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IN 1894 Messrs. T. & T. Clark asked me to undertake
a Commentary on the Apocalypse. The present Com-
mentary, therefore, is the result of a study extending over
twenty-five years. During the first fifteen years of the
twenty-five—not to speak of the preceding eight years,
which were in large measure devoted to kindred subjects—
my time was mainly spent in the study of Jewish and
Christian Apocalyptic as a whole, and of the contributions
of individual scholars of all the Christian centuries, but
especially of the last fifty years, to the interpretation of
the Apocalypse. The main results of these studies are
embodied in my article on “ Revelation,” in the last edition
of the Encyclopaedia Britannica.

But this work had hardly passed through Press before
I became convinced that many of the conclusions therein
set forth were in a high degree unsatisfactory, and that, if
satisfactory results were to be reached, they could only be
reached by working first hand from the foundation. From
that period onwards I began to break with the traditions
of the elders—alike ancient and modern—and to rewrite—
and that not once or twice—the sections of my Commentary
already written. Thus I soon came to learn that the Book
of Revelation, which in earlier years I feared could offer no

room for fresh light or discovery, presented in reality a
ix
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field of research infinitely richer than any of those to
which my earlier studies had been devoted. The first
ground for such a revolution in my attitude to the Book
was due to an exhaustive study of Jewish Apocalyptic.
The knowledge thereby acquired helped to solve many
problems, which could only prove to be hopeless enigmas
to scholars unacquainted with this literature. But the
second ground was of greater moment still. For the more
I studied the Greek of the Apocalypse the more conscious
I became that no scholar could appreciate the essential
unity of the style of the greater part of the book, or even
translate it, who had not made a special study of the
Greek versions of the Old Testament, and combined
therewith an adequate knowledge of the Greek used by
Palestinian Jewish writers and of the ordinary Greek of
our author’s time. From the lack of such a study arose
the multitude of disintegrating theories with which I have
dealt in my Studies in the Apocalypse. The bulk of these
were due to their authors’ ignorance of John’s style. They
failed to recognize the presence in the text of certain
phrases and passages which conflicted with John’s style,
while with the utmost light-heartedness they excised from
his text chapters and groups of chapters which are indis-
putably Johannine.

Joliw’s Grammar—~In fact, John the Seer used a unique
style, the true character of which no Grammar of the
New Testament has as yet recognized. Ile thought in
Hebrew! and he frequently reproduces Hebrew idioms
literally in Greek. But his solecistic style cannot be wholly
explained from its Hebraistic colouring. The language

1T have already in part dealt with this subject in my Studies in the
Apocalypse®, pp. 79-102. I am glad to learn from the editor of Moulton’s
Grammar of N. 7. Greek that Dr. Moulton abandoned his earlier attitude on
this question after reading these lectures.
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which he adopted in his old age formed for him no rigid
medium of expression. Hence he remodelled its syntax
freely, and created a Greek that is absolutely his own.
This Greek I slowly mastered as I wrote and rewrote my
Commentary chapter by chapter. The results of this
study are embodied in the “ Short Grammar” which is
included in the Introduction that follows.

The Text—The necessity of mastering John’s style
and grammar necessitated, further, a first-hand study of
the chief MSS and Versions, and in reality the publication
of a new text and a new translation. When once con-
vinced of this necessity, I approached Sir John Clark and
laid before him the need of such a text and such a trans-
lation. After consultation with Dr. Plummer, the General
Editor of the Series, Sir John acceded to my request with
a courtesy and an enthusiasm I have never yet met with
in any publisher. Sir John’s action in this matter recalls
the best traditions of the great publishers of the past.

For the order of the text and the readings adopted,
and for any critical discussion of the text in the Apparatus
Criticus, 1 am myself wholly responsible. The readings
followed in the Commentary do not always agree with
those in the Greek Text and in the Translation. Where
they disagree, the Text, Translation, and Introduction
represent my final conclusions. But these disagreements
only affect matters of detail as a rule, and not essential
questions of method. The Text represents only a fuller
development of the methods applied in the Commentary.

Apparatus Criticus—In the formation of the Appar.
Crit. 1 had to call in the help of other scholars, since
owing to over twenty years spent largely in the collation
of MSS and the formation of texts in several languages, I
felt my eyes were wholly unequal to this fresh strain.
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When seeking such help, I had the good fortune to meet
the Rev. F. S. Marsh, now Dean of Selwyn College,
Cambridge. To his splendid services I am deeply in-
debted for the preparation of the Appar. Crit. At his
disposal I placed the photographs of the Uncials A
and N, of twenty-two Cursives, and of all the Versions
save the Ethiopic. One-half of the twenty-two Cursives
I examined personally in the Vatican Library, in the
Laurentian Library in Florence, and in St. Mark’s in
Venice, and had them photographed. The rest of the
photographs I procured through the kind offices of the
Librarians of the Bodley, the National Library in Paris,
and of the Escurial. Three or even four of these Cursives
are equal in many respects to the later Uncials, and in
certain readings superior.

Mr. Marsh collated in full the readings of these MSS
and practically all the readings of the Versions! and
prepared the Appar. Crit. of chapters i~v. Readings
from other Cursives have been adopted from Tischendorf,
Swete, and Hoskier. Unfortunately, when the work was
far advanced, Mr. Marsh was called off to the War for
three years. During his absence, Professor R. M. Gwynn 2
and Miss Gertrude Bevan most kindly came to my help,
and verified the Appar. Crit. of i—v., with the exception of
the Syriac and Ethiopic Versions. There are three other
scholars to whom my warm thanks are due. The first is
the Rev. Cecil Cryer, who verified Mr. Marsh’s collations
of vi—xiv. and embodied them in the Appar. Crit., and

!T am myself responsible throughout for the collation of the Ethiopic
Version, For my own satisfaction also, I have collated and verified hundreds
~—in some cases thousands—of readings in each of the other Versions, and in
each of the twenty-two MSS.

% Professor Gwynn also read through the proofs of the Commentary, and
Miss Bevan gave me most ungrudging help in part of the Introduction.
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subsequently carried i—xiv. through the Press! During
this process I verified here and there in the proofs
thousands of readings from the MSS and Versions, but
this revision was of necessity only partial. Mr. Marsh
then made a complete revision of the Apgparatus Criticus
and corrected a large number of errata. The other two
scholars are the Rev. D. Bruce-Walker and the Rev. J. H.
Roberts. These in conjunction verified Mr. Marsh’s col-
lations of xv.—xxii, the former taking the larger share of
the work. At this juncture Mr. Marsh returned, and
prepared and carried through Press xv.—xxii. Once again
I must record my grateful thanks to Mr. Marsh, and
express the hope that he may find time and opportunity
for research, and so make the contributions to scholarship
for which he is so well qualified. Also I would express
my gratitude to the Rev. George Horner for the large
body of readings which-he put at my service from the
Sahidic Version, and the frequent help he gave in connec-
tion with readings from the Bohairic Version; and to
Professor Grenfell for calling my attention to the Papyrus
Fragments of the Apocalypse (see vol. ii. 447-451).
Finally, I wish to express my gratitude to Dr. Plummer
for his patience and kindness throughout the long years
. in which I was engaged on this Commentary, as well as
for the many corrections he made in the revision of the
proofs.

The Indexes—For the first and fourth Indexes I am
indebted to the competent services of the Rev. A. Ll
Davies, Warden of Ruthin, North Wales.

The Translation—The Translation is based on the
text. While the text diverges in many passages from

1 Mr. Cryer further helped me by verifying the references in the Intro-
duction.
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that accepted in the Commentary, the Translation diverges
from the text practically only in one (ii. 27).

In the Translation I have sought to recover the
poetical form in which the Seer wrote so large a part of
the Apocalypse. Nearly always, when dealing with his
greatest themes, the Seer’s words assume—perhaps un-
consciously at times—the forms of parallelism familiar in
Hebrew poetry. Even the strophe and antistrophe are
found (see vol. ii. 122, 434—435). To print such passages
as prose is to rob them of half their force. It is not only
the form that is thereby lost, but also much of the thought
that in a variety of ways is reinforced by this parallelism.

The Apocalypse—a Book of Songs.—Though our author
has for his theme the inevitable conflicts and antagonisms
of good and evil, of God and the powers of darkness, yet
his book is emphatically a Book of Songs. Dirges there
are, indeed, and threnodies; but these are not over the
martyrs, the faithful that had fallen, but spring from the
lips of the kings of the earth, its merchant princes, its
seafolk, overwhelmed by the fall of the empire of this
world and the destruction of its mighty ones in whom they
had trusted, or from the lips of sinners in the face of actual
or impending doom. But over the martyred Church, over
those that had fallen faithful in the strife, the Seer has no
song of lesser note to sing than the beatitude pronounced
by Heaven itself: “ Blessed—blessed are the dead that die
in the Lord.” A faith immeasurable, an optimism inex-
pugnable, a joy inextinguishable press for utterance and
take form in anthems of praise and gladness and thanks-
giving, as the Seer follows in vision the varying fortunes
of the world struggle, till at last he sees evil fully and
finally destroyed, righteousness established for evermore,
and all the faithful—even the weakest of God’s servants
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amongst them—enjoying everlasting blessedness in the
eternal City of God, bearing His name on their foreheads,
and growing more and more into His likeness.

The Apocalypse—a book jor the present day—The
publication of this Commentary has been delayed in
manifold ways by the War. But these delays have only
served to adjourn its publication to the fittest year in
which it could see the light—that is, the year that has
witnessed the overthrow of the greatest conspiracy of
might against right that has occurred in the history of the
world, and at the same time the greatest fulfilment of the
prophecy of the Apocalypse. But even though the powers
of darkness have been vanquished in the open field, there
remains a still more grievous strife to wage, a warfare from
which there can be no discharge either for individuals or
States. This, in contradistinction to the rest of the New
Testament, is emphatically the teaching of our author,
John the Seer insists not only that the individual follower
of Christ should fashion his principles and conduct by the
teaching of Christ, but that all governments should model
their policies by the same Christian norm. He proclaims
that there can be no divergence between the moral laws
binding on the individual and those incumbent on the
State, or any voluntary society or corporation within the
State. None can be exempt from these obligations, and
such as exempt themselves, however well-seeming their
professions, cannot fail to go over with all their gifts,
whether great or mean, to the kingdom of outer darkness.
In any case, no matter how many individuals, societies,
kingdoms, or races may rebel against such obligations,
the warfare against sin and darkness must go on, and go
on inexorably, till the kingdom of this world has become
the kingdom of God and of His Christ,
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It is at once with feelings of thankfulness and of regret
that I part with a work that has engaged my thoughts in
a greater or lesser measure for twenty-five years. On the
one hand, I am thankful that I have been permitted to
bring this study of the Apocalypse to a close, though this
thankfulness is tempered by a keen sense of its many
shortcomings, of which none can be so conscious as I am
myself. On the other hand, I cannot help a feeling of
regret that I am breaking with a study which has been at
once the toil and the delight of so many years; and in
parting with it I would repeat, as Professor Swete does
in his work on the Apocalyse, St. Augustine’s prayer :
Domine Deus . .. quaecumque dixi in hoc libro de tuo,
agnoscant et tui; st qua de meo, et Tu ignosce et tui

R. H. C

4 LITTLE CLOISTERS, WESTMINSTER ABBEY,
May 1920.

Y Advice to the reader.—Since the present work on the Apocalypse is a
large one, and in many respects difficult, 22 would be advisable for the serious as
well as for the ordinary student o read through the English translation first.
This will introduce him to the main problems of the book, and help him to
recognize that the thought of our author is orderly and progressive, and easier
to follow than that of the Epistle to the Hebrews or of St. Paul’s Epistle to
the Romans. After the Translation he should read the Introduction, §§ 1, 4,
and such others as these may suggest to him. The serious student should
master the chief sections of the Short Grammar (pp. cxvii-clix). So pre-
pared, he can then face the problems discussed in the Commentary, and
recognize the grounds for the adoption of certain readings and interpreta-
tions and the rejection of those opposed to them.

Each chapter (or, in two cases, groups of chapters) is preceded by an
introduction. Such introductions are divided into sections. The first section
(§ 1) always gives the general thought of the chapter that follows, while the
remaining sections discuss the diction and idiom of the chapter, its indebted-
ness to the Old Testament and other sources, and many other questions,
exegetical, critical, and archaeological,
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1 Jar=the Apocalypse, J the Gospel, 1 J the First Epistle, etc,
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§ 1. Short Account of the Seer and his Work.

JouN the Seer, to whom we owe the Apocalypse, was a Jewish
Christian who had in all probability spent the greater part of his
life in Galilee before he emigrated to Asia Minor and settled in
Ephesus, the chief centre of Greek civilization in that province.
This conclusion is in part to be drawn not only from his
defective knowledge of Greek and the unparalleled liberties he
takes with its syntax, but also from the fact that to a certain
extent he creates a Greek grammar of his own.! He had never
mastered the Greek of his own day. The language of his
adoption was not for him a normalized and rigid medium of
utterance : nay rather, it was still for him in a fluid condition,
and so he used it freely, remodelling its syntactical usages and
launching forth into unheard of expressions. Hence his style is
absolutely unique. That he has set at defiance the grammarian
and the usual rules of syntax is unquestionable, but he did not
do so deliberately. He had no such intention. His object was
to drive home his message with all the powers at his command,
and this he does in some of the sublimest passages in all litera-
ture. With such an object in view he had no thought of con-
sistently committing breaches of Greek syntax. How then is the
unbridled licence of his Greek constructions to be explained?
The reason, as the present writer hopes to prove,?is that while
he wrote in Greek he thought in Hebrew and frequently trans-
lated Hebrew idioms literally into Greek. In Galilee he had no
doubt used Aramaic as the ordinary vehicle of intercourse with
his fellows, but all his serious studies were rooted in Hebrew.
He had so profound a knowledge of the O.T. that he constantly
uses its phraseology not only consciously, but even unconsciously.
When using it consciously he uses the Hebrew text, and trans-
lates it generally first hand ; but not infrequently his renderings
are influenced not only by the LXX, but also by a later version,
. 1 See pp. cxvii-clix. 2 See pp. cxlii-clii,
xx1
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which is now lost in its original form, but which was re-edited by
Theodotion 100 years later.!

John the Seer was quite distinct from the author of the
Gospel and Epistles.? That the Gospel and Epistles were from
one and the same author, who was probably John the Elder,
I have shown below.? That these two Johns belonged to the
same religious circle, or that the author of the Gospel was a pupil
of John the Seer, is not improbable.*

We gather from the Apocalypse that John the Seer exercised
an unquestioned authority over the Churches of the Province of
Asia. To seven of these, chosen by him to be representatives of
Christendom as a whole,® he wrote his great Apocalypse in the
form of a letter, about the year 95 A.n.5 The object? of the
Apocalypse was to encourage the faithful to resist even to death
the blasphemous claims of the State, and to proclaim the coming
victory of the cause of God and of His Christ not only in the
individual Christian, and the corporate body of such individuals,
but also in the nations as such in their national and international
life and relations. It lays down the only true basis for national
ethics and international law. Hence the Seer claims not only
the after-world for God and for His people, but also this world.
God’s work will be carried_on without haste, without rest, till
“the kingdom of this world has become the kingdom of God
and of His Christ.”

" The Seer has used freely not only his own visions of various
dates,® but also Jewish and Christian sources of Neronic and
Vespasianic dates in the presentation of his great theme.?

The fact of his having freely used sources might seem to
militate against the unity of his work.1® But this is not so. A
glance at the Plan! of the book will show how thought and
_action steadily advance step by step from its very beginning till
they reach their consummation and culminate at’its close.
/" But unhappily the prophet did not live to revise his work, or
even to put the materials of zo0%-22 into their legitimate order.12
This task fell, to the misfortune of all students of the Apocalypse,
into the hands of a very unintelligent disciple. This disciple
was a better Greek scholar than his master, for he corrects his
Greek occasionally, and was probably a Greek-speaking Jewish
Christian of Asia Minor. He had not his master’s knowledge
of Hebrew, if he had any knowledge of it, and he was pro-

. foundly ignorant of his master’s thought. If he had Ileft

1 See pp. Ixvi sqq., lxxx sq. 2 See pp. xxix-xl.

8 See pp. xli-xlii. 4 See pp. xxxii-xxxiv.
5 See p. Ixxxix sq. note. 6 See p. xxiv.

7 See p. ciii sq. 8 See pp. xc, xciv.

9 See p. xc sq. 10 See pp. Ixxxvii-xci.

11 See pp. xxili-xxviii. 12 See pp. I-Iv.
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his master’s work as he found it, its teaching would not
have been the unintelligible mystery it has been to subsequent
ages; but unhappily he intervened repeatedly, rearranging the
text in some cases, adding to it in others, and every such inter-
vention has made the task of interpretation impossible for all
students who accepted such rearrangements and additions as
genuine features of the text. Since, however, his handiwork and
character are fully dealt with later, we need not waste more time
here over his misdemeanours.!

When once the interpolations of John’s editor, which amount
to little more than twenty-two verses, are removed, and the
dislocations of the text are set right,2 most of the difficulties of
the text disappear and it becomes a comparatively easy task to
follow the thought of our author as it develops from stage to
stage, from its opening chapters darkened with the shadow of the
great tribulation about to fall on entire Christendom, till it
reaches its triumphant close in the eternal blessedness of all
the faithful in the new heaven and the new earth.

The Apocalypse consists of a Prologue, 113, the Apocalypse
proper, consisting of seven parts—a significant number—and an
Epilogue. The events in these seven parts are described in
visions 7n strict chronological order, save in the case of certain
proleptic visions which are inserted for purposes of encourage-
ment and lie outside the orderly development of the theme of
the Seer: 7.e. 7917 1o—11!% 14, and 12, which relates to the past,
but forms a necessary introduction to 13.3

Thus there is no need to resort to the theory of Recapitula-
tion which from the time of Victorinus of Pettau (c/7ca 270 A.D.)
has dominated practically every school of interpretation from
that date to the present. So far is it from being true that the
Apocalypse represents more or less fully, under each successive
series of the seven seals, the seven trumpets and the seven bowls,
the same series of events, that the interpretation which is com-
pelled to fall back on this device must be pronounced a failure.
This principle of interpretation, like many other forlorn efforts
in this field, arose mainly from the non-recognition by scholars
in the past of the interpolations made in the text by the disciple
and editor of the Seer.

§ 2. Plan of the Book.

The Apocalypse consists of a Prologue, 113, a letter consisting
of seven distinct parts: (1) 142, (2) 2-3, (3) 4-5, (4) 6-203, (5)
219-22% W15. 17 56810 (6) 201115, (7) 215% 4. 6b. 1-dabe 5535 and an
Epilogue, 215608 536-7. 18a. 16. 13. 12. 10. 8-9. 20-21,

! See pp. I-lv. 3 See pp. lvi-Ix. 3 See p. xxv.
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The Apocalypse consists of a Prologue, the Apocalypse
proper—consisting of_seven distinct parfs, and an Eprlogue. In—

the Prologue, 113, the Apocalypse is affirmed to have been given
by God to Christ and by Christ to John. In the Epilogue the
truth of the claims made in the Prologue is attested by God,
215¢ -8, by Christ, 220718161810, and by John himself,
2289 20-21

The seven parts and the Epilogue constitute a letter, 14222,
which, like the Pauline letters, opens with “John to the Seven
Churches. . . . Grace unto you, and peace, from Him which is,
and which was, and which is to come; and from Jesus Christ”
(1#%), and ends with the words, “The grace of the Lord Jesus
be with all the saints. Amen.”

The Prologue and Epilogue are not mere subsequent
additions to the book. They are organic parts of it. Not to
mention other grounds, this is at once obvious from the fact that
the Prologue contains the first of the seven beatitudes of the
Apocalypse (Ze. 13), and the Epilogue the seventh (fe. 227).
That there should be exactly seven beatitudes in our book and
not more and not less, is at once intelligible to all students of the
Apocalypse.l

The Book, apart from the Prologue and Epilogue, falls
naturally into seven parts—again a significant division. In
Jewish writers the favourite division of a work was a fivefold one.
Thus the five books of the Pentateuch, of the Psalms, of the
Megilloth, of the Maccabean history by Jason of Cyrene, of
1 Enoch, of the Pirke Aboth. This fivefold division is clearly
traceable in Matthew (see Horae Synopticae?, 164 ; Hawkins).
But the number five does not occur in our author save with evil
associations (cf. ¢%10 1710) whereas seven is a most sacred
number in his regard.

The seven parts are as follows : (1) 1#20. John’s letter to the
Seven Churches, in which he tells how Christ had appeared to
and bidden him to send to the Churches the visions written in this
book. (2) 2-3. The problem of the book—as reflected in the
letters to the Churches—how to reconcile God’s righteousness and
Christ’s redemption with the condition of His servants on earth.
(3) 4-5. A vision of God and a vision of Christ, who takes
upon Himself the guidance of the world’s destinies and its
judgments. (4) 6-78 81:39-26.13g yyl4 13 15-20% Judg-
ments of the world. (5) 219222 1415.17 36410, The Millennial
Kingdom: attack of evil powers on the Beloved City at its
close: their destruction and the casting of Satan into the
lake of fire. (6) 2015, Heaven and earth vanish: final
judgment by God Himself. (7) 215 4d.5b.14abc 5535  The

1 See note on i. 3 ; also footnote! in vol. ii. 445.
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everlasting Kingdom in the new heaven and earth and the
New Jerusalem.

In these seven parts the events described in the visions are
in strict chronological order, save that the Seer is obliged in
chap. 12 to consider past events in order to prepare for those in
13. But there are certain sections of the book lying outside the
orderly development of the Seer’s theme, sc. 7917 10-1112 and
14. These three additions, which do not carry on the action of
the divine drama and are likewise breaches of unity in respect of
time, are all proleptic. After 718 the visionary gaze of the
Seer leaves for the moment the steady progressive unveiling of
‘the events of his future and beholds in 7%-17 the more distant
destinies of the martyred faithful triumphant and secure before
the throne of God in heaven (although these sealed members of
the Church are not martyred till 13), and of the same host of
martyrs on Mount Zion (during the period of the Millennial
Kingdom) in 145, These visions are recounted out of their
due order to encourage and inspire the Church in the face of an
impending universal martyrdom. In the case of 1o-11'% the
explanation is different. Our Seer sees Rome to be the
impersonation of sheer might, of wickedness and lawlessness, 7.e.
the Antichrist. But before our Seer’s time in Christian circles
Jerusalem was expected to be the scene of the appearance of
the Antichrist (2 Thess. 2%) and Rome was regarded as the
representative of order. This former view of the Antichrist
is preserved in this proleptic section, but no reference is made
again to it throughout the remaining chapters.

In the analysis which follows the three proleptic sections are
inserted on the right hand of the page:

13, The Revelation given by God
to Christ and by Christ entrusted to
John. John’s testimony to it as from
God and Christ. The first beatitude
on those who keep the things written
therein.

Prologue, 1-3,

I. John writes to the Seven Churches
to tell them that he has seen Christ
and been bidden by Him to send
them the visions written in this
book—14-20,

1*7, John begins his letter to the
Seven Churches with the blessing of
grace and peace from the Everlasting
God and Jesus Christ, Lord of the
dead and Ruler of the living, the
Redeemer,

19-%, John recounts his vision of
the Son of Man in Patmos, who bids
him to write down what he saw in a
book and to send it to the Seven
Churches,
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II. Problem of the book set
forth in the Letters to the Seven
Churches, which reflect the seeming
failure of the cause of both God and
Christ on earth—2-3.

II1. Vision of God, to whom the
world owes its origin, and of Christ, to
whom it owes its redemption—4-5.

IV. Judgments. First Series—

the first Six Seals.

Judgments. Second Series, 7-13—
The seventh Seal and the Three
Woes, bringing into manifestation the
servants of God and the servants of
Satan and Satan himself. Before the
seventh Seal there is a pause on earth,
during which God marks out His
servants by a seal on their foreheads ;
after the seventh Seal there is a pause
in heaven during which I{is servants’
prayers are presented before God—
both the sealing of the faithful and
their prayers being designed to secure
them against the Three Woes.

Firstand Second Woes bring Satan’s
servants into manifestation and affect
only those who had not been sealed.

THE REVELATION OF ST. JOHN

2-3. Letters tothe Seven Churches.
These implicitly set the problem.
How are God’s righteousness and
Christ’s redemption of the world to
be reconciled with the condition of
His servants on earth and the domi-
nating power of evil thereon? Hence
John’s visions, embracing heaven and
earth, begin in 4-5 with God and
Christ as the Supreme Powers in the
world.

4. Scene of John’s visions is no
longer earth with its failures, troubles,
and outlook darkened with the appre-
hension of universal martyrdom, but
heaven with its atmosphere of perfect
assurance and peace and thanksgiving
and joy. John’s vision of God—of a
throne and of Him that sat thereon,
to whom the Cherubim and Elders
offered continual praise, and to whose
will the whole creation owes its being.

5. Vision of Christ, who, having
wrought redemption for God’s people,
takes upon Himself the guidance of
the destinies of the world in a series
of judgments.

[ 6. First series of judgments affect-
ing all men alike, good and bad—the
first six Seals.

718, Further judgments stayed till
the spiritual Israel are made manifest
through the seal of God affixed on
their foreheads and are thus secured
against the Three Woes, against the
first two absolutely, and against the
sptritual effects of the third.

791, Proleptic vision of a vast

multitude of the faithful in heaven, 7.e.
of those who had just been sealed and
had died as martyrs—a vision sub-
sequent in point of time to the visions
in 13.
81% 3-6. 2. 6. 13, The seventh Seal,
introducing the Three Woes, is fol-
lowed by silence in heaven, during
which the prayers of the faithful are
offered before God in heaven for pro-
tection against the Three Woes.

9-11%4, First and second demonic
woes (heralded by trumpet blasts)
affecting only those who had not
been sealed, with torment and death
\ respectively.
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Third Woe, followed by two songs
of triumph in heaven, brings into full
manifestation Satan, his chief agents
the two Beasts, and all his servants.
Evil is now at its climax. All Satan’s
servants are visited with spiritual
blindness and marked with the mark
of the Beast. All the faithful are
martyred. g

Vision of the entire martyr host in
heaven who had proved themselves
victorious over the Beast and his
image.

Judgments, Third Series, 15°—20°.

(2) Preliminary judgments — the
Seven Bowls affecting the heathen who
alone survive.

(6) Successive judgments affecting
the powers of evil in succession.

(a) Destruction of Rome and the
Seer’s appeal to Heaven to rejoice over
its doom,

The response of all the angel and
martyr hosts in songs of thanksgiving.

xxvil

the Antichrist in Jerusalem—a vision
contemporaneous in point of time
with 13.

1119, Third and Satanic Woe
heralded by a trumpet blast. There-
upon two songs of trinmph burst forth
in heaven declaring that God is King,
and faithful and faithless alike will
receive their due recompense.

12-13. Third or Satanic
Satan at last fully manifest.
of his power and his apparent
triumph on earth. In 12 the vision
is zetrospecttve : it recounts the birth
and ascension of Christ and the casting
down of Satan to earth—facts closely
connected ; also Satan’s persecution
of the Church. In 13 Satan summons
to his help the first and second Beasts.
The faithless are spiritually blinded
and marked by the mark of the Beast.

( 10-1183, Proleptic digression on

Woe.
Climax’

All the faithful are martyred.

. 14Y7. Proleptic vision (a) of the
Church triumphant oz ear¢z in the
Millennial Kingdom and the conver-
sion of the heathen—a vision con-
temporaneous with 20%6, and (4) in
14511 14. 1820 of judgment of Rome
and of the heathen nations—a vision
contemporaneous with and summar-
izing 18. 19112 207710,

154, Vision of the martyred host
(martyred in 13) standing on the sea
of glass before God, singing praises
and proclaiming the coming conversion
of the nations.

1558, The Seven Bowls of God’s
wrath entrusted to the Seven Angels.
16. The Seven Bowls.

1716, Vision of the Great Harlot
seated on the Beast.

17518, Interpretation of this vision.

181-19- 21-2d_ Vision of her destruc-
tion.
18% 324, The Seer’s appeal to
Heaven to rejoice.

1913, Thanksgiving song of the
angels.

19* 16°26, Thanksgiving song of
the Elders and Cherubim.

167. Thanksgiving song of the
altar beneath the throne.

1958, Thanksgiving song of the
martyr host in heaven.
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(8) Destruction of the Parthian Lost (though referred to prolep-
hosts by Christ and His elect. tically in 17™ and presupposed in
198 : possibly displaced by the inter-

polated passage, 19%-10),

( 191-21, The Word of God and
the armies of Heaven destroy the

(y) Destruction of the hostile |hostile nations. The Beast and False
nations by Christ and the armies of | Prophet cast into the lake of fire.
Heaven. The Beast and False Pro-{ 20!, As Satan was cast down
phet cast into the lake of fire, and | from heaven on the fresh advent of
Satan chained for 1000 years. Christ, on Christ’s second advent he
is cast into the abyss and chained for
\ 1000 years.

21%-22% 141617 2016, Vision of

V. Millennial Kingdom : Jerusalem | the Heavenly Jerusalem coming down
come down from heaven to be its | from heaven to be the abode of Christ
Capital. Reign of the martyred Saints ] and the glorified martyrs who are to
for 1000 years. reign with Christ 1000 years and
evangelize the nations.

= . 201, Close of the Millennial

Final attack of the evil powers on [ gi,oqom, Satan loosed : march of
the Saints in the Beloved City : their Gog and Magog against the Beloved
destruction and the casting of Satan City : their destruction and the casting
into the lake of fire. of Satan into the lake of fire.

2015, Vision of a great white
throne, and of Him that sat thereon.
Disappearance of the former heaven
and earth. Judgment of those risen
from the dead, both bad and good.
Death and hell cast into the lake of
fire.

VI. Heaven and FEarth having
vanished, a great white throne appears,
before which the dead come to be
judged by God Himself.

VII. The Everlasting XKingdom [ 21%-4d.5b. l-dabe 233-5 The new
established in which God and Christ | heaven, the new earth, and the New
dwell with man. Reign of all the }Jerusalem. The faithful reign as
saints for ever and ever. kings for ever and ever,

( 21% 608 God’s testimony to John’s
book and His message to mankind
through John of divine sonship for
them that overcome.

2267.182.16.18.12. 10, Christ’s testi-

Epilogue. < mony to John’s book. The seventh
beatitude. Christ’s speedy coming to
judgment.

22% %221, Tohn’s own testimony.
Christ’s final words. John’s prayer
\and benediction.
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II.

AUTHORSHIP OF THE JOHANNINE WRITINGS—LINGUISTIC
EVIDENCE.

The Apocalypse and the Fourth Gospel® from different Authors.

We shall deal here only with the linguistic evidence on this
question, which is in itself decisive. We shall, however, dis-
cover later that the two writers were related to each other, either
as master and pupil, or as pupils of the same master, or as
members of the same school.

§ 1. The grammatical differences. — These make the as-
sumption of a common authorship of J and J* absolutely
impossible, unless a very long interval intervenes between the
dates of J°? and J. But such an assumption is made imprac-
ticable by the best modern research. Furthermore, our author’s
style shows no essential change in the interval of from 10 to zo or
more years, which elapsed between the writing of the Letters to
the Seven Churches and the Apocalypse as a whole (see vol.i.
43-47). The reader will find the grammatical differences between
J2? and J dealt with in the grammar. The main evidence is given
under the heading, “The Hebraic Style of the Apocalypse” ; but
throughout the rest of the grammar (see particularly *The Order
of Words ”) the evidence is more than adequate to prove diver-
sity of authorship. Observe amongst a host of other differences
that, whereas J uses us} with the participle 11 times and the
genitive absolute frequently, our author uses neither. Also that
whereas in our author the attracted relative never occurs, it often
occurs in J: see 414 7% 1520 175 1412 2110 and 1 J 3%, Again,
in J*® d¢ios is followed by inf. ; in ] by bva.

§ 2. Differences in diction.—Lists of words found in J*@
but not in J could be given here, or wice wersa, but such
divergence in the use of words might in the main be due to
difference of subject. But it is instructive to touch upon a few
phenomena of this nature. Thus our author has wloris 4 times
and wioros 8, whereas J has not wioris at all, merdés once, but
mrevew nearly 1oo times. Our author uses dmoporyy 7 times
and cgopia 4, but J, neither. On the other hand, J uses
dyamrdv 36 times and dydwn 7 (1. 2. 3 J 31 and 21 respectively),
but our author has dyewar only 4 and dydwy only 2 times.
Again, d\sjfea, dAnbhjs, and xopd found so frequently in J, are
wholly absent from our author. J has pév . .. 8¢ 6 or more

1 For convenience’ sake | will designate the Gospel, 1 J the first Epistle,
etc., JaP the Apocalypse,
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times, our author not once : aAAd 100 and ydp 65, and our author
13 and 16 respectively. Again our author has évdmov 34 times
and {va 45, whereas ] has these once and 150 times respectively.

§ 3. Different words or forms used by these writers to express the
same idea.—Qur author uses dpviov (=Lamb of God) 29 times
where J uses duvés 2: pov or éuod ! (=‘“mine”) where J uses
éuds 36 times: adrés as an emphatic pronoun 320 1410 1912
whereas ] uses éxeivos in this sense while he uses a?rés as an
unemphatic pronoun: see Abbott, G7. 236. Again our author
says év péoo or dva péoov where ] uses péoos : "Iepovoaliju where
J has ’Iepooéhvpa.? Our author uses ido¥ (26), but J i3é3:
*Tovdalos, 2° 3° (=a member of the Chosen People of God, nearly
soin Ro 217 28), where J has IepanAirys, 147. Again, whereas our
author defines the historic city Jerusalem as s méXews . . . 7
kadetrar wvevparikds S6dopa, 118, J names it as’IepdovAuua, 119 218
etc.

A very interesting divergence is to be observed where the
Greek equivalent of “called” or “named” occurs. Here our
author always has xoAelv and J Aéyewv. Thus we have 19 73
vijgw 7. kadovuévy Ildruw, 12° 6 rkadolpevos Aidfolos, while J
writes 4% wéAw . . . Aeyopévyy Suxdp, 4% Meoalas . . . & Aeyd-
pevos Xpuorés, 1116 fwpds & Aeyduevos Aldupos (cf. 138 52 g1l 1154 2024
212) : and just as our author says, 115 %ris kadelrar . . . S68opa,
50 J 1917 says 6 Aéyerar . . . Todyofd. The divergence comes
still more into relief when we compare J* 1616 rérov 7. kadov-
pevov . . . “Ap Mayeddv and J 1912 vémov Aeydpevov Aforpwrov.
On this as well as on other grounds 8!* kai 76 dvopa T0d dorépos
Aéyerar ‘O "Ayuwbos is to be excised as a gloss.

Again, our author always uses xarowetv of living in a certain
locality ; J sometimes uses pévew in this sense, but never xaroi-
ketv : also éAiyov, 1710 (=“a little while”), whereas J says pupdy
in the same sense ¢ times; and ods 8 times while J uses ¢riov
once.

A very delicate distinction calls for attention in their equi-
valents of the English “no longer.” Thus our author* says odx

. i (14, including chap. xviii.), but J always odxér (12),
and &s with finite verb by way of illustration (227), while J uses
kafds with finite verb (1315 152 172 etc.).

Finally, whereas J frequently uses xafds (31, and 1. 2. 3 J 13

17 uses obs (6), vpérepos (3), tdeos (15), and 1 ] Huérepos (2), but our author
uses the possessive pronouns always in their stead. He has éués once.

2 In our author ’Tepovsalfu is used only of the heavenly or the New
Jerusalem. It is used by Paul always, and nearly always by Luke, of the
historic city, whereas Mark always (and Matt. always save once) uses 'Iepocé-
Avua.

3 T uses ido0 4 times.

4 Our author has odxére 3 times (2 of these in chap. xviii. ),
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times), our author uses always &s in the same sense.
xafos éyd (1519), our author says s xdya (227).1

dxpe (11 times), J uses éws.
dxpt.
last contrast, I assume that 2.
author.

Where J*° uses opddpa, 1624 2. 3 J, uses Adav.

xxxi

Where J says
Where J*° uses
Neither J nor 1. 2. 3 J use
In this
3 J and J are from the same

§ 4. Words and phrases with one meaning in our author and

a different one in J:

APOCALYPSE.

d\nfwbs=true in word as opposed
to false (= dAnbs).
drovew pwvijs’ dxobew Pwviy.

avrés used as emphatic pronoun.

ol dobhor Tol Oeoi?—a title of the
hi;%hest honour: cf. 114 43 107

IR G2!

dwpedy, 218 2217=*freely,”

éfvos or é6vn (23)=Gentiles, 226 112
15%etc., orall nations, including the
Jews (9.

"Tovdaios, 2° 3°—used in a good sense.

kéouos=the created world, 11" 138
178,

Aads = Gentiles generally, but = Chris-
tian believers twice.

‘0 Aéyos rob feod, 191®—a conception
developed in Jewish thought.

otwv (6), always illative,® a particle of
logical appeal.

wowpalverw, 27 12° 19¥9 = ¢ to destroy
(though in 7Y7="““to feed ).

FourTH GOSPEL.

=*“genuine” as opposed to unreal.
See vol. i. 85 sq.

Different meaning in J. See Gram.,
vol. i. p. cxl.

Used as unemphatic pronoun, éxeivos
being used as emphatic.

15 o0kére Néyw Uuds dovAovs.

15% ¢ without a cause.”
é0vos (5) only used of Jewish nation.

Used over 70 times, and generally
in a bad sense.

kdapos =the world of man (frequently,
and often in a bad sense).

Jewish nation (2, excluding 82).

‘0 Aébyos, J 11592, This conception
is quite different and presupposes,
while opposing, Philonic specula-
tions.

195 times, and generally a narrative
particle, 7.e. of historical transition.

2116 ““ to feed.”

1 J uses &s in a temporal sense (=‘‘when”) 20 times: our author never.
On our author’s various uses of s, see vol. i. 35 sq.
2The servant in J 15! knows not his Master’s will,in JaP he does.

In our author the word doihos means (a) a slave as opposed to €é\evfepos : cf.
6151318 1918 and (4) a willin% servant of God, whether prophet or other faith-
ful worshipper: cf. 1! 2% 73 107 etc. Thus our author uses dofhos as the
equivalent of 13y. But in J dodhos follows the Greek usage as denoting a
bondman in the literal sense, cf. 15'5, and in the metaphorical sense 8%
dodNos. . .7Hs duaprias. 73y is not used in this metaphorical sense. The verb
73y, however, is used of idolatrous service. See Abbott, Jokannine Voc. 212,
227, 289-292, for the use made by the four Evangelists of this word.

8 In Homer of» is non-illative, just as in the majority of passages in J.
It is noteworthy that in J odv occurs nearly always in the narrative portions,
and only 8 times in Christ’s words out of the 195, whereas in J? it occurs only
in Christ’s words, and never in the narrative portions. In the Synoptists
it occurs mostly in Christ’s words.
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wpookuvel, c. dat.="‘‘to worship.” These constructions have exactly
& c. acc. ‘“to do homage to.” opposite meanings in J. See G7.
See note on 71: vol. 1. 211 sqq. p- cxli, also vol. i 211-212;
Abbott, Vat.lg37§sqq. -
8 4a17 =U0wp (@v, 4'° 7%, which phrase
gg;\‘ffg‘g 225, 22? 1 { includes the meanings of the two
%) phrases in JaP, See vol. i. 54 sq.

Again, though 715 6 kabjpevos éri T 7. Gpdvov T orkmrdoe én adrols
is similar to J 14 6 Adyos odpé éyévero xai éokijvwaer év fply, the
similarity is only an outward one. The same is true of 2%7 eiAy¢pa
mapd 7. watpds pov as compared with J 108 radryy 7. évrodqy
iafBov mapd . waTpds pov.

§ 5. Zhe Authors of the Apocalypse and the Fourth Gospel
were in some way related to eack other :

(2) The following phrases point in this direction:

APOCALYPSE. ¥ourTH GOSPEL.
22 ob 8Yvy Bagrdoat. 162 ot dYvacle BaoTdlew.
208 ¢ Exwr pépos év. 138 &xets pépos perd.
221 wody Yebdos. 3% wolwy 7. éNffeav (1 J 3B woudw
T. auapriar).
2217 6 dupdv épxéobuw. 757 edv Tes Supg épxéobuw mwpds pé kal
mwérw,

() The spiritual significance attached to such terms as {w,
Odvaros, dufdv, 86&a, mewdy, vikdy (16 times, in J (1), in
1 J (6)), onyeiv.

(¢) The occurrence of the following words and phrases
exclusively in these two writers in the N.T. XaXew
perd (elsewhere in N.T. the dative or wpds cum. acc.
follows )\a)\e?v) oyns (116—]J II“)—vrpéawwov. TYpely
™ )\oyov or )\oyovs (4 times—]J 8: see > note, vol. i. 369):
ovo,ua. ad7g 6 Gdvaros, 68—ovop.a ad7d Todvvys, J 16 31:
Xpovov pikpdy, 611—] 738 : pukpdv xpévov, 208—] 12%%:
kukAeveww once—] once: mopdipeos 2 times—J 2 times:
akqvoty, 4—] once: ¢owf, once—J once.

(Z) The agreement of both authors (in 17—-] 19%7) in the
rendering éexévrnoav against the LXX. See, however,
vol. i. 18 sq. The use of the suspensive 67 ; see
Gram. p. cxxxvil.

(¢) The use by both authors of the following phrases and
words—found occasionally in the rest of the N.T.
mouely onpelov, 4—J 14 (only 4 times in rest of N.T.):
Tpetv 7. évrodds, 2—J 4 (1 J 5 times): SELKVﬁvaL (of
revelation), 8—J 7: éfpatori, 2—] 5: paprvpla, 9—] 14
(t J 6 times, 3 J once): mdlew, 1—] 8: onpaivew,
1—J 3: ¢ikely, 2—J 13: opdlew, 8—1 ] 2 times.
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(f) There is to be no temple in the heavenly Jerusalem—the
Capital of the Messianic Kingdom, 21%%,  Accord-
ing to J 4%! the temple will cease to exist as the centre
of worship.

(¢) The same Jewish and Christian ideas underlie the phrase
6 Guvos Tod feod, J 12 %, and the equivalent phrase o
apvioy in J*P.

(%) The number ‘““seven” occurs more frequently in our
author than in all the rest of the N.T. Though it does
not occur at all in J, yet J is * permeated structurally
with the idea of ‘seven.” . . . John records only seven
‘signs.” . . . The Gospel begins and closes with a
sacred week . . . the witness to Christ is . .. of a
sevenfold character” (see Abbott, G». 463).

The above facts, when taken together with other resemblances,
to which attention is drawn in the Grammar, point decidedly to
some connection between the two authors. The Evangelist was
apparently at one time a disciple of the Seer, or they were
members of the same religious circle in Ephesus. We find .
perfect parallels to the latter relationship in earlier days. The
authors of the Testaments of the XII Patriarchs and of the Book
of Jubilees, who wrote at the close of the 2nd century before
the Christian era, studied clearly in the same school; for the
text of the one has constantly to be interpreted by that of the
other. Yet these two writers are poles asunder on some of
the greatest questions of their day. The former hopes for the
salvation of the Gentiles and sets forth a system of ethics with-
out parallel before the N.T. The author of Jubilees is a legalist
of the narrowest type : is mainly concerned with the Mosaic law
and the deductions to be drawn from it, and declares categori-
cally that no Gentile can be saved. The second parallel is to be
found between 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch. The materials of these
two works are in certain respects complementary. The former
is all but hopeless as to the future alike of Judaism and the
Gentiles, whereas the latter is a thoroughgoing optimistic Jew,
who looks to Judaism for the conversion of the Gentiles, so far
as these can be saved.

In the Seer and the Evangelist we have got just such another
literary connection. But the literary connection is much less
close than in the case of the Jewish authors just mentioned, while
the theological affinities between the Seer and the Evangelist are
much closer than those existing between the Jewish writers.
The greater unity in spiritual outlook and theological concept
is explicable, however, from the fact that the variations
within the Christianity of the 1st century are infinitesimal as

¢
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compared with those that prevailed in contemporary and earlier
Judaism.

§ 6. Jand (1.) 2. 3 J were written by the same Author.—
That J and 1 J are derived from the same author is
generally admitted. But from a very early date 2 and 3 J have
been ascribed to a different writer.! But a study of the internal
evidence leads to the conclusion that all 2. 3 J and most
probably 1 J are from one and the same writer, who was also
the author of the Gospel. The same evidence shows that,
though 2 or 3 J have a few points in common with J®, the
style of these two Epistles is decidedly that of J (or 1 J) as
opposed to that of J*- Their failure to study the linguistic
relations of 2. 3 J have led Schmiedel, von Soden, and
Moffatt into the grievous error of attributing 2. 3 J and J# to the
same author. The pronouncement of these scholars led me to
investigate this subject, and therein I am grateful to them, seeing
that the result of this investigation appears to furnish the key to
some important Johannine problems. No investigation of this
nature has, so far as I am aware, ever been made.

There is one usage in 2 J which it has in common with J&®
and which is not foundin J. In 2 J10 we have € s (épxerar),
which occurs occasionally in J*P but never in J or 1 J, which have
always édv mtis.  But there seems to be a reason for using ei here
and not édv. The author assumes that the épxesfar is not a
mere possibility but a thing likely to happen. &s with the part.
is found in 2 J ® odx ds ypdpwv, and in J2P 115 56 133 but not in J.
But the usage is not really the same in 2 J%and J**. Inthe
latter &s conveys the idea of likeness, whereas in 2 J % it implies
a purpose. The Hebraism in 2 J 2 8wa mv dAnfetav Ty pévovoav
&v Yuiv kal pel Spdv éorar (= “which abideth in us and shall be
with us ”) is of frequent occurrence in J*». But it occurs probably
in J 132 reféapar 76 wvedpa katafatvov . . . xai éuewev én’ adrdy,
and in Col 1%, Hence no real weight can be assigned to these
coincidences in style.

On the other hand, the body of evidence in favour of a
common authorship of J and (1.) 2. 3 J carries with it absolute
conviction.

i. 2. 3 J are with one exception (2 J2) free from the solecisms
and idiosyncrasies of J*.

ii. Constructions common to 2. 3 J and J, but not found in J*%:

(@) 2 and 3 J use i 3 times with the participle: J 11

times: 1 J 8 times: 3 J has undév once with

part, while J has it twice. But J* never

! Origen (Eus. vi. 25. 10) writes that questions as to the genuineness of

these Epistles were rife in certain quarters: Jerome (De Viris Zllust. g)
distinctly assigns them to different hands.
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uses py or pndév with the participle. In this
respect J*° diverges from J, 1. 2. 3 J, exactly
as the //iad does from the Odyssey.

(6) In 2 J 10 the writer uses usjj with the present
imperative, z.e. py AapSdvere (3 J 11 uy pupod) in
order to forbid an action not yet begun. Here
the author of J** would have used ps with the
aor. subj. In this respect the author of 2. 3 J
has the support of J (see below, p. cxxvi).

(©) In 3 J* we have the genitive absolute, which occurs
often in J but never in J?° (nor 1 J).

(¢) The unemphatic possessive pronoun airot (or
adrijs) (Z.e. the genitive before its noun) occurs in
3 J1° 1 J 2% and frequently in J, but never in Je?
(save in a source 18%).

(¢) obros is used resumptively in regard to a preceding
clause (consisting of é with part. or és with finite
verb) in 2 J ? and 4 times in J but not in J?2.

(f) paprvpetv takes the dative 3 times in 3 J and 4 in J,
but J?P always construes it with theacc. paprvpeiv
is followed by ér¢ in 1 J and by mep{ in J, but
by neither in J.

(¢) In 3 J9 the order of the words, 6 ¢phompwredwr
avrdv Awotpédys, has several parallels in J but none
in J® (or 1 J). The author of J*® would have
written & Awrpédns 6 dulomputedur adrdv. See
Gram. p. clvi. woldsisa prepositivein2J71 J 41
—J 6% 10® 11%7 etc.; but always postpositive
in J2», once in 1 J and in J 328 6210 412,

(%) épwtd oe . . . Wva, 2 J5—] 4% 1915 1938 * but not
in J*P, avryéoriv . . . va, 2 JO )] 1512 148
(1 J 3'-%), but not in J**. puelorépar TovTwv
ovy éxw Xapdv, iva dkovw, 3 Ji—pellova Tadrys
dydmyy obdels éxe, iva Tis Ty Yoy adrod 65
J 1533 To this construction I know of no real
parallel.

iil. Words, particles, and phrases commonto 2. 3 J and J (1 ]),
but not found in J°?.

(8) Words. dAnbis, aAnbds, d\ijbea, pellov, pévew,
Speldew, xapd.

(8) Particles and phrases. A& xal, AN ob, kafds,
kal viv, wepl (cum gen.), Towovros, Tmép: Kkal 1uels
8¢, 3 J 1] 15%: dr’ dpxis, 2 J°—] 8% 157 (x
1l 271814 etc.): Tols &pyois adrod Tols wovnpots

* The verb ¢“ask ” does not occur in JaP though épwrdv is found in 2 J and
J, and alreivin 1 J and J. J uses also éferd{ew, émepwrav, muvfdvestar.
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2 J1—J 77 ra &pya adrod wovypd : dmopviow, 3 J 10
—J 14%: 10 kaxdy, 3 JU—J 18%: 76 dyaldv
1 29,
iv. Words frequent in 1. 2. 3 J and [, but exceptional in
J?. éuds once in 3 J (in 15 verses), only once in J* in
404 verses; thus 3 J using it once in 15 verses
approximates to ] which uses it once in every 22.
J® uses no other possessive adjective, but 1 J
uses yuérepos twice, and J duérepos 3 times and ods 6.
éri does not occur in 1. 2. 3 J, but 150 times in J*
and 35 in J. If J had it relatively as often as JP, it
would occur 225 times instead of 35. Thus 1. 2. 3]
are strongly marked off here from J*" but approximate
to J.
v. The following paraliel expressions are in themselves strong
evidence of identily of authorship :

2]97as 6. . . pévwv év 1 Sdaxy J 770 (cf. 18°) % éun Sidaxh odk EoTw
Tot XpeoTol. éun.
This parallel is full of significance ; for in J &i8ax is used only of
Christ’s teaching (as derived from God, 717), whereas in JoP it is
used only of heretical teaching : cf. 214 18- 24,

2 J $évroNy éNdBouer mapa Tob watpds. T 1018 radryy Ty évroniy ENaBov waps
TOU TaTpés ov.
2 J 8 rovoare dn dpxds (1 J 31). J 16 é¢ dpxiis ok elmov.
2 J 5 évroNiyy yphopwr oo kawiy (évrohiy ] 13% évrohiy kawviy S(8wuc.
kawiy ypdpw, 1 J 27).

2 J1 ol éyvwrdres THy dNfbetar. J 8% yvdoeabe Thy dNlewar.

272 (1 ] 1% Wa 5 xepd udv ] 3% atiry odv 4 xapd 4 éuh memipwrar
werAypwpévn 4. CHR1isLL1 634!

3 J 10 éx 7ijs éxxhnolas éxBdNNet. J 9% étéBaroy adrdv étw.

3 J 1 ol édpaker TOV Geby, J 14° 6 éwpakws éué édpakey Tov marépa.

3 J 12 9 paprupla Hudv dAnbijs éoTw. J 81 dnbiis éorww % paprvpla pov.

The connection of 2. 3 J with 1 J could be shown by such
examples as 2 J ? feov odk éxet—1 J 512 6 . . . Exwv Tov viov Tod feod:
3 J1 & 1ob feod otiv—1 J 4%: 2 J7 6 dvrixpioros—1 ] 218 22,
The conception of the Antichrist in 1. 2 J is quite different from
that in J°P.

vi. There are no quotations in I. 2. 3 J. In this respect they
show an affinity with J where there are very few, and
offer a strong contrast to J* where quotations abound.
Even in the Epistles to the Seven Churches this feature
is prominent.

vii. The Greek of 2. 3 J is far more idiomatic than that of
J2». The order of the words exhibits none of the
monotonous regularity of J*.

From the above evidence I conclude without hesitation that

1. 2. 3 J and J are ultimately from the same author. J has
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undoubtedly undergone revision, and 1. 2. 3 J may have
suffered somewhat in this respect.!

