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THE MAJORITY TEXT AND THE ORIGINAL TEXT: A RESPONSE
Wilbur N. Pickering

Editor's Note: Notes on Translation No. 82 (3-81) calls attention to Fee's very
critical review of Pickering's book. As Interim Editor of Notes on Translation and
Selected Technical Articles Related to Tramslation, I felt it woulq be'appr‘opmate
to afford Pickering the opportunity to respond to some of Fee's objections. See
also the incisive review of Pickering's book by Tony Pope in Selected Technical
Articles Pelated to Translation No. 2 (8-80).

The January 1980 (Vol. 31, No. 1) issue of The Bible Translator contains an
article by G. D. Fee (pp. 107-118) which is a critique of my book, The Identity of
the lNew Testament Text (Nelson, 1977). In the interest of the truth and fair play,
I offer the following response.

Fee starts the critique proper (his third paragraph) with an indictment by
innuendo. Since no specifics or documentation are given, defense is impossible.

“An Overview of the Argument"

The section thus entitled contains several infelicities. Fee begins by
affirming that "from P's point of view, the great fault of contemporary NT textual
criticism is that it cannot offer us total certainty as to the original NT text"
(p. 108). Not at all. I used the question of "certainty" merely as an entrance to
get into the arena. '"The great fault of contemporary NT textual criticism" is that
it is wrong—wrong in theory, wrong in method, wrong in results.

Hort's genealogical method "suffers" (p. 109) mainly for its inability to
deal with mixture, and more especially from the circumstance that Hort simply did
not apply it to the MSS. Neither he nor anyone else has produced genealogical
trees which vindicate the conclusions that he and others have drawn from this
supposed method. Fee himself has recognized this: "Properly speaking, genealogy
must deal with the descent of manuscripts and must reconstruct stemmata for that
descent. This Hort never did [!]; rather he applied the method to text-types, and
he did so not [emphasis Fee's] to find the original text, but to eliminate the
Byzantine manuscripts from further consideration."l (His footnote 4 contains more
innuendo.)

Fee represents me as holding that "all of the MSS offer independent witness
to the original text" (p. 109). I nowhere make such a statement. The vast
majority of MSS are independent in their own generation. The crucial question is
how far back we must go to find their common point of origin—it is the determining
question for the science of New Testament textual criticism.

Fee closes the section with a reference to "first-hand" knowledge of the
data. His statement involves the gratuitous assumption that the extant evidence
from the earliest centuries is representative. It remains true, however, that any
theory of New Testament textual criticism must account for the available evidence—
I believe mine does, but as far as I can see, Hort's (or Fee's) does not.

"The Question of Methodology"

The section thus entitled contains further infeiicities. Fee begins by
speaking of my "'method'" as "the return to counting noses" (p. 109). In his
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former critique (which was condensed for 7BT), Fee is even more thoroughgoing:

"His 'new' method for identifying the NT text is the wholesale adoption of Burgon's
seven 'notes of truth,' all ofzwhich are simply seven different ways of saying that
the majority.is always right." It should be apparent to the reader of chapter
seven of my book, just at a glance, that Fee's statement is irresponsible.

Fee next charges that my "understanding of eclectictsm...is hopelessly
confused" (p. 109). He feels that I have not adequately distinguished between
"rigorous" (my "pure") and "reasoned" eclecticism and have thereby given a dis-
torted view of the latter. Well, he himself says of the reasoned eclecticism which
he espouses, "Such eclecticism recognizes that W-H's view of things was essentially
correct,..."3 My statement is, "But most scholars do not practice pure eclecti-
cism—they still work essentially within the W-H framework" (p. 28). Are the two
statements really that different?

The fairness of this assessment may be illustrated from the works of both Fee
and Metzger (whom Fee considers to be a practitioner of reasoned eclecticism). In
his "Rigorous or Reasoned Eclecticism—Which?", Fee says, "Rational eclecticism
agrees in principle that no MS or group of MSS has a prima facie priority to the
original text."% But on the next page, he says of Hort: "if his evaluation of B
as 'neutral’ was too high a regard for that MS, it does not alter his judgment that
compared to all other MSS B <s a superior witness." Metzger says on the one hand,
"the only proper methodology is to examine the evidence for each variant impartially,
with no predilections for or against any one type of text,"® but on the other hand,
"readings which are supported by only Koine, or Byzantine witnesses (Hort's Syrian
group) may be set aside as almost certainly secondary."6

But Fee has more to say. "It is simply untrue, to the point of being nonsensi-
cal, to assert that E1liott's method is under 'the psychological grip of W-H' (p.
29)" (p. 110). In his former "“Critique" (p. 401), he explains that Elliott and W-H
are on opposite ends of the internal evidence/external evidence spectrum because
"it is well known that W-H gave an extraordinary amount of weight to external
evidence, just as do Pickering and Hodges." And yet, on another occasion, Fee
himself wrote:

...t must be remembered that Hort did not use genealogy in order to discover
the original NT text. Whether justified or not, Hort used genealogy solely to
dispense with the Syrian (Byzantine) text. Once he has [sic] eliminated the
Byzantines from serious consideration, his preference for the Neutral (Egyptian)
MSS was7based strictly on intrinsic and transcriptional probability [emphasis
Fee's].

And again: "In fact the very internal considerations for which Kilpatrick and
Elliott argue as a basis for the recovery of the original text, Hort used first
[emphasis Fee's] for the evaluation of the existing witnesses."8

It seems to me that these latter statements by Fee are clearly correct. Since
Hort's preference for B and the "Heutral" text-type was based "strictly" on
internal considerations, his subsequent use of that text-type cannot reasonably be
called an appeal to external evidence. In sum, I see no essential difference
between "rigorous and "reasoned" eclecticism since the preference given to certain
MSS and types by the "reasoned" eclecticists is itself derived from internal
evidence, the same considerations employed by the "rigorous eclecticists. If my
reasoning is correct, then Fee's remarks about my "confusicn" and "errors" become
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rather empty. It follows that, when Fee concedes that "the prevai]ing.ec1ecti$ )
method, which lies behind UBS3, for example, is indeed the true offspring of W'H
(p. 109), he vindicates the organization of my book.

In fact, in the one paragraph of the whole review (paragraph 4, p. 11@) which
I accept as containing an adequate characterization of my book, Fee recognizes my
main concern.

On the other hand, his real reason for attacking W-H is not methodological
at all, and has little to do with their use of internal evidgnce and its sub-
sequent influence on textual criticism. Rather his problem is almost q]toge—
ther with W-H's textual theory, which allowed them tc judge the Byzantine text-
type as a secondary textual development. It is thie influence of W-H on
subsequent textual criticism that is the real reason behind P's attack.

Just so! Since my discussion of the W-H textual theory occupies almost half of my
book, it seems strange that Fee does not give more attention to it. At the close

of the review, he asserts that my book fails "to open up the discussion anew as to
the value of the Byzantine text" (p. 118), but he has not justified that assertion.

"The Nature and Causes of Textual Variation"

The section thus entitled contains still more infelicities. It begins with a
clear illustration of the extent to which Fee avoids my critique of the l-H theory.
He has already informed us that "fully two-thirds of his book" (a bit of hyperbole)
is devoted to discrediting W-H (p. 109). Now he asserts that "his whole case rests
on a single assumption: that the transmission of the NT text was 'normal' (pp.
104-110) [emphasis Fee's]" (p. 110)—an assertion neither fair nor true.

Fee seriously distorts my position by ignoring my discussion of the acbnormal
transmission. It would appear that the distortion was deliberate since he cites my
pp. 104-1197 for the "normal" transmission, whereas pp. 107-110 contain my treatment
of the abnormal transmission. Fee tries to make me appear inconsistent in that I
criticize W-H for treating the NT like any other book and yet myself claim a
“normal transmission" for the Majority Text. The crucial point is that I also
recognize an "abnormal transmission", whereas W-H did not.

Mext, Fee claims that I confuse "deliberate" and "dogmatic" changes, and in
consequence my critique of Hort's foundation fails. In his own words, "The vast
majority of textual corruptions, though deliberate, are »c* malicious, nor are they
theologically motivated. And since they are not, P's view of 'mormal' transmission
(which is the crucial matter in his theory) simply disintegrates" (p. 113). Fee
fastens upon my use of the term "malicious", which I use only in discussing the
abnormal transmission. [ nowhere say that a majority of variants are malicious.

The clear testimony of the early Fathers indicates that some must be, and I continue
to insist that Hort's theory cannot handle such variants.

But the distinction between "deliberate" and "theological" changes may
properly detain us. On one occasion Colwell wrote, "the majority of the variant
readings of the MNew Testament were created for theological or dogmatic reasons."
But just five pages later he says, "in the manuscripts of the New Testament most
variations, I believe, were made deliberately," without referring to theology.
What is Colwell's real meaning? We may no longer ask him personally, but I will
hazard the following interoretation on my own.
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The MSS contain several hundred thousand variant readings. The vast majority
of these are misspellings or other obvious errors due to carelessness or ignorance
on the part of the copyists. As a sheer guess, I would say there are between
10,000 and 15,000 that cannot be so easily dismissed—i.e. a maximim of 5% of the
variants are "significant". 1t is to this 5% that Colwell (and Kilpatrick,
Scrivener, Zuntz, etc.) refers when he speaks of the "creation" of variant readings.
A fair number of these are probably the result of accident also, but Colwell
affirms, and I agree, that most of them were created deliberately.

