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PREFACE.

The generel aim of the present study is to sssess the nature,
significence, and probable origin of the elements in Acts 1-15,
which have been, or may be, styled 'Semitlismst. It does not seek
to prove that Acts 1-15 elther in whole or in part is a trenslation
of en Arameie (or verhaps, Hebrew) source, nor does it claim that
all the phenomena in guestion mey be explained in terms of the in-
fluence upon the style of the author of Acts of the dietion of the
Septuagint. Rather, it is an attempt to reconcile the plain fact
of the presence in Acts 1-15 of what have been called 'septungintal-
isms!, with the cother fact--hnerdly less clear--of the existence in

those seme chapters of what we might term ‘hard-core' or 'residusl!

Semitisms.

At the outset, I should 1like to express my gratitude to the
supervisors of my research at New College, Edlinburgh, the Rev.
Principel Metthew Black, Ph.D., D.Litt, D.D., (now of 8t. Andrews),
and the Rev. Prof. Norman W. Porteous, D.D. It was the study of

Dr. Bleck's Arameic Approach to the Gospels and Acts (Oxford, 1946),

which first led me into this fileld of enquiry, and he 1t was also
who suggested the title of the present study. His zesl and love
for his subject have been an inspiretion, end this work owes no
small amount to his guidence and criticism. Likewise, the Iriendly
edvice and constructive criticlsm given by Dr. Porteous were very

much appreclated. In the present context it would elso be fitting
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to record two other debts of gratitude. First, I must express
my thanks to the widow of the late Dr. A. J. Wensinek, of Leyden,
for making eveilsble=-through Dr. Black--a set of unpublished
notes on the Semitisms of Acts, prepared by her husband. These,
wherever used, have been acknowledged in the footnotes. In the
second place, I must acknowledge my sppreciation of the help
glven by Abbé J.-T. Mi1lik, of Jerusalem, in forwerding to me a
transcription of the passege from Deut. 18: 18f. (combined with
Deut. H5: 26-28) found in a leaf of a book of Testimonlia from

Qumran.

At thls point, I must also acknowledge my indebtedness to my
old teachers, the Rev. Principsl Hector Maclean, #M.A., M«.Sc., D.D.,
end the late Rev. Prof. J. D. A. liacnicol, li.A., B.D., of Ormond
College Theological Heall, Melbourne, Thelir leadershlp gnd en-
coursgement contributed greatly to the undertaking of this reaesrch.
Mention must likewise be made of Prof. M. D. Goldman, M.A., Ph.D.,
Professor of Semitics at Melbourne, who was my f{irst teacher 1in
Aremale snd Syrlac. In the same context it is appropriate for the
writer to record his gretitude to the Overseas Exchanges Committee
of the Presbyterian Church of Victoria for the grant which made

this work possible.

Regarding libreries, special thanks are due to the Rev. John
A. Lamb, B.D., Ph.D., Librarian of New College, Edinburgh, and to
the staffs of the University Librery and the National Library of
Scotlend, Tdinburgh, as also to the staff of the Publiec Library of

Victoria, Melbourne.



Finally, reference must be made to my wife. Her encourage-
ment and self-sscrifice have meant more to me then I shall ever

be able to say.

M. Wilcox.

Melbourne.

lus‘lﬂt s 1955,
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1.

INTRODUCTION,

I, Historical Survey.

Apart from the studies in the Telmudiec and other Rabbinic-
al parallels to the leading ideas in Acts, undertaken by John
Lightfoot,l Coe Sohnet;gon,2 and others, it would probably be fair
to say that serious work on the Semitisms of Acts began with Har-
vey'!s observation in 1857 of the varisnt reading of D Iren %é?pé
yi7s 3 fOP ég{fﬂﬁf&? » in Acts 3: 14, which he thought to be
traceable to the similarity of the two Syriae verbs ;;9 (to
irritate) and ;ﬁ%ﬁ (to dany).a This point was one of a number
taken up by Chase in 1893, in The 0l1d Syriasc Element in the Text

of Codex Bezae.4 in which an explanation of meny of the deviations
of D (end certain of its ellies) from the more usual text-~-in this
case, WH--was sought in terms of the influence of the Syriac vers-
ions, and in partieular, of en '01d Syriac! version which he
postulated, wupon the textusl tradition of D end some of its groupe
It wes also the deviation of D which had led Resch in 1892

to postulate two translations of an original Hebrew edition of
Acts.® Likewise Blass, in 1894, concluded that, not only did the
text of D frequently displey a reading not of the 6th century A.D.,
but in fect "aus den frihesten Zeiten",® but also, further, that

\cta Apostolorum (1679).
IS SOn csta-

%]. Hbrao Hebraiean et T-.uudioae in
: :

montum, (1738); pp. 405-155.
3)e Sanctl irensel,.... Adversus Haereses, (1857), II, p. 55.

