III.
p- 176.), and Jude xi. 18. z7s y7s M. is probably only an interpolation.
According to Bornemann’s more recent suggestion (Scholia in Luc. p.
177.) in Acts the attraction could be thus analyzed, dyorres (5uas) naga
Mydowvd riva —— ntap ¢ Eeveofouer.  (ASto dysev magd reva, comp. Herod.
1, 86. 3,15.). However this is not exactly the easiest. The construc-
tion dyeww 7w, t0 bring to some one may be unusual in Attic prose, but
in the later prose writers constructions precisely similar are found, as
govray o Philostr. Soph. 2,20, (Wittenbach ad Plutarch. Mor. IV. p.
§39.) 3xew rwe Plutarch. Zm. Paull. 12, 4. 16, 1., even (with the da-
tive of the thing) Zgzeodac 75 ndree Fabric. Pseudep. 11. 594., also $xodé-
. ze0dm 7§ oixig L0 receive into the house, Lucian. Asin. 39., diagsalvew 2
w3, t0, towards the earth, Theodoret. H. E. 5, 36. With Acts xxi. 16.
comp. especially Xen. Ephes. 3, 6. p. 63. sorecor syouev "ABgoxouy and
Epiph. Vit. p. 340. D. 5yayev airov Adarasip v¢ minng. See also Bern-
hardy 95. Held. ad Plutarch. ZEm. Paull. p. 200.

Luke ii. 41. irogevovro — — eis 'Teg- # § Eo0g 7 g is not, to the feast, but
on account of the feast, see below. On the other hand, Mr. xiv. 53. ovvi¢-
zovrar avr ¢ convenerant eum, and John xi. 33. zois owerfovras av 7y
"Iovdalovs might belong here. - Yet I believe that the dative in these cases
is to be considered as depending on ovvers., they came together with him,
with her, i. e. assembled at his, at her house.

The construction is still different from the above, when the dative is
connected with verbs of coming in a sense not relating to matter or space.
as Acts xxi. 31. dviBe gpdois 75 yendexe, comp. es kam ihm die Kunde,
(and in English, a report came to him. I'rs.). Similar phrases are un-
doubtedly frequent in Gr. writers, Plutarch Brut. 27. pérrovee avzd Sea-
Baivew — — Fxev dyyeria megl vis peraorss, Vit. Pomp. 13. 25 Zvane
ngOTY piv Mley dyyelias
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3. Still more extended is the use of the dative for all those things, in
which and in respect to which something takes place: (a) To designate
that to which a general predicate is to be limited: (cowp. Bernhardy 84.),
e. g. 1 Cor. xiv. 20. uy raidia yiveode vais dpeeoiy, dand vy xaxig
rnnuddere, children in understanding—children in respect to the wick-
edness (Plat. Acid. pr. p. 122. C.), Rom. iv. 20. #sedvvapidy 7§ niaTeL,
- he became strong in Saith, Phil. ii. 7. CxTpaTe edeedeis s av3ewmnog,
comp.. Acts vii. 51. xx. 22. Rev. iv. 8. 1 Cor. vii. 34. Hebr. v. 11. xii.
3. Gal. i. 22. Mt. xi. 29. Acts xiv. 8. xvi. 5. (comp. Dion. Hal. ed. Kru-
ger p. 169.), xviii. 2. Col. ii. 5. Ephes. iv. 18. 23.

So the dative is to be explained in Phil. iii. 5. neguropy dxraquecos, for
nsgur. cannot be connected as nominative with oxz., as the same abstract
for concrete is used only in a collective sense, never of one circum-
cised person.

The formulas arodaveiv 7y duagria (Rom. vi. 2. Gal. ii. 19. Col. iii.
3.), Savaroisdac 7g vope, Rom. vii. 4. vexgov eivas v7) apag. (Rom. vi. 11.)
are in opposition to iy rwe (v 3:4) Rom. vi. 10. and signify: to have
died (dead) to sin, to the luw (for the sin) comp. Rom. vii. 4. and aro
yeviodaw v duagr. 1 Pet. ii. 24.—Rom. vi. 20. ievdecor Ty Sixavoovyy iS
in opposition to dovrotedac 73 dex. (ver. 18. comp. 19. 20.)." Stolz is cor-
rect as to the sense: free from the service of righteousness. See Riick-
ert in loc. 1 dare not with Billroth interpret the dative 7 nisres éorr-
xars by in respect to in 2 Cor. i. 24. 'The phrase rather means, you
Aave stood by the faith, maintained it.

(5) To express the rule or law according to which any thing is done:
Acts xv. 1. tav uy megeripveade 7 ¥ 3 v e ¢ Mwiaéwg, comp. Xenoph. Cyrop.
1,24. (on the contrary, xvii. 2. zard 76 elwdos and more frequently zars
I505), 2 Pet. i. 2. od yag Senfpars drdedmwy frizdy sord meodnreia,
Tob. iii. 3. 2 Macc. vi. 1. Sext. Emp. 2, 6. Strabo 15. 715. Kindred
to this is the dative expressing an accordance in judgment, as Plat.
Pheedr. p. 101. D. ¥. sov dangnrows Evppoves 3 Stapures, Soph. (Ed. C. 14486.
So in the formulas Acts vii. 20. doreios vg 3:Gy 2 Cor. X. 4. dvrara 74
3¢ (where Wetsten’s arrangement of the words is improbable), comp.
Wyttenbach on Plat. Phed. Matth. II. 877., where however the in-
stances quoted are almost exclusively those with &g éuoi, Erfordt ad
Soph. @d. R, 615. Somewhat different is 1 Cor. ix. 21. ug v dvopos
0eg, dan’ Ivwopos Xeworg (to the lawless 1 was lawless, but therefore) not
a lawless for God, in respect to God, but here perhaps the genitive is
preferable, on the authority of good Codd., comp. Xen. Mem. 1, 1. dtog
Bavdrov 73 sones, and Herbst in loc. (c) The occasion or cause, Rom.
xi. 20. 77 dmioriq ekcxrdodqoay On account of unbelicf, comp. v. 30.
Mendnrs 1 Tovrwy dneedecq, Gal. vi. 12, See Diog. Lart. 2, 6. 14. Xen.
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Anab. 4, 6. 8. Heliod. .Ejlh. 1, 12. 33. Pausan. 3, 7. 3. Joseph. Antt.
17, 6. 1. comp. Ast ad Plat. Polit. p. 392. Géller ad ‘Thuc. p. 157. 184.
Wex ad Soph. Antig. I. 161. Matth. 11. 894. Bernhardy 102.

The dative in Rev. viii. 4. d1é3yn & xanvos Gy Gupiaudror rats xgo g
gvzais rLv dylwy IS more singular, and the conjectures in reference to it
are various. ‘The simplest translation is the following: the smoke of the
incense (of the angels) for the prayers ascended, i. e. the ascending
smoke referred to the prayers, should accompany them and render them
more acceptable. (See Ewald at this verse.). Those who supplied siv
had the same apprehension. The trauslation inter preces sanctorum is
by no means allowable.

To designate duration of time the dative is employed only in Luke
viii. 29, woanous yedvous ovvnendxes adrov during (since) a long time, Acts
viii. 11. John ii. 20. (John xiv. 9. var.), comp. wax¢e z¢ove, Soph. Trach.
599. More usual is the dative of time, as Luke xii. 20. zadry 7§ vwxri,
Mt. xvi. 21. Acts xxi. 26. Mr. vi. 21.

4. From this lax signification of the dative we easily pass over to its
use for the ablative, and the examples adduced in 3. (c) may very easily
be reckoned under this head. More nearly belong here the cases in
which the dative designates the mode or manner (Bernhardy 100.), 1 Cor.
Xi. 5. ngosevyopévy axoraxarinre v xepary, wilh uncovered head, comp.
Col. ii. 11., and those in which it expresses the means (casus instru-
mentalis), e. g. 1 Cor. ix. 7. 7. oreareverar idlows odwrions oré, by means
of his own expenditures, John xxi. 8. 7§ mrowagi¢ #agor (Mr. vi. 32.),
although in Mt. xiv. 13. Acts xxviii. 11. (Diod. Sic. 19, 54.) we find i»
moup. In regard to spiritual things this case is used to denote the disposi-
tion of mind under which and in which anything is done, 2 Cor. i. 15. ravry
7} wewordroar {3ovAopny neds duas éadely, Rom. iv. 20. comp. Thuc. 6, 33.
dcorruare out of, with pride, o¢y; in anger, Eurip. Bacch. 51.

The ablative will also be recognized in the construction eaneovofal
zeve, Rom. i. 29. 2 Cor. vii. 4. (Eurip. Herc. fur. 312. comp. erjens
2wi, Eurip. Bucch. 18.). But in Eph. iii. 19. &5 with acc. does not
stand for the ablative; it rather signifies, to be filled up to fulness, etc.

Where the efficicnt and the instrumental cause are distingu shed, the
former is expressed by the ablative, and the latter by 8ud, Eph. ii. 7. ¢
zdeguri dote oeswopévor Sua 7y eatews, comp. Rom. iii. 24. Matth. I1. 891.
In Mt. xiii. 14. dramppoirac adzois % ®popyreia, I should not be wil-
ling to translate the dative of the person, by means of them. To them
the prophecy is fulfilled, i. e. in them, in reference to them it is fulfilled.
So, those who insert iv or ici. Yet it would not be contrary to gram.
matical principles o interpret the person. dat. by, through, by meuns of,
see Matth. 11. 890. Ellendt ad Arriun. Alex. II. p. 423.
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5. From the examples cited under 8. (a)and 4. a relation between
the Gr. dat. and the prepos. #» is manifest, and therefore both modes of
expression occur in many clauses, €. g. dywiveww 75 niorscand iy 7y
nioree Tit. i. 13., Suapégewy Iv 7w to be different in something 1 Cor. xv.
41. (comp. Dion. Hal. ep. p. 225. ed. Kriiger, and Soph. &/d. R. 1112.)
also BanriZeodac, v8are (with waler) and iv $3are (in water) gee Matth,
II. 891. But if N. T. interpreters take év merely for the sign of the
dative (see especially Bretschneider Lez. I. p. 408. comp. Blomfield ad
Eschyl. Agam. 1425. ad Eurip. Med. p. 628.), in those cases when the
proper dative (not ablat.) is required, it is out of place, and cannot be
justified even in appearance by the Hebrew idiom. Most of the passages
are altogether irrelevant; Acts iv. 12. 8:3ouévor év avdgunocs is certainly
the same as given (established) among men comp. 2 Cor. viii. 1.%, 1
Cor. ix. 15. {va oiirw yévnrac v iuol must be translated: that it should be
30 done with me, Gal. i. 16. doxarvyac 7 6 v vidy adrov &v duoi fo reveal
in me (iv 7 nvevpard pov), 1 John iv. 9, ipaveeioy % dydny vob Geod by
sucv, the love of God revealed itself in us, which is evidently different
from: to reveal himself to us. 1 Cor. xiv. 11. § aarcv Iy éuoi Bdgdagos with
me, for me, according to my opinion (meo judicio, comp. Jacobs ad Athen.
p. 183. Diderlein ad &Ed. Col. p. 529. Wex. ad Soph. Antiq. ver. 549.)
The phrase segusoevew Iv rove does not belong here. 1 Cor. ii. 6. gopiay
radovuey &v rorg reeious Signifies: among or by, before (coram see Plat.

Symp. p. 29. ed. Stallbaum, Demosth. adv. Conon. p. 728.) to the per-
JSect we teach wisdom (i. e. if we have to do with perfect), as also Hey-
denreich acknowledged (comp. Judith vi. 2.), 2 Cor. iv. 3. ¢v 7ol dnon-
Avpévous love xexaravupévor Baumgarten has interpreted correctly in the
principal point: is hidden in (among, by) those, who go to perdition,
About Suoroyeiv Iv 7uwe see Fritzsche on Mt. x. 32. Acts xiii. 15. and
Col. ii. 13. present no difficulty, John xiv. 30. Iy ixoi signifies on me, the
dative could not be employed here at all (see Tholuck), Ephes. i. 20.
ivigynoey dv Xeuarg i8 quite regular : (power) which he proved in Christ,
vim, quam declaravit in Christo (i. e. by his resurrection), and the inter-
pretation of Koppe: for Christ, is entirely superfluous: Mt. xvii. 12.
inoinsay iv airy ooa fdirgoay (Mr. ix. 13. tnoinoav adrg) signifies: they
acted, executed on him, comp. Mr. xiv. 6. John xiv. 30. Luk. xxiii. 31.
(Gen. xI. 14. Judith vii. 24. Finally, I do not apprehend how the év r.
éxxn.in 1 Cor. vi. 4. robs Hovdenuévovs év 7§ exxrnoia rovrovs xadedere could
be taken for rj sxannoig.

* Soalso Diog. L. 1, & 5.4 icrww v &fgsmaic &y a 85y 78 xad padhor, where the Latin
translat. is, quidnam esset nominisus bonum etc. Comp. Fabric. Pseudcpigr. 1. 628.
dwntbaovew iy Toig ixB¢oTc advan, Arrian, Epict. 1, 18. 8.
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6. The dative (instead of the genitive with 9xo, acd etc.) is construed
with passives Mt. v. 21. é35e3y vois dexaios (comp. Fritzsche in loc. and
Strabo 17, 306, &g elgnrac veoc Lucian Pisc. 7. 22. donteg pou iy zois iue
rgooSey Adyos ippmam Procop. hist. arc. 16.), Luk. xxiii. 15. oidév aeor
Savdrov do7i nengayuivor aird (although inthe latter passage a var. occurs),
xxiv. 35. But Acts xvi. 9. 3¢ oeapa 7§ Iavrg means, became visible
to him (1 Tim. iii. 16.), 2 Pet. iii. 14, orovddoare dontinoe ad v & edge-
g5vae should probably be translated: fo him (in his judgment) fo be found
as etc. Jas. iii. 7. 7§ ¢voec vf drf¢anivy signifies more; by the human
nature (ingeniis hominum). ‘L'his use of the dative occurs also in Greek
prose, especially after past participles, comp. Isocr. Panath. p. 401.
Arrian. Alex. 7. p. 456. Demosth, uds. Conon. p. 731. B. Dion. Hal. 11.
p. 70. Diog. L. 8, 1. 5. Philostr. Her. 4, 2. (About Acts vii. 12. see
Kiinil in loc.. Jas: iii. 18. zoig mocovow is probably the dative, Heb. iv.
2. § Ady0s — — uy ovyxexgauévos 7y micrer tois Gxovoaduy indicates
rather the subject in whom (by whom) the s svyxexg. v niove: took place.)