But why would anyone bother to make deliberate changes in the text? Colwell
answers, "because they were the religious treasure of the church". Some changes
would be "well-intentioned"—many harmonizations presumably came about because a
zealous copyist felt that a supposed discrepancy was an embarrassment to his high
view of Scripture. The same is probably true of many philological changes. For
instance, the plain Koine style of the New Testament writings was ridiculed by the
pagan Celsus, among others. Although Origen defended the simplicity of the New
Testament style, the space that he gave to the question indicates that it was a
matter of some concern (4Against Celsus, Book VI, chapters 1 and 2), so much so that
there were probably those who altered the text to "improve" the style. Again,
their motive would be embarrassment, deriving from a high view of Scripture.
Surely Colwell is justified in saying that the motivation for such variants was
theological, even though no obvious doctrinal axe is being ground.

To judge by the emphatic statements of the early Fathers, there were many
other changes that were not "well intentioned". It seems clear that numerous
variants existed in the second century which have not survived in any extant MS.
Metzger refers to Gwilliam's detailed study of chapters 1 to 14 of Matthew in the
Syriac Peshitta as reported in "The Place of the Peshitta Version in the Apparatus
Criticus of the Greek N.T.", Studia Biblica et Ecclesiastica V, 1903, 187-237.
From the fact that in thirty-one instances the Peshitta stands alone (in those
chapters), Gwilliam concluded that its unknown author ”revisid an ient work by
Greek MSS which have no representative now extant (p. 237)."10 In a personal
communication, Peter J. Johnston, a member of the IGNT [Internatioral Greek lNew
Testament] editorial panel working specifically with the Syriac Versions and
Fathers, says of the Harklean Version: "Readings confidently referred to in the
Harklean margin as in 'well-approved MSS at Alexandria' have sometimes not come

down }g us at all, or if they have, they are found only in medieval minuscule
MSS."

The second century variants which did not survive may include many (most?) of
the malicious ones. (If that is so, we may reasonably conclude that the early
Christians were concerned and able watchdogs of the true text.) However, the fact
of widespread deliberate variation (whether or not it was malicious or theologically
motivated) undermines any a rriori preference that might be given to a manuscript
just because of its age. (If Codex B were an_eighth century MS, I doubt that Hort
would have written his Introdiction, and if P75 were a fourth century, I suspect
that the present climate in New Testament textual criticism would be quite
different.) As Colwell has so well put it, "the crucial question for early as for
late witnesses is still, 'WHERE DO THEY FIT INTO A PLAUSIBLE RECONSTRUCTION OF THE
HISTORY OF THE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION?'"12 ort's history has been exploded. The
"process" view is frankly impossible. Does Fee have a plausible substitute?

Fee seems to feel that I am ignorant of the causes of corruption (!) and that
my "unhistorical" notions about deliberate variation render me incapable of
appreciating the canons of internal criticism. Well, setting aside the question of
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theological motivation, what are the implications of Fee's admission that the vast
majority of textual corruptions are ”deTiberate”?' Can the canons of internal evi-
dence really handle such variants? Since "harmonizations exist on every page of
the Gospels" (p. 114), what about them?

Fee himself recognizes the possibility that supposed harmonigations may
reasonably have other exp1anations.13 On the next page he recognizes another
problem.

It should candidly be admitted that our predilections toward a given
solution of the Synoptic Problem will sometimes affect textual deci§1ons.
Integrity should cause us also to admit to a certain amount of inevitable
circular reasoning at times. A classic example of this point is the well-
known 'minor agreement' between Matt. 26:67-8 and Luke 22:64 (// Mark 14:65)
of the 'addition' t(c éotuv & naloag oe. B. H. Streeter, G. D. Kilpatrick,
and W. R. Farmer each resolve the textual problem of Mark in a different way.
In each case, a given solution of the Synoptic Problem has affected the
textual decision.

At this point, one could offer copious illustrations. Fee's debate with
Kilpatrick over atticism demonstrates that possible philological changes are capable
of contradictory interpretations on the part of scholars who both use internal
evidence.

In sum, I reiterate that the canons of internal evidence cannot give us
dependable interpretations with reference to deliberate variants. Those who use
such canons are awash in a sea of speculation.l4

[ must agree with Fee that my discussion of harmonization in the first edition
of my book was weak. The second edition contains a completely revised and much
enlarged discussion as well as a new appendix on the subject.

[ do not agree with his discussion of the early Fathers' attitude toward the
New Testament text. It seems to me that he confuses citing with transcribing. The
evidence he cites applies to the citations in the Father's works. In my own
preaching, if I have occasion to cite a passage from Scripture more than once, I
habitually vary the phrasing each time, for stylistic reasons if nothing more. But
depending on the context and my purpose, my first reference to a text is often not
an exact quote. If I were transcribing the text, however, preparing a copy for
someone's use, I would take care to reproduce it exactly. I believe in the verbal
plenary inspiration of Scripture, including its inerrancy, yet have no guilty
conscience about my manner of citing it. I, at least, cannot impugn the Fathers'

orthodoxy or responsibility in ¢ranseribiry the text on the basis of how they cite
it.

"Other Problems"

The section thus entitled contains more infelicities. Fee takes up "the
question of text-types" (p. 115) but in fact says nothing about them. What he does
discuss is the date of the "Byzantine" text-type. Both Hort and Kenyon clearly
stated that no "strictly Syrian" readin;s existed before the end of, say, the third
century. We may commend Fee for his prudent withdrawal to the weaker statement
that it is "all of these readings together" that had no early existence, but we
cannot commend him for attempting to water down Hort's position. But to get to the
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basic question, the very phrase "strictly Syrian" is part of a larger question
begging procedure. All the early Fathers and MSS are arbitrarily declared to be
either "Alexandrian" or "Western"; and the witness they bear to "Byzantine"

readings is disallowed, thus maintaining the presupposed lateness of the "Byzantine"
text-type. May I respectfully submit that the generally accepted noms of scholar-
ship do not permit the continued begging of the question of the provenance of the
"Byzantine" text-type.

Among the numerous dubious affirmations with which Fee favors us, none is more
startling than his charge that "Burgon's and Miller's data are simply replete with
useless supporting evidence" (p. 116). Anyone who studies their works with care (as
I have) will come away convinced that they were unusually thorough, careful, and
scrupulous in their treatment of Patristic evidence. Not so Fee. Of the reading
"vinegar" in Matt. 27:34, he says, "I took the trouble to check over three-quarters
of Burgon's seventeen supporting Fathers and not one of them [emphasis Fee's] can be
shown to be citing Matthew!" (Ibid.). (The term 8toc 'vinegar' also occurs in the
near-parallel passages—Mark 15:36, Luke 23:36, and John 19:29.)

Before checking the Fathers individually, we may register surprise at Fee's
vehemence in view of his own affirmation that it is "incontrovertible" that "the
Gospel of Matthew was the most cited and used of the Synoptic Gospels" and that
"these data simply cannot be ignored in making textual decisions."15 We are grate-
ful to Fee for this information but cannot help but notice that he himself seems to
be "ignoring" it. We might reasonably assume that at least nine of Burgon's seven-
teen citations are from Matthew. But we are not reduced to such a weak proceeding.

Even though a Father may not say, "I am here quoting Matthew", by paying close.
attention to the context, we may be virtually as certain as if he had. Thus,
although all four Gospels use the word "vinegar", only Matthew uses the word "gall",
xoAr, in association with the vinegar (and Acts 8:23 is the only other place in the
New Testament that "gall" appears). It follows that any Patristic reference to
vinegar and gall together can only be a citation based on Matthew (or Ps. 69:21).
When Barnabas says, motuZewv xoinv peta ofoc (7:5), can there be any doubt as to
his source? When the Gospel of Peter says, lotioaTe autov YoAnv petoa ofous (5:16),
must the source not be Matthew? When Gregory of Nyssa says, xoAn Te wuaL ofetr
SraBpoxos (Orat. x:989:6), can there be any question at all? It may be noted in
passing that Alford's Greek New Testament, in Zoe., says plainly that Origen and
Tertullian both support the "Byzantine" reading under discussion.

Note also that Irenaeus wrote, "He should have vinegar and gall given Him to
drink" (Against Heresies, XXXIII1:12), in a series of 01d Testament prophecies that
he says Christ fulfilled. Presumably he had Ps. 69:21 in mind—"they gave me gall
for food, and in my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink"—but he seems to have
assimilated to Matt. 27:34 (the "Byzantine" reading). The Gospel of Nicodemus has,
"and gave him also to drink gall with vinegar" (Part II, 4). The Revelation of
Esdras has, "Vinegar and gall did they give me to drink." The Apostolic Constitu-
tions has, "they gave him vinegar to drink, mingled with gall" (V:3:14). Tertullian
has, "and gall is mixed with vinegar" (Appendix, reply to Marcion, V:232). 1In a
Tist of Christ's sufferings where the readers are exhorted to follow His example,
Gregory Nazianzus has, "Taste gall for the taste's sake; drink vinegar" (Oratio
XXXVIII:18).

Whatever interpretation the reader may wish to give to Fee's statement, noted
at the outset, it is clear that the reading "vinegar" in Matt. 27:34 has second
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century attestation (or perhaps even first century in the case of Barnabas!). The
reading in question passes the "antiquity" test with flying colors.

Fee also informs us that "all of Burgon's data...is suspect because of his use
of uncritical editions" (p. 116). (Fee notes my use of the term "quibble"—I used
it in the context of the Miller-Kenyon debate as a reflection of Kenyon's own
statement, but I recognize the importance of the question.) But might not an
edition prepared by an editor with an anti-Byzantine bias also be suspect?
Certainly a critical edition of Irenaeus prepared by Fee could not be trusted.