4). OD e cit-. Pe 38
5)s Ausserkenonische Paralleltexte, Leipzig, 1892,

6)e "Die zweifache Text#lberlieferungen in der Apostelgeschichte,"
TSK, lxvii, (1894), p. 87.




26

the text of Acts existed from those times in two recensions,
en originel and a revised edition.t Further, among the several
more or less basie characteristics of Lukan diction Blass list-
ed ‘'color hebraicus?,.?

It was left to E. Nestle, however, in 1805, to mske the
positive elaim for "clear traces of an underlying Semitic origine
al," revealed in the Greek text of the first chapters of Acts,

s The 'traces' in question were

es contained in Codex Bezae.
found in Acts 2: 47, where the Bezan variant Kgﬁyov s for AAJQ,
was thought to be due to confusion of an original 0?7 end UV,
{or: }&hxh.and 1)as.),4 and in Acts 3: 1l4,~~in ract\é variation
of Harvey's idea, just notedeewhere 1710 and 7190 were thought
to have been confused.® He admitted, however, that in this case,
the original language would eppear to have been Hebrew rather
then Aramaic.e Whetever, then, be our view of the intrinsic
value of these solutions, the key point for our present discuss-
ion is that they seem to have impressed Arnold Meyer,’ and more
importantly, Bless. The latter, setting out from what he was
later to describe as Nestle's ‘'discovery', namely, the sbove~
mentioned solution of the textual problem of Acts 3: 14,8 sought
to adduce further support for Nestle's theory, in the form of a

numnber of 'nova argumenta',g based uponst (1) the use of the

1)- ibids, pe 89

2)« Acta Apostolorum, (1895), p. 19.

3)e T"Some Observations on the Codex Bezae," Expos., Ser. V,
vole. 2 (1895)(pp. 235-240)3 ps 235, '

4) e ibid., PPe 235-236 .

5). ibid., Pe 257

6) s 1bide, 1+ Co

7)e Jesu Muttersprache, (1898),

8)e ?m. _aOSEo’ De m.
9)e« Evengelium sece Lucs, (1897), pe. xxi.
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periphrestic imperfect end future, (2) 3V'n§ with infinitive
(which he styled 'verum aramaicum'), (3) ¢v 'sensu instrumen=-
telil!' (likewise, 'eramaismus conspicuus'), and (4) a group of
other expressions such as VSTeY & XD 7@0&J%¢u; and iv“7ﬁ}a1
2ll of which he noted to be more frequent in the first twelve
chapters of Acts then in the remainder of the book. Hence, he

asked, 8

€ '\
"Quibus ex omnibus nonne id fire colligitur, Lucam
in priore partg exemplum aliquod aramaicum satis
presse sequi?®

This view was reiterated in his later Philology of the Gospels,

where it was observed that

"The lenguage of the first twelve chapters of the
Acts 1s markedly different from that 1n the later
chapters: in the former Aramalcisms ebound, 1nua
‘the latter they are comparatively Very SCarCsee

Thus, the second part of Aets is "en independent work by Luke"
whereas the first part "depends upon an Arsmelc source."
These two points are importent .because, as we shall see, they
are very similar in principle to those upon which Torrey was
later to found his theory of an Areamaic documentary source for
Acts 1: 1b-15: 35,% oOne further remark should be made here:
Blass, in spite of what he had elready said, nevertheless felt
it ‘'easier' to explain the Aremeisms in Acts 112 if Iauke
were regarded es having used "an authority translated from the
Aremaic into bead Greek," in which he had corrected the Greek,

1). ibid., PPe xxi-ii.

2). ibid., p. xxiii.

3’0 Pe 194,

4)e 1ibide., 1l.c.

) Vide his Composition and Dete of Acts, (1916).