§ 7. This conclusion of criticism, completing as it does the
work of Dionysius the Great of Alexandria, is one of tremendous
importance. Before his time, from 135 A.D. onward (see
p- xxxix sq.), Church writers began uncritically to assign J* to
the Apostle John. This false conception led necessarily to
intolerable confusion. No matter how valid the evidence might
be for the martyrdom of this Apostle before 70 a.D., it could only
be regarded as purely legendary, seeing that according to the most
current view John the Apostle wrote the Apocalypse and wrote
it in Domitian’s reign. If the Apostle were living about 95 A.D.
he could not, of course, have been martyred before 70 A.p. This
misconception has therefore vitiated the evidence of most Early
Church writers on this question,? and has proved an ignis fatuus
to many distinguished scholars of our own day. Hence it is not
astonishing that so little evidence of the Apostle John’s early
martyrdom—and yet, cumulatively considered, it is not little—
should have survived, but it is astonishing in the extreme that any
evidence of any sort as to John’s early martyrdom has survived at
all, seeing that the all but universal beliefs of the Church from
the earliest ages worked for its absolute deletion from the pages
of history. Happily such evidence has survived in out-of-the-
way corners of Church history and Church observance, which,
owing to the prevailing opinions on such subjects, must have
been a hopeless enigma to those who sought to understand
them. One Church writer—Gregory of Nyssa in his Zawdatio
s. Stephani and De DBasilio magno : see below, p. xlvii—has
attempted to do so, and has explained away the evidence of the
Church calendars for the early martyrdom of John in a way that
can satisfy only those who share the same groundless hypothesis
as himself as to John’s joint authorship of J and J2P,

12770l p duohoyolwres "I X. épxbuevov év gapkt presents no difficulty
in the face of 1 J 4. The épxbuevor is timeless : *‘ confess not J. Christ as
coming in the flesh.” Nor does the phrase ¢ mpesBirepos, 2 J* 3] point to
any connection with JaP, For mpesBirepos there has a different meaning.
Even an apostle could designate himself thus: cf. 1 Pet 5! 6 quumpesBirepos.
But Peter has already called himself dmwéarohos "Inood Xpiorod in 11.  Hence
there is no risk of confusion. No weight, moreover, attaches to the use of
Kkowwvety for rxowwvlav Exew, or the occurrence of the greeting xdpis, &\eos,
elphvn.

2 Justin Martyr believes in the Apostolic authorship of JaP as early as 135
A.D. or thereabouts. A myth can arise in a very few years. Hence it is
not strange that such writers as Hegesippus (04. cz7¢. 180) and subsequent
writers, as Irenaeus, Tertullian, Origen, have lost all knowledge of the early
martyrdom of John the son of Zebedee.
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IIL.
AUTHORSHIP OF THE JOHANNINE WRITINGS.

It may assist the reader if the conclusions arrived at in this
chapter are put shortly as follows. (@) J*» and J are from
distinct authors. () 2. 3 J are from the author of J and not of
J*». The evidence for this fact, which in the present writer’s
opinion furnishes the key to some of the chief Johannine
problems, is given on p. xxxiv sqq. (¢) If John the Elder is the
author of 2. 3 J, then he is according to all internal evidence the
author of J and of 1 J. (d) John the prophet—a Palestinian Jew,
who late 1n life migrated to Asia Minor, is the author of J@P.
(¢) The above conclusions, which are arrived at on internal
grounds, and on external evidence mainly of the 2nd century,
are confirmed by the Papias-tradition, that John the Apostle
was martyred by the Jews before 70 A.D.

§ 1. The Apocalypse is not pseudonymous, but the work of a
Jokn.—In Jewish literature practically every apocalyptic book
was pseudonymous. T have elsewhere! shown the causes which
forced works of this character to be pseudonymous. In the
post-Exilic period the idea of an inspired Law—adequate,
infallible, and valid for all time—became a dogma of Judaism.
When this dogma was once established, there was no longer any
room for the prophet, nor for the religious teacher, except in so
far as he was a mere exponent of the Law. The second cause
for the adoption of pseudonymity was the formation of the Canon
of the Law, the Prophets and the Hagiographa. After this date
-—say about zoo B.c.—no book of a prophetic character could
gain canonization as such, and all real advances to a higher ethics
or a higher theology could appear only in works of a pseudony-
mous character published under the name of some ancient
worthy. Accordingly, when a man of God, such as the author
of Daniel, felt that he had a message to deliver to his people, he
was obliged to issue it in this form. But with the advent of
Christianity the Law was thrust into a wholly subordinate place ;
for the spirit of prophecy had descended afresh on the faith-
ful, belief in inspiration was kindled anew, and for several genera-
tions no exclusive Canon of Christian writings was formed.
There is, therefore, not a single a prio#i reason for regarding the
Apocalypse as pseudonymous. Furthermore, its author distinctly
claims that the visions are his own, and that they are not for
some far distant generation, as is universally the case in Jewish
pseudonymous works, but for his own (221°). In four distinct

1 See my Eschatology®, 173-205 (especially 198-205), 403 sq. ; Daniel,
p: xi sq., Religious Dewelapmmt between the O. and N. Testaments, 41-46.
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passages he gives his name as John (11-# 9 228). He states that he
is a servant of Jesus Christ (11), a brother of the Churches in Asia
and one who has shared in their tribulations (19), that he has him-
self seen and heard the things contained in his book (228), and
that he was vouchsafed these revelations during his stay (voluntary
or enforced)! in the island of Patmos for the word of God and
the testimony of Jesus (1°). To a more intimate study of our
author we shall return later. So far it is clear that the Apoca-
lypse before us was written by a prophet (22°) who lived in Asia
Minor, and that his actual name was John. J® is just as
assuredly the work of a John as 2 Thess 2 and 1 Cor 15 are
apocalypses of St. Paul.2 Even the later Christian apocalypse of
the Shepherd of Hermas bears, as is generally acknowledged,
the name of its real author.

Finally, if the work were pseudonymous, it would have
gone forth under the aegis—not of a John who was a proplet of
Asia Minor and otherwise unknown, but of John the Apostle.
Furthermore he would not have ventured to claim the name and
authorship of a prophet in the very lifetime of that prophet and
in the immediate sphere of that prophet’s activity. There is not
a shred of evidence, not even the shadow of a probability, for the
hypothesis that the Apocalypse is pseudonymous.

There is manifold early evidence of the Johannine authorship.
Thus Justin, who lived about 135 A.p. in Ephesus, where one
of the Seven Churches had its seat, declares that J*® is by “ John,
one of the apostles of Christ” (Dial. 81). Melito, bishop of
Sardis, another of the Seven Churches, wrote (c7c, 165) a lost
work on J® (7a wepl . . . Tijs dmwokaAvews Twdvvov: see Eus.
iv. 26. 2). Irenaeus (¢i7c. 180) upheld the Johannine authorship
of all the Johannine writings in the N.T. For J*°, see Haer.
iii. 11. 1, iv. 20. 11, v. 35. 2, where John is called Domini dis-
cipulus (6 Tod kupiov pabymis) (a title, however, which does not
exclude apostleship; cf. ii. 22. 5). Tertullian cites J® as the
work of the Apostle John (¢. Marc. iii. 14, 24). So also Origen,
Hippolytus, and others: also the Muratorian Canon.

§ 2. John, the author of J%, is distinct from the author of
J-—Tertullian,® Hippolytus,* and Origen® were assured that

1 There is no evidence that John was exi/ed to Patmos before Clement of
Alexandria, and that evidence is chiefly Western.

2 Hence the attribution of the Apocalypse to the heretic Cerinthus by Caius
(200-220 A.D. See Eus. ii. 25, vii. 25) and the Alogi (Epiphanius, Haer. li.
3,4), in ancient times and by certain modern scholars, is an utterly baseless
and gratuitous hypothesis. 3 C. Mare. iii. 14, 24.

4 See his Comment. on Daniel, edited by Achelis, 1897, pp. 142, 240, 244,
etc., and his Ilepl Tob *AvriyploTov, xxxvi., Ofros yap év Ildruy . . . épd dwokd-
Nvyw . .o Néye pot, & pardpie ' Twdvvy, dréoTole kal pafdnra Tob kuplov, Tl eldes.

f 8 In Joann., tom. i. 14: ¢nolv odv év 7§ dmoxaNiyer & Tob ZeBedalov
Lwdwyys: tom, v. 3: see also the quotation from Origen in Eus. vi. 25. g.
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both the Gospel and the Apocalypse proceeded from the son of
Zebedee. But this view, that both works proceeded from one
and the same author, was rejected by Dionysius (04. 265 A.D.),
bishop of Alexandria, a pupil of Origen. Dionysius (Eus. /Z.E.
vil. 25. 7-27) accepts J* as the work of a John, but declares that
he could not readily agree that he was the Apostle, the son of
Zebedee. In the following sections he enumerates a variety of
grounds. (2¢) The Evangelist does not prefix his name or
mention it subsequently either in the Gospel or in his Epistle,
whereas the writer of the Apocalypse definitely declares himself
by name at the outset, and subsequently. That it was a John
who wrote the Apocalypse he admitted, but this John did not
claim to be the beloved disciple of the Lord, nor the one who
leaned on His breast, nor the brother of James. (&) There is
a large body of expressions of the same complexion and char-
acter common to the Gospel and 1 J, but wholly absent from J?».
Indeed, the latter “does not contain a syllable in common ” with
the two former works. (¢) The phraseology of the Gospel and
1 J differs from that of J**. The former are written in irrepre-
hensible Greek (dnralorws), and it would be difficult to discover
in them any barbarism or solecism or idiotism (wrioudv). But
the dialect and language of J* is inaccurate Greek (SudAexrov . .
kal yAbrrav vk dkpifds éXAyvilovoav), and is characterized by
barbarous idioms and solecisms. Such is Dionystus’ criticism
of the style of J*?; and from the standpoint of the Greek scholar
it is more than justified. But that there was law and order
underlying the seeming grammatical lawlessness of the Seer
neither Dionysius nor any purely Greek scholar could ever
discover—a fact that widens immeasurably the breach discovered
by Dionysius between J and J*P. This will become apparent
when we come to the grammar and vocabulary of our author
(see pp. cxvii—clix). A study of these with a knowledge of the
Hebraic style of our author makes it impossible to attribute J2P
and J to the same author. Thus the theory of Dionysius as to
diversity of authorship has passed out of the region of hypothesis
and may now be safely regarded as an established conclusion.
There were at all events two Johannine authors. Who were
these ?

§ 3. Therewere, according fo Papias, two _Jokns, one the Apostle
and the other John the Elder. Dionysius and Eusebius suggest
that the latter is the author of J*.—Eusebius in his history (iii.
39. 4) quotes the following fragment of Papias which clearly dis-
tinguishes the Apostle and the Elder, both bearing the name
John. ¢ And if any one chanced to come who had been also a
follower of the elder, I used to question (him) closely as to the
sayings of the elders—as to what Andrew or Peter %Zad said
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(elwev), or Philip, or Thomas, or James, or John, or Matthew, or
any other of the disciples of the Lord : also as to what Aristion
and the Elder John, the Lord’s disciples, say (Aéyovow).”
Eusebius then goes on to emphasize the distinction made by
Papias between these two Johns, and contends that this view is
confirmed by the statements of those who said that there were
two Johns in Asia and “ there were two tombs in Ephesus, both
of which bear the name of John even to this day. To which
things it is needful also that we shall give heed ; for it is probable
that the second (z.e. the Elder), unless one will have it to be the
first, saw the Apocalypse bearing the name of Jobn (iii. 39. 6).”
At an earlier date Dionysius of Alexandria threw out the same
suggestion. He held that John the Apostle wrote J and 1 J
(Eus. vii. 25. 7), but that another John—one of the two Johns who
according to report had been in Asia and both of whose tombs
were said to be there—had written the Apocalypse (vii. 25. 16).
Jerome testifies to the belief (“ Johannis presbyteri . . . cujus
hodie alterum sepulcrum apud Ephesum ostenditur,” De wviris
#lus. 9), and also to the fact that in his day the tradition was
still current that this John the Elder was the author of 2 and
-3 J (sbid. 18).

§ 4. But 2 and 3 Jokn appear on examination of the language
and idiom to proceed even move certainly than 1 | from the author
of J1—The traditional view assigns 1 J and J to the same author-
ship. But in modern days a minority of competent scholars
have rejected this view. The problem is discussed with great
fairness by Brooke ( Jfokannine Epistles, pp. i—xix), who comes
to the conclusion that ‘“there are no adequate reasons for
setting aside the traditional view which attributes the Epistle and
Gospel to the same authorship. It remains the most probable
explanation of the facts known to us (p. xviii).”? With this
conclusion the present writer is in agreement.

But what as to the authorship of 2. 3 J? Some notable
scholars disconnect these two Epistles wholly from J and 1 J.
Thus Bousset (Offenbarung, 1906) at the close of a long discussion
on the authorship of J* (pp. 34-49) concludes that a John of
Asia Minor, and not John the Apostle, was the author of J*°:
that this John was probably identical with John the Elder of whom
Papias tells us, with the Elder of 2. 3 J, with the unnamed disciple
in J 21, and with the teacher of Polycarp, of whom Irenaeus writes
in his letter to Florinus. Von Soden (Books of the N.T., pp.

11 take J as it stands, since its relation to 1. 2. 3 J does not require any
critical study of its composition. J and 1 J (?) have been more or less edited,
but the work of the editors does not affect the question now at issue.

3 The list of linguistic differentiae in 1 J, which is given in Moffatt’s
Introd. to N.T.3, p. 590 sq., should be noted. They are important,
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444-446, 1907) is also of opinion that John the Elder was the
author of J* and 2. 3 J as well as 1 J. Next, Schmiedel
(Johannine Writings, pp. 208-209, 216-21%, 229-231, 1908)
attributes J* and 2. 3 J to an unknown writer who assumed the
pseudonym of John the Elder, and 1 J to another author. The
joint authorship of J® and 2. 3 J is also supported by Moffatt
(Introd. to Lit. of the N.T3, p. 481).

But the present writer cannot accept this hypothesis. After
a considerable time spent on the linguistic study? of 2. 3 J in
comparison with J and J*?, he has been forced to conclude that
2. 3 J are connected linguistically with J, and that so closely as
to postulate the same authorship. This study was first under-
taken to discover what connection existed between 2. 3 J and
J#», since an early tradition assigned the latter to John the Elder
and the opening words (6 IlpesBirepos) of 2. 3 J received their
most natural explanation on this hypothesis. In fact, this is
more or less the view advocated by the scholars mentioned
above.

Now on p. xxxiv sqq. I have dealt with the characteristic words
and constructions common to 2. 3 J and J, or 2. 3 J and J@P.
The facts there set forth admit in the present writer’s opinion
of only one conclusion as regards the relations of 2. 3 J with J
and J*, and this is that w/kereas 2. 3 ] have nothing whatever to
do with J%, they are more idiomatically connected with J than is
1 ], and postulate the same authorship.

§ 5. Jf, then, (1.) 2. 3 ] and ] are derived from the same author
and J*? from quite a different author, and _John the Elder is admitted
to be the author of 2. 3 ], it follows further that John the Elder
Is the author not only of 2.3 [, but also of J and of r J.—
There is no evidence that John the Elder wrote J* beyond
the conjectures of Dionysius and Eusebius. But there is some
external evidence and good internal evidence that the Elder
wrote 2. 3 J. The external evidence is of the slightest. It is
found in Jerome (De wiris illus. c. 18), “rettulimus traditum
duas posteriores epistulas Johannis non apostoli esse sed
presbyteri.” But the internal evidence is strong. As Brooke
writes ( fohannine Epp. 166 sq.): “The evidence of Papiasand
Irenaeus points to a prevalent Christian usage of the word
(wpeaBiTepos), especially in Asia, to denote those who had com-
panied with Apostles. . . . It is natural to suppose that through-
out the fragment of his Introduction, which Eusebius quotes,
Papias uses the expression mwpeaSirepos in the same sense.” The
elders are the men from . . . whom Papias learnt the sayings

! No linguistic study of 2. 3 J in relation to J and J*P is known to me.

But for my previous study of JaP I should have missed most of the points
that determine the question at issue.
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of the Apostles. “The absolute use of the phrase in Papias
(kai Tod8 6 mpeaBirepos Eleye) and in 2 and 3 John makes it the
distinctive title of some member of the circle to whom the
words are addressed, or at least of one who is well known to
them.” Hence 7t 7#s only natural to recognize the Elder,
mentioned in Papias and in 2. 3 ], as John the Elder, whom
Papias so carefully distinguishes from Jokn the Apostle. The
writer of 2. 3_J cannot have been an apostle.?

But if jJohn the Elder was the author of 2. 3 [, then we
conclude further by means of the results arrived at in 11. § 6 above
that he was also the author of J.2

This conclusion does not exclude the possibility that John
the Elder was, as Harnack suggests, the pupil of John the
Apostle. In this case J embodies materials which John the
Elder learnt from John the Apostle, but the form 1is his
own.
§ 6. If John the Eilderis the author of J and (1.) 2. 3 ], is
Jokn the Apostle the author of J*1 No. Jokn, its author, claims
to be a prophet, not an apostle. He was a Palestinian Jew who
migrated to Asia Minor when probably advanced in years.—
John the author of J* nowhere claims that he is an apostle.
He appears to look upon the apostles retrospectively and from
without, 214 (cf. 18%). In these two passages he enumerates as
two distinct classes—apostles and prophets. He never makes
any claim to apostleship: he never suggests that he knew Christ
personally. But he distinctly claims to be a prophet—a member

1 It has, however, been urged that an apostle could designate himself an
elder. This is true under certain conditions but notin 2. 3 J. That the
writer is an elder and not an apostle we infer from the fact that he claims
no higher ‘title in 3 J, where, had he been an apostle, %e would naturally
have availed himself of his power as an apostle to suppress Diotrephes
and others who disowned kis jurisdiction and authority, which they could
not have done had he been an apostle. Further, in case 1 Pet §'
is quoted to prove that an apostle may designate himself as an elder
(wpeaBurépous obv év Vuiv wapakad 6 curmpeaBiTepos), we have only to observe
that Peter has at the outset indicated his apostolic authority, so that the
words in §! form no true parallel to 2. 3 J1.

2 The statement in Irenaeus (ii. 22. §), that according to the elders in
Asia, John the disciple declared that Jesus reached the age of 50, is professedly
second-hand, and is therefore to be estimated accordingly. If this evidence
were trustworthy, it would be practically impossible to assign J to John the
Elder. But as we have seen elsewhere, Irenaeus is often quite untrust-
worthy. The extravagant account of the fruitfulness of the vine is also attributed
by Irenaeus (v. 33°) to the elders, who said that they had heard it from John
the disciple. Such an expectation, if it was Zferally accepted and really
transmitted by John the Elder, would be against his authorship of J.
But it was obviously to be interpreted in a purely metaphorical sense.
In these passages Irenxus believes that the John he is speaking of is the
Apostle and not the Elder, although he never designates him as drésrohos, but
only as padnris.
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of the brotherhood of the Christian prophets, 229 who are God’s
servants in a special sense, 1! 107 11'® 228 whereas other
Christians are God’s servants so far as they observe the things
revealed by the prophets, 22%. He is a servant of Jesus Christ,
1, a brother! of the Churches of Asia and a partaker in their
sufferings, 1%. He is commanded “to prophesy” to the nations
of the earth, 10!}, He designates his work as ““the words of the
prophecy,” 18, or “the words of the prophecy of this book,”
227-10.18  Hence it may be safely concluded that the author of
J?® was not an apostle.

The author of J** was a Palestinian Jew. He was a great
spiritual genius, a man of profound insight and the widest
sympathies. His intimate acquaintance with the Hebrew text
of the O.T., of which his book contains multitudinous quota-
tions based directly upon it, is best explained by this
hypothesis. The fact also, that he thought in Hebrew and trans-
lated its idioms literally into Greek, points to Palestine as his
original home. Though no doubt he used the Aramaic of his
day, in a real sense Hebrew was his mother’s tongue. His Greek
also, which is unlike any Greek that was ever penned by mortal
man, calls for the same hypothesis. No Greek document
exhibits such a vast multitude of solecisms and unparalleled
idiosyncrasies. Most writers on J*® have been struck with the
unbridled licence of his Greek constructions. But in reality
there is no such licence. The Greek, though without a parallel
elsewhere, proceeds according to certain rules of the author’s
own devising. Now this fact is a proof that our author never
mastered Greek idiomatically—even the Greek of his own day.

But we may proceed still further. Just as his use of Hebrew
practically as his mother tongue (for Hebrew was still the
language of learned discussions in Palestine) points to his bein
a Palestinian Jew, so his extraordinary use of Greek appears to
prove not only that he never mastered the ordinary Greek of hjs
own times, but that he came to acquire whatever knowledge he
had of this language when somewhat advanced in years.

Two other characteristics of the man and his work point not
only to Palestine, but Galilee as his original home. The first is
that he was a prophet or Seer. Now the writers of apocalypses,
so far as we are aware, were generally natives of Galilee, not of
Judaea. In the next place, our author exhibits an intimate
acquaintance with the entire apocalyptic literature of his time,
and this literature found most of its readers in Galilee, where the
Law, which was hostile to it, had less power than in Judaea.

1 The author describes himself simply as a brother of his readers. In

2 Pet 3'® Paul is similarly described (6 dyamnrés Hudv ddehpés) ; but there one
apostle is supposed to be referring to another.
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§ 7. The silence of ecclesiastical writers down to 180 4.D. as to
any residence of John the Apostle in Asia Minor is against kis being
the author of J*?.—The conclusion reached in § 6 is confirmed by
external evidence. No sub-apostolic writer betrays any know-
ledge that John the Apostle ever resided in Ephesus. Yet the
author of J* was ‘evidently the chief authority in the Ephesian
Church, or at least one of his chief authorities. Thus Ignatius
(cire. 110 A.D.) in his letter to the Church of Ephesus (122) speaks
only of Paul, but makes no allusion whatever to John the
Apostle, though according to the later tradition John had exercised
his apostolic authority in Ephesus long afier Paul, and had
written both J and J*. 'The reasonable inference from the above
silence is that Ignatius was not aware of any residence of John the
Apostle in Ephesus. That Clemens Romanus (¢77c. 96 A.D.) was
silent as to John’s residence in Ephesus, may have some bearing
on this question when taken in connection with that of Ignatius.
Justin and Hegesippus (150-180 A.D.) in like manner tell
nothing of John’s residence in Ephesus. Yet Justin lived in
Ephesus about 135 A.D., which city, according to later tradition,
was the scene of John’s apostolic labours.

§ 8. The above conclusions are confirmed by the tradition of
John the Apostle’s martyrdom, which, if trustworthy, renders his
authorship of J? as well as of the other johannine literature
Impossible*—That John the Apostle, like his brother James, died
a martyr’s death, has been inferred from the following evidence :—

(a) The prophecy of Jesus.—This is recorded in Mk 10%-40=
Mt 2020-%, and especially the words: “The cup that I drink shall
ye drink ” (1o worijpiov 8 éyd wivw mleche kal vo Bdmriopa & éyd
Bowrilopar Barrictiocesfe, Mk 103 =75 uiv worjpidy pov wieabe,
Mt 20%).2 - In Mark the above words are followed by a
parallel clause : “ And with the baptism that I am baptized withal
shall ye be baptized.” The meaning is unmistakable. Jesus
predicts for James and John the same destiny that awaits
Himself. That this prediction was in part fulfilled when Herod
Agrippa 1. put James to death, we learn from Acts 122 but not
in the case of John. Now, if John’s martyrdom fell within the
period covered by Acts, we may conclude with Wellhausen and

1 See Schwartz, Uber den: Tod der Sikne Zebedaed, 1904 ; Wellhausen and
J. Weiss on Mk 10%; Schmiedel, £ncyc. Bib. ii. 2509-2510; Burkitt,
Gospel History, 250 sq. 5 Moffatt, /ntrod. to Literature of the N.T.% 602 sq.,
613 sq. ; Swete, Zhe Apocalypse, p. clxxix sq. ; Bacon, Fourth Gospel in
Research, 133, 147; Latimer Jackson, Problem of the Fourth Gospel,
142-150.

? If these words are taken to be a vaticination post eventum, as they are
by certain scholars, then the evidence for the martyrdom of John is simply a
fact of history. But the present writer accepts the words as an actual
prophecy of Christ and one that was fulfilled in actual fact.
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Moffatt that we have here one of the many gaps discoverable in
Luke’s narrative, who fails to record John’s death as he does
that of Peter. But it is not necessary to assume that John
was martyred before 66 A.D., as we shall see presently.

(8) But though Acts 12% fails us here, there is a Papias-
tradition recounting the martyrdom of Jokn.—A MS of Georgius
Hamartolus (gth cent.) states on the authority of Papias that John
the son of Zebedee was slain by the Jews ((Iwdvyys) paprvpiov kat-
nélwrar Mamlas yop . . . Ppdoxe de Imd Tovdalwy dympély, mAnpdoas
SyNady pera Tob ddedgpod Ty Tod XpiaTod wepl adrdv mpdppnow).
This statement is confirmed by an extract published by De Boor
(Texte u. Untersuchungen, 1888, v. 2. 170) from an Oxford MS.
(7th or 8th cent.) of an epitome of the Chronicle of Philip of
Sidé (sth cent.). “ Papias in the second book says that John the
Divine and James his brother were slain by the Jews” (Ilawlas
&v 7. Sevrépw Mbyw Aéyer 61 “Twdvvns & feoddyos! kai ‘IdkwBos 6
48e\dpos adrod vwro "Tovdalwy dvypéinoar). Swete (Apoc. clxxix. sq.)
adds here the following pertinent comment: “If Papias made
it (this statement), the question remains whether he made it
under some misapprehension, or merely by way of expressing
his conviction that the prophecy of Mk x. 39 had found a
literal fulfilment. Neither explanation is very probable in view
of the early date of Papias. He does not, however, affirm that
the brothers suffered at the same time: #ke martyrdom of Jokn
at the hand of the Jews might have taken place at any date
before the last days of Jerusalem.”?

This Papias-tradition is rejected by Bernard, Studia Sacra,
260-284; Harnack, 7’LZ., 1909, 10-12; Drummond, 227 sq.;
Zahn, Forschungen, vi. 147 sq.; Armitage Robinson, Historical
Character of John’s Gospely, 64 sqq.; Stanton, Gospels as His-
torical Documents, 1. 166 sq.; but such a rejection is hazardous
in face of the evidence furnished by subsequent and independent
authorities, not to speak of the results already arrived at inde-
pendently in this chapter.®

(¢) Certain ancient writers imply or recount the martyrdom of
John the son of Zebedee.—'The first evidence is that of Heracleon
(an early Gnostic commentator on J, about 145 A.D.), preserved
in Clement of Alexandria (Strom. iv. g). Heracleon in connec-
tion with Lk 121112 states that “Matthew, Philip, Thomas,

1§ feondyos is, of course, a late addition. It is found in most cursives of
the Apocalypse in its title.

2 The italics are mine.

3 These results exclude the possibility of John the son of Zebedee being
the author of J*P, and also of 1. 2. 3], J, if, as is highly probable, John the
Elder wrote 2. 3. J. John the Apostle may have been the teacher of Jchn
the Elder. This Papias-tradition would account perfectly for the absence
of his writings from the N.T.
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Levi,! and many others” had escaped public testimony to
Christ. The omission of John’s name is full of significance.
He cannot, in view of his prominence both in the N.T. and in
the 2nd cent., be relegated to the nameless body of the “ many
others.” Clement does not call in question this statement of
Heracleon. Archbishop Bernard weakens this evidence, but his
(Studia Sacra, 283 sq.) argument proceeds on the hypothesis that
John the Apostle was the author of the Apocalypse.

The next evidence is furnished by the Martyrium Andreac
i. 2 (Bonnet, Acta Apost. Apocr. 1. i. 46 sq.). Here it is
recounted how the apostles cast lots as to which people they
should severally adopt as their sphere of missionary effort. The
result of the casting of the lots was that the circumcision was
assigned to Peter, tke East to James and Jokn, and the cities of
Samaria and Asia to Philip (éxAnpdfy Ilérpos iy wepiropiy,
TIdkwBos kal Twdvwys Ty dvatoljy: ®llirmos tas wéhes s
Siapaplas kal v "Aciav), and so on. What is significant in this
legend is that it ignores wholly any residence of John in Asia
Minor.?

Next, in Clement (S#7om. vil. 17) it is stated definitely that the
teaching of the apostles, embracing the ministry of Paul, was
brought to a close in the reign of Nero? (3 8¢ dwoorédwv adrod
(F.e. Xporod) péxpr ye tis Havdov Merovpylas éxi Népwvos
redetodrar). These words presuppose the death of all the
apostles before 70 A.p. In Epiphanius (li. 33), John’s activity
is assigned to the times of the Emperor Claudius: rod dylov
Twdvvov . . . wpognyredaavTos &v xpdvors KAavdlov kalrapos.

The same tradition of John’s martyrdom is attested in
Chrysostom (Hom. lxv. on Mt 20%), though in Hom. lxxvi. he
says that John long survived the fall of Jerusalem. :

According to Moffatt (p. 6o07), even Gregory of Nyss
(Laudatio Stephani: De Basilio Magno) mentions Peter, James,
and John as martyred apostles and places them between Stephen
and Paul. But Bernard (Stwdia Sacra, 280 sqq.) has rightly
objected to Gregory being cited as supporting such a thesis.
The fact is that Gregory is mystified naturally by this attestation
of the Church calendar to the martyrdom of John and seeks to
explain it away.

1 This reduplication in Matthew . . . Levi is found elsewhere.

2 As Latimer Jackson observes, ‘‘the allusion Gal 2? is significant ; it
suggests that John, extending the right hand of fellowship to Paul and
Barnabas (who had taken the Gentiles as their sphere of work), decides to
cast in his lot with the circumcision (p. 149).” But we have to remember
also that Peter went to the West and was martyred in Rome.

81t is true that elsewhere Clement (Quis dives salv. 42) tells the story
of John and the robber, which, were it true, would imply his living to old
age. )
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As Clement and Chrysostom reflect the conflicting tradition$
as to the manner of John’s death and the age at which he died,
the Muratorian Canon attests indirectly the survival of the older
tradition. It states that Paul wrote to seven churches after the
precedent set by John. This statement cannot be accepted,
since most (if not all) of the Pauline Epistles were written
before all the Seven Churches in Asia were founded. Thus
the Church in Smyrna was not founded till 61-64 A.D. at
earliest : cf. Polycarp, 4d Pkil, ii. But the statement becomes
intelligible, if John’s apostolic activity belonged to the decades
before 70 a.p. Thus the older tradition discovers the element
of fact in this statement of the Muratorian Canon. For in
its enumeration of the works of St. Paul it proceeds: *Ex quibus
singulis (non) necesse est a nobis disputari, cum ipse beatus
apostolus Paulus, seguens prodecessoris sui Johannis ordinem,
nonnisi nominatim septem ecclesiis scribat. . . .” Here the
composition of J* is set before that of the Pauline Epistles.
This fact justifies the assumption that the Muratorian Canon
represents the composition of J as prior to the dispersion of the
apostles. “Quartum evangeliorum Johannis ex discipulis. (Is)
cohortantibus condiscipulis et episcopis suis dixit: Conjejunate
mihi hodie triduo, et quid cuique fuerit revelatum, alterutrum
nobis enarremus. Eadem nocte revelatum Andreae ex apostolis,
ut recognoscentibus cunctis Johannes suo nomine cuncta
describeret” That the condisczpuli =the rest of the apostles, is
to be inferred from John himself being called ex déscipuiis. 1t may
be remarked in passing that the revision of J is here plainly stated.

The North African work De Rebaptismate (cire. 250 A.D.)
supports the Papias-tradition: ‘ He said to the sons of Zebedee :
“Are ye able?” For he knew the men had to be baptized, not
only in water but also in their own blood.”

Finally, the Syrian Aphraates (De Persecutione (344 A.D.))
writes: “Great and excellent is the martyrdom of Jesus. . . .
After Him was the faithful martyr Stephen, whom the Jews
stoned. Simon also and Paul were perfect martyrs. And
James and John walked in the footsteps of their Master Christ. . . .
Also others of the apostles thereafter in diverse places confessed
and proved themselves true martyrs.” Here the actual martyrs
are mentioned first, including John. Then come the confessors
to whom the hononary rank of martyrs is accorded.

(d) The Syriac Martyrology postulates the martyrdom of Jokn
the son of Zebedee. This martyrology (411 A.D.) was drawn up
at Edessa for the use of the local church. It contains the
following festivals :

Dec. 27. Twdvrys kal TdkwBos of dmdarolot év "Tepogoripats.

Dec. 28. *Ev ‘Pouy 7§ méAe Ilatlos kai Svpevv Kneas.
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Here the martyrdom of James and John in Jerusalem is
commemorated between that of Stephen on Dec. 26 and that of
Paul and Peter on Dec. 28.

Seeing that the statements with regard to James, Paul and
Peter are trustworthy, there appears no reason for questioning
that respecting John. In the Calendar of Carthage (a7 505)
there is the entry, “ Commemoration of St. John Baptist, and of
James the Apostle, whom Herod slew.” Since in the same
calendar the Baptist is commemorated on June 24, it is clear
that John the son of Zebedee is here intended. Thus the two
sons of Zebedee are here conjoined, and evidently on the
ground of their common martyrdom. According to Moffatt
(Introd. Lit. N.T. p. 6o5), the Armenian and Gothico-Gallic
Calendars agree with the Syriac.

This considerable body of independent and diverse forms of
evidence appears to the present writer to remove the Papias:
tradition from the sphere of hypothesis into that of reasonably
established facts of history. Finally, the date of John’s martyrdom
can be fixed within certain limits. He was alive when Paul had
his conference with the “pillar-apostles” in Jerusalem (Gal 29).
This was not later than 64 a.p.! Since he was martyred by the
Jews, he must have died before 70 A.D.

That the later testimony of Irenaeus that John the Apostle
resided in Asia, as well as the statement that Polycarp was a
disciple of the Apostle, must be rejected if the Papias-tradition
is correct, follows as a matter of course. Irenaeus is occasionally
very inaccurate. His 'confusion of John the Elder with John
the Apostle? finds (m11. 12. 15) an exact parallel in his confusion
of James the Lord’s brother, who in Acts 153 takes part in the
Council of Jerusalem, with James the son of Zebedee, who has
already been martyred in Acts 122, Iniv. 27. 1 he states that one
of his authorities is a disciple of the disciples of the apostles ;
yet in 32. 2 he designates the same man as a disciple of the
apostles. In A.E. iii. 39. 2, Eusebius charges Irenaeus with
wrongly representing Papias as a disciple of John the Apostle.
Irenaeus states on the authority of certain elders, who main-
tained that they had heard it from John, that Jesus did not die

1 Galatians is variously dated from §3 to 64 A.D.

2 Though Irenaeus has transferred to John the Apostle the labours of John
the Elder and the scene of these labours, he still distinguishes the Elder whom
he frequently quotes alike from the body of the Elders whom he also quotes, and
from John the disciple of the Lord ; cf. iv. 30. 4: *“Si quis autem diligentius
intendat his, . . . quaecunque Joannes discipulus Domini vidit in Apocalypsi,”
and 31, 1: ‘“Talia quaedam enarrans de antiquis presbyter reficiebat nos” ;
32. 1: ““Senior apostolorum discipulus” ; also iv. 28. 1. It is significant,
however, that Irenaeus never calls this John, whom he regards as the author

of the Johannine writings, an apostle, but only a disciple of the Lord.
This element of truth still survives in his treatment of this question.

d
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till the reign of Claudius (11. 22. 5). The confusion of Philip
the Evangelist and Philip the Apostle, whom Luke in the Acts
distinguishes carefully, is found in several ancient writers, most
probably in Polycrates of Ephesus (c77c. 196 A.p.) and Proclus:
cf. Bus. iii. 31. 3—4, v. 24. 2 ; in Clement of Alexandria (Strom.
iii. 6. 52), Tertullian and Eusebius. See Encye. Bib. (2511);
Moffatt, /ntrod.® 608 sqq. ; otherwise Lightfoot, Colossians, 45 sq.

The primitive tradition as to the martyrdom of John the
Apostle was gradually displaced by the later tradition represented
by Irenaeus; but even so the primitive tradition maintained itself
in various places down to the 7th cent., as we have shown
above.

The conclusion to which the above facts and inferences point
is that John the Apostle was never in Asia Minor, and that he
died a martyr’s death between the visit of St. Paul to the “pillar”
apostles in Jerusalem, ci7e. 64 (?) and 70 A.D.

IV.
THE EDITOR OF THE APOCALYPSE.

From the section dealing with the Plan, pp. xxili—xxviii, we
have seen that J*» exhibits, except in short passages, and espe-
cially towards the close of chap. 18, a structural unity and a
steady development of thought from the beginning to 20%. In
20%-22, on the other hand, the traditional order of the text
exhibits a hopeless mental confusion and a tissue of irreconcilable
contradictions. Invol. ii. 144-154 I have gone at length into this
question, and shown the necessity for the hypothesis that jo/n
died when he had completed 1-20° of his work, and that the
materials for ils completion, whick were for the most part ready in
a series of independent documents, were put together by a faithful
but unintelligent disciple in the ovder which he thought right. Such
was the solution of the problem I arrived at five years ago, and
all my subsequent study has served to confirm the truth.of this
hypothesis. In the earlier chapters (1—20%) I adopted tentatively
and occasionally the hypothesis of an editor, but generally that
of an interpolator or interpolators, but it was nothing but one
hypothesis possible amongst many others, till I came to deal
with 20%—22. This present section, therefore, represents a brief
restudy of the interpolations which can with most probability be
attributed to the editor from the standpoint of the solution of
the problem discovered in connection with 20%~22. For the
main grounds for this hypothesis the reader should consult ii.
144-154 and the commentary that follows.
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On p. lvii sq. we have given a complete list of the inter-
polations in the text, and marked by an asterisk those which
appear to proceed from the editor.

Now, if we wish to learn something about this editor we
should begin with his editing of 20%*-22. We are here first of
all seeking to learn his grammatical usages, though occasionally
we shall consider his opinions so far as they have led him to
change the text. He is a more accurate Greek scholar than
our author, and, as he shows no sign of really knowing Hebrew,
he was probably a native of Asia Minor.

As regards grammar, the construction in 20!l év xabijuevov
ér' tadrov T and 215 6 kabyjuevos éml T10Y Bpdvov T, which is not
that of our author (see p. cxxxii), is probably due to him. This
construction with the gen. is more usual in classical Greek.!
Now in the interpolation which he has made in 141517 we find
this same construction twice : 78 kalyuéve émi Tis kepdAns and
& kabijpevos émt Tis vedédns; and in 97 we find the same non-
Johannine construction 7. kafyuévovs éx’ 1 adrdv T, which may be
traced to the editor. In any case, in three passages at least the
editor appears to have corrected the Johannine construction into
the more usual Greek one. 21° 6 rabfijpevos émi 174 bpdve T
seems to be a primitive corruption for éxi Tov Gpdvor.

In 20*-22 there are three other passages where the editor has
changed the text. In zo* the oirwes is an insertion of the
editor to make the text possible Greek. But the construction
without the olrwes, Z.e. TGV memekekiopévov kal ob wpogexkvimaoay, is
always elsewhere the Hebraism used by our author. See vol. i.
14 sq. Again, in 21% 76 Swdvre ddow we should expect, in
accordance with our author’s usage, adrd after dow (Which 046
and certain cursives actually add). Here again the editor was
improving the author’s Greek. In 2212 the order of the words,
70 épyov éoTly adrod, is the editor’s. In any case it is not John’s.
Here 046 and a few cursives restore John’s order.

That the editor was a better Greek scholar than the author
is apparent also in his interpolations in 2211-18"19, To these
passages, which are interpolations (see ii. 221~224), we shall return
presently.

But though a fair Greek scholar, the editor is very unintelligent.
He has made a chaos of 20%-22, and wherever else he has
intervened he has introduced confusion and made it impossible
in many cases for students, who accepted his interpolations as
part of the text, to understand the author. In 1* he has sought

1 éxt, c. gen. dat. or acc., isfound in our author as elsewhere after xd@noac.
But where the idea of resting on is present, the genitive is most natural.
But the use of the case after kd@nofar éxl in our author is wholly unique.
See p. cxxxii,
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by his interpolation to make the text enumerate the Persons of
the Trinity—a grotesque conception indeed, but with a parallel
in Justin Martyr. His interpolation of 12 is singularly infelicitous
as well as being impossible. Not understanding that 6 feds 6
mavrokpdrwp 1s a stock rendering of the Hebrew “ God of Hosts,”
and that accordingly this title cannot be broken into two parts,
he actually divides 6 feds from 6 mavrokpdrwp by eight words, and
next represents the Seer as hearing God speaking this verse,
although he has not yet fallen into a trance. The intrusion
8712 with the necessary changes in the adjoining context is to
be traced to him also (see vol. i. 218-223). This fragment is
of unknown provenance. In order to introduce this inter-
polation the editor has, as already observed, made many changes
in the adjoining contexts. One of these changes bears clear
testimony to his ignorance of our author’s style. Thus in 85
he represents our author as saying Bpovral xai poval kal doTparal.
But our author knows well that the dorparal always precede the
Bpovral: cf. 45 1119 168, But apparently this editor neither
knew this fact nor his master’s usage. This interpolation made
it impossible for all interpreters of the Apocalypse to understand
the meaning of the clause éyévero auyy év 76 otpavd bs Nuidpiov.
Besides, 8712 is a weaker repetition of what is said elsewhere in
our author, and is frequently at variance with its adjoining
context.

In 9! the clause «al év 7§ ‘EX\yvikfj Svopa éxer *Amodddwv
(which is good Greek) appears to come from the editor’s hand.
Our author would naturally have written xai ‘EAApnari’Amod Aoy,
if he had written the words at all, since the preceding words run,
ovopa atrg "Efpoicti 'ABadddv, and owur author never aims at
variely of construction in repeating the same simple fact. Svopa,
adr@ is frequent in the LXX. See also 6% and the note on gll,

The next interpolation due to this editor is 143e-%b. If
these clauses are from his pen they help us to recognize
another trait in his character. He is a narrow ascetic, and
introduces into Christianity ideas that had their origin in pagan
faiths of unquestionable impurity. According to the teaching of
143¢4b_ neither St. Peter nor any other married apostle nor any
woman whatever would be allowed to follow the Lamb on Mt.
Zion. But it is chastity not celibacy that is a Christian virtue.
To regard marriage as a pollution is impossible in our author,
who compares the covenant between Christ and the Church to
a marriage, 19% and calls the Church the Bride, 21%9 2217,

In 14142, however, the editor reaches the climax of his
stupidity. Here by his insertion of the impossible verses, 141517,
which he found elsewhere, he has first of all divided the
Messianic judgment into two acts, the first of which—added by
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him—is called the harvesting of the earth, 141517, .and the second
of which is called the vintaging of the earth, 141820, The first is
assigned to the Son of Man! and the second and greater part
to an angel. Thus the Son of Man is treated as an angel—a
conception impossible not only in J*8, but in Jewish and
Christian literature as a whole. But our author never speaks
of the judgment as a harvesting of the earth, but as a vintaging,
and this vintaging is described at length in 19!1-%! and assigned
to the Word of God (6 Adyos 7ob feod), who “treadeth the
winepress of the fierce anger of God Almighty” (19!%). The
fact that our editor, in the face of this clear assignment of the
entire Messianic judgment-—described as sa vintaging of the
earth—to the Son of Man, could assign it to an angel, betrays
a depth of stupidity all but incomprehensible, and brands him
as an arch heretic of the first century though probably an
unconscious one. And the irony of it is that, despite his
abyssmal stupidity and heresies, he has achieved immortality by
securing a covert in the great work which he has done so much
to discredit and obscure.?

In 15! we have, no doubt, another of his additions. It is
designed to introduce the Seven Bowls. Now every new
important section our author begins with the words pera radra
€ldov (see note on 4! in Commentary). Less important divisions
are introduced by xai €ldov. Here, however, we find the latter
words used, which at once provokes our astonishment. But
that is not all. The vision breaks off, and a new vision—that of
the blessed martyrs in heaven, 15%4—is recounted ; and then at
last we come to the real introduction to the Seven Bowls in 155
which rightly begins with the words kai perd rTadra eldov—a fact
which shows that the Seven Bowls are here mentioned for the
first time. Such an interference with the text can hardly be
assigned to any mere scribe (see vol. ii. 30-32).

Passing over 16%, which was most probably interpolated
by the editor, since it exhibits a wrong construction of wpo-
oxvvely from the standpoint of our author, we come to 165
kal 7kovaa Tod dyyélov Tdv védrwv—a clause which he added in
order to introduce some actual sentences of our author, Ze.
1657, These verses belong after 1g% The editor may have
found them detached on a separate piece of papyrus, and owing
to his inability to recognize their true context inserted them
after 164 It is true that to the uninstructed mind they present a

1 History has here in part repeated itself; for in the Testaments of the
XII Patriarchs (see my edition, pp. xvi sq., lvii-lix) the work of a bitter
assailant of the Maccabean priest-kings has gained a place in the heart of a
gook that was written by an ardent upholder of the earlier members of that

ynasty.
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superficial fitness for the place they occupy in the traditional text,
but they are in reality wholly unsuited to it, as its technical
expressions prove. See vol. il. 120-123. 1614 (45 Bdrpayar
eloiv yap mvedpara daypovioy wololvra onuela) was also apparently
foisted into the text by the editor. It is against our author’s
grammar, which would require &s Barpdxovs. To adapt the
context to the interpolation he has changed éxmopevépeva into &
dkmopedovrar.  17% (8pn elaly, dwov §) yuvi) kdbyrar én’ adrivl kai
with érrd added after Baci)els), which gives a second explanation
of the érra Baothels, appears also to be from his hand. 19910
is quite clearly an interpolation (see vol. ii. p. 128 sq.), and owes
its insertion here very probably to the editor. It has dislodged a
necessary part of the original text. Was the original undecipher-
able, or was it simply expunged in order to receive the contribu-
tions of the editor ?

We now return to zo*-22 with which we began. I have
shown at length in ii. 144-154 the chaos to which the editor has
reduced the work of his master in 20%-22. Notwithstanding, it
will be instructive to touch here also on a few of the hopeless
incongruities he has introduced through his sheer incapacity to
understand his master’s teaching. In 20%-22, as it stood origin-
ally, our author sees in a vision the coming evangelization of
the world by Christ and the glorified martyrs on the Second
Advent. This is already foretold in advance in 15* by the
triumphant martyrs before the throne of God, * All the nations
shall come and worship before Thee,” and in a vision in 1457,
and again in 1115 where proleptically the angelic song declares
that “the kingdom of this world hath become the kingdom of
our Lord and of His Christ.” The evangelization of the world is
thus committed to the glorified martyrs at once as their task and
the guerdon of their faithfulness in the past. They preach afresh
the Gospel to the nations of the earth, and all who receive it are
healed of their diseases, cleansed from their sins, admitted to
the Heavenly City, and allowed to eat of the bread of life.
Thus the Millennial Reign is one of arduous spiritual toil, and the
thrones assigned to these glorified martyrs are simply a symbol
of faithful service, which vary in glory in the measure of their
service.

Such is our author’s teaching, but through the edstor’s
rearrangement of the text the Millennial Reign is emptied of
all significance. The glorified martyrs return to earth with
Christ and enjoy a dramatic but rather secular victory, sitting
on thrones in splendid idleness for full one thousand years
(e

1 The editor prefers the genitive always after kd@noar émi, as we have
seen above.
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Nearly all the incongruities in 2022 are due to the editor’s
incompetence. But in 2013 there is something worse. Dis-
honesty has taken the part of incapacity. The editor has
tampered with his master’s text. In order to make the text
teach a physical resurrection he has changed some such word
as ““treasuries” or ‘‘chambers” (7.e. the abode of righteous souls
—not of the martyrs who went direct to heaven) and inserted
% @dragoe. But the sea can only give up bodies, not souls.
Yet the phrase “the dead” (rods vexpovs) implies personalities,
Z.e. souls, just as certainly as it does in the next line, where death
and Hades give up “the dead” (. vexpovs) in them. Hence it
follows that % fdAacoa cannot have stood originally in the text.
Besides, before the final judgment began the sea had already
vanished, 20'l. On this depravation of his text by the editor,
see vol. il. 194-199, where, as well as in the English trans., I
have restored the text.

2211 is written in a form of parallelism unexampled elsewhere
in our author, while its subject-matter is in conflict with other
passages in our author. The last interpolation,! 221819, exhibits
the editor at his worst. Having taken the most unwarrantable
liberties with his author’s text by perverting its teaching in some
passages and by his interpolations making it wholly unintelligible
in others, he sets the crown on his misdemeanours by invoking
an anathema on any person who should in any respect follow
the method which had the sanction of his own example.? By
this and other like unwarrantable devices this shallow-brained
fanatic and celibate, whose dogmatism varies directly with the
narrowness of his understanding, has often stood between John
and his readers for nearly 2000 years. But such obscurantism
cannot outlive the limits assigned to it; the reverent and
patient research of the present age is steadily discovering and
bringing to light the teaching of this great Christian prophet
whose work fitly closes the Canon, and closes it with his
benediction: “The grace of the Lord Jesus be with all the
saints.”

! In addition to the arguments advanced in vol. ii. 222-223 against the
authenticity of 21'8-1%, we should observe that in the writer’s use of émurifévar
there is a play on the two meanings of this verb, Z.e ‘“to add” and ‘‘to
inflict.” The latter use is found in Luke 10%, Acts 16%, and frequently in
classical Greek. Such a play on words is not found in our author.

2 The use of such anathemas by writers of an inferior stamp was quite
common as I have shown in vol. ii. 223-224.



Ivi THE REVELATION OF ST. JOHN

V. .
DEPRAVATION OF THE TEXT THROUGH INTERPOLATIONS,
DisLocATiONS, LACUNAE, AND DITTOGRAPHS.

§ 1. Interpolations.—There are in all some 22 or more
interpolated verses in our text, if we add together all the inter-
polated verses, clauses, phrases, and words. The grounds for
regarding these as interpolations are nearly always given in the
Commentary, 77 loc., and in footnotes to the English translation
in vol. ii. in a more popular and less technical form. But in a
few cases these will be found only in the latter, since they were
not recognized as interpolations, or else wrongly condemned as
such when the Commentary was written.

The interpolations are rejected as such either because they
are wrong in their subject-matter, that is, against the context, or
because they are against our author’s linguistic usage. Bu¢
generally an interpolated passage betrays its intrustve character
both by its linguistic form and subject-matter. Where these two
kinds of evidence combine, they are conclusive. As notable
interpolations of this kind, the reader should study 18 141517,
First, as regards 1% we discover that this verse is impossible in its
present context ; for it represents the Seer as hearing God pro-
nounce these words, although the Seer does not fall into a trance
until 1% Next, we discover that it could not occur in any
context in our author, since, contrary to his universal usage and
that of all Palestinian writers, he separates 6 wavroxpdrwp from
6 Beds by eight words, whereas it should immediately follow it, as
it is a rendering of the Hebrew genitive (mx2¥) immediately
dependent on & feds (~n$x). Next, 141517 is against our author’s
usage in respect to constructions. But it errs still more grievously
against the context. The interpolator, failing to recognize * one
like a son of man” (141) as Christ, has treated Him merely as an
angel, and assigned Him only one-half of the Messianic judgment,
wherein the judgment is compared to a harvesting of the earth—
a figure not used by our author. But thisis not all. He has
assigned to “another angel” the Messianic judgment—i.e., the
vintaging of the earth—the duty expressly attributed by our
author to Christ in 191121,

But interpolation sometimes leads to further depravation of
the text. This occurs when the interpolated passage obliges the
interpolator to adapt the immediate context to his additions to
the text. The classical instance of such tampering with the text
will be found in connection with the interpolation of 8712, whereby
“the three Woes,” each preceded by a trumpet blast, have been
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transformed into “the seven Trumpets.” This drastic interven-
tion of the interpolator has necessitated slight changes in 8 6.18
ol 18 o7 1115 and the transposition of certain clauses. This addi-
tion is at variance with the entire context: it has destroyed the
dramatic development of our author’s theme, and represents him
as indulging in vain and inconsistent repetitions.! The presence
of this interpolation in our text has hidden from all interpreters
up to the present the true meaning of the phrase—there was
silence in heaven for the space of half an hour,” as well as other
important matters.