In discussing the evidence for "in the prophets" versus "in Isaiah the prophet”
in Mark 1:2 ("A Critique", pp. 410-11), Fee does not mention Irenaeus under the
Majority Text reading, where he belongs, but says "except for one citation in
Irenaeus" under the other reading. He then offers the following comment in a foot-
note: "Since this one citation stands alone in all of the early Greek and Latin
evidence, and since Irenaeus himself knows clearly the other text, this 'citation'
is especially suspect of later corruption." He goes on to conclude his discussion
of this passage by affirming that the longer reading is "the only reading known to
every church Father who cites the text." By the end of his discussion Fee has
completely suppressed the unwelcome testimony from Irenaeus. (Is it mere happen-
stance that, whereas UBS3 faithfully reports Irenaeus' support of the "Byzantine"
reading, hestleZd leaves it out?)

But is the testimony of Irenaeus here really suspect? In 4dv. Haer. I111:10:5,
we read:

Mark...dces thus commence his Gospel narrative: "The beginning of the Gospel
of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, as it is written in the prophets, Behold,...
[the quotations follow]." Plainly does the commencement of the Gospel quote
the words of the holy prophets, and point out Him...whom they confessed as God
and Lord.

Note that Irenaeus not only quotes Mark 1:2 but comments upon it, and in both quote
and comment he supports the "Byzantine" reading. But the comment is a little ways
removed from the quote, and it is entirely improbable that a scribe should have
molested the comment even if he felt called upon to change the quote. Fair play
requires that this instance be loyally recorded as second century support for the
"Byzantine" reading.

Another, almost as unambiguous, instance occurs in 4dv. Eaer. 111:16:3 where
we read:

Wherefore Mark also says: "The beginning of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, the
Son of God; as it is written in the prophets." Knowing one and the same Son of
God, Jesus Christ, who was announced by the prophets....

Note that again Irenaeus not only quotes Mark 1:2 but comments upon it, and in both
quote and comment he supports the "Byzantine" reading.

There is also a clear allusion to Mark 1:2 in 4dv. Zaer. 111:11:4 where we
read:

By what fGod, @hen, was John, the forerunner...sent? Truly it was by Him...who
also had promised by the prophets that He would send His messenger before the
face of His Son, who should prepare His way....
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May we not reasonably clain this as a third citation in support of the "Byzantine"
reading? In any case, it is clear that Fee's handling of the evidence from
Irenaeus is disappointing at best, if not reprehensible. Nest1e26 is also
disappointing at this point.17

Fee closes the section with another bit of innuendo. He speaks of my "misre-
presentations of the papyrus evidence" and says with reference to it that I have
"grossly misinterpreted the data" (p. 117). I invite the reader to check the
evidence presented by H. A. Sturz and then to decide for himself whether or not
there has been misrepresentation and misinterpretation.18

"Conclusion—A Test Case"

The section thus entitled is consistent in quality with its predecessors. The
fourth sentence (and fourth infelicity) reads like this: "The evidence that P's
method renders him incapable of doing textual criticism is found in the fact that
he offers only one example in the entire book as to how his method works in actual
practice" (p. 117). Will the candid reader not agree that Fee's statement is a
quintessential non sequitur? The first edition of my book contains no examples of
how to do textual criticism (the second does contain a few) for the simple and
sufficient reason that I chose not to include them. The "one example" Fee mentions
was designed to illustrate the effects of the argument from probability, nothing
more. Since he wishes to use 1 Tim. 3:16 as a "test case", however, I am delighted
to oblige.

The readings, with their supporting MSS, are as follows:

& -D

w - 061

0¢ Seog - one cursive and one lectionary

8¢ - N, 33, 442, 2127, three lectionaries

%eog - A, Cvid, F/Gvid, K, L. P, ¥, over 300 cursives and lectionaries
(1nc;uding four cursives that read & $eoc and one lectionary that reads
Yeov).

It will be observed that my statement differs from that of the UBS text, for example.
[ offer the following explanation.

Young, Huish, Pearson, Fell, and Mill in the 17th century; Creyk, Bentley,
Wotton, Wetstein, Bengel, Berriman, and Woide in the 18th; and Scrivner as late as
1881 all affirmed, upon careful inspection, that Codex A reads "God". For a
thorough discussion please see Burgon, who says concerning Woide, "the learned and
conscientious editor of the Codex declares that so late as 1765 he had seen traces
of the @ which twenty years later (viz. in 1785) were visible to him no longer."19
It was only after 1765 that scholars started to question the reading of A (through
fading and wear, the middle line of the theta is no longer discernible).

Hoskier devotes Appendix J of 4 Full 4Account (the appendix being a reprint of
part of an article which appeared in the Clergyman's Magazine for Feb. 1887) to a
careful discussion of the reading of Codex C. He spent three hours examining the
passage in question in this MS (the MS itself) and adduces evidence that shows
clearly, I believe, that the original reading of C is "God". He examined the
surrounding context and observes, "The contracting-bar has often vanished completely
(I believe, from a cursory examination, more often than not%, but at other times it
is plain and imposed in the same way as at 1 Tim. iii.16."2
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Codices F/G read OC wherein the contracting-bar is a slanting stroke. It has
been argued that the stroke represents the aspirate of &g, put.Burgqn demonstrgtes
that the stroke in question never represents breathing but 1s_lnyar1§b]y the s1gn2
of contraction. He affirms that "&¢ is nowhere else written OC in either codex. 1
Presumably the cross-line in the common parent had become too faint to see. As for
cursive 365, Burgon conducted an exhaustive search for it. He not only failed to
find it but could find no evidence that it had ever existed.22

The three significant variants involved are represented in the ancieqt uncial
MSS as follows: 0, 0C, and 8C, meaning "which", "who", and "God" respectively. In
writing "God", a scribe's omitting of the two lines (through haste or momentary
distraction) would result in "who". Codices A, C, F, and G have numerous instances
where either the cross-line or the contracting-bar is no longer discernible (either
the original line has faded to the point of being invisible or the scribe may have
failed to write it in the first place). For both lines to fade away, as in Codex A
here, is presumably an infrequent event. For a scribe to inadvertently omit both
lines would presumably also be an infrequent event, but it must have happened at
least once, probably early in the second century and in circumstances which produced
a wide ranging effect.

The collocation "the mystery...who" is even more pathologic in Greek than it
is in English. It was thus inevitable, once such a reading came into existence and
became known, that remedial action would be attempted. Accordingly, the first
reading above, "the mystery...which", is generally regarded as an attempt to make
the difficult reading intelligible. But it must have been an early development,
for it completely dominates the Latin tradition, both versions and Fathers, as well
as being the probable reading of the SyrP and Coptic versions. It is found in only
one Greek MS, Codex D, and in no Greek Father before the fifth century.

Most modern scholars regard "God" as a separate therapeutic response to the
difficult reading. Although it dominates the Greek MSS (97%), it is certainly
attested by only two versions, the Georgian and Slavonic (both late). But it also
dominates the Greek Fathers. Around A.D. 100, there are possible allusions in
Barnabus, "Inoccug...0 uvleog tou Beou TuTw HAL €V CApHL pavepwderg" (Cap. xii), and
in Ignatius, "Becu avdpurivug ¢aveooupevou" (4d Ephes. c. 19), and "ev ocoapxi
yevouevos 8eog" (Ibid., c. 7). In the third century, there seem to be clear
references in Hippolytus, "8coc ev cwuatt egavepwdn” (Contra Faeresirm loeti, C.
xvii), Dionysius, "8eoc yap evavepwdr ev capni" (Concilia, i. 853a), and Gregory
Thaumaturgus, "xau egtiv Becs aAndLvos & acapkoc ev capxL pavepwders" (quoted by
Photius). 1In the fourth century, there are clear quotes or references in Gregory
of Nyssa (22 times), Gregory of Nazianzus, Didymus of Alexandria, Diodorus, the
Apostolic Constitutions, and Chrysostom, followed by Cyril of Alexandria, Theodoret,
- and Euthalius in the fifth century, and so on.

As for the grammatically aberrant reading, "who", aside from the MSS already
cited, the earliest version that clearly supports it is the Gothic (4th century).
To get a clear Greek patristic witness to this reading pretty well requires the
sequence pucticov 8s égavesdsn since, after any reference to Christ, Savior, Son of
God, etc. in the prior context, the use of a relative clause is predictable.

Burgon affirmed that he was aware of no such testimony (and his knowledge of the
subject has probably never been equa]ed).24

It thus appears that the "Western" and "Byzantine" readings have earlier
attestation than does the "Alexandrian". Yet, if "which" was caused by "who",
then the latter must be older. The reading "who" is adnittedly the most difficult,
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so much so that to apply the "harder reading" canon in the face of an easy transcrip-
tional explanation for the difficult reading seems unreasonable. As Burgon so well
put it:

[ trust we are at least agreed that the maxim "proclivi lectioni praestat arduad",
does not enunciate so foolish a proposition as that in choosing between two or
more conflicting readings, we are to prefer that one which has the feeblest
external attestation,—provided it be but in itself almost unintelligible?25

As for Fee's discussion, I would say that it is characterized by hyperbole
throughout. His statement of the "internal evidence" is gratuitous. What objective
evidence is there to show that Phil. 2:6 or Col. 1:13 or 15 (or 1 Tim. 3:16, for
that matter) were hymns? And how can he say, "in the latter case without an ante-
cedent!" (p. 118)? The antecedent of the relative pronoun in Col. 1:15 is "the son"
in v. 13, and the antecedent of the relative in v. 13 is "the father" in v. 12.