"but not so thoroughly as to abolish all traces of Aramailc
origin,"l

Before proceeding further, 1t should be observed thet,
whatever the merits or faults of the solutions proposed, end
methods employed, by these carly investigstors, most of them
were concerned with the textusl problems of Acts, and in par-
ticular with the textual varietions of the Codex Bezae in
Acts. Thils concern for the text was not always a feature of
later writers, and a number have ignored it altogether, or
else treated one text, for example, the edition of Westcott
and Hort, as 'true', thus regarding other forms of it as in

fact secondary.

Alongside this development, we must set the far-reasching
criticisms of Dalmen of the views put forward by Blass and
Nestle, #nd note that hardly any of their alleged Aramaisms
were sllowed by him.2 In his view, meny elleged cases of
Aramaism elther lecked documentation as Arameic idioms, or
were more simply expliéable in terms of 'Biblicism'., Likewise,
the hypothesis of an !'Aramaic documentary source'! was regarded
by him as 'unprovent;since--aa also in the Gospelse-!convineing
proofs'! were 1ack1ng.3 This objection could, he thought, be
brought equally against theorles favouring a Hebrew origlinal.
In the case of the Gospels, he sought Aramaic originels "for the

words of Jesus only," and the opinion expressed in that connection

1). Phil. Gospe«, De 196.
2). The words of Jesus, (ET: 1902), pp. 36ff., 39-40, 69-70.
3)« 1bidi, De T1s
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that

"eee it is possible that the oldest Christian

writing may have been composed in Greek:; and

its Semitisms, so far as they are not Biblicisms,

are in that case due to the Aramaic orsl arche-

type (Urgestalt) of the Christien tradition,"
should perhaps also be quoted in regard to Acts. At any rate,
we should note that the operative words in the sbove quotation
eare 'so far as they are not Biblicisms', a point we must not
overlook in our approach to the problem of the Semltisms of Acts
1-18., Gregory also echoed this view concerning the origin of
of the Semitiﬁms in the first part of Acts. He believed it to
be based upon & source, and, in the circumstances, one which
must have come from the first Jewish Christisn circles,--a fact
attested by ites ‘'Aramsic colouring'! (arem#ische Fﬁ}bung),-nbut
he nevertheless meinteined that

"Wir hsben ... nicht den geringsten CGrund anzuneh-

men, dass unser Verfasser eine Quelle benutzt hat,

die noch in sramfischer Sprache vor ilm lag."2
That 1s, such source-material as there may have been was already
current in a Greek form; likewise, the speeches in Acts, though
nut wholly due %o Luken free composition, but apparently based
upon & sourece or sources, appesr to have undergone rovisione®
Harnack also, though disposed to think that Luke used an Aramaic
source for some of the first part of Acts,-~in spite of his mis-
givings about Nestle's evidence in this regard,--was willing to .
edmlt thet it was 'impossible! to deny that he might have been

dependent only upon ‘oral tradition'.?

1)0 ibido; Ps 71.

2)- Einleit%l-ﬁop (1909); DPe 774 .
5)0 ¥ a Co

4). Luke the Physician., pp. 11i8-119.
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80, then, should sufficlent proof or indication be lacking for
the existence of documentary sources and, in particular, of

suech source or sources in Aramalc or Hebrew, we are offered an
elternatives where the Semitisms 1in question are not Bibliciams,
it is possible that they may be due to the fect that the 'tradit-
ions' incorporated in the Acts are often ultimate;y based upon
Semitiec ones, or derive from Aramsic (or Hebrew) cirecles, some of

the older substratum thus having survived unrevised.

On the other hend, turning to Luke's 'weslth of Hebraisms',}
Dalmen observed both the rarity of a number of them, and the
presence among them of certaln 'pseudo-Hebraisms', such as

.57£fxékdjb ﬁﬁ{f 5ﬁﬁbx; %g ﬂﬁoVF s Lk 1: 78, "formed entirely

after the Greek Bible and quite 1mpossibie to reproduce in Hehrew.“2

and concluded that the assumption of a Hebrew source for Lk 1-2
was "st1ll unproved." MNMoreover, "the strongly marked Hebrew
atyle of these chapters® might, he thought, be due rather to
Luke himself since, "as in the beglnning of the Acts, in keeping
wich the mervellous contents of the nerretive," he has used a
style even more consistently Biblical then the usual Biblicel
style, intentionally, and "powerfully affected by the 'liturgic
freme of mind' of which Deissmenn apeaks.'4
The outcome of this is that the Hebreisms of Luke "should

properly be called 'Septuagint-Graesclsms' .-.“5 Such a view

1l)e WJ, De 38,

2)e I‘Eid-. De 39

5). ibid.g P. 40. 1

4)e ibide, l.c. 3 Deissmenn, BS (ET), p. 76, suggested that
Semitism was due to "a conscious or unconscious
liturgical feeling.”