.

" Note 1. The dative is worthy of notice in Col.ii. 14. ifareidas 7o xad’
qpGy yegdyeapor Tois Soypase, which the iuterpreters almost uuiformly
interpret § n év rois doyu. quod constabat placitis mos. according to Ephes.
ii. 15, 7ov vipoy 7av évrordy &v Soyuaos xaragyroas. Butin the latter the
connection of the words é» 86yuase with the preceding noun is difficult,
because it must properly signity rov of vov év 86yuase. And in the forner,
Paul could only have written ze.¢éye. 7o ev rous doyuast, in conformity with
the sense above. A new interpretation has recently been offered by
Theile, in Winer’s Ezeget. Studien. 1. 133. In Ephes. ii. 15. he under-
stands 7oy dvroady and év ddyuase to be two terms more particularly cha-
racterizing the wépos, the tormer of which is connected with it by the
genitive only, the latter by a preposition: the law of commandments in
ordinances. Although there cannot be much objection to this variation
of the expression, yet the omission of the article is unaccounted for, since,
if Paul had written zov vdpoy 7Sy dvroniw 7ov év 86y., the ¢vronal and 8oy~
pare would have been characterized as terms qualifying véuog. But
when this interpreter proceeds to say * the appositive év §6yu. then refers
as well to vouoy as to evrords”, év dcyu. is no more a qualitying term be-
longing only to vouos (like the genit. évrorcy), as was just before supposed,
and we have a second new attempt at interpretation. Properly then it
. could be read neither oy nor zav év 8oyu., since in the former case the évro-
aad and in the latter the vouos would be excluded. But even if the apostle
had designed to express himself so dubiously, for which certainly there
was not the least occasion (for if the d¢ypara be connected with the vouog,
they must also belong to the ivrorais, and if predicate of the ivron., they
must also per se belong to the youos), the Gr. Grammar would not have
permitted such dubiety, and Paul in wriling the thought must, as re.
marked above, have adopted either zov iv 8oy. or av év 86y.  Finally, if
Col. ii. 14. be translated by Theile, the kand-writing (bond) against us
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by means of his ordinances he has blotted out, this sentence, designedly
arranged in an equivocal way, must have been expressed thus, ifaa. 76 zece.
7 x. pu. vois Soypac. Independently of Ephes. ii. 15. Col. ii. 14. may per-
haps be construed 7o x. . zeep., vors dyu. & v brevavr. (as some punctuate
Acts i. 2. vois dwoor., 8ua ntv. ay. ois #er.).  As to Ephes., in view of the
whole, there remains only the twofold possibility, either to connect iy doyu.
grammatically with zaragysoas, or to consider it (§ 19, 2.) as a phrase
in apposition with the preceding, without any grammatical connection.
In the latter case rov vopoy 7w tvror. constitute one idea; in the former
3oypara would either refer to the Christian doctrine of faith (which would
sustain the same relation to ivroral as miszes to Ipyors), or must be trans-
lated with Harless: he has abolished the law of commandments in ordi-
nances (as to the ordinances). Asyuara for Christian doctrines is certainly
not contormable to N. T'. usage, and I therefore give up that interpreta.
tion maintained in the third edition of this book, although adopted by
Holzhausen. According to the view of Harless, I would expect the
article #oig oyu., as a specific part of a particular law is here spoken
of. I now unite with the first mentioned interpreter (see also Meier in
his Comment.). But in Col. ii. 14. roc Soypase scems to me a limitation
afterwards introduced, which Paul, not wishing it to be strikingly promi-
nent, just annexed to the leading idea: the hand-writing aguinst us (viz.)
by ordinances.

NoTe 2. Substantives derived from verbs governing the dative, some-
times take this case instead of the usual genitive, as 2 Cor. ix. 12. lv.
zapuozias 74 3¢5 (not ver. 11.) see Stallbaum ad Plat Enthyphr. p. 101,
ad. rep. L p. 372. Ast ad Plat. Polit. p. 451. ad Plat. Legg. p. 36. Bern-
hardy p. 92. Matth. II. 883. Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 63. Conp. 76 iwdai airg
Luk. iv. 16. Acts xvii. 2. (Plat. Legg. 2, 4. p. 658. extr. 6 7305 fucv)*
and apis 76 evadpedpor 1§ xvpip 1 Cor. vii. 35.  Another case in Luk. vii.
12. vios povoyevis vy pyrpl ¢ 80, who was for the mother the only begoticn
(therefore not properly for the genitive, comp. Tab. iii. 15. povoyeris 7¢
carel Judg. xi. 34. 1 Chron. iii. 1.), with which the genitive of kindred
(Buttm. ad Philoct, p. 102. Boissonade ad Nic. p.271. Ast ad Plat. Polit.
p- 451. 519., also ad Plat. Legg. p. 9.) is not to be interchanged. About
Rom. iv. 12. see § 64. III. 1.—Mt. xxvii. 7. #yépasay 7ov aypov — — sig
radiv roig Eivoug asaburying place for the strangers (zov Eivov here
might be apprehended otherwise, although not essentially diticrent.t).
1 Cor. vii. 23. the dative belongs to the verb of the sentence.  'T'he dative
and genitive are equally correct in formulas, like Luk. v. 20. dpéorrad ooc
(o0v) ai Guagriac, vii. 48. and the Codd. vacillate in such passages.

Note 3. What Kiinil on Mt. viii. 1. has remarked, that datives absolute
sometimesstand for genitives absol.,as zaragdvr. dvr for xara3dvrosavrot,

# In Schulthess theol. Annal.1823.11, p. 338. Mr. iii. 28. 12 anagripara Toig viois Tav
agww. is referred to this head without much probability.

t The citations of Georgi Vind. p. 234. are uscless: for there the dat. depends
either on the verb of the sentence, or there is no dat. at all, but the plur. of the pos-
Bessive odc, iud¢ cle.

22
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and Mt. xxi. 23. :A66vre avr§, is in general correct (Fischer ad Well. I11.
a p.391. Heupel ad Mr. p. 79., yet this usage results as naturally from
the nature of the dative, as the gen. absol. from the nature of the genit.
see Bernhardy 82.), but cannot well be applied to the quoted passages, as
xaradivre, iAgévre are here connected with dxonovéecv, and therefore not
absolute cases, although it cannot be denied that the author could also
have written xaraddvros airov rxorovfrsay aird SxhoL @orroi, COMP. Me.
viii. 23. 28. ix. 27. Mr. v. 2. The only peculiarity in this construction
is, that avrg is repeated, because several words intervene between the
dat. of the particip. and the governing verb. In the passages quoted
by Kypke L. p. 47. from Pausan. and Joseph. either the participle only
has a pronoun, or the pronoun is placed next to the verb (Joseph. An#e.
8, 13. 4.), and therefore they prove nothing as to the main point. The
datives in Acts xxii. 6. 17. are not real datives absol.

Norke 4. Two datives, one of a person, and the other (interpretive, more
precisely defining) of a thing, are tound in 2 Cor. xii. 7. 13637 uos sxiroy =3
oapxi, there was given to me a thorn in the flesh (Exod. iv. 9. Gen. xIvii.
24.) comp. Lob. ad Ajac. p. 303. Reisig ad Soph. Edip. Col. 266.
Eimsley ad Eurip. Bucch. p. 49. 80. ed. Lips. Bornemann ad Xen.
Conviv. p. 214. Schiiter ad Soph. 11. p. 348. Jacobs ad Achill. Tat.
p- 811. Ast ad Plat. Legg. p. 278. (see also Pausan. 7, 5. 9, 5. The
two datives in Ephes. iii. 5. Rom. vii. 5. are of a different kind.

Note 5. In 2 Cor. vi. 14. p3 yiveos izecolvyoivres dtiarocg iS @
very striking dative, where some supply oiv, and others think it im-
plied in the dative itself. But although the dative must sometimes be
rendered by with (Reiz ad Lucian. VI. p. 599. Bip. Matth. 11. 907.
comp. Polyxn. 8, 28, also Judith iii. 1.), this is an entirely different case.
The apostle seems to have expressed himself concisely, and to have
adapted the dative rather to the thought than to the language; he evi-
dently meant to say, ,uq‘ 7(:)1. gfsg. X0l OUT WS (')yogvyo{wfg; (av?oy.) d,-u'arot;,
be not put into a strange yoke, i. e. not into the same yoke with the un-
believing.

§ 32. Of the Accusative.

1. As the genitive is most clearly recognised in its dependence on
a noun, so the accusative is properly the immediate case of the verb.—
In its use to express the nearest and proper object of a verb transitirve, it
is found with entire regularity in the N. T. Some verbs denoting affec-
tion.s of the mind, which in other languages are neuter, accordiog to the
genius of the Gr. language are treated as more or less decidedly tran-
sitive. ’Encely therefore occurs always with the accusative, (Mt. ix. 27.

-
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xvii. 15. Mr. x. 47. Rom. xi. 32. comp. Plat. Symp. p. 173. C.), oix-
relgerw the only time it occurs, (Rom. ix. 15. comp. Xen. Cyrop. 5, 4.
82. Lucian. Abdic. 6.) Comp. also xralcwv (to weep over) Mt. ii. 18. (at
other times with ix) see Wetsten in loc. insioxzivesdar mostly, Mr. viii.
33. Luk. ix. 6. Rom. i. 16. 2 Tim. i. 8. Heb. xi. 16. comp. Eurip. Io.
353. The latter has once ixi Rom. vi. 21., sxaayzvilscac always, except
that once it governs the genitive. Mt. xviii. 27. sce § 33.— Age3e0v (like
d3cxscv) is taken as a transitive Jude 15. 73y Igyor doedelas avrav, & (i. e
4) noédnoay which they did in an ungodly way, comp. Zeph. 3, 11. ziy
éxvrndevpdrey gov, Gy RaéBnooas eis Eud (olherwise acedeiv 7o Plat. Legg.
12. 1. p. 941. A. see Matth. 1I. 023.) and duview Jas. vo 12. ugy duviers
ppre 7ov ovgavdy (obtestari celum) comp. Xen. Cyrop. 5,4.31. Hero-
dian 2, 10. 3. (as neuter ¢uv. xard 7wés Heb. vi. 13. 16. Amos viii. 14.
Zeph. i. 5. Isa. xlv. 23. Schiifer ad Long. Past. p. 353. or v zi Mt.
v. 34. Rev. x. 6. Jer. v. 27, Ps. Ixii. 10. (to swear by).

Brasgruecv takes the acc. of the person Mt. xxvii. 39. Luk. xxiii. 39.
Acts xix. 37. Rev. xiii. 6. (like xaxas aéyery, xaxoroyecy rwa Diod. Sic.
Ezxe. Vat. p. 66.), but also ¢is zwa Luk. xii. 10., perhaps iy e 2 Pet.
ii. 12. (in the Greek writers also xe¢l zuvog Isocr. permut. p. 736.) Similar
ovedilewy rwa 0 reproach some one, as a transitive verb Mt. v. 11.
(Septuag. comp. Rom. xv. 3.), a form of expression which occurs only
in the later writers, Schiifer ad Plutarch V. p. 347. More certainly
xaragdsdas rwa belongs to them (Asop. 1.) Mt. v. 44. Jas. iii. 9.—
‘r3eeww is used Luk. xi. 25. with acc., as in Lucian. Pisc. c. 6. Xen.
Hell. 2, 4. 17. (Matth. II. 917.) On the other hand xa2.&¢ wocecy is found
with the dative of the person Mt. v. 44. Luk. vi. 27. according to the
better Codd. (Acts xvi. 28. undiv nedfys scarr xaxdy is of another kind
and frequent in the Greek writers Lys. accus. Agor. 41. Isocr. Vig. p.
857.), 80 ¢1 mouecv according to many authoritics. The Greek prose prefers
here the accusative. Comp. Biblioth. Brem. nova. 1. 277. On the other
hand noweiy zwa fo treat some one thus and so occurs also in the N. T,
Mt. xxvii. 22. Comp. Aristoph. Nub. 257.—Eunogsvesfas rwva 2 Pet. ii. 3.
is an unusual, and as the signification of the verb here is doubtful, an ob-
scure construction. ’Epmoeeicgfac to trade (to buy and sell, the latter
more frequently, as in German, (and so to trade in Eng. more frequently
means to sell, I'rs.) is most commonly connected with the ace. of the
thing e. g. Zaacov spn. (Hos. xii. 1.) to trade (in) oil, then figuratively
sopiav dunog. to trade (in) wisdorr (to use wisdom as an article of com-
merce.) Themist. 23. p. 239., as in Lat. cauponari sapientiam, there-
fore tunoe. vy Leav iy rob sduaros (Joseph. Antt. 4, 68.) formositatem
cauponari of harlots, comp. Athen. 13. p. 5G9.  Generally it refers to
something which we transfer to another for a profit. With a little di(ferent
construction Philo in Flace. p. 984. (I1. p. 536. ed Mang.) ivestogevero
v afny 7y Suxagriw he profited by the forgetfulness of the jndges.
The acc. of the person appears in Ezek. xxvii. 21. guvobs xai xgrovs év
ols sumogivovral o4 4 thus: in which articles they make a profitable trade
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(with) you, make a profit (out of) you. Therefore in 2 Pet. ii. 3. Stolz
is probably correct: they will try to make gain of you, will make
a profit out of you. Others: lucrabuntur vos, as if we said, they will
buy you.