Fee closes his treatment of the "test case" as follows: "The text 'he who' clearly
refers to Christ, and aZl the Christological import is there in the original" (p.
118). I would say that the relative pronoun "who" does not "clearly refer" to
anything—of course Fee is at liberty to suppose that it refers to Christ, but I
seriously doubt that an uninitiated person would reach the same conclusion.
Further, "aZ7" the import is not there—the witness of this verse to the deity of
Christ is seriously weakened if we read "who" instead of "God"; indeed, a naive
reader could not reasonably be criticized if he missed the point entirely.

In conclusion, Fee informs us that "P's book fails on all counts" (p. 118). I
would urge any concerned person to read my book with care and form his own judgment.

FOOTNOTES
1'"Modern Text Criticism and the Synoptic Problem", J. J. Griesbach: Synoptic and
Text-Critical Studies 1776-1976, ed. B. Orchard and T. R. W. Longstaff, Cambridge:
University Press, 1978, 155-6.

2up Critique of W. N. Pickering's The Identity of the New Testament Text: A Review
Article", The Westminster Theological Journal 41 (Spring, 1979) 423.

31bid., p. 402.

Ystudies in New Testament Language and Text, ed. J. K. Elliott, Leiden: Brill,
1976, 179.

5Chapters in the History of New Testament Textual Criticism, Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmans, 1963, 39.

he Text of the New Testament, London: Oxford University Press, 1964, 212.
7“Rigorous”, p. 177.
81pid., p. 179.

hat is the Best New Testament?, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1952,
p. 53.

107, Early Versions of the New Testament, Oxford: Clarendon, 1977, 61.
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ll7his paragraph and the preceding two are taken from footnote 5 to chapter 4 of
the second edition (revised and enlarged) of my book (Thomas Nelson, 1980).

12vyort Redivivus: A Plea and a Program", Studies in Methodology in Textual
Criticis~ o the New Testament, Leiden: Brill, 1969, 157.

13"Modern Text Criticism", p. 162.

141 would say that the "more than five hundred changes" (p. viii) introduced into
UBS3 as compared with the second edition afford a clear vindication of my conten-
tion. Although UBS3 is dated 1975, Metzger's Commentary upon it appeared in
1971. The second edition is dated 1968. It thus appears that in the space of
three years, with no significant accretion of new evidence, the same group of
five scholars changed their mind in over 500 places. It is hard to quell the
suspicion that they are guessing.

15up Critique", p. 412.

16The research reflected in the discussion above was done by Maurice A. Robinson
and kindly placed at my disposal.

17The three quotations from Irenaeus are taken from A. Roberts and J. Donaldson,
eds., Tre Inte-Nicene Fathkers, 1973, Vol. I, 425-6 and 441, and were checked for
accuracy against the critical editions of the Sources Chrétiennes series (Vols.
34 and 211, edited respectively by F. Sagnard [1952] and A Rousseau and L.
L. Doutreleau [1974], and published by Editions du Cerf, Paris). I own this
material on Irenaeus to Maurice Robinson—it is part of a much fuller response to
Fee which he has submitted for publication.

181, Byzantine Text-Tyre and New Testament Textual Criticism, La Mirada, CA:
Biola College Bookstore, 1972.

197 Revision Revised, London: John Murray, 1883, 434. Cf. 431-6.

204 Full Account and Collation of the Cursive Codex Evangelium 604, London: David
Nutt, 1890, Appendix J, 2. See also Burgon, 437-8.

21p, 442. Cf. 438-42.
22p 4445,
23Burgon, 456-76, 486-90.
28p, 483,
25p. 497. The above discussion is taken from the second edition of my book, foot-

note 32 to chapter 5.

SEMITIC KAI AND GREEK AE
Randall Buth

A number.of pages in this publication have recently been devoted to the signi-
ficance and difference between xal and 6¢. The articles have been stimulating and
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at the same time shew how much needs to be done and how unresolved some of the
issues are. '

I would like to resurvey some of these issues so that they will get proper
attention in future studies over a wider scope of material. (In fact, one of the
issues is just what material to include.)

First of all, the parameters used by Levinsohn, Callow, and Hollenbach are
admittedly different and need further work. In describing why 8¢ is used in some
verse or other, Levinsohn might speak of development, where Callow would talk of a
change of participant, while Hollenbach suggests a change of paragraph Or a Ffunction
of tense (i.e. 6¢ with the imperfect). Hollenbach went so far as to reject both
the change-of-participant parameter and the hope of attributing a single summary
feature for 6¢ 1ike +DEVELOPMENT.

After looking at the different analyses, one might attribute a common feature
of +DIFFERENT or +CHANGE to &¢. The difference could include change of participant,
change of paragraph or episode unit, change of theme line (from theme to back-
ground and vice versa) and a change (reversal of) expectation (in a limited binary
frame this would be called contrast). This could be extended to include change of
tense (e.g. aorist to imperfect) if such a parameter were needed. (I suspect that
the examples listed by Hollenbach stem from a coincidence that some of the same fac-
tors that cause the imperfect to be used also cause the use of &¢, e.g., background
versus theme. Some of the examples from Acts will be discussed later in the paper.

Another issue, reflected in the title of the paper, is the foreign language
influence on New Testament Greek. The distinction between xal and &¢ is specifi-
cally Greek; neither Hebrew nor Aramaic have two words for "and", just 1. (This
ignores the Hebrew distinction of -3 versus -.1 and the Syriac and Christian
Aramaic assimilation of 31?7 and 77 to Greek 6¢.) The Semitic background, particu-
larly in the Gospels and Acts, is a problem because of the tendency to use xul in
Greek documents translated from Hebrew. a¢ is very much a "marked" relator when
Hebrew underlies a Greek document. It takes a clearer purpose or higher threshold
to get &¢ into translation Greek than into a natural, idiomatic document.

If one assumes that Jesus often taught in Hebrew (and/or Aramaic) and that
much of the tradition was first written in Hebrew (and/or Aramaic), as contemporary
parallels like the Dead Sea Scrolls and many linguistic aspects of the Gospels and
Acts suggest, then there is a high probability that there are more xal's in our
present documents than Greek discourse parameters would dictate. For example, if
Luke used some Greek sources which went back to Hebrew originals, the &¢'s in the
text are the result of both Luke's and previous translators' sensitivity to Greek.
Generally, the 1's would become »al's unless the author or translator felt a need
to intervene.

Now this does not leave us in as bad a position as one might fear. It means
that rules must first be written for &¢ and then xal¢.l If there are places where
the rules predict &8¢ but wal is found, one does not need to speak of a marked,
emphatic xal but he can invoke "Semitic wal". Of course, it is recognized that
this can provide too easy a solution, a solution where any contradiction to &¢
rules can be glibly written off. A partial answer to this probltem is to recognize
that the higher ratio of &¢é:xal in a document means a much smaller percentage of
Semitic »al's allowable.
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Some good examples of Semitic yxal occur in Acts 2:1 and Marinus Wiering's
composition of "Hickle and Pickle".2 Kal is mot a normal Greek conjunction for
beginning new episodes or paragraphs. Bruce Hollenbach was on the right track when
he asked whether xal ever began paragraphs (START No. 1, p. 12). In the lew
Testament, one might quickly have countered, "A1l the time!" But generally in
Greek literature wa¢ at the beginning of a paragraph or episode is very much a
marked form. (Of course, it does occur, but several times in a book, not several
 times on one pcge. For example, of twenty-two sections, only section VI in the
Martyrdom oF Polyearp (c. 160 AD) begins with xal. This emphasizes the continuity
of the circumstances at that point.)

Semitic »al is not limited to translation from Semitic sources. Actg 2:1 may
go back to a written Semitic source. Marinus Wiering certainly does not.” Two
nontranslation subdivisions of Semitic ol can be made: Septuagintal and Jewish.
If the rules turn out to be regular, over more than one author, one might talk of a
Jewish-Greek »al, while irregularities, if not attributable to sources, might be
Septuagintal, i.e. in mimickry of Septuagintal style though not part of the author's
natural style. A good example of a regular feature that could be termed Jewish-
Greek is »al with v60d 'behold'. It has become a frozen ccllocation in New
Testament Greek via the Septuagint and Hebrew. In Hebrew, 1 is so frequently
appended to nan 'behold' (particularly in narrative) that the two were thought of
as a unit and xal, which also functions at the Greek word level, became the collo-
cate of (60¥. This is almost a grammatical necessity when niany 'and behold'
introduces the complement of a verb like 'see' ('he saw and behold...'. Cf. Gen.
1:31, 18:2).4

Differences in ratio of &6¢:xal between authors may be quite significant when
Semitic sources are included in the perspective. A number of statistical studies
have already been made along this line. The figures given by R. A. Martin as
quoted by N. Turner (Moulton, 4 Grammar of New Testament Greek, Vol. 4, Style, pp.
57-58) are suggestive:

Source Ratio of &¢ to xal
.24

Plutarch

Josephus
Philostratus

Acts ('We' sections)
Epictetus

IT Acts (17-19)

Paul (1 Cor.)