5). Dalma.n, _iﬁ_J., Pe 40.
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was allowed by wellhauaen,l end expressly cleimed by Harnack
for at least the Lukan Hymnsgz it is en opinion whieh has found
support emong a number of scholars, notably Olarka,3 cadbury,_4

and more recently, Sparka.5

In 1912, however, C. Cs Torrey of Yale, in en article entitled
"The Transletionsa Mede from the Original Aramaic Gospals,“s took
up quite the opposite position, and claimed to have shown, smong
other things, (i) that the style and diction of Lk 1«2 could not
be due to the influence, conscious or unconsoious.v of the LXX
vpon Luke, but on the contrary (ii) that "the suthor of the
Third Gospel himself translated the Narrative of the Infaney from
Hebrew into Greek." In reaching this conclusion, Torrey employed
three criteria: ea. The appearance of "occesionsl phrases and con-
struetions which 'sound Semitie rather than Greak'."g be HNise

10 And o©. "The continual presence, in texts of cone-

trenslation.
siderable extent, of a Semitie idiom underlying the Gredka'll of
these, the last-mentioned is the most important, the others being
fraquently of rather dubious wvalue. MNoreover, 1t is stressed that
no one case of alleged Semitism 1s held to commit the whole section,
but that "the argument is cumulative": 1t is "the constant re-
iteration of indications perheps unimportent when taken separately,
but compelling in the aggregete,” which stamp the language of 1Lk 1-

2 as 'translation-Greeck'.® One of the exemples which he adduced

1)- Einl., (lte Aufl., 1905)’ Pe 34 .
2)e TPes pps 101-2, 199-218.

3)e Beginnings, I, ii, pp. 66-105.
4.')0 et » *5 zxiv, (1920), 436-55.

6)s JT8., xiiv (1943), 120-38. 9)e ibids, pe 283,
6)s To¥ Studies, pps 269-317. 30)s t0284s Yo G
?)o ey PPe 286«88, 11)0 1b1d., Pe 284,

8). ibid., Pe 2006, 12)- 1b1d2.é PPe 285,
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in support of this claim was described by Black as "brillient’ s
namely, his explanation of the awkwerd phrase, ¢ modw Jooda ,
in Lk 1: 39.2 The phrase mistranslates the Hebrew ni17Tn
77177, or less probably (as he thought) Aramaiec NN12TD 1INy,
which should have been rendered c/f v)v Xupav 7jg Tovdaraf
'to the province, country of Judea's The reason for the mis-
translation was 'perfectly obvious’?,

"because in the first century A.D. the use of /1.'T/

in the significetion 'province' was practically ob- "3

solete, having been supplented by the meaning teity'.
On this end other similar evidence he concluded that Luke did
use Semitic sources, and that, in particular, "he himself trans-
lated at least a part"™ of them into Greek.?

On the basls of this, he made the observation, important

for our present purposes, that the evidence of translation-Greek
in the earlier part of Acts is clear; again, that the same part
of Acts slso contains "a convincing proportion of Luken words end
turns of apeech."5 Consequently,

".es the appearance is not that of a Greek text

'worked over! by the evangelist; there is only

one plaeusible explanatlion, namely, that he himself

was the author of the trenslation."®

This theory was worked out in detall in his Composition and

Dete of Acts (1916), where he contended that an Aramalc document,

literally trensleted by the evengellist, was clearly traceable
behind the languege of the firat fifteen chapters of Acts.'

l)e AAGA, pe 11,

2)e Ta¥ Studies, ppe. 290-2.