Bogsxadvew fascinare Gal. iii. 1. is also construed with the acc. In the
signification tnridere it has the dative (Philostr. epp. 13.), Lob. p. 463.,
yet the old gramnmarians themselves do not agree entirely about the dif-
ference of the construction, sce Wetsten. 1I. 221. Iagacveiv, which in the
Greek usually governs the dative of the person (/Eschin. dial. 2, 13.,
Polyb. 5, 4. 7.), has the accusative in Acts xxvii. 22. The reverse is found
in Rev. ii. 14. 8c8doxeuy vwe (var.) as in some later writers, sce Schiifer
ad Plutarch. V.p. 22.

'Evoyyen@eafar, which originally (comp. Lob. ad Phryn. p. 268.) re-
quires the dative of the person (Luk. fv. 18. Rom. i. xv. Gal. iv. 13.
1 Pet.iv. 6.), in the N. T., where like the German predigen (to preach) it
did not need an accusative of the thing, takes also the accusative of the
person (Luk. iii. 18. Acts viii. 25. 40. xiv. 21. xvi. 10. (1 Pet. i. 12.).
Even in the signification lztum nuncium afferre (nuncio allato exhilarare)
eddyyer. occurs with an accusative of the person. Euseb. Const. 3, 26.

@vrdsaesdac, t0 beware of, governs the acc. in Acts xxi. 25. 2 Tim. iv.
15. (as often among the Greeks Xen. Mem. 2, 2. 14.) Lucian. asin. 4.
Diod. Sic. xx. 26.), on the other hand in Luk. xii. 15. dxo follows, a
construction which is not foreign to the Greeks (Xen. Cyrop. 2, 3. 9.).
In a similar way ¢o3ecobac to fear in relation lo, to fear something for
myself, is usually connected with the acc., but sometimes with axo (to
JSear for, sibi ab ulio timere), e. g. Mt. X. 28. p5 poeiode dnd vov dnoxre-
vovrwy 10 gopa — — dodndrre 8i parroy rov Svvduevov etc. The Greeks
50y ¢o3. 76 Turog OF ziwe, YCt COMP. i3os ang zevos Xen. Cyrop. 3,3. 53.
6, 3. 27. podecodar dno is an imitation of the Hebrew {m or 193 &y (Jer.
i. 8.) After this analogy gaénew ané ( pragnanter) is construed in Mr.
viii. 15. xii. 38., on the contrary Phil. iii. 2. Baéneze 79y zararousy ete.
see the concision, have an eyc to it (3xénew 7o to beware of something, can
receive no support from gradssesfos 74, as the middle is here necessary).

- To beware of is a derived signification.—Evrgénecoac revereri has always
the ace. of the person Mt. xxi. 37. Heb. xii. 9., as in Gr. prose writers
since Plutarch. In the ancient authors 2xreéin. 7o to concern oneself
about somebody, to lake an interest in one, (to mind some onc).

®eiyewy governs the accusative in 1 Cor. vi. 18. 2 Tim.ii. 22.ina
tropical signification (fo flee a vice, i. e. to avoid if), yet once 1 Cor. x.
14. pevycre dno 755 eidwroraresiag.  This latter construction is very com-
mon in the N. T. and ¢evyers a6 zevos either means to flee away from
some one in a different scnse (John x. 5. Rev. ix. 6. Mr. xiv. 52. Jas.
iv. 7.) or (including the result of the fleeing) to escape from some one,
Mt. xxiii. 33. ®evysw ano occurs among the Greeks only in a strictly local
signification, Xen. Cyrop. 7, 2. 4. Mem. 2, 6. 31. Polyb. 26, 5. 2.

The accusative of the place to which, after verbs of motion, when once
the prepositions had become established, was confined more to Gr. poetry,
(Matth. 1I. 747.) and in accordance with the character of the N. T.
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language we shall, in such cases, expect only the construction with prepo-
sitions : even Acts xxvii. 2. uianovre mrecy rovs xard Ty Actaw Tomovs I8
not an exception; it must be translated, fo sail by the places along the
coust of Asia, in which meaning xaecv (a real transitive) is connected
with the acc. by the best authors. (The parallels of Wahl Xen. Hel.-
4, 8. 6. Polyb. 3, 4. 10. only establish the phrase xaciy 74y 6dracoay,
td merdyn.). -

2. Nouns are frequently placed in the acé. after verbs when they have
a kindred signification, as they express the meaning of the verb sub-
stantively, and are really implied in it; yet always where the signification
of the verb is to be extended (Herm. ad Soph. Philoct. 281.) either as in
Luk. viii. 5. 700 oneigar 7dv onéeov adzov, ii. 8. pradoorres grraxds
v ¢ vvx7os,* 1 Pet. iii. 14., or by means of an adjective John vii. 24.
tv Scxaiar xgiow xeivers,’l Tim. i. 18. iva orgarely viy xanqy
ar¢ar eiav, Mr. iv. 41. e9oB73y0ar $dBoy péyay, 1 Tim. vi. 12. Rev. xvii. 6.
This is also very frequent in the Greek, see Fischer ad Well. III. 1. p.
422. Ast ad Plat. Polit. p. 316. Matth. II. 744. 910. 941, Bernhardy
106. comp. Xen. Mem. 1. 5. 6. dovrsieey Sovrciar oidepids Frzov ailoyedy
Herod..5, 119. pdxny éuayécavro isyvery (magnam pugnavimus pugnam
Terent. Adelph. 5, 3. 57.), Plat. Apol. p. 28. B. zosovror énmurvdevua
tzirndetong, Pe 367. A. edegyereiv vy peylsryy edegyasiav, Alciphr. 2, 3.
dtiral pov ndoas Senoecs, Lysias 1. Theomnest. 30. tuod pagrvesoavres v
a7y pagrveiay and 27. soarods 8 xal darovs xevdivovs ued’ duwy xcrdie
vevae, Earip. Iphig. A.1190. 3:Eoueda 3ikw 7y ac Séifasdac yeedy, Demosth.
c. Nezr. p. 517. adv. Polycl. p. 707. C. Lucian. asin. 11. Arrian Alez.
7.11.  See yet Georgi Vind. 199. Wetsten 1I. 321. (On the oriental
languages comp. Gesen. Lehrgeb.1810.) The passive construction occurs
in Rev. xvi. 9. {zxavuariodnoav oi drdg¢wnor zatua péya. On the other
hand the connection with such a conjugate noun (one of kindred meaning)
alone, like pagrvelav pagrveeiv, appears in the N. T. only by an interpo-
sition of relative clauses John v. 32. 4§ pagrveia, 7v pagrvess negi ipod Mr.
iii. 28. Heb. viii. 10. This connection is common in Heb., sometimes
with, and sometimes without intensity of meaning (Ewald 590.), as also
in Greek (e. g. yérora yeas Soph. Antig. 551., yduovs Iyapav Herod. 4,
145., vsias Ovovra, Arrian, Alex. 2,16. comp. also sérepor sorepsiy
Pausan. 7. 18. 5.

*Yet in Xcn. Anab. 2, 6. 10. we find also guvrdossr puraxig. Butin this phrase
¢uAaxas is an cxtension of the meaning of the verb, as it denotcs not only the abstr.
of ¢urdseum, but the concrete idea the watches. Then we must exclude from the
above rule formulas such as wapaiay wolumy, dxérrsihaw dmorrérovs (Demosth.).
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Kindred to this construction is Séi¢éw (magyas) moands, onyas, which
then takes also an acc. of the person, (comp. Luke xii. 47.) Buttmann
ed. Rob. p. 360. § 131. 3.

3. Instead of the acc. of the object, we find in many cases a preposi-
tion, & (2), as is supposed, after the Hebrew usage; but the passages on
closer inspection show the preposition to have its proper force: («) Acts
XV. 7. 6 0eos v qpiv thernifaro 8ua vov o7épards pov dxovoar 7a vy, €lc.
is not to be compared with 23 W3, but & zucy properly signifies: among
us (the Apostles), both from the fact that Peter is just after used in the sing.,
and also from a consideration of the za ¥6y7: God has made choice among
us, that by me the heathen should be taught the right way. See also
Olshausen ia loc. About the Hebrew 2 3, which the LXX. some-
times translate Zxaéy. iv 1 Sam. xvi. 9. 1 Kings viii. 16. 1 Chron. xxviii
4. Neh. ix. 7., even the interpretation of which Gesenius did not think
necessary, see Ewald Gr. 605. (b) suonoysiy v Mt. x. 32. Luke xii. 8. to
give a confession on some one, i. e. (according to another construction)
about some one. Otherwise Bengel. The Hebrew 9 nwn Ps. xxxii. 5.
has not entirely the same signification.

4. Two accusatives occur, (a) one of a person and the other of a thing
uniformly after verbs of dressing and undressing, John xix. 2. Mt. xxvii.
28. Mr. xv. 17., of giving to drink Mr. ix. 41. 1 Cor. iii. 2.*, of anoint-
ing Heb. i. 9. Rev. iii. 18., of loading Luke xi. 48., of persuading Acts
xix. 8. xxviii. 23. 2 Cor. v. 11, of adjuring (by) Acts xix. 13. 1 Thess.
v. 27. also arapeprgoxew 1 Cor. iv. 17. John xiv. 26. (Xen. Cyrop. 3, 3.
387. Herod. vi. 140., on the other hand &vauv. rova rwés Xen. Cyrop. 6,
4.13.). On the contrary eiayysaileodac is only in Acts xiii. 32. con-
structed with a double acc. (Rev. x. 7. a variation is found), comp. He-
lied. 2, 10. 75. Alciph. 3, 12. Eus. H. E. 3, 4.; instead of xgvnrew rwvd
. the connection xgvnrey 7v dno rewos is'in Col. i. 26. Luke xviii. 34. at
least indicated; 3:3doxeew is connected once with Iv ru of the person in
Rev. ii. 14. (as if it were to instruct on some one), but not in a very well
established reading.} Others and better Codd. have 28:3asxe 7§ Bardx,

* youday Numn. xi. 4. Deut, viii. 16. belongs also to this class, of which construc-
tion there is a specimen in 1 Cor. xiii. 3., comp. Schwarz Comment Gr. p. 1441. and
" on 1 Cor. especially, Fabric. Pscudep. 11. 566.

t This construction is not certainly proved to he Hebrew by 2 Chron. xvii. 9.
N3 1D‘7, as this probably means to teach in Judah. Perhaps in Acts vii. 22.
§maideibn maon godia is not to be taken for mdcar copiav (comp. Diod. Sic. 1, 91.), but
as cxpressing by the dat. the means of instruction, whilst {maid. wazay copiay would
be edoctus est (institutus ad) sapientiam. However, comp. Plat. Rep. 5. p. 406. D.
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comp. Philo. Apocr. N. T. L. p. 656. (9 129 Job. 21. 22.). With
alrvely revd 7o (Mt vil. 9. Luke xi. 11.) is found also airey 7¢ stagd vwos
Mt. xx. 20. Jas. i. 5. (Xen. Anab. 1, 316.), as with 2¢wrdy rod 7o Mr.
iv. 10. John xvi. 5. also Zguray zuwwd se¢d vwos frequently occurs in Luke
iv. 38. ix. 45. (also in John xvii. 9. 20. comp. Herod. 1, 32.). Finally
neguBarresdas is construed once in Rev. xvii. 4. (if the reading be genu-
ine) with the dative, like 1 Kings i. 1. xi. 29., but with i iii. 5. iv. 4.

The acc. of a pronoun and adjective, which follows certain verbs to-
gether with an acc. of the person (as grgnreww Luke iv. 35. dgerciv Gal.
v. 2., dduxeiv Acts xxv. 10. Gal. iv. 12.) is reducible essentially to the
same law, Buttmann ed. Rob. p. 361. § 131. 7. Matth. IL. 939.; only
the construction with two accusatives here stops at the first step. We
also say: to ask one, aomethmg, but not therefore, to ask one, a book
I would also refer here Mt. xxvii. 44.

(b) An acc. of the subject and of the predicate (exegetical) John vi.
15. iva stoujowawy avroy Basiréa, Acts XX. 28. duas I3ero inwoxdénog, Heb.
i. 2. v I3qxe xaneovduor, Jas. v. 10. SndSevyua rdere o5 xaxonadeios — —
zobs meoprrag Rom. iii. 25. Jas. ii. 5. Acts v. 81. The accusative of
the predicate sometimes follows the preposition ¢is Acts xiii. 22. jyecgey
adrois vov AaBid 2is Baoeria, Vil 21. dvedgindaro dardy favrs eig
¢év himself as son, xiii. 47. This is a Hebrew construction (Ewald
Gram. 603.) and is often imitated Isa. xlix. 8. 2 Kings iv. 1. Judith v.
11. Gen. xliii. 18. 1 Sam. xv. 11. What is quoted from the Greek as
parallel differs, as the &is of the destination, Herod. 1, 34. rdvres
voloy geiovrai is mérepov, Eurip. Troad. 1207. ob yag &is xdanos 7ixas
Saiuwy 8idwor, Alciphr. 8,28. To the latter mode of expression may
be reduced Heb. iv. 8. and perhaps Acts vii. 53. #ad3sre 7ov vopor i
3iavayas dyyino, ye received the law for or as the or dering of an-
gels, see Bengel in loc. In Phil. iv. 16. the construction &5 z4v zgelay
moe ixipdare is an entirely different conception from =y ze. . én., and
therefore belongs not here.

6. Verbs which in the active take two acc., one of a person the other
of a thing, in the passive retain the latter, e. g. 1 Thess. ii. 15. nagads-
otes, G5 88¢3d x3nrs. Soalso in the constructions Luke xii. 47. 8agy-
oita daiyag (comp. déigee vwa mrqyds), Mr. x. 38. 7o Bdnriopa 6 byo

" Banriopas, Bantriadsvac Rev. xvi. 9. (comp. Lucian. Toz. 61. Dion. Hal.
IV. p. 2162, 8.). The same takes place also in verbs which in the ac-
tive govern a dative of the pers. together with an acc. of the thing, as
in the passive they are considered causal verbs: Gal. ii. 7. seniorevpuns
%o edayyinor (from meorevw 7uvi 7i, passiv. mcorevopad 7o) 1 Cor. ix. 7.
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see Fischer ad Well. 111. 1. p. 437. Matth. I1. 946. the analogy of which
neguxeipos follows: Acts xxviii. 20. zoy davoww rovrny segixeipas (from
Gavous ntegixeeral por) Heb. v. 2. D’Orville ad Charit. p. 240. Matth. 1I.
947. Then the acc. with the passive generally designates the remoto
object, viz. that part of the subject affected by the signification of the
verb: 1 Tim. vi. 6. dc:pdaguivos vov vouw (from Scapdeig. vimi 7ov vovr)
2 Tim. iii. 8. John xi. 44. 3:8¢uivoe vobs ntodas xai rovs zeceas, Phil. i. 11.
nenangopivor xagnov Sixawsey 2 Cor. iii. 18. ziv adryy eixdva perapogpov-
peda, Heb. x. 22., comp. Valckenzxr ad Herod. 7, 29. Hartung on the
cases 61.