Papyri selections

I Acts (1-15)

4 Maccabees

Luke (parallel to Mark 8:4-9:50)
Luke (unique pericopae)
Matthew

Lukan 'Q'

Testament of Abraham (rec. A)
Genesis

Mark

Luke (1:5-2:52)

LXX Minor Prophets

Ezekiel a

Revelation 4-21

Judges (A text)
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126

163

173

:93 (A translator who marched
to a different tune!)
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Turner would emphasize that all of Acts and most of Luke are paralleled in Greek
sources. More significant are the changes of ratio in Luke's writings parallel to
the intrinsic probability of Hebrew (or possibly Aramaic) sources.? The 'we'
sections and the second half of Acts have ratios expected of literary Koine. The
first half of Acts and, even more so, the Gospel reflect more Semitic Greek (from
sources, Septuagint influence, and/or a Jewish-Greek dialect; proof is not available
at this stage).

These factors lead one to expect Semitic xal to be a factor in any discourse
analysis of the Gospels and Acts, including the sections dealt with by Levinsohn,
Callow, and Hollenbach. John Werner's suggestion (NOT (Complimentary Issue), 1-197®,
p. 36)—-thag comparison studies be made with contemporary literature—becomes an
imperative.

Another fruitful area of investigation is the Septuagint itself. The ‘marked-
ness' of 6¢ stands out in a book 1ike Genesis with its 1:2.4 ratio. One cas assume
that the translator was conscious of a particular reason for inserting &6¢ where he
did.

A survey of Genesis 1-9 revealed a number of probable factors that could have -
been active in the third century BC:

New episodes: 3:1; 4:1; 6:9; 10:1 .
New paragraphs: ?23:17; 4:18,23,25; 5:6; 6:5,11; 7:6 (with same subject); 7: 19—
9:18, 24 28; (1n speech 6:16,17,18,21)

Paragraph climax: ?3:17; (6:17; 9:17 within speech)

??Paragraph final: 2:14; ?3:17; 4:16 (possibly paragraph initial); 6:8; 8:14.
(Verse 14 of chapter 2 ends a series of names. The others
have better explanations.)

Parenthesis: 2:10; 6:4 (This is significant because there is no ‘*and' in the

Hebrew text!)

Background: 1:2; 2:6,12,(17); 5:4; 8:5,14; 9:18

?Negative Response: 4 9 (Perhaps the lie is contraexpectatiom.)

?New participant: 6:2 (A better analysis is as contrast of sons of Gad with

‘ ‘ daughters of men, or as following an introductory setting.)

Binary contrast: (2:17); (3:3); 4:2 (chiasmus),5 (chiasmus),(7),22,¢2%); 6:2,

(3),8; 7:2 (twice, and parallel to two follawing xas's)3
8:5b,14

Following an introduction: 1:2; 2:6; 4:26 (rather short); 5:3; 6:2?,IQ 7:7
(Verses 1:2 and 2:6 could be viewed as continuing background
material with imperfect verbs; the others are a return to a2 main
event line.)

Corresponding to Hebrew 'and'-subject-verb: 1:2; 2:6,10,12; 3:1; 4:1; 5:4 {(no
‘and'),8; 7:6 (time predication),19; 8:5 There are two Spots
where &6¢ could have been used: 7:6b,10. In both of thess cases,
a time clause precedes the and-subject-verb construction.

Some observations on the Genesis material can be made:

1. A rule of 6¢ with the imperfect is not needed as long as one includes a
background/theme line contrast in the analysis. Genesis 7:18,19 is interestivg
because the imperfect verbs are not introduced with 6¢ until it corresponds to
and-subject-verb in Hebrew.



16 SELECTED TECHNICAL ARTICLES RELATED TO TRANSLATION NO. 3

2. The relative infrequency of 6¢ suggests that it sometimes marks paragraph
changes rather than participant changes, since paragraph changes are more.
infrequent than participant changes. If a boundary introduction (!.e. episode
or paragraph initial) is posited for &¢, there is no need for partxgipant
change to be counted as a factor here in Genesis. Now, if 6¢ functions as a
marker of participant change in first century Greek, then this may be a
frequent area where Semitic xal protrudes in the New Testament.

3. The apparent inconsistency in applying &6¢ to episode and paragraph boundaries
in Genesis provides a prospective area for finding similar phenomena in the
New Testament. In other words, if Semitic xal is common in Genesis at episode
and paragraph borders, it may commonly appear in the New Testament.

Having argued that Semitic »al should exist in the New Testament as a discourse
factor, it remains to point out some possible examples in the material covered py
the other articles (Acts 5:17-27 and 10:9-33) (references in parentheses deal with
5¢):

Acts 5:17-27

(5:17) The fact that there are three finite verbs in one sentence (5:17,18) is not
the concern of this paper, though it is a Semitic feature. The same holds true for
the secondary subject xal ndvtes ol o0v a1y occurring with the singular verb. The
Tinking »al between finite verbs would drop out if Greek used a participle, a style
secular historians prefer. Consequently, some linking xaC's are probably a lower-
Tevel Semitic »al, but it is better to deal with them within the finite-verb/
participle question.

(5:21b) The Genesis study would add support to Hollenbach's suggestion of paragraph
break.

(5:22b) A binary contrast usage of &¢ is probably in focus here. However, the &¢
may mark a new sentence, a more literary usage.

5:27 This might be Semitic waC. There is a change of participant and probably a
change of sentence. However, I accept Callow's suggestion that the participants are
being viewed as belonging to the same party in the struggle. It would help to know
how frequent such a usage is outside the New Testament.

Acts 10:9-33

The 6¢:xal ratio for this section is 1:1.5 (at the head of clauses). Assuming
the clausal figures to approximate Turner's, we would be less skeptical of a few
Semitic xal's in this passage.

(10:10a) The &¢ 1is probably signaling background. Notice the following imperfect
figedev. (Hollenbach's 'aorist' tense is, in fact, an imperfect.)

(10:10b) This &€ returns to the main line.

10:13 Most probably Semitic xal. This is certainly a new participant. Notice
‘Lord‘ in verse 14 and remember the Jewish proclivity to speak of the 'word' or
‘voice' of the Lord 'happening', "there came a voice".

10:15 This is another Semitic xa¢. 7175% nvaw 7y 1p(na)1.2 (The lack of the Greek
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article may suggest Bat Qol 'the Divine Echo'.)

(10:16) Hollenbach's translation should be revised. A better rendition would be
"This happened three times", which would still fit with the imperfect aspect in
Greek. Cf. Acts 19:10 for the idiom. In 10:16 the clause serves as a summary-
background since two of the occurrences had already happened.

(10:27) Same participant—Callow is probably right. Hollenbach's tense patterns
are unconvincing. Too many other examples have to be removed before his tense
pattern emerges.

10:30 Semitic xal. This would remove the problem for Levinsohn, Callow, and
Hollenbach.l10

10:30b-31a (in speech) These two »al's are probably Semitic (as well as the
parallelism in 31b). (The second xa¢ is in lieu of a participle construction.)

If the five suggested Semitic xal's were changed to four &¢'s, the ratio for
10:9-33 would become 1:0.94—more in line with secular standards. Admittedly,
proposing a Semitic xa!l wherever one meets a problem is a cop-out, but a cop-out
which corresponds with the linguistic background of the Gospels and Acts.

Where does all this leave us?

1. Different parts of Acts and each Gospel will need separate study and separate
rules.
2. The uses of &¢ and xal (and te and.tdte) must be studied in contemporary
sources outside the New Testament. Septuagint studies will provide an addi-
tional perspective.
The Semitic influences on the discourse structures must be taken into account.
Somewhere down the road these studies will give us a much clearer view of many
of the literary questions which have engaged scholars over the last two
centuries.
5. The regular functions of &¢ in Acts include:
a. episode initial ‘
b. paragraph initial
c. background
d. return to theme
e. contrast
and probably:
f. change of participant (particularly after comparison with Mark)
g. climax
and less probably:
h. sentence initial (in more literary style)
i. imperfect tense
6. A€ has a feature of + DIFFERENT/CHANGE.

SHw

FOOTNOTES

lWiering was on the right track when he labeled xal as 'occurring elsewhere'. Mark
is quite restrictive in his use of 6¢ and fairly consistent. However, regular
Greek usages crop up besides his three rules (participant change, parenthesis,
participant introduction with 'to be'), e.g., paragraph initial at 15:16. And the
rather frequent xaC sometimes invades even Mark's limited sphere of &¢, e.g.,
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15:34 (new subject), 15:35 (new subject and background), 15:38 (background/off-
stage).

2levinsohn's comments on 2:1 in NOT (Complimentary ;ssue}, 1-1979, p. 2, are not
convincing. Hollenbach recognizes that something is amiss (START #1, p. 10).

3Wiering casually assumes something of what I am trying to describe:‘ "Mark's first
language was Aramaic and therefore his writings would reflect the discourse
patterns of that language." (START #1, p. 2). Actually, I find more Hebrew
influence in the discourse structure than Aramaic. The frequency of &¢ and xafl
reflects Hebrew, not Aramaic. Also, the narrative used of tdte (an Aramajsm) is
completely missing. (See my paper, "Perspective in Gospel Discourse Studies" to
be published in START #6 for a discussion of tdte.)

4The phonetics of lsod 6¢ did not sound offensive to Greek ears (gontra Hollenbach,
START #1, p. 11); the sequence occurs often in a phrase like (60U ?ééguau "behold
I have given', and (8600 6¢ itself also occurs in 3 Maccabees 2:13 ({écu Se wOv.

SThe infancy account is an anomaly and possibly constituted a separate source. See
note 3 for a comment on Hebrew versus Aramaic.