Several interpolations have arisen from marginal glosses.
58 1418 (§ Iywv éfovolav émi 7. wupds), 17% (Spy eloiv . . . &
a#rév kal)—a second interpretation of “the seven heads” from
the hand of the editor or an interpolator. 19?10 is mainly a
doublet of 2289 and in 115 1717 the additions appear to be
simply dittographs.

The complete list of interpolations in and additions to the
text is as follows. Those which appear to be due to the editor
are marked with an asterisk.

*14¢ (kai &wd TOV érTd . . . abrod). See vol. i 11-13. *18
(Eyd eipe 76 "Arda . . . & wavrokpdrop). See footnote
on English translation 7z loc., vol. ii. 11 (@s o).

25 (& pn peravojoys). 22 (v py peravoricovow ék TéV
¢pywv adris). See footnote on Eng. trans. iz Joc., vol. ii.

4% (& éorwv 70 éwrd mvedpata Tob feod): 4% (& péow 70D
Bpdvov kal): 4® (kukAdfev kal éowley yépovow Spbaipav).

581 (af elow ai mwpooevyal Tév dylwv): 5 (kal 7. {Guv kal T.
wpeafurépwv). See vol. i. 145, 148 respectively.

68" (kal 6 ddns frolovfer per’ adrod). See vol. i. 169 sq.
689 (droxreivar . . . Two . Oyplov . y7is). See il 171.

*82 (of &vamiov 1. Oeod éorikacw). Seei. 221: also footnote
on Eng. trans. 7z loc. 8712, To adapt this interpolation
of the first four Trumpets to its new context, changes
were introduced in 8%6-15 1-13 107 1115 and 82 trans-
posed from its original position after 85. Seei. 219-222.

9% (kal 6 Bacaviopds . . . dvbpomor? See footnote: Eng.
trans.). *ql° (kal év Ty . . . "AmoAAdwv). See i. 246.
*Ql6b-172 (Jcovora 7. dpifpdv . . . Spdoer). Observe that
the wrong construction, 7. xafnpévovs tér’ adrdv i, is
due to editor. See i. 252. 9% (kal & Tais . . .
kepadds). See 1. 254.

! Hence practically every editor who accepts the entire work as from
John’s hand, whether he adopts or not the hypothesis of sources, is obliged to
resort to the ¢“ Recapitulation Theory” in a greater or lesser degree, that is,
that the Apocalypse does not represent a strict succession of events, but that

the same events are either wholly or in part dealt with under each successive
series of seven Seals, seven Trumpets, and seven Bowls.
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11% (kal el Tis . . . a-trox'raveﬁvat). See 1. 284.
*1434 (ol 7 “iyopaa pévor amwd . yijs . . . elow and kal 78 dpviw,
See il. 5~10, 422, footnote. *14517 kal dANos dyyelos
. dpémavoy 6£0).  See ii. 18-19, 20-22. 1418 (6 Exwv

e’fovm’av émi Tod wypds). 1419 (6 dyyelos).
*151.  See il. 30-32. 15° (. @Oy . . . 7. feod xai). See
ii. 34. 150 (of émra dyyelow of &ovres . . . wAyyds—

a deliberate change for dyyeAo értd owing to interpola-
tion of 151) See 1i. 31-32, 38.

*162° ('rovs Exowas . . . €ixdy avrod). See ii. 43.
(kai yrovaa Tob dyyélov Tdv v8drwy Aéyovros) added by
editor when he wrongly introduced 16°7, which
properly belongs after 19 ii. 44, 120-123. *G13b-14

*y658

(&s Bdrpayor . . . onueia). See il. 47-48. 16! (xal
éyévero . . ‘u,epn) See ii. 52
*17% (8py eloty . . . ér’ adrdv kai and émrd after Ba.cn)\as)

See ii. 68-69. 171%—a gloss on r7.  See ii. 72.
1717 (kal worfjoay play yvounw). See ii. 73.

1813 (kal fmmwv . . . cwpdrwr). See li. 104.

19® (0 yap Bloowov . . . éorlv). See vol. i. 127-128.
199010 doublet of 2289, which has dislodged part of the
original text. See ii. 128~129. 192 (éxwr dvopa . .
el py adrds). See il 132. 196 (émi 7. ipdmiov kai).
See ii. 137.

%20t (olrwes). *20° (ol Nouwol TGy vexpdv otk &énoav dxp
rededly 7o x{ha é’m). See note on text 7z Joc., vol. ii.
372. 202 (xkata 7a épya adrdv). *20!% (% fdlacoa—
an interpolation which has dislodged the original).
. 194 sqq. 20" (ofiros 6 fdvaros . . . wupds). See
il. 199 s

*21% (kai elwév pou Téyovav). See English translation, 7
Joc. ii. 443. *21% text changed by editor. See ii. 173,

439.

*2211, SSee il. 221 sq. *22'? &s 70 éyov Téorlv abrodT.
The order éoriv adro? is due to the editor. Our author
wrote abrod éorlv. *2218919.  See ii. 222 sq.

§ 2. Dislocationsin 20*—22.—In vol. ii. 144, I have emphasized
the fact that apocalyptic is distinguished from prophecy in its
structural unity and its orderly development of thought to the
final consummation. In the pages that follow (145-154) I have
shown at some length that the text is incoherent and self-
contradictory as it stands, and that these characteristics of 2022,
which are wholly impossible in apocalyptic (if the work is from
one and the same author), are due to vast dislocations of the
text. No mere accident could explain the intolerable confusion
of the text in 20%*-22 (see vol. ii. 144-154). Since this entire
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section, with the exception of two or more verses, comes from the
hand of our author, the only hypothesis that can account for the
present condition of the text is that John died when he com-
pleted 1—20° of his work, and that the materials for its completion,
which were for the most part ready in a series of independent
documents, were put together by an editor who fundamentally
misunderstood the thought and visions of the Seer. Alike in
the Commentary, Text, and Translation, the present writer has
sought to recover the original order of the text (see vol. ii. 153~
154) and given the grounds which have guided this reconstruc-
tion throughout. Manifold traces of the activity of this un-
intelligent editor are to be found in the earlier chapters, and it is
more than probable that most of the interpolations are to be
traced to his hand.

Dislocations in 1—20%.—Though there is nothing in the text
of 1~203 in the least comparable to the confusion that dominates
the traditional structure of 2o0%-22, yet there are some very
astonishing dislocations of isolated clauses and verses.

Of the many dislocations of the text in 1-203 only one
appears to have been deliberate, Ze. the transposition of 82 from
its original position after 8% in order with other changes to
adapt the interpolated section 87-1% (the first four Trumpets) to
its new context. ‘

The remaining dislocations in 1—203 are as follows :—

227¢ has been restored after 226, See Eng. trans. iz loc.

3% has been restored before 3%. See Eng. trans. iz loc.

7%°—6 has been restored after 75 See vol. i. 207.

1118 has been restored after 1118,  See vol. i. 295 sq.

111% has been restored after 111%. See vol. ii. 416, foot-
note to Eng. transl. iz loc.

13% has been restored after 13%%. See vol. ii. 419, foot-
note to Eng. transl. iz /oc.

141218 has been restored after 138, See vol. i. 368 sq.

16°>7 has been restored after 19%.  See vol. ii. 120-123

161% has been restored after 3%. See vol. i. 8o sq.

171417 has been restored as follows: 141716 14 See vol. ii.
60 sq.

18142 has been restored as follows: 18151921 14. 22a-d. 23cd.
22e-h, 23ab. 20. 23f

The most startling of the above dislocations of the text is
that in 181423, How this dislocation arose we cannot determine,
but that the text is dislocated is beyond question. First, we
observe that 1814 comes in wrongly between 181% and 1815, and that
both its sense and structure connect it immediately with 182223
and, as an introduction to these verses, which, combined with it,
express in due gradation the destruction of everything in Rome
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from the greatest luxuries to the barest necessities. Thus
1814 22-23 (four stanzas) compose a special dirge over Rome.
Next, 1820 breaks the close sequence between 1819 and 182! by
introducing an apostrophe to heaven between the descriptive
passages dealing with the ruin of Rome, 1819, and the dramatic
action of the angel, 182.. But, though it cannot stand after 1819,
it comes in with the most perfect fitness at the close of the dirge
over Rome (18*22%3) as an appeal to heaven to rejoice over
the doom of Rome—an appeal that is immediately answered by
choir after choir from heaven of a mighty multitude of angels, of
the Elders and Cherubim, and of the martyr host in 194
1657 105,

The dislocations in 7568 1118 135060 171417 could easily have
arisen. Parallels to such dislocations are to be found in other
books of the Bible and in other documents. Only three other
dislocations remain, but two of these are suggestive. As to 1615
which is to be restored after 3%, it is possible that it was written
on a separate slip of papyrus which got displaced and was
subsequently inserted after the sheet of papyrus ending 16
However this may be, it cannot possibly have stood originally
after 1614, with which it has no connection of any kind. Its
natural place is after 3°, and nowhere else.

Now we come to the two interesting dislocations, 141213,
17151 These two passages appear to have been inserted above
the written columns on the papyrus sheets, the first by the Seer
himself, the second by the editor. The scribe who copied the
original MS incorporated these marginal additions in the wrong
columns. It is noteworthy that 141218 is exactly the same
number of lines from 138 that 1715 is from 17, of which it is a
gloss.

§ 3. Lacunae in the Text.—Apart from 20%-22 where it is
impossible to determine what lacunae exist (save in 212%; see
below) owing to the disorder of the text, there do not appear to
be many in 1-20%. There are, however, lacunae, and these are
important. The first consists of a loss of several clauses in 1610
(see vol. ii. 45-46). The second is a still graver loss after 19%,
These lost verses after 19% (whose place has been taken by an

1 That 14121 (&3e % Smopory Tév aylwy kT).) is wholly out of place in a
section that deals with the judgments inflicted on the wicked is clear at a
glance, and that they should be restored at the close of the account of the
persecution of the second Beast, Z.e. 138, is at once manifest, when we com-
pare the closing words of the persecution of the first Beast, 131% (&8¢ éorew 4
Smouory . . . TGv dyiwv). These words are added for the encouragement and
strengthening of the victims of the two persecutions. Next, it is clear that 178
was originally an explanatory marginal gloss on 171, Since it has no connec-
tion whatever with its present context, the explanation given above for its
position in its present context seems adequate.
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interpolation, Z.e. 191 modelled on 2289 recounted the
destruction of the Parthian kings. Their destruction was
prophesied in 1714, and the vision recounting their destruction
should have been given here. In 171716 there is a prophecy
of the destruction of Rome: in 18 a vision of this destruction.
In 14141820 (see also 1613-1416) we have a proleptic vision
of the judgment of the nations by the Son of Man and a
vision of their destruction by the Word of God in 191121
(20™). Thus it is clear that a vision dealing with the de-
struction of the Parthian hosts by the Lamb and the Saints
(see 17'%) should have been recorded in our text. That it
actually did stand in the autograph of the Seer may be reason-
ably concluded from 1913, where the Word of God is said to be
“clothed with a garment dipped in blood.” That this is the
blood of the Parthian hosts follows from any just interpretation
of the text. See vol. ii. 133.

A third lacuna occurs after 18%2%, The context makes the
restoration easy, Z.e. ob uy dxovofy év ool ére. Again, in 2122,
where we should have a couplet, but where only the words xai
70 dpviov survive of the second line, we can with great probability
restore the missing words by a comparison of 119, These are
7 kBwros Tis Swabkys adrijs. See vol. ii. 170 sq.

§ 4. Dittographs.—There are several dittographs, Ze. (az
13%8=178; (8) 19%=21%=22%; (¢) 1910=2259; (d) 2014
=Dise!

(a) Both members of the first, z.e. 133 8= 178, belong to our
text. See vol. i. 337.

(6) Here practically the same clause (kal elwév por Obror of
Abyor miorol «. dAnfivol) is repeated three times. In 215 2264
it is a genuine part of the text. On 215 see note ® on English
translation, vol. 1i. 443, in accordance with which the note in vol.
ii. 203 (ad fin.) sq. is to be corrected. In 19% it is manifestly
interpolated (see vol. ii. 128, 203 sq.), probably by the
editor.

(c) Here 22%" 9 is original and 191° is an interpolation of the
editor repeated in the main from 2289 but giving to ovwdovlos
quite a different meaning. See vol. ii. 128 sq.

(d) 218 § éorwv 6 Bdvaros 6 Bevrepos is original. But in 20,
where this phrase also occurs, it is quite meaningless. It
represents the casting of death and Hades (as distinct from their
inhabitants) into the lake of fire as the second death'!
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VI
GREEK AND HEBREW SOURCES AND THEIR DATES.

Our author has used sources. Nearly one-fifth of his text
appears to be based on sources, Ze 71 1113 12-13 (15587).
17-18. These sources he has adapted to his own purposes, and
in the course of such adaptation has, except in certain details,
transformed their meaning. (@) Sources he found in Hebrew
or Greek. (4) Sources he found in Greek. () Sources in
Hebrew.

(a) Chap. 7' (before 70 A.D.). That there are two sources
here is shown in vol. 1. 191 sqq. Whether our author found these
sources already existing in Greek and recast them in his own
diction or translated them directly from the Hebrew is uncertain.

Chap. 7% Here “#ke four winds” (so designated though
not previously mentioned) are not to be let loose till the faithful
are sealed. A pause is enjoined in the course of judgment for
this purpose as in 1 En 6612, 67, and in 2 Bar 6*%1%, The four
winds appear in earlier tradition. See vol. i. 192-193.

Chap. 748 From a Jewish or Jewish-Christian source. See
vol. i. 193-194. The “sealing” in our text is also derived from
tradition, but the meaning is wholly transformed from what it
bears in the O.T. and Pss. Sol 1561013, which later work appears
to have been before our author.

(8) Greek Sources, i.e. sources already existing in Greek, 111-18
12.% 17-18.

Chap. 1111% (before 70 a.p.). This section had originally
a different meaning and was borrowed by our author from a
source written before 70 o.D. 11113 consists of two earlier frag-
ments, both of which presuppose Jerusalem to be still standing
(x1"8). The diction, idiom, and order of words differ perceptibly
from that of our author, and they contain certain phrases which
bear a different meaning from that which they bear in our author.
In 11313 our author’s hand is discernible in the additions 118be-9a
and the entire recasting of 117, so that what stood there originally
cannot be known. Zzour text the temple in 11! must be inter-
preted not as the actual temple which no longer existed, but as
the spiritual temple, of which all the faithful are constituent
members—a figure which our author has already used in 312, and
the words “the measuring of his temple, the altar and those that
worshipped therein,” mean in their new context the securing of

* In vol. i. 300-305 I took chapter 12 to be a translation by our author

from a Hebrew source, but subsequent study has obliged me to abandon this
view. See Inirod. p. clviii n.
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the faithful against the spiritual influences of the demonic and
Satanic powers. But all the ideas in the text do not lend them-
selves to such reinterpretation, and the presence of such inexplic
able details is prima facie evidence that the sections in which
they occur are not original creations of our author but are derived
from traditional material. See vol. i. 269-292.

Chap. 12 (before 70 A.p.). Invol i 298-299 the meaning
of this chapter in its Christian setting is given. But that this
was not its original meaning, and that it could not have been
written originally by a Christian, is shown in vol. i. 299-300.
A full discussion of the two sources which underlie this chapter
and were translated from Semitic originals but not by our author,
is given in vol. i. 305-314. Our author most probably found
these sources already in a Greek form, and the conclusion
recorded in i. 303 is here withdrawn. These two sources, so
far as they survive in our text, consist of 121%-13-17 apd 1271012,
These were adapted by our author to their new Christian context
by the addition of 126 11 and by certain additions in 123(?), 12°
(6s péA\lew wovpailvew wdvra To vy &v (dBSw adypd), 12° (6 deis
6 dpxaios, 6 kalovuevos Audfolos. . . . éBAhy), 1210 (kal 1 éfovaia
rov XpioTod adrov and Tév ase)\d)&v 'r),u.&)v dislodging a Jewish
phrase) 1218 (e €ldev and &7t eﬂ)\nﬂn eis T Wv) 1217 (1ov
™podvrev Tas évTolds Tod feod kai éxovrov Ty paprvploy "Inaod).
The expectation expressed in 121416 is a survival of an earlier
time, being found by our author in his source. It referred to or
prophesied the escape of Jewish Christians before 70 A.0. But
the idea of such an escape during the entire sway of the Anti-
christ (121 kawpdy xal xatpods kai fuiov kapod) is impossible in
our text, where our author’s expectation is that of a martyrdom
of the entire Christian Church. No part of the Church escapes.

Chaps. 17-18 (71-79 A.D.). These chapters, though recast
by our author to serve his own main purpose, preserve incongruous
elements and traces of an earlier date. Thus 17%%!1 cannot be
reasonably interpreted of a later time than Vespasian. And yet
our author’s additions in 178 11, which refer to the demonic Nero
coming up from the abyss, can only be explained by a Domitianic
date. The sense is confused, but the date is clear. To leave
this passage unaltered was an oversight on the part of our author.
Similarily, 184 (see vol. il. 96 sq.) postulates a Vespasianic date.

These chapters, the greater part of which our author found
in a Greek form, were derived from two Hebrew sources, which
for convenience’ sake we designate A and B. A consisted
originally of 171¢-2-3b-6.7.18. 8-10 (greater part) 182-23  See vol, ii. 88-8o,
94-95. B consisted of 173l (eveaterparth 12-18. 17. 16,  See vol. i,
59—60.

Our author has adapted these sources to his own purposes
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by inserting the following clauses: 19! (kai 7A0ev . . . Seléw aou),
%8 (kal dmijveykév pe . . . wvedpars), 3¢ (kai xépara déka), O (kal &k .
aipatos . . . ‘Inood), & (v kai odx . . . Ywdye), and (Sre v . .
wdpearai), @ (H8e 6 vols 6 Exwv gogpiav), 1! (8 Gv xai otk éoriv), and
(kal els drdAecav vrdye),’4.  But the text of 1717 is in disorder.
1718 is a gloss (see vol. ii. 72), 1717 should precede 1716, and
1714 (our author’s addition) should follow immediately on 1716,
Hence the right order of the text (see vol. ii. 61) is 171118 17. 16. 14,
After 17'* our author transferred 178, which originally belonged
to A (see above), to the close of the chapter in order to introduce
chap. 18.

Chap. 18%%%=, This chapter, as we have already seen,
belongs to the source A. Ourauthor apparently found it in some
disorder in a Greek form. He has made few changes in it. He
has introduced it by prefixing 181, by inserting 18%, and closing
it by 18224  Since 182 is an appeal to the heavenly hosts—an
appeal that is immediately answered in 1917, our author would
naturally have placed it at the close of 18 and not where it stands
in the traditional text. 182025 24 would thus form the close of
this chapter coming from our author’s hand and serving to
introduce the theme of 19l 1657 1957,

Since, therefore, 18% does not apparently stand where our
author inserted it, it is reasonable to conclude that some of the
great disorder that exists in 18 arose subsequently to our
author’s composition of the work as a whole.

(¢) Hebrew Sources. One chapter, ‘.e. 13, is mainly composed
of translations from three Hebrew sources by our author (see
vol. i. 334-338). To the first source, written by a Pharisaic
Quietist before 70 A.D., is to be traced 1312bd 2. 472 10, See vol. i.
340—342. To the second source, 133 8, of which we find a second
Greek translation from another hand in 178 See vol. i. 337.
To the third, r3ll-12sb. 13-14ab.162d-178  See yol, i. 342-344. The
date is probably prior to 70 A.D. '

The original meaning of these sources is transformed by their
incorporation into our author’s text. He has adapted them to his
own purpose by the insertion of the following clauses: 13° (kai
émi v » . . Stadjpara), 3V (kal plav . . . éfepameify), 6° (tovs . . .
oxnodvras), ™ (kai é866 . . . Evos), 89 (tob dpriov . . . drovodrw),
100 (53¢ . . . dylwy), 12 (16 Onpiov 70 mpdTov ob éfepamevty . . .
atrod), 1415 (dydmov . . . dmokTavfdaw), 18 (7. pikpods . . . Sovdovs),
1718 (76 dvopa . . . €£).

Possibly 1558 is translated from a Hebrew source by our
author, The grounds for this hypothesis are to be found in the
two impossible phrases in 15> 6, Itis remarkable that both these
phrases can be explained by retranslation into Hebrew. See
vol. ii. 37-38. On this hypothesis we should expect the whole
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narrative of the Bowls to be likewise a translation from the
Hebrew. But if it is, it is so thoroughly recast that no evidence
for this hypothesis survives.

If we reject this hypothesis, we might assume that Alvov is a
primitive error for Awovv in 155 and that s oxywijs Tob paprupiov
was originally a marginal gloss which was derived from Ex. 40%,
on which our text is based, and was subsequently incorporated
in the text against both the sense and grammar. The editor,
however, was capable of the grossest misconceptions, as we have
been elsewhere : see pp. 1-1v.

VII.

Books orF THE O.T., OF THE PSEUDEPIGRAPHA AND OF THE
N.T. USED BY OUR AUTHOR.

§ 1. General statement of our author’s dependence on the above
books.—Qur author makes most use of the prophetical books.
He constantly uses Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Daniel; also,
but in a less degree, Zechariah, Joel, Amos, and Hosea ; and in a
very minor degree Zephaniah and Habakkuk. Next to the pro-
phetical books he is most indebted to the Psalms, slightly to
Proverbs, and still less to Canticles. He possessed the Penta-
teuch and makes occasional use of all its books, pagticularly of
Exodus. Amongst others, that he and his sources probably
drew upon, are joshua, 1 and z Samuel, and 2 Kings.

The evidence for the above summary of facts will be found
below in §§ 3-5.

Of the Pseudepigrapha the evidence that our author used the
Testament of Levi, 1 Enoch, and the Assumption of Moses, is
sufficiently strong; see below, § 7. It is not improbable that
he was acquainted with 2 Enoch and the Psalms of Solomon.
See below, § 7. But the direct evidence is not so convincing as
the indirect. Repeatedly in the commentary that follows it is
shown that without a knowledge of the Pseudepigrapha it would
be impossible to understand our author. As a few proofs of this
fact, see on 4% (the Cherubim), pp. 117-123; 6% (“a great
sword”), p. 165; 6° (Martyrs=a sacrifice to God, cf. 14%), p.
174, vol. ii. 6 ; 6° (the one altar in heaven), p. 172 sqq. ; 6! (world
to come to an end when the roll of the martyrs is complete), pp.
177-79 ; (white robes = spiritual bodies), pp. 184-188 and passin.

From an examination of the passages given below in § 8,
it follows quite decidedly that our author had the Gospels of
Matthew and Luke before him, 1 Thessalonians, 1 and 2 Corin-
thians, Colossians (or else the lost Ep. to the Laodiceans, which
presumably was of a kindred character), Ephesians, and possibly

e
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Galatians, 1 Peter, and James. Our author shows no acquaint-
ance with St. Mark.

That our author used Matthew is deducible from the follow-
ing facts. In 17 he has had Matt 2430 before him, where our
author’s combination of Dan 7!%and Zech 121012 occurs already.
Our author derives from Matthew the words wdoat ai ¢uAai 7.
vis, which are not in the O.T. or Versions. Next, a reference to
27 shows that it is the Matthaean (or Lucan: cf. 8%) form of the
command, 6 éxwy ods kTA., Matt 1115 139 etc,, that our author was
familiar with. The dependence of 33, 161 on Matt 24%% 4346 jg
obvious at the first glance. 3° presupposes both Matt 10%2
and the parallel passage in Luke 128 Other passages showing
dependence on Matthew, though not so conclusively, will be
found under 13 116 6¢ 1115 below.

That our author used Luke appears certain, though the
evidence is less conclusive, from a comparison of 1® with Luke
1128, 35 with Luke 128 11% with Luke 4%, and 182 with Luke
110, Unless we assume our author’s acquaintance with the
Little Apocalypse (embodied in Luke 21, Matt 24, Mark 13),
then he is indebted to Luke for his fourth plague, 7.e. the pesti-
lence, Luke 2111 (Aowuof).k

Possibly 138 (1. dpviov 7. éodayuévov dro xarafBolijs kéopov)
implies an acquaintance with 1 Pet 11920, Compare also 1617
and 1 Pet 513, and 16 and 1 Pet 2%

§ 2. Jokn translated directly from the O.T. text. He did not
quote from any Greek Version, though he was often influenced in
kis renderings by the LXX and another later Greek Version, a
revised form of the o (i.e. the LXX), whick was subsequently
revised and incorporated by Theodotion in his wersion.  Qur
author never definitely makes a quotation, though he con-
tinually incorporates phrases and clauses of the O.T. The
question naturally arises : Do he and his sources (11113 12-13.
17-18) derive such phrases and clauses directly from the Hebrew
(or Aramaic), or from o" or from the Hebrew combined with o?
(see 5§ 3-5). ,

An examination of the passages based on the O.T. makes it
clear that our author draws his materials directly from the
Hebrew (or Aramaic) text, and apparently never solely from o or
any other version.2 And this is no less true of the sources our

1 If, however, our author used Matthew and Luke only and not the Little
Apocalypse, how are we to account for his using #dvaros and not Aowubs?
But if he bad the Aramaic document behind the tri;)le tradition in the Synop-
tics this would be explicable, since xmn=‘‘death” or ‘‘ pestilence.” If he
had the Little Apocalypse in Aramaic, we should have the explanation of this
and other difficulties.

2 It is important to recognize the results arrived at in §§ 3-6, seeing that
several German scholars have definitely declared that certain classes of O.T.
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author incorporated and edited. But this fact does not exclude
the possibility that our author was acquainted with and at times
guided by o' and some other Greek version. The latter clause
is added deliberately, “and some other Greek version.”

That our author was influenced in his renderings of O.T.
passages by o’ may be taken as proved after an examination of
the list of passages given in § 4. But in the list of passages
that follow in § 5, we discover that our author’s renderings
of the Hebrew are closely related to those which appear in
¢ (i.e. Theodotion), where ¢’ differs from o". But since Theodo-
tion lived several decades later than our author, we must assume
with Gwynn (Dict. Christ. Biog. iv. 974—978) that side by side
with o’ (preserved in a corrupt form in the Chisian MS of Daniel)
there existed a rival Greek version from pre-Christian times.1

But Gwynn’s hypothesis, although adequate to a certain extent,
is inadequate when confronted with fresh facts that have emerged
in my study of this question. For from § 5 we learn that
in 117 our text agrees not with o’ but §" in Is 48!2: similarly a7
with ¢ of Is 2222 and 3¢ with 6" of Is 6o, Again the quotation
1534 & Bacikeds 7. viv’ Tis ob pi Pofnby; agrees word for word
(though differing in case and tense) with 6" of Jer 107, whereas o’
is here wholly defective. Finally, 18 (51°) Baothelav iepeis is found
in ¢ of Ex 19% where o’ is different. Now one or more of these
might be coincidences, but it is highly improbable that all five are.
Hence we have good grounds for concluding that there existed
either a rival Greek version alongside o’ from pre-Christian times
or a revised version of o/, which was revised afresh by Theodotion
and circulated henceforth under his name. How many books
of the O.T. were so translated afresh cannot be determined.
The above evidence would imply that Isaiah and Jeremiah were
so translated.2 Possibly all the prophetic books were rendered

passages are directly from the Hebrew and others just as definitely from the
LXX. The greatest offender in this respect is Von Soden ( Books of the NT,
372 5q.), who states that ‘‘ quotations from the O.T. in the Johannine portion
(of Revelation, Z.e. 1°~7) are constantly made according to the LXX, while
in the Jewish portion (8-22°) the Hebrew text is taken into account.” There
is no foundation in fact for this statement.

! This hypothesis (first suggested by Credner, Bestrdge, ii. 261-272) was
practically accepted by Salmon (/#z7od. p. 547) and by Swete (Zntred, to the
O.T. in Greek, p. 48).

Gwynn supports this hypothesis by evidence drawn from 1 Bar 115-22,
Since the date of 12-38 is generally accepted as earlier than 80 A.D., and since
numerous passages in 11°-2% are clearly based on 6’ and not ¢ of Dan g9,
Gwynn (0p. c#z. 976) rightly infers the existence of a version of Daniel differ-
ing from o/ and of a type closely akin to that which 6” bears.

% There is, of course, the possibility that our author was using a collection
of Zestimonia. But this explanation could not be used in the case of the
passages wherein our author’s text shows numerous and very close affinities
to &'. It is noteworthy that the author of the Fourth Gospel never agrees
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afresh into Greek and this work incorporated and revised by

Theodotion in his version.
investigation.

But the matter calls for further

§ 3. Passages based directly on the Hebrew of the O.T. (or the
Aramaic in Daniel). These are hardly ever literal quotations:
in any case the words carry with them a developed and often

different meaning.

17 8perar abrdy wds dpfoduds «al
olrives avrdv ékexévryoav!  kal
kbporrar én’ adTdv wicar al ¢uial

T. yiis.?

1 éyevbuny év wyvedpare. . . fixovoa
pwviy peyd\ny Smiabév pov.

113 (1414) Buotov vidw dvfpdimov,
&vdedupévor wodip.

mepiefwouévoy wpds T. pagrols {wyny
xpvodr. Cf. 155 where the text
recalls the present.

1Ma 5 8¢ kepolh adrob kal ai Tpixes
Aevkal ws Eprov Nevkby.®

114 (19'2) ol dpfaruol alrol ws PNOE
wupds.
ol wédes adrod Suotor xalkohBdve.

Zech 12 o' 6. émBNéYorTar wpds
wé, avl’ Gv karwpxfoavro (0, els
dv étexévrnoav) kal kbpovrar énx’
(>0) adrév. 1212 0. kbperar ) yH
kaTd @GuNds Pulds.

Ezek 3% dvéhaBév ue mwrvedua, ral
fikovoa Katdmobév wov . . . ¢pwviy
oewrpol peydov,

Dan 71 (o 6’) s vids dvOpdmov,

Dan 10° 03 vhab. o' 6. évdeduuévos
Bloowa (0'. Baddelv), Ezek 10*
renders the same words, évdedvxdra
THY GTONNY.

Dan 10° onaa oman mnn, 6. % dogis
alTol mwepiefwouévy év xpvoip. o
7. dopiv wepie§wopévos Puaaive.

Dan 7° 6'. kai %) 6pif 7. kegaNis avroi
woel épiov kabapbdy. o, kalT. Tpixwpa
7. kepalils adrol woel Epiov Nevkdw
kaBapby.

Dan 105 (o’ 8') oi dpAaruol avrod doel
Naumddes mupbs.

Dan 108 o' 8’ quite different.

exclusively with @' (see 19°7 where it agrees in part), and only a few times
literally with o/ in 217=Ps 68 (69)!°, 10¥=Ps 81 (82)6, 1213=Ps 117 (118)%,
1238 =1s 531, 19 =DPs 21 (22)"%. But the author of the Fourth Gospel seldom
quotes—even indirectly—from the O.T., whereas our author’s text shows its
influence directly and indirectly, wherever his subject admits of it.

1 Here our author renders mp7 as 6'. But this proves nothing; for
exxevrely (dmokevTelv or katakevtelv) is its normal rendering in the Versions.
o, of course, presupposes 11p1.  Cf. John 19%7 éovrac eis 6v ékexévryoan.

2 The words «épovrar ém alrdv wdoar al ¢vhal 7. yfis agree exactly
with Matt 24% save that the latter omits ér’ adrér. Now, since Matt 24%
combines Zech 121 and Dan 7% just as our author does in 17, it is highly
probable that our author was acquainted with Matt 24%, or that our author
and Matt 24% drew here upon an independent source—i.e. a collection of
O.T. passages relating to the Messiah. I have placed 17 l§od épyerar pera
7. vegpeAdy under § 5, but possibly it ought to be under § 3, as 1. In Zech 12!
the people mourn for him that is cut off, whereas in our text and in Matt 243°
they mourn for themselves. «éwrecfar én’ adréy="‘‘mourn in regard to
him.”

8 Our author here diverges greatly from €’, and here alone approximates to o’
against 6’ in Dan., though not necessarily presupposing a knowledge of o’. Our
text and o/, however, really point to the same Aramaic aps %7 mp3 awsd e,
This appears to have been the original text “And the hair of his head
was spotless as white wool.”
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% (19%) % ¢uwrh) abrod ©s ¢wry Ezek 43% (o) ¢uwvy 7. mapeuBoris

UddTwy TONAGY.

1'% éx 7. orbparos avrol pougaia
o S GEelTMN G 21218 1g15]

17 &mega wpds T. wédas avrol ws
vekpbs® xal é0nkev 1. Sefiaw alrob
én éué Néywy Mi) pofob.

118 ¢Ow elul els 7. aldvas 7. aldvwr.

214 ¢3idackey . . . payelv eldwhéfura
Kkai Topreboal.

218 7ols dgpfaduods xTA.  See
above.

28 "Eyd elpe 6 épavvdy veppols xal
kapdias, kal ddow Vuiv éxdoTy KaTd
T4 Epya DudY.

3% ffovow kal wposkvvicovow évdmioy
7. T0dQY gov.}

114

10 o P a
310 7. kaTowolvras éml 7. ¥is.

317 whoboids elut kal wemhovTyka.
319 éyd doous éav PING Néyxw kal
watdevw.

3% &ornka éml 7. Odpav kal kpodw* édv
Tts . . . dvoléy.
41 (7°) pera rabra eldov kal Ldob.

os pwrl) durhacia{évTwy TOANGY.
But our text is a literal rendering
of the Hebrew £'39 o' %p3 1op.
Dan 10% is based on Ezek 43% but
only remotely, and is not followed
by our author. Jerome remarks
how Rev 1! supports the Mass.
here.

1s 492 &0nkev 7. oTbua pov Ws pdxaipay
SEetav.,

Dan 10% 10-12 Heb, =‘ Then was I
fallen into a deep sleep on my face.
. . . And behold a hand touched
me. . . . And he said unto me,
Fear not.” (Greek Versions very
different from our text).

Dan 4% (6”) 127, 1 Enoch 5!

Num 252 éBeSnAwfn 6 Nads éxmop-
veloac . . . kai éparyer.

Jer 17 Eyd «dpos érdfwy kapdlas
kal Ooxwud{wy vegpols, Tol dolvar
(nn?) ékdoTe katd 7. 600vs adTob.?

Is 60 o'. mwopetgovrar mpds oé. 6.
wopeboovral wpds o€, kai wpookuriy-
covow éwl T. Ixyn TGV wodBY gov:
cf. 45

Though this construction occurs in
the LXX it is comparatively rare
and represents a special Hebrew
phrase : see vol. i. 289 sq., 336.

Hos 12°% See vol. i. 96.

Prov 31 12 uy é\eydper waudelas xuplov
.« . by ydp dyamd kiptos éENéyxet
(RA Taidever).®

Cant 52 kpovet éml 7. Opav.

“Avotby pot.

Dan 78 ', émlow TovTov éfedpovy kal

Wov. 0. xal perd Tadra éfedpovy.

1 Based on the Hebrew of Is 60'.

The clause omitted by o' is supplied

by €', but as we see in a different form. See on 15* below under § 4, where a
closely related text is derived from Ps 85 (86)°.
2 Alone in the O.T. does Jer 17'° combine the two ideas in our text.

Hence correct my note in vol. i. 72.

unusual meaning of ‘“to requite.”

Jeremiah also uses jn3 in the rather

With the second line cf. also Prov 2412
dmodldwowy (20N) éxdary kard 7. &pya alrod: Ps 61 (62)3.

Moulton and

Milligan, VPoc. of G7, p. 160, try to explain this meaning of didévac by a

quotation :
a stick.”
Hebraism.
wholly to

This is not a parallel.

MOy dédwkev T vig pov (sc. whyyhy)=‘‘he gave it him with
Our text involves no ellipse.

Our author’s use of didévac here = ‘‘to requite” is due
Jer 1719; for in 22'% he naturally uses dwodidévar in this sense

It is a

(=21 or bb) as in Prov 2412, Ps 6112,
3 See note in vol. . g9. 3 might be classed under § 4.
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4% éxmopebovrar dorparal kal ¢uwral
xal Bpovral.

4% kUK 7. Opbrov Téooepa {Ga yéuorTa
Spbarudy Eumpoo ey xal Smigbev.

47 Buotoy Novre . . . pboxw . . . Exwy
786 wpbowmwor s dvlpdmov .
Suocov dere.

4% &y kal’ & alrdv Exwy dra TTépuyas
&t

4% Néyovres "Ayios dyios dyios kipios 6
Oeds 6 wavrokpdTwp.!

sléml 7. defiaw . . . BiBNov yeypou-
pévor Eswlev xal Omiobev, xareo-
ppayiouévor.

58 (512 138) dpwiov . . . wséoparyuévor.

opbarpods émrd, of . .. dmesTal-
uévor (DBOWD) els waoav T. yiv.

52 @uNfs kal yAdoons kal Aaob kal
&fvous.

511 uvpiddes pvpddwr kal x\ddes
X \iddwy.

6%8 {mwmos Nevxbs . . . Ummos wuppés
.« JUwmos uéhas . . . trwos xAwpbs.

68 of dorépes T. olpavol Emecav . . .
@s oukf) BdANet 7. SAIvbous adTijs.

61° Expvav éavrods els 7. omiiata kal
els 7. wérpas 7. bpéwv.

618 kal Néyovoww 7. Speciw kal T. wér-
pats Iléoare é¢ Muds kal kpiyare
Juas dmwd wpoodmov T. kabnuévov
kT, Contrast Luke 23% which is
drawn from o,

617 HNfev % Huépa n weydln T. dpyfis
abT@y, kal Tis dvvaratr oTalbfve. ;

71 (208) éml 7. Téooapas ywrlas T. ¥is.
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Ex 19% é&ylvorro ¢puwral kal derparal,
See vol. i. 116. Cf. Jub 2% dyyero
Pwrdy BpovTdv kal doTpamdv.

Ezek 1% év 7. péop ds ouoiwpa Teo-
cdpwy {Gwy. 118 Thhpews dpOarudy

kukAéfev. See vol. i. 118.
Ezek 1% % épolwos . . . wpbowmoy
avlpdmov . . . Néovros . . . pboxov

. . . deTob.

Is 6% &t wrépuyes Ty évi kal & wrépuyes
T¢ évl (MRS D3 ¥Y 0PI viY),

Is 6° Eeyor “Avyios dytos dyios Kkipios
saBawl.

Ezek 2% 10 ¢y airy (i.e. xepl) kegpalls
BiBNov . . . év adry yeypapuéva
7w T4 Euwposfer kal T4 Omicw.
Is 29" 700 BiBMlov 100 éogpayio-
uévov : Dan 8%,

Is 537 &s wpbBator éml cpayyw #xdn
kal @s duvds.

Zech 4" érra obTor bpfaluol elow ol
émBNémovTes émi wagav T. yhp.

From an older Aramaic text of
Daniel than that preserved in the
Canon.  See vol. i. 147 sq.

Dan 71 o/ 0", xuat xihddes . . .
uiprac pupiddes.

From Zech 18 618, Our author has
not used the Greek Versions but the
Hebrew freely for his own purposes.
See vol. i. 161 sq.

Is 34* o’. wdvra 1. doTpa meoetrat

. ws wiwrer GYANa 4md oukis.
Our text is independent of the o
here, but like o’ and ¢’ presuppose
215’ (meoetrar) instead of the Mass.

B

Is 219 clgé\fere els 7. wérpas xal
kpbmresfe . . . kal T4 YewpomwolnTa

. eloevéykavres els T. omhlaia.
See vol. i. 182.

Hos 10° kai épofiaww 7. Speoww Kakvyare

nuds, kal 7. Bovvols Ilésare é¢
fuds. Is 210 kpimreafe els 7. yiy

4wd wpogdmwov 7. PéBov kuptov.

Joel 21 ueydhy Huépa 7. kuplov . . .
kal Tls €orar lkavds adrp (W9'2);
281° 7piv éNPeiv uépav kuplov T.
peydipr.  Nah 1% dmd mposdmov
dpyis adToll Tis UmosTHoerar (Mmr),

Ezek 72 éml 7. téooapas wrépuyas
(med) 7. yis.

1 On the critical importance of this rendering, 6 feds 6 wavroxpdrwp, see

vol. ii., English translation, footnote on 18,

not found in any version of Isaiah,

This epithet, 6 wavrokpdruwp, is



PASSAGES BASED DIRECTLY ON HEBREW OF O.T.

78 (9% 14! 22%) dxpt cppaylowuer . . .
érl 7o peTOTWY,

7Y % cwrnpla 7. e,

71617 o wewdoovow &re 0ddé dupi-
govaw €ty KTA.

717 (21%) éfalelyer . . .
éx 7. dplarudv adTdv.

wdy ddkpvor

(82 évdrmiov 7. feol éarikaow.]
83 éordby éml 7. OuoiacTiplov.

84 dvéBn 6 kamrds TV Bupandrov.

[87 xdhafa xal wlp pepryuéva.]

9% {yrioovew . . . 7. OdvaTor xal ov
pi elpwow avréy.

97 74 ouodpara T. dkpldwr Spow
Imrmous frowuacuévois els wéhepov.

98 ol 886vres adTdy ws NebvTwy,

9% pwvy Gpudrwr Irmwy . . . TpEXOV-
Twy.

9% ofire BNémew . . . obre dxoveww!
olire wepuraTety (or under § 4).

10! ol wédes adTol ws oTVNoL wUpbs.
év T xeupl avrod BiShapldiov.

10% Homep Néwy pukdrac.

10%8 fipev 2 7. xeipa aiTod 7. Sefiow els
7. oUpavdy kal duooev év 7. {@vre els
7. al@vas.

10% 8s éxrioer® 7. olpavdv kal T. év
abr@ kal 7. Yy kal 7. év a¥Ty Kal T.
fdNacoav kal 7. év adry. See on
147 under II.

107 70 pvoripoy T. Beol, s evny-
Yé\wev T. éavrol dodNovs T. wpod-
Tas.

10° 73 BiBNapldiov xal Néyew por. . .
e,

Ixxi

Ezek g% 835 onuetor éml 7. péromwa.t

Ps 3° 7. kuplov % cwrppla (Apwn mmb),
Is 4919 See vol. i. 216. ‘

way ddxpvor dwd
. fnp)

Is 25°% dgpelher . . .
wayTods wposwwov YOI .
ous-Sabym).

{A common Hebrew expression. }

Amos 9! 7. Klpov épectiTa éwl T,
OvsaaTnpiov.

Ezek 8! 9
dvéBawev.

Ex 9* (see i. 233).]

}ob 3% ol dpelpovrar T. favdTov kal
ob Tvyxdvovaw.

Joel 2%5 &s 8pagis Iwmwr # Spagis
alrdp: . . mapaTacebuevos els
wohepov (1. 244).

Joel 18 (i. 245).

Joel 242 (i. 245).

druls 7. Qumdpatos

Ps 11391 (115%7) odx Syovrac . . .
kal oUKk dkovgovTal . . kal od
TEPLTATHOOVT LY,

Dan 108 (8. 78 oxé\y. o', ol wbdes).

Ezek 29 év adry (Z.e. xewpl) xegalis
BeBAiov.

Hos 1110 &s Mwy épederac.

Dan 127 (¢’ o) tywoer 7. dekiay adrod
.o o (>0)els T. olpavdr kal dpogey
év 1. {Qvre (1. {@vra €ls o) T, aidva.

Ex 20! 0" émoinogev (nby) xbpios 7.
ovp. kal 7. iy kal wdvra T4 é»
avrois : Neh gf.

Amos 37 éav ph dwokadyy wadelav
(=" corrupt for Mo=7. SovAip
adrof 6’ and mverhpior in our text)
wpds T. dovlovs adTol T. wpodrTas.

Ezek 318 (i. 267-268).

! But Dan 5% was doubtless in the mind of our author: @'. feods . .

. of 0¥

BAémovaw kal of o0k dkobovotr, seeing that the preceding words in our author,
T4 eldwha 7. xpvod kal 7. dpyvpd, k7)., are based on Dan 5%,
2 Both o and 6’ read Sywoer, but o’ reads 7. {@vra els 7. aldva febv instead

of the last five words in ¢’.
7' &3, but Daniel has here o,

alpew is the usual rendering of &1 in the phrase

3 Our author uses k7f{ew as a rendering of My, but none of the O.T.

versions do so.

In 147 he uses mowelv—the usual rendering. Hence 147 is

given under § 4. Observe that o' > xal 7. 8dA.
4 The idea first suggested b{ Ezekiel is reproduced in the Pss. Solomon

and the Little Apocalypse in t

e Synoptics.

But in our text the idea is

wholly transformed : see vol. i. 194sqq. While the Pss. Solomon use o7u.etor

(.e. 'B) our author uses ogppayis (z.c. Dnin).

in connection with Eph 4%,

See later (p. lxxxv) on this verse
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112 ufjvas recoepdrorra kal dvo.
114 al 8Yo éhalar kal al 8bo Avyviat al
évdmeov 7. kuplov T. Yiis éoTdTes.

11° wip éxmopeverar ék T. ordparos
avTdv kal kareobie.

117 (13! 178) 7. Onplov 1. dvaBaivor
éx 7. dBdooov.

117 (137) woujoer per’ abrdv wodepov
xal vikfoer adrovs.

B o y -

11 7. kvplov Hudv kal 7. Xpiorol
avrod, kal Baciheboer els T. aidvas
7. aldvwr,

123 Exwy . . . képaTa déka.
124 glpe 7. Tpirov T. dorépwy T,
obpavot kal éBaley avrovs els T. yijv.

128 éTexev vidw, dpoev.
128 000¢ Téwos eVpéln adrdv.

129 6 6¢pus . . . O WAavdy,
132 70 Onplov . . . Spowor wapddec ., . .

s dpkov . . . Ws. . . NéovTos.

137 woifioae woheuor uerd 1. dylwy kal
vikijoar avrods. See above under
117. Here our text agrees closely
with @',

138 (17%) vyéypamwrar. . . év 7. BBy
7. {wis.

138 7. dpriov 7. éopayuévov.

13° e Tis els alyuadwolar, | els
alxpadwotay Umdye | el Tis év
paxalpy dwokravdivar | tadrivt év
paxalpy dwoxravdipatr. Ourauthor
combines the first two clauses in
the Hebrew.

142 vy . . . @s pwryy HédTwY TON-
A@v. See on 1!% above.

14° xal év T oTbpaTe adTdy ol €lpély
Yetdos.

148 Ewecev, émeoer BaSudw.

148 BaBuhaw . . . # éx 7. olvov [7.
Oupot] T. wopvelas abriis wewbrikew
wdvra 7. €6vy.  See on 182 below.

THE REVELATION OF ST. JOHN

Dan 7% 127 (i. 279).

Zech 4% Nvxvia xpuof. 43 0o é\afac.

4 wapeorikacw ruply mwdons T.
Yis.

2 Sam 22° wip éx 7. oréuaros adrod
karéderatr, Cf. Jer 54 8édwka 7.
Aéyous pov els 7. ordpa oov wip
. . . kal kaTapdyeTal.

Dan 736, réooepa Onpla. . .
ék 7. Bardoans.

Dan 721 ¢'. émolet méhepov perd 1. dylwy
kailoxvoey wpds adrols. o, mbéheuoy
gumgrdpuevor wpds 1. aylous kal
Tpomovueroy alrols.

Ps 2?2 kard 7. xvplov kal kard T.
Xporod abrod. 9% (10'0) Bacebae:
kUpeos els 7. aldva xal els 7. alGva 7.
aldvos.

Dan 77 8'. képara déka adr.

Dan 8% (0') éxecev (éppdx 67, o’) émi T.
Yiy dmd 7. Surduews 7. olpavod ral
dmd 7. doTpwr,

Is 667 &rekev dpoev (Mass. 01 13).

Dan 2% (8) rémos ol edpétn abrois.
This clause is missing in o/,

Gen 33 6 8¢pts AmwdTnoéy pe.

Dan 78 &' o. Oqplov Goel wdpdaks (o,
wépdaw) . . . 75 Sporov dpke (0.
opolwaiy &or dpxov) . . . 74 doel
Néatva,

Dan 72,

. avéBawey

Dan 12! ', § yeypauuévos év . BiBAe.
Ps 68 (69)% éx BiBNov {dyvrwr.

Is 537 ws wpéBarov éml spayiv.

Jer 15% oo els Odvarov, els fdvaror*
xal doou els udxaipar, eis udxapar
<« . kal 8oou €ls aiypalwoiar, eis
aixpalwolav.  Cf. also 50 (43)"
where the same Hebrew words are
rendered for the most part by
different Greek words.

Zeph 3 od AaNdjoovowr mdraca, kal
ob uh elpefy év 1Y oTémart adTdv
YA@gga dohia. The Seer’s words
are a compression of the last four
words of the Hebrew, 213 mar &%
ompa ¥ KO -

Is 21 o. wéwrwkev, mémrwkev (B).
So also ¢



PASSAGES BASED DIRECTLY ON HEBREW OF O.T.

14! wlerar éc 7. olvov Tob Ouuob T.
feol 1. Kexepaouévov dxpdrov év T.
woryple 7. dpyfis alrol.

14" éxl 7. yepi\np xabfuevor. See
1™ in § 5 below.

[14'% wépygor 76 OSpémwarér gov Kai
épisor, &ri FNBev % Gpa. Beploas, 8re
éEnpdrln & Oepiouds Tis yijs.]

14 wépgor cov 1. dpémavor Td %0,
xal Tpiyneor 1. Bérpuas 1. dumrélov
T. ¥is, &mt fixuacar al oragviai
airis.!

14 (19'%) éwarify 3 Aywés.

15% peydAa xal favpaora 7. Epya gov.

153 Sikaias xal d\ndwal al é63of oov

(cf. 167 19%).

158 évdeduuévoc t Niflov +.2  But Aiflor
=v'¢, which should here have been
rendered Béoawor. See vol. ii. 38.

wepeeSwopévor wepl T. oy {wwas
xpuvods. See on 13 above.

15° éyeplabn & »ads xaxwol . . . xal
oldels édivare eloeNbeir els 1. vaby.

16% éyévero Exos kaxdw xal Tovnpdr émi
1. drfpdmovs.

Ixxiii

Is 517 % molioa éx xepds xupiov 7.
worfpor 7. Guuob airob. Ps 74
(75)° wornpiov év xepl xuplov, olvou
drxpdrov whijpes xepdouaros.’

Joel 3 (4)® étamosreiNare dpéwara
dre wapéorakey TpUYNTés (PW31 '3
rzp).d

Joel 3 (4)3. See preceding passage.

Is 63° ™25 *no71 ama: o TAypds xara-
wemarquérns.  o'. A\qrdv émdryoa.
Lam 1'% ¢. Mypiw éwdmoer xbpros.

Ps 110 (111)? peydla 7. &pya xupiov.
138 (139)* Bavudoia 7. épya oov.

Ps 144 (145)!7 dixacos xlpios év wdoats
7. 66ois airod. 118 (119)%! wdoac
al 680t gov dAffeia.

Dan 10° @. évdeduuévos Baddelr.

Is 6* 6 olxos évewhijobn xamwod. Ex
40%- 3% oix NAuwdoly Mweis
eloeN@ewr els 7. oxqrip T. paprvpiov
. « . kal 36fns xvplov émhjofy 7
axnprg.

Ex 9 é&yévero Ay . . . & 1.
drépamos. Deut 28% ke Tornpg.

! Just as the interpolation 14'® refers only to the harvest of judgment—an
idea which is not used metaphorically by our author (see ii. 19, 20 sqq.}—so
14™ refers only, and rightly, to the vintage of judgment.

* This tracing of 15% to Dan 10° rests on the supposition that Afor is a

corruption of Aivor.
author does not use it, but Sdsowos.

But the use of this word is questionable in itself, and our
See vol. ii. 38.

3 In Ps 75% olvov dipdrov is a rendering of 127 | where the Mass. punctu-

ates differently. Cf. Jer 32" (25'5) where we find 7. olvov . dxpdrov.
terms are brought together in Pss. Sol 8'5 éxépacer . .

The two

. olvov éxpdrov. By our

author, o and Pss. Sol w7 is taken as=‘‘ unmixed wine,” but it is pointed
125 and rendered *‘(which) foams” by modern scholars.
In 14" 16" the cup is God’s cup of judgment, whereas in 17* 188 (sources)

the cup is in the band of Babylon.