5)0 ey Po 91,

4). 1ibild., p. 296,

5)0 ibldo’ le Co

6)- 1b1d0, 1. Ca

7)s Following Torrey's custom, these chapters will hereinafter
be denoted collectively by the term 'I Acts'!, in con-
tradistinction to cc. 16«28, celled 'II Acts!'.
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According to Torrey, the language of I Acts, as he cslled
these first fifteen chapters, is "distinetly transletion-Greek,"
whereas thet of II Acts is not: in fect, in II Acts

Meeeo the 1diom is not Semitiec, and there is no evidence
thet we are dealing with a version."

On the other hand, the "ummistakeble uniformity of vecabulary
and phreseology” mekes it "obvlious (to him who recognizes the

Semitic source) thet the author of 16-28 was the translator of
1-15."%

in which the language could be seld to mske it 'probable' that

He was able to find no pessage or passages in I Acts,

Luke wes composing his own Greeks> In II Acts, however, the
case was 'eltogether different’;y not only was there "no evid-
ence of en underlying Semitie language,® but indeed “the few
apparent Semitisms" in ﬁhoaa chapters were "chargeable to the
Koiné,“ or perhaps partly to the effeet upon Lukels style of
the translation.Greek he had so extensively "read and written."®
This thesis was then supported by three groups of evidences
first, a collection of Semitisms, chlefly of idium;5 secondly,
some six examples of 'serious mistranslation!, namely, Acts 2: 47,
3: 16, 4: 25, 8: 10, 11: 28, and 15: 73 and thiraly, a long list

n?

of "minor slips, including too literal rénderinga. Onee agsin,

28 in the case of the ergument concerning lk 1-2, he stressed that
his cese did not rest upon any one cese of mistranslstion or other

piece of evidence: the ergument is "cumuletive." There is built

up an irresistible impression thet the diction of I Acts is 3emitic.

1)« CDA, p. 5.

2). m&-, ls Cou

3)0 ibid., po 6.

4). ibigd., Pe 8.

5)e ibid., FDe B=T.

5)e 1b1do, BDe 10-224
T)e 1b1do; PPe 23“‘40, 41.
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In fect, so strongly was this impression felt that he wrote:

" ,.s 1t is not enough to speak of frequent Semitisms;

the truth is that the lenguage of ell these fifteen

chapters is translation-Greck through end thrgggh,

generally preserving even the order of words.

What, however, of the quotations from the LXX found in Acts?

His opinion on this matter 1s quite clear:

"Luke wes Hellenist enough to give,'on principle, every

quotation from the 0ld Testament in the form in which

e g "
On the further, though related, point, concerning the possibllity
of the style and language of the LXX having been a factor in the
production of 'Semitisms' in Acts, however, he is adament. It is
not even possible to speak of 'thé' style of the LXX, as though
1t were homogeneous throughout. In any case, he asked, what was
that style, in so far as it could be characterized, but the style
of translation-Greek, snd in particular, that of translation from
Hebrew and Aramsic aouroes?a To the extent, then, thet there was
similerity between the language and style of I Acts and the LXX,
this feature was no doubt due to the fact that in both cases &
similer fector was at work: they were both translations of Semitie
originala.4

One other matter was raised by Torrey, and his observatlons

on it sre perhaps worth recording: nemely, the question of the
particular type of dialect of Aremeic in which the 'source! was

supposed to have been written, end the evidence avellable for its

l1)s CDA, Do 7.

2)0 m&.. Pos 58.
3). ibide, De 8
4). 1b1d.’ pl 9.
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tpeconstruction?s: He regarded a thoroughgoing attempt at such
a 'reconstruction! 88 a rather arbitrary procedure, whose end-
produet could only be "artificlal."® He drew ettention to the
1imited soureces of informetion availeble, eand his euetmntéa of
the various posaible elements of meterial are instructive. Three
mein sources ere mentioneds first, the Aremeiec of the 'Biblicel!
period (Bré to 2nd centuries B.C.), of whish our knowledge is
“naagor“:a secondly, the disleet of the Onkelos Tergum, with
which ocur sequaintence is "hardly more aatiéractary.' while the
lenguage of thet work, which he thought to be ¥neinly scoond
century A.D.," 1s "a translation idiom," having "sll the cheracter-
isties of such & oreation;" end thirdly,
;... the valuable, thnagh very seanty, eid afforded
y‘yggillgg%ﬁggggégg and other bits of the genuine
ﬁé:agoggagreagwedaiiizﬁg g:z;:t‘io:gdcg?gﬂ wh!..%
One final commeont might be made on this work: Torrey,
throughout his investigation, hes consistently disregarded
the evidence of the Codex Bezasj moreover, llttle or no netefibdgi
nas been made of textual verientse® Thus, the practice bogun
by the older scholars in the field has been neglected, under
the influense of the view that Codex Begzee represented & com=
papstively untrustworthy form of the btexi of the NT« This view
is clearly expressed by him in s note, which includos the words
", .. the toxt of Aects whigh has come down to us,
::ngiy N :hg?g;rgszgfuéta nesrest assocletos,
Codex D and its essoeletes, on the other hend, sre "later and