6The rMarty»iom ¢ Polycarp can be classed in the same discourse genre as Acts (a
Tong narrative [though Martyrdorm o Polucarr is embedded in an epistle]). It
would make a better comparison than Epictetus or the Didache, despite the time
difference.

/This particular Hebrew construction regularly begins paragraphs or shows contrast
and chiastic grouping. It is not necessarily simultaneous in time or background
information, though often that is the case. (For example, Genesis 4:1 and 4:17
have 'sleep with', which is neither background nor simultaneous, though only 4:1
uses and-subject-verb.)

Is the Greek &€ coincidentally marking the same discourse functions, or is it
marking a Hebrew surface structure? The contrast of 4:1 and 4:17 in both Hebrew
and Greek suggests that this particular Hebrew structure is being echoed in the
Greek with &¢. Consistency in the Abraham narratives confirms this.

8This does not say that Semitic sources to the New Testament must cause such a
phenomenon, as though to assume that the same factors affecting the Genesis
translator affected the Gospel transmission. In fact, a good translator could
produce idiomatic 6¢'s, if that was his aim. Look at Jesephus' Jewisk War. On
the other hand, an individual author (e.g., Mark) may choose mainly the parameter
of participant change for his s¢. However, Septuagintal factors need to be kept
in mind.

IComparing Genesis 15:4, 2 Samuel 14:29, and Haggai 2:20 in Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek, leads one to conclude that Acts 10:15 is a Hebraism, not a Septuagintalism,
and likely not an Aramaism.

Genesis 15:4 q0KRY 175X NN AT naMm
Septuagint nal e09V¢ gwvn wuplou €yéveto mpdc avTdy
Onkelos qVYVY NWY NINT RLVAND KM
Samaritan Targum nY nny (verb) HHu xm

2 Samuel 14:29 N71Y Ty hwn
Septuagint ®al anéoTteldev éx 6eutépou mpoo altdy

(The Septuagint does not ever use the double adverb tdiiv &x seut€pov. )
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Haqgai 2:20 720 5% N23Y 1IN 92T AN
Jonathan 720 By N12an " DTp 0 AR DANS N

(The preposition oy means 'with', though Greek mpdc would cover over this

difference between Aramaic and Hebrew.)

The missing €yéveto in Acts 10:15 is explainable from Hebrew. Cf. Genesis
15:4 where the Septuagint inserts it. (Cf. also Matt. 3:17 and Mark 1:11.)

10Semitic »a¢ itself raises additional questions. If Luke had a source to Acts 10,
why did he let certain xal's slip through, as it were? (The same question should
be asked of any Septuagint translation.) There is a very good reason at 10:13 and
10:15: the subject is God, and the 'holy' Septuagintal style might be more accep-
table here. The same could be said at 10:30b-31 where the angel is introduced.

In 10:30a, there would be more of a problem. Perhaps this is an example of

"higher threshhold' for 8¢. A¢ may not have been an important stylistic considera-
tion for Luke at this point, so he let it through. Also, xal would not contradict
Septuagint style.

[f Luke were composing chapter 10 as a completely free composition, can there
be such a thing as Semitic xal? The answer is a guarded 'yes'. There may have
been a Jewish-Greek dialect or a Septuagintal style with a rule like: "When in
doubt or if you pause, insert wxal and keep writing/talking." Still, that would
not explain something like nine successive xal's in the Western and Caesarean

texts at Luke 4:1-13. At the present, I suspect that a Hebrew source does under-
Tie Acts 10.

SOME NOTES ON SENTENCE LEVEL xal IN THE MARTYPDOM OF POLYCARP
Randall Buth

These notes serve as a follow-up to some issues raised in "Semitic kol and
Greek a¢". I would like to compare some statistics of 6é:ual in the Martyrdom of
Polycarr with Acts. I would also Tike to point out some interesting uses of xa( in

the larziriom,

The use of statistics in discourse studies cannot give answers, but it can be
a helpful guide within Timits. In "Semitic ka¢ and Greek aé", ratios for &6¢:wal
were quoted from Turner over a large literature. Turner apparently used Acts 3-5
as a comparison base for his "I Acts" (Acts 1-15) figures. Some judgment needs to
be exercised in excluding irrelevant xal's so that figures by different people may
differ. I counted all clausal level xal's in Acts 3-5 except those joining two
immediate participles or infinitives without any additional terms. My figures
differed slightly from Turner's:

&€ . ol 8¢€:nal ratio
Acts 3 14 17 1:1.21
4 12 22 1:1.83
5 32 32 1:1.0
Total 3-5 58 71 1:1.22
Turner's I Acts 1:1

Although my figures differ from Turner's, they serve as a control in a
comparison with Martyrdom of Polycarp. Below are the figures for the Martyrdom
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listed by narrative section:

x
Q
Cw

ii
iiid
iv
v
vi
vii
viii
iX
X
X
Xi1d
Xiid
Xiv
XV
XVi
xvii
Xviii
XiX
Total ii-xix

H ' o))
OIOOI\)ON(A)NNUTU'IA-PMD—II\)NON lm.
Ir\)o»—-mroomr\)oowonm-meH-h I

w
(e}

6é:ual Ratio 1:0.98

Martyrdom ¢ Polycarp differs little from Acts 3-5 though in the direction
expected. It should be noted that Acts 5 by itself produced an almost identical
ratio. It is stating the obvious to say that small sections cannot be relied on
statistically. That is where discourse studies become so important, because they
can, or should, explain where and why the ratios differ.

Looking at xal in the Martyrdom of Polycarp, 1 found a few sentences that
deserve comment since they clarify functions of xal not brought out in Turner's
Acts studies.

Sections v and vi have a high frequency of xal. Five of the eight xal's
simply continue the participant in a new clause or sentence. The other three are
interesting:

v:l 6¢ Polycarp...was intending to stay...
§¢ the majority were persuading him to skip out
xral he skipped out...

Here, the xal probably begins a new sentence and picks up Polycarp as the same
participant from the previous sentence. There was a choice of &¢ versus xal. Kol
was chosen to link this sentence with the beginning of the previous one, and
probably also because Polycarp's action left the other group out of the picture.

vi:l  xal, while they continued searching..., he left...
xal immediately those searching for him came
xal when those searching did not find him they took into custody...

The fir§t naC occurs with the genitive absolute and probably begins a new
paragraph unit. This is a 'marked' usage of wal in non-Biblical Greek. It was
suggested in “Semitic KaC and Greek A¢" that here there is an emphasis on the



SEMITIC AT AND GREEK AE ' 21

continuity of circumstances surrounding Polycarp. Also, there is no subject change
between the paragraphs. The second xa¢ technically occurs with a change of partici-
pant/subject. However, the same group was mentioned obliquely in the previous
clause (probably sentence, since the subject is explicit here in Greek). This is

an example (like v:1) of "switching subjects in mid-stream", probably because the
other participant left the stage.

viii:lb-2 ...they set him on an ass....
na¢ Herod met him

This is a good example of participants being linked to the same party in a
struggle by xa(.

ix:1 &¢ while Polycarp entered...a voice came from heaven....
xnalC the one who spoke no one saw
65¢ some of us heard the voice.
wal SO, being brought out (Polycarp),
there was an uproar, hearing that Polycarp was arrested.

Both of these wa('s are what I would call same participant as FOCAL PATIENT +
Nonfocal Subject. The first one puts the previously nominative ‘'voice' into the
accusative 'one who spoke', without focusing on the Experiencer. The second xal
picks up a focus on Polycarp in a Patient role. (The first s¢ begins a paragraph;
while the second &¢ is a binary contrast within a sentence.)

ii:3 xal the fire was cold to them.

The dative Experiencer is the focal participant of the paragraph and the
inanimate noun does not overrule with a §¢. This is quite similar to ix:1 with
continued focus on a nonsubject participant.

In Summary

1. Sentence level xal in the Martyrdom of Polycarp generally signals same partici-
pant.

a. In cases where two participants, A and B are mentioned in a sentence or
clause, the following sentence or clause may use xoal with either A or B, if
the other does not remain "on stage". (Cf. v:1; vi:l.)

b. Kal probably only begins one paragraph in Martyrdom o Polycarp (vi:l). It
is probably stressing the continuity of circumstances with the previous
paragraph. This is a ‘'marked' usage.

C. Kol may begin sentences and mark same participant in a nonsubjec; slot
where an inanimate noun or nonfocal and ill-defined participant is subject
(cf. 1i:3; ix: 1 [twice]).

INA CONTENT CLAUSES
John R. Werner

The majority of Cva ('that, in order to, to') clauses are Purpose Clauses:
i.e., they express an action or a state which someone purposes to effect, i.e. to
bring about, by means of some other action. However, this "purpose" function was
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shared with the infinitive phrase, even in Classical Greek; and in the New Testa-
ment the va clause also shares some of the other functions of the infinitive
phrase, which it has entirely displaced in Modern Greek. An outstanding example is
1 John 1:9. Certainly God's faithfulness and justice are not means that He adopts
"in order that He may" forgive us our sins; rather, He is faithful and just
eternally in His character, with the result that He forgives us our sins if we
confess them. So, while the Purpose Clause is the majority, unmarked, or "elsewhere
‘function of the {va clause, students of the New Testament must be acquainted with
the other functions, too. Translators, in particular, must be careful to translate
each Uva clause according to its context, since their receptor languages may not .
have a parallel ambiguity such as allows English to simply substitute a 'to' for
each Yva and leave the interpretation to the readers.