The former refers to God’s judgments,

the latter to Babylon’s corrupting of the world.
*The Mass. vsp=0epioués, whereas o’ presupposes vs1. These words
are confused in Jer 48* where some MSS read one and some the other.

Possibly 3p in Is 16” is also corrupt for 33 (=0’).

follows the Mass. sp.
grain, if indeed it is so used.
it should be here.

Thus in our text 14'®

But %3 is only used here in O.T. of the ripening of
In Gen 40" it is used of vines, and so xpossibly
Thus sp would be corrupt for 133, and Joel 4'? would

rightly relate only to the vintage (so R.V. in marg.), just as in 14 of our

text,
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16® mdoa Yuxh {wis.
164 éééxeer 7. @pudhny adrod els T.
woramods . . . kal éyévorro alua.

167 dAnfwal kal dikatar al kploes oov.
1618 olos o0k éyévero d¢p ol drvfpwmor
éyévovro émi 7. s,

16 dolvac alry 7. wordhpior 7. oivov T,
Quuol T. Spryds adrol.

162 ydAafa peydAr.

171 77s kalnuévys éml VOdTwY TONNGY.

172 ped s émbprvevoav ol Bacilels T.
¥is

éue@iolnoar ol karowkobvres 7. yijv.

173 dmiveyréy pe . . . év mveduare.
See 21 below.

17% wortipiov xpuoody év T. xewpl adris.

178 yéyparrar . . . émwiTd BuBNlov Tis

{wijs. See 138 above.
dmd  karaBoNjs kbéouov. See 13°
above.

17%8 wsfoovoe 7. wépryy kal Hpnuw-
uévny wouhoovay alriy kal yuurhy.
18 9 v épwrlabn éx 7. d67s alrob.

18% &recev Emecev, KTA.
above.
éyévero kaTownTipiov dapmoviwy.

See 14%

182 éx 7. olvov 7. woprelas avris wemwé-
Tikey wdvro 1. é9vy.  This is with-
out doubt the original reading and

glams the later corruptions. See

18% ol Bacinels 7. yijs per’ alris éwdp-
vevoar. See 17% above.

18% €£éNbare é£ alriis 6 Aads pov.

18° éxoANffnoay alrfjs al duaprio
dxpe 7. olpavod.

188 dwbdore avry ws kal adrh drédwkev,

év 7 wornply ¢ éxépacer.

187 §7v év 7. kapdlg adris Néye 8ru
Kdfppar Baoihooa, kal xhpa olk
elul, kal wévhos ob uh Bw.

THE REVELATION OF ST. JOHN

Gen 12! maoay Yuxiw (G

Ex 7% émdrater 718 U0wp . . . kal
,ueréﬁa)\er (but Mass. ""l'—é'yéve-ro)
wav 70 U0wp . . . €is alua.

Ps 18 (19)®. See on 192 below.

Dan 12! ¢'. ola ob yéyover 4 s
'ye'yéunrcu EOvos év T vy (éml T. ¥is,
AK).!

Jer 321 (25%%) AdBe 7. worrpiov 7. olvov
7. dkpdrov. See on 141 above.

Ex 9% xdAafa moAX7).

Jer 28 (51)® karackyrolvras (="naow
karaskypoioa, Q) é¢’ Udast moXols.

Is 2317 éorac éumbpioy (NN =mopredoer)
wdoas 7. BaciNelais . . . T. Yhs.

Jer 28 (51)7 woripiov . . . BaBuvlow
.« . pebiokor Tacar T. yiy.

Jer 28 (51)7 mworipiov xpvooly . . . év
xewpl kuplov.

Ezek 23% woujoovaw év ool év uloe
kaléop () yuprd kal aloxivovsa.

Ezek 43% 7 v éééhaumer ws ¢péyyos
dmd 7. 86Ens, 1MIAZD APRT P

Is 13" Possibly a combination of
oMy uh or based on
1 Bar 4% karowkn@ioerar vmwd dai-
poviwy.
Jer 28 (51)? wordpior xpuooly BaBurww
. pebloxoy waoay T. yijv. dwd T.
olvov alris émlogav &vn. 32! (25'%)
AdBe 7. worhipiov T. olvov . . . kal
woriels mdvra 7. €9vy.  See note on
i, 14.

Jer 514 Heb. oy nanp ws. > o',

Jer 28 (51)° Fyyikev (¥33) els olpavéy.

Ps 136 (137)% dvramoddoel got . . . 8
dvramédwras Huiv.

See above on 141°,

Is 4778 elmas Els 7. aldva Eoomac
dpyovoa . . . 7 Néyovsa év kapdly
alTis . . o) kafd xihpa ovde
yrdoouai dppavelar,

! Our text and ¢’ agree in adding the last three words émi 7. yfisand év 7.

¥i-
Dan 12! in the first cent. A.D.

I am inclined to infer the existence of pax3a in the Hebrew text of
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18% ol Bacikels 7. Yijs ol per’ adriis
mopredoarTES.

1813 yuxas dvfpdmwr,

188 7is ouola 7. wéhet T. peydAy.

181 éBalov xolv émiT. kegpahds adTdy,

éxpatov.
1822 vl . . . MOVGKDY o o o OD uf)
drovofy . . . éTe
pwry) vuuplov kal vip-

188ed 228 h | pys . . . kal pwry
238+ P pohov . . . Kkal pds
Avyvov.

[18%¢ ol éumopol oov foav ol ueyio-
Taves T. yhs. ]
19? d\pfwal xai Olkatar al kploes

atrod. See 152 167 above.

19% Ay, "ANAAovd.

198 &s @iy SxAov woNkob . . . s
pwvyy 34wy WOANGr. See 1%
above.

1987 éBacgilevaer kipios . . . xalpwuer

kal dyaNN@uer.

19! €ldov 7. olpavdy fregryuévor, kal
0.

év dukatoovvy kplvel,

1912 ol 5¢ d¢pBaduoi alrod, kTA. See 114
218 above.

19" ¢k 7. oTbpaTos avTod éxmopeleTar
pougata dteta.t Cf. 116,

lva év avTy maTdéy T4 E0vy.

kal abrds wowmavel avTods év HdBSw
odppg.? Cf. 2% 125 This line
will be treated under § 4.

warel 7. Aqpdv 7. olvov 7. Qupod . . . T,
feod. See on 142 above.

19718 Néywy wdor 7. Opréos . . .
Actre ovvdxfnre €ls 7. detmvov . . .
7. Oeob. 18 va ¢dynre odpras
Bacihéwr o . . kal odpkas loxupdv.

19! wdvra 7. Bprea éxoprdodnoay éx .
Gapk&y avTdV.

20% eldov Opbvovs kal éxdfwav én’
adrovs kal kpipa €860 adrols.

Ixxv

See 172 183 above.

Ezek 27% év Yuxals dvfpdmrwv.

Ezek 27%2 0, (s Gomep Topos ;

Ezek 27% émbjoovow éml 1. kegpaipy
alTdY Y.

Ezek 27% kexpdiovrac.

Ezek 26' 9 ¢gwvy) 7. Yarryplwy gov od
i) drovoy Ere.

Jer 251 owriy vuuglov kal pwrip
vougns, t dophy  wipovt kal ¢ds
Aoxvov.  (Here ¢wry widov in
Apoc. is right =0'm1 5p).

Is23® o éumopor atrijs évdofor, dpxovres

7. yis.

Ds 18 (19)1 & kplpaTa xuplov dAnduwd,
Sedikarwuéva éml 1O adré (I ‘woen
I P8 now), Ps 118 (119)7: 187,

Ps 105 (106)* ~yévorro.

Dan 10% 6'. ¢wry Bdov (0. ¢.
BopiBov).
Ps 96 (97 & «kipios éBacilevoer,

dyaX\udoeral 7 ¥R, edppavirwoav.
Ezek 1! duolxfnoar ol ovpavol, kal
€ldow.
Is 11* p1sa voeh. o presupposes a
different text—«pwel ramews kplow.,

Is 11% wardtel vy 7. Noyw 1. orbuaros
avrov.
Ps 2° woiparels alrods év pdRdw oidypg.

Is 632 For diction, cf. Lam 15,

Ezek 39%.  Seeii. 138.

Ezek 39% 78 é6vy 78 perd cob Sobr-
govtar els wAHOy bpréwy . . . kara-
Bpwdivar. 3920 kal éurhnebhoesbe,

Dan 7° ¢'. éfedpovy &ws 8rov Bpévos
éréfnoav. 72878 kpuriipiov éxdfiger.
72 70 «kplua (1. xplow o) &wker
(+7. 0') dylos (+7. o) Sylorou.

1Cf. Heb. 4% 6 Néyos 7ol feol . . . Topdrepos Umép wioar pdyxaipav

dlaTopov.

2 These ideas of smiting the Gentiles with the word of His mouth (Is 114)
and of breaking them in pieces like potter’s vessels (Ps 2°) have already been

combined in Pss. Sol 17%-27. 39,
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20! eldov Opbvor . .
Jevov.,

202 BBl Grolxbnoar.

202 &\Xo BifNlov Gwolxfn, § éoTw T.
{wis.

218 %) ok 7. Beol perd T. Avlpdmwy
kal gxprdoer per adTdv kal adTol
ads albrod EgovTac.

214 ¢kakelyer mwav ddkpuov.
above,

2140 784 wpdra dwiNdav . .
Kawvd woud.

. kal 7. xad7y-

See 717
. ooV

2187 dupdvre . . . ddow €k . . o Te
Udaros T. {wijs dwpedy (2217),

217 doouar avTy Oeds kal avTds EoTar
pot vibs.
210 dmiveykéy pe év mwrebpare éml

dpos . . . vymhdv. Cf. 173 above.

2112 fvbpara . . . 7. BWdexa PUNGY
vidv 'Lopaih, 218 dwd dvarohis
wUNQves Tpets kal dmd Boppd wuNGves
Tpels, KTA.

218§ &ddunais T. Telxovs avTis
fagms.

21Y 6 fepéhios . . . 6 debrepos gdm-
Peipos,

218 (22%) % wéhis ob xpelav éxel 7.
flov 00d¢ T. gehfrys va ¢alvwow
avTy, 9 yap 06fa 7. feol épuTiger
adThy.

21% xal wepuwarioovew T vy Sid 7.
pwrds atris kal ol Baghels T, yis
pépovaw ! 7. S6kav adTdv . . .

21% kal ol TUNGves alTijs ob uf) Khew-
0daw Huépas . . .

21% xal oloovaw T, §bfav .
els adriv.

217 ob pi) eloéNby. . .

.o 7. EOvov
TaY Kowdv.

el py ol yeypapuévor év 1. BNy T.
{wis.  See 13° 178 above.

THE REVELATION OF ST. JOHN

Dan 7% 8" o'. éxdyro .
avrol >0,

Dan 719 6’ o', BiBNo pregixfnoar.

Ps 68 (69)* BiBNov {wrrwy.

Ezek 379, Lev 261113,

. . & Bpbvos

See ii. 207.

Is 43 uh wwnuovebere T4 mwpdTQ,
kal 76 dpxaie uh cuN\oyileale,
0ol éyw woud kawd. See ii. 203.

Is 55" oi Suydvres, wopebeale ép’ Udwp,
kal 8aou un Exere dpylpov . . .
dyopdaare,

2 Sam 714 éyd oouar alr eis maTépa
kal avrds EgTac ot els viby.

Ezek 402 #yayév pe év opdaer Oeod
.« . kal Enkév pe en’ Bpos vyYnhoy
(72397 Sx aman L L awean),

Ezek 48 al wihat 7. wohews éx
ovbpacwy GuNdy 7. lopai\® mwika
Tpets wpds PBoppdv.  48%FH kal Td
wpos draToNds . . . wONaw Tpels kTN,

Is 542 6jow 7. émdNEeis oov lagmuw.,

Is 541 78 Gepédid cov odapepov,

Is 60" olx &rTar cou éTi 6 HAios els
PGs Nuépas oldé dvarolh oceljuys
Pwriel oov T. vUkTaA, AAN éoTar. . .
6 Qeds d6ta aou.

Is 60° kal wopevoorrar . . . 7¢ Pwrl
gov. . . €0vy. 60 al wiat gov
.« . npépas kal vukTds ol khetgf4h-
oovTai, eicayayely wpds a¢ Slvauw
€0vav kal Baoihels abTdy dyouévovs.]
60° t whobros . . . éOvOY kal Nadw
kal HEovow +.2

Is 52! olkére mpoorebhoerar SieNfety
. . . dxdfapros. Seeii. 173 sq.

Dan 12! §’. 6 yeypauuévos év 7. BifAw
o, éyyeypoppivos év T. BNy,

1 In the Mass. as well as the LXX the text is clearly corrupt : 7.¢. ‘“that

men may bring unto thee the wealth of the nations and their kings led (by
them).” As modern scholars recognize, £'373 (= ‘‘led ) is corrupt for n'yais
=¢leading.” Hence instead of ‘‘and their kings led (by them),” render :
““under the leadership of these kings.” The kings lead and are not led
by their people. Now apparently our author anticipated our modern
scholars ; for he represents the kings as acting on their own initiative : *they
bring the glory of the nations into it.”

2 Here the LXX is quite corrupt ~ 21% is nearer the Mass, 1% war o1 5w,
‘¢ the wealth of the nations shall come unto thee.” Our author either read
x3; instead of w3}, or followed the Mass. in 60'%,



PASSAGES BASED DIRECTLY ON HEBREW OF O.T. Ixxvii

2212 woraudy Udaros {wis . . . ékmwop- Ezek 47! G0wp éfemopetero . . . dmwd

evdpevoy éx 1. Opbvov T. feod. The vérov éml 70 Ouoaocripiov.® Zech
idea is to be found in its developed 148 éfeNedoerar Bowp (Gv €& "lepov-
form in 1 and 2 Enoch. g aNfL.

22% é&v péow . . . 7. moTapod évrebfer Ezek 47'%0". émit. worauad drvaBioerar
kal éxetfev EoNov {wijs motolv kapmods émi 7. xelhovs adrod évlev kal évfey
ddeka, kaTh piva ExacTov dmo- . . . 008¢ uh ékNlmy 6 kapmods adrod”
dudodv T. kapwdy alrol kal T, pUANa s kawbryros avrod (VWYIN) wpwro-
7. £0Nov els Oeparwetay T. éOvev. BoXticer, §7¢ . . . éoTac. . . dvdBaos

abrdy (oY) els dyieww. Here the
LXX has missed the sense and
misrendered several times where
our author has rightly reproduced
it.4 None of the Greek renderings
is so close to the Mass. as our
author. Seeii. 176-7.

22% w4y kardOepa odk EoTac éTe Zech 141 dvdfeua (070) otk EoTae éTe.

224 §ovrar 7. wpbowrov alTol. Ps 16 (17)"® 1o mnx. But o’ has
Spbioopar 7. wposdmy cov. Con-
trast Mass. and o’ in 83 (84)7%

22° otk Exovew xpelav ¢uwrés, KTA.

See 21% above.

KkUptos & feds puwrise? én’ adrovs. Ps 117 (118)% Qeds kipios kal émrégpavey
fuiv—an abbreviated form of the
Aaronic blessing : see ii. 210-211.

22128 150d Epyopar Taxy, kal 6 wisfbs Is 401 *180d kipios. . . Epxerac. . .
pov per’ éuod. 000 6 uicBds adrod uer’ avrob. 6211,
2212 grodolvar éxdary ds 7. Eyov Prov 24'% dmwodidwow ékdoTy Kkatd T.
éorily adrob.? épyaadrob. Cf. Ps 61 (62)'2 dwodd-

oets ékdaTy katd T. épya alrol.
2217 6 SuPdv épxéabfw . . . UBwp {wijs Is 55! ol Buydyres wopedeaie.
dwpedv. See 218 above.
[221%519 ¢4y 75 émify én’ avrd, émbh- Deut 42 of wposhicesde mpds T. pHua.
oet . . . kal édv Tis dpéNy, kTA.] .« « kal odk dpeNeite dmw avTol

1In 18! our author renders nxa of Ezek 432 by épwriofn, just as he
renders ), Ps 117 (118)¥ by ¢wriset.

2 Clem. Rom. ad Corinth. xxxiv. 3 has a close but independent parallel
to 221%°,  (§od 6 klpios kal & uafos adrob (cf. Is 401%) mpd wposdrmov adrod
(cf. Is 62"), dwodolvar éxdore rkard 70 Epyov alroi (cf. Pr 24'%). Here
Clement is a mosaic of the o' of these three passages, but not so our author.
The o’ of Is 62! is éxwy Tov éavrol wchbv, kal 70 épyor adrol wpd wpooimov
atrob. The order of the words, ds 7. épyov éorly avTod, is not our author's :
see p. clviiad fin. The clause=1nbyn3. @s here=“‘according as”—a classical
meaning not elsewhere found in our author. But in our author’s mind s
is the regular rendering in our author for » in Hebrew (see vol. i. 35-36).
The Hebrew particle has this meaning. Yet we should expect xard 7¢ &pya
adrob (cf. 221%),

3 The throne of God in the Apocalypse is in the heavenly temple. But
since there is no temple in the heavenly Jerusalem, only the throne of God
is mentioned here.

4 R.V. of this passage shows how faulty the LXX is here. By the
river . . . on this side and on that side shall grow every tree . . . neither
shall the fruit thereof fail : it shall bring forth new fruit every month, . .
and the leaf thereof for healing.”
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THE REVELATION OF ST. JOHN

§ 4. Passages based on the Hebrew of the O.7. (or the Aramaic
in Daniel) but influenced (in some cases certainly, in others possibly)

by o

1% 4w 6 dv.

1% 6 pdprus 6 wioTés.

1% 6 wpwrbrokos T. vexpdv Kal 6 dpxwy
7. Baochéwy T. yis.

222 drokTer®d év Gavdre.

220 §how adTy étovalay éml 7. EOvdv.
2% kal mopavel abrols év pa By oLdnpg,
s 7. oKkeln T. KepauKa auvTplBerar.

3% o0 ph ekaelyw 7. Svoua adrol ék T.
BipNov 1 7. {wijs.

3% éyd fydmnod oe.
42 (70 19°%) éml 1. Opbvov Kabhpevos.

[58 Buptapdrwy, al elow al mposevxal.
5 (148) ddovow GOy kawhy.

[68 amokreivar év popalg kal év Aeu@
kal év Bavdry kal vmd 7. Onplwy T.

s,

610 Ews wére . . . ob xplvers kal
ekdikets 7. alua Hudv ék 7. KaToL-
xotyrwy éwl T. yis; cf. 19%

614 & olpavds dmwexwplodn ws BiSNloy
+ Etoobpevor .

714 ErAvvay T. oTONGs abTdv . . . éy
7. alpare. Cf. 224,

9% 4véBn kamvds . .
xaulvov.

éoxordfn 6 ff\ios.

. ws  Kkamwrds

118 wardfar 7. yijp év wdoy TAYYY.

11! wrefua {wis ék 7. Oeol elafiifev
&y avrots kal éoTnoar 2 émwl 7. wédas
avTEY.

1117418 ¢Bagihevoas
dpylobnoav.

kal 7. &0vy

Ex 3 éyd el 6 v,

Ps 88(89)*8 8 udprus év odpard miorbs.

Ps 88 (89)*® rdyw wpwrérokor Ofoopal
alTéy, BYnAov wapd 1. BusiNelow T,

¥is.

Ezek 337 Oavdre dwoxrerd (Mass.
et 9313).

Ps 289 8dow aou €0vy 7. KAnpovoular
oov . . . motuavels abrous év pdBdyw
adnpg, ds okeos kepauéws cuvr-
plyets adrols. See vol. i. 75-77
and Pss. Sol 17%,

Ex 32833 ¢Edhenfdv pe éx 7. BifNov
ocov. Ps 68 (60)® étatetpbirwoay
ék Bifhov {wrvTwr  See i. 84.

Is 43* éyw ge Hydmyoa.

Is 6! 7. kbpiov kabijuevor éml Bpbvov.
1 Kings 221 fedv . . . xabhpevor
éml Opbvov adrod.

Ps 140% 9 mposevxh pov s Guulaua.

Ps 143 (144)° @09y kawhp dooual got.
Is 4210,

Ezek 142 popgpalav kal Audv kal
Onpla wovnpd kal Odvaror (133).

2 Kings 97 éxdwrioers 7. alupara .
SovAwr pov . . . €k xeipds 'TefdPeN.

Is 34% E\vyifoerar bs BiNlor 6 odpavés.

Gen 49'' mAwel év olvy 7. oTONY
alrob kal év aluare.

Ex 19'8 dvéBawer 6 kamvds ds kamvds
kaulvov,

Joel 2! 8 #hcos kal 9 aehjyy cvokord-
covaw.

1 Sam 4% ol feol ol mwardfavres T.

Alyvmrov év wéop whyyy (. . . 0397
a307503),
Ezek 37 elofNOev els adrods 7o

wvelua kai . . . EcTnoay éml 7, wédwy
adTdv,

Ps 98 (99)! kipios éBaciNevoer: dpyi-
féobwoav Naol,

1 Here and in 20" our author appears to use 8i{BAos owing to o’ in the first
passage and 8’ in his second. For, when writing indegendemly, he uses

BiB\lov, even when using the phrase 76 St8Nov 7. {wijs, 13

217 (cf. 17%). In

all ByB\iov occurs 23 times (3 times in an interpolation).

2 Qur author uses éordfnv (8% 12'%) as the aorist of taryue.

Chapter 11 is

a source, and the use of & 7yoav in it may be due to o.
3 The ideas in the Apoc. 1°* and Ps 88 {89)* are wholly dissimilar, but the
dependence in case of the diction is clear.



PASSAGES INFLUENCED POSSIBLY BY O’

111828 7, Jobhois cov T. wpogrTals xal
7. dylows kal 7. poBovuévois T. Gvopd
gov 7. pkpols kal T. peydAovs.

1212 gpuetov . . . qywh. . . &
yaoTpl éxovoa kai kpdfer Wdlvovoa
.. . TEKEW.

125 wowualvew wdvra T. E0vy év
pdB8w aidnpd.

1212 e ppalveafe olpavol.

147 7. woujoarTe T. elpavdy kal T. iy
kal fdhagoav. Contrast 10% under
§ 3 above. On this phrase see
Acts 4% 145,

141 6 kawwds . . . els albvas alwvwy
dvaBalvee . . . Huépas kal vvkros.

153 gdovaw [1. 8% Mwvséws 7. SotAov
7. feob].

15% dokdae 7. dvopa gov.

15% wdvra 7. €6vy YEovow kal wpoo-
Kuvoovew évdmiby gov.

158 wepiefwopévor wepl T. oy Sdvas
Xpvoas.

16° dlkatos €l . . . dauos,

alua . . . wEW.
17'6 kal 7. odpras adrijs ¢pdyorrac.

19? étedlknoey 7. alpa 7. SotAwy abdrod
éx xepds albrfis. See on 6'° above.

16 6 kamwvds adriis dvaBalve. els .
al@vas. See on 14" above.

10° alveire T. Oe@ Nudv, mwdvres ol
dobAot adTol, ol ¢poBodpevor alriv, ol
pekpol kal ol peydNot,

19" tva év alry mwardiy Ta& E0vn” kal
alrds mouuavel alrods év pdBdy
audnpd. See 247 above.

20° émrl 7. wAdTos T. Yis.

karéBn wip €k 7. obpavod kal karé-
¢gayer. (This could be registered
under § 3, since the Hebrew could
hardly be rendered differently.)

21! olpardr kawdv kal yijy Kawyy.

212(21'%) 7. wé\w 7. dylar’Tepovoakhu.
212 180y Epxopar Taxb, xal & wodés

pov per’ éuod., Already registered
under § 3 above.

Ixxix

Amos 37 7. dovhovs adrol 7. mpogrj-
Tas. Ps1132(115') 7. poBovuévovs
T. kUpLov 7. pikpods peTé T. peydAwy,

Is 7% onuelov* 500 % wapfévos évy
yaoTpl et (RA Mjuperar, B). 2617
% dblvovoa éyylfel Texelv, eml Th
@dlve avThis éxékpatev,

See on 2% above.

Is 49 edppalvesfe ovpavol. Cf. 44%.

Ex 20" (quoted on 10% under § 3
above). Neh 198 éwolonas 7. odpardy
oo ToYY . . . T. BaNdooas.

Is 34 vukrds kal Huépas . . . kal, ..
els 7. aldva xpbvov kal dvafrioerat o
kawvds avTis.

Ex 14%! Mwvo§ 7. 8epdovre alrod.

Ex 15! goev Mwvofis . . . 7. @&
TaiTny.

Ps 85 (86)° dokdoovaw 7. Broud cov.

Ps 85 (86)° wdvra 7. E0vn . . . ffovow
kal wpookurhaovaty évdmiby oov.

See on 1'% under § 3.

Ps 144 (145)'7 dixatos kiptos. . . kal
daos.

Is 49% wlovrac, . . 70 alua adrdv.

Is 49% ¢dyorrar . « o 7. cdpkas
alTdw,

Ps 134 (1352 alvelre 7. Svoua
xvplov, aiveire dobAot klpiov® . . . of
¢pofBolpevor T. xipiov. See on 118
above.

Is 11* xal wardfer yiv 7¢ Ny 700
arbparos adroi.

Hab 18 éxl 74 whdry (10 wAdTos—A)
T. Yis.
2 Kings 1'% o’ exactly as in our text,

Is 6517 &orac yép O olpavds xawds xal
0 Y ko,

Is 52! 'Tepovoaliy, wéhes 9 dyla. Cf.
Dan o ¢,
Is 40 {doV xdpros kUptos . . . EpxeTat

. o . 1800 6 wods alTol per adrod.

! Possibly this passage should have been given under § 3.
2 Our author rightly follows the Hebrew here, mm *33y, against o,
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THE REVELATION OF ST. JOHN

§ 5. Passages based on the Hebrew of the O.T. (or the Aramaic
of Daniel), but influenced (in some cases certainly, in others prob-
ably) by a later form of o, suck as is preserved in Theodotion 6.

1! & J€T yevéalar.
18 (57 20°) émolnoer Huds Baoikeloy
tepets 7, Oeq.

17 1000 EpxeTar pera ! T. vepeADy.

117 (28 221%) "Eyw el 6 wpbros kal 6
Eoxaros.

19 & pé\e yivesfar perd raira.

37 6 &xwy 7. KNely ... 6 dvolywy kal
ovdels kNeloer kal khelwv kal oddels
avolyet.

3% Htovow kal wposkvrioovow évdrmiov
7. mwod@» cov. See on 15* under

§ 4

4! & el yevéobar pera Tabra.
1'% above.

0% 78 Saupubria kal 7. eldwha 2 7. xpuod
xal 7. dpyvpd kal 7. xalkd kal T.
NOwa kal 7. E6Awa, & ofite BNémew
dtvavrar olire drovewr offite wept-
wATEW,

See on

10% dpoger év 1. {QvTe els . alGvas.

Dan ¢’. 2%- - 46 § §¢eT yevéobar?

Ex 19% ¢’. Bacuiela iepels, which=
o1y mbon,  But the Mass. has
773 nabow, and also o’. Bacihewor
tepdrevua. See vol. i. 16,

Dan 713 ¢/, (800 perd T. veperdy . . .
épx buevos = Mass. R "33y oY 1IN, o.
Lod émwi 7. vepeNDY . . . TjpxeTo.

Is 482 (cf. 44°) ponx *ax i peind o,
Is 482 ¢/, Eyd mplros ral éyo
&rxaros. o . 'BEyd elpt wpdros kal
éyd elpe els 1. aldva.

Dan 2’29 0. 7 8t yevéobOar perd Tadra

>o.

Is 2222 ¢/, Swow 7. k\eida olkov Aafld
. . . kal dvolfer kal olk &rat 0
dmokhelwy* kal k\eloe kal ovx ErTatl
6 dvolywy. o. Sdow T, 6kav Aaveld

. kal dptet, kal odk &rTal 6 4vTi-
Nywr, kal kheloer kal obk €oTat &
avolywy.

Is 60 0'. kal wopedoovras . . . wapokv-
vdvtwy . . . kal TposKkurhTOVTY
émt 7. Ixyny 1. wodlv oov. o om.
last eight words.

Dan 5% 8’ (> o). 7. feods . xpvoals
xal Gpyvpols 4 kal xahkobs kal
audnpots kal fullvous kal AeBivovs,
of o0 BN\émovawr kal ol olk drolvovaiw
(o’<< entire passage). Cf. Ps 113
(114)% %7, eldwha . . . olk BipovTar
« . . o0k dkoboovTar . . . ol wept-
Tarjoovaw.

Dan 127 ¢, &Guocev év r. {Gvre T.
aldva.

In

1 Qur author knows only oy, as does 6’, whereas o’ presupposes 5y.
14 érl 7. vepéhny kaffuevor does not presuppose %y, for xafruevor requires
ért here. Thus oy is presupgosed by werd in Rev 17, Mk 145% épyduevor
pera 7. veg. : by év in Mk 13% épxbuevor évvep., Lk 217 : whereas Matt 24%
2654 épxbuevov éml T, veg. presuppose o’ and bp. ~ See vol. i. 18.

2 This combination of demons and idols is first found in 1 En 997,

% o/ has this phrase also in 3% 2; but since there is no other passage in
our author based on Daniel that agrees with o’ against ', and many that agree
with 6’ against o/, we conclude that where they agree, as here, our author is
influenced by a version of the character of 6’.

4 The Mass. here trs. xpvools kal dpyvpols. But, since 8 and Peshitto
here, as well as all the authorities for the same list of substances in 5%, support
the order xp. xai dpy., there can be no doubt that the Mass. is wrong here
and that our author and 6’ attest the true order in §%. Our author is follow-
ing 5% here, as the concluding clauses prove.



ECHOES OF THE O.T.

121 gaupdv
KaLPOU

g o’-ré,u.a. Aadody ;.Le‘yci?\a.

137 Toufjoat wobhepwov petd T. dylwy.

kal Kaipovs Kal gy

13'5 8oou éav wh mposkvvigovow T.
elkdva.

148 Bafuldv 0 peydAn.

1534 & Baoieds 7. é0vdv Tis ob i
$ofndy ;

20 Té7ros ol €lpéfn abrols (cf. 128).

20" el Tis oly elpéln év 1. BiBAw ! T.
fwils yeypappuévos.

221 uy oppayloys 7. Noyovs . . .
BiSAiov TovTOV.

§ 6. Phrases and clauses in
0.7 passages.

2% v yuvaike ' Te{dBeN.

5% 6 Nwv 6 éx 7. PpuAs Tovda.

N pt{a Aavetd (cf. 22'%).

9P éEfNfov dkpldes els 7. yh.

91 7. woraup T. peydhg Eigpdry.

o* pévwv . . . woprelas . . . KNeu-
udrwy.
papudkwy . . . wopveias.

10! §eT oe wdAw wpogyTeloar émi
Naots kal é€fveoww . . . kal Bact-
Aebow.

11! kdhapos . . . pérpnoor T. vadv.

112 é566n T. éfveaww kal 7. TOAW T.
aylav rarjoovaw.

118 mvevparikds Zédoua.
11 3pa méppovow dANHAots.

poBos . . . émémeoev éml.
112 GvéBnoar els T. olpavév.

1118 &5wkay Béfav 7. B¢ (cf. 147).
7. feq 7. olpavod (cf. 161).
113 Bagi\eloet els 7. aldvas 7. aldvwy.

Ixxxi

Dan 127 6 o, xawpdv kal Kaipols
(AQT) kai Hueov kawpod., Cf. 7%.

Dan 78 6’ o’. o1. ha\. pey.

Dan 72 ¢’. émoler méheuov perd 7.
dytwy. o, woékeuov ourigTduevoy
wpos T. &rylovs.

Dan 3% 6’ o’. 8s &v uy (+meoaw o)
wpookuriiey (T. elkdve).

Dan 4% ¢’ o/. BafB. % pey.

Jer 107 ¢’ (>0'). 7is o0 pY PoBndr-
oerai, Baci\ed T. éGviv ;

Dan 2% ¢’. témos obx eVpéfn adrois.
o/, Gore pndév katalewpfivar €€
adTd.

Dan 12! ¢’. wds (+6 elpefels AQ) o
yeypauuévos év 7. BifAw, of. 8s v
evpedy éyyeypaupuévos év T. BNy,

Dan 12° ¢/, oppdyisor 7. BiBNlov. o',
cppdywwar 7. PBefMov. 12° .
éoppaywpévo ol Noyo. o . éappay-
wuéva 76 wpooTdypara.

our Author whick are echoes of

1 Kings 20 (21)® ’'IefdBeN 4 yury
avTob.

Gen 49° gkburvos Néovros, 'Tovda.

Is 11) ék 7. pifys 'Ieooal.

Ex 10" dvafirw dkpls éml 1. yiv.

Gen 1518 7. 7or. 7. pey. Edg.

Ex ,2013 (Mass., but different order in
o’).

2 Kings 9% al moprelar "Te{dBeN .
kal 7. phpuake adris.

Jer 10 800 xabéorakd oe . . .
€0vy xal Baoihelas.

el

Ezek 40° év 7. xepl adrod Gy . . .
kdhapos pérpov. 418 Siepérpnoev
kaTévavTt T. olkov.

Zech 12% Ooopar T, Iepovaaliu Aifov
karawarolueror. Dan g* (6') 7.
wé\w 7. aylav.

Is 1! Israel addressed as ‘‘ Sodom.”

Esth 99 dwooTéNhovres peptdas Ekasros
7¢ whyalov.

Frequent in the O.T.

2 Kings 2! dveNjupfy . . . els T.
obpavbr.

Josh 729, Jer 136 etc.

Dan . 21819737, g/ o 54,

Ps 9% (10'%) ﬁa.m)\euo'et KUptos els T.
aldva.

1 See note on 3° under § 4. 6

instead of his own word BiBAiov.

f .

explains our author’s use of B{B\os here
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147 ¢poBhfnre T. feby.

14 mupl kal Gelep.

15! whyyds émrd.

161 éxxéere T. ¢udhas 1. Bupod T.
feob.

161 ¢yévero % Basihela adrol éokoTw-

wév.

1612 é¢npdvOn 7. U8wp airol.

18? khadoovTar kal kbyorrac.

18 gov 7js émfuntas THs Yuxs.
18# Suggested by

20° 7. wé\w 7. Yyamwyuévyy.

214 olire wévlos obiTe kpavyi) olite wovos
olk éoTat &Te.

2110 7, §étav 7. Beol.

216 5 wéhes Terpdywros ketrat.

THE REVELATION OF ST. JOHN

Eccles 121,

Gen 19%,

Lev 26 whyyds énrd.

Jer 10% &kxeov T. Buudy cov émi EGvy.

Ex 10% vyernbirw okéros émi iy
Alytmrrov.

Ex 142 émolnoer 7. 8dNaccav Enpdy.

2 Sam 12 éxéfarro . . . xal éxhavoar.

Deut 1215 2021/ Ps 20 (21)° etc.

Jer 28 (51)53%% Nfow . .. piers kal épels
Otrws katadioerar BaSviwy.

Ps 77 (78)%8 7. 8pos 7. Zewww fydmnoer.
86 (87)? dyawq xipios . wihas Zudv.

Is 3510 dwédpa 860wy kal Aimy kal
oTevayubs.

Is 588,

Ezek 486 where the measures of the
city show that it was rerpdywros.

§ 7. Passages dependent on or parallel with passages in the

Jewish Pseudepigrapha.

18 ooy vidv dvbpwmov.
below.

27 Sdow alTy payew éx 7. Eddov T.
{whs.

217 gvoua xawdy.

See on 141

41 kal ldod Olpa dyepyuévy év .
olpare.
4% (15%) @dracoa Darivy.

611 {yg, dramadoovrar . . . Ews TARPwW-
0Bgw . . . ol ddehgol alrdv ol
uéNNovres amokTévverfar,

612 6 ifhios éyévero uéhas . . .
geXjrn 8Ny éyévero vs alua.

kal %

T. Lev 18" ddger 7. aylows payelv éx.
7. &0hov 7, {wis. See vol. 1. 54.
T. Lev 8" émuhnbfoerar adry dvoua

Kauwby.

1 En 14 kal 1600 &\Ayr @Ypav dvewy-
wévyy (Z.e. in heaven): T. Lev gl

2 En 3® ‘“They showed me a great
sea’ (7., in the first heaven). Cf.
T. Lev 2%,

In 1 En 47 the end will come when
the number of the martyrs is com-
plete exactly as in our text. 4734
““I saw the Head of Days when He
seated Himself upon the throne of
His glory. . . . And the hearts of
the holy were filled with joy,
Because the number of the righteous
had been offered.”!

Ass. Mos. 10° Sol non dabet lumen et
in tenebras convertent se cornua
lunae . . . et (luna) tota convertet
se in sanguinem.?

! Here the martyrs are regarded as an offering to God just as in our text

14% (dmapxh 7. fe). See vol. i. 174.

2 Ezek. 327 (o’. 7 cehiivn ol dwoew 70 ¢pdos alris) and Joel 23 (34) (o. 6 Heos

petaoTpagroerat els okbros kal 7) ceijvn els alpa) are the sources of Ass. Mos
10% Hence the latter passage should be read’as in my edition, (sol) in tenebras
convertet se, et luna non dabit lumen et tota convertet se in sanguinem. The
totiz .appsears in this connection only in this passage and in our text. See
vol. i. 180.
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7' téooapas dyyéhovs . . . éml T.
Téooapas ywvlas THs yis, kparolvras
7. Téooapas avéuovs T. Y¥is.

[88 s Bpos uéya wupi kaibuevor. ]t

o darépa éx 7. olpavol wemrwrbra €ls
T. Yy, kal é860n adrg 7 Kheis T.
¢péaros, kT\.?

9% tva ph wpookvwhaovow T. Sawubvia
kal 7. eldwha.?

14 Bacancbhoerar év
evdmriov T, dyyélwy.

wupl . . .

14 8uotov vidv dvfpdimrov.*

1714 (Cf. 19'%) Kipios kuplwy éoriv kal
Bagiheds Basihéwy.

19" ék T. oTéuatos aidrod ékmopeleral
pougpata étela, va év adry wardéy
78 Efvn* kal adTds woruarel avTovs év
pépdy aidmpg.

20% 7ov Ty kal Maywy.

201 & fdvaros kal 6 ¢dns Ewkav T.
vekpols T. év alrols.

222 1. Opévov 7. Beod kal 7. dpviov.

Ixxxiii

See vol. i. 204, 192 (note), where this
conception is shown to be in 1
Enoch.

En 188 ds 8pn ueydha kaidueva : 213
ouolovs Bpeoty peydhows kai év wupl
Kkatouévous.

En 86! ‘““Behold a star fell from
heaven and it arose ” etc.

-

—

-

En 997 ““ Who worship stones . . .

impure spirits and demons.”

En 48° *“ As straw in the fire, so

shall they burn before the face of

the holy.”

En 46! which first applies to #%e

Messiah, this phrase which in Dan

78=%the saints.” 4 Ezra 13®

where the Syriac presupposes §uowor

vig dvbpomov. See vol. ii. 20.

1 En 9* (G s?) Kipios 7. xvplwr kai
Bagkeds T, Paskevbrtwy (E=
Bao\éwr).

Pss. Sol 17%-%-3 quoted in vol. ii.
136 where already Is 114and Ps 2?
are applied in the same Ps. to the
Messiah.

See vol. ii. 188.

1 En 51! ¢ Sheol also shall give back
that which it has received, and hell
shall give back that which it owes.”
See vol. ii. 194 sqq.

1 En62% % Seevol ii. 175sq. The

throne is the throne of God and of

the Son of Man. i

-

-

§ 8. Passages in some cases directly dependent on and in others

parallel with earlier books of the N.I. Our author appears to
have used Matthew, Luke, 1 Thessalontans, 1 and 2 Corinthians,
Colossians, Ephesians and possibly Galatians, 1 Peter and James.
The possibility of lhis having had one or more other books of the
N.T. is not excluded.

1 The diction is almost identical, but the ideas are quite different. In
1 En the stars are really spirits or angels undergoing punishment. In this
interpolated passage 8712 the ‘‘burning mountain” in 8 and ‘‘the
burningl star” in 8 are purely physical things. Contrast our author’s
use in gl

g T(})xe parallel is good. The star in each case is an angel, and in each case
falls from heaven. A parallel is found also in Is 14? éféweoer éx 7. olpavot 6
éwogpbpos.

3 Combined worship of demons and idols first mentioned in 1 En 997,

4 The fact that the expression 8uowos vidv dvfpdmov occurs in 4 Ezra 138
shows that it may have been more current in certain circles than is generally
believed. On the other hand, it is simply the apocalyptic form of 6 vids 7.
avfpdmov.
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1! dei yevéobar.

13 pakdpios . . . kal ol dkodovres T.
Néyous . . . kal TypolrTes.

3 yap Katpbi EyyUs. ,

14 xdpis Duiv kal elphvy.

1% 6 wpwrérokos T. vexpiv.!
1° 7 dyawdvre Hpds.

1% Bac\elav, iepels T. de.

17 Sov Epxerar perd T. vepeAdw, kal
bperar abrov wds dpfaluds kal
olrwes avTov éfexévrnoav, kal
kéYorTar ém’ alTdy wicar al ¢rial
7. yis.?

17 vat, dusf.

116 ) 8yus adrob ws 6 HfAios paiver.

18 yexpds kal Idod {Gv.

27 6 &xwy obs drovodTw ® (seven times).

29 oldd cov .
mAovaios el

. 7. wrwxelay, dANG

210 7, grégavor 7. {wijs.t

220 whavg 7. éuovs dovhovs mopreloral
kal gpayely eldwhéfvra.

2% o0 BdN\w €’ Tuds ANoBdpos’ mAiw
8 &xere kpaThoare.

2% 7, Babéa 7. SaTavd.

33 éav olv ui) ypryophoys, WHw s
KNémTys kal ob ui) yvps mwolav bpav
HEw émi o€,

163 (§od épxomat ws kAETTYS* pmakdpios
o ~yprryopiw.®

THE REVELATION OF ST. JOHN

Matt 245, Luke 21°.

Luke 112 pakdpior of dxolorres T.
Aéyor 1. feoi kal purdaaovres.”

Matt 26'® 6 kaipés pov eyyis éorev.

Col 1% xdpes Ouiv xal elppyy and eight
other Pauline epp. Not earlier
than N.T. apparently.

Col 18 mpwrérokos éx T. vexplw.

Gal 2% 700 viod 7. feod Tob dyamip-
gavrés ue.

I Pet 2° Bagihetov lepdTevpa.

Matt 24% rére kbporrar wacar al
dvhal 7. yiis kai SYorTar T. vidw T.
dvfpdmov épxbuevor éml T. vegeAlw
7. olpavoD.

2 Cor 12 1o val . . . 70 dupv.

Matt 172 E\auper 76 mpdswmor avrod
@s 0 Aeos.

2 Cor 6° dmwofviokovTes kal idod {Guev.

Matt 11%% 13% 43 Luke 8 14% 6 &xwr
@ra dxovétw : Mark 4% B 85 (ebris)
(423) &xer Bra drovey drovérw.

2 Cor 610 &s wrwyol moANovs 3¢ whovr!-
$ovres. Jas 2° 7. wrwyols T. kbouy
mAovalovs év wioTet.

Jas 12 7, grépavor 7. {wis.

Acts 15% &dotev . . Muiy pndéy
mhéor émirifeafar Vuiv Bdpos wAWw

. . dméxeofar eldwhofiTwy . . . Kkal
mopvelas.

1 Cor 2% 7, BdOy 7. feod.

Matt 2442 ypryopeire odv, 8¢ oV oldare
wolg Huépa 6 kipios Dudv Epxerar.

24% éxeivo 8¢ ~ywdoxere, 8r el fder &
oikodeswlbrns wolg puhaky 6 kAémTys

1 Peculiar to Paul and our author in this sense.
2 The combination of Dan 7% and Zech 12!* 12 is first found in the N.T.

and is peculiar to Matt. and our author.

This combination is not found in

the parallel passages of Mark 13%, Luke 21%, which omit the quotation from
Zech. Further, the phrase wdoac al ¢vhal 7. ¥7s is peculiar to our text and
Matt 24%°, and the meaning assigned to xéyovrrac (““ mourn for themselves )
is peculiar to our author and Matt 24%. On the other hand, our author keeps
to the Hebrew in rendering perd 7. vepeAdr, whereas Matt 24% reads éwl 7.
vep. as o’. Observe that our author has éx’ adrév (so Heb. and LXX), but
not Matt.

3 Qur author’s use of this phrase clearly goes back to our Lord, and his
form of it is closer to that in Matthew and Luke than to that in Mark.

4Jas 1'? contains the earliest instance of the phrase. Cf. T. Benj. 4!
gTepdvouvs 86Ens.

5 Qur author was clearly acquainted with the Apostolic edict, but that he
also used Acts is doubtful.

6 The dependence of 3% 16" on Matt 242 - 6 is obvious.

7 puhdocew is a Lucan word : cf. Luke 182, Acts 758 16 2724, whereas our
author does not use ¢urdoaew at all, but uses 79peiv in the same sense.
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3% 8édwra évdmiby gov Olpav Aregry-
pévy,

356poroyfiow 7. voua adrol évdmior T.
warpbs pov kal évddwiov T. dyyéhwy
avTob.

31 % dpxh 7. krisews 7. Geod.

. kal ook oldas
See on

37 wholoubs eiue . .
re o0 €l 6 . . . wTwybs.
2% above.

3% dwow abry kabloar per’ éuol &v T.
Opbve pov, ds . . . ékdbioa perd T.
warpds pov év T, Opdve avrob.

5% i K\ate.

6% Nafelv . elpiyny éx T. s,

6%17 71, Subject-matter of the Seals

suggested by the Little Apocalypse.!
60 ws mére . . . o0 . . . €xOukels TO
alua Hudv.

61213 5 #\os éyévero péas ws odkkos
Tplxwvos kal B cehjvy 6Ny éyévero ws
alua, kal ol dorépes T. olpavod
Ereoav els T. yiv.2

61518 of Bagilels T. Yfis . . . kal was
dodhos kal éNeblepos Expupar éavrols
els 7. omfhawe kal els 7. wéTpas T,
bplwr* kal Néyovow T. Bpeciv xal
7. wérpous Ilésare é¢ Huds xal
kplpare Huds dmwd wpoodmov, kT3

6Y7 7is dvvarar orabiva.

7% dxpi cpparylowpey Tods dovhovs Tob
ol

Ixxxv

épxerat, éypyybpnoev v kal olk &y
elagev dopuxOfvar 7. olklav adrol.
46 Makdpeos 6 Sodhos éxetvos. 1 Thess
5% fuépa xuplov ws NéwTys .. .
EpxeTac

1 Cor 16° 0Vpa. ydp pot dvéwyev. 2 Cor
212 9pas pou dveqyuévys.

Matt 10%2 éuoroyiow kdyw év adr®
Eumpoofev T. warpbs pov (contrast
Luke 12% éumpocler 1. dyyéAwr .
feob).

Col 118 8s éorv 7 dpxh.
TOKOS TWdoNs KTloEws.
Contrast Col 1% 7. whoiros 7. d6kys .
pvoryplov . . . 8 éoTw X, év Duiv.

1% 7pwré-

Col 3! 76 dvw {yretre, o0 6 X. éorwv év
defid 7. Oeob kabhpevos. Eph 28
cuvekdOioey év T, émovpaviows év X 1.

Luke 713 (852) uh xhaie.

Matt 10* i voulonre 8 HAGov Baely
elpfvnp émwl 7. yijv* odx H)Gov Balely
elpfvmy dAN& pdxacpay.

Matt 2487 % and parallels in
Luke 2181%. 252, See vol. i.
158 sqq.

Luke 1878 6 8¢ feds ot ui woriay Tip
éxdlknow 1. ékNekTOV adTol, . . .
woujoet T. éxdiknow alTdv év Tdyxet.

Matt 24% 6 #\ws okoriocbfoeTar, kal
W ge\iiyn ob ddwer T. Péyyos alriis
kal ol dorépes mwegobvrar dmwd 7.
ovparol. So Mark 13%% save that
for last four words it reads &rovrat
ék 1. ovp. wimrovres. Luke 21%
Eoovrar onueta év HNp rkal ceNfry
kal &oTpocs.

Luke 23% 7ére dpfovrac Néyew 7.
Speow Iégare é¢’ fuds ral 7. Bovvors
KaXdyare puds.

Luke 21% dypvmveire . . . Wva kari-
oxvonre . . . orafivar Eumposfey
7. viol 7. dvfpdmov.

Eph 4% éoppaylobnyre els Huépav dro-
Nurpdioews.

1 Our text seems to presuppose the use of Luke and Matthew in the
enumeration of the seven evils following on the opening of the Seals, or else of

the Little Apocalypse behind the three Gosz;)els.
2 The parallelism of 6'*13 with Matt 24

See vol. i. 158-160.
is very close, but not with Luke.

It is not, however, dependent directly on the former.
3 There is a remote parallelism with Luke, but not with Matthew.
4 The meaning of s¢payi{w, 7%, may be partly due to Eph 4% 18; cf,

2 Cor 1%,

In fact, in Epb 1% the sealing gives the faithful assurance of their

spiritual preservation to the day of redemption, and this thought is allied to
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717 78 dpvlov . . . woruavel adrovs.

920 ol Nowwol T&w drfpdmwy (20°).

11%  wpogyredoovowr  Huépas
diakoglas éEfkovra.

118 kKhetoar 7. olpavby, Wa uh derds

Bpéxn T. Huépas T. wpogmrelas adrdv.
1115 5 Baoukela 7. kbopov.
12? 6 Zaravds . . . 8NGO els T. iy,

138 7. dpriov 7. éopayuévov dmd kara-
BoAfjs kéoprov,

134 Onplov (Z.e. & YevdompogpiiTys, 1613
19%) . . . elxev «képara Yo Suowa
dprip kal ENdher ws dpdkwy,

14* ol dkohovfobvres T dpri Smov dv
vmwdyet.

147 7. woufjoarTe 7. olpavdy kal T. Y
kal 7. 0dhacoar.!

1418 of év kuply dmobviioKkovTes.

1714 kipios kuplwr éorly kal Bacihels
BaoiNéwy.?

174 kAyrol kal ékhekTol kal miaTol.

1619 (148 17°% etc.) BaBvhww %) ueydn.

184 éEéNfare ¢f adrfis . . . Tva ui) ouw-
kowwvihonre Tals dpapriacs.

182 alua mwpopnrdy kal dylwy elpédn
xal wdvrov 1. éopaypévwr éml T.
yis.

197 xalpwper xkal dyaA\idpuer.’

19° paxdpiow ol els 7. delmvor 7. yduov

. . KekApuévol.

2148 74 wodra driNfav® (o) kawd
Tod rdvra.

2110 garhveykéy e év mveduare érl pos
péya kal DYnhbv, kal Edetév pe.

2221 §) xdpis 7. Kvplov 'Inool uerd
wdyrwy 76 dylwy.

xt\os

THE REVELATION OF ST. JOHN

1 Pet2®7, ropudva . . . 7. Yuxdy oubdv,

Luke 18,

Luke 4% éxhelofn 6 odpavds &rn Tpla
kal pfvas €. Jas 5Y odk éBpefev
érl 7. yiis éviavrods Tpels kal piras
&8,

Matt 48 7. Bagelas 7. kbopov,

Luke 10 éfedpovv 7. Zaravdv s
doTpamiy éx T. odpavel weabvra.

1 Pet 1% duyod . . . wpoeyrwo-
pévov utv wpd karaBolfis kbopmov.

Matt 7% 7. yevdowpognrdv, olrwes
épxovrar wpds Vuds év évdduact
wpoBdrwy Eowher 08¢ elow Aiko
dpmayes.

Luke 0% dkolovfijow oo Smov &
dmépxy. Cf. Mk 21 102,

Acts 4% 1415 6 wovioas (8s émolyoev,
14%%) 7. odpavdy kal 7. yiv kal T.
fdhacoav.

1 Thess 4'% ol vexpol év Xpiore.

1 Tim 6" 6 Bac\els 7. Pacihevbrrwy
kal KUpLos 7. KupievbyrTwy.

Matt 20 22 goN\ol ~ydp elow
kAqTol, éNyou 8¢ éxhekrol.