6. Hence’it became usual to express in the acc. case (even without the
passive construction) the remote object added to a verb or noun as a more
exact expletive, as Jud. vii. 7. 7oy Gpovoy rovrors ¢ oy enogyev-
oaoas, 2 Tim. iii. 8. Luke ix. 14. xaraxaivare adrobs xre3iag dvd mevry-
xovra (in rows to fifty) comp. Jer. xxx. 14. 1 Sam. xx. 17., Mr. vi. 39.
tnératev avrocs Graxiival wAvTas, SUKNOTLG GUUNGGLG (in several couipanies),
in all which cases the acc. was apprehended in a certain relation to the
verb of the sentence, Bernhardy 108. comp. Herm. ad Soph. (Ed. C.
1402. (The last two of the examples above are only an extension of
the construction with two accusatives). This acc. is used to designate
qualities, properties, or relations still more extensively (Bernhardy 117.)
- Acts xviii. 3. gxyvonowi zoy 7éxvegv (Lucian. Asin. 43. Agath. 2,
26.), John vi. 10. dvéneoor of drdees Tov Geidpdy boel mevraxioziaos (a8
to, in number), comp. Isocr. de big. p. 842. and many others, Lob. ad
Phryn. p. 364. Hence also for specifications of time in different con-
structions, Acts X. 3. ¢dev &y Sgapare Hoel Sgay Evvarny T guicas dyysror,
etc. Rev. iii. 3. (Herod. 2, 2.) Luke xxii. 41. xxiii. 56. 26 uiv sd33aror
novyacav, John V. 8. 5y vus dvdewnos ixed, reudxovra xai dxrd Iry ixzwv by
vy acdevecq (Bernhardy p. 116.; on the Hel. see Ewald Gr. 591.; the
same use exists in Eng. Trs.); and finally merely as adv. John viii. 25.
2qv dexrv. See Hermann ad Vig. p. 880. In this way the accusative
is connected with the dat., and therefore both cases occur in many for-
.mulas, e. g. 7o yévos Herodian. 1, 8. 2. Diod. Sic. 1, 4. and 7§ yévee Mr.
vii. 26. Acts iv. 36. Plutarch. Demosth. p. 889. B. (as with rov decdur
occurs 7o dedu) Bernhardy 118., comp. Luke xxiv. 25. Beadeis ¢ §
xa¢dca, Dion. Hal. de Lys. 7. p. 243. Lips.; on the other hand, 3¢a-
dug vov voov. Sce Wetsten. I. 826.

Rev. xviii. 17. §oov 11y Odrassay igyd{ovrar docs not cowe under this
rule. In this phrase gda. is to be taken as the immediate object (comp.
Boissonade ad Philostr. p. 452.), like yiv igyaleo6ac Pausan. 6, 10. 1.
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Mt. iv. 15. 5dov Gardoons (from Isa.) is very peeuliar: it is translated
by or near the way. Passages like 1 Sam. vi. 9. & §8ov S¢iov airss mo-
¢evosrac, Exod. xiii. 18. do not justily this case here in connection with
vocatives. Nor do I believe that the LXX. have extended this use of
the acc. so far beyond all the proper limits of prose (comp. Bernhardy
p- 114.), but with Fritzsche regard é8ov 6oa. in the Septuag. as a gloss
from Symmachus.

7. The acc. in some places is taken to be absolute, where, on closer
inspection, we may discover the grammatical reason of the acc. in the
structure of the sentence. So in Rom. viii. 3. 26 48vvaroy zov
Yapuoy — — § Jeds Tov favrov Doy népdas — xarixge Tiy dpagriov is
evidently, according to the proper sense, equivalent to 76 odvvaror zod
vopov émdinaey & eosy mépdas — — xai zazaxeovwy, etc.  In Acts xxvi. 8.
the acc. yvéaryy dvra is certainly to be considered an anacoluthon, which
with the addition of participles is frequent, see § 64. II. 2., comp. Eph.
i. 18., where also Koppe incorrectly finds an acc. absolute. In Luke
XXiv. 46. I8e0 nabeiy 7ov XeioTor — — xal xnevrivas ini 7¢ Srépare adrod
pevdvoray — — de¢Edpevor dnd ‘Tecovoarnu the ace. (in the construct.
of acc. with infin.) is grammatically clear, and the detduevor only added in
a loose respect: beginning (viz. the xn¢isswy), or impersonally it being
begun, comp. Herod. 3. 91. Yet see Kypke I. 344. As to Rev. i. 20.
see Ewald in loc. Finally, in Rev. xxi. 17, 2uérgnoe o 7eiyos vys norews

" ixarov veaoog. nnzov, prreoy avbgdnow, etc. the last words are a loose ap-
position to the clause uére. 76 7eixos, €tc. comp. Matth. I1. 916. More-
over, comp. Matth. ad Eurip. Med. p. 501. Sprachl. II. 955. (As to
an acc. apposit. and an anacoluth. in the acc. of partic. see below, and on
the casus absol. comp. A. Wannowski Syntaxeos anomal. Gr. pars de
constr., qu. dic. absol. Lips. 1835. 8vo. See Stuart N. T. Gr. § 108.

§ 33. Connection between a Verb (neuter) and its dependent Noun by
means of Prepositions.

Many verbs, especially those which signify an affection of the mind,
are connected with their predicate by the interposition of a prepo-
sition: and in this the N. T. usage is sometimes conformable to the
Greek, sometimes exhibits more of the Hebrew oriental usage. The
following classification may be offered: (a) Verbs of rejoicing or griev-
ing, which by the Greeks are often construed with the dative alone (in the

23
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N. T. only yalgew v ianide Rom. xii. 12. in this way,) have mostly the
prep. ixi after them (comp. Wurm ad Dinarch. p. 40.) yaleewr Mt. xviii.
13. Luke i. 14. Acts xv. 31. 1 Cor. xiii. 6. Rev. xi. 10. (comp. Xen.
Cyrop. 8, 4. 12. Diod. Sic. 19. 55, Isocr. permut. p. 738. Arrian, Ind.
85.), evpeaivesdac Rev. xviii. 20., svrrvneiodac Mr. iii. 5. (Xen. Mem. 3, 9.
8.), but sometimes also iv (avrecw iv Jacobs ad Achill. Tat. p. 814.), as
zageey Luuke x. 20, Phil. i. 18, (Col. i. 24.), svpeaiv. Acts vii. 41., ayar-
»doda 1 Pet. i. 6. (), on the other hand dyarreoda i Xen. Mem. 2, 6.
35. 3,5. 15.  Of the verbs to be angry dyavaxrecy with negl (to be angry
on account of some one) Mt. xx. 24. Mr. x. 41., but (like dyarazveiy inc
Lucian. Abdic. 9. Aphthon. p. 267.) s¢yi2:09ar n( zeve. Rev. xii. 17.
comp. Joseph. bell. jud. 3, 9. 8. (in the Septu. even dgyi2:s53ac iv 7. Judg.
2, 14.). The opposite eidoxecv is according to the Hebrew 2 yd 1, and the
LXX. constructed it with iv (to kave pleasure ir), it may either be
used of persons Mt. iii. i7. Luke iii. 22. 1 Cor. x. 5. or of things
2 Thess. ii. 12. (comp. also 3érew v Deut. xxi. 14. 1 Sam. xviii. 22.
Col. ii. 18.); in the Greek the dative would be sufficient (yet comp. Po-
Iyb. 2, 12. 3.): dexecoSac which usually takes the dative (Luke iii. 14.
Heb. xiii. 5.) is once in 3 John 10. connected with ini.—(b) Verbs sig-
nifying to wonder, to be amazed, are followed by éxi with a dative; so
Savpdlewy Mr, xii. 17. Luke iv. 22. xx. 26. Acts xiii. 12., ixmaso0e03as
Mt. xxii. 33. Mr. i. 22. xi. 18. Luke iv. 32. Acts xiii. 12., which is also
frequent among the Greeks. According to amother construction ds is
used, to wonder cn account of a thing, Mr. vi. 6., as Elian. V. II. 12,
6. 14, 86. davud2ew rwva 8id re.  But Savu. &v 2§ zeovi2ew Luke i. 21.
can signify by his remaining, yet comp. Sir. 11, 31.  About §eri2:odas
T 7w see above § 31. 1.—(c) Verbs signifying to have pity oxrayzrZeodas
are usually connected with in: either with the accus. Mt. xiv. 14. xv. 32. Mr.
viii. 2. ix. 22. or with the dat. Mr. vi. 34. Luke vii. 13. (Isocr. permut. p.
778.),and only once with regi Mt. ix. 36.; ereeiodac is used as a transitive,
see § 32. 1.—(d) Verbs signifying to confide in, to trust, to hope, to boust,
are constructed with #xi, év, £ig, a8 nénoda énx¢ rove Mr. x. 24. Luke xi.
22. 2 Cor. i. 9. (Agath. 209, 5. 306, 20.), ix{ re Mt. xxvii. 43., with #»
Phil. iii. 3. 2 Thess. iii. 4.; mesrevew ini o Rom. ix. 83. 1 Pet. ii. 6.
Septu. (about sesredew eis or imi zova to believe in some one, see abore
§31. 2.) eaniZew 22 with dat. Rom. xv. 12. Phil. iv. 10. (Polyb. 1,
82. 8.), with accus. 1 Tim. v. 5. 1 Pet. iii. 5., ¢¢ John v. 45. 2 Cor. 1.
10. (Herodian. 7. 10. Joseph. dell. jud. 6, 2. 1., % els rova I Plut
Galba. c. 19.), & 1 Cor. xv. 19. (comp. Xen. Cyrop. 1, 4. 25. Mem. 4,
2. 91, Polyb' 1, 59. 2. tanida Exew by f.), xavyacdae énd roe Rom. v. 2.
(Diod. Sic. 16, 17., similar o:uriresdac Diog. L. 2, 8. 4. Isocr. big. p.
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840. and guocovodas Diog. L. 6, 2. 4., more frequently & Rom. ii. 17.
23. 1 Cor. iii. 21. Gal. vi. 13. (Jerem. ix. 22, Ps. cxlix. 5.)—(e) Of verbs
of sinning, transgressing, auagrdvew alone takes the object sinned against,
with the prepos. ¢is Mt. xviii. 15. Luke xvii. 8. 1 Cor. vi. 18., comp.
Herod. 1, 138. Isocr. permut. p. 750. AEgin. p. 920. 931. M. Anton. 7.
26., comp. Wetsten. I. 443., on the other hand apagirdy ngds zeve Joseph.
JAntt. 14, 15. 2., neel rwva Isocr. permut. 754. auagr. vwe 1 Sam. xiv. 33.
1 Kings viii. 31. 33. Judg. x. 10.—(f) The verbs deigxewv to please, and
¢avivac Lo appear, take aiter them the Hellenistic preposition ivincoy in-
stead of the dative of the person to whom something is pleasing or ap-
pears, Acts vi. 5. Feecer 6 Aiyos dvinioy mavros rov mardovs (Judg. x. 5.
xiv. 7. Deut. 1. 23.) Luke xxiv. 11. igpdvnoar dvdniov adriv Hoel Agos 76
¢ruara. Agisxew occurs also with ivavriov 7uww. in the Septu. Num.
xxxvi. 6. Gen. xxxiv. 18.

It is properly a redundancy when verbs signifying fo follow are con.
strued with the prep. usrd or oiv (comp. comituri cum aliquo in Latin in-
scriptions), Rev. vi. 8. xiv. 13. see Wetsten. N. T. 1. 717. Lob. ad
Phryn. p. 354. Meineke p. 259. Schiifer ud Demosth. V. 590. Giller
ad Thuc. H. p. 299. Wurm ad Dinarch. p. 15. Hebraistic is éxoa.
6niow russ (WR) Mt x. 38. 1 Kings xix. 30. Isa. 45. 14.

§ 34. Use of the Adjective.

1. A neuter adjective (particip.) in the singular (more rarely in the
plural) followed by a noun in the genit. is frequently equivalent to an ab-
stract noun, especially when the language had no corresponding noun
(Wyss. dialectol. p- 80.): Phil. iii. 8. 76 dnegigov 775 yrisews, Heb. vii.
18. 7 (v ivrorijs) ddivaror xai drwperis, 1 Cor. i. 25, vo pagdy rov eov
76 dodevi rov Seov, comp. Rom. ii. 4. ix. 22. Phil. iv. 5. Heb. vi. 17. 2 Cor.
iv. 17. viii. 8. An instance of the plurul is found in Rom. i. 20. &
dé¢ara rov Beov, where the reference is to the following: s ze didiog Svva-
s xai 9edTmge
. Tb Boxipeov 735 ntiarews in 1 Pet. i. 7. does not belong here, as doxcuiov
is itself a noun, comp. Fritzsche in loc., and Jas. i. 3. in his Prelim.

- P- 44, An adj. Soxcuwos does not exist.

Rom. i. 19. 75 yvwordy Tob feov is not the same as 4 yrdois 7. 6., but

either that of God which is known (to man) or that of (in) God which

can be known. The latter signification of the yvwsrss, which Tholuck
doubts, see Soph. (Ed. R. 362. Plat. rep. 7. p. 517. C. Aristot. Metaph.
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4. (5) p. 70. comp. Schulthess Theol. Annal. 1829. p. 976. Reiche has
by no means refuted this interpretation, but thinks that interpreters have
made the distance between these two possible modes of apprehending
the subject much wider than it really is.