One important use of the Cva clause is to convey the Content of an expression
of will (of any intensity, from "I am willing to..." to "I insist that..."), just
as the Content of an expression of fact may be conveyed by a &t. clause, an
infinitive phrase, or, after verbs of learning or perceiving, a participle clause.
Examples of such Cva Content Clauses occur in private letters of the first century
A.D.:

gypada €nLoToAnv mpds ‘Hpduin(ov) 1dv n[ploBatortn(votpdgov) Cva &oT cou Svov,
ual 'Coerlwvi éveteldduny Cva xal adtds 6ol et1épav xal Tobs dcTous mwol TEWeN.
(A farm-owner to his tenant:) 'I wrote a letter to Heracles the shepherd
[commanding/requesting] that he give you a donkey, and I commanded Ophelio that
he, too, give you another (female) one and send me the bread.' P. Ryl. 229,
A.D. 38, lines 3-7. E. J. Goodspeed and E. C. Colwell, A Greek Papyrus Reader,
1935, U. of Chicago Press, Papyrus #42.

olte ydp elpnxe nulv dyduevog Cva dmoAudf. (About Theophilus the Jew, who has
come and said, "I have been drafted to be a cultivator, and I want to go to
Sabinus:") 'He did not say anything to me when he was taken, asking to be
released.' P, Fay. 123, about A.D. 100, lines 19-21. A. S. Hunt and C. C.
Edgar, Select Papyri, 1932, Loeb Library; Vol. I, #110.

un tva dvactatdons nuds. 'Do not ruin us.' Serapion tells Heraclides to keep
saying this (direct quote, introduced by Aéye adtd 'continually say to him') to
Ptollarion, to whom Heraclides has undersold his goods. B.G.U. 1079, A.D. 41,
lines 20-21. Ibid., #107.

That such Cvoa Content Clauses occur in the New Testament, too, is especially
clear when the introducing verb is 8éiw 'want', as in Matt. 7:12; Mark 6:25; 9:30;
10:35; Luke 6:31; John 17:24. For example, it would be ridiculous to translate
Matt. 7:12 as "Therefore whatever you want in order that men may do it to you,..."

How, then, did the writers and hearers of Ancient Greek (and how may ggy/d
distinguish {va Content Clauses from other Cvoa clauses? The following hypthesis is
suggested.

A Cva clause is a Content Clause if and only if the following transformations
result in a direct wish, request, exhortation, or command, without changing the
meaning of the sentence:

1. Change the subject of the {va clause according to whether it is identical with
the subject of the (explicit or implicit) introducing verb of wanting,
requesting, urging, commanding, etc.:
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a. If the subject of the Uva clause is the same as, or includes, the subject
of ﬁ?e introducing verb, change it to "I" or "we" (unless it already is
such).

b. If the subject of the tva clause is the same as, or includes, the person(s)
to whom the introducing verb is addressed, change it to "you" (unless it
already is "you").

c. Otherwise, change the subject of the Cva clause to the appropriate noun or
third-person pronoun (unless it already is such).

2. Change the subJunct1ve to an 1mperat1ve of the same person and number, un]ess
its subject is now "I" or "we"

3. Make any necessary changes of the persons of the nouns and/or pronouns other
than the subject, in the {va clause.

4. Replace the tvo with quotation marks and add quotation marks at the end of the
clause.

Examples:

1. 1 Cor. 14:13 6 XaA@v yAdoon mpoceuxéodw tva Suepunvedn. 'He who speaks in a
tongue is to pray that he may interpret.' Since the person speaking in a tongue is
to do both the praying anc interpreting, transformation la applies and éiepunvetn
becomes &iepurvedu. Since the subJect of this 1is now "I", rule 2 makes no change
Result: *& raA&v yAdoon npoceuxéodw "Siepunvedw." 'He who speaks in a tongue is
to pray, "May I 1nterpret'"‘ Since the direct express1on "He is to pray, 'May I
interpret!"' means the same as the indirect expre551on "He is to pray that he may
interpret", the {va clause is Content.

2. 2 Cor. 8:6 elc 18 mapaxaréoar hudg TCtov tva...énuteréon 'so that we urged

Titus that...he complete...'. Since Titus is both the one urged and the one who is
to complete, transformations 1b and 2 change éniteréon to énitéieccv. Result: *elg
18 mapaxaréoar nudc TCtov "...énutérecov." Since "so that we urged Titus,
'Complete...'" means the same as "so that we urged Titus that...he complete..."

this ¢va clause, too, is Content.

3. Rom. 15:30-31 ouvaywvioaodal pou év tals mpooeuxals...tva puodd 'to wrestle
together with me in prayers...that I may be rescued'. The one to be rescued, "I"
(Paul), is neither the ones wrestl1ng together with him in prayer, "you" (the
Romans), nor the One prayed to, so lc and 2 transform puodd to the third-person
imperative puc®dtw. "To wrestle together with me in prayers, 'May he be rescued'"
means the same as "to wrestle together with me in prayers that I may be rescued",
so here is another Cva clause that conveys Content.

4. Rom. 16:1-2 <guvlotnue 6€ VuTv ¢oCan...Cva a0Thv mpoob€Enode 'l commend to you
Phoebe...that you (may) welcome her.' Although there is no explicit verb of
wanting, requesting, urging, or commanding, it is evident that the transformation
product, "I commend to you Phoebe...; welcome her", is what Paul has in mind rather
than a mere statement of h1s purpose, "T am commend1ng to you Phoebe...in order
that you may welcome her.' Therefore we judge that the Greek- speak1ng Christians
at Rome would have understood this Uva clause as the Content of an implicit command.

5. The opposite phenomenon—a tva clause that follows a verb of wanting,
requesting, urging, or commanding and yet is not Content—is rare. But consider
1 Tim. 5:7, xal tadto nopdyyerde, tva avenlAnuntou &ouv 'and continually command
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this, that they (may) be irreproachable'. If the talta 'this' refers forward to

the Yva clause, the Content transformation would give us "And continually command
the following: 'Be irreproachable'", which seems too vague and general a command
to fit the context. More likely, the taUta refers back to the commands in verses
4 to 6 that the descendants of widows take care of them anc that real widows hope
in God and not live for pleasures, and the Cva clause is a Purpose Clause: "And

continually command the above, in order that they may be irreproachable."

6. 1 Tim. 1:18 Tadtnv tnv napayyerlav mapatiPeual cou...lva cteatedn... 'l am
committing this command to you: ‘'War...'" This direct form means the same as the
indirect form, so the ¢va clause is a Content Clause.

The situation is different when we have two imperative clauses side by side,
and it is a question whether the relationship between them is somehow causal rather
than merely additive. I will have to reserve judgment until I have been able to
collect a good number of specimens—perhaps you have a 1ist you can share with me—,
but in a preliminary way, please note that Greek, being a hypotactic language,
usually subordinates one command to another by making the subordinate command a
participle, e.g. Matthew 28:19,

nopevdduTeg odv  'going, therefore, MEANS
pagrredcate ‘enroll’ COMMAND (PURPOSE)

which is quite legitimately translated into the paratactic English language with
two imperatives, "Go, therefore, and enroll."

In 1 Tim. 5:22, a pair of imperatives seem to have a hypotactic relationship:

xeteags tax€ws Lndevl énutl9el COMMAND (MEANS)
'lay hands on nobody swiftly

unde xoLvdvel auaptlats dArotplars  GROUNDS (PURPOSE)
nor share in someone else's sins'

"Do not ordain anybody swiftly, because if you do, you may be sharing in his sins"
or "To avoid sharing in other people's sins, do not ordain anybody swiftly."

1 Tim. 6:12 is a metaphor from athletic competition:

aycvizov Tov naiov ay@va THg nmCOTEWS COMMAND (MEANS)
'Compete hard in the good contest of the faith,
ErLAafol Thg alwvlou Zwfig GROUNDS (PURPOQSE)

take the prize of eternal Tife.'

If our theology is bothered by that, it will also be bothered by the rather parallel
passage in 2 Tim. 4:7, 8, "I have competed hard in the good contest, I have

fjnished my race, I have quarded the faith; what is left is that the wreath of
righteousness is reserved for me, and the Lord, the honest Judge, will award it to
me on That Day." No doubt modern professional athletes are earning their rewards,
providing entertainment in exchange for money; but the Greek athlete was an amateur,
and like amateurs today he competed, not to earn anything, but to show that he was
what he claimed to be—fully qualified, the best in his field. The wreath is not a
reward, but an award; there is an important difference. Cf. 2 Thess. 1:3-7, in
which the endurance of persecution, which shows that the Christians are the ones to
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whom God will justly award entrance into His Kingdom, is an evidence of work that
He has done in them.

Eph. 4:26-27 is especially interesting. First, 26 alone, quoting Psalm 4:4,
is a pair of commands.

6pyCCeo?e 'Be angry, GROUNDS (CONCESSION)
wol ud apaptdvete but do not sin.' CONCLUSION (CONTRAEXPECTATION)

(1 justify‘tran§1ating the xaC as 'but' on the grounds that it translates the
Hebrew conjunction 1, which can be adversative.) Then, that quotation occurs with
two further commands:

0pYCCeo%e wual un GpapTaveETE GROUNDS (GENERIC)
'Be angry, but do not sin;
6 RAvog un énubuétw énl —2p0pyLOUR Vudv, COMMAND (SPECIFIC, MEANS)

the sun is not to set con your rage,

PERR GROUNDS (PURPOSE)

unée 6C6ote témov TP &ras
i1 any scope.'

and do not give the dev

So, from this small sample, it seems so far that in a COMMAND-GROUNDS relation-
ship the GROUNDS can be based, not only on MEANS-PURPOSE, but also on CONCESSION-
CONTRAEXPECTATION and GENERIC-SPECIFIC and that the two commands can occur in
either order, it being GROUNDS-COMMAND in Eph. 4:26, COMMAND-GROUNDS in 1 Tim. 5:22
and 6:12, and both in Eph. 4:26-27.