1 Pet 5% é» BaBuAdrt (=Rome as in
Apoc.).

2 Cor 67 été\bare ék péoov alrdv.
Eph 5 ui) cvvkowwveire 7. Epyous
. . . T. oK6TOUS.

Luke 11% tva ék{nm0y 7. alua wdvrwy
T. wpopT@Y TO éxkexuuévor dmwo
kaTaBoNfs kbouov.

Matt 52 yalpere kal dyaAhdofe.
Luke 146 érrolet delmvov péya . . . kal
dwéoreitker . . . Tols kekAmuévors.

2 Cor 5V T4 dpxaia mapiNber, (dod
Yéyovey koivd.

Matt 4% mapakouBdver adrdv . . . els
8pos DymAow Naw, kai deikvvow adry.

Some form of this grace is found at
the close of the Pauline Epp. and
Hebrews, and in them only in the
N.T. Cf. Eph 6% 4 xdpes uerd
wyTwY T. dyamdvTwr T. KUpLov
Hudv’' 1 X., Col 4189 xdpus ned’ tuav.

that of our author, according to whom the faé#/iful are secured, not against

physical evils, but against their spiritual enemies.

These" latter recognize

this divine mark on the faithful and cannot injure them.
1 On the O.T. originals of this el 10% above under § 3, and 147

under § 4. It will be seen that 14
of the O.T. passages.

is closer verbally to Acts 42 than to any

2 See list of passages influenced by Pseudepigrapha.

3 The thought in both passages is not unrelated. The words in Matt. come
in at the close of the Beatitudes which promise that the righteous shall inherit
the earth. 197 in our author represents in vision the fulfilment of this promise.
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VIII.
UNITY OF THE APOCALYPSE.

§ 1. Unity of thought and dramatic development.—When the
interpolations of the editor are removed and the dislocations
of the text set right (see p. lvii sqq.), the unity of thought
and development in the Apocalypse is immeasurably greater
than in any of the great Jewish apocalypses of an earlier
or contemporary date. In fact, the order of development is at
once logical and chronological save where our author deliber-
ately, as in 7917 1o—1113 141-11. 14. 1820 hreaks with the chronologi-
cal order and in 7917 14!-11- 14 18-20 adopts the logical, that he
may show the blessed future in store for those that were faithful
in the tribulations which are recounted in the text immediately
preceding these sections. The dramatic movement of the book
1s independent of all these sections. But the superiority of the
Apocalypse to other apocalypses in this respect is not merely
relative but absolute, as a short study of the Plan of the
Apocalypse (see p. xxiii sqq.) will abundantly prove.

Smaller unities! maintained and developed within the
Apocalypse might be brought forward, such as: (2) the Seven
Beatitudes, 13 16! (which is to be restored after 3%) 1413
19% 22! 209 227, (4) The judgment demanded by the souls
under the altar'is dealt with in various stages of fulfilment in 834
93 1418 167 (which with 165° is restored in this edition to its
original contextafter 19*). (¢) The promises of the re-evangeliza-
tion of the heathen world in 11 1457 15 are fulfilled in

! In respect to the angels sent to instruct the Seer with the revelation of
God, there is no unity observed in the Apocalypse. Our author apparently
set out with the intention of committing this revelation to one angel. To
this intention he holds fast (as I now see) in 13-10-11 41 1048 In 10Mitis
possible that Méyovsw is an oversight for Aéyet, which 025 Tyc Pr gig vgdfv s
arm bo eth attest. But the adoption of sources (111-1% 12-13. 17-18), where
this angelic guide is not mentioned, interfered with his original purpose, and
hence there is no reference to him till 19? 22% But even in 1-10 various
other heavenly beings instruct the Seer—one of the Elders in 5% 71317, the
Cherubim in 6+ 3-5-7,  This fact prepares us for the intervention of one of the
Seven Angels of the Bowls in 17! 21°: 1 221, But there is a special fitness in
this intervention. These angels have to execute judgment on the world now
subject to the Antichrist, and so it is one and the same angel that shows the
Seer the destruction of Rome (171-1), the capital of the Antichrist on earth,

and that shows the city that is to replace it—the Heavenly Jerusalem coming
down to be the capital of Christ’s kingdom on earth for 1000 years
(219-22% W15 17 00-6),

But the above phenomena are not inconsistent with unity of authorship,
though on revision the author would, no doubt, have removed some of the
incongruities. In other apocalypses there are several angelic guides. Thus in
Dan 1049 one of the holy watchers, 8699 Gabriel, and possibly in 10! #4-,
Many angels act in this capacity in 1 Enoch 21-36: two angels in 2 Enoch.



Ixxxviil THE REVELATION OF. ST. JOHN
219222141517 when restored to their right context immedi-
ately after 208

§ 2. Unity of style and diction.—The grammar and the style
of our author are unique, as the Grammar which I give, pp. cxvii—
clix, amply proves. This unity is discoverable in every part of the
Apocalypse save in the sources which our author has taken over
in a Greek form (such as 111"8 12, 17. 18; see p. Ixii sqq.), and
even in these the hand of our author is constantly manifest, as he
edits them to serve his main purpose. Moreover, in the introduc-
tion to every chapter (save in the case of the sources) its essential
affinities of diction and idiom with the rest of the book are

given almost in full.

This unity, therefore, does not exclude the use of visions of
his own of an earlier date or of sources.

A few examples of the essential unity of diction between
different parts of the Apocalypse may here be added.

(2) Chaps. 1-3 and 20*-22.

11 3etfac Tols Sovhois avTol 8 del yevéo-
Bac év Tdxe.

13 pakdpios 6 avaywdokwy kalol . . .
ToUs Abyous 7#s wpogyreias . . .
THpoUvTES.

17 évyds elue 6 wpdros kal 6 éryaTos.

27 7 mrebpa Néye.

211 700 avdrov 700 devrépov.

28 700 doTépa TOV Tpwiviv.

31 &pxouar Taxy.

312 7is kawis 'Tepovoaliu, % kara-
Balvovsa éx Tol olpavoi dmwd Tob
Beot pov,

(%) Chaps. 1-3 and 4-20°

1! Setfac . . . & Oel yevéaOau.

18 émolnoar fpds Baoihelav, lepels T
Bedd.

110 éyevduny év mwyveduare.

133 duoov vidw dvfpdmov.

18 wepiefwopévor mpds Tols pacTols
vy xpuodv,

1M of pfalpol adTol ws PNOE mwupds.

27 70 wrebpa Néyer.

218 rokeutow per’ adTdy.

2?1 ueravoficar éx.

2% ¢y favdry (= by pestilence 7).

2% mopavel {=** shall break 7).

37 6 dryros .6 dAybwds, where dAnfivés
(= *“ faithful ).

3% Hfovow kal wpookuvijoovewy évdmiov
T mwodY cov.

310 74s olkovuérns GAys.

3% rols karowkolvras émi Tis yis (in a
technical sense).

225 Getfac Tols Sovhois alrol & Oel
yevéohar év Td et

227 uakdpios 6 TNp@y Tols Abyous
Tijs wpogmrelas.

2218 éye . . . 6 wphros kal 6 Eoyaros.

2217 74 wyelua kal % vuugh Myovow.

218 6 Bdvaros 6 debrepos (cf. 20%).

2216 6 doThp . . . 6 Tpwivds.

2212 {0V Epyopat Taxy.

212 "lepovoalhpu kawhy . Kata-
Balvovear éx ToU olpavol dmwd Tob
A

4} detfw aou & del yevéoOau,

510 émolnsas alrods 1@ Oe@ Hudv
Bao\elav xal lepels.

42 éyevéuny év mveduate.

14 Spotov vidv dvfpdymov.

158 wepiefwopévor wepl T4 oTHOy {dvas
xpvods.

19'% ol 8¢ dpfaluol alTol ws GAGE wupés.

1413 Néyer 70 mrebpa.

13* moNeufjoar per’ avrod: cf. 1714,

g0 21 611,

6% 6 fdvaros.

19'% (12%).

61

15* #fovay kal wpookvrhTovew évdmiby
oov.

(T

610 813 138,
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The above examples could be increased indefinitely. But
there is still weightier evidence. The recurrence of idioms—in
many cases idioms wnigue and peculiar to our author’s style—
throughout the Apocalypse, from the earliest chapters to the
last, presents still stronger proofs of the unity of authorship.
Since these are recorded in the introduction to each chapter and
summarized in the Grammar, I shall not dwell further on them
here.

§ 3. But this unity in the dramatic mevement of the Apocalypse
does not necessitate the assumption that all and every part of the
Apocalypse is our autho?’s own creation. As a matler of fact
this is not the case. Qur author has, as we have seen elsewhere,
used sources.—These sources, together with earlier visions of his
own, he has re-edited and brought in the main into harmony with
their new contexts. But the work of editing has not been
thorough. Certain incongruities survive in the incorporated
sections, which our author would no doubt have removed if he
had lived to revise his work. Traces of an earlier date and often
expectations of an earlier generation still survive. Thus in vol.
i. 43—-47 I have shown that our author wrote the Seven Epistles
under Vespasian, when the Church had no apprehension of a
universal martyrdom of the faithful, but expected to survive till
the Second Advent of Christ. By various additions and changes
this expectation is changed for the expectation that pervades the
rest of the book, and the letters to the Seven Churches are
transformed into letters to entire Christendom.! But traces of

! Their inclusion in this work has given them this new meaning. The
fact that there are seven letters and only seven, suggests that the Seer is now
addressing himself—not merely to Seven Churches out of the many others to
which he could have written with authority, nor yet to all the Churches of
the province of Asia, but—through these Seven Churches to all the Churches
of Christendom. The approaching struggle, as the entire Apocalypse pre-
supposes, is not between the Christian Churches of a single province and the
Empire, but between Christendom and the Antichrist impersonated in the
Empire and its head, though the storm is threatening to break first on
the Churches of Asia.

This suggestion gains support from the following considerations. Seven
is a sacred number with our author and is capable of a symbolic meaning.
That the Seven Churches embrace all the Churches, appears to follow
from 1!>13 combined with 116-20, In 1!?seven candlesticks and only seven
are visible, and in 1'% seven stars and only seven stars. Now, since from
1% we learn that the seven candlesticks are the Seven Churches—i.e. the
Churches in their actual condition—and that the stars are the angels of the
Seven Churches—i.e. the Churches as they should be ideally, and since in 13
the Son of Man stands in the midst of these Churches, and holds in His hands
the seven stars or the ideals they have to achieve, the natural conclusion is
that it is all the Churches of Christendom in the midst of which Christ stands,
and not an insignificant group, and that the stars which He holds in His right
hand are the ideals which they are summoned through His help to realize.
As all Christians, according to the rest of the Apocalypse, are to share in the
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earlier date survive. As I have elsewhere shown, these letters
came from our author and from none other.

Again in 418 our author re-edits a vision of his own, 42b-8. 5-8scde,
See vol. i. 104-106 and the commentary 7z /oc. In the course
of incorporation certain infelicities have been incurred. It is
said of the Seer in 4% éyevdunv év mveluari—a phrase which
denotes the state of trance as in 1. But according to 4! he
was already in this state, as the words merd Tatra €ldov show.
See vol. i. 109-111, 106-107. Again 4% is a later addition from
our author’s hand; but the grammar is wrong, and the subject-
matter does not harmonize well with the context. The
Apocalypse is clearly a first sketch and needed revision: see
vol. 1. 115-116.

In 718 our author makes use of traditional material, but the
language is his own. See vol. i. 191-199. The four angels and
the four winds, which are here introduced and introduced in
terms that lead us to expect their subsequent appearance in the
way of judgment (73 w3y adikrjonre Ty yijy . . . dxpt oppaylowuer,
x7A.), are not directly referred to again.

In 11118 our author has made use of two sources (1112 113-13),
both written before 70 A.D., in which, if the text is taken literally,
the historic Jerusalem is supposed to be standing (112-8), and the
Temple to be inviolable (111). These references have been taken
literally by many scholars as determining the date of the whole
Apocalypse, especially by those who accept its absolute unity and
its composition by one author. But to construe such statements
literally implies a complete misconception of our author’s
attitude to the earthly Jerusalem. Ourauthor could not possibly
have regarded the earthly Jerusalem as myw wéAw T dylav (112).
Such a definition he reserves for the New Jerusalem, the eternal
abode of the saints (21%), and the Jerusalem coming down from
heaven to be the seat of the Messianic kingdom for 1000 years
(2119). This latter he calls also v wéAw T fyamyuévyy (209).
But for him the actual city is that 5jris kaletrar mvevparikds Zédopa
kal Alyvrros 6mov kal 6 kiptos adtdv éoravpdly (118). But our
author has re-edited this section by the addition of 114 ®- 8be. 9
and the recasting of 117, according to his own thought and in
his own diction, and thus the inviolable security which the Jews
attached to the Temple is reinterpreted by our author as
meaning ke spiritual security of the Christian community despite
the attacks of Satan and the Antickrist. But such spiritual
security does not exclude martyrdom, as 11313 makes clear. See

coming tribulation, they are all here addressed in these letters. ~After the first
chapter the numeral is dropped and our author speaks only in his later
additions to the letters (27 11-17- 20 36.13-22 (see vol., i. p. 45) of al ékxhyoiac.
The larger thought of all the Churches seems to be here before him.



DATE OF THE APOCALYPSE xci

vol. i. 269—270. 1118 has so far as possible to be reinterpreted
from the later standpoint of the Apocalypse as a whole. But in
some cases this is hardly possible.

12 is a source, or rather a combination of two sources, which
our author has borrowed in its Greek form and re-edited. Thus
we find in 12! éri Tijs kedpadijs where our author would have used
&l 7. kepalds: in 12% érrd dwadripara instead of Siadijpara émwrd.:
in 127 7od before the infinitive—not elsewhere in J#: in 1212
odpavoi instead of odpavé: in 12!* dmé mwpoodwov=because of.”
Contrast 616 2011, Hence I here withdraw the thesis maintained
in vol. i. 300 sqq. § 3, that our author translated this source
himself. See also p. clviii n.

121315 though full of significance in their original context and
at their original date, do not admit of interpretation from the
standpoint and date of our author’s work (see vol. i. 330).

In 17-18 our author has edited two sources already existing
in a Greek form (see p. Ixiii sq., vol. ii. 56-58, 88 sqq.). But
traces of the original date of their composition survive in 171011 and
184 Seevol ii. 59 sq., 93. Another trace of 18 being a source
survives in 182 where it is stated that Rome has become «arouky-
rijplov Saypoviwy kal pulaxy . . . wdvros Spvéov drxabBdprov, whereas
our author himself in 193 represents the smoke of her burning as
ascending age after age to the end of the world.

Such incongruities as the above do not affect the main
movement of thought and development in the book. Without
the sources, in which these incongruities occur, the book would
suffer irreparably. These sources, with the exception of 10-1113
which is a proleptic digression, form organic members of the
whole. The survival, therefore, of such incongruities requires
the hypothesis that our author not only used sources but also
did not live to revise his work.

IX.
DATE OF THE APOCALYPSE.

The date of J*P can be established by external and internal
evidence.

§ 1. External evidence—This evidence almost unanimously
assigns J#° to the last years of Domitian. But some ancient, but
not the earliest, authorities assign it to the reigns of Claudius,
Nero, or Trajan. This may be in part due to the survival in
the sources used by our author of statements and situations pre-
supposing an earlier date than that of Domitian. That these
survivals explain the great divergence of scholars of the past fifty
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years on the dating of the Apocalypse, we shall see when we
turn to the internal evidence.

The Trajan date.—To return, however, to the three dates just
mentioned, 7.e., the reigns of Claudius, Nero, and Trajan, we shall
treat first of the last. This dating is found only in very late
authorities. Theophylact on Matt. 2022: ’Twdvvyy 8¢ Tpaiavos
katedikaoe paprvpotvra TG Adyw Tijs dAnlelas. Synopsis de vita et
morte prophetarum (attributed to Dorotheus): vwo 8¢ Tpaiavod
PBaoréws ééwpioltn év 1) vijow Tdrpe . . . pera 8¢ Tyv Tekevryy
Tpaiavod émdvetow 4mwd Tis vjoov . . . elol 8¢ of Aéyovow uy éml
Tpaiavod adrov éfopirbivar év Tldrpey dANL éml Aoperiavod.! These
statements appear, as Swete suggests (Introd. p. c), to have arisen
mainly from a misunderstanding of such words as those in
Irenaeus, ii. 22. 5, wapéuewe yap adrots (6 Twdvvys) pexpl Tav
Tpaiavod xpdvwy, or those cited below from Origen on Matt. tom.
xvi. 6.

The Claudian and Neronic dates—i1112 and 6° of the
Apocalypse, if taken literally, refer to Jerusalem and the Temple
as still standing, and the martyrdoms under Nero (64-68 A.D.). ,5’?4—‘
Other sources, though less clearly, postulate a Neronic date.
Hence it is not difficult to understand the assignment of the
banishment of John to the reign of Nero in the title prefixed to
both the Syriac versions of the Apocalypse and by Theophylact
(Praef. in Joann.). 1 do not see, however, how we are to explain
the Claudian date (41-54 A.D.), which is maintained by
Epiphanius (Haer. li. 12, perd miy adrod dwo vis Idrpov éxdvodov,
v érl KXavdiov yevopuévny kaioapos : li. 33, abrod 8¢ mpopyredoavros
év xpdvors Khavdiov kaloapos dvwrdre, ére els myv Ildrpov vioov
vmypéev.

The Domitianic date—The earliest authorities are practically
unanimous in assigning the Apocalypse to the last years of
Domitian. Melito of Sardis (160-190 floruif) may possibly be
cited as upholding the Domitianic date, as he wrote a commentary
on J® and addressed a protest to Marcus Aurelius declaring that
Nero and Domitian had at the instigation of certain malicious
persons slanderously assaulted the Church (Eus. iv. 26. ¢: cf.
Lact. De Mort. Persecutorum, 3).

Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. 180-19¢). In his account of the
persecution of Christians by Domitian, Eusebius (iii. 18. 3)
quotes the following words from Ireraeus: el 8¢ e dvadavdov
& 76 viv kapd knplrTeocbar Totvopa adTcd, 80 ékelvov v éppéfy Tod
Kkai Ty droxdAvyy éwpakdros.  ovdE yap «'pd ToAAod xpdvov éwpdf,
3ANL oxedov éml Ti)s nuerépas yeveds, mpos TG Téhew TR Aoperiavod
apxfs.  This passage is found in Irenaeus, 4dv. Haer. v. 30. 3,
almost exactly as quoted in Eusebius.

1 The above two quotations are drawn from Swete, /nzrod. p. c.
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Clement of Alexandria. In his Quis Dives, 42, we find : 7od
Tupdvvov Tehevriigavros dro Tis Ildrpov Tis mjoov perfidber éxl v
"Edpeaov.

Origen (185-253). /n Mt xvi. 6 (Lommatzsch, iv. p. 18),
6 8¢ ‘Popalov Bacikels, ds i mapddoois Siddoket, karedikace Tov
Todvvmy paprvpotvra Sid Tov Tijs dAnfelas Adyov eis Udrpov Tiv
vijoor. Neither in Clement nor Origen is Domitian’s name
given, but it may be presumed that it was in the mind of these
writers.  Victorinus (¢77c. 270), Eusebius, and Jerome are quite
explicit. Victorinus in his /n Apoc. 101! writes: “Hoc dicit
propterea quod quando haec Ioannes vidit, erat in insula Patmos,
in metallum damnatus a Domitiano Caesare. Ibi ergo vidit
Apocalypsin. Et cum jam senior putaret se per passionem
accepturum receptionem, interfecto Domitiano, omnia judicio
ejus soluta sunt. Et Ioannes, de metallo dimissus, sic postea
tradidit hanc eandem quam acceperat a Deo Apocalypsin.” Also
‘on 1710 “ Unus exstat sub quo scripta est Apocalypsis, Domitianus
scilicet.” Eusebius, A Z. iii. 18. 1: ’Ev rovre¢ xaréyer Adyos tov
améarodov dpa xal ebayyelisryy "lodvimy & 76 Blw évdarpiBovra,
s €ls Tov Oelov Adyov évexev papruplas, Ildrpov oikelv xaradikao-
Givar myv vijoov.  iii. 20. g : Tére 87 odv kal 7ov dwdarorov “Twdvvmy
amwd s katd ™Y vijgov duyis T émi "Epéoov SuatpiSy dreydévar
6 Tov wap Huiv dpxaiwv wapadidwar Adyos. iil. 23. 1: *Amwdarodos
opod kal edayyehiorys Twdviys tas adrdbe Swelmev éxxAnoias, dmwd
Ths KaTd TV vijoov perd Tiv AopeTiovod Tehevriy émaveliov duyis.
Jerome (De viris illustr. 9): “ Quarto decimo anno post Neronem
persecutionem movente Domitiano in Patmos insulam relegatus
scripsit Apocalypsim . . . interfecto autem Domitiano et actis
ejus ob nimiam crudelitatem a senatu rescissis sub Nerva principe
redit Ephesum.”

§ 2. Internal evidence.—To the cursory reader the internal
evidence as to the date is hopelessly confusing. But this evidence
is confusing not only to the cursory reader, but also to the
earnest student, as the history of the interpretation of J% clearly
shows, The students of J* fall into three groups on this
question. (1) Those who assign it to the reign of Nero after the
Neronic persecution, 64-68 A.D., such as Baur, Reuss, Hilgenfeld,
Lightfoot, Westcott, Selwyn, B. W, Henderson. (2) Those who
place it under Vespasian, as B. Weiss, Diisterdieck, Bartlett,
Anderson Scott. (3) Those who maintain the Domitianic date.

For these three datings internal evidence is undoubtedly forth-
coming. Our author has used sources, and several of these
were written under Nero, or at all events before the fall of
Jerusalem, as the reader will see under the section Greet and
Hebrew Sources and their Dates, p. Ixii sqq. But such a date
cannot be maintained in the face of 17111 (see vol. ii. 59~60,
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69—70) and 18% both of which postulate a Vespasianic date.
Hence such statements as clearly presuppose a Neronic date
(f.e, in 1113 12 (?). 1317 10) are simply survivals in the sources
used by our author.

Hence it appears that the Apocalypse was written either
under. Vespasian or under Domitian. The external evidence is,
as we have already seen, unanimous in favour of the latter as
against the former. We have now to discuss the bearing of the
internal evidence on this question. This evidence, which is
clearly in favour of the Domitianic date, is as follows.

(a) The use of earlier N.T. Books.—See pp. lxxxiii~lxxxvi.
There it is shown that our author most probably used Matthew
and Luke. If this is so, it makes the Vespasianic date
impossible, unless these Gospels were written before 70 or 75 A.D.

(8) The present form of the Seven Letters, although in their
original form of Vespasianic dale, point to a Domitianic—The
Church of Smyrna did not exist in 60-64 A.D.—at a time when
St. Paul was boasting of the Philippians in all the Churches. Cf.
Polycarp (4d Pril. xi. ““ Beatus Paulus . . . gloriatur in omnibus
ecclesiis, quae solae tunc Dominum cognoverant; nos autem
nondum cognoveramus”). But though Polycarp’s letter tells us
that the Church of Smyrna was not founded in 60-64 A.D., he gives
no hint as to when it was founded. Hence several years may
have elapsed after that date before it was founded. When,
however, we turn to Rev 281! we find that our text presupposes
a Church poor in wealth but rich in good works, with a
development of apparently many years to its credit. This
letter, then, may have been written in the closing years of
Vespasian (75-79) but hardly earlier. But if the present writer's
hypothesis (see vol. i. 43-46) is correct, then the Seven Letters,
all of which probably belong to the same period, were re-edited ;
for whereas they speak generally of local persecutions, there is
not a hint, save in 31, of the universal martyrdom that is taught
or implied in the rest of the book. Nor again is there a single
clear reference to the imperial cult of the Caesars, unless possibly
in 319 (See vol. i. 43-46.) The Letters, therefore, in their
original form, acquaint us with the experiences and apprehensions
of the Churches in Vespasian’s reign. But what worlds divide
their original outlook from that of the Book in which they are
incorporated! The natural conclusion, therefore, is that though
our author wrote the Letters in the reign of Vespasian, he re-
edited them in the closing years of Domitian for incorporation
in his Book. )

(€) The imperial cult as it appears in J* was not enforced until
the reign of Domitian.—There is no evidence of any kind to prove
that the conflict between Christianity and the imperial cult had
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reached the pitch of antagonism that is presupposed in the J*®
before the closing years of Domitian’s reign. In the reign of
Vespasian the Christians, as Moffatt (/z¢rod.? 504) writes, “seem
to have enjoyed a comparative immunity . . . and our avail-
able knowledge of the period renders it unlikely (cf. Linsenmayer’s
Bekampfung des Christentums durck den romischen Staat, 1905,
66 f.) that anything occurred either under him or Titus to call
forth language so intense as that of the Apocalypse.” Moreover,
Vespasian did not take his claims to divinity seriously. But
Domitian insisted on the public recognition of these claims, and
in the last year of his reign he began to persecute the Church in
the capital of the Empire. Thus in Rome he had his own cousin
Flavius Clemens executed, and his niece Flavia Domitilla
and others banished for their faith to the island of Pontia.
Eusebius (A.Z. iii. 18. 4) states that there were many others.!
Now, if Christians of the highest rank were exposed to martyrdom
in Rome, what would be expected in Asia Minor, where the cult of
the Emperor had been received with acclamation as early as the
reign of Augustus, and had by the time of Domitian become the
one religion of universal obligation in Asia, whereas the worship
of the old Greek divinities only took the form of local cults?
Compliance with the claims of the imperial cult was made the
test of loyalty to the Empire. In the earlier days, Christians
had been persecuted for specific crimes, such as anarchy, atheism,
immorality, etc. But in the latter days of Domitian the con-
fession of the name of Christ (cf. J*P 2%13 38 1211 20%) was
tantamount to a refusal to accede to the Emperor’s claims to
divinity, and thereby entailed the penalty of death (13'5). Now,
with the insight of a true prophet John recognized the absolute
incompatibility of the worship of Christ and the worship of the
Emperor, even if this worship were conceived merely as a test of
loyalty to the Empire. Therein he penetrated to the eternal issues
underlying the conflict of his day, and set forth for all time the
truth that it is not Caesar but Christ, not the State but the
Church that should claim the absolute allegiance of the individual.
Nay more: the prophet maintains that the conflict between the
claims of Christianity and the absolutism of the State can never
be relinquished till the State itself, no less than the individual,
tenders its submission and becomes an organ of the will of the
Lord and of His Christ (111%).

(d) The Nero-redivivus myth appears implicitly and explicitly
in several forms in our text, the latest of whick cannot be earlier
than the age of Domitian.

The Jewish source lying behind 14117 was probably written:

! On the persecution under Domitian, see Lightfoot, Clem. Rom. 1. i.
104-115.
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in the reign of Titus. It embodies the expectation that the
living Nero will return from the East at the head of the Parthian
hosts—an expectation to be found in the Sibylline Oracles of
this period (see vol. ii. 81). Another phase of this myth which
appears in our text (in 117), but with which we are not here con-
cerned, is dealt with in vol. ii. 83. But the last phase of this
expectation attested in our text is givenin 13and 17. At this stage
there isa fusion of the Nero myth with those of the Antichrist and
Beliar. The expectation of a living Nero returning from the East
has been abandoned. Nero is now a demon from the abyss, com-
bining in his own person the characteristics of Beliar and the
Antichrist. This phase of the myth belongs to the last decade
of the 1st century. For this form of the myth, see vol. ii. 84-87.1
I do not see how it is possible to assign 13 and 17 in their
present form to thereign of Vespasian, though the sources behind
both these chapters were mainly of a Vespasianic date, and in
part of that of Titus.

Before we leave this section it will be well to touch again on
the interpretation of 1701l Bousset (p. 416) has rightly pro-
tested against the identification of Domitian with the eighth head.
This is done by some commentators, but can only be done by mis-
interpreting the text or misunderstanding the nature of Christian
apocalyptic. Some, who accept the Vespasianic date, are guilty
of the first offence ; others, who accept the Domitianic date, are
guilty of both.

Let us consider the latter offence first—that which consists
in misunderstanding Christian apocalyptic. If we accept the
Domitianic date and assume absolute unity of authorship, we
must conclude that the writer “transfers himself in thought to
the time of Vespasian, interpreting past events under the form
of a prophecy, after the manner of apocalyptic writers” (Swete).
Such a procedure belongs to Jewish apocalyptic duf not to
Christian, till we advance well into the 2nd century. Those
who urge the Vespasianic date are not guilty of this misconcep-
tion, but the Apocalypse does not admit of the Vespasianic date.
Hence, if we accept the Domitianic date, 171! must be regarded
as a survival from sources belonging to the time of Vespasian
and Titus. In its present context, therefore, 17111 does not
admit of precise interpretation. For Domitian cannot be iden-
tified with Nero redivivus. This brings us to the first offence.

Domitian cannot be identified with Nero redivivus. Not a
single phrase descriptive of the latter can be rightly applied to
Domitian, if we accept the Domitianic date as the evidence
requires. Nero redivivus is described in 178 as 7o Oypiov . .

1 A critical study of all the forms assumed by the Antichrist myth is given
in vol. ii. 76-87.
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v kal otk éorw kal pé\e dvaBaivew éx tijs dfdooov, kal eis
drdleway vrdyer, and again ére Ay kal olx éoTwv xal wdpeorar. SO
again in 171, where it is further added that he éx 7dv érrd éoTw.
See also 117. Another description is given in 133 kai plav éx Tdv
kepaddv atrod dbs éodpayuévmy eis Odvatov, kal j) wAyyn Tod favdrov
adrov éfepameify. Cf. 13%. Now I have shown in vol. ii. 71:
(o) Domitian cannot be described as oix érrw, seeing that éorw
must be affirmed of him. (B) Pre-existence cannot be ascribed
to him, as the clause & v would require. (y) It cannot be said of
him that he is ék 7@v érrd. (5) It is impossible to connect piav
éx 70V kepaddy bs éodayuévyy (13°) with Domitian.  (e€) It cannot
be maintained of Domitian, who is already seated on the throne
of the Beast, that péAle dvaBaivew ék s dBvooov. ({) There is
no ground for making Domitian the leader of the Parthian hosts
against Rome, as Nero redivivus is represented in 147121817 16,
and fighting against the Lamb, 174 (y) Nor can we conceive
Domitian in 19!1? as mustering the nations to battle against the
Word of God in the Messianic war that prepares the way for the
Messianic kingdom.?

It is not an actual Roman emperor, but a supernatural
monster from the abyss that is to play the part of the Nero
redivivus, and that in the immediate future.

X.
CIRCULATION AND RECEPTION.

§ 1. There are most probable but no absolutely certain traces
of J? in the Apostolic Fathers.—In the Shepherd of Hermas,
Vis. 1i. 2. 7, there is a very probable connection with our author.?
Thus paxdpior duets door dmopévere ™y Oy T épxopévyy v
peyddyy : iv. 2. 5, OAlfews is peldovons Tis pmeydAys, and in iv.
3. 6, 7ijs OAiews Tijs épyouévys peydAys, all but certainly recall Rev
714 7ijs OAifews s peydAys, and 310 ths dpas . . . THs peXlov-

1 If it were possible to ascribe the Apocalypse to the reign of Vespasian
the objections given in 8, v, 8 above would be fatal to the identification of
Domitian with Nero redivivus.  { and % would also stand in the way.

2 The fact that Hermas used the same imagery as J3P may be rightly used
as evidence that he knew it. Thus the Church, V7s. ii. 4, is represented by
a woman (cf, JaP 1218920') ; the enemy of the Church by a beast (fnplov), Vis.
iv. 6-10, J®P 13: out of the mouth of the beasts proceed fiery locusts, Vis.
iv. 1, 6, J2P 9>: whereas the foundation stones of the Heavenly Jerusalem bear
the names of the Twelve Apostles, J&P 214, and those who overcome are made
pillars in the spiritual temple, J#P 3!2, in Hermas the apostles and other
teachers of the Church form the stones of the heavenly tower erected by the
archangels, Vis. iii. 5. 1. The faithful in both are clothed in white and are
given crowns to wear, JaP 61! etc., 2!° 3! ; Hermas, Sim. viii. 2. 1, 3.

&
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ons é’pxea'eal., b 5es 3, ﬂt/éf),u,u oo o a‘n'qveyKev M€ S avo&t’as, is
reminiscent of 173 o.-n--qve‘)/xev pe eis ep'r”wv & wvedpart. Barn.
XX ey-yvs 6 ipos kal 6 puofos avrov, seems to suggest
some dependence on Rev 221012 6 kaipos yap éyyis éorw . . .
idov épxopar Taxv xal 6 mobds pov mer’ émov. (See, however,
Is 401%) Barn. vii. 9, érady OSYovrar adrov Tére 1§ Nuépa
Tov wodnpn &ovra . . . kal épodow Oly obrés éoTiv Ov wote
yuets éotavpdoauey, has affinities with Rev 1718 dyerar adrov
wds 0Ppfadpos kal oilrwes adrov éfexévtnoav . . . évdedvuévor
modipn. (See, however, N.7. in the Apostolic Fathers, p. 16.)
But as for the passages in Ignatius, Ad Pkil. vi. 1 (see vol. i
92z) has nothing to do with Rev 3% nor Ad Eph. xv. 3, lva
dpev adTob vaol, kal adros 7 év yuiv Geds, with Rev 21%: nor
does Barn. vi. 13, Aéye 8¢ Kipios ‘Idov mod 7o éaxara ds Ta
mpdra, reflect Rev 21° "I8od kawd woud mwdvra (see vol. ii. 203):
for the sense is absolutely different. Nor should we connect
Clem. Rom. Ad Cor. xxxiv. 3 (see p. Ixxvii, footnote) with Rev
21232]

§ 2. In the 2nd cent. J was all but universally accepted in
Asia Minor, Western Syria, Africa, Rome, South Gaul.

In Asia Minor—Papias was the first, according to Andreas in
the prologue to his Commentary on J?2, to attest, not its apostolic
authorship, but its credibility. (Ilepl pévror Tod Beomvedorov T7s
BiBrov wepirrov pykdvery Tov Adyov nyovpeba, Tdv pakapliov Tpy-
yopiov . . . kal Kvpl\\ov, mpooért 8¢ xai Tév dpxatorépwv amiov,
Eipyraiov, Mefodiov rai ‘Irmolirov mpoopaprupotvtwy 16 déWbmiaTov.)
Eusebius, however, never definitely says that J*® was known to
Papias (A Z. iii. 39). The statement, however, in iil. 39. 12
which he attributes to Papias, seems to be an echo of J* (xiAudda
Twd ¢now éroyv Erealar perd Ty éx vexpdv dvdoTacw, cwpaTikis
s Xpiorod Bagihelas émri Tavmol s yis tmootyoouérns). But
Eusebius proceeds to say that this statement of Papias was due to
his misunderstanding of certain apostolic statements (drooToikas

. dupypaes), which he took literally instead of figuratively.

Melito, bishop of Sardis (160-190 A.D. fl.), wrote a commentary
(Ta mepi Tod SraBoAov kai Tijs dmokaiyews “Twdvvov), Eus. iv. 26. 2 :
Jerome, De vir. illustr. 9, understands this title to refer to two
distinct books. This work of Melito is noteworthy, since Sardis
was one of the Seven Churches. Justin, who lived at Ephesus
(cire. 135) before he went to Rome, is the first to declare that
J*® was written by John, one of the apostles of Christ: Dial
Ixxxi. 15, map’ Huiv awvjp Tis, & dvopa lwdvivs, €is Tov drooTédwy
700 Xpiorod, év dmokalvyer yevopéry alrd xila éry moujoew év
Tepovaadiu Tovs 76 fuerépo XpioTd mOTEVoAvTAS TpOEriTEVTE :
cf. also A4pol. i. 28 (which refers to Apoc. 12%); Eus. iv. 18. 8.
Irenaeus maintained the apostolic authorship of all the Johannine
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writings in the N.T., but the evidence for his views has to be
drawn from the great work which he wrote as bishop of Lyons:
see below. Apollonius, a writer against the Montanists in
Phrygia (ci7c. 210 A.D.), used J*® of John as an authority in his
controversy (Eus. v. 18. 14).

In Western Syria.—Theopbhilus, bishop of Antioch in the
latter half of the 2nd century, cites J*F in a treatise against
Hermogenes (Eus. iv. 24), & ¢ ¢k Tis dmoxalifews ‘lodvvov
kéxpyrar poaprupiats. .

In South Gaul.—Irenaeus, who defended the apostolic
authorship of all the N.T. Johannine writings, carried with him to
Gaul the views that prevailed in Asia Minor ; and there, as Bishop
of Lyons (177-202 A.D.), he wrote his great work, Against all
Heresies. In this work he uses such expressions as Ioannes in
Apocalypsi, iv. 14. 2, 17. 6, 18. 6, 21. 3, V. 28. 2, 34. 2.
Ioannes Domini discipulus in Apocalypsi, iv. 20. 11, v. 26. 1;

*in Apocalypsi videt Ioannes, v. 35. 2; per Ioannis Apocalypsin,
i. 26. 3. See Zahn, Gesch. N.T. Kanons, i. zoz, note 2. At a
slightly earlier date, 177, the Churches of Vienne and Lyons
addressed an epistle to the Churches in Asia and Phrygia (Eus.
V. 1. 10, 45 (where 7 mapléve pnTpi=the Christian Church), 55,
58) in which reference is made to Apoc. 14% 12! 199 2211, the last
being introduced by the N.T. formula of Canonical Scripture—
va 7 ypady wAnpwldy.

In Alexandria.—Clement follows the general tradition of the
Church, and cites J*® as scripture, Faed. ii. 119 (76 ovpuBolikdv
7dv ypagav), and the work of John the apostle, Quis dives, 42,
Strom. vi. 106-107 (see Zahn, Gesch. d. N.I. Kanons, i. 205).
Origen accepts John the Apostle as the author of the J®, the
Gospel, and the first Epistle (/z foann. tom. v. 3; Lommatzsch,
i. 165; Eus. vi. 25. 9). The upholders of Millenarianism in
Egypt, against whom Dionysius wrote, appealed to the Apocalypse
(Eus. vil. 24).

In Rome.—On the very probable use of our author by Hermas
we have adverted above. Of this work the Muratorian Canon
writes: ‘“Pastorem vero nuperrime temporibus nostris in urbe
Roma Hermas conscripsit.” But whether Hermas used our
author or not, this Canon implies that J*® was universally
recognized at Rome : “Iohannes enim in apocalypsi, licet septem
ecclesiis scribat, tamen omnibus dicit,” while a few lines later,
according to the most natural restoration of the text, he states
that the Apocalypse of Peter had not such recognition.
Hippolytus (19o-235 fl.), in his Iepl 705 "Avrixpiorod (ed. Achelis,
1897), constantly quotes the Apocalypse. He speaks of it as
7% ypagpr (chap. 5)and its author dméorolos xai pabyrys Tod Kupiov
(36). See Zahn, i. 203 (note).
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In Carthage—In this Church, which was the daughter of the
Roman Church, J*® enjoyed an unquestioned authority at the
close of the 2nd century. Tertullian cites quotations from
eighteen out of its twenty-two chapters. He knows of only
one John, the Apostle, and he is unacquainted with any doubts of
its canonicity save on the part of Marcion. He names it the in-
strumentum Joannis (De Resurrectione, 38) and the instrumentum
apostolicum (Pud. 12). See Zahn, i. 111, 203 sq. The Acts of
Perpetua and Felicitas show many traces of dependence on our
author, as § 4, “circumstantes candidatos milia multa”: § 12, “intro-

euntes vestierunt stolas candidas . . . etaudivimus vocem unitam
dicentium Agios agios agios sine cessatione . . . et vidimus in
medio loco sedentem quasi hominem canum . . . et in dextra et

in sinistra seniores viginti quattuor.” See Zahn, i. 203 sq.

Thus throughout the Christian Church during the 2nd cent.
there is hardly any other book of the N.T. so well attested and |
received as J**.

§ 3. There were, however, two distinct protests against its
Johannine authorship and validity in the 2nd century.—(a) The
first of these came from Marcion. He rejected it on the ground
of its strongly Jewish character (Tert. Ado. Mare. iv. 5), and
he refused to recognize John as a canonical writer (iii. 14,
“Quodsi Ioannem agnitum non vis, habes communem magistrum
Paulum ”).

(6) The more important attack came from the Alogi—the
name given to them by Epiphanius (Haer. 1li. 3).!' This sect
(Haer. 1i. 33) rejected both the Gospel and Apocalypse and
attributed them to Cerinthus. They objected to the sensuous
symbolism of the book, and urged that it contained errors in
matters of fact, seeing that there was no Church at Thyatira.
Since Eplphamus draws most probably upon Hippolytus (190—
235) for his information, we have in Epiphanius a nearly con-
temporaneous account of these opponents of J*,

With these Alogi, as Zahn urges (i. 223-227, 237-262, ii.
967—973), the sect mentioned by Irenaeus (ili. 11. g) is to
be identified. This sect was anti-Montanist. It rejected the
Johannine books because of the support they gave—the Gospel
through the doctrine of the Spirit and the Apocalypse through
its prophetic character—to this Montanist party. Caius, a
Roman Churchman, though not one of the Alogi, also rejected
J** in a manifesto (arc 210 A.D.) against Proclus the Montanist
on the ground of its marvels and its sensuous doctrine of the
Millennium, and ascribed it to Cerinthus (Eus. A.Z. iii. 28. 1-2).
There is no conclusive evidence that Caius and his school
rejected the Gospel.

1T¢ ¢pdoravae Tolvvr ol "ANoyor: TadTyy ydp adrois TiOnu THy érwyuplar.
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The writing of Caius was answered by Hippolytus?! (215 A.D.)
in a work entitled Keddhata kara Taiov kal dwodoyia tmep T
dmoxalifews Twdvoy, fragments of which have been preserved in
a Commentary of Bar-Salibi (Gwynn, Hermathena, vi. 397-418,
vii. 137-150). From this date forward no Western Churchman
seriously doubted J*®. In Africa, Cyprian repeatedly makes
use of it.

§ 4. The question of the authenticity of ]% reopened by
Dionysius of Alexandria, bishop of Alexandria, 247-265 A.D.—
Fragments of this scholarly and temperate criticism of the
Apocalypse (Ilepi "Emayyelidv) are preserved in Eusebius (vil.
24-25). This book was written as a refutation of a work by
Nepos, an Egyptian bishop, entitled "EXleyxos "AMnyopiordv,
which sought to prove that the promises made to the saints in
the Scriptures were to be taken literally in a Jewish sense and
particularly with regard to the Millennium (Eus. vil. 24). In
his refutation of this book Dionysius advances many grounds
to prove that J* was not written by the author of the Gospel
and 1 John. He admits its claim to have been written by a
John, but not by the Apostle. Some of the arguments we have
given elsewhere (see p. xl).

If modern scholars had followed the lines of criticism laid
down by Dionysius their labours would have been immeasurably
more fruitful.

§ 5. J? rejected for some time by the Syro-Palestinian Church
and by the Churches of Asia Minor.—The criticism of Dionysius
in discrediting the apostolic authorship of J* discredited also its
canonicity. Eusebius (260-340 A.D.) evidently agreed with the
conclusions of Dionysius. Seeking to carry further the con-
clusions of that scholar, he suggests that J*® was written by John
the Elder of whom Papias wrote (Eus. iii. 39. 6). He is doubtful
(iii. 24. 18, 25. 4) whether to reckon it among the accepted
(6pmoloyovpeva) or the rejected (véfa). Some years later Cyril
of Jerusalem (315-386) not only excluded it from the list of
canonical books, but also forbade its use in public and private.
After enumerating the books of the N.T. in which the Apocalypse
is not mentioned, he proceeds to say (Catecr. iv. 36, T 8¢ Xourd,
mavra éw keiobo év Sevrépy. kai Goa pév év kxAyaios pi) dvayw-
dokeral, TadTa undé katd oavrov dvaylvwoke).

The influence of Dionysius’ criticism spread also to Asia
Minor. Thus J* does not appear in Canon 6o of the Synod
of Laodicea (¢77¢. 360), nor in Canon 85 of the Apost. Constitutions

! Another work of Hippolytus in defence of the Johannine writings may be
inferred from the list of works engraven on the back of the chair on which
the statue of the bishop was seated : vmép 700 kard "Twdvwyy edayyehiov kal
dmoxaNvyews, See Lightfoot, St. Clement, 1. ii. 420.
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(Zahn, ii. 177 sqq., 197 sqq.), nor in the list of Gregory of
Nazianzus (06. 389). Amphilochius of Iconium (04. 394)
states that J* is rejected by most authorities (oi wAelovs 8¢ ye |
vébov Aéyovow).

The school of Antioch did not look with favour on J®.
Chrysostom (04. 407) represented this school in Constantinople.
Theodore (350-428) carried with him the views of this school
to Mopsuestia in Cilicia, and Theodoret (386-457) to the east
to Cyrrhus. None of the three appears to have mentioned it.

Other lists from which it is excluded are the so-called Synopsis
of Chrysostom, the List of 60 Books, and the Chronography of
Nicephorus.

§ 6. Quite independently of the criticism of Alexandria, /* was
either ignored or unknown in the Eastern-Syrian and Armenian
Churches for some centuries.—The Apocalypse formed no part of
the Peshitto Version of the N.T. which was made by Rabula of
Edessa, 411 (Burkitt, Sz. Epkraen’s Quotations, p. 57). The gap
was afterwards supplied by a translation in 508 by Polycarpus for
Philoxenus of Mabug, and by that of Thomas of Harkel, 616. On
these the reader should consult Gwynn, Z%e Apocalypse of John in
Syria, pp. xc—cv, and Bousset’s Offenbarung, 26-28. But it took
centuries for J*? to establish itself in the Syrian Churches.  Junilius
(De partibus divinae legis, i. 4), who reproduces the lectures of Paul
of Nisibis, writes (551 A.D.), *“ De Ioannis apocalypsi apud Orient-
ales admodum dubitatur.” Jacob of Edessa (0é. 708) cites it as
Scripture, and yet Bar Hebraeus (00. 1208) regards it as the work
of Cerinthus or the other John. In the Armenian Church it
first appears as a canonical book in the 12th century (Conybeare,
Armenian Version of Revelation, p. 64).

§ 7. J% was always accepted as canonical in the West, and
this same atlitude towards it was gradually adopted by the Eastern
Churches.—In the Church of the West, notwithstanding the
attacks of Gaius and the rejection of its apostolic authorship by
Dionysius, writers were unanimous after the elaborate defence by
Hippolytus of the canonicity of J*. Only Jerome takes up a
doubtful attitude towards it; for, while in Zp. ad Dardanum,
129, he appears inclined to accept it, elsewhere (/z Fs. 149)
he ranks it in a class midway between canonical and apocryphal.
J* found a succession of expounders in Victorinus of Pettau
(06. 303), Tyconius, Primasius, and is duly recorded in all the
Western lists of the canonical books.

In Alexandria, Athanasius (293-373) recognized its Johannine
authorship and canonicity, and in due course the Greek com-
mentaries of Oecumenius, Andreas, and Arethas.

Thus throughout the world the full canonicity of the
Apocalypse was accepted in the 13th century save in the
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Nestorian Church. With the views of later times the present
work is not here concerned. For these, readers may consult
Bousset, Offenbarung, 19-34 ; or the present writer's Studies in
the Apocalypse, 1—78.

XI.

OBJECT OF THE SEER AND HIS METHODS—VISION
AND REFLECTION.

§ 1. The object of the Seer is to proclaim the coming of God’s
kingdom on earth, and to assure the Christian Church of the
final triumph of goodness, not only in the individual or within
its own borders, not only throughout the kingdoms of the world
and in their relations one to another, but also throughout the
whole universe. Thus its gospel was from the beginning at
once individualistic and corporate, national and international and
cosmic. While the Seven Churches represent entire Christendom,
Rome represents the power of this world. With its claims to
absolute obedience, Rome stands in complete antagonism to
Christ. Between these two powers there can be no truce or
compromise. The strife between them must go on inexorably
without let or hindrance, till the kingdom of the world has
become the kingdom of the Lord and of His Christ. This
triumph is to be realized on earth. There is to be no legislation,
no government, no statecraft which is not finally to be brought
into subjection to the will of Christ. J* is thus the Divine Statute
Book of International Law, as well as a manual for the guidance
of the individual Christian. In this spirit of splendid optimism
the Seer confronts the world-wide power of Rome with its
blasphemous claims to supremacy over the spirit of man. He
is as ready as the most throughgoing pessimist to recognize the
apparently overwhelming might of the enemy, but he does not,
like the pessimist, fold his hands in helpless apathy, or weaken
the courage of his brethren by idle jeremiads and tears.
Gifted with an insight that the pessimist wholly lacks, we can
recognize the full horror of the evils that are threatening to
engulf the world, and yet he never yields to one despairing
thought of the ultimate victory of God’s cause on earth. He
greets each fresh conquest achieved by triumphant wrong, with
a fresh trumpet call to greater faithfulness, even when that faithful-
ness is called to make the supreme self-sacrifice. The faithful
are to follow whithersoever the Lamb that was slain leads, and
for such, whether they live or die, there can be no defeat, and so
with song and thanksgiving he marks each stage of the world
strife which is carried n ceaselessly and inexorably till, as in
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1 Cor 15227 every evil power in heaven, or earth, or under the
earth is overthrown and destroyed for ever.

§ 2. Methods of the Seers genmerally—psychical experiences
and reflection or reason.—Prophecy and apocalyptic for the most
part use the same methods for learning and teaching the will of
God. The knowledge of the prophet as of the Seer came through
dreams, visions, trances, and through spiritual, and yet not
unconscious, communion with God—wherein every natural faculty
of man was quickened to its highest power. When we wish to
distinguish the prophet and the seer, we say that the prophet
kears and announces the word of God, whereas the seer sees and
recounts his vision. But this definition only carries us but a
little way, for these phenomena are common to both. Hence
we must proceed further, and deal with the means which the
seer uses in order to set forth his message. These are psychical
experiences, and reflection or rather reason embracing the powers
of insight, imagination, and judgment.

Psychical experiences.—These consist of (¢) dreams ; (#) dreams
combined with translation of the spirit; and (¢) visions.

(@) Dreams. — Dreams conveying a revelation. — Dreams
play a great role in Jewish apocalypses. They are found in
Dan 2! 45 7'; in 1 Enoch 83-9o, 2 Enoch 12 etc.; Test.
Naph. 5! 6! 71; 4 Ezra 11! 123 13118, Such dreams are
assigned to a divine source and are regarded as conveying
revelations of God. Now such dreams are in many of these
passages called visions : cf. Dan 4° 71 8153 ; 1 Enoch 83-9o, where
the two dreams 85! are called two visions in 83%; Test. Levi,
where the vision of 8! is called a dream in 8!8; Test. Naph,,
where what is called dreams in 7! is called visions in 5!; 4 Ezra,
where what is called dreams in 11! 13! is called visions in
1210 132125 1417 In 2 Bar. the Seer seems to have waking
visions, except in 36! 53l

Now in these apocalypses dreams and visions are equally
authoritative sources of divine knowledge as well as in the O.T.
Cf. 1 Sam 286815 Deut 1313, Jer 232532 279 298, Joel 2%, But it
is remarkable that dreams fall into the background in the 1st
cent. A.D. in Christian literature.! Thus the Hebrew Test.
Naph. (date uncertain) 2! 41 715 speaks only of visions, and in
313 treats a dream as no true source of divine knowledge. See
my edition of the Zest. XII Patriarchs, pp. 221-223. In the
N.T. dreams are not divine means of revelation unless in Matt
120 212:13.19.22 5519 Hence it is only visions that are recounted

! This is not the case in the Talmud. Belief in dreams was the rule, and
disbelief the exception. Cf. Berakhoth 55-58, Sanh. 30?, Ber 288, Hor 13Y.
Sirach, on the other hand, declares that dreams are vanity, 31 (34)!'%. See
Jewish Encyc. iv. 654 sqq.



DREAMS AND VISIONS Cv

in the Apocalypse. It is not even said that the Seer fell asleep
and saw a vision. It is simply said, “I saw.” In 4 Ezra, on the
other hand, sleep precedes the visions in 11! 13! and in 2 Bar
36! 531, though in other sections this element of the dream is
wholly wanting.

(8) Dreams combined with a translation of the spirit of the
Seer.—Test. Levi 259 517 This combination reappears in
Hermas, Vis. i. 1. 3, dpvmveca kal mvedud pe éaBev kal dmijveykéy
e 8 dvodlas Tivos.