The above usage, which arises directly from the nature of the neuter,
is not foreign to the Greek; especially have the later prose writers adopt-
ed it from the technical language of philosophy. The examples collected
by Georgi (Hierocr. 1. p. 39.), however, must be well sitied. The fol-
lowing are real parallcls: Demosth. Phil. 1. p. 20. A. 7o 7oy dedv svperis,
and de fuls. leg. p. 213. A. 7o doporis avrys, Thuc. 1, 63. 1o musror 175
nrorirecas, 2, Tl 16 asdevig 7 yrouns, Galen. protrept. 2. o 55 zéipins
dsrarov, Heliod. 2, 15. 83, 7o vnseddaror 55 rwnns, Philostr. Apoll. 7,
12. Diod. Sic. 19, 55. Diog. L. 9, 11. 4. Lucian. Pisc. 252. This
construction with participles is especially peculiar to Thucid. (and the
Byzantines). Comp. Ellendt. ad Arrian. Alex. 1. p. 253. Niebuhr. ind.
ad Derip., Eunap. and Malch.

2. That which should be signified by means of an adjective as the
qualifying term, is sometimes not so expressed, but with a change of
construction, by a noun; and (a) so that the principal noun is in the ge-
nitive: 1 Tim. vi. 17. uy sanexévae ini mroirov adracrrre not to trust to
the uncertainty of riches, i. e. to riches, which are uncertain, Rom. vi.
4. iva wuels iv xawdrrre {wis, negunarrowuer, Vii. 6. 2 Thess. ii. 11.
This construction, however, is not arbitrary, but aims at a greater pro-
minence of the chicf thing represented, which, expressed by an adjective,
would stand rather in the back ground. It is therefore more of a rheto-
rical than grammatical nature. Comp. Zumpt Lat. Gramm. p. 554.
and instances from the Greek in Held ad Plutarch. Timol. p. 368.

Correctly speaking, only those passages can be reckoned here, in which
the noun, fullowed by a genit. is connected with a verb, which most na-
turally belongs to the noun in the genit. and characterizes it as the prin-
cipal noun (as ingemuit corvi stupor). Passages like the following are
therefore to be excluded: Col. ii. 5. Brénwy 16 a7egiwpa rrs niorsws, 2 Cor.
iv. 7. iva % dregBony 75 Svvdpcws § Tov deov, Gal. ii. 14. o¢S0m0decy meds
Ty GArdewar rov evayyeriov, Heb. ix. 2. ¢ necheois 73w derwv means, the
setting out of the louves (shew bread), and 1 Pet. i. 2. ayiaouds nvevua-
rog, as a single glance at the context will show, is not synonomous with
stvespa dywov.  Finally, the phrase aaguBdvew 75y intayyeriar rob mveiuaros
Acts ii. 33. Gal. iii. 14. signifies to receive the promise of the Spirit,
which takes place when the promised good itself is rcceived (xouilz06as
23y inayysnav), when the promise is fulfilled.

(b) More frequently so that the noun expressing the property or qua-
lity (mostly of the soul) is in the genitive: Luke iv. 22. aéyor 75¢ zderrog,
Luke xvi. 8. oixovduog 3¢ dduxcag, Col. 1. 13, $uos 775 dydnrns, Luke xviii.
6. xgirns r5 ddixias, Rev. xiii. 3. 5 ) Tov davarov a deadly wound,
Rom. i. 26. nddy dripias, 2 Pet. ii. 10. In prose this construction is
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Hebrew (and in this language the result not only of a want of adjectives
Ewald 572., but also of the more perspicuous or explicit manner of the
Oriental languages), but in more elevated style, examples of it exist in
the Greek, see Erfurdt ad Soph. (Ed. R. 826. Herm. ad Vig. p. 887.
891. Comp. Pfocheu diatr. p. 29. Those quoted by Georgi Vind.
p- 214. are almost all useless.*

If in such a case there be added a personal pronoun in the genit., in
translating, it is construed as belonging to the general idea: Heb. i. 3.
4 pruare Tos duvdprws avrod by his powerful word, Rev. iii. 10. xiii. 3.
Sull further 1t is contended (e. g. Vorst Hebraism. p. 570. Storr. Observ.
p- 234.), that when two nouns connected express one idca, the demonstr.
pron. grammatically agrees with the noun governed: e. g. Acts v. 20. ra
pruara 755 Lwis ravryg instead of ravra these words (K' life, xiii. 26.
& adyos 5 owrnelas vavens this doctrine of salvation, Rom. vii. 24. ix
7oy sdparos vov davirov rovrov, comp. the Peschito. But this canon
(which even Bengel follows) is not genuine. In Rom. 7. zovrov might
have been construed with séparos by Paul himself; but it would not be
without meaning connected with gavdzoy, since as the Apostle had fre-
queutly mentioned 6dsaros (ver. 10. sq.), he might easily refer back to
that, see Killner in loc.; in Acts xiii. 23. swrse Incovs had already
been mentioned; & aoyos 7. cwr. 7. is therefore, the doctrine of this
(by the mediation of Christ) salvation; in Acts 5. the pron. refers to the
salvation which the Apostles were then procluiming. The LXX. have
not translated so incorrectly the phrase 1933 *9"9x Isa. ii. 20. which ne-
cessity demanded, but which is much more natural as the two words are
essentially one, comp. Isa. ii. 20. ra B8erdyuara avros va deyvea, Deut. i
41. ra oxeim 16 morcpxd adrov. It cannot be readily seen how Luke
and Paul in so plain sentences could have fallen upon a construction so
irregular. What Georgi Vind. p. 204. and Munthe obs. ad Actsv. 20. have
quoted from the Greek, on near inspection loses all its value (Fritzsche
Ezxc. 1. ad Mr. p. 771.) .

Nore 1. That the Hebraism (Gesen. Lehrgeb. p. 661. Vorst He.
braism. p. 282.) of a neuter adjective expressed by the femirine, is found
in Luk. xi. 33. ¢is xgvnryy (6504, is rather absurd; xevney existed already
as a noun in Gr. usage signifying, @ covered place or alley, a subterra-
neous cavern, a vault, and is there very suitable. See Matthei in loc.
small ed. Oa the other hand Mt. xxi. 42. (Mr. xii. 11.) rago zveiov
lyévero a$ 79 (robro), zai éori davpasry (davpasrdv) is a quotation from
Ps. cxviii. 22., and this occurs also elsewhere in the Scptuag.

® The genit. of the matter does not belong here, Aaw x¢i3¢, e. g. among the Grecks
was just equivalent to, a ram out of stone, and only in conformity with the Lat. could
an adject. be required. In Phil. iv. 18. also éoun sdadiag (comp. Aristot. Rhet. 1, 11.)
is the pleasant emanation of a sweet odor, and not put exactly for sixdng. It is now
generally conceded by the best interpreters that 1 Cor. x. 16. 73 weragiov 7ic sihepiag
and Rom. i. 4. misa &ymwsime are to be interpreted by the above canon. Comp.
Glase, [. 26.
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Nore 2. Instead of concrete adjectives, which would be taken sub-
stantively, in conformity with Hebrew usage we find nouns with {ios or
wéxvoy, which, according to the lively perceptions of the oriental inhabit-
ants, denote the most intimate connection with (dependence on) something,
(Vorst Hebraism. p. 467. 19.): e. g. duoi dnedecas Kphes. ii. 2. (children
of disobedience, born as it were from the dn:i3eia, raised, altuched to her
like to a mofher), Téxva PWTOS Ephes.'v. 8., rixva vnaxors 1 Pet. i. 14.,
rizva b¢yns Ephes. ii. 3., réxva xardeas 2 Pet. ii. 14. (1 Kings ii. 26. 1
Sam. xix. 29. Deut. xxv. 2.) ‘lhe phrases sacdes iargow, Svorrivey
(espec. in Lucian.) quoted by Wahl. Clao. IL. p. 985. are more similar to
the vio: 73y dvfewnwy. Neither Schwarz nor Georgi has proved that
nacs Or zéxvov in Gr. prose is connected with an abstract noun, as in the
examples above. For examples from the ecclesiastical writers see
Epiphan. Opp. L. p. 880. B. o 3wl 755 drgfuvijs stioreaws.)

Norte 8. Ephes. vi. 12. za nvevuarixa 755 novnedas is a peculiarity, for
which only Gregor. Nyssen. IL p. 23. has ra mvevudra, for the Syr.
translates according to the sense. The Gr. usage, which interpreters
here adduce (see Koppe in loc.) nagoevixoi for maghivor Odyss. a. 39.,
is only found in poets in the better uges; but occurs in the Byzantine
writers, €. g. % inxuxy for % innos (in Ducas p. 18. and generally, ra
dawpovea, Which originally was an adj. and in the later Gr. used substan.
tively as dacuoves, presents an appropriate analogy); a genitive depending
on it, e. g. vd daluovia 77 dég-5, would not therefore be strange. But
in Fph. as above, the abstract seems to have been designedly chosen as
antithetical to n¢os alua xai sdexa, not with sensual antagonists, but with

. spiritual you maintain the conflict.

§ 35. Connection of the Adjective with the Noun.

1. Of the rule, that-adjectives agree in gender and number with the
nouns which they qualify, there occur exceptions both in Gr. writers, and
in the N. T. (in the latter seldom), where the adjectives are accommo-
dated to the sense, and not to the granumatical character of the nouns.

(a) In respect to gender the following passages may be noticed: Rev.
Xix. 14. 7 orgazeipara raivovgars — — é vde Svpévoe Browor revxdy elc.
(as Xen. Mem. 2, 2. 3. ol noneis — — réyovres, Xen. Cyrop. 1, 2. 12.,
yet more bold, Aristid. Tom. L. p. 267. extr. Jebb. Guirna xai axords rov
EXQTEQLIEY PEYlOTWY MOREWY, XAROVY T WY TU O ai-foﬁ-g), iv. 8. rigoaga
oo — —riéiyovrygs. Kphes.iv. 17. (ii. 11. does not belong here), 1
Cor. xii. 2. Also Rev. xi. 15. fyivovro duval peydras fr T ovEarw, A e
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7 ov 7 ¢ 5, Where celestial beings themselves, to whom the voices belonged,
were in the mind.

2 John iv. belongs here only remotely, 1ydeny, éve edenxa tx vov ¢éx-
Ywy OOV REgLNATOVYT oS iv AAndeiq.

(b) In respect to number. With collective nouns the adjective is often
in the plural : e. g. Luk. Xix. 37. drnov #6 225 05 7y padyzly zai-
covreg, (Diod. Sic. 11, 25. xizwwy aa5d05 els avriy xaranrapévovs 5, 43.
Xen. Hell. 2, 3. 55. Xen. Ephes. 1,3.), Actsiii. 11. ovvéideape nas 6 Aads
— —¥x3dapupPow, comp. John xii. 12. Luk. ii. 13. (Philoctr. Apoll.
2, 12.) Acts v. 16. (xxi. 36. if we prefer xgd2ovres with good Codd.),
Rev. vii. 9. xix. 1. (Judith vi. 18.) Luk. xxiii. 1. var. On the other
hand in Rev. iii. 9. v aey. is not to be taken as an epithet of svvaywyis,
but partitively, sing. and plur. connected, see Mr. viii. 1. mopunérnov sxn0v
bvrog xai uy xdvrwy i pdywse comp. Diod. Sic. xiv. 78. 7o magdovs ouw-
1géizovros — —— xal robs piodovs nedregor anarrorvray Virg. An, 2, 63.
undique visendi studio Trojana juventus circumfuss RUIT CERTANTQUE
illudere capto. See Poppo ad Thuc. I. p. 102. Bornemann ad Xen. Apol.
p- 36. ad Anab. p. 354. Jacobs ad Anthol. Pal. II1. 811. Palairet
observ. p. 201. Herm. ad Lucian. consecr. hist. p. 301. Ast ad Plat.
Legg. p- 103,

The occurrcnce of two different genders in Rev. xiv. 19. is worthy
of remark, Rev. Xiv. 19. Z3aney eis 7 7v» Anvov rob Supod zov deov 7ov
péyav (apos is sometimes also of the masculine gender, Scptuagint
Gen. xxx. 37. 42. Vutic. see Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 188. Buttm. ausfiikrl,
Gramm. p. 151.) Acts xi. 28. acpov péyav, 77is etc. would be similar as
Cod. Laudianus has, yet see Kiinél in loc. Parallels with such va-
riations of gender cannot be looked for in Gr. authors. I should not
be disposed to relieve the apocalypse of this harshness.® Phil. ii. 1 ¢
Tog gnrdyzve xai oixrigpol, as the best Codd. have, and Matthiii prefers,

is very singular. It may perhaps be a lapsus pennz, as ¥ 7.5 and ¥ 7.
occur three times in the immediately preceding passage.

2. If a preceding adjective belong to two or more nouns of different
genders, it must be repeated before each, e. g. Jus. i. 17. ndoa 8dacs
Gyady xai nay Soenua Téreiovy Mr. xiiti. 1. xorarol aldog xal morarnal oixo-
oopal, Acts iv. 7. &v nolg Suvduse g bv ol dvdpaze, 1 Cor. xiii. 2. 1 Pet.
it. 1. (3 Esr. iii. 5.) comp. Aristot. Nicom. 7, 9. in. Plutarch. Vitt. p.
369. etc. The contrary see in Luk. x. 1. ¢is ndasar norww xai 7orov, cOmp.

® Lacke (Apokal. 1. p. 225.) would in this passage either read 7o miydrov with one
codex (perhaps a correction), or consider it a construc. ad sensum,as the writer thought
only of the Buu. 705 8s. with the =ov miyav. The latter, as Lacke confesscs, is very far-
fetched. See Matth. kl. Ausg. p. 63.
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Diod Sic. 1, 4. pera noarijs xaxonadeias xod xiwdivwy Plutarch. Mor. p. 993.
If the nouns be of the same gender, or if a difference of gender can-
not be designated by different terminations in the adjective, the adjective
is usually connected only with the first, Actsii. 43. Mt. iv. 24. xiii. 32.
ix. 35. xxii. 38. Mr. ii. 15. Ephes. i. 21.