It is hoped that the atove transformation hypothesis will help translators and
other students to discern Zva Content Clauses, even though the proviso, "without
changing the meaning of the sentence", may still leave us in doubt in some
instances.

THE POSITION OF TAP IN GREEK CLAUSES
Alan Healey

It is difficult to find a detailed description of when and why the Greek post-
positive particles are delayed beyond the second position in a clause. (Very little
is said in Robertson p. 424, Blass-DeBrunner-Funk §475(2), or Denniston p. 1x.) To
obtain a general picture of the matter, 340 instances of the postpositive conjunc-
tion ydp were examined. These were sampled from the 1036 instances of ydp in the
New Testament as follows: the first 32 to 40 occurrences in each of Matthew, Mark,
Luke, John, Acts, Romans, 1 Corinthians, and Hebrews, plus all instances in the
books from James to Revelation, plus six other instances cited by grammarians.

The overall picture is that yde comes in second position 91% of the time, in
third position 8% of the time, and in fourth position 1% of the time. But these
statistics taken by themselves give a false picture; the position of ydp is not a
random pepper-and-salt phenomenon. The frequency with which it occurs in third and
fourth positions is controlled by the grammatical context.

1. Two Postpositives Together

(a) When two postpositive particles occur in the same clause, they cannot both go
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in second position; one must come third. There are three postpositive particles
{uév, te, and 4v) that are observed to cooccur with ydp. They either relate only
to the following clause, somewhat like an adverb, or they relate the following
clause (or cluster) to a later clause (or cluster).

(b) rdo comes in third place when it cooccurs with uév (4 cases) and te (2 cases).
When ydp occurs with &v, in this sample, the first element is always a relative
pronoun. TIdp comes in second place followed by &v in 6 cases and in third place
preceded by &v in one case (Luke 8:18).

(c) rdp does not cooccur with free &8¢ in this sample, but it does follow the
combination o¥s¢ in three instances (John 5:22; Acts 4:12; 4:34a) and is in second
position. In all three of these cases, the -&¢ coordinates the following clause(s)
to the preceding clause(s). TIdp does not cooccur with odv in this sample.

In the remaining 324 instances of ydp discussed below, ydp is the only postpositive
involved.

2. Preposition Plus Nominal

When the first element (tagmeme) of a clause is a prepositional phrase
consisting of a preposition followed by a nominal, ydp comes in second position
(thus splitting the phrase) in 8 cases (Luke 6:44; John 4:37; 5:46b; Acts 5:36;
8:23; Rom. 3:20; 1 Cor. 4:15b; 3 Jn. 7), in third position (usually at the end of
the phrase) in 6 cases (Matt. 2:6; Mark 1:38; 9:34; Heb. 2:8; 1 Pet. 2:21; 4:6),
and in fourth position (at the end of the phrase) in 2 cases (Luke 6:23b,26).

3. Preposition Plus Relative Clause

When the first element of a clause is a prepositional phrase consisting of a
preposition followed by a relative clause, ydp comes in third position (following
the)re]ative pronoun) in all 5 cases (Matt. 7:2; Rom. 2:1a; Heb. 2:18; 7:13; 2 Pet.
3:4).

4., Article Plus Nominal

When the first element of a clause is a multi-word nominal whose first word is
an article, yde comes in second position (thus splitting the nominal) in 43 cases,
in third position (only sometimes splitting the nominal) in 5 cases (Rom. 1:19;

1 Cor. 1:18; Heb. 7:11; 2 Jn. 11; Rev. 22:10), and in fourth position (still
splitting the nominal) in 1 case (2 Cor. 1:19).

5. Other Multi-Word Nominals

When the first element of a clause is a multi-word nominal whose first word is
not an article, ydp comes in second position, thus splitting the nominal into two
in all 28 cases.

6. Verb Phrase

When the first element of a clause is a verb phrase consisting of two verbs,
ydp comes in second position (thus splitting the phrase) in the only three cases
observed (Mark 1:22; Luke 8:40; John 4:47).

7. Clause-Initial Conjunction

If there is a clause-initial conjunction, this conjunction is counted as part
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of the clause, and ydp comes in second position in all 25 instances. The initial
conjunctions observed preceding ydp are édv, el, éneuéi, fi, 0TL, Stav, Gomep, which
all relate the following clause (or clause cluster) to another clause (or cluster)
further ahead.

In five instances, initial nal could be viewed as a conjunction which helps to
relate the following clause (cluster) to the preceding clause (cluster) rather than
as an adverb 'in fact, indeed'. This view appears to be supported by the TEV, which
leaves xal untranslated in these instances (Luke 1:66; John 4:23; 1 Cor. 5:7; Heb.
4:2; 5:12) as it does for many other instances of the conjunction xal by itself.
However, neither Denniston nor Smyth discuss the possibility that »al ydp may
consist of two conjunctions.

8. Other Single-Word Initial Elements

8.1 When the first element of a clause is a single-word nominal, ydp comes in
second position in all 34 cases.

8.2 When the first element of a clause is a single verb, ydp comes in second
position in 73 cases, and in third position in one case (Heb. 11:32).

8.3 WWhen the first element of a clause is a single attention-getter; adverb of
manner, time, or place; re]at1ve or interrogative word, ydp comes in second posi-
tion in all 41 cases.

8.4 When the first element of a clause is the single adverb ol, ud, or xal, ydp
comes in second position in 46 cases and in third position in 3 cases (John 4:45;
~ Acts 4:20; 1 Cor. 16:7).

9. Conclusion

It appears that there are three kinds of grammatical context as far as ydp is
concerned.

a. In most contexts (4,5,6,7,8), ydp occurs in second position 97% of the time.

b. When the clause commences with a preposition plus relative clause (3), ydp
appears to come in third position most or all of the time.

- ¢. When there are two postpositives together or when the clause commences with a

preposition plus a nominal (1, 2),ydp comes in the second position half of the

time and in the third or fourth positions half of the time.

10. Further Research

10.1 A similar enquiry into the position of &¢, odv, and perhaps the other post-
positives would show whether or not these constraints on positioning are a feature
of this whole word class.

10.2 To enquire whether or not there are further grammatical factors (within the
contexts already listed) which control the position of postpositives would demand a
considerably increased body of classified data.

10.3 Where position appears to be a matter of the author's choice, it is important
to investigate the basis of his choice—what meanings are demonstrably associated
with the various choices. Again, such an investigation will need much more data.

10.4 A careful examination of all instances of two or more postpositives in the one
clause should produce a statement of their mutual ordering, their relation to any
subclass of postpositives, and their relation to their rank or level within the
hierarchical structure of the text.
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11. Postscript

After this paper was completed, the author discovered the far more detailed work by
Blomqvist (based on 12,140 pages of text from the Hellenistic period (330 BC-30BC)). As
Blomqvist's monograph is now out of print, a summary of his main findings (pp. 108-131)
about the position of all postpositive particles is presented below.

11.1 The description is simplified by treating certain groups of two words as though they
were a single postpositive filling a single position.

a. Two postpositives. The first one is usually uév, te, Or &v, and the second is usually
inferential.

b. A postpositive plus an emphatic &% or yé. o

c. An enclitic such as tuc (when not governed by a preposition) plus a postpositive.

11.2 The necessary conditions for postponement are fairly straightforward.

a. With few exceptions, a postpositive may be postponed to third or later position only when
the clause commences with a prepositive word—f, article, preposition, conjunction,
relative (Dover, p. 14)—or with a negative.

b. In this situation, if the postpositive is postponed, it will be placed immediately after
the first word of the clause with mobile characteristics (i.e., not prepositive or post-
positive) such as a noun, adjective, adverb, pronoun, or a relative or indirect interro-
gative governed by a preposition.

11.3 On the other hand, a complex of several factors seems to control whether or not
postponement will actually occur in the contexts where it is permitted to occur.

a. Postponement is especially frequent when the clause commences with a relative or indirect
interrogative pronoun governed by a preposition (88%), an interrogative pronoun (93%), a
"reflexive" pronoun (84%), or an adjective (82%). It is particularly infrequent when the
clause commences with a personal name (17%), oYtoc (24%), or zuc (20%).

b. Postponement is especially frequent when the postpositive is odv (84%) or &pa (94%), and
particularly infrequent when the postpositive is u&v odv (25%) or u2v viv (6%).

c. When the first word is a preposition, postponement is particularly frequent with dvd
(93%), sud (70%) ets (70%), év (71%), and watd (71%). Postponement is especially
infrequent with dvt¢ (10%), &nd (30%), petd (15%), nep¢ (22%), nods (23%), odv (18%), and
improper prepositions (5%).

d. When the first word is an elidable preposition, if the (potentially) next word commences
with a vowel, there is 74% postponement, but if it commences with a consonant, there is
only 35% postponement.

e. Postponement is sometimes used for reasons of euphony (e.g., to avoid a sequence of three
short syllables or to avoid hiatus), or to give special emphasis to the word preceding
the postpositive.

f. In the Hellenistic period, scientists, mathematicians, philosophers, and the authors of
papyri used postponement more than the writers of literary prose.
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