(¢c) Visions.—In these the ordinary consciousness seems to
be suspended, and sensible symbols appear to be literally seen
with another faculty. These visions fall into three classes.

(o) Visions in sleep.—All the dreams mentioned in i. (a)
above which are called visions by the writers could
be brought under this head. Cf. Test. Lev 8- 18,

(B) Visions in a trance—Cf. Ezek 1), Test. Jos 191, 2 Bar
221 5518 461, Acts 1ol Apoc 110#9% (éyevouny év
wmvedpart) and passim where kai etdov is used. Yet
the latter nay be otherwise explained, as we shall see.

(y) Visions in which the spirit is translated.—Ezek 3% 1% 83,
Dan 82, 1 Enoch 7115 2 Enoch 3!, 2 Bar 6854,
Asc. Is 6-11, Apoc. 4! 143 2110, St. Paul (2 Cor
12%) does not know whether in his vision he has
experienced an actual translation of the spirit
or not.!

(8) Waking visions—Daniel seems to experience a trance
when awake in 105 Stephen in Acts 7%, Zacharias
in Luke 110, The fundamental ideas underlying
some of the shorter or even of the more elaborate

visions in our author may belong to this category,
such as 110-20 41-8 7917 835 14141820 24 o115
2158 4d. 5b. 1-4abe 5 58-5,

§ 3. Value of suck psychical experiences depends not on their being
actual experiences, but on their source, their moral environment, and
their influence on character.’—Of the reality of such psychical
experiences no modern psychologist entertains a doubt. The
value, however, of such experiences is not determined by their
reality, but by facts of a wholly different nature. Real psychical
experiences were not confined to Israel. They were familiar
at the oracular shrines of the ethnic religions. The most

! For similar psychical experiences in heathenism, cf. Reitzenstein,
Poimandres, 5, 9 sq. etc. ; Dieterich, Eine Mithras-Liturgie.

% See on the whole question of this chapter, Joyce, Zhe Inspiration of
Prophecy, 1910 ; Gunkel, Die Wirkungen des heiligen Geistes, 1899 ; Weinel,
Die Wirkungen des Geistes 1/d der Geister, 1899.
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celebrated of these was the ancient world Oracle at Delphi.
This Oracle exerted generally a good influence on Hellenic life.
But the hope of continuous progress by such agencies among
the Greeks was foredoomed from the outset owing to two
causes—the first being their association with polytheism and
other corrupt forms of religion, and the second being the failure
of Hellas to respond to the moral claims as it had done to those
of the intellect. But it was otherwise in Israel, where seers such
as Samuel prepared the way for the prophet, and moral and
religious claims received a progressive and ever deepening
response. Now prophet and seer alike had dreams, visions,
and trances, and these psychical experiences in Israel were
distinguished from those of the heathen seers not by their
greater reality, for they were in the main equally 7ea/ in both
cases, but by quite a different standard, i.e. &y the source from
whick they sprang, the environment in which they were produced, and
the influence they exercised on the will ard character. 1In all these
respects prophecy and apocalyptic were duly authenticated in the
O.T. as they are in the N.T.

§ 4. Literal descriptions of such experiences hardly ever pos-
sible. The language of the seer is symbolic—In regard, therefore,
to the visions recounted by our author and other O.T. and
N.T. visionaries, the main question is the character of the
religious faith they express and the religious and moral duties
they enforce. Whether they are literal descriptions of actual
experiences is a wholly secondary question. A literal discription
would only be possible in the case of the simplest visions, in
which the things seen were already more or less within the range
of actual human experience, as, for instance, in Amos 812
“Thus the Lord God showed me: and behold a basket of
summer fruit. And he said, Amos, what seest thou? And I
said, A basket of summer fruit.” Cf. Jer 111#¢ 18593,  But in
our author the visions are of an elaborate and complicated
nature, and the more exalted and intense the experience, the
more incapable it becomes of literal description. Moreover, if
we believe, as the present writer does, that behind these visions
there is an actual substratum of reality belonging to the higher
spiritual world, then the seer could grasp the things seen and
heard in such visions, only in so far as he was equipped for the
task by his psychical powers and the spiritual development
behind him. In other words, he could at the best only partially
apprehend the significance of the heavenly vision vouchsafed
him. To the things seen he perforce attached the symbols more
or less transformed that these naturally evoked in his mind,
symbols that he owed to his own waking experience or the
tradition of the past; and the sounds he heard naturally clothed



SPIRITUAL EXPERIENCE AT ITS HIGHEST cvii

themselves in the literary forms with which his memory was
stored. Thus ke seer laboured under a twofold disability. His
psychical powers were generally unequal to the task of apprehending
the full meaning of the heavenly vision, and his powers of expression
were frequently unable to set forth the things ke had apprehended.

In the attempt to describe to his readers what was wholly
beyond the range of their knowledge and experience, the seer
had thus constant recourse to the use of symbols. Hence in his
literary presentment of what he has seen and heard in the
moments of transcendent rapture, the images he uses are
symbolic and not literal or pictorial. In fact, symbolism in
regard to such subjects is the only language that seer and
layman alike can employ. The appeal of such symbolism is
made to the religious imagination. In this way it best discloses
the permanent truth of which it is the vehicle and vesture.

§ 5. Highest form of spiritual experience.—There is a higher
form of spiritual experience than either that of the prophetic
audition or the prophetic vision. In this higher experience the
divine insight is won in a state of intense spiritual exaltation, in
which the self loses immediate self-consciousness without
becoming unconscious, and the best faculties of the mind are
quickened to their highest power. Therein the soul comes into
direct touchwith truth or God Himself. The light, that in such high
experience visits the wrestling spirit, comes as a grace, an insight
into reality, which the soul could never have achieved by its own
unaided powers, and yet can come only to the soul that has
fitted itself for its reception. In such experience the eye of
the seer may see no vision, the ear of the seer hear no voice, and
yet therein is spiritual experience at its highest. Such experiences
must ever be beyond the range of literal description. They can
only be suggested by symbols. They cannot be adequately
expressed by any human combination of words or sounds or
colours. At the same time such spiritual experiences of the seer
have their analogies in those of the musician, poet, painter, and
scholar.

§ 6. Reason embracing the powers of insight, imagination, and
Judgment.—In the manifold experiences enumerated in § 2, 4-5,
the use of the reason is always presupposed, but as the secondary
and not the primary agent in action, save perhapsin § 5. Under
this heading, however, we deal rather with the normal use of the
reason, while the seer makes (2) an arrangement of the materials
so as to construct a divine ZZéodicée or philosophy of religion ;
(4) in his creation of allegories ; () in the adaptation of traditional
materials to his own purpose and their reinterpretation; () in
the conventional use of the phrase “I saw.”

(a) Arrangement of materials.—Now, whereas the collected
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works of a prophet do not necessarily and in point of fact never
show strict structural unity and steady development of thought,
it is otherwise with the seer, and above all other seers with the
work of our author, which exhibits these characteristics in an
unparalleled degree. The reader has only to consult the Plan
of the Book (pp. xxiii—xxviii) to be assured of this fact. The work
of the artist and thinker is seen not only in the perfectness of the
form in which many of the visions are recorded, but also in the
skill with which the individual visions are woven together in
order to represent the orderly and inevitable character of the
divine drama. For not a single vision, save the three that are
proleptic, can be removed from the text without inflicting irre-
parable damage on the whole work. The philosophical and
dramatic character of J* is due to the Seer as a religious
thinker. On the other hand, the individual visions, where these
are not freely constructed or borrowed from sources, are due to
his visionary experiences. Apocalyptic, and not prophecy, was
the first to grasp the great idea that all history, alike human,
cosmological, and spiritual, is a unity.

(8) Allegories freely constructed.—The seers make use not
infrequently of allegory.  Allegories are generally freely con-
structed and figurative descriptions of real events and persons.
With this form of literature we might compare Bunyan’s Plgrim’s
Progress. 'Their object is to lay bare the eternal issues that are
at stake in the actual conflicts of the day. Dan 11, 1 Enoch
85—9go, 2z Bar liii-Ixxiv, 4 Ezra 11-12, are undoubtedly freely
invented allegories.

The work of the seer is not affected injuriously by his
adoption of this literary form in order to publish his message to
the world. The question of importance is nof the form in whickh
it is conveved, but the nature of the religious conviction whick has
therein found expression. 'The Seven Seals and the Seven Bowls
may in part be ranked under this division and in part under the
next.

(c) Adaptation of traditional material—Our Seer had many
sources at his disposal, and he has freely laid them under
contribution, re-editing and adapting them to their new contexts.
If we admit his right to construct allegories freely to convey his
message to the Church, he had the same right to use traditional
material for the same purpose. In fact, all the Jewish writers of
apocalypses did so. The sealing of the 144,000, 748, and the
Heavenly Jerusalem, 21%-22% 141517 are constructed and re-
written largely out of pre-existing material, but their meaning is
in the main transformed. In not a few cases the sources have
not been wholly adapted to the contexts into which they have
been introduced by the Seer. See p. Ixii sqq.
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(d) Comventional use of the phrase “I saw.”—Just as the
prophet came to use the words ‘‘thus saith the Lord,” even
when there was no actual psychical experience in which he
heard a voice, so he came to use the words “1 saw” when there
was no actual vision. The same conventional use of both these
phrases belongs to apocalyptic as well as to prophecy. They
serve simply to express the divine message with which the
prophet or the seer is entrusted. How far this use prevails in
J?® would be difficult to determine. We might, however, place
The Letters to the Seven Churches under this category. These
letters, if the present writer’s hypothesis is correct, were written
by our author during the reign of Vespasian. They are assigned
to Christ in our text in the words 70 wvelpa Aéyer (271117 etc.).
This is quite in keeping with the usage of the N.T. For the
words of the prophets practically claim a divine authority. Cf.
Acts 5189, 1 Cor 5% 5, 1 Tim 120,  Such words are not merely
men’s words; cf. 7d8e Aéyer 70 wvedpa, Acts 2111 as Agabus
declares, also 7%, In 1 Tim 4! the words 7o wvelpa pnrds Aéye
are equivalent to “a certain prophet has said.” In these ex-
pressions the person of the prophet is ignored. Now our-author
claims to belong to the fellowship of the prophets, and he can
rightly use the phrase 76 mvedpa Aéye to express his convictions
as a prophet.

XII.
SoME DOCTRINES OF OUR AUTHOR.

The chief theme of the Apocalypse is not what God in Christ
has done for the world, but what He will yet do, and what the
assured consummation will be. It is therefore the Gospel of
faith and hope, and seeks to inspire the Churches anew in these
respects ; for that the end is nigh. As it sets forth its theme, it
instructs, though incidentally, and its teaching is always fresh
and in some respects unique.

§ 1. Tke doctrine of God.—1f the doctrine of God were drawn
only from the direct statements which the Apocalypse makes on
this subject, though in some respects it would transcend the level
reached in the O.T. (as in its teaching on God’s fatherhood, etc.),
in many others (such as His infinite mercy and forgiveness) it
would fall far short of it. Many scholars have emphasized this
peculiarity of the Apocalypse, and insisted accordingly on the
Jewish character of its doctrine of God. But to draw such a
conclusion betrays a total misapprehension of the question at
issue. The Christian elements are not dwelt upon because they
can all be inferred from what the Book teaches regarding the
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Son ; for all that the Son has and is is derived from the Father.
Hence the conception of the Father under this heading must be
completed from that of the Son in the next. The conception is
on the whole severely monotheistic.

() First as regards the ethical side, God is holy, righteous,
and true. He alone is holy (udvos otos, 15% 165: cf. 48 619); He
is the True One, 610 (dAnfuwds = dAybis in our author), who keepeth
covenant ; with this truthfulness is associated His righteousness in
judgment, 153 167 192 From these spring His wrath against
sin, 617 1118 19’ ; and His avenging of all the wrongs done on
the earth, 61° 192, He is the Judge of all the dead, 201115,

(6) The gracious attributes of God are not brought forward,
but are rather to be inferred from the fact that He is called the
Father of Jesus Christ, 16 227 3521 141 and the Father also
of all such as conquer, 217 and will dwell with them and
be their God for ever, 213. Herein is the consummation of all
the world’s travail. The divine world is to come into the world
of history and realize itself there, seeing that all things come from
God and end in God. But this idea belongs in part to (c).

(¢) God is everlasting and omnipotent. First, as everlasting, He
is designated as 6 v kai 6 dv xal 6 épxduevos, 1% 48; 6 dv kal 6 v,
1117 16 (see vol. i. 10 5q.); 6 Lav els 7. aldvas 7. aldvor, 49 108 157,
Next, He is omnipotent. Our author’s favourite expression for
this idea is «dptos (> 16! 1915) 6 Oeds 6 mavroxpdrwp, 48 1117 153
1671 19615 2122 Heis also designated 6 Seamdrys, 610; 6 kipios
(+udv, 111%), 111% 14! ®15%; Kipros & Beds, 22%; 6 kiplos kal 6
feos nudv, 4'. But though omnipotent, His omnipotence is
ethically and not metaphysically conceived. It is not uncon-
ditioned force. That He possesses such absolute power is an
axiom of the Christian faith, but He will not use it, since such
use of it would compel the recognition of His sovereignty, not
win it, would enslave man, not make him free. Hence the
recognition of this sovereignty advances pari passu with the
advance of Christ’s Kingdom on earth, and each fresh advance is
followed by thanksgivings in heaven; for the perfect realization
of God’s Kingdom in the world is the one divine event to which
the whole creation moves, 41! 513 712 1115,

(d) He is the Creator, 41! 147. Yet see § 2 (¢) on the cre-
ative activity of Christ.

(¢) He is the Judge of all the dead, 20115,

§ 2 Jesus Christ.—The teaching of our author on this subject
is very comprehensive. Only the main points of it can be dealt
with under the following heads, which are not always logically
distinct. (@) The Historical Christ. (/) The Exalted Christ.
(¢) The Unique Son of God. (d) The Great High Priest.
(¢) The Pre-existent Christ. (f) The Divine Christ.
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(a) The Historical Christ.—He is most frequently designated
by His personal name “ Jesus,” 1° 1217 1412 etc., occasionally by
the originally official name * Christ,” 115 1210 20%6, and by the
combination of the two, 1125 2221, He is of Israelitish birth,
being the Root of David, the Lion of the tribe of Judah, 5% and
born in the midst of the Jewish theocracy, 1213 5, 7e. the yuvry
meptBeSAnuévy Tov HAwov.  That there is no reference here to the
Virgin Birth is clear from the fact that our autbor is here using
a Jewish source, which naturally represented the Messiah as one
born naturally in the midst of the community. Besides, ‘““the
woman ” has other children (1217 7év Aowr@v 700 omépparos adris).
Thus the faithful are sons of this woman as Jesus is. On the
other hand, they decome sons of God, 217, which Jesus 7s originally
and uniquely (16 277 352 141). He has twelve apostles, 211¢;
His crucifixion in Jerusalem is referred to, 118; His resurrection,
1% 18, and ascension, 32! 125

(8) The Exalted Christ.—Nowhere in the N.T. is the glory of
the exalted Christ so emphasized. He is said to be “Like a
Son of Man,” 113 141%—an apocalyptic expression first applied to
the Messiah in 1 Enoch 46!, denoting a supernatural Being in
dignity above the angels. He is described as the Faithful
Witness, the Sovereign of the dead, the Ruler of the living, 15;
as the resurrection and the life, and so the exclusive Mediator
of salvation (éxo 7as kAels 700 favdrov kal 70 ddov, 118). He
is the Supreme Head of the Church, the Centre of all its life
(& péow 1dv Auxmdv, 118 21) and the Master of its destinies (éywr
&v 1) 0elid xetpl adrod dorépas énrd, 116), chastening its individual
members and judging them from love and in love, 3!%; promis-
ing them that conquer in the coming tribulation every blessing
of the Kingdom of God, 27 1117 26-28 35.12.21; embracing them
in a perfect fellowship, 32, and glorifying all who depart in this
fellowship with the beatitude pronounced by God Himself, 1413
And even over those who are without the borders of the Church,
He exercises a silent yet real sway, which more and more will
come into manifestation and break in pieces the hostile peoples,
2?7 125 19'5; for He is “King of kings and Lord of lords,”
1714 191%  And to Him is committed the Messianic judgment,
17 14151820 11121 50710 512

(¢) As Unigue Son of God, Pre-existent and Divine.—Whereas
the faithful decome sons of God, 217, He 7s Son of God essentially,
16 218 27 35.21 141, He is “the Word of God,” 193, “the Holy,
the True,” 37, even as God is, 61°; “the First and the Last,” 117
282218 ; “the Alpha and the Omega, the Beginning and the End,”
2218—titles that are used by God of Himself in 216 as denoting
the source and goal of all things. In the light of these words we
can rightly interpret 3¢ 3 dpxy ijs kricews 70D feod. This does
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not mean the first kriows of God (as in Prov 822), but the active
principle in creation—the airia or cause. The words, “I am He
that liveth and was dead, and behold I am alive for evermore,
11718 recall to some extent the divine name * which is, and which
was, and which is to come,” 14 48 He sits with God on His
throne, 32! 717 125 ‘‘the throne of God and the Lamb, 22l 8,
The divine worship offered to Christ in 512 is described in the
same terms as that offered to God in 419, and the same hymn of
praise is sung in honour of both Christ, 513, and God, 7% and
during the Millennial reign the saints minister to Him as
to God, 208 Many designations which belong alone to God in
the O.T. are freely used of Christ. He is described in 11415 in
terms used of the Ancient of Days in Dan 7% He searcheth the
heart and the reins, 2%, as God in Jer 1719 Ps 719 His are the
seven eyes that are sent out into all the earth, 56 as are those of
Yahweh, Zech 410: as Yahweh’s garments in Is 6312 His are
sprinkled with blood, 19'%; and as Yahweh in Deut 107, He also
is Lord of lords, 171  Our author thus appears to co-ordinate
God and Christ. Yet the relation is one rather of subordination
than of equality. He never goes so far as the author of the
Fourth Gospel. He does not state that God and Christ are one,
nor does he ever call Him God. And yet He is to all intents
and purposes God—the eternal Son of God, and the impression
conveyed is that in all that He is, and in all that He does, He
is one with the Father, and is a true revelation of God in the
sphere of human history. Only in three definite respects is He
represented as second to the Father. First, absolute existence
is not attributed to Him as to the Father—the idea conveyed
by the words, & &v kal 6 fv kal & épxduevos, 1% 48 (1117 169).
Yet see 117 28 2213 above. Next, the final Judgment belongs to
the Father alone, 2015, Thirdly, though He is the active prin-
ciple in creation, 3, it is the Father who is the Creator, 411 147.2

! Our author is deeply conscious of the impassable gulf that separates the
creature and the Creator, and the mediating angel sternly refuses such worship
on the ground that it is due to God alone, 22°

2 It must not be overlooked that Christ’s fitness to undertake the shaping of
the world’s destinies is attributed to His faithfulness unto death. He had
earned it by His self-sacrifice :

¢“Worthy art thou to take the book
And to open the seals thereof;
For thou wast slain,
And hast redeemed unto God with thy blood
Men of every tribe and tongue and people and nation,
And hast made them unto our God a kingdom and priests,
And they shall reign upon the earth,” 5%0

Again in 2%% Christ promises to make those that conquer rulers over the
heathen—even as He too had received this power from His Father, and in 3%
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(d) As Great High Priest: Lamb of God.—It is probable
that Christ is represented as a priest in 1*® where He is “ clothed
with a garment down to the foot.” But this idea is wholly over-
shadowed by another, expressed by the designation ‘the Lamb,”
where Christ is not the Priest but the Lamb slain. This desig-
nation occurs twenty-eight times in our author in reference to
Christ. But in this phrase two ideas quite distinct are com-
bined,! the most prominent one—a Christian development—is
that of the Lamb as a victim—dpviov . . . &s éodpayuérvoy, 58 12
1211 13% and elsewhere. The second idea—derived from
1 Enoch and Test. XII Patr.—is that of a lamb who is a leader
—either a spiritual leader, as in 717 141 4, cf. 1 Enoch 89* where
Samuel is so symbolized, or a military leader, 55 7e., a lamb
“with seven horns and seven eyes,” that is, a Being of transcen-
dent power and knowledge: the Messiah is so symbolized in
1 Enoch go3, Test. Jos 1982 This conception, which is borrowed
in the main from Jewish Apocalyptic, comes to the front in 174
where it is foretold that the ten Parthian kings will war with the
Lamb and the Lamb will overcome them—ré dpviov wvikijoe
avrovs (cf. Test. Jos. 198, in footnote 2 below, for the same words
applied to the Jewish Messiah).

But these two ideas are merged together by our author, as we
see in 5. The Lamb is at once the triumphant Messiah, lead-
ing His people to victory, and the suffering Messiah who lays
down His life for His people. This latter conception is non-
Jewish.8 But after the death of Christ this fact was soon

to make them share in His throne even as His Father had made Him to
share in His throne because of His having proved a conqueror.

1 See Expositor, 1910, vol. x. 173-187, 266-281. Spitta, Streitfragen der
Geschichte Jesu: Das Johannes-Evangelium als Quelle der Geschichte Jesu,
1910. I have strengthened the evidence adduced by Spitta by further facts
from 1 Enoch and the Testaments in the next note.

2 This usage is well attested in 1 Enoch, where, 89% (161 B.C.), Samuel as a
leader is called a lamb, and likewise David and Solomon, 89*- %8, before they
were anointed kin§s. All the faithful in the early Maccabean period are also
called lambs, 9o® 3, but all these are without horns. In 9o% 2, however, there
arise ‘‘ horned lambs,” and Judas Maccabaeus is such a lamb ¢“ with a great
horn.” Thus *“the horned lamb” is a symbol for the leader of the Jewish
Theocracy. But it is also used of the Messiah in 1 Enoch 9o® and in the
Test. Joseph 19® (109-107 B.C.), where the words, wpofiNfer duvés, kal . . .
wdvra T4 Onpla Spuwy kar alrod kai évikyoer adra 6 duvés, refer to one of the
Maccabees, most probably to John Hyrcanus. Now, since the author of the
Testaments regarded John Hyrcanus as the Messiak (see my edition of Zest.
X7I Patr. pp. xcvii-vili, Reub 6712, Levi 84 18, Jud 2413, Jos 19>9), it
follows that the term ‘‘lamb,” or more particularly ‘‘horned lamb,” was in
apocalyptic writings a symbol for the Messiah. In our author the former
appears in 174, the latter in 58, In 13! the second Beast assimilates itself to
the horned lamb, Z.e., to .he Messiah : see vol. i. 358.

8 See Dalman, Der leidende und der sterbende Messias der Synagoge im
ersten nackhchristlichen Jakrtausend, 1888,
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explained, as already foretold under the influence of such a
passage as Is 537  As the lamb that is led to the slaughter, and
as a sheep that before her shearers is dumb, yea, he openeth not
his mouth.” In Acts 83283 this passage is interpreted of Christ.

Under the designation “the Lamb,” therefore, there lies the
ideas of sacrifice and triumphant might. Out of love to man
and with a view to redeem him, ]esus sacrifices Himself (15
TO a'yafr[lwrl. yuas kal Adgavre mu'is ék Tav a,u.apﬂmv n,u.aw Kkal
ewotno‘ev 'q,u.as ﬁam)\ew.v, LEpElS 70 feb: 5° ea'(,iua'yns Kkal 'q'yopa.a‘as
7¢ 0ed & 7§ alpari gov ék mwdons puAis . . . kal éroinoas adrovs
TO 06(9 udv Boaoikeloy kal iepeis). The conquest of sin is only
to be achieved through self-sacrifice. Nothing but the self-
sacrifice of holy love can overcome the principle of selfishness
and sin that dominates the world. The Lamb who conquers
is the Lamb who has given Himself up as a willing sacrifice.
But the principle of love going forth in sacrifice is older than
the world, 138—the Lamb was slain from its foundation. And he
who would follow Christ must conquer in like fashion (3% 6 vikédv
Sdow adrd kalbioar per éuod é&v 76 Opdve pov, ds kdyd éviknoa
kal ékdfioa pera Tod marpds pov év ¢ Bpove adrot). The aim of
Christ’s work is not the cancelling of guilt, but the destruction
of sin in the sinner, his spiritual deliverance and redemption.
Only by His life and death can He win man from sin: this is
the cost incurred. Hence the figure of purchase is used 5° 148
but there is no suggestion of a ransom paid to God or a lower
being.

Hence, since the Lamb as the Redeemer stands in the midst
of the throne of God, 56 717, and the throne of God is His throne,
221 3, everything that is affirmed of the Son is to be affirmed of
the Father. The Son is a revelation of the Father on the stage
of the world’s history. Hence, as the Father is supreme in
power, He is supreme in love going forth in sacrifice. Thus the
principle of self-sacrificing love belongs to the essence of the
Godhead. God’s almightiness is not only a moral force, as we
have already seen (see § 1 (¢) ad fin.), but a redemptive one,
which can only realize itself in moral and spiritual victory.
Thus divine omnipotence and divine love and self-sacrifice are
indissolubly linked together for the world’s redemption—from
eternity and for evermore.

§ 3. ZThe Spirit—There is no definitely conceived doctrine
of the Spirit in our author. In 1 the editor sought to introduce
the doctrine of the Trinity by inserting xai dwé 7év érta
avevpudrov TOV &vdmiov Tov Opdvov adrov: see vol. i. r1-13. But
such a grotesque conception has no place in our author. In the
words 70 mvedpa Aéye the Spirit of Christ is meant in 27-11-17. 29
3%18.22; for in all the seven Epistles the Speaker is Christ.
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The same is true in 1418 2217, See vol. ii. 179 ; vol. i. Introd.
xi. § 6 (d).

§ 4. Doctrine of Works—The necessity of works is strongly
enforced in our author, since men’s works follow with them, and
men are judged according to their works, 20!? 2212, which are
recorded in the books, 20121 These doctrines imply man’s free
will and self-determination. On the other hand, the term
“book of life,” 138 178, seems to express divine predestination.
But this is not necessarily so. It need express nothing more
than God’s omniscience from the beginning of the world. The
words kAyrol, éxhkerol kai morol, 1714 set forth God’s share and
man’s share in man’s salvation: the call (xAfjos) remains
ineffective without faith (wioris)—a word which in our author
means faithfulness or fidelity in 219 1310, and can also be so in
218 1412,

But what does our author mean by ‘“works”? These are
not observances of the Mosaic Law, since our author never
mentions it and nowhere admits of any obligation arising from
it. Nor does it mean isolated fulfilments even of the command-
ments of God or of Christ. They stand for the moral character
as a whole, and are not in their essence outward at all though
they lead of necessity to outward acts. But, so far as they
issue in outward acts, they are regarded by our author simply as
the manifestation of the inner life and character. That this is
our author’s teaching will be seen from the two following pas-
sages. In 22 the “works” of the Church of Ephesus are defined
as consisting in ‘“labour and endurance.” The first of these is
certainly manifest. In 21° we have a very instructive definition,
oldd oov Ta &pya kal TV n’t'ya'.‘lr‘qv kai Ty wloTw kal v Oiakoviav
kai Ty vropovijv. The first xaf is used, of course, epexegetically.
“Love, faith, service, and endurance ” define the épya. See vol. i.
371 sqq. In 32 watchfulness is enjoined, and 20 faithfulness
unto death. The “ works of Jesus,” 22, are those which originate
in faithfulness to Jesus.

The righteous acts of the martyrs not to be identified with their
white garments.—The righteous acts of the saints are thus,
according to our author, the manifestation of the inner life and
character—the character a man takes with him when he leaves
this life. From this it follows that the clause 76 yap Bvoowor
76 Swalopara Tdv dylwy éotlv, in 198, misrepresents the teaching
of our author and is an intrusion. For neither the righteous
acts nor the character of the martyrs form the garment of their
souls, seeing that the souls of the martyrs in heaven, 6!1, are
described as lacking such garments for a time, though they

1 In 2% the judgment is not eschatological, but that which takes place in
this world.
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possess righteous acts and righteous character in a supereminent
degree : see Introd. vol. i. 184-188. Hence the garments cannot
be identified with the righteousness whick they take with them,
1413, but with the spiritual bodies which are assigned by God to
them, which in 61! (note) and 3® (note) are described as white
garments. Faith has an heroic quality in our author. It
leads to endurance, 2% to faithfulness in persecution, 213 1319,
even when this ends in death, 210 1413, In 213 1412 wmioris is
followed by an objective genitive, in 2% 131 by a subjective.
In the latter case it means ‘‘fidelity” or “faithfulness.” In
fact it could be so rendered in all four passages.

§ 5. The first Resurrection, the Millennium, and the second
Resurrection.—Since these subjects are so fully dealt with in the
Commentary, I shall content myself with summarizing the results
arrived at there.

The first Resurrection.—Only the martyrs share in the first
resurrection, 20*%. These reign with Christ for 1000 years in
the Jerusalem that, coming down from heaven, 219-22%1415.17
forms the seat of the Millennial Kingdom (see vol. ii. 184). To
them is committed the re-evangelization of the world, 212* 2214-17,
which is promised in 11% 14%7 15% Into the Holy City pour
the nations of the earth, and are healed of their spiritual diseases,
212427, Without this city are sorcerers and fornicators and
murderers, 2215, At the close of this kingdom the unrepentant
nations rebel afresh and are destroyed, and thereon follows the
final judgment. See vol. ii. 182 sqq.

The second Resurrection—The former heaven and earth
vanish before the final judgment. Only the dead arise for
judgment by God. These are the righteous who had not
suffered martyrdom, and the wicked. The former come forth
from the “treasuries” or “chambers,” 2033 the latter from
Hades. From our author’s teaching elsewhere we are to infer
that the righteous are clothed in spiritual bodies but that the
wicked are disembodied, vol. i. 98. Since this body appears to
be the main organ by which the soul expresses itself or receives
impressions in the world of thought and righteousness, the
wicked have thus involuntarily but inevitably ostracized them-
selves from this world. Selfishness and sin have brought about
their natural penalty, the isolation of every sinner, and finally his
destruction in the lake of fire. See vol. i. 184-188, ii. 193-198.

Judgment.—The judgment of all the living on the earth is
committed to Christ, from the Seven Seals onwards to the
destruction of Gog and Magog. The Messianic judgment deals
with the living: God’s judgment with all the dead, save the
martyrs who, having attained to the first resurrection, are not
subject to the second death, 20% and such others as during the
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Millennial Reign enter the city and eat of the tree of life, 2714
All the remaining righteous oommg forth from the *treasuries ”
and the wicked from Hades 2 receive their final award.

XIII.

A SHORT GRAMMAR OF THE APOCALYPSE.
CONTENTS.

§ 1. Noun, adjective, and verb forms, p. cxvil. § 2. The article,

p. cxix. § 3. Pronouns, p. cxxi. § 4. The verb, p. cxxilL § 5.

Prepositions, p. cxxvil. § 6. Conjunctions and other particles,

p- exxxiv. § 7. Case, p. cxxxviii. § 8. Number, p. cxli. §o.

Gender, p. cxlu. § 10. The Hebralc Style of the Apocalypse,

cxlii.

: i. Greek needs to be translated into Hebrew in order to
discover its meaning, p. cxliv. (a) Resolution of par-
ticiple into finite verb, p. cxliv. (&) Resolution of
infinitive into finite verb, p. cxlvi. (s) Hebrew construc-
tions impossible and unintelligible in Greek, p. cxivi.
(d. e. f) Further Hebraisms. (g) Secondary meanings
of Hebrew words attributed to Greek words where
these words agree in their primary meaning, p. cxlvil.
(k. i) Other Hebrew idioms literally reproduced,
p- cxlviil

ii. Other commonplace Hebraisms, p. cxlviil 1i. Hebrew
constructions with occasional parallels in vernacular
Greek, p. cxlix. iv. Certain passages needing to be
retranslated in order to discover the corruption or
mistranslation in the Hebrew sources used by our
author, p. cl.

§ 11. Unique expressions, p. clii. § 12. Solecisms due to slips

on the part of our author, p. clii. § 13. Primitive corruptions

due to accidental or deliberate changes, p. cliv. § 14. Con-
structions in the interpolations conflicting with our author’s use,

p- clv. § 15. Order of words, p. clvi. § 16. Combination of

words, p. clix.

1 See the necessary emendation of the text, vol. i. 104—198
? Hades means only the abode of unnbhteons souls in our author: see
vol. i. 32, vol. ii. 197 @7 fim. On the * Abyss”™ see vol. i. 239-242.
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§ 1. Noun, Adjective, and Verb forms.

(i.) Nouns.—Words ending in -pé form their gen. and dat. in
-p7s, py, as paxaelpns, 1341 payaipy, 139¢%), On the various
theories as to the origin of this late change, see Thackeray, G
141, where also he states that in the LXX out of 79 examples
of pdxaipa in the gen. and dat. the % forms are certainly original
in only 2. -pps forms become practically universal under the
Early Roman Empire.

(1i.) Adjectives.—xpvoav, ARC (for xpvoijv), 113, is formed on
the analogy of apyvpav. The contracted form xpvoo®s occurs
always (15 times) in our author, elsewhere in the N.T. 3 times.
The best uncials are only at variance in 21.  On the other hand,
Babéa (Bdbn, ® o25), 2%, is original.

(ili.) Verbs.—(a) Irregular or unusual forms.—Present. vy,
22 (only once so in LXX) for &¥vacar, presupposes Svvopar (see
Thackeray, G 218). It is found in the poets and in prose
writers from Polybius onward. deels, 2%, and d¢lovew, 119,
presuppose deiw (which is found in Eccles 2'8) and not d¢inpu.
Schmiedel suggests a present d¢éo (Thackeray, 251). 386, 39,
and dwodidotv, 222, presuppose 6wdw, but dddacw, 1713, S{dwpue.
In like manner dwodAdwy, 91! (so also Jer. 23! BA, Sir 20%2),
presupposes dmoAAvw as Seuviovros does Seviw (cf. Ex 258;
Thackeray, 245). All these instances but the first show the
transition from forms in -p to -e forms.

(8) Imperfect and Aorists with o instead of € forms, or ending
in -a or -av.—elxav, 9% ? (RA). dmrrba,? 10° (A : -fov, NC 025. 046).
amrirfav, 211 (AR : -Oov,046. -Oev, 025): drnAbav, 214 (A : -fev, & 046).
dijras, 2% (AR®® 025. 046 : -kes, N¥C). elda, 17° (AN (I8a): €ldov,
025): {€)da, 173 (A : ldov, X 025). wéoare, 616 (A 025): é&éAbare,
18% (An). See Thackeray, G7. 211-2712.

(¢) Perfects with termination -es (2nd sing.) for -as, kekomiakes.—
(a) 28 (AC); mérruwces, 25 (N. -kas, AC 046). Itis rare in the LXX
(Thackeray, G7. 215) and in the papyri. See Robertson, G7.
337. I have generally with A adopted the -as form. (B)
Perfects ending in -av T wérrokav T, 182 (AC. wewrdraow, N 046:
wérwkay 025 : merdkaow, 110, 175%  Rd. wemdriker) : elpyrav, 193
(AR 0235): [yéyovav 218 AR®: yéyova, R 025. 046]. This termina-
tion is found in Asia Minor as early as 246 B.c. and in Egypt in
162 B.c. It is found in Cretan inscriptions, and Robertson traces
its origin to Crete (G7. 336).

In 82 we have éorjkacw. But it occurs in an interpolation.

11t is noteworthy that in 131 X 025. 046 twice change waxalpy into
paxalpe against AC, and that 025. 046 make a corresponding change in 13%,
against RAC.

2 Cf. karédvva Ps. 142° (RTR™®). See Thackeray, G7. 211.
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Hence our author did not apparently use the perfect ending in
-aat.

(d) Various Aorist forms.—avdfa, 41, dvdBare, 1112: éppéfy,
611 94 : oripioor, 32 (AC 025): mely, 168, According to Thackeray
(Gr. 64), wev (or wiv) occurs 21 times, while mweiv occurs 97 times
in the LXX (RAB).

(e) Pluperfect form.—1qW1 lorikecar instead of elomikesar.
This -ecav is found regularly in the LXX (Thackeray, G7r. 216).
As regards the beginning of the word, its usual form in the
LXX is iomijkew (Thackeray, G7. 201).

(f) Augment.— 3% &ueddov (ANC 025): 10* fjueldov (AC 046).
Our author uses éivaro, 72 (ARC 046), 14% (ARC), 158 (AC: #dwv.
N 025. 046). Hence it should be read in 5% with N against A
025. 046. In dvolyvvpw our author augments the preposition in
qvolev, 63, qwolyn, 119 155 dvolybnoav, 2012¢*) and trebly
augments the participle in yvegpyuévos, which should perhaps be
read in 38 with & o235 against dvepypévos (AC 046), seeing that only
046 supports dvepyuévos in 4! 10% 8 1gll against the other chief
uncials.

§ 2. Tke Article.

(i.) The article introduces conceptions assumed to be familiar
in apocalyptic, though mentioned in the text for the first time:
1ol 3 pis, 10% ai éwra Bpovral: cf. also 11% 124 1612, With
great aptness the art. is used in Tov wéAepov, 164, eis Tov wéAepov,
208, 7ov wéleuov, 199, because the war here is the great Mes-
sianic war at the world’s close. On the other hand, compare
the phrase eis wéAepov, 979,

(ii.) The generic art. (Blass, Gr. 147) is regularly found with
7o (except in 72 1612 225), v, OdAacoa, odpavds.

(iii.) In the case of ordinal numbers, when the ordinal
precedes the noun it is preceded by the art. ; when the ordinal
follows the noun, the art. is repeated : cf 47 63 1312 20° 218,

(iv.) The art. can appear with the predicate when the
subject and predicate are convertible or identical.l Cf. 1720
22 317 1718 188 [19%]) 216.8 221316, After obros the pred. has
the art. on this principle; cf. 714 11410 144 199 205 (14

(v.) (@) When an adjective or participle follows its noun, the
art. is repeated if the noun has the art. When the adjective
stands between the art. and the noun, the emphasis lies on the
adjective ; when it follows with the repeated art., both noun and
adjective are emphasized, 20° =y wé\w Ty Fyamnuémy, 21210
v wOA\w Ty dylav—the City par excellence and the Holy City in
contrast to the earthly Jerusalem spiritually called Sodom and

! In 1% the second éx4 is an interpolation and the al érrd belongs to the
predicate.  See vol. ii. 389, footnote,
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Egypt, 118: cf. 8% oi. . . dyyedot oi &ovres, 1718 % wéhis %
JeydAy.

(6) The same rule holds good in the case of prepositional
phrases coming after an articular noun :! 1* rats érrd ékxdnoiats
rals &v T "Acia: 224 55 6 Nwv 6 ék T. Pulfis: 1116 1119 1417
16312 191421 20815, Hence in the titles of the Letters to the

Churches we should always read 7§ dyyélo 7@ év . . . éxhyoias
and not 7@ dyyé\e Tis év . .. ékxAyoias. A is right here three

times and C once. See also Order of Words, p. clvi sq.

Again in 155 the text 6 vads 7. okyvijs T. paprvplov & 76
odpave, which is impossible in other respects, wrongly omits the
art. before év 76 odpavd. It rightly appears in 111° 6 vads 7. feod
6 é&v 7. ovpave. In our author prepositional phrases and genitives
never intervene between the art. and its noun, but jfollow the noun,
the former always preceded by the repeated art!

(vi.) Phrases which occur for the first time without the art.
have the art. prefixed on their recurrence. 4%8 réooepa {Ga . . .
ra téoaepa {da: 558 dpviov . . . 7od dpviov: 131617 ydpaypa . . .
76 xdpaypa: 15%P @dhacoav Saklvyy . . . 7. Bak. 7. dal. etc.

(@) Hence in 1116 the art. must with 8°C o25. 046 (against
N*A which om.) be read before elkoot réooapes. Hence,
further, it follows that 2217 ¥8wp lwijs Swpedv must be trans-
posed before 215 700 vdaros Tis {wijs dwpedv. The need for
the rearrangement of zof-22 has been shown at length in vol.
. 144-154.

() In 173 however, we find ywaika kabyuévnv éxi Oyplov
although the Onplov has been frequently mentioned previously.
Similarly in 14! the art. is omitted before ékarov recoepdrovra 7éo-
capes xthuddes although they have already been described in 748.
This omission is due in the former case to our author’s use of a
source, and in the latter to his incorporation of an independent
vision of his own. If he had had an opportunity of revision,
we must assume from his careful use of the art. elsewhere that
he would have inserted the art. in both cases.

(vil.) Omission of Article—(a) The art. is omitted possibly
owing to Semitic influences in 120 dyyelot 7. €. éxkdyoidv, 2°
owaywyy 1. Saravd, 67, 616 dwd mpoodwoy 7. kabmuévov,? 7% 4 152

1w Bhacpnudy ék T@v Aeybvrwy in 2° is difficult. N s 2 read 7w ék,
while 025 and several cursives om. éx.  Either of these readings removes the
difficulty. But ék 7. Neyévrwr is here to be taken partitively. Hence: ‘‘the
blasphemy of certain of those who say,” etc. Thus the art. could not be
repeated before éx 7@v Aeyévrwr. This is better than the explanation given
in my notes in vol. i. 56. See, however, under § 5. vi. (a) on éx.

2In 20! of 4md Tob mpoodmov should, according to our author’s usage, be
o dwd wposdmov alrod or of dwd mpoocdmov. This anomaly seems due, like
others in 20%-22, to the disciple of the Seer who edited these chapters after the
Seer’s death.
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«ifdpas T0b Oeod, 21'% vibv ‘Toparjd, 21 8ddexa dvépara T. d.
dwoaréhwy, 222 els Oepamelay T. éGvav.

(6) The art. is frequently omitted in prepositional phrases.
dxpt Bavdrov, 210 1211 13%: & Gavdre, 2201 & wupl kai fely, 1410:
eis pvaiy, 219: cf. also 222 1310,

(¢) The art. is omitted before proper names. ’‘Inoods and
"lwdvyys are always anarthrous. We have 6 Xpworés when used
alone, 1115 1210 20% 6, but anarthrous in "Inycods X., 1*-%5. In 7¢
Baldk, 214, the art. is inserted because the name is indeclinable.
In 1612 the art. before Ed¢pdryy may point to the earlier mention
of this river in 9. The text in 26515 presents a difficulty.
Nikolairdv is first with the art. and then without it. The noun
in 2% may be treated as a description of a certain class, and then
treated as a proper name in 2% In the predicate the art. is
found before proper names: cf. 68 [8!1] 12° 19!% 202 feds
always has the art. except in 72 and in 217 where it is in the
pred. Kdopwos, when alone, has the art., cf. 11%8-15, but we find
é&v kuplo, 1413 and «dpos kvplwv, 171* 1916, When combined with
other names, & «vptos 6 Geds, 2122 226, 6 kipros "Inoots, 222, but also
«¥pros 6 Oeds [1°] 48 198 225 In the vocative we find dpee, 154,
kbpue & Beds, 1117 153 167, or the Semit. voc. & xipros 6 eos, 411

(vili.) The art. with the infinitive occurs only in 127 (rod
moleuijoar), where, however, the construction is a pure Hebraism
and is equivalent to a finite verb in Greek. See vol.i. 322. In ],
on the other hand, we have the ordinary Greek construction of
7po Tod before the infinitive in 148 1319 175 and of 8ua 76 before
it in 224,

(ix.) When a noun or participle preceded by the article
follows a noun (in the gen. dat. or acc.), and should therefore be
in the gen. dat. or acc, it may in our author, according to
Hebrew usage, stand in the nom.: cf. 1° dmwo "Ingod Xpiorod, 6
pdprus 6 mwords, 220 Ty ywaike ‘Te{dSeX, 7 Aéyovea. On this
Hebraism see below, p. cxlix sq.

§ 3. Pronouns.

(i.) Possessive.—On vernacular and ordinary possessives see
notes on 221 and footnote in vol. ii. 208, where it is shown
that though sov may precede or follow its noun, the genitives of
adrds can only follow. The genitive is found before its noun in
the best authorities (A vg s*2), in 218 adrdv feds ; but the text is
manifestly corrupt, and the wrong order may be due to the
editor of 20%-22. It is also found in 185 but this is a source.
See Abbott, G». 414 sqq., 601 sqq. éuds only once in 22,1

17 has it 39 times. In J we find also (fuérepos only in 1 J 1° 2%) gés,
Opérepos, 1dios (15 times), not one of which occurs in our author. Seeing that
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(ii.) Personal.—(a) abrés is used as an emphatic personal
pronoun,! cf. 3% 1410 198¢%) 217, It is used intensively (=
“self”) in {1417] 1711 (source) 19'2. The phrase «ai airds, ““he
also,” “himself also” (in J 71%), seems not to belong to our author
except in the phrase és xal adroi, 6%, ds kai atr, 18% (a source):
cf. &s kdyad, 227 321, It occurs, however, in a Greek source, 171,
and in an interpolation, 1417, In 141° the «af before adrds is a
Hebraism and not to be translated. «ai adrds in 320 19186 ¢%) 217
=*“and he.” adrds has lost this meaning in modern Greek and
becomes a demonstrative.

(6) éavrod is found twice between the art. and its noun in
10% 7, Here the intervening éavrod is very emphatic. See
Abbott, G7. 415.

(iil.) Demonstrative.—(a) 68 occurs seven times and refers to
what follows, but not oncein J. (&) ofrosrefers to what precedes,
714 1146 [14*] etc. But not always in J, 1 J. Cf. J 6% 1512:
1 J 1° 5% where it refers to an explanatory clause introduced by
va, édv, or 8ri. () éxeivos is used only as an adjectival pronoun
in our author in temporal phrases, g8 1115, but in J constantly
as a substantival pronoun. See Abbott, G7. 283 sqq.

(iv.) Indefinite.—ceis=“a”: cf. 818 é&vds derod, 91* povyy piav,
1917 &va dyyedov. Notin J. Both authors, however, use eis é«;
while J uses €ls Tis ék, 1149 once in this sense, or simply 7is with
a noun, 4% 55 or with a proper name, 11! 12%. 75 is found only
in €l 75, édv Tis in our author, save in 7! (7).

(v.) Relative—(a) éomis is mostly used of a class of persons
or things, 17 224 g# etc. ; but it is also used of an individual, 118
121 192: cf 112 Similarly in J. I have followed the advice
given in Abbott’'s G7. (218, footnote) and rendered dores generally
by “that,” which “introduces a statement essential to the com-
plete meaning of the antecedent,” and 8s by ““who” or *“ which ”
—words which carry no such meaning.

(6) This relative is never attracted to the case of its ante-
cedent 2 in our author, though this attraction is frequent in J and
ey 53 &%

éunés and kindred possessive adjectives had all but ousted wovin Asia Minor,
Moulton (G7. 40 sq.) infers that our author must have been a recent immi-
grant there. If thisis right, J] must have been settled there for some time.
The possessive éués and oés are disappearing in the papyri, and in modern
Greek no possessive adjective exists. See Robertson, G7. 684.

17 also uses adrés in this sense, but it is unemphatic. When he wishes
to express emphasis he frequently uses éetvos, which our author does not use
in this sense. He only uses it twice as a demonstrative in two phrases ex-
pressing time, See Abbott, Gr. 283 sqq. ] uses alrés together with the
personal pronoun or proper name, 2% 3% 4% 4, but not so our author.

2 It is once found in a source, #.e. 188,
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§ 4. The Verd.

(.) Present and future tenses—(a) The text wavers frequently
between the present and the future. But these changes are not
arbitrary.! The context must be carefully studied in each case.
Thus in certain contexts the future is rightly used, since the con-
text is obviously prophetic: cf. 716599 od wewdoovow ére odde
dwrjgovow ér, ktA.  These words occur at the close of a vision
where all the verbs dealing with the actual vision are rightly
given in the present or past. Similarly in 1410 171454 we have
pure prophecies. In other cases where we have the pres.
instead of the future or the past, this may be due to a Hebraism ;
for the Hebrew imperfect may, according to the context, be
rendered either as a past, present, or future : cf. g8859- 17-20 1 311 sqq.
The translator is often at fault in the LXX, and a writer whose
thoughts naturally shaped themselves in Hebrew could hardly
escape rendering the Hebrew imperf. in his thoughts by a Greek
present: cf. 5 Bacilevovoiw. At times, however, when the
present takes the place of the past, the change may have been
made deliberately with a view to dramatic vividness.

(8) épxopar does not come under these considerations. The
Seer uses the pres. of this verb as a pres. or a future. In fact he
never uses the future except in compounds, z.e. 320 eicedevadpa,
208 ¢fedevoerar.  He is, therefore, perfectly acquainted with the
form of the future of the simple verb, but he avoids it. J uses
it once, 14%, and both the above-mentioned compounds in 10°
In 14® he connects it with a future wd\wv dpxopar kal rapalijuyouar.

(¢) Again the future is used alike in dependent and inde-

1 Chap. 11 seems to be very confused. In the introduction to that
chapter (vol. i. 269-273) we have seen that it is a source used by our author
for a special purpose. No unity of time appears to be observed in it. The
rble of the prophet is sometimes uppermost, sometimes that of the seer. This
disorder, which is most probably due to the fact that our author is using
traditional materials, will be obvious from the following résumé. In the
vision of Jerusalem and the Temple the seer receives a prophecy, 11!, that
Jerusalem shall be trodden under foot (rarjosovow) for 34 years, and that the
two witnesses shall prophesy during this period. The scene then shifts appar-
ently to the actual period of the witnesses, 1146 ; but the presents éxmopeverar,
kareafiet, etc., can be taken as futures. In 1178 the text uses future verbs
and foretells the death of the witnesses. In 11%1 it reverts again to the
present, describing the events that follow on their death save in méuyovow,
1119 (but the presents here also are practically futures). Finally, in 111113 the
text changes into the past, and represents the reception of the witnesses into
heaven as a past event. But herein the pasts can represent vividly the
prophetic future. [See Driver, Zenses, § 14 (), 81; Is 9'"%.] Hence 113-13
is 2 prophecy rather than a vision. The past verbs in 20°1% are to be similarly
explained. Futures occur before and after them. But in 20% it is only the
author’s familiarity with Hebraic usage that leads to this usage of the perfect,
whereas 11!"8 is translated from a source,
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pendent clauses where it has a frequentative sense, and is in such
case best rendered by the present, as in 4910 §rav ddoovawy . . .
d6fav . . . meoodvrar. But in this passage the futures on the
basis of Hebraic idiom could be rendered by a past, and thus
the text would state what the Seer actually saw in this vision and
not recount a general practice.

(ii.) Zmperfect (Past).—(a) The past imperf. is found only in
the case of nine verbs : drxolovfelv (2 times), diddarew (1), Sdvachar
(4—never in aor.), evar (17), éxewv (5—eixav, 9% 9), xAalew (1),
alelv (2), Aéyew (1), omjkew (I in a source, 7.e. 12%). It is
therefore of infrequent occurrence. But it is used with special
force in relative clauses, 112 21 6°: also in descriptive sentences,
5t kal &kAawov, 514 [68] 19 2115 In 7! ioTjkewwarv (pluperf.) is
used as a past imperf. = ““ were standing.”

(6) But the place of the past imperf. (or historic present) is
frequently taken by the (imperfect or perfect) participle: &ywv
(for elxev, or possibly in one or more cases for &e), 116 478 625
10% 122 2112 ¥; dkrropevopérn, 118 kabhijuevos, 42: kaopevat, 45: mwept-
BeBAnuévos, 1913, This use of the participle for a finite verb is
frequent in late Hebrew (very frequent in Aramaic, customary
in Syriac), and its displacement of the past imperf. in our author
is no doubt due largely to Hebraic influences.

(iil.) Past Aorist and Present Perfect.—These at first sight
seem to be used in certain instances interchangeably: cf. 57 714
85 1g% etc. But the following study of these Greek tenses and
their English equivalents shows that this is not so.

(iv.) Greek Aorist and its rendering into English.—Since the
Greek and English aorists do not altogether correspond, it is of
great importance to determine the points wherein they differ.
Weymouth (On the Rendering of the Greek aorist and perfect into
English, 1890) has gone elaborately into the subject. See also
Moulton, G 135 sqq., whose conclusions I have for the most
part accepted. On the use of the aor. as a perfect in J, see
Abbott, G7. 323 sqq.

The past aorist! in English does not always correspond to
the Greek aorist. The Greek aorist has three uses. (2) When
this aorist is used as the historical tense in pure narrative, the
English past aor. is the right rendering. (%) The Greek aor.