The following epithet is repeated with both nouns, Rev. xxi. 1. ovgavor

zawdy xai yiv xawqv.—In Heb. ix. 9. 83¢d 7e xai Gusias the first predicate
un dudusvae relates only to the latter noun as the principal (bloody offer-

ings, sin offerings). Comp. Iliad 1I. 136. ai Fuéregal ¢’ ardyor xas vrma

Téxva ciar vl peydgols motidiyuevac.

The plural of an adj. belonging to two nouns might secm to occur in
1 Pet. viii. 18. o pBagrors dgyveie 7 2gvoie érvrgudnre, but the pdagr. must
be considered the principal word, agy. and zevs. rather as expletives: not
by corruptible things, silver or gold.

Note. About the supposed Hypallage in respect to the connection of
an adjective with its noun in Luk viii. 32. 2 Cor. iii. 7., see Appendiz.
Of a different nature are the solecisms occurring in Rev., as to which
comp. Winer’s Exeget. Studien. I. p. 154¢. They give to the style the
appearance of more harshness, but may be explained as anacoluthon and
mingling of two constructions, or in another way, which should always
have been adopted, rather than ascribe either to the ignorance of the
writer, who has displayed a knowledge of grammatical rules in other
much more difficult constructions. Examples analogous to most of these

“are found in Greek writers; but they are not of so frequent occurrence
as in the apocalypse. The following may be noticed. Rev. ii. 20. is
probably to be construed thus: Gz¢ dpecs vy yuvaixd gov “IngdBer’ 5 réyovoa
favrnr nteoprrwy xei 8iddoxes xal navg etc. who representing herself as a
prophetess, teaches and seduces etc. Rev. viii. 9. may be explained as
a union of two constructions anidave rd relroy Tov xTigudrLY TIY v
7y dardaon, 7d ¥xovra Yvzds (namely the two methods of expression
Qi 70 Tevr. — — 7Oy Exovrwy Juy. and dnidave ra xtiopara ra Iyovra
dvz. (xara) vé reizov are connected in one sentence); vii. 9. ecdov, xa
idob Oxros Mo — ~— d 0T & T g dvdmioy TOV Jpovov neeg e
BeBrnpuévous (where the writer connecting in his mind the {30y with
the nominat., and the .80v with the acc. seee3:3., mingled the two con-
structions, comp. Judith x. 7. Stallbaum ad Plat. Euthyphr. p. 32.)
In Rev. v. 11. 12. nxOVGa Ppwrny Gyyédwy — = xai Ny 6 GLLIUdS GVTOY pu-

1ddes pvewddoy — Aéyovres™ the last is not connected with pvecddas but
fapprehending the words xai 7# — — pve. as a parenthesis) to gyyero. as
if the writer had begun: puryy in7eav dyyeroc etc. (Similar in Thue. 7,
42. zoig Tveazxovoiows — — xaraminbes odx SMyn iyivero — —

* In the Septuag. the particip. Aéyan (Aéyerrec) is often used without regard to gram-
matical constructions: Gen. xiv. 1. fynifn giiua xvpiov — — Aiyan*, xxxViii. 13. xlv. 16.
xxii. 20. Exod. v. 14. Josh. x. 17. 1 Sam. xv. 12. Judg. xvi. 2. corresponding with
the Heb. 2385,  But it can be explained as a confusio duar. structur. See Exeg.
Stud. 156.

e — e~ wgaa
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d¢avrag, Achill. Tat. 8, 12. necarigior vaira eival 6o Soxel, — —
drd¢a rowvror AaBov oo Plat. Phed. c. 29. p. 81. A. oixoiv oire piv
izovsa «ig 70 opotoy avry 70 Gecdig drégreval 70 Jeuoy 7 — — —, 0 1 adiLxo-
pévy dragyes avry svdaipore sivas, vy ——dngArayuivy, Goneg i
Mytrar xoTd TOY pepvnuivor, bs GATIGS TO¥ AOLAOY 2EoYor ueTe Seov O ¢ ds
yovoa (for Sayovoy.) More striking is Rev. iii. 12. 75 svopa 95 woAEwg
Tov Bzov pov, T xawig ‘Tee-s % xozaBalvovoa éx Tov ovg. — —— zai 7o
Svoud pov vd xawdy (where g zarag. etc., as it cannot be taken for the
nominat. tituli, must perhaps be considered a parenthesis, as if it were
for aiiry doriv 1 zarap.), and xiv. 12. &3¢ dzopory 73v dylwr doriv: o -
Covvres vis évrords Ctc. is a sudden transiticn to a new sentence, as
e. g. Jas. iii. 8. ¢4y yaGooay 0ddeis Svvaras Gv3¢umwy dapdoas, Gxardaysroy
xaxdy, peoty iov Javarnpogov.

3. Two adjectives without a copulative are connected with a noun in
1 Pet. i. 18. ix 775 paraias dpcv dvasreoprs eargozagadirov. The adjec-
tives here are not of the same order, but the one directly qualifies the
noun, constituting with it one idea, the other is an epithet of this idea
made up of the noun and adjective: your vain-service received Srom the
Jathers (good-for-nothing service); John xii. 3. pigov sigdov ®OTLXTS WO~
avripov, Where vdgdog stuorixy (a mercantile designation of a particular
kiod of nard ointment in great demand) takes the adj. coavr. costly. See
in general Dissen ad Pindar. ed. Goth. p. 303. Herm ad Eurip. Hec.
p. 54. Comp. Kritz. ad Sallust. Jug. p. 172. Matth. II. 998. and Jen.
Lit. Zeit. 1812. No. 160.

§ 86. Of the Comparative of Adjectives.®

1. Instead of the comparative the positive occurs, (a) with 5 the par.
ticle of comparison, e. g. Mt. xviii. 8. xa2dy ol 207w eioerdeiy — —
20AOY ) XUy, 5 S0 gyeigag — — Iyovra, etc. Mr. ix. 43. 45. This me-
thod of expression is found several times in the Greek writers, comp.
Aristot. probl. 29, 6. magaxaradizny aicyeéy drosregnoar pixgdy § mord
3avecoduevor Herod. 9, 26. Esop. 134. de Fur., with adv. Pluta:ch.
Pelop. 4. rovrovs v dedig xal Sexaiws TEOOUYOLEVGELE OUYAL YOV TS XA CUOTEDS
7oyovs % axelvovs, Diod. Sic. 11, 11., (in Lat. comp. Plaut. Rud. 4, 4.70.
tacita BoNa est mulier semper quam loguens,) see Heupel ad Mr. p. 249.

® Comp. G. W. Nitzach de comparativis Grace lingue modis, in his ed. of Plat,
To. Lips. 1822. 8vo.
24 -
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d’Orville ad Charil. p. 538. Boissonade ad Murtini Procl. p. 8. Kpyke
I. 89., and is there perhaps, with Fritzsche ad Mt. p. 574., originally to
be explaiued by the fact that the writers had at first no comparison in mind
(otherwise Herm. de ellips. p. 185. and ad Vig. p. 884. and Schiifer ind.
ad Esop. p. 133. comp. to it Held ad Plutarch. Timol. p. 317.). This
use of the positive occurs more frequently in the Septu. (Gen. xlix. 12.
Ps. cxviii. 8. Hos. ii. 7. Jon. iv. 3. Lam. iv. 9.), so that 3 corresponds
entirely to the Ilebrew J2.* From the Apocrypha comp. Tob. xii. 8.
xardy 76 moujoac Ehequootyry % Snoavgloar yevaiov, ili. 6. Sir. xaii. 15. In
all such passages parnrov is usually supplied.

The use of 3 is bolder, but not materially diff>rent, Luke xv. 7. ya¢a
Israc €710 éve QUALTWAG pETAIOOTYTL, 3 Enti brvevnxovraswia Suxaiose  Comp.
Gen. xxxviit. 26. 3:dixalwrac Oduag 3 iye.

Luke xviii. 14. read thus xazé3n oiros 8¢dixatwuérog——1 ixeivag would
be perfrctl\ consistent with the above usage; but the better €Codd. read
7 yae (see also Matthiii’s small ed. on this passage) which has no parallel.
Yet the sentence, according to Hermann’s theory, which Bornemaon fol-
lows, might be rendered: this one went away justified — or (went) then
the other, etc.? The yae must, as in other cases, be added to the interro-
gation (also to 3 7 Xen. Cyrop. 8, 3. 40. Soph. Electr. 1214.) to strengthen
it. Perha ps snee (Which is eqmvalent to 7 in John xii. 43., comp. Lu-
cian. Pisc. 20.) would be a natural correction.

@irew, 5 to express malle is entirely analogous: e. g. 1 Cor. xiv. 19.
névre Aoyors Aaryrac Séhe, % pvelors Acyovs, €tc.  So Arrian Epict. 3, 1.
and govropac 7 Herod. 3. 40. Plutarch. Alex. 7. Sull. 3. and Polvb. 13,
5. 3. Yet this usage is more extended, e. g. (Ast ad Plat. rep. p. 358.)
LVS orat. de (ljf((‘t tyrann. 1. {rrotse xe¢datvew 3 1.',ua.; nec?uv, etc. see
Kypke 11. 228. Nitzsch 71. Wetsten. L. 751.— Luke xvii. £. avocrened aie
76 — — 5 sutiug ei est, ete. (comp. Tob. iii. 6. vi. 12, xai xad7xee Aoy,
% ndvra ardgwnoy Aisop. 121. de Fur.). All grammarians supply here
parrov.

2. (b) The positive sometimes occurs with naga alter it and preceding
the word which denotes the object compared, Luke xiii. 2. duagraro
ftaga ndrrag rovs Faackalovs (Where indeed it must be remembered that
apagrwros wWants the comparative degree) sinful above all the Galileons,
i. e. surpassing all in sinfulness. comp. Exod. xviii. 11. Num. xii. 3. Neh.
vii. 2. Judith xiii. 18., from the Greek writers Dion. Hal. ep. ad Pomp.
2, 3. dxgudrs ve xai Aty nag prrwody irégay — uarexrov, Philostr. Apoll.
3,19. na¢a mdvras 'Azawrs péyas. (So inié¢ often in the Septu. e. g.
1 Sam. i. 8. xv. 28. 2 Sam. xiii. 15. comp. Schwarz Commentar. p. 1353.

* The Septuag. scem to prefer forming the Heb. comparative either as above, or
by wsg and waga; yet the Gr. form is not rare.
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The same preposition stands after the comparative (see Herm. ad Vig.
p- 862.) Luke iii. 13. naéov maga 76 Siarerayuévov for rob Swarer. comp.
Heb. ix. 23. xge(TTO0L Jvoiats aga ravras, Xi. 4. Arclova Svoiar “AZer naga
Kdiv rgoonveyxe, Xii. 24. and Thuc. 1, 23. npuxvireear naga v ix rob neiv
2¢0vov pvypovevopeva.  Similar in Heb. i. 4. rosoire xeeirrov, dap Stagogds
Tegov mag avrovs xexAngovounxey droua. Just so daie in Luke xvi. 8. peo-
vipwrigol b i ¢ Tobs viobs oo purss, Heb. iv. 12, comp. Judg. xi. 25.
xv. 2. xviii. 26. Ps. xix. 10. (Gen. xxxvii. 4. porec avrov ix wavrwy 73y
wov avrop is allied to the Hebrew comparative signification.). In Mr.
Vil. 36. 600v abros avrors deeoTiANETO, HaANOY WEQLIOOTECOY £XVCVOG0Y, GG OY
stands properly not for the comparative oo pdanor, but it must be trans-
lated: the more he forbade them, they proclaimed it the more (than be-
fore). Sece Fritzsche in loc.

3. The comparative is sometimes used, when the object of comparison
is not expressly indicated, which must then be learned from the context,
Reiz de accent. inclin. p. 54. Ast ad Plat. Polit. p. 418. 533. Stallbaum
ad Phileb. p. 120. and ad rep. 1. 238. Matth. II. 1021. (The compa-
ritive for the mere positive is not found in the N. T.): e. g. in Acts xvii.
21. alyew 7o xai dxobery zaworegov, the comparative denotes that they
wished to hear something newer (than that which was considered new
when just spoken). Among the Greeks too the comparative (commonly
veéregov) had become established in the question  Is there any news?”
and abundantly proves that eagerness for news which has been attributed
to the Athenians, (comp. ‘Theoph. ckar. 8, 1. Herod. 1,27. Eurip. Orest.
1327. Aristoph. Av. 254. Lucian. Asin. 41. Plutarch. gen. Socr. p. 587.
594. Diod. Sic. Exc. Vat. p. 24. Plat. Euthyphr.1. See Stallbaum in loc.
and ad Plat. Protag. p. 23.—Acts xxv. 10. &6 xai o0 xdahor exvywdoxeig
is, belter than I can tell it to thee, or than you seem desirous of knowing
it (Lucian. Pisc. 20. guewov ob oisda radza), comp. 2 Tim. i. 18.; 2 Cor.
vil. 7. Gove we parrov zagirac must be translated: that I rejoiced still
more (than before on the mere arrival of Titus ver. 6.). Phil. i. 12.
é7u v xar’ Iui parnov sis ngoxonny Tob edayy. éArrvdev MORE (rather)
Jor the promotion (than, what was to be feared, for the hindrance) of the
Gospel.—Acts xxvii. 13. dsgov nageréyovro viv Kegrny they sailed nearer
to Crete (than they had resolved before ver. 8.). John xiii. 27. 6 moueis
noinsey rdyeov, more quickly than you appear willing to do, see Liicke
in loc. (Senec. Agamn. 965. c1Tius interea mihi edissere, ubi sit gnatus.)
In 1 Tim. iii. 14. 2ax{2eer ir3eiv neds o raxiov most translate zdyewov as
positive, some as if it were rdyiwsra. The words read thus: this I write
unto you, hoping (although I hope) earlier, sooner to come to you (viz.
‘than my letter arrives, comp. ver. 15.); Heb. xiii. 19. that I might be
sooner (than would be done without your prayer) restored to you, xiii.
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23. if he come sooner (than I depart). About Mr. ix. 42. see Fritzsche
in loc. 2 Pet. i. 19. see Ullmann on the second epistle of Peter p. 38.
(against Pott). Acts xviii. 26. 2 Cor. ii. 4. Phil. ii. 8. can be easily
understood.