all but worthless.“a

& ivia De Be 7)0 1bldey Do 40,
M 1 - e a;: 1bides 1o Cs ne 1o
g @ 11)1&.: i-ﬁ. G)t el in Acts 3}0 1bide,; 1o Co

52 16.
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We might summarize the foregoing account of Torrey's argu-
menﬁ as follows:

1. With regerd to the source-question, there is but ona.
source behind I Acts: it was originelly in Aramsic, end was
translated into Greek by Luke, who &lso adaﬁted the guotations
from the 0l1d Testement to their IXX form. Imn II Acts, Luke 1s
following no such source, but ls composing freely in his own
styles :

2, In the ease of the 'language' problem, Torrey has taken

a very guarded position; however, 1t seems clesr that of the
meterials aveilable for the reconstruction of the dlalect in
question, he preferred the evidence of the Judean Aramaic port-
ions of the Talmud, &nd simiiar writings, while his criticism
of the dieslect of the Onkeloa‘Targum, nemely, that 1t is &
tgtrenslation-idiom!, seems falr enoughe

3, He 1s almost indifferent to the 'textuel problem' as a
vitel issue: an importence it certainly hes, but not for his
present study; for that, apparently, he regaerded the WH-text,
or something very like it, as quite sufficient.

Detelled treetment of the principal solutions proposed by
him will be found later in this study; for the present we might
perheps content ourselves with observing that some three of them
heve appeeled to a fairly wide group of scholers; they are his
explenation of fx' @ «ivo in Acts 2: 47, end his treatment of

the difficult pessages in Acts 3: 16, sand 4: 25‘1

1). TFor exemple, these (and also, his solution of the sense-
problem of Acts 10: 36f.) appesaled to both Dodd,
APD, pp.54-3'?,& 55"54 » and 'i L. Knax’ The Acts Of

tE& Apo stlea; DD« 19-21; 3l
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As we might expeet, the theory just outlined was subjected
to no small emount of criticism;, even at the hands of those who
were in the main impressed ?y it. Awmong the principal criticisms
reised ageinst it ere the following:

First, the criterion of 'mistranslation’, which Torrey him-
solf had described as "extremely precarious,”l was precisely the

one on which most stress was in fact laidgz

again, meny of the
alleged mistrenslations have been serlously challenged.s end are
frequently "far from cogen‘b."4 Secondly, Semitisms are found in
other places: namely, Peul's letters, and Kamaaf’ In view of this
faet, Cadbury was led to ask the question,
Twas it not possible for a Christlian or a Hellenlstic
Jew to write a narrative aaagamitio as that of Luke
without being a translator?
Likewise, there sre parmllels to certein Semlitisms of I Acts in
II Acts, found, ™ot in isoleted passages, but regularly wherever
the situation suggests the semes mood, ves"! De Zwasan claimed that
they formed, in fact, "an imposing array," end that, "between
chepter xviii. end xxiil. they are even thickly enough strewn to
impart a dlstinet colour to the whole «es™ It 15 thersfore hard
to write them off in the way suggested by Torrey, as either due
to the Koiné, or to the effeect on Luken style of the translatlon-
Greek of the first fifteen chapters. That is, some other explanation

should be found.

1). Torrey, Toy Studles, p. 283.

2)s Cadbury, “%uke-@?analator or Author?", AmJTh, xxiv (1920),
De 438 -

5)- Cf. Burkiti, JTS. XX (1919)3 PP s 321f.

)0 313&!'1:8, “The Semltisms of Aota" m' (Hts')’ 1) (195{0)' ;3!‘ 17.

5)e Eeges 711 7 wvto , I 0o 71 85, 118 B0, otcs, 8nd ivufaivev eui
T ne:.&.«- , Acts 7: 23, Hermas Vis. 1:1:8, 3:7:2, etc.