1 The ordinary nomenclature of English tenses is very misleading.
Perfect and imperfect relate to a state of action and not to time at all:
similarly also does aorist. Hence we can have a present aorist. ¢ I smite,”
the pres. imperfect ‘I am smiting,” the pres. perf. ‘I have smitten.”
Similarly we have past aorists—*‘1 smote,” past imperf. *‘I was smiting,”
past perf. (=pluperf.) I had smitten.” The Greek has corresponding
tenses for the most part. Pres. aor. Ndw (cf. wapayyéNw, Acts 1618: deploper,
Luke 11%), pres. impf. Ndw, pres. perf. NéAvka : past aor. é\vea, past impf.
&\vor, past perf. éNeAirew.
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can be timeless or vefer to an indefinite time: cf. 2* ddijkas, J 15°
¢BA\fy. Here the Greek must be rendered by the pres. perf.
in English; for this perfect, besides connoting the continuance
of a completed action—its usual meaning, can refer, oufside
the pure narrative, to an indefinite past, and be practically time-
less. (¢) The Greek aor. can refer fo an cvent that has just
happened, and must also in this sense be rendered by the English
pres. perfect, 11° & eldes—* what thou hast seen.”

I will here append a list of the passages where the aor. should
be rendered by the English pres. perfect.! Opinions will, of
course, differ as to whether certain aorists come under (&) or (¢).
The following passages fall naturally under (), where the aor. is
practically timeless. 1° kail émoinoer, “and hath made us”: 2*: 2%
&yvooav = “ have recognized ” = “ know ”: 3% odk éuéAvvay, “have
not defiled ”: 38 émjpyoas . . . kai odk Jprijow, “hast kept . . .
and hast not denied”: 30 émjpyoas: 5% 10 Hydpacas . . . émoi-
noas: 7% &rdvvay . . . E\evkavav: 118 @pylobnoar: 14* fyopdo-
fpoav: 148 187 émecev megev . . . éyévero, “has fallen, has
fallen . . . has become.” But these last three words could be
explained under (¢), though the fact that Rome has become the
abode of unclean birds shows that the burning of it is far back

in the past. Similarly 172 émdprevoav . . . éueficOnoav, 172
ot Ehafov, 1717 Bwker: ékoljfnoav and éuvyudvevoe in 185,
186 Gwéluker . . . képacev, 187 édofacey . . . éorpyviacey, 1814

dmMlev . . . dwwhero. Under () when the aor. refers # events
that have just happened and must be rendered by the English
pres. perf., come the following passages : 11 & eides, ‘ which thou
hast (just) seen”: 2% &wka . . . kai odx HféAnoev2=“1 have
given . . . butshe hasrefused”: 112 &dfly: 111517 &yévero . . .
éBacidevaas: 1118 HAfev, which recurs in the same sense in 14715
1810 1g7: 1210 dyévero . . . EBAOn: 1212 katéBn: [141% éénpdvln]:
1418 fxpaoav : 165 Ekpwas: 181619 g dpa Hpnpdln : 1820 éxpwer :
192 dkpwev . . . éedlknoev: 1978 Yrolpacer . . . &880y 2216
irepfa.

(v.) Greek Perfects and their rendering into English.—Blass
(G7. 200) and Moulton (G7. 143, 145) admit the occurrence of
pres. perfects as aorists in our author. There are only two verbs,
elAn¢a and elpnka, which are so used. The former appears to
be so used in 57 8, though the R.V. takes it as=a present, and
Robertson (Gr. 89g) defends it in both cases as a * dramatic
colloquial historical perfect.” But the context is certainly in

1 The R.V. has freely acknowledged this meaning of the aor. in the N. T,
(in Matthew 65 times), but not so frequently in our author as it should be.
Nor is it always clear on what principle the Revisers recognize, or refuse to
recognize, this use.

2 The failure to recognize this use of the aorist here led to the change of
H0énqoev into GéNet.
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favour of the aorist sense,! and the same perfect (Thackeray, Gr.
24) occurs in this sense in Dan Ixx. 43%.  As regards elpyka in
714 193, no doubt as to the aoristic sense can be entertained.

(vi.) dorists used by our author and his sources.—(a) Of
{oryue? our author uses éordfny, 8% 1218, whereas éoryv is used in
his sources, 111! 1817, (8) Again our author uses éfavpdafyy, 133
=“] wondered” (as a middle: always passive in o except in
one doubtful instance—Thackeray, G7. 240 n.), whereas éfadpoca
is used with the same meaning in source 17%7 as in J and
generally in Greek. (¢) Our author uses %volyyv in connection
with the temple, 11%° 155 and 7voixfyv in connection with the
books, 20'2¢*) (as in Dan 71 o’ #). Since Matthew and Luke
in Acts use both forms in connection with the same subjects, no
safe inference is possible here.

(vil.) Zmperative.—The aor. imper. occurs about 4o times in
our author: the present zo times, nine of these in chaps. 1-3.
The aor. imper. is sharper and more urgent than the present,
and while the latter “is used in general precepts (even to individ-
uals) on conduct and action,” the former is used “in injunctions
about action in individual cases” (Blass, G7. 194). Hence we
may distinguish 3! kpdre & éxers and 225 & éxere kparijoare in
connection with their contexts.

With negatives, uy with the pres. forbids an action already
begun: 117 210 un ¢ofoi, 5° uy xale, while uy with the aor.
subj. or imper. forbids an action not yet begun:3 6% 7dv olvov py
aduijays, 75 py dduajoyre T yijy, 10* odpdytoor . . . kol py avra
ypaymys, 112 221, Thus our author’s usage agrees at once with
the classical and later usage (cf. Moulton, G». 124 sqq.: W.
Headlam, Class. Review, xvii. 295). But in J this usage is not
observed. Thus in 37 we find py Gavudoys occurs when we
should expect w1 fadpale, as is clear from 3% and in 10% he uses
wi moTedere where the context would lead us to expect wy mio-
revonre.  In all other cases wij with the imper. is rightly used in
J. See Moulton, G7. 125 sq.

(viil.) Znfinitive—(a) Our author generally uses the aor. inf.
save in the case of certain verbs. Thus BAérew is never found

1 This use of el’anbai as an aorist is certainly strange, seeing that our
author uses éAaBor in 5% 101’ 17'2 (source) 20%; aor. subj. 3!! 18% (source) ;
aor. imper. 10% 9 2217 ; aor. inf. 41 g% 12 61,

2 The pres. perf. of this verb, éoryka (*‘I have taken my stand ”), is used
as a pres. imperf. (hence=‘‘I am standing ”) in 3%, and in like manner
the past perf. eloTikew is used by our author as a past imperf, in 7; but in
124 (a source) we find éo7nker from orjkw in the same sense. Some editors,
however, read €7ke here (cf. oipe in the preceding clause).

3 This is the general rule; but it needs qualification: cf. Moulton, 125.
Some scholars maintain that the above distinction is a growth, which
¢“beginning in classical times was nearly crystallized in N.T. Greek.” Cf.
Moulton, 247.
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in the aor., even in the indicative. In 228 we should read éBAemwov
with A. In the rest of the N.T. it occurs once in the aor.
imper., Acts 3% orpépew occurs in 118 (source). «arofaivew,
1318, After wé\\ew the pres. follows inf. regularly (1o times)
except in 32 16 124, In J the pres. inf. follows without exception.
The usual construction in classical Greek is pé\dew with the
fut, inf,

(6) On the infinitive=a finite verb in a conditional clause
and also in the principal sentence, see 131° n., and below, p. cxlvi.

(¢) On the infin. with the art.=a finite verb, see 127 n. and
also below, p. cxlvi. These three cases are pure Hebraisms.

(d) The infinitive follows déos, 524 %12, where J 127 puts iva
cum subj.

(ix.) Participle—To the use of the participle for a finite verb
attention has already been drawn: see above, § 4, ii. (4). Present
and perfect participles occur frequently, but never the future
part. The last is found once in J 654 & épxdpevos is, however,
practically a future participle. It is remarkable that the genitive
absolute is wholly absent from our text, though it is of frequent
occurence in J.

The indeclinable use of Aéywv or )\.e"yov1'€s='1bl\‘§ as in 4!
51112 1 11.15 146 comes properly under the head of Hebraisms.

(x.) The omission of the copula in principal or relative
sentences does not call for consideration here, as it is of constant
occurrence throughout the N.T. The omission of the copula
after i8o¥ (=i30) is encouraged through Hebrew precedent. Cf.

Blass, G7. 74 ; Robertson, 395 sq.

§ 5. Preposttions.

Moulton (G7. 98) gives the statistics for the relative frequency
of prepositions in the N.T. For every 100 times that é occurs
he finds the relative frequency of the prepositions with which we
are here concerned as follows: eis, 64 ; ék, 34 ; éni 32 ; mpds, 25;
8ud, 24 ; amd, 24 ; xard, 17 ; perd, 17; vwd, 8. Calculating J in the
same way (though the numbers are to be taken as only approxi-
mately correct): év, 100; €is, 83; é, 73; mpds, 45; Oud, 26 ; perd, 25;
and, 18; éni, 16 ; xard, 4. Here we observe that é is nearly
as frequent as els, that ér( is half as frequent as it is normally
throughout the N.T. In fact the numbers vary in every case.
A comparison of the numbers (which are only approximately
trustworthy) in our author is instructive : é, 100; éni, 89 ; éx, 87 ;
€ls, 49 ; perd, 33 ; &md, 23 ; dud, 11 ; kard, 54 wpds, 5.1 Here the
most notable differencs are in the case of éxi (J°® 89 — J 16), dud

. ! These numbers refer to the entire text, including sources and interpola-
tions.
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(J#» 11 -] 26), mpds (J*® 5—7J 45). Also the order of priority in
frequency is very different. In the three classical historians
(Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon), according to Helbing
(quoted by Moulton, 62 n) eis slightly exceeds év in frequency,
whereas in twelve writers of literary xousj it occurs nearly twice
as often. Here our author diverges from the literary xows) in
using ev more than twice as often as eis, while the xowij uses eis
nearly twice as often as év. On the other hand, our author approxi-
mates closely to the xous) in his frequent use of éni, and therein
diverges strongly from the rest of the N.T. See also Robertson,
G7. 556 sq. But these differences between J*® and J are not half
so striking as those that emerge in the individual treatment of
the prepositions.

(i) avd=‘“apiece,” in 4% dva wrépvyas & Cf. J 28 Found
also in Matthew and Luke. The phrase dva péoov, 717, is a
compound preposition, but dvd is an adverb in dvd els ékaoros
in 2121,  These latter uses not in J.

(ii.) éwé. 36 times. (a) with pakpdfev, 18101517 (source).
Not in J.

(6)=*““at a distance from,” 142 dwo oradlwy, cf. J 1118 218,
Not elsewhere in N.T. It is not necessary to explain it as a
Latinism; cf. Moulton, G7. 101 sq.; Robertson, G7. 575;
Abbott, G7. 227. It is found in Strabo, Diodorus, and Plutarch.
For an analogous construction with perd, cf. Test. Reub. 12 pera
&ty 8Yo 1is Tehevris: T. Zeb. 11 pera odv Yo éry 10d bovdrov—a
construction also found in Plutarch. And with #pd, cf. J 12}
Amos (o) 11 47

(¢) awd mpoodwov. This phrase occurs three times, 61
1214 20!, In the last instance, however, it has a strange
form, dmé 7od mpoodwov, to which we shall return pre-
sently. In all three cases the phrase is the equivalent of
wan. In 616 20!l it=“from the presence of.” It could be
taken in this sense also in 12 if it is connected with wéryras,
but the fact that sixteen words intervene is against this
explanation in our author. Hence the phrase, owing to the
Hebrew it presupposes=‘“because of.” The woman’s stay
of three and a half years in the wilderness is “owing to” or
“because of the serpent.” This is an ordinary meaning of “)Bn
in Hebrew. and alone is used in this sense in Matt 187. In
20!l the art. in dmd 7ob mpoodmov is quite exceptional. It
appears only a few (three or more) times in the o' so far as I am
aware, and in two of these some MSS omit it. In our text also
046 and many cursives omit. But since AN o25. 2040 attest
it, it goes back to the archetype as edited by the Seer’s disciple.
For two other departures from the Seer’s usage in 20%1l, see vol.
ii. 182. This phrase is absent from J.
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(4) Abnormal use of éwd before 6 dv. This is deliberate on
our author’s part.

(e) After passive verbs: awemav@naav, 918; Jropaouévoy, 125
This came to be the rule in later writers.

(f) After amépxecfar and dmoAdivar, 18%: ddapelv, 221%:
kpUmTew, 616 (dmd wpoodmov, where J 1230 has simply dwd) : pevyew,
g% 201! (J 10%).

None of the above usages appear in ] save (4) and one
instance of (f).

(ili.) dxpu 21026 1211 14% 18° (source).

(iv.) 8ud. (a) with gen. 1! 2124 InJ 15 times. () With
acc. 16 times and 45 in J.

(v.) els. eis follows BdAAew when the noun after eis is not a
person, cf. 21022 85 I7.8] 154915 1419 @) 1821 208 10.14.15 gave
in 14 (interpolated) where we have BdA\ew . . . émi 7. yijp.
Contrast 141% But ér{ when the noun is a person, cf. 2%
BdA\w &’ duds (cf. 117). Similarly after xaraBalvew we have eis
v yiv, 1313, but éml Tods dvbpdmwovs, 162, Our author uses
either els Ty yijy, 56 613 87 gl 8 124918 1419 1612 etc, even
after wiwrew, 6% gl though this verb in other phrases is
followed by émi, 66 711 [810] 1116, or éxi tfis yfis (see on émi
below). eis occurs about 78 times.

(vi.) &. This preposition is of very frequent occurrence—
about 135 times.

(2) Partitive Genitive. As subject, 11° BAémovow ék 7Gv Aadv :
cf. J 740 16'. As object, 210 ¢ Sudv, 3° 5° (in 2'7 we have
genitive alone—rod pdvva: cf. 2 J* ék Tév Téxvaw). ék occurs often
after eis in a partitive sense: cf. 55 6! 713 etc., but in 17! (source)
éx 1dv érrd=‘“one of the seven.” For els ék, cf. J 141 68 70.7
7% etc. This appears to be the best explanation of 2° mv
Blaogmpiav ék vév Aeydvrwv,! “the blasphemy of certain people
who say ”; or the é& may be simply a sign of the genitive. Hence
‘“the blasphemy of,” etc.: cf. J 3! dvfpwros ék 1. Papoalwv: or
better, Aesch. Eum. 344, Yuvos é& ’Epwiwy, “hymn of the Erinyes”
Soph. Ant. g5, 3 é¢ épov dvoBovAia.

(8) & . . . dmd, 312 21*10, where the prepositions may
signify respectively heavenly orlgm and divine mission. But
in J 1% 74142 111 (Abbott, G7. 227 sqq.) these mean respectively
“native of ” and “resident in.”

(¢) éx follows a variety of.verbs, yeuilew, éxmopeteofar, éxdixely
(involving a Hebraism), éfaleitpew, éfépxeclar, épxeobar, xpivew
(1820 (a source) involving a Hebraism), AopSdvew, AMeaw, pera-

! This phrase is explained also as * blasphemy arising from” (cf. J 3%);
but in our author we shoulu expect in this case ﬁ)\acrqﬁw.lav Ty é. In 6%
the éx is nghtly omitted by A after iy elphvny [ék] 7is s, If the éxis
retained it is to be taken with AaBeiy, as in 57 10%° 184 (source).

%
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voewy,! wivew, worilew, dayelv, yoprdleafar. It follows dyopdlew,
5?; but this verb is followed by mapd, 38, and dnd, 145 4. In 185 19
wAovrely is followed by ék and in 181 by dxd.

(d) é is used after a passive: cf. 1318 wervpouévov ék mupds,
18! ¢pwtioly ék 1. 86&ys adrob.

(¢) éx="“by reason of,” 8% é 7. pwvdy, 16! éBracdriunoay
e o« o €K T. TOVWV QUTWV.

(f) éx is used with the material of which anything is formed :
cf. 1812 wdy oxevos éx £¥Aov. This usage is common to Greek
and Hebrew: cf. Xen. Symp. 8, orpdrevpua & épactdv: Aesch.
Suppl. 953, éx kplbdv pébv. See (a) above ad fin.

(vil.) épwpoobev. This twice occurs in a local sense in the
phrase éumpocfey Tév mwodav, 1910 228, the first of which is an
intrusion : also asan adverbin 4% In ] its meanings are various:
it denotes superiority in 11530, priority in time in 323, and has a
local sense in 10* 12%7.

(vili.) é&. This preposition occurs nearly 157 times. (a)
The most noteworthy use of év in our author is its in-
strumental use. Thus it occurs 33 times, whereas it does not
occur at all in J (save in a quasi-instrumental sense in the
phrase é& rtoire: see Abbott, Gr. 256), nor yet in the
Pauline or Catholic Epp. save once in 2 Pet. It is found 34
times in the Synoptics (according to Moulton and Geden), 3
times in Acts, and 3 in Hebrews. Moulton (G7., pp. 12, 61, 104)
thinks that the publication of the Tebtunis Papyri (1902) has
“rescued the instrumental év from the class of Hebraisms” i
the case of & paxawpy, Lk 224, and év pdB8y, 1 Cor 42. To this
claim Abbott (G7. 256 n.) rejoins effectively. But even though
the instrumental é does occur in the papyri sporadically (where
the influence of Jewish traders may have been at work), this
fact cannot account in any case for the preponderating use of
év in our author. No adequate explanation can be found save
in its origination in a mind steeped in Semitic. Even Moulton
(p. 61 n.) concedes that this év “ came to be used rather excessively

by men whose mother tongue was Aramaic.” But this
concession in the case of our author is quite inadequate. év
is used instrumentally after dyopdlew, 5°: a.SLKEIV 9l%: dmokrelvew,
223 68 920 1 3100%) 1g2l: Bagavilew, 1410: kalew, 1920 but without
év, [8%] 218 (due to editor?) : karaxalew, 1716 188 kavpatilew, 168;
kypiooew, 52: klbapilew, 14%: Aevkalvew, 71%: Aew, 15 puyvivar, 87:
mardooeaw, 118 191%: 7TAavay, 1920 18%: wepBdAregbar, 3° 4%
(>é&, A): moypaivew, 227 125 1915 molepew, 216 (1911): ypvooty,
1816, & is used locally after kafilew in 321 %) (but én{ c. acc. 20%):

1Cf, 22 (2] g20.21 {61, peravoeiy dwé is found in Acts 8% and Jer 8°
(LXX). But uevavoeiv éx does not occur in the LXX. It probably represents
j© 2% in our author’s mind. .
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after xarowketv, 13'% (but this is not our author’s use. He uses
éxi c. gen.).

(8) & is used temporarily in 10 213 g% 107 11!® etc.: see
temporal phrases without év in 18 16-19 ;g dpa (source).

(¢) & is used generally after ypdpew, 12 138 2012 15 2177 21819
(but €is is found in 11, and ér{ in 17%: see under ér).

(@) é&vis found in the phrases év 7f) 8e&id xewpl, 110: & 77 Sebud,
21: &y 7. xepl, 6° 79 10% etc.; but émt ™y Sefidv, 5L Also in
&y pwvij peyddy, after Aéyew, 1479 (but without év in g2 818)
év is never used in this phrase after xpdlew, 619 72 10% (see vol. 1.
260 ad fin., il. 22 ad init.) except in passages from another hand
or source, 1415 182, It is also omitted in this phrase after ¢puveiv,
1418, & péoo is always followed by gen. 118 21 45 etc. ; hence 27
& péoo 16 Tapadeioy in X 025 is either a conflation of two texts
or a correction of the later.

(ix.) évémov. Very frequent: 34 times, but only once in J,
Z.e. 20%, and twice in 1. 3 J.

The frequent occurrence of this word, which, it is true, is
found sporadically in the kousj (see Moulton, G7., pp. 99, 246), is
best explained as due to Semitic influence.

(x.) wlev, 142,

(xi.) émdvo. Only twice. Really an adverb but used as a
preposition, 6% 203

(xii.) &wl. About 143 times?! in all (74 with acc., 13 with
dat., 56 with gen.). This preposition is used very idiomatically
by our author, and several of the uses are of his own devising.
It is therefore of primary importance to be acquainted with
these.

(a) éxi in various phrases :

() émt s yis, 53 10-18 71 102 5 8 etc.—never émi myv yiw (for
1416 is an interpolation). If our author wishes to use yfiv he
writes els Ty y7y, 59 613 85 gl etc. See vol. i. 191. (B) émi rijs
faldoans—so always. 5§18 % 71 10% 58 except in 152 where the
éri Ty @dhacoav seems due to its being preceded by iordva,
which always in the case of other nouns is followed by éx( with
the acc. See vol. 1. 262 ad med., ii. 34 ad init.  Qur author’s use
comes out forcibly in 7! fva w3y wvéy dvepos émi Tis yijs wijre émi
7qs Qoldaoys pire émt wav (R oz2g5: cf. 716 odde py . . . way
kadpa: 9* 2127) 8évdpov. Observe the émx{ with the acc. at the
close. (y) émi v (705) kepalijy (-ds). Only in 121 do we find
et s kepadijs.  See Vol. i. 300 sq., 303. (8) éml 76 péremov, or

! These numbers are only approximately true. Different texts yield
different results.

* The context would suggest here the rendering ‘““in the sea.” Such was
the view of many of the ancients. Thus N reads év 1y faldsoy, and is
supported by Pr gig vg s™ % arm bo eth.
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if he uses the pl. éri 70v perdwov. See vol. i. 206 ad med. In
14? we find t éxl 70D perdmod t; but this verse is corrupt. See
vol. il. 15 ad fin. (¢) The above forms are rigid. But in
phrases composed of éri and xeip or #% defla our author uses the
gen. or acc. : cf. émi s xepos adrdv rijs debids 1318, émi Tijs Sefids
120, and éml Ty xeipa, 14° 20" 1 éni T Sebudy, 51 See vol. i. 335
ad med.

(&) &rt with some case of pdvos (or vepéln) determined by
the case of the preceding participle xafijuevos. This is one of
the most remarkable idiosyncrasies of our author. When the
part. is in the nom. or acc. it is followed by éxi 7év fpdvev: when
the part. is in the gen. it is followed by émi 70% fpdvov: when in
the dat. by éri 76 Gpdve.!
émi 7dv Bpévov
(or &mi THv vedbény)

(or émi rov imwmov).

(a) & kabijpevos
Tov kabipevor

So in 424 625 1116 14¢ 19ll. This usage of our author is
generally not observed in the interpolations or edited portions.
Thus 97 r. kafpuévovs ér’ t adrév T seems due to a reviser of
the preceding words: 146 6 kaffjuevos éml 7. vepélys (AN: 7.
vedpény, C oz5) occurs in the interpolation 141517: 201l 7oy
kabjpevov ér’ adrod (A: émdvw adrod, W), and 715 6 kabrpevos ém
t 7. Bpdvov T (AN : 7@ Opdve, 025. 046), are due to the editor of
20%-22. 215 6 kaBijuevos érl 7. Opéve, is a primitive corruption.
On 14° see vol. ii. 12.

(B) 76 rkabqpéve éml 7o Opéve. So 4° 518 710 194, In 64 T
kafl. éx’ T abrév T is a primitive corruption, while 7§ xaf. émi 7.
vepéhns occurs in the interpolation, 141517,

(y) 700 xabnpévou émi 106 Opévou. So 410 517 616 of 141
(s kabnpéms émi H8drev 19! 2 (r0b kabypévov éml Tob Immou
both times). Hence 19!® 7év kabquévev ér’ + abdrois t (A:
alrovs &) seems to be a primitive corruption. o025. 046 and
cursives read rightly éx” adrdv. These MSS may have preserved
the original reading here, and A may be corrupt.

(¢) éxi is used after certain verbs. (a) BdAlew éml with
acc. 22 181 (source): (B) ypdpew ém{ with acc. 217 312 1458
(source) 1918 In 14! the gen. émi 7dv perdmov after ypddew is
due to our author’s predilection for the gen. pl. in this phrase:
see under () above. (y) ékxéew ém{ with acc. 168 10.12.17,

11t is noteworthy that this participle in the nom. and acc. is followed by
érl with the acc. in five ?assages of the six where it occurs in the rest of the
N.T., Matt ¢ Mark 21, Luke 5% 21%, J 12% : exception, Acts 8 ; and that
when it is in the gen. it is followed by éwi with the gen. in Matt 243 2719
exception, Mark 13%. But whereas these may be coincidences, in our author
the use is a law. In Mark 13® we have xafnuévov followed by els, whereas
Matt 242 has éri 7. Spovs T. éhariow.
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(8) lordvar éml with acc. 32 &oryra émi Ty Gvpav (contrast
J 1818 ciomikee mpos T Gipa), 7> 8% 11!l 1218 141 152 (e)
kafilew éri with acc. 20t ({) xarowelv éri with gen. See vol. i.
289, 336, ii. 12 ad fin. This construction is characteristic alike
as to meaning and form. Two other constructions are found in
132 172 where they appear due to sources: (n) kéwreafar éxi with
acc. 17="%to wail because of” (but in Zech. 1210 (o'), z Sam.
1120 (A) “to wail for”). So far as I am aware this usage is not
Greek. 5 790 could be rendered “wail over him,” as in Zech.
120 or “wail because of him,” as the text requires here. Has
our author assigned to ér{ a meaning that belongs only to by?
We could also render the Greek ‘“to wail in regard to him.”
In 189 this phrase=“to wail over.” (0) wimrew éx{ with acc.
616 71116 810 111l 16 byt with els =yv yjv, 613 ol, since our
author does not say émt v yijv (see (a) above). (v) oxyrovv éml
with acc. 715 (x) mfévar ér{ with acc. 1V, but in 10? with
émi 7iis faldoons in conformity with his usage (see (a) above).
(A) paprvpeiv and wpognredew are followed by émi (=*con-
cerning ”) with dat. in 2216 (X 046) 10'%. ér{ has this meaning in
J 1218 ¢’ adrd yeypappéva. But in 2216 A vg bo read &. See
émi with dat. after dedéofar, 91%; SpyileoBu, 1217; edppaivecfar, 1820,

(d) After éovaia éri there follows sometimes the gen. 226 116b
(source) 148 20%: sometimes the acc. 68 137 16° 2214 J has
neither of these constructions, but the gen. without érxi, 172
or the inf. 112 527 108 ¥ etc, A similar usage occurs in 1718
Boaci\elay éri (=*“over”) tév Bociréwv: cf. Rom. gb.

(xiii.) kard. (@) with gen. 2% 1% 20 xa74 got, “against thee.”
Once in J 19! in the same sense. (4) With acc. (a) =
“according to,” 2% 186 (source) 2012 18, (B) Temporally in 222
xkard pijve. (y) Distributively in 48 & a6’ & : cf. J [8° 2125].

(xiv.) kukNdBev as a prep. in 4> 4: as an adv. in 48

(xv.) kixho as a prep. 4% 513 711,

(xvi.) perd. 52 times (41 with gen. and 11 with acc.). ()
perd with gen. after dxolovfelv [68] 143 (=“to accompany”):
devrvety, 320: &pxeafar (uerd TéV vepeddv), 17: xalbilew, 321 ©9).
Aadev, 1% 108 17! 21%15: poxetew, 222: [poldvecbar, 14%]:
woufjoar wohepov, 117 1217 137 1919 mohepely, 216 127 134 17143
decided Hebraism, only in our author in the N.T. An
occasional instance of it has been found in the papyri: wopredew,
172 18%9 (source). This construction is not classical Greek,
which requires the acc.  So also poryedew.l () perd with acc. 1s
only found in the phrase perd raira, except in 111 perd rds Tpeis

! Perhaps we might trace it to such an expression as that in Is. 23!
poxa mabon 3 nk ana. wopreew perd is found in Ezek. 16%, but the
Hebrew does not explain the werd. Similarly f%3 (=pouxedewr) is followed
by nx (=perd) in Jer. 29% ; but not o/, which gives éuory@rro rds yuvaikas,
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npépas. pera Tadra has two meanings in our author—its ordinary
one, “after these things,” 11 4% ¢!? 203 and a technical one,
which, when combined with eldov, always introduces a new and
important wvision, 41 79 15% 18! 19l. On the value of this
phrase as a canon of criticism, see vol. i. 106, footnote. This
usage is found in J: (cf. 212 322 4% 51 61 41 19%8) as introducing
a new section.

(xvil.) wapd. 3 times (2 with gen. and 1 with dat.). InJ 35
times (26 with gen. and g with dat.).

(xviil.) mpés. 8 times (x with dat. and 7 with acc.). In J,on
the other hand, mpés with acc. occurs about 100 times, and with
the dat. 4. wpds c. dat. is found in our author only once, 113;
elsewhere in N.T., Mark 5!, J 1816 2011 12¢%),  He uses wpds
with acc. after verbs of motion, 32° 109 etc. (6 times). wpds=
“against,” in 13% frofer 10 ordua adrod eis BAacdyuias mwpds T.
feév. Here eis would be more natural: cf. Mark 32°, Luke 1210,
Acts 611, This preposition is much more varied in meaning in J.

(xix.) éwé. Only twice, and one of these in an interpola-
tion, 68,

(xx.) dmokdtw. 4 times. Really an adverb but used as a
preposition. .

§ 6. Conjunctions and other Particles.

(i.) 8\Nd. 13 times, but over 100 times in J and 2o times in
8 b &l
(ii.) &v. (a) As a particle in a relative clause dv occurs only
twice, in 2% dxpt ob dv Héw, and in 14* dwov dv Iwdye (A 1 -y N o25.
046). J, on the other hand, uses dv 5 times in the sense of
“if” (alone in the N.T.), and 22 times as a mere particle in
relative or conditional sentences.

(8) But our author uses éav also as a mere particle after oo,
319 1315 (source). With the same meaning it recurs in 118 éodres
édv (source), but as a conjunction followed by a subjunctive in
320 [2218 19], & wi is followed by the subj. 2° 3%, but in 222 (an
interpolation) by the indicative.! In J édv is once used as a

1 Thus édw is substituted for d» 3 times (3" and 11° 13 sources) out of 4.
Moulton (G7. 43) states that in pre-Christian papyri the proportion of éd» to
dv was 13 to 29, but in the Ist cent. A.D. this proportion was 25 to 7, in 2nd
A.D. 76 to 9, in 3rd A.D. 9 to 3, in 4th A.D. 4 to 8, édv occurs last for dv
in a 6th cent. papyrus. It will be seen, therefore, that the proportion in our
author, 3 to I, agrees nearly with that in the papyri of the 1st cent. A.D.,
25to 7.

B It i75 significant of the character of & that it changes édv into &» in 32 135
and thus represents our author as using édv only 1 out of 4 times. C changes
itin 118, Notwithstanding the untrustworthy character of 025. 046, they are
here more trustworthy than N in this respect.

But Thackeray (G7. 67), with a large body of papyri at his disposal, gives
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mere particle in 157 Otherwise frequently as a conjunction
followed by the subjunctive. J uses dv 14 times in the apodosis
of an impossible supposition, but our author does not use this
construction.

(iii.) dpre, 1210, and a7 dpri, 1418, Itis hard to decide whether
dpri=*“at this moment,” as occasionally in J (see Abbott, G7.
25 sq., 199), or “at this present time,” as contrasted with past or
future time—a later meaning belonging more properly to viv,
which J uses very frequently but not our author.

(iv.) dxpu.. Always followed by subjunctive in our author:
2% (dxpe ob) 7% 158 20% 58, In 17V we find dype redeoOijoovrar.
But this is a source.

(v.) ydp. cire. 17 times. In J nearly 7o.

(vi.) 8¢ 6 times. Very frequent in J and with different
shades of meaning : see Abbott, G7. in Joc.

g)vii.) ei. el is found only in combination (a) with mis:? 115
[11%] 13910 ¢%) 14911 2015 (¢ 7is ody)—a very cOmmon com-
bination not once in J : () with pij (= “except ”), 217 g* 1317 143
192 21%, This use is found in J 313 62 etc.: or with 3¢ wj (=
“otherwise”), 2516: also in J 14*!. But ] uses the former
combination in other idioms.

(vili.) #wlev (as adverb =) 112 5! (some MSS).

(ix.) ém. 18 times, including a restoration of & for éx{ in 716
2211 is an interpolation.

(%) ws. With subjunctive (=till”), 6. In J with ind.
9!® 2122 2, In various combinations in J.

(xi.) i8od. 26 times. In J 4. ] uses i (15), but our
author does not.

(xii.) tva. Final clauses introduced by va? followed by the
subj. 33 times, and by the ind. 13. (The latter is unclassical:
Attic uses érws with ind.) In J va is followed by the subj.
save thrice out of nearly 140 times. #a p7 is followed by the
subj. g times and by the ind. 2: in J only by the subj. As our
author never uses the past subjunctive (or optative) it is interest-

the statistics as follows. In pre-Christian papyri 8s édv, 16, 8s dv, 78: in
i/A.D. 39 and 5 respectively ; in ii/a.D. 79 and 13; in iii/a.D. 13 and §; in
iv/a.p. 12 and 7. These amended numbers show more clearly how the
scribe of X introduced later forms into his text.

1 el 7es is only found once in the Johannine writings outside the Apoca-
lypse—2 J 1% el 7is &pyerar. Here the case is put as an actual occurrence,
and the coming as a real event. Hence this form does not militate against
Johannine authorship.

2 In my commentary I have followed Blass in taking &a in 14 as almost
equal to ér¢ ‘“in that.” But here also it may express purpose. Thus uak-
dptot ol wekpol ol év Kuply dmobvioxovres . . . Wva dvamafoorrar="‘‘ Blessed
are the dead that die ii. the Lord : yea, saith the Spirit, in order to rest,”
etc. Cf. 22Mand J 8% 92 7is fuaprer . . . Wa TupNds yerrnfy ; 1119, and see
Abbott, G7. 114-128, who insists that va. expresses purpose in J.
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ing to observe the sequence of tenses adopted by him after iva
or iva /.wi.

Pres. ind. followed by pres. ind. : 5 ¥

o pres. subj. . o 5

D 1o aor. subj. . 3 7A

- fut. ind. 3 5 4

Past. ind. pres. subj. . : 5

o aor. subj. 5 . 13

. fut. ind. 1 . 7

Fut. ind. fut. ind. . a I
Imperative

(pres. or aor.) pres. subj. . 5 1

" aor. subj . . 2

(xiii.) pf). Never with the participle in our author, but 1o
timesin J and 11 times in 1. 2. 3 J. p# with pres. imperative, 17
210 etc. ; with aor. subj. 6% 73 104 the use of these two tenses
bemg carefully distinguished ; see above, p. cxxvi. wj ...
pare . . . pajre, 718: also wf . .. o088 . . . o0d¢ in 9% but
never uy . . . pndé asinJ (bzs) who never uses mfre; nor unde

. o pmoé. o382 M) .. . 00dé 718,

(xiv.) émobev as prep. 110 48, as adv. 5l

(xv.) éwiow as prep. 12° 133 and also in 119 (RC) 1010 in 8C
025.

(xvi.) 8mou, 213¢*) 118 2010, In the latter two passages there
is the combination éwov kai. In sources used by our author
there is a Hebraism in connection with this word: &mov .
éxet, 125 14: Gmov . . . ér adrdv, 179; but this Hebraism never
appears to come from his own hand. In 14* we have dmov av
iwdyer (AC: corrected into dmdyy in N 025. 046). This use
of av here is to be rejected, according to Blass, G7. 207, 217 ;
Robertson, G7. 969. See, however, under érav : also Vocabulary
of G. T. (Moulton and Milligan) under év.

(xvil.) éodkes. 11 (source).

(xviil.) 8vav. This particle takes the aor. subj. 95 117 12¢
1719 207, or the pres. subj. 107 18%! or the fut. ind. 49, or even
the aor. ind. 8% In the last passage the use of érav in Srav
yvoéev (corrected into ére in 8 025) is quite incorrect according
to Blass (G7. 218). Yet it is found in the xouwsj: cf. Mark 1119
Srav Sye éyévero éfemopevero ifw T. mohews: Ex 16%: cf. &s dv
in Gen (Tischendorf’s ed.) 2730 &s &v éfjAbev ‘TakdB, of a single
definite action in the past. drav, however, with the indic. generally
denotes indefinite frequency (an unclassical usage): cf. Mark 31

1 As Abbott (Gr. 385) points out, érav with the pres. subj. refers to the

coincidence of time between the action of the pres. subj. and that of the
principal verb.
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112 : similarly dmov dv, Mark 6%. On érav with fut. ind. see
Robertson, G». 972.

(xix.) 87e occurs 13 times and always with aor. ind. In J
21 times (4 with fut. ind.).

(xx.) &7 63times. (2) Abbott, G7. 154 sq., points out that
the suspensive use of dr¢ “is almost confined to the Johannine
writings and the Apocalypse.” Here &r="‘because,” and he
cites as examples outside these writings Gal 48, 1 Cor 1215.19,
Rom ¢7. In J 1% (ért elmdv got . . . maoredes) 1419 1519 166
20, In like manner in our author we must render 3!°
“ Because (67¢) thou hast kept the word of my endurance I also
will keep thee,” 316-17 1871

(6) Besides the suspensive use of &ri, where the dm clause
precedes, the word most frequently introduces a subsequent
clause giving a ground or reason, and so it is to be rendered
“because” or “for.” Cf. 3% 41! 549 617 etc. etc.

(¢) Next it means “that” after eldov, olda, yryvéokw, éxw kard
Twos OF Spvupe, 2% 4 2028 31.8.9.15 156 ete,

(4) Finally, it is used before direct discourse (z.e. 37 ““recita-
tive”), 317 187

(xxi.) of=‘“where” [17%%]. Our author as also J uses &wov
and not od.

(xxil.) ob. Wefindod . . . od8¢ 716920 128 204 212 ob . . .
otre, 9?1: obdels . . . odd¢ . . . odde . . . oiré 53: oldes . . .
m’)"re, 54.

(xxiil.) o6 pf. 15 times. Always followed by subj. in our
author except in 184 (source), which may be an interpolation in
this source, seeing that elsewhere in this source it is followed by
tk;e subj. See vol. i 59 ad med. In J 3 times with ind. out
of 17.

(xxiv.) obal, This interjection is followed by the dat. in our
author in 83, In 12!? (a source) by the acc. In 1810-16-19 (3
source) by the nom. It is a noun in g12 @) yy14 ¢,

' J(xxv.) odkére, 108: in 181-14 with neg. (source). 12 times
in J.

(xxvi.) ofv. (a) Used of logical appeal 6 times, 119 2516 etc.

(6) Narrative or continuative odv does not occur once, and
only a few times in the Synoptic Gospels. In J odv occurs nearly
200 times, and the majority of these apparently in a non-illative
or purgly continuative or narrative sense. Only 8 times does it
occur in the words of Jesus: all the rest in the narrative portions.
But Abbott (G7. 470 sqq.) finds difficulties in many of the Johan-
nine uses of otv. He pertinently remarks (p. 479, footnote) : *“ the

! On the ground of this and a few other similarities of style Abbott (G7.

155) suggests that ‘“the author of the Gospel may have been a disciple or
younger coadjutor of the author of the Apocalypse.”
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absence of narrative odv in Revelation is important, because . . .
it is largely made up of narrative, so that we might have expected
narrative odv in abundance if it had been written by the hand
that wrote the Fourth Gospel.” The word occurs only once in
1.02-3 .

(xxvil.) offmw. 171012 (source). 13 timesin J, 1 J once.

(xxviii.) olre. We find odire . . . odre, 31516 ¢20 214: oddels

. otre, 5t

(xxix.) w\jp=“only,” 225: cf. Phil 3¢ for this meaning.
Blass (G7. 268) would assign this meaning to A7 also in 1 Cor.
1111, Eph 582, Phil 414,

(xxx.) @8e=(a) “hither,” 4! 11%; (%) metaphorically (= “ here
is need for”), 131018 1412 149,

(xxxi.) és. (a) On this important particle, see vol. i. 35 sq.,
where it 1s shown that it has in our author several uses unknown
elsewhere in the N.T. but found in the LXX. One use is there
omitted.

() In a comparison the same case follows &s as that which
precedes it. This, of course, is the usual construction. Cf. 218
7. 8pfadpols adrov bs PAdya wupds, 959 1215 133 182 212 22L
Hence 161 €idov . . . mvedpara tpla . . . Gs T Bdrpaxor T is
either a slip or due to an interpolator. It is due to the latter,
as we see on other grounds.

(¢) Observe that our author never uses xafids though it
occurs nearly 180 times in the N.T. In J it occurs 31 times
and 13in 1. 2. 3 J. ] uses &s in a temporal sense (= “when”)
about 20 times, but J*, 1. 2. 3 J never. Our author uses ¢s as a
word of comparison about 73 times (only once with a numeral),
J 13 times (8 times with a numeral).

(d) In 2212 Ge=‘‘according as,” followed by substantive
verb—a usage not found elsewhere in the Johannine writings.

(xxxii.) domwep. 105

§ 7. Case.

(i.) (¢) The nominative stands in the case of a proper noun
without regard to the construction, in place of the case normally
required. g dvopa é&yer "AmoAdvwv. This is good Greek (cf.
Xenoph. Oecon. vi. 14, Tovs éxovras 70 Teuvov dvopa TovTO TO KaAds
7€ kdyabos), but it comes from the hand of the editor and not
from the author, whose construction will be found in 68.

(8) Nominativus pendens. Since in our author this usage is
a Hebraism, it is dealt with under that heading.

(ii.) (@) Genitive absolute. This construction does not exist
in our author, though it is employed often in J and with more
elasticity of meaning than is found in the Synoptists: see
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Abbott, Gr. 83 sq. In the Apoc. 178 OavpacOijocovrar ol
karotkodyTes . . . ov . . . Blemévrov is not a gen. abs. But
for this intervening &v the text would have read BAémovres or
Srav BAémwow.

(6) Temporal genitive. This genitive denotes the whole
period of time during which something happened: 4% 7% juépas
kal vukrds—a phrase that should be restored in 812 21%,

(iii.) Dative. () Instrumental dative. This dative is of
infrequent occurrence. It is found in 4* wepiBeBAnpévovs ipatios,
191% BeBaupévov aipary, 1821 Spuiuart BAnbioerar (source), 2214
rois wAdow eloéNwow, 218 [8%] rawopéry mupl, 152 peprypévny
mupl, 5! karecPppayiopévor appayiow, 17 1818 kexpvowpérn xpvaiv.
oy peydAy is found after Aéyew, 512 (61) 813 (yet with év, 147 9):
after kpdlew, 610 72 103 1917 (but with é& in passages from another
hand, 14'% 18?%): after ¢owvely, 148 This instrumental dat. is
mostly replaced in our author by év (see above, p. cxxx, under &),
or occasionally after passive verbs by év or d=é.

(6) Dative of time, ud dpg in 1810 16.19 (source) is difficult.
It seems to mean ‘“in the course of an hour.” Hence we
should expect év @ dpg, just as in 18% we have & wd juépe or
else wuds Nuépas, “in the course of one day.” Yet see Blass,
G7. 120.

() Hebraic dative. 218 7ols 8¢ Sethots . . . 70 pépos adrow.
See below, p. cxlviii (%) (6).

(iv.) Accusative of point of time. 33 woiav dpav. Cf. J 452
dpav éB06uny. See Abbott, G 75; Acts 208 iy fuéparv s
mevtykoorys. This usage (Blass, G». 94) occurs in connection
with &dpa in Attic Greek and in the papyri. Moulton, G7. 63.

(v.) Vocative. There are nearly 6o examples of the nomina-
tive with the article used as a vocative in the N.T. It has a
double origin; for it was well established both in Greek and in
Hebrew. In Greek! it carried with it a rough peremptory note,
and in the N.T. this note still survives: cf. Mark 92 76 dAalov xai
kwpov mvedpa: J 198 xalpe 6 Bagikeds 7. Tovdalwy. In the latter
passage there is a note of derision: Bagted 7. "Tovdalwr 2 would
have conceded the justice of Christ’s claims. In the tender %
mals éyepe, Luke 854, Moulton (G7. 70) finds “a survival of the
decisiveness of the older use.”

But the Hebrew vocative with the art. carries with it a
different and often a more dignified note. It can be used in the
most respectful form of address to kings, or in a minatory sense

1 Blass (G7. 69) quotes Aristophanes, Frags, 521, ¢ wais dxoNovfer (= you
there, the lad I mean, follow ).
2 Moulton (G7. 71) vuserves that Mark’s use of this phrase in 1518 ““ig

merely a note of his imperfect sensibility to the more delicate shades of Greek
idiom.”
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to inferiors: cf. Is 4218, Joel 1218, But it is never used in
addressing God in the O.T. (except possibly in Neh 15 Dan g¢4).1
Yet since the LXX generally renders 5% and o'n5x in the vocative
by 6 0Oeds, the solemn use of this vocative appears to have
originated with the LXX, being a higher development of the
usage already found in Hebrew. Our author appears therefore
to have been influenced in this direction by the LXX: cf. 41
6 Kkbpios xal & Beds nudv,2 610 6 Seamérys 6 dyios, 1212 153 165
18420 195 In contrast with this prevailing usage, we find,
however, xipie 6 feds, 1117 153 167 : «kipie, ‘Inood, 222,

(vi) Verbs with different cases or constructions.

(@) éxobew. Our author uses this verb with gen. of person,
61 8.5 813 165 7, and acc. of thing, 18 78 ¢16 2283  But dxovew takes
both the gen. and acc. of the thing, as, for instance, with ¢uwr).
Now in J dk. ¢povys*=to hear so as to obey: cf. 5% 28 103 16
while dx. ¢wriv=to hear without further result: cf. 38 5%,
similarly daxovew Adyov and Adywv. See Abbott, G». 435 sq.,
Jokannine Voc. 116 (footnotes). This distinction does not
exist in our author, save apparently accidentally. Thus in 32
1112 (NC o025 but not A 046) dx. ¢uvis=‘“to obey.” In g3
10% 8 1112 1210 142 @9 184 19l 6 the phrase dx. ¢pwriy does not
express obedience to, or regard of, the voice, as in J it would
connote. Here the phrase means “to hear intelligently,” *“to
understand.” But dx. dovys has exactly the same force in 1418
16! 213,  Hence our author does not observe either the usage of
J nor the well-known one of Acts 97 where dx. ¢wvijs=‘“to hear
a sound ” (without understanding its meaning), and in g% 2614 da«.
vy = “to hear intelligently ”° :

(6) ypdpeadar. Always ypddeobar év 7@ BiSAip in our author :
cf. (18) 20!% 2127 and especially 13%; but in source, ypag. émi 76
BBAlov, 178. This latter construction is found in quite other
phrases: 217 émi 7. Yfipov . . . yeypapuévov, 312 196,

(¢) 886évar. This verb is followed by the partitive gen. (ro?
pavvé) in 217; not so elsewhere in N.T.

(d) edayyelifew. In 107 c. acc. of person, and in 145 with
ér{ c. acc.

The rest of the N.T. uses the middle of this verb and
frequently c. acc. of person. It does not occur in J in any

1 This usage, however, was well established in Aramaic, which had three
different ways of making the noun definite when it was to stand in the
vocative. See Kautzsch, Gr. des Biblisch. Aramaischen, p. 148 sq.

2 4 khpios as a vocative is not found except in this passage (Abbott).

3 In 58 we have wdv k7lopa . . . #kovoa Aéyorras (al. Néyorra), the idea of
the thing prevails and not that of the person ; hence the acc.

4 In classical Greek to hear a sound.”

51n 1. 2. 3 ] drovewr takes a gen. of the person and an acc. of the thing
except in 3 J ¥ where it is followed by an acc. of the person.
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form. In Attic this verb takes acc. of thing and dat. of
person.

(¢) mpookuvetv. The cases with this verb are dealt with in vol.
i.211 sq. Our author clearly uses wpookuvvelv with dat. only of
the worship of God. When the verb takes the acc. it is homage
or inferior worship that is designed. Abbott (7o 137) shows
that “the Synoptists reserve the acc. for the worship due to God
or God’s Son,” in contrast with the use in the LXX or that of
our author. Next (138 sqq.) he discovers in the Samaritan
Dialogue in J 4 and in the Temptation narratives in the Synop-
tists ‘“a deliberate differentiation of the two Greek constructions ”
[wpoakwvet, c. acc. (—-worshlp of), and c. dat. (= prostratlon to)]
in which the Evangelists “appear to use mpookvrén with the acc.
as meaning such worship as ought to be paid to God alone.”
Thus though mpookvvety c. dat. occurs in J 421 282 ¢38 it has not the
full meaning of worship which is implied in 4224 Hence our
author and J again differ here.

(f) weptBdNNecfor 11 times c. acc. ; once c. év.

(&) $uritev. In 2122 c. acc: in 225 ¢. éx adrols. Here
there appears to be a Hebraism : see p. cxlviii (%) (¢).

§ 8. Number.

(i.) When several subjects follow a verb and the first is in

the sing., the verb is in the sing.: cf. 87 g2 17 1118 1210 18% 1920
20!l ; but if they precede, the verb stands in the pl.: cf. 614 1817

20185, So also in J: see Abbott, G». 307.

(ii.) (@) The neuter plural is generally followed by the pl.
verb: cf. 1'® (& elodv), 3% * (& odx éudlvvav), [4°] 51 (ra Téoaepa
{Ga Eneyov), 920 (& . . . Sdvavrar), 1118 15 1620 (Spy . . . edpébfnoar),
20!2 214, The pl verb may precede the neuer pl: cf. 4°
(8doovow 74 {fa), 1118 (dmexrdvbnoav . . . Svduata) [161 (eioiv
yap wvedpara)], 188 (émdavifyoav wdvra 1o 0vy), 2124 This
construction can generally be explained kara oivesw, the neuter
nouns being conceived of as masculine or feminine.

() But the sing. verb occasionally follows the neut. pl: cf.
119 (& pédher), 227 %(291/17) .« . owrpiferar?], 48 (v Téooepa (Ga . . .
éxovl), 131 (& &360n), 1418 (1& yap épya . . . dxolovfer), 1814
(ta Mewapa . . . dwdhero), 191* (va orporelpara . . . Hrolovbel) ;
less often the sing. verb precedes: cf. 8% (¢846y . . . Gvudpara),
B oA

(iii.) The plural verb follows certain collective nouns in the
sing.: dxAos woAds . . . éordres, 79: SxAov moANob . . . Aeybvrow
19% %, but generally in J this noun has the sing. verb except in

1 But it is better to take éxwv here as influenced by the & ka6’ é&v preceding
it. ‘
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6% 749 1212, In J 7% 121% GxAos is accompanied by a participle
in the sing. (in its collective character) and by the verb in the
pl. (as conveying the idea of separate individual action). See
Abbott, G7. 307. Xads has the pl. verb in 18 and y7 in 13% 4,

§ 9. Gender.

(i.) As a rule the concord of gender is observed, but there
are many exceptions. The greater number of these can be
explained as constructions rard odveow. Thus 47 {Gov Iywy,

4% 1o Téooepa [Go . . . Aéyovres, 13 ¢ Onply bs Exe, 1711
Onplov . . . adrds Sydods éorwv, 1710 70 Oéka xépara . . . xai T0

Onpiov, obror. In 1512 dfios (A) 76 dpviov is to be similarly
explained, though in 56 14 dpviov has the part. in the neuter.
Similarly 7% x\uddes éoppayiopévor (cf. also 143), 191 74
oTpareipara évledupévor, 58 mvelpara dreoralpévor, 513 way wkrioua
. . . Aéyovras (N), 95 é886n adrols (i.e. dxpides). With pwvsj there
are several such wrong concords: 41 % dwry . . . Aéyor: cf.
also gll12 g13.14 1115, n 125 vidy, dpoev is peculiar.

(i1.) The gender of Jados 218 is nearly always fem., but our
author in making it masc. has the sanction of Theophrastus.

§ 10. The Hebraic Style of the Apocalypse.