~ In Mt. xviii. 1. (Mr. ix. 54. Luke. ix. 46. xxii. 24.) and 1 Cor. xiii.

13. the comparative seems to be proper, for in both places there isa
comparison between two things: ueduv rovrwy § dydny siguifies greater
compared with the two others, niore¢s and éanig, (peyiorn might
imply that nisrcs and ianis were different in themselves as to value; (s
Gea peidwy toriv &y tf Basia. dues not mean, who is (among us) THE
greatest (uéyisrog) as if three or four degrees of rank were thought of
among the twelve, (see Ramshorn Lat. Gr. p. 316.) but who is greater,
viz. than the others taken together (their chief, leader as it were, so that
the eleven are all subordinate in an equal degree to that pewv).—Here
might belong also Mt. xi. 11. 6 8 mxgéregos év 7§ Baoireia 7. ovg. i. €.
& puxgdregos Tov arrwy, he who occupies some lower place in the kingdom
of heaven, comp. Diog. L. 6, 1. 4. lewrndeis v{ paxagidregov iv
dv3¢dnos, Py, ebrvyotvra dnodavely, Bauer Glossar. Theodoret. p. 455.
Boissonade ad Philostr. p. 491. (see Ramshorn’s Lat. Gram. p. 311.
Virg. scelere ANTE ALIAS immanior omNEs, Gell. 1, 25.)* Others,
according to the example of the Greek Fathers, prefer the interpunction
S 8t pexg., év 75 Bag. 7. 0dg. peid. ovrov eorww the smaller (lower, viz. I,
Jesus) is greater in the kingdom of heaven than he. This interpretation
appears to me not without constraint, especially if év yesv. yvv. should
relate to men in general. Moreover Jesus could not at that time
when, it is true, he had rot yet opened the kingdom of Messiah, but
or which he was already making preparation, already acted) subject
himself to John in so remarkable a manuer, (for he was at the baptism
publicly announced as the Messiah); and of the ruler of the kingdom of
Heaven it could not well be said év 75 Bag. 7. ove. pecd. éori (even if we
allow much to the laws of the Parallelism. The translation condito reg-
n0 messiano is uncertain.

There is no difficulty in passages where the compar. is connected with
navrov: €. g Mt xiii. 32. § pxgdreeoy dare ntdvrwy 7oy aneepdrev, Mr.
iv. 32. wdvray 7oy aaydvey pedwv, John x. 29. 1 Cor. xv. 19., as the
compar. here retains its sense; and the genitive wdyr wy is the reason
why such a sentence may also be translated superlatively. This mode
of expression exists among the Greeks, especially the later, e. g. Dio
Chrysost. 3. p. 108. 44. dndyrwy nbavéregos, Liban. HI. p. 17. andvroy
dronwrecov, Athen. [Hl. 15. rdvrov xagniv dpeacpireca, see Jacobs An-
thol. Pal. 111. p. 247. Demosth. falsa leg. p. 246. Sext. Emp. 11, 43.

Notke 1. The comparative is often strengthened by paraor: €. g. Mr.
vil. 36. paanoy segacdregov xrguasor, Phil. i. 23, nodag parror xgecooor,

* In 2 Cor. xii. 15. there is a mutual relation between the two comparatives, and
the passage must be translated, even if I, the more I love you, be loved the less by you.
Schott incorrectly: etsi, quum magno vos amore complectar, etc.
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Monk ad Eurip. Hippol. p. 62. ed. Lips. Weiske Pleon. p. 153. Wyt.
tenbach ad Plut. Mor. 1. p. 238. Ast ad Plut. Phedr. p. 395. and ad
Plat. Legg. p. 44. Matth. ad Eurip. Hec. 374. Sprachl. 11. 1022,
Wetsten. II. 265. Boissonade ad Aristenet, p. 430. In Latin comp.
Cicero Pis. 14. mihi—quavis fuga porius, quam ulla provincia esset
opraTIOR. Intensity is also given to the comparative by the addition of
Ire (like noch in Ger. and yet or still in Eng. Trs.) Heb. vii. 15. s
giosoregov Ize, Phil.i. 9. Fze parrov xai parnor (Xen. Cyrop. 3, 2. 18.
Achill. Tat. 6, 13. Dion. Hal. 1V. p. 2228,6.). This use of Zz. is very
common among the Greeks, Xen. Mem. 1, 5. 6. Iz iyxearioregor, 2, 1.
27. irv noad dvreudregog, Cyrop. 5, 4. 20. Iry irdrrwy, Anab. 1,9. 10. Dion,
Jud. Thuc. 25,2. Finally soav 2 Cor. viii. 22. Xen. Mem. 2, 10. 2.,
comp. Abresch lection. Aristen. p. 283.

NotE 2. About the construction Acts iv. 22. iriy yag 7v mrevovwy zea-
sagdxovra, XXiv. 11. srciovs eiol pou fuégac exadvo see Lobeck ad Phryn.
p- 410. The Latin also corresponds here. Terent. Adelph. 2, 1. 45.
PLUS QUINGENTOS COLAPHOS INFREGIT mihi. Comp. Held ad Plutarch.
Emil. Paull. p. 261.

Note 3. In Acts xvii. 22. xard stdvra &5 Scevovdacpovearigovs
duds Bswed, the o seems not to belong to the compar. as an intensive
particle, but ought probably to be translated: in all respects (as if at every
step) 1 look upon you as more religious persons (than the rest are, viz.
aarwy'. It would appear from v. 22. that 6swe:cv was designedly chosen,
and geweity &g, although it be unusual, cannot be considered unauthorized.
Others find here a mingling of two constructions; &¢ 3eco. éovs and Seca.
viz. Svras.

NortE 4. Tgiros Acts i. 1. Heb. viii. 7. and the adverb n¢izor stand
sometimes for meérecos, meoregor; it occurs with the genitive: ned 7oy
vucy John xv. 18., n¢Gvdés pov John i. xv. 30. But such a pre-
cision cannot be found in the best Greek prose writers, see Gataker de
gylo N. T. c. 25. Jacobs ad lian. Anim. Il. p. 38. the Greek is in
this much more free than the Latin, in which primus for prior, and quis
for uter is considered as almost a fault. The decision about Luke ii. 2.
must rest on historical grounds, but the interpretation by n¢oréga (vov)
wyepovevorros Kugnwiov (rov nyepovévery etc.) is grammatically incorrect, as
will be apparen: to any one possessed of the least knowledge and sense
of linguistic propriety.

4. In comparisons, therc is sometimes a comparison of one part not with
the corresponding part, but with the whole (Bernhardy 432.): e.g. John. v.
86. wagrveiar peclw vov "ludwov @ testimony greater than John, i. e. than
that of John, like Herod. 2, 134. nvgauida xai otvos dnsrsinero stoandy Irdsoa
tov sareds, i. e. than that of his father. There is not here a proper
ellipsis, as the ancient grammarians maintained, since had the speaker
conceived the sentence as in German, it would mean ¢ roi L., 79s 7ov
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nareos;® it is better here to suppose a conciseness of expression quite
conformable to the genius of the Gr. language, which frequently occurs
not only in proper comparatives (Herm. ad Vig. p. 717. Schiifer Melet.
p- 57. 127. Matth. IL. 1016., but also in other comparative clauses,
Fritzsche Conjectan. I. p. 1. and ad Mr. p. 147. In Latin comp. Juven.
3, 74. sermo promptus et IsAE0 TORRENTIOR, in Hebrew Isa. Ivi. 3. (3
Esr. iii. 5.) Mt. v. 20. fav pn degrooevon Sudy % Suxatooiry miecor TP
yeappaziwy etc. is also thus explained without any forced construction.
Jesus could speak of a duxatos. z¢., @s their conduct would prove this de-
claration, and was so regarded by the people. On the contrary 1 Cor.
i 25. 70 pwgdy rob Heob copuregov oy dvbewnwy means, without the usual
(distorted) interpretation (see Pott, Heydenreich and Flatt in loc.), the
Jovlishness of God is wiser than men (are), i. e. what seems foolishness
in the designs of God, is not only wisdom, but outshines all (the wisdom
of ) men, men in their wisdom.

1 Cor. xii. 23. G Soxovuer driporega eivar vov 6 parog belongs not
to the passages in which the genit. of the thing compared depends on the

comparatives; the gen. here is rather to be taken in connectlon with & :
which (metbers) of the body.

§ 37. Of the Superlative.

1. Instead of the superlative, we find once, in elevated style, the positive
with a noun denoting the class of objects Luk. i. 28. evpoyouévyov éy yuvactiy
bl:ssed art thou among women. Thisis very much like a Heb. construction
(Gesen. Lehrg. p. 692. Stuart’s Heb.Gr. § 455.) which would be expressed,
among women thou art the only one, who can be called blessed, the blessing
of others comes not into comparison with thine, therefore with rhetorical
emphasis: highly blessed. This is not foreign to the Gr. poets, although
the passages quoted by Kiinil as parallel are not exactly so; e. g. Eurip.
Alcest. 473. & pira yvvacxiv and Monk in loc. Aristoph. Ran. 1081, &
oxéra dvdelv, more yet Pind. Nem. 3, 76. diueros dxis iv moravors see
Dissen. in loc. I1I. p. 378. comp. also Himer. Orat. 15, 4. of yevvaior
rov novwy and Jacobs ad ZElian. anim. II. 400. Otherwise Mt. xxii.
36. moia ivroan peydrg iv vé voug see Fritzsche in loc. In Luke x.

* Only if several such parallcl clauses follow one another the article is omitted in
the last. Plat Gorg. 10. 5 vaw —— —, 7a ¥ ix 75; IT., 4N’ obx ix 73v du. Comp. Siebclis
wd Pausan. 1V. p. 291.
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42. however the positive is not used for the superlative, 75y dyadyy pe-
¢l8a iteaétaro means here: she has chosen the coop part (in reference to
the kingdom of heaven: thut which alone deserves this name): Mt. v.
10. 85 8 dv roinoy — — obros péyas xrndqoeras will be called GREAT, Dot
exactly the greatest.

2. Only the following instances of the Heb. mede of expressing the
superlative, as D'mp wp, 013 13y, occur in the N. T. Heb. ix. 3. ayia
aycwy the most holy place (which however, as it had acquired a fixed de-
nomination, scarcely belongs here), Rev. xix. 16. Bagueis Basirior, xvgrog
xvglwy the highest king (comp. 1 Tim. vi. 15. But no one of these phrases
is a genuine Hebraism: in the Gr. poets we find such repetition of adjec-
tives (used substantively) Soph. Electr. 849. §:naia 8eiraiwy, (Ed. R.
446. Gpint’ dppnrwy, Soph. Philoct. 65. see Bernhardy 154, Wex. ad
Antig. 1. 316. The construction gasiaevs Pasiaéwy is very simple and
even more emphatic than uéycoros Bag., comp. Aschyl. Suppl. 524. dvat
dvixrwv 8ee Georgi Vind. p. 327. and nova biblioth. Lubec. I1. 111. As
to the similar oi duives vdv alwvwr see the passages in the concordance.

3. The so called superlatives by circumlocution,* in imitation of the
Hebrew, are generally either, («) figurative expressions, which occur in
all languages (and belong for interpretation to the N. T. Rhetoric), or, (3)
cases which have no relation to the superlative e. g. («) Heb. iv. 12. § asyos
T0b Je00 TOpbTECOS YRig naday pdyargay diaropmor, Mt.xvii. 20. 2y
Iyqreniagriv bg x6xxov ouvanewgtheleastfaith, Mt.iv. 16. xadnuivos év
2v¢a zai szt g Savdrov inthe darkest shadow. Comp. yet Mt. xxviii.
3. Rev. i. 14. xviii. 5. (b) Col. ii. 19. avtqois vov de0b not glorious, ex-
traordinary increase, but increase of God, which pleases God. (See
Stuart’s N. T. Gr. p. 183.), (Deus non probat quod vis augmentum sed
quod ad caput, Christum, dirigitur. Calvin.), 2 Cor. i. 12. &y dnréryre zai
eixgwveiq feov, NOt perfects incerity, but sincerity valued as such by God
(comp. 8uxaiosvvy 6eov Rom. iii. 21.) Rev. xxi. 11. Zyovsav 7oy dctav vov
Seov, Not kigh splendor, but probably the splendor of God, see Ewald in
loc. 1 Thess. iv. 16. garniyE deob, not great (see Bengel in loc.) or far
sounding trumpet (sarsuyk purys peyarns Mt. xxiv. 31., but trumpet of
God, i. e. trumpet which sounds at the command of God (isydry sdrnvt
1 Cor. xv. 52.) Rev. xv. 2. x(3dgac vov 3200 to the praise of God, comp.
1 Chron. xvi. 42. In Acts vii. 20. édoreios & 6¢5 expresses not so much
the superlative, as intensity of meaning, and is best translated thus, beau-

® See especially Pasoris Gram. p. 298. The Heb. mode of expression S Yy
is found in the later Gr. poets, see Boisson. ad Nic. p. 134. 383. comp. in Septu. Ex.
i.12. o 9pidsa c¢idsa. Not very different is Szor Srer in Heb. x. 37. a little little {Herm.
ad Vig. p. 726.) see also Septuag. Isa. xxvi. 20.

'
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tiful before God (in his judgment), i. e. exceedingly beautiful, admodum
JSormosus, (comp. 2 Cor. x. 4. and Sturz. Zonare glosse sacrz Part 1.
Grimme. 1820. 4to. p. 12.). Precisely so are 017" and rw *22Y used
in Heb. (Gesen. Lehrgeb. p. 695.) comp. Gen. x. 9. Jon. iii. 3. (Sep-
tuagint moaus ueydrn 7¢ 3¢) see Fischer Proluss, p. 231., only the use of
the dat. is not in itself to be considered as a Hebraism, comp. Heindorf
ad Plat. Soph. p. 236. Ast ad Plat. Legg. p. 4719. A difierent inter-
pretation (ucceptus Deo) of the Syriac, of some of the Fathers, and of
some late commentators, as Fischer has shown, is opposed to Greek
usage. The conjecture of Hammond and Junius: doveios vy 6éq formo-
sus aspectu, is superficial,

Jas. v. 11. zinros xveiov is not, glorious end, but the end, which the
Lord purposed.  See § 30. 1.