The Hebraic style of the Apocalypse has been acknowledged
in a general sense till the present generation, but scholars have
hitherto done little to establish the fact by actual and detailed evi-
dence. Now, owing on the one hand to this fact that the Hebraic
character of the Apocalypse had not been established by actual
proofs, and on the other to the vast mass of fresh knowledge of
vernacular Greek brought to light by the researches of Grenfell,
Hunt, Thumb, Moulton, Milligan, and others, a new attitude
has recently been adopted by certain scholars on this question,
and some have gone to the extreme length of denying altogether
the presence of Hebraisms in the Apocalypse except in sections
that are translated from the Semitic. Thus Professor Moulton
(G7. 8~9) affirms that “even the Greek of the Apocalypse itself
does not seem to owe any of its blunders to ¢ Hebraism.” The
author’s uncertain use of cases is obvious to the most casual
reader . . . We find him perpetually indifferent to concord.
But the less educated papyri give us plentiful parallels from a
field where Semitism cannot be suspected. . . . Apart from
places where he may be definitely translating a Semitic document,
there is no reason to believe his grammar would have been
materially different had he been a native of Oxyrhynchus,
assuming the extent of Greek education to be the same.”
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This is not only an extravagant, but, as we shall presently
discover, a wrong statement of the case, and called forth a
rejoinder from Professor Swete (Apoc? p. cxxiv, note), who
wrote : “It is precarious to compare a literary document with
a collection of personal and business letters, accounts, and other
ephemeral writings ; slips in word-formation or in syntax, which
are to be expected in the latter, are phenomenal in the former,
and if they find a place there, can only be attributed to lifelong
habits of thought. Moreover, it remains to be considered how
far the quasi-Semitic colloquialisms of the papyri are themselves
due to the influence of the large Greek-speaking Jewish
population of the Delta” My own studies, which have
extended from the time of Homer down to the Middle Ages,
and have concerned themselves specially with Hellenistic Greek,
so far as this Greek was a vehicle of Hebrew thought, have led
me to a very different conclusion on this question, and this is,
that tke linguistic character of the Apocalypse is absolutely
untgue.

Its language differs from that of the LXX and other versions
of the O.T., from the Greek of the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha,
and from that of the papyri. Of course it has points in common
with all these phases of later Greek, but nevertheless it possesses
a very distinct character of its own. No /i#erary document of
the Greek world exhibits such a vast multitude of solecisms.
It would almost seem that the author of the Apocalypse
deliberately set at defiance the grammarian and the ordinary
rules of syntax. But such a description would do him the
grossest injustice. He had no such intention. He is full of
his subject, and like the great Hebrew prophets of old is a true
artist. His object is to drive home his message with all the
powers at his command, and this he does in many of the
sublimest passages in all literature. Naturally with such an
object in view he has no thought of consistently breaking any
rule of syntax. How then are we to explain the unbridled
licence of his Greek constructions? The reason clearly is that,
while ke writes in Greek, he thinks in Hebrew, and the thought
has naturally affected the vehicle of expression. Moreover, he
has taken over some Greek sources already translated from the
Hebrew and has himself translated and adapted certain Hebrew
sources. Besides he has rendered many Hebrew expressions
literally and not idiomatically—constantly in his own original
work and occasionally in his translations. His translations

1 In the next edition of Moulton’s Prolegomena, the Hebraic style of the
Apocalypse is accepted, .s its editor, Mr. Howard, has informed me. Dr.
Moulton changed his mind owing to the evidence I gave on this subject in
my Studies in the Apocalypse, pp. 79-102.
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in a few cases presuppose corruptions in the Hebrew sources.
But this is not all. He never mastered Greek idiomatically—
even the Greek of his own period. To him very many of its
particles were apparently unknown, and the multitudinous shades
of meaning which they expressed in the various combinations
into which they entered were never grasped at all, or only in
a very inadequate degree. On the other hand, he is more accurate
in the use of certain Greek idioms than the Fourth Evangelist.
Notwithstanding its many unusual and unheard of expressions,
the Book stands in its own literature without a rival, while in
the literature of all time it has won for itself a place in the
van.

I will now give a list of the chief Hebraisms in the Apocalypse
which are sufficient to prove that it is more Hebraic than the
LXX itself.

(1) The Greek text needs at times to be translated into Hebrew
in order to discover its meaning and render it correctly in English.

(2) The resolution of the participle in one of the oblique
cases (gen. dat. or acc.), or of an infinitive, into a finite verb in
the following clause, which finite verb should have been rendered
idiomatically in Greek by a participle or by an infinitive
respectively. We have here a frequent Hebrew idiom which
cannot be explained from vernacular Greek and which, not
having been recognized, has led to mistranslations of the text
in every version of the Apocalypse down to the present day.!

1 This idiom is attested in the N.T. outside the Apocalypse in 2 John ?
S Ty d\ffear Tiw pévovoav év fulv ral ued Yudv &rrar=‘‘for the truth’s
sake which abideth in us and shall be with us.” So rightly the A.V., but
wrongly in the R.V., Col 1% 7& uvoripior 76 dwokexpuupévor dwd 7év aldvwy
. . . viy 8¢ épavepdln, is another example.

Long after I had'discovered these Hebraisms and recognized the necessity
of translating them idiomatically as such, I found that several of the versions
had recovered the right rendering purely from the consciousness of the
translators that the Greek text could not be taken literally as it stood.

Two of the Greek uncials, in fact, and very many of the cursives, have
actually altered the Greek so that it represents idiomatically the Hebrew
idiom. Thus R reads, éordras . . . &xovras kifdpas 7. feol kal ddovras, in
1523, and 046 and many cursives read xal movjoarre in 1° instead of kai
émolngev and 9 Néyer . . . kal Oibdokee for 7. Néyovear . . . kal Oiddoket
in 2%, These are simply emendations, and they are emendations which
represent idiomatically John’s thought in Greek, but do not represent what
he wrote. The translators of the versions restored the true sense in several
passages by conjecture from a study of their contexts. Thus in 1® Pr fl
gig vg (arm?) s? eth render ““qui dilexit et fecit” (r§ dyam@vre . . .
kal éwolnoer): in 22 and 2° Pr gig vg s? eth render ‘‘qui se dicunt . . .
et non sunt” (7. Aéyovras . . . kal olk elotv): in 2% gig s*? arm eth=
qui dicit . . . et docet (# Aéyovsa . . . xal diddoke), 2% arml:*3a=ego
sum qui scruto . . . et do (éyd elpt 6 épawv@y . . . kal ddow): in 74 Pr gig
vg s! arm eth=qui venerunt (or veniunt) . . . et laverunt (o épxdueror . . .
kal éxhwav); in 14%% 743. 1075 s? arm bo eth=citharizantes et cantantes
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“Tt is,” writes Driver (Hebrew Zenses, 163), “a common
custom with Hebrew writers, after employing a participle or
infinitive, fo change the construction, and if they wish to subjoin
other verbs, which logically should be in the participle or
infinitive as well, to pass to the use of the finite verb.” Here
we have the explanation of a dozen of passages in our author,
which have been generally mistranslated in all the versions.
In a few cases they are rightly translated, and then only
through deliberate emendation of the text.!

The idiom of a participle continued by a finite verb is
rendered literally into Greek in the LXX in Gen 27%, Is 147,
and idiomatically in Is 5% 23, Ezek 225, But it is rendered liter-
ally comparatively seldom in the LXX, whereas in our text it
occurs ten times and most probably eleven originally, as we
shall see presently. In a few cases the Syriac, Latin, Bohairic,
and A.V. are right, but probably unconsciously. This idiom
emerges in the first chapter in 56 and recurs in 18 22 % 20.28 39 414
1428 153 (a) In 1% we have 7¢ dyomdvre fpds kai Moavre jpas
. .. kai émoinoev Wpas Paohelav, which should therefore be
rendered, ¢ Unto Him that loveth us . . . and hath made us,”
and not as in R.V. “ Unto Him that loveth us . . . and He made
us.” (B) The failure to recognize this idiom in 1% has led most
scholars to mispunctuate the text, and the rest, like Wellhausen
and Haussleiter, to excise 6 {&v. The translation of 6 {&v kal
éyevpny vexpds should be 1'7¢ “Fear not: I am the first and
the last, 1!® And He that liveth and was dead.” Thus we
recover the right sense. (y) Again we have in 2% é&yd eipe 6
épawvév . . . kal ddow another example of this idiom=‘I am
He that trieth . . . and giveth.” Here the Hebrew in our
author’s mind would be *nn» {030 or even A¥Y : cf. Dan 1213
and see vol. ii. 392 n. For a further treatment of this idiom the
reader can consult the note in vol. i. 14 sq. (8) Next, attention
should be drawn to 2o%, where originally I feel assured there was
another instance of this idiom ; for the oirwes in 7év Temelexiopévoy
. . . kol oltwes o wpooexvvyoav is obviously an insertion made
by John’s literary executor, who edited 20*-22 after John’s death.

(kbapibvrwy o« . . kar gdovowr): in 15%3 R Pr fl vg s! arm eth=stantes
. . . habentes. . . et cantantes (éordras . . . &orras . . . kal gdovow).

Thus we discover the strange fact that in the above passages many of the
ancient versions represent idiomatically and accurately the thought of John,
where all but universally the modern versions do neither. The modern editions
of these versions frequently punctuate wrongly the above passages, and con-
sequently mislead the student.

! These passages are trect~d by modern editors as anacoloutha. They are,
however, nothing of the kind : they are normal constructions in the grammar
of the Apocalypse. Sometimes editors have sought to get over difficulties
they fail to understand by mispunctuating the text.

k
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See vol, ii. 182, 183. The insertion of oirwes is against our
author’s usage. In practically every instance the failure to recog-
nize this idiom has led both to a mistranslation of the text and a
misrepresentation of the meaning. Since the various instances
of this idiom are dealt with as they arise, alike in the Com-
mentary and Translation, I will bring forward only two more
here to show how important it is that it should be accurately
rendered. () In 1423 5 dovy fjv fkovoa s ktbapwddv klbapildvrov
&v 1als xilfdpais avTdv ! kal gdovow os @dyv kaunjy = The voice
which T heard was as the voice of harpers, harping with their
harps and singing as it were a new song”: ({) 22 % Aéyovoa
éavmyy wpoditwv kal dddaxe = “who calleth herself a prophetess
and teacheth ” (hot “and she teacheth,” R.V.).

(5) In 13! we have a resolution of the infinitive into a finite
verb in the following clause as in Hebrew (see quotation above
from Driver's Hebrew Zenses). Thus kai 66y t adry T dotvar

. . kal woujoy=tym . . . nnb 75 M =‘“And it was given
unto him to give . . . and to cause.” See vol. ii. 420, footnote.

(¢) Justasin (a, &), the constructions under this head are quite
impossible and unintelligible as Greek, but are full of meaning
as literal reproductions of a Hebrew ididm. (a) The first is 127
6 Muyaj\ kai ol dyyedot adrod Tob (> 8 046) modepoar. We
have here a classical Hebrew idiom: see vol. i..p. 322. The
words rightly understood are most vivid: ‘Michael and his
angels had to fight with the dragon.” It is remarkable that the
MSS allowed this astonishing Greek to survive in any form.
(B) The same idiom recurs in 13!° where only A has preserved
it in a slightly corrupt form: e s . . . dwoxTavfnvar, t adrov t
& paxaipy dmwokravfivar (=Jj§lf? 31y R J'}ﬂb TWN) = “if any
man is to be slain with the sword, with the sword must he be
slain.” In vol. i. 356, I have shown that the Greek translators
found great difficulty in rendering this idiom, and resorted to at
least half a dozen different ways. The same idiom is to be
found in Ethiopic. In xadowv éorar (Luke 12%¢) the éorac is
rendered by the Eth. lamedh before the infinitive, Thus our
author introduces a new use of the inf. into Greek which none
of the grammarians has recognized.

(d) Again an expression may be possible in Greek as regards
form but wrong in regard to sense. Thus in 222 BdM\\e eis
kAlyyv as a piece of Greek is meaningless in its context but full
of significance if retranslated into Hebrew. See vol. i. 71.

1 Here all modern editors insert a full stop before xai ¢dovow. Both the
Syriac versions could be rendered kai ¢8évrwv. The Bohairic requires this
rendering here. It is true that s' has an internal corruption=xfapedor
Kkebaplfovta év Tals kabdpais avrod® ® kxal ddovras.

2 Cf. Ezek 26 for this form of the Niphal infinitive,
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(¢) The finite verb in Hebrew is translated literally, when
idiomatically it should be rendered by a participle. Cf. 16 5
Syus adrod ds 6 fAtos aive (="M YHYI)=“his face was as
the sun shining ” (not “shineth”). See vol. i. 31.

(/) The Greek phrase «vpios 6 feds 6 mavroxpdrwp requires to
be retranslated in order to punctuate and translate it rightly. It
should not be punctuated as in WH with a comma after «ipios
and another after feds. In fact no commas should intervene at
all. The entire phrase is found in 2 Sam 5% 1 Kings 1910 14,
Hos 12°®, Amos 313 413 514 etc. (=mNayn 5% mm), and often
kVpros wavrokpdrwp, Hab 218, Hag 1% 5 Zech 1% Next it is to
be observed that o wavroxpdrwp in all these cases is a rendering
of MNX3y (with or without the art.) following the construct case.
Hence 6 mavroxpdrwp is the equivalent of a gen. in Greek
dependent on the noun that precedes it. Thus nothing—not
even a comma (as in WH) should intervene between 6 feds and
6 mavrokpdrwp. They belong inseparably together, and 6 wavro-
kpdrwp is never separated in the LXX from the noun of which
it is an attribute, nor does our author ever disjoin 6 feds and
6 mavrokpdrop: cf. 48 1117 153 167 14 19% 18 21221 Thus we see
that on textual grounds 18 (kdpios & feds, 6 bv xkai & v xal &
épxdpevos, 6 mavrokpdrwp) is the interpolation of an ignorant
scribe, who was unacquainted with the origin of this divine
title. The context also is against it. See vol. ii. 38, n. 4.
Furthermore, it follows that it is not to be rendered “the
Lord God, the Almighty,” as in R.V., but as ‘“the Lord God
Almighty.”

(¢) When Hebrew and Greek words agree as to their primary
meanings, the secondary meanings of the Hebrew words are in
a few cases assigned to the Greek. Here retranslation is
necessary. (a) In 10! we have the extraordinary phrase of wddes
adrod &s arvdot mvpds. Here, as I have shown in vol. i. 259 sq.,
mé8es is to be rendered as “legs.” (B) Again momaivew is to be
rendered as “to break ” in 227 125 19! for the same reason: see
vol. i. 75 sq. (y) Again in 1% the primary sense of mpwrdrokos,
“firstborn,” is eclipsed by the secondary denoting ‘“chief” or
“sovereign "—which secondary sense it derives originally from

1 Hence it is clear that 8 025. 046 Pr gig vg s* wrongly insert Hudv
between 6 feds and 6 wavrokpdTwp in 165 A s! bo arm eth Cyp rightly omit.
It is noteworthy that in 48 the scribes of some eight cursives and arm? sub-
stituted gaBadd for 6 febs under the influence of the LXX of Is 62, and thus
arrived at the impossible text caBa®f 6 marroxpdrwp. Clearly they did not
know that 6 warrokpdrwp was a rendering of caBadf. Possibly this latter
word was originally a marginal gloss explaining the origin of ¢ warroxpdrwp.
It is significant of the independence with which our author deals with O.T.
phrases that he changes mxax mn® (=«ipios cafadf, LXX) in Is 63, on which
his text is based, into k¥pios 6 feds 6 mavroxpdrwp in 4% 117 15° 167 19f 2122, or
into 6 feds 6 wavrok. in 161 195,
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the Hebrew mpa. Cf. Job 1813 where m» =51=‘“the most
deadly disease,” and Is 143 oo ™W31=‘“the poorest.” See
note on 1% in the Commentary. (9) Possibly in 17 kénrreafar émi
we have an instance in whlch a secondary meaning of &y is
assigned by our author to ért.

(%) Other Hebrew idioms literally reproduced in the Greek
need to be retranslated in order to appreciate their exact
meaning. (a) 22 ddow="‘‘to requite,” as jn3 in Jer. 17 on
which 22 is based. (B) 38 8édwka &vdmidv cov Bipav=*“I have
set,” etc. See vol.i. 41. (y) 3° idod 8:8& = “ behold I will make ”:
vol. i. 41.  (8) 50 év péow . . . & péow=‘between . .. and”:
see vol. 1. 140. (€) 6! )\e’yovros os pwvj (AC o046 and most
curss.) Bpovris. Here ds ¢povy=2p3, which our author may
have had in his mind, and which=¢s ¢wmj or és pwvp. Bya
slip our author wrote the former. The same mlsrendermg is
found in Is 517 etc. : see vol. i. 161. ({) 121 &viknoav dua 76 alpa
T0b dpviov . . . kal odk Yydwyoav, ktA., where the «al is to be
rendered by ‘““seeing,” as vdv in Hebrew. The xal (=viav)
introduces a statement of the condition under which the action
denoted by éviknoav took place. See footnote 7, vol. ii. 417.
The same Hebraism recurs in 18 19% () 12 dmo
mpogwwoy Tod Odews=YMN Man—“because of the serpent”
see vol. i. 330. (0) 218 7ols 8¢ Behols . . . 70 puépos adrdv =
opbn . - . 35375 The dative is to be explained as a repro-
ductlon of the Hebrew idiom where 5 introduces a new subject :
see vol. il. 216, footnote. (1) 22% 6 feds Ppuricer &’ adrods. Our
author uses ¢orifew as a transitive verb in 18! 2123 and naturally
we expect it to be used as such here. Moreover, the context
itself is against using it here intransitively ; for “ God will shine
upon them” is not a likely expression. If, however, we under-
stand “His face” as in the Hebrew, Ps 11827 we can render
dorilev transitively as in 18! 212 and give a most excellent
meaning to the passage: “will cause his face to shine upon
them ”: see vol. ii. 210 sq.

(ii.) Other Hebraisms.—(e) 3% «a{ introducing the apo-
dosis (cf. 107 1410). (8) 57 (cf. 8 17! 21%) FAfev kal
einper.  (¢) 68 6 xabijpevos émdvw adrod Gvopa aird & fdvaros=
237 wow »op 2371, Here observe the non-Greek sense assigned
to fdvaros: cf. 2% 188, (d) 6! plav ék=‘“the firstof.” (e) 8% lva
Sdroer (Ze. Bupdpara) ails mpooevyais=“to offer it upon” = Ann?

mbon Sp: of Num 19'7or 1812 (f) 108 ¥ vraye AdfBe.  (g) 125
vidv dpoev =" (2. (%) 138 dvopa =dvépara (cf. 178).

(7) The future is to be rendered by the pres. in 4%1%; for
here the future represents the Hebrew imperfect in a frequen-
tative sense. Thus drav Sdoovew . . . 86éav . . . megodvra,
“when they give . . . glory . . . they fall down.” This mis-
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translation of the Hebrew imperf. is often met with in Greek
translations. Its occurrence in our author, who thinks in Hebrew,
is therefore very natural. See vol. ii. 399, footnote. The future
in 138 wpookumjocovow should be rendered as mwpogexivour (=
Hebrew imperf.).

(%) The present in % is to be rendered as a future, where
¢evye represents the Hebrew imperf. in our author’s mind: as a
past imperf. in 710 kpdlovow, 12* olper, 168! katagpevyer.

(iii.) Hebrew constructions are reproduced, parallels to
which are found occasionally in vernacular Greek.

(a) Nominativus pendens.—This construction is found in 226

1221 § ykdy Odow adrd, 68 & kabijpevos émdvw aidTod Svopa
adrg.! In other passages, however, our author has assimilated
the construction more to the Greek construction by changing the
nom. into the dat.,, 217 (21%) ¢ vudvr 8dow adrd, 6% 7¢
kafqpéve ér’ t abrov T 860y adrg: cf. Matt. 5%. This construc-
tion is very frequent in the LXX owing to its frequency in the
Hebrew.

(¢) The oblique forms of the personal pronoun are added to
relatives. 38 v oddels Svvarar kAeloar avmiy, 72 ols é8dfy adrols,
798y . . . adrdy, 13512 208: cf. also 12514 (Gmov . . . éet) 179
(dwov . . . & adrév). The pronoun is, of course, pleonastic in
the Greek but not in the Hebrew, where, since the relative is
uninflected, it supplies the inflection needed. This pleonastic
use of the pronoun is found also in Mark 17 (=Luke 3!6), 725
9? (ofa . . . ovrws), 13% J 177, Acts 1517, Examples of this idiom
occur exceptionally in the xows. It is found also in Early
English. But in our text its frequency is due to Semitic
influences.

(¢) (@) A noun or participial phrase, which is dependent on
or in apposition to a preceding gen. dat. or acc., may stand in
the nom., if it is preceded by the art., though Greek syntax would
require it to agree with the oblique case that goes before
it. This peculiar idiom is derived from the Hebrew, accord-
ing to which the noun or phrase which stands in apposition
to a noun in an oblique case remains unchanged. Instances
of this usage occur in the LXX ; but what is a rare phenomenon
in the Greek version of the O.T. (cf. Ezek. 237 12)2 is a well-
established idiom in the Greek text of the Apocalypse.® Our

! This occurs also elsewhere in the N.T., Matt 4¢ 12%, Luke 1210,
Acts 740,

2 This anomalous construction is concealed by the wrong punctuation in
Swete’s edition in both passages, and in one of them in Tischendorfs. But
the art. does not occur in the Greek, as it was not in the Hebrew.

8 This idiom occurs exc.ptionally in the kow#, and as a blunder in other
languages. But it is not a blunder in our author, Moulton’s attempts to
explain away this Hebrew idiom are just as idle as his attempt to explain 708
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author has, in fact, adopted a Hebraism into his Greek, and
naturalized it there. Thus it has become a marked character-
istic of his style: cf. 15 21320 312 [89] gl4 1412 202 In these
passages observe that the nom. is always preceded by the art.
15 &6 "Inood Xpiorod 6 pwdprus 6 mards, 220 Ty yuvaikae "TeldfeX,
% Aéyovoa éavryy wpopiTw, 3% Tis kawis Tepovoadiju, % kare-
Balvovoa, [8° Tév kmopdrev . . . Ta éovra Yuxds]. How
readily 2 Jew could adopt or fall into such a solecism when
using an inflected language, is illustrated by Nestle (Zextual
Criticism of the Greek Testament, p. 330), who notes the following
gem from Salomon Bir in his translation of the Massoretic note
at the end of the Books of Samuel (Leipzig, 1892, p. 158), “ad
mortem Davidis 7zex Israelis.” (B) If the art. is omitted, then
the word or phrase is put in the same case as the noun that
precedes it. Contrast 9!* 7¢ dyyéle, & éxov 7. odAmiyya, and 72

97 131 14% 15% 18! 20! dyyedov . . . éxovra Tiw xAetv. (y) But
this rule does not apply to Aéywv. Thus in 148 we have eldov
dM\ov, dyyehov werduevoy . . . éxovra ebayyéhiov. . . . Aéyov. But

Méywv (or Aéyovres) stands by itself: it appears almost indeclin-
able. This may be due to the fact that it may reproduce 1bN§

in our author’s mind. Cf. 41 % ¢uvy ... Aéyev: 511§
dpfuds adtdv . . . Néyovres, 111 880y por kdhapos . . . Aéywv,
11%% ¢poval . . . Aéyovres. This solecism is, of course, found in

the LXX: cf. Gen 15! 2220 3813 4516 4820 etc. (8) &wv follows
an acc. when not preceded by the art. in 58 dpriov éoryxds . . .
Exwv, 141 Spowov viov dvfpdmov, éxwv, 173 Oyplov . . . &wv. But
in 56 143 it seems corrupt for éxov. In 14* &wv is right and
ka@ipevoy dpowov, which precedes, is a slip for nom.

(iv.) (@) There are passages which need to be retranslated in
order fo discover the corruption or mistransiation in the Hebrew
sources used by our author.

We have already seen (see p. Ixii sqq.) that our author made use
of sources some of which were Greek, though originally written in
Hebrew ; others which he found in Hebrew and rendered into
Greek., As it chances, we are only concerned under the present
heading with the Hebrew sources which our author himself
translated ; for the passages which presuppose mistranslation or
a corrupt Hebrew original are 13> ! and 15%5% (a) As regards
13% I have shown in vol. i. 337 that éavudoly . . . érivw To0d
Onplov is corrupt, and that the corruption did not originate in the
Greek but in the Hebrew ; for since 13%¢ 8 and 178 are doublets
(the latter being an independent rendering of a purer form of the

wohepfoae in 127 Nearly every one of his references to the Apocalypse needs
to be corrected. Robertson (G7. 414 sq.) is too much influenced by Moulton,
and like all other grammarians fails to recognize this Hebraism and most
others in the Apocalypse.
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Hebrew original), we are enabled to discover the origin of the
corruption. Thus the clause in 13%=mnn Mnxn . .. oo,
where the *r8m is corrupt for MNIY, or rather M1 = BAérovoa.
Thus we have: “the whole earth wondered when it saw the
beast,” which brings it into line with 17% ““they that dwell on
the earth shall wonder . . . when they see the beast.” But the
evidence for this restoration cannot be appreciated, unless the
reader turns to p. 337 of this vol., where the two passages are
placed side by side. (B) In 13! we have the extraordinary
statement that the second Beast had two horns like a lamb and
spake likea dragon! The first idea may be suggested by Matt. 713
“ Beware of false prophets, which come to you in sheep’s clothing,
but inwardly are ravening wolves.” See, however, vol. ii. 451 sq.
But what is the explanation of the second idea—*he spake like
a dragon”? A dragon does not speak. If the text had read
“like the dragon,” it might have recalled the temptation of Eve
in Eden. But the lack of the article can be explained by the
translator’s reading N3 as PIND instead of A3 ; and, since
kai éAdAew =27M, the latter is most probably corrupt for 1a8m, as
in 2 Chron. 2210 (cf. 2 Kings 11!). Thus 13''° should be read:
‘“but he was a destroyer like the dragon.” This brings our text
into line with Matt. 715 (quoted above) and prepares us for the
statement in 13! that this second Beast put all to death that did
not worship the first Beast. (y) Again in 15%6 there are two
expressions, yvolyn t 6 vads Ths okyvis Tod paprvpiov T & 7Y
odpave, and édeduuévor T Abovt xabapdy Aaumpdv, which are
clearly corrupt. Inferior MSS (o25. 046) have corrected the
second into Advov. A new vision begins with these verses. It
is clear that no Jew writing originally in Greek could have used
either of the obelized phrases. But, as I have shown in vol. ii.
37 sq., what is most probably the true text can be discovered by
retranslation into Hebrew. 1In the first passage, 15% 6 vads T7s
aknvijs Tob paprvplov év TG odpavd =D'MOYWI IPM 5ax 2, which
was corrupt for DMWY oo 5301 = 6 vads Tob Beod & v 76 odpavd,
a phrase which we find exactly in 111® accompanied by the same
verb 7wofyy and the repeated article. In 156 § Affov t is to be
explained by a mistranslation, of ¥ which can be rendered
either by Alfos, udppapos, or by Bisowos. Here the latter, of
course, is the right rendering.

(6) These two passages naturally lead to the inquiry: Did
John translate the Hebrew source himself, or did he adopt an
independent Greek version of it? The fact that every phrase
and construction in 1558 are distinctly our author’s, furnishes
such strong evidence ior the former hypothesis that it seems
necessary to accept it. If this is right, then we must conclude
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that our author inserted here a translation which, while repro-
ducing exactly the corrupt Hebrew before him in 15° and a
wrong rendering of a Hebrew word in 155 would have been
corrected later, if he had had the opportunity of revision.
Repeatedly we find traces of unfinished work in our author,
which a revision would have removed. Thus 121416 184 (see
vol. i. 330332, il. 96 ad fin.) are meaningless survivals of earlier
expectations. Unhappily the work was revised by one of his
disciples who was quite unequal to the task, and to whom we
owe some of the worst confusions in the Book. See, however,
p. Ixiv ad fin. .

(¢) For other passages which need to be retranslated in
order to discover their meaning, see 182 (povowdv), 1819 ék Tjs
TyudTyToS attijs . . . Hpyudby. ’

§ 11. Unique Expressions in our Author..

(i.) 1% 7o 6 dv. Our author knows perfectly the case that
should follow dzd, but he refuses to inflect the divine name.
See vol. 1. 10.

(il.) 146 &v kal 6 v kal & épxduevos: cf. 1117 165 ; see vol. i. 1o.

(iil.) 113 141 Sporov viov avfpomov: see vol. i. 27.

§ 2. Solecisms due to slips on the part of our Author.

We have now dealt with our author’s grammar, first in so far
as it is normal or abnormal from the standpoint of the Greek
of his own age, and next in so far as its abnormalities are due to
Hebraisms.

We have found that these abnormalities are not instances
of mere licence nor yet mere blunders, as they have been most
wrongly described, but are constructions deliberately chosen by
our author. Some of these belong to the vernacular of his own
time, some of them do not. Many are obviously to be explained
as Jiteral reproductions in Greek of Hebrew idioms, and some as
misrenderings ‘of Hebrew words or phrases in the mind of the
author or in his Hebrew source, and some half dozen as due to
corruptions in the Hebrew documents laid under contribution by
our author either directly or through the medium of Greek
translations.

Thus from a minute study of the text from this standpoint of
grammar I have found it possible to explain—that is, to bring
within the province of the normal and intelligible—all but about
a score of passages. By our comprehensive study of our author’s
grammar we are the better equipped for recognizing the character
of the remaining solecisms that cannot be explained from his own
usages or vernacular Greek or the influences of a Semitic back-
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ground. The bulk of these solecisms, though not all, are simply
slips of our author which a subsequent revision would have re-
moved, if the opportunity for such a revision had offered itself.
These are:

(i.) 110 dkovoa Pury . . . Gs odAmyyos T Aeyovoys i (for
Aéyovoav): cf. 6% 14® 16! where the construction is normal.

(il.) 1% of wédes adrod Spotor xahkoABdvey ds v kapive T wemv-
popérs T (for mervpwpéve, a correction rightly introduced in N,
some cursives, s-2 etc.).

(iii.) 1% 76 pvoripov TéY émTd doTépwv . . . kal TThs émra
hvxvias t (for 7ov € Avxndv).

(iv.) 227 cwvrpiBera for cvwrpBrioovrar or cvrpifer (?).

(v.) 4* kal kvkAdfev 10D Gpdvov T Opdvovs . . . Tégoapay . .
wpeafurépovs kabnpévovs mepBeBAnuévovs . . . oTeddvovs xpv-
oodst. In place of the accusatives, nominatives should be read.
I have shown (vol. i. 115) that 4* was introduced subsequently
by our author to prepare the way for 4%11. He seemingly in-
serted it as the object of €ldov. It is obviously a slip.

(vi.) 6! Aéyovros bs T pwvyj T, where we should have puvy: see
§ 10. 1. (%). (¢) above, and vol. 1. 161.

(vil.) 6% &s BBAiov T éoaduevor T.  This is rightly corrected
in X and some cursives into é\wraduevos.

(vill.) 79 T weptBeBAnpuévovs T arohas Aevkds. This is obviously
a slip for the nom. In this sentence A Pr vg omitted «ai i8o¥
and changed, with the exception of éordres, the following nomina-
tives into accusatives.

(ix.) Iosﬁnﬁwvw\; i}vﬁxfwaa -« « TAaroloay . . . kal Aéyovoav T
(for Aadotoa . . . kal Aéyovoa: see vol. i. 267).
X.) 11! é866n por kdAapos . . . Aéywv (source). This may be
i o Y y

only an abnormal construction to which partial parallels are found
in the LXX: see vol. i. 274.

(xi.) 118 mpodyreloovaw . . . T wepBeBAnuévous .

(xil.) 11¢ ai évomov Tob kvplov . . . T éardres f. Since our
author’s sense and usage here require the ai éordca, the par-
ticiple in the masc. and without the art. is a slip.

(xili.) 133 kal plav & 7. kepakdv adrod os éopaymévmr. This
is a slip exactly like that in 4* above. It is an addition of our
author, and was added seemingly as the object of €ldov in 13

(xiv.) 1457 €l8ov dAAov dyyehov merdpevov . . . éovra . . .
T AéywvT. But it is perhaps best to take Aéywr as a Hebraism =
NS : of. 4. For analogous cases see p. cl ad med.

(xv.) 14 €lov kal 8oV vepéln Aevki, xai éml Ty vedpény T
kabrjpevov Spotov T vioy dvfpdmov, éxwv. Cf. 4% €ldov xkai idov
Opdvos . . . kal émt 1. Opdvov kabrjpevos, 19!t eldov . . . kal iSod
immos Aevkds, kal 6 kafjuevos ér’ airov, where we have the normal
construction.
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(xvi.) 142 T Apov . . . T 7OV péyar T.

(xvii.) 1920 v Auvyy 710V wupods T 1ijs kawopérns . The fact
that the Hebrew and Aramaic words for “fire” (i.e. U& and @)
are feminine, may have led to our author’s forgetting himself for
the moment and writing 79s katopévys. In Rom 11 we have 73
Bdal instead of 7§ BdaX. This is frequently found in the LXX of
the prophetical books and occasionally of the historical, because
it goes back in the mind of the translator to N2, which mentally

he substituted for 5y3. The influence of the Hebrew is to be
traced in Mark 12!! (=Matt 214%), where in the quotation from
the LXX (Ps 118%) the avrp=nNI, though we should expect
totro. Cf. Gen 351927 361, Ps 102!% 119556 etc. Possibly in
13% of our text the fem. airjj in é866y adrjj may be due to 7

and the fem. art. in 7 odai (19*? 11'%) may be explained by the
gender of in.

(xvill.) 21% 70v éxdvrwy Tas émta duddas T TV yeudvrov T Tév
éwta wAyydv. It is hard to explain how such a slip as 7y yeudv-
Tov (AN o25) could have arisen, but if one investigates one’s
own slips, it is often impossible to account for them. Our
author would no doubt have corrected this phrase into ras yeu-
ovoas as certain cursives have done, rather than into yepodoas as
046 and many cursives. For the participle is used attributively,
following ras . . . ¢udhas. Contrast 157,

(xix.) 21 70 Tetyos Ths méAews T éxwv T.

(xx.) 222 £dhov lwijs tTmwodv T . . . dwodidotv. Here our
author would no doubt have corrected wowbv into wowidv, as is
done in ¥ 046 and most cursives; for he knows the gender of
&Ehov: cf. 224 181204, Tf the gender of y¥ led to his writing

wowv, he would on revision either have corrected or written
dmodidols so as to bring it into line with the former participle.

§ 13. Primitive Corruptions—due either fo (a) accidental
or (b) deliberate changes.

These are due to an early scribe, or in some cases (715 20% 1113
2125 2212) to the editor.

(i.) () 1% ai Avyviaw al érra [érra] ékxdnaio elodv.  This order
of the numerals (see below, § 15, 1v., and vol. i. 224, footnote, vol. ii.
389, footnote) is in some respects normal in our author ; but as
WH observe, “it is morally impossible that tév érra ékxAnodw
should be followed by éxrd éxxAnoiac without the article” . . .
‘“the second éxrd . . . must be an erroneous repetition of the
first, due to the feeling that the number of the lamps was likely to
be specified as well as of the stars.” Besides, we should expect
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the art. before the second érrd, since the predicate is coexten-
sive with the subject. (See chap. xiil. § 2. iv.)

(ii.) (a) 6% ¢ kabnpéve ér’ T adrdy §.

(iil.) (&) 7% 6 xabrjpevos émi T Tob Opdvov t.

(iv.) (a) 812 7% Yuépa rai 7§ vvé Spolws T for Huépas kal dpolws
vuktos (as in Bohairic).

(v.) (8) 917 Tovs kafyuévovs ér’ T adrdvt. Contrast 191% 21,

(vi.) (a) 14° éri T 100 perdmov T.

(vii.) (a) 1918 78v kabypévorv ér’ T adrods T (A).

(vill.) (8) zo? 7év wemeleiopévov . . . kai [oiTwes]| od mpoo-
extvnaay. A correction by the editor of John’s Greek.

(ix.) (6) 20 76v kabjpevov ér’ T adrov §. Editor’s correction
of John’s Greek as in 715 917,

() (0) 208 Bokey T4 bddacoa T 7. vekpols Tovs &v Tadry 1.
This was a deliberate change on dogmatic grounds. See note
in loc.

(xi.) (a) 21° 6 kabrjpevos éri T 78 Opdvo 1.

(xii.) (@) 21° T 78v yeudvrov T AN o025 for Tas yepovoas.

(xiil.) (§) 212 of wVAdres adrijs ob uy kKhewobdow Huépas T v
vop odk éortar éket f. This change was probably due to the
editor. It originated in a misunderstanding of the text. In
place of the last five words we should restore xai vvkrds. See
note 7 loc.

(xiv.) 21% w6y kowdy T. Read wéds kowds.

(xv.) (6) 22'% &s 76 épyov éoriv adrod. This order, which is con-
trary to our author’s own usage, is, like other departures from
our author’s usage in 20%*-22, to be traced to the editor. See
below, § 15, ii. (&).

§ 14. Constructions in the interpolations conflicting with
our autho?’s use.

186 febs, 6 by . . . & mavrokpdTwp. See above, § 10, i. (f).

222 ¢y pa) petavofioovowy.  Our author does not use the indica-
tive after &w paf.

8!l kal 7. dvopa 7. dorépos Néyerar ‘O *Aywlos. Our author
does not use Aéyew but xalelv in this sense: cf. 19 118 129 1616,
This addition is made in an interpolated section ; whether before
or after it was interpolated cannot be determined.

917 7. kaBnuévovs én’ adrdv (—the construction John’s editor
prefers, being better Greek: cf. 715 ¢17 201 in § 13 above, and
1415 18 in this section).

1415 7§ kafnpéve érl tis vedéns.

1416 6 kabfrjpevos ¢..1 Tijs vedéhns.

15! is an interpolation, since independently of other grounds
it misuses kai €dov to introduce the Seven Bowls, where we
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should expect merd Tadra €ldov. Since the latter phrase, which
is used to introduce new paragraphs or sections, is found in 155,
we see that the subject of the Bowls is there mentioned for the
first time.

162° 7ods mpookvvolytas TN €ikéve avrod. Qur author would
use the acc. here: only the dat. in reference to God.

1613 €ldov . . . mwveluara Tpia . . . ds Bdrpayor. (AN 046
min?) Here our author would have written Barpdyovs (so cor-
rected text in 8* min®?). See on &s, p. cxxxviil.

1619 els 1pla pépn. Wrong order. Our author would say
népn Tpla.

179 8wou 7 yuvi) kabnyrow éw’ adrdv. Our author does not use
this construction, but drov alone: cf. 218¢# 118 2010,

1715 of ) wépvy kdfyrar. Our author uses éwov, not od.

188 kal irwwy . . . kai oopdrev. An addition conflicting
alike with the syntax and the sense of the context.

1910 7pookvvijoar adrd (Z.e. an angel). See note on 162° above.

§ 15. Order of the Words.

The Apocalypse is notable for the clearness, simplicity, and
uniformity of its phrasing. When once our author has adopted
a certain combination of words he holds fast to it as a general
rule. This is an essential characteristic of his style. There is
rarely any variation in the words or in their arrangement. How
profoundly J differs from our author in this respect the reader
will see by consulting Abbott’s G7. 401-436, where it is proved
by hundreds of examples that J shows a subtle discrimination
in availing himself of the manifold variations of order which are
possible in Greek expressing various subtle shades of meaning.
So far as the outward form goes our author’s style is essentially
monotonous when compared with that of J. And yet notwith-
standing this absolute simplicity and apparent monotony, there
is no sublimer work in the whole Bible. J works like a
miniature painter, but our author like an impressionist on an
heroic scale.

(i.) T%e Article—(a) A noun in the genitive never stands
between the article and its noun, but always follows it. This
rule is without exception. In J, on the other hand, we find 1810
7ov 700 dpxeepéws Sobhov. If, however, the article is omitted in
the case of both nouns, then the noun in the genitive case can
precede the noun that governs it: cf. 717 {wijs wyyds d8drwv.

(#) Nor can participial or prepositional phrases stand between
the art. and its noun.! If these stand in an attributive relation,

11t is quite otherwise in J 8 (and 12%9) 6 Zré,uz//as pe warip. Contrast 165
7o wéppavrd pe), 8% Tods wemwrevkbras avry ‘Tovbalovs.
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they must follow the noun with the art. repeated: cf. 1119 6 vads
700 feod 6 év 7) olpavd. But when the noun is anarthrous, such
a prepositional phrase can precede the noun, just as an anarthrous
noun can precede the noun that governs it, as in 7'7. This
occurs only in the titles of the letters to the Churches. Thus in
2! we must read with AC Pr 7¢ dyyélo 76 & ‘E¢éow éxkAnaias,
and similarly throughout the seven letters, although in the case of
three all the MSS have been corrected and normalized. Lach-
mann and WH recognized that this alone was what our author
wrote, though neither they nor later editors were aware of the
rule universally observed by him throughout J**, that a pre-
positional phrase is never inserted between the article and its
noun. Hence the reading adopted by Tischendorf, Alford, Weiss,
Von Soden, etc., vfjs é& 'E¢éog éxkA., is without justification.
Our author could not write so. Besides, since it is his rule to
repeat the art. before a prepositional phrase following an articular
noun in an attributive relation, it follows that we should read ¢
dyyé\e 3. From the combination of these two usages emerges
the strange piece of Greek, yet one that is essentially our author’s
—13 é&v 'Béow ékxhnoias.)

(¢) But though a participial or prepositional phrase may not
intervene between the art. and its zown, it is inserted many
times between the art. and the participle dependent upon it:
1118 of . . . wpeoBitepor oi évdmiov Tod Beod kabrjuevor, 1413 1714
19%; also r1% 1212 136-12 18917 etc.

(ii.) Zhe Promoun.—(a) The genitive of the possessive noun
does not precede its noun, unless when it is used unemphatically
(i.e. vernacularly): see notes in vol. i. 49, 68 sq.; Abbott, G
414—-422, 601—607. But in our author adrol, adrijs, adrav are
never found in this unemphatic position except in 18 (source),
though very frequently in J and a few times in 1. 3 J.

(4) Again the genitive of the possessive pronouns (pov, Huav,
aov, vpdv, adrod, adrdv) is never separated from its noun.2 It
occurs roughly over 300 times or more. Hence 128 odd¢ rémos

YWH (N.7. én Greek, ii. ‘‘Notes on select Readings,” p. 137) point
out that inscriptions in Asia Minor connected with temples dedicated to
the Emperor always omit the art. before »raol, as in dpxiepevs 74s *Acias
vaol Tov év 'EBéow, Kuflky, Iepydup, etc., just as r4s is omitted before
éxkNnolas in our text. But independently of this our author’s usage requires
the reading which even A has only preserved three times.

In the case of all the seven titles this construction has the support once
of a cursive and always of one or more versions. See crit. note on 2! of the
Greek text in vol. ii. 244.

2 When a noun is followed by an attributive adjective, the pronominal
genitive is generally insevted between them : cf. 24 7w dydmwyy sov 9w wpdryw,
219 312 10 5 1336 1419, The genitive of the noun can be separated by an attri-
butive adjective from the noun it depends on : cf. 1917 76 deirvor 70 uéya 10
feobi: also 617 16, Here the emphasis is laid on the gen.
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etpény avTdv ére is against our author’s style,! also 18 oov Tis
émbupias Tis Yuxis (on other grounds we have found that 18 is a
source) : and also 2212 &s 70 épyov éoTiv adrod, where the wrong
order is probably due to the editor.

This is all the more remarkable seeing that in J the genitive
both of the noun and of the possessive pronoun is very
frequently separated from the noun that governs it: cf. 1
Baciheds € 1od Toparih, 215 319 g 6.28 ¢ 15247 136,14 81T 135
20%.  See vol. i. 304, footnote.

(¢) o¥ros always follows its noun. Not so in J, where it both
precedes and follows its noun. The latter is the emphatic
position in J: see Abbott, G#. 409. Often in J the point of a
passage depends on ofros being pre- or post-positive.

The oblique cases of ofros never appear in the position of an
attribute any more than the possessive pronouns.2 Hence even
in 1815 (source) we have ol éumopor Tovrwy, though the attributive
position would be the more regular: see Blass, Gram. 169.
Contrast ] 5¢7 7ols éxelvov ypdppacw (classical as regards éxefvov
and its position).

(d) dA)os is always pre-positive, though generally post-positive
in the LXX as in Hebrew.

(iil.) Z%e Adjective.—The adjective as a rule follows after the
noun it depends on. But there are certain exceptions. In 10
we have & 1) kvpiaxy] Hpépg, 3% pukpav Sdvapuy, 203 purpdv xpdvov
(yet xpévov puxpdy in 611), 138 (source) 6An % yi (elsewhere
always post-positive—310 612 129 161). péyas is always post-
positive except in 16! peydlys dwvis (always elsewhere in our
author the adj. is post-positive in this phrase—z.e. 18 times).
182 (source) 7 peydAn méAes. Ioxupds is once pre-positive in 182
(source) év ioxvpd pavyj. Elsewhere post-positive (5 times, in-
cluding 1819).

Thus, save in four passages of our author (110 38 16! 208), the
adjective always follows the noun. The other instances (133
18% 21) are in sources.

(iv.) The Numerals.—The usage of our author in regard to

1 When this fact is taken into account together with the five other uses
that equally conflict with his style (Z.e. 12! éml 77s xepafs instead of émi 7.
kepakyy), 12814 §rov . . . éxel (instead of §wov alone), 127 Tof before the inf.
(whereas inf. is used in the same sense gwice without 7of in 13%), 1212 of
ovpavol (instead of obpavé), obal 7iv iy (instead of odal 77 yp: cf. 8'3), the
statement in vol. i. 300 sqq. must be withdrawn. Our author therefore did
not translate 12 himself, but found it already translated into Greek, and then
edited it to suit his main purpose : from his hand come 8s ué\\er mwoipatvery
. . . odypgin 12%: 12% (modelled on 121): 6 8¢pis 6 dpxalos 6 kaXoluevos . . .
éBNAOY, 12° 1 7O aOeNpdy Hudy in 121° 1211 : dreeldev and 87 . . . els iy yip
in 1213 121718, See Commentary zz Zoc.

2 This does not hold of éavrod. In 10%*7 this possessive occurs in the
attributive position, which is its normal one. ~See Blass, Gram. 168 sq.
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the order of the numerals and the words they depend on, which
is on the whole definite and peculiar to himself, is given in vol.
i. 224, and especially in the footnote. In the footnote in 1. 15 aé
imo, for ““ exception, xvi. 19,” read ‘the clause xal éyévero . . . eis
Tpla pépn is an interpolation ” : and for the last five linesread : “In
the case of érrd, 179 (in 120 the second éxrd is an interpolation ;
82 js recast and in part interpolated, and 13% belongs to a source),
déka, 1712 (in 13! kal émi 7. xepdTwv adrod béka dwadfjuara is inter-
polated), 8ddeka, 212, when the subject contains any of these
numerals preceded by the article and is followed by a noun and
the same numeral in the predicate, the latter numeral without
the article precedes the noun, unless the subject and predicate
are coextensive.”

To the above one point needs to be added. When a
numeral is connected with yi\uddes it always precedes it. Cf.
8bdexa. in 748 2116 and the compound numbers in 141 3. Hence
1118 yuliddes éxrd (source) is against our author’s order. The
numerals are never separated from the nouns they qualify : hence
1718 uiav éxovow yvdpny (046 min™) is a late change.

(v.) The Verb.—(a) The verb generally precedes its subject
and almost always its object except in sources such as 11118 (see
vol. i. 272 sq.) and 18. In other sources—translations from
Hebrew such as 12. 17—the order is Semitic.

(&) Again the verb and its object are rarely separated by pre-
positional or other phrases. This holds absolutely in the case of
drovew dovijy (pwvis). Hence A, jkovea ¢oviy peydAny dmobdév
pov, is right in 119, and not &C o025, k. émwicw pov ¢. p.

(¢) The insertion of a relative or conditional clause between
a conjunction and the verb it introduces is only found in the
sources used by our author, 12¢ fva Srav Téky 10 Téxvov alris
katagdyy, 13 iva oot . . . mwpookurjowaw . . . amoxTavfdaur.

§ 16. Combinations of Words.

Our author always writes dorparai xal ¢wval xai Bpovral.
Cf. 45 1119 1618, He observed that the dorparal precede the
Bpovral and wrote accordingly. But the editor who interpolated
8712 and made many changes in the adjoining context to adapt
it to his interpolation, was apparently unaware of the order of
these natural phenomena or the usage of his author: see 8°
Bpovrai kal ¢povai kai darpamal.l

! This non-Johannine order is not mentioned in the list of grounds for
rejecting 8772 in vol. i. 213-222.
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XIV.

ORIGINAL AUTHORITIES FOR THE TEXT—GREEK MSS AND
VERSIONS, AND AN ATTEMPT TO ESTIMATE THE RELATIVE
VALUES.

A complete study of the critical problems of the text is
quite impossible in the space at our disposal. It is possible,
however, to arrive at trustworthy results regarding the relative
values of the uncial and some of the chief cursive MSS. The
question of the versions is a much more difficult one; but even
in respect to these, conclusions approximately true can be
arrived at.

§ 1. The relative values of ANC 025. 046. 051 according to their
respective atlestation of cerlain Greek and Hebraistic constructions
in our author, which are in some cases unigue in Greek literature
and in others rare or comparatively rarve save in our author.—
(a) The most notable of these constructions which is practically
unique is one which occurs seven times, once in the title of each
letter to the Seven Churches. Thus in 2! John unquestionably
wrote 74 dyyélo 7@ év’Edéow ékxhnolas and not 7. ayy. vijs év 'E.
ékkAnolas, as we find in most texts of J*. Lachmann in
Germany recognized this as the original text, and Hort (and to
a minor degree Souter) in England. These scholars were
influenced purely by the weighty testimony of A in three of
the seven passages, and C in one. In addition to this evidence,
Hort invoked that of Primasius (in all seven passages),! and the
Vulgate (in one passage). To these I am able to add the
support of two cursives, 2019. 2050, and of four versions, 7.e. arm
for all seven passages, s! for four, s? for two, and gig (2!) and sa

1 When I combined the evidence of the MSS and versions for the seven
passages in vol. il. p. 244 (4ppar. Crit.), I had either not seen or had for-
gotten Hort’s note on this question in his Commentary (p. 38 sqq.), where
he claims that Primasius supported the true text in all seven passages. In
my table I only claim Primasius as attesting the true text in four, where his
evidence is incontrovertible. The ground on which Hort claims the support
of Pr in 2% 12 3! is the fact that ecclesiae precedes the name of the Church in
the cases of Smyrna, Pergamum, and Laodicea. This order is also found in
vg for Sardis (3!). Now Hort argues that this ‘“transposition . . . is
interpretative of 7¢” (as in Epiph. 455 B, 7¢ dyyé\e 7is ékxhqolas 7¢ év
Ouarelpois). Thus, according to Hort, ecclesiae Pergami (Pr) supports the
original text, whereas Pergami ecclesiae (vg s® bo) supports the later
corrected text. If this argument is right the evidence for the original text
is considerably greater than might otherwise be supposed. s! supports it in
287 3714 arme in 2!2 34, armf.y in 2%, arm® in 2% fl in 2. In the
readings of s? I have followed Gwynn; for my three texts of s? have been
normalized and agree in giving the late reading in all seven passages.
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each for one. The evidence is given in a collected form in vol.
il. p. 244, save that Pr should perhaps be added, as Hort urges,
to the evidence given under 2% 12 31 and vg under 3. I have
already remarked that Lachmann on the basis of AC, and Hort
on the basis of these reinforced by Pr vg, accepted the above
readings on purely documentary authority. This authority,
when further reinforced as it is in my Appar. Crift., is quite
sufficient to establish the form 7¢ dyyéio 7o & . . . &exlyoias
as original in all seven passages.! But my study of grammar of
J*® has thrown further light on the subject, and made it clear
that John could not, consistently with his usage throughout the
rest of J*, have written otherwise. The grounds for this
statement are given in my Gram. § 15. (i.) (%), vol. i. Introd.
p. clvi sq.

In this extraordinary piece of Greek we have a first class
means of distinguishing between the trustworthiness of our
various authorities. When we apply this test, the result is very
significant. Of the uncials, ® o25. 046. o51 have corrected 76
dyyédo T4 in every passage into the normal construction 7¢
dyyélo tis. On the other hand, A has retained the original
construction in 2%-818 and C in 2! (preserving a hint of it also
in 218). Of the 223 cursives, 2<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>