It is an error in Haah, when he says (p. 162.) that Xecaros wi'h an-
other noun only gives inteusity to it, e. g. 2 Cor. xi. 10. Rom. ix. 1.
drrfea Xeuwrov, év Xeuorg unguestionable truth. Others would render
Col. ii. 18. 6¢noxeia 7oy ayyérwy cultus perfectissimus, comp. 2 Sam. xiv.
20. gopia ayyirov.

§ 38. Of Numerals.

1. For the ordinal x¢iros the cardinal s is used in enumerating the
days of the week: e. g. Mt. xxviii. 1. eis uiav 7Gv caBBdrwy, Mr. xvi.
2. ngwi 775 peas saPBdrey, comp. John xx. 19. Acts xx. 7. Luk. xxiv.
1. What is quoted from Gr. writers as analogous, only proves the use
of &5 in the first member of a division or enumeration, where 8¢vregog
or aarog follows : so Herod. 4, 161. Thuc. 4, 115. Herodian. 6, 5. 1.
(Georgi Vindic. p. 54.) In those cases «Is is as little used for n¢iros as
unus for primus in Lat., where alter, tertius etc. follow, (comp. Rev. ix.
12. with xi. 14.); in the passage of Herodian 7, 11. 18. s retains its
true signification unus, and perhaps also in Pausan. 7, 20. 1. where Sylb.
translates una. The above use of the numeral is Hebraistic (Gesen.
Lehrgeb. p. 701. Stuart’s Heb. Gr. § 465., on the Talmud see Wetsten
I. 544., but in the Septuag. comp. Exod. iv. 2. Ezra x. 16. Num. i. 1.
18.) and only finds a parallel in Greek in compound numbers, as & xas
r¢uxoaros (Herod. 6, 89.) one (not first) and thirty.

2. A more concise use of the ordinal occurs 2 Pet. ii. 5., 5y3oor NGs
— — ipvrate Noah as the eighth, i. e. with seven others. In the same
manner Plutarch. Pelop. p. 284. ¢is aixior w8 é x a ¥ 0 ¢ xarerddr, Athen.



§ 88. oF NUMERALs. 197

IL. p. 246. Schweigh., Appian. Pun. p. 12. 2 Macc. v. 27. comp. also
Schifer ad Plutarch. V. 57. and ad Demosth. I. p. 812. The Greeks
add generally avrig, sce Wetsten II. 704. Kypke II. 442.

3. When the cardinals are repeated they denote distribution, as Mr.

vi. 7. 840 8i0 gfaro dnoorirnew he sent 100 and tiwo, in pairs. For this

" the Greeks say xara or dva 3vo, the latter of which occurs in the text
Luke x. 1., ard in Mr. vi. 7. the Cod. D. has it as a correction. The
former is Hebraistic (see Gesen. Lekrgeb. p. 703, Stuart § 176. 9. comp,
Gen. vii. 3. 9.) and the simplest mode of expressing distributives. The
Syriac translates éva 3vo by repeating the numeral, e. g. Mr. vi. 40. Yet
somewhat similar expressions are found among the Greek poets, e. g
Kschyl. Pers. 915. yvgia pveia, i. €. xara pveiddas.

The following formulas are peculiar: dva ¢Is éxagros Rev. xxi. 21. and
els xa8” ¥s or xadecs Mr. xiv. 19. John viii. 9., 6 xa6’ ¢4 Rom. xii. 5. for
which the Greeks use xa0” iva observing the governmeut, see Herm. ad
Vig. p. 858.  Yet comp. ls sag’ eI Leo Tact. 7, 83. and from later
writers in Wetsten I. p. 627. also Infpt. ad Lucian. Soloec. 9. The pre-
position in these formulas takes the place only of the adverb. Differ-

ently Diderlein Pr. de brachylogia serm. Gr. et Lat. p. 10. Erlang.
1831. 4to.

4. The rule that in compound numbers, when the smaller precede, xai
is usually interposed, but when the greater, is omitted (Buttm. ed. Rob.
p- 114. § 70. 4. Matth. [. 33Y.) must not be regcived too positively: ex-
ceptions occur in the N. T., e. g. John v. 5. z¢udxovza x a.¢ 6x7 accord-
ing to the best authorities, Luke xiii. 4. 16. 3/xa xai éxzs Ivy Gal. iii.
17. There are at least some Codd. in other passages which prove the
addition of xai, e. g. Rev. iv. 4. 10. xix. 4. Luke xiii. 11. In the Gr.
writers we sometimes find similar instances Herod. 8. 1. &xo0¢ xai énvd.

5. If ¢xdve be connected with a cardinal to express above, more than,
it does not govern it in the gen., but the cardinal takes the case required
by the verb of the sentence: e. g. Mr. xiv. 5. ngadivar indvw rgiazosior
dnvagiav (§ 30. 7. note), 1 Cor. xv. 6. 343y indve nevraxosiors Gderpors.
Just so (without grammatical rule) occur among the Greeks Iaarror
(Thuc. 6, 95.), xaecv (Pausan. 8, 21. 1.), neei (Zorim. 2, 30.), &is or ig
(Appian. Civil. 2, 96., comp. Sturz Lezic. Xen. IL. 68.), uéze. (Eschin.
Sals. leg. 37. ed. Bremi), sni¢ (Jos. Antt. 18, 1. 5.), see Lobeck ad
Phrynich. p. 410. Giescler p. 139. Sommer in the allgem. Schulzcit.
1831. p. 963. Constructions in the Latin like occisis Ap hominum mil-
libus quatuor Cws. Bell. Gall. 2, 33. are sufficiently known from the

historians.
25
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Note 1. We need not remark, that the neuters 3evregor, reiror sig-
nify the second and third time. Sometimes roiro is connected with them,
e. g. reirov vovro igyouar 2 Cor. Xiii. 1. this is the third time I come,
or I come now the third time, comp. Herodot. 5, 78. zézagrov rovro.

NotEe 2. Instead of the numeral adverb izrdxes the cardinal is once
used in Mt. xviii. 23. in the formula i{3dounxovrdxes imra seventy times
seven (times), comp. Septuagint Gen. iv. 24. and pav Ps. cxix. 164. in-
stead of D'0}'d paw, see Gesen. Lekrgeb. p. 703. The former would
properly mean, serventy times (and) scrven, thence serenty seven times,
which does not suit in the passage above. That {us iwra cunnot be con-
strued together, but iwg é330u. the preceding iwg iwrdxis shows.

CHAPTER 1V. .
USE OF THE VERRB.

§ 39. Of the Active and Middle Voice.

1. AcTIvE transitive verbs are sometimes so related to their subjects,
that they assume the appearance of neuter or reflexive verbs: e. g. Acts
xxvii. 43. dnopsidavrag throwing (themselves) into the sea (comp. Kiinil
in loc.), Mr. iv. 37. 7o xipara énéBarnrey eis 7o maolov (see Reitz ad
Lucian. VI. p. 591. Bip.), Mr. iv. 29. érav na¢ad ¢ xagxés when
the fruit offers itself, i. e. is there, 1 Pet. ii. 28. (see below § 66, 4.,
comp. Jas. xi. 19., similar 8:36vac for 8:8. iavros Eurip. Phan. 21. Ar-
rian Indic. 5. Thuc. 4, 108., ¢x8:86vac Vig. p. 132., ivdi8évae Lucian.
Philops. c. 15., sce Jacobs ad Philostr, p. 363. nagéyev Heindorf ad
Plat. Gorg. p. 33. Ast ad Polit. p. 470. Wyttenbach ad Plutarch. Mor.
I. p. 405. Fritzsche ad Mr. p. 138.). This usage of the language has
almost become established in many verbs, as 3darew Acts xxvii. 14., x-
verw Heb. xi. 84, Luke ix. 12, 1 Pet. iii. 11., greépewy Acts vii. 42., dree-
éxew eminere (Rom. xiii. 1. 1 Pet. ii. 13.), axéyew (abesse and sufficicre
Mr. xiv. 41-) nagayeLyy ontevdewy, COMp. Bos. Ellips. p- 127. Vigel‘o p. 179.
Poppo ad Thuc. I.p. 166. From the later language belongs here aifd-
vew Mt. vi. 28. Luke i. 80. John iii. 30. (much more frequent than
avfdreodar) see Wetsten. I. 335. Kypke I. 89. This, as is well known,
occurs in Latin, German, and English. There is in ncither a real el-
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lipsis of the reflex. pronoun; the verb expresses the action merely, with-
out an object: er stiirzt ins meer, he throws (himself) into the sea (he
makes the motion of throwing into the sea), ke turas back, etc. where,
as no object is expressed, the reader must refer the action to the sub-
ject.  (Other examples in Eng. [ turn, sink, shake, etc. Trs.) Comp.
Bernhardy p. 339.

John xiii. 2. 7oi 8wBdrov BeBanxdros s vy zagdiav does not be-
long here, where the verb gaaecr signities instillure, suggerere, see Kyp-
ke in loc. 'The verb {gryuc and its compounds divides its tenses between
a transitive and intransitive signitication (fo place or cause to stand, and
to stand), Buttm. ed. Rob. p. 226. § 107. II. 1. In respect to the sim-
ple verb in the N. T\, it is only to be remarked that the aor. 1 pass.
dsrabny Mr. iii. 24. Acts xvii. 22., and fut. 1 gradssopar Mt. xii. 25. 46,
Rom. xiv. 4. are used intransitively for to place one’s self, to stand; of the
compound 3iiszyue the aor 1 act. is s used in Acts xavii. 28,

In such verbs the transition from the reflexive to the passive meaning
was very easy. 1 Pet. ii. 6. negiézer év v yeapy continetur, comp. Jo-
seph. Antt. 11, 4. 7. Bovrouar yevécbor navra, xafus &v avrd (i:uaro?._;])
negiizee. Besides, see Krebs Obs. 193,

By means of an ellipsis the 3. pers. sing. of the active (transit. or neu-
ter) becomes impersonal: e. g. See pluit, geovrq, where & Z:ig is to be
supplied. Out of the N. T. may be reckoned here, (a) 1 Cor. xv. 52.
oahniaes yag, 1 will blow (viz. 4 sarxey OF & sarmiyzrys), as we say in
German es liutel, it rings: similar Xen. Cyrop. 5, 3. 44. juixa 8'av dea
% nogevsodar, anppaves vé xéieare (viz. he who is accustomed to biow the
hoin), and 4, 5. 42. 23y dyogdv 77y onav ér 74 orgaronide xmevidrw (§
xrevt).  Comp. Shiifer ad Derrosth. 111. 106. Herm. ad Vig. p. 869.
Elnsley ad Eurip. Heracl. p. 131, (b) Aéyee Ephies. v. 14, Gal. iii. 16.
pagrvesc Heb. vii. 17., g5aiv 1 Cor. vi. 16., Jewish {ormulas of quoting,
to which originally # yeags or nvefua was to be supplied.

2. The fundamental idea of the middle voice, which had escaped the
earlier philologists,®* has been luminously and precisely developed by
the modern (Herm. de emend. rat. p. 178. Matth. § 491. Buttm. ed. Rob.,
p. 141. § 89. 1. and p. 373. § 135. Bernhardy 342.). It cousists in this,
that the middle form refers the action back to the subject, or, to express
it grammatico-technically, it is reflexive. But this reflexive meaning
gencrally appears under a two-fold modification, both of vhich will be
proved by instances out of the N. T.t}

Former philologists have allowed too many middles; many of them
may be correctly considered passive on’ account of the constant use of

* See L. Kuster De vero usu verb. med. ap. Gr. and J. Clerici Diss. de verb. Gr.
Med.  Comp. Poppo Progr. de Gr. verb. med., cte. Rec. v. Melhorn and Sommer in
Jahns Jahrb. 1831, J. H. Kistemaker in Class. Journal, No. 44. (1827)) 45. (1821.)

t See 8. F. Dresigii Comm. de rerb. med, N. T. ete. ed. J. F. Fischer.
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the aor pass., since the pass. in Gr. as in Lat. can be used reflexively. 8o
xuvéopas, dysigopat, Suaxorvisodas, ayvidsodar, urdvoxesdas are certainly to be
considered passive aud not iniddle, as in Latin moveri, etc. Here belong
stlll more evidently ogyéodac (uppetitu ferri) ,Booxouac pascor,also aiozv-
e53ae.  Comp. Rost’s prefice to the third edition of his Greek Lexicon
p- 9. and Gr. Gram. p. 274. Sommer.

The first, simplest, and certainly original modification consists in this,
that the subject of the verb is the nearest, proper, and immediate object
of the action denoted by the transitive verb: e. g. aviopas I wash myself
(vinzouas John ix. 15.), drdyzonas I hang myself, comp. xa3/Zopas Luke
xxii. 30., x¢dnrouac John viii. 59., dyrerdosopar, éxdanarvdopar (2 Cor. xii.
15.)*. In this way the middle often assumes the appearance of a new,
simply int ‘cnsitive signification, which in Lat., Ger. and Eng. is ex-
pressed by a special word: e. g. nosw ich mache aufhiren (I cause to
cease), ravopas I cause myself to cease, i. e. I cease, I stop; anorvopas
solvo me, i. e. discedo, I depart, zowudw I make to sleep, xocpdopas I go to
sleep, I fall aslecp, neiopas I persuade myself, i. e. I believe, etc. This
new signification is in a very few cases transitive, e. g. dnosrgéipouas I turn
myself away (from some one), i. e. I r¢ject (Heb. xii. 25.); then the middle
can tuke a proper object in the accusative case, e. g. dnosreépouas 7iva.

The case is different, where the accusative of the object after the
middle expresses something which is found in or on the subject (property,
dress, weapon, etc.), e. g. Rom. ix. 17. grtwg évdectwpas év goi 7ay dvvaply
pov | show myself