6)0 Cadhury, Ope Cite, Do 446,

7). ibide, P 448,

8). Beginnings, I, 11, 45.
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Secondly, "the unusual similarity of phrase and 1diom"™ which
permeates Luke's writings, and is "ebundent where no suspicion of
Semitic influence exists,® was thought by Cadbury to be "plainly
due to the Greek style of the author.“l Consequently, it wes
herd for him to accept a clalm for Semitic influence in a phrase
thet is repeated in Luke's writings.® Alongside this objection,
he also felt that simpler explenations were sometimes overlooked
in favour of others presupposing Semitic influence . Horeover,
certein passages were alleged to be mistransletions of Semitic
phrases, although the "correct rendering®™ sppears clsewhere .t
Furthérmore, the 'sharp line of division' at Acts 15: 55 has been
called in question, since, while some passages in I Acts appear
to be "guite as CGreek in diction as some in II Acts,"5 (for exemple,
the letter in Acts 15: 23-20, which Goodspecd described as "the
most perfectly Greek letter in the New Testament™), it 1s also
true that "the supposedly untranslatable passages in Acts" ere
not eonfined to I Acts, for instsnce, Acts 24: 18.6

Thirdly, Vosté thought it dangerous to attempt to recover
the originel Aremeic of a Greeck text, bellieved to have been mige-
translated, and then to attempt to deduece from this Aramaic,
"doublement hypothétique,™ a corrected Greek texte!

There are still further objections end difficulties. Foekes-

Jaekson, for instence, although willing to concede that there

« Cadbury, ops cite, pe 448,

)o ibids, De 440,

)- ibid., Pe 450.

)c ibid.; PDe 451; of . Acts 23 47, 6: 17

)« Goodspeed, "The Origin of Aets," JBL, xxxix (1920), p. 87.
)e . 1bid., « 87,

)« RB, (n.a.g, xiv, (1917), p. 302. (A review of Torrey's
Composition and Date of Acts).
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might have been Aremeic sources behind I Acts, nevertheless
considered the view that "nothing but Arameic sources” was
used "extremely doubtful;" indeed, the idea thet Luke simply

translated,

",.. adding nothing of importence of his own, and
adapting nothing to prove those points which he de-
gired to esteblish, 1s, ju%ging by his use of Mark
and Q, ¢ » s Incredible.."
Agein, Bacon objected that, Mowever convinced we may be that
chapters 13-15 come directly from the Aramnie,“g yot in view
' of "the curious faet" that these chepters contein the "indis~

pensible Vorgeschichte'a to Acte 16: 1ff., their ultimate back~-

ground would seem to be nevertheless a Greesk source. Likowise,
Spepks observed that Torrey's hypothegia left unexplained, not
only the use of the LXX for the 014 Testement quotations in Acts
1: 1b=15: 35, (in spite of the explanation of these quotations,
glven by Torrey‘), "hut also the LXX background which is observ-
eble throughout.”5 Furthermore, he continued,

",... the hypothesis of an Aremaic originel for I Acts,

the work of an author other then St. Luke, falls to

secount for the incontestable unity of Acts as a whole."®

The foregoing review of the c¢hief objectidns rsised by
verious secholars esgasinst Torrey's general position, mekes 1t
clear enough that the theory hes not commended 1tsell in its en-

tirety to more than a few;v on the other hend, it has received &

1). “Professor C. C. orrey on the Acts,"™ HIR, x (1917), 360-1l.

2)., "More Philologicel Criticlsm of Aects,” AmJTh, (1918) xxii,
DD 22«3,

5)- 1vide, Do 13.

4}, Cf. supra, ps 103 CDA, p« 58,

5)e JTS, (N.8.), 1 (1980), pe« 19.

6). m&., P 21,

7). Etgl' We Je Wilson, cfe m’ xi (1918}, PPe 74-99;, and
522=-335,
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certain amount of quelified support, especially from de Zwaan,l

2 Ilodd,3 Km:x,4 and recently, from Williama.5 The

Foakes~Jackson,
opposition of Cadbury, Sparks, and others, has slreasdy boen ob-
served.® But just s important ms the difference of opinion ite
gself, ars the reasons for which the one group finds the theory,
admittedly in modified forms, feasible, while the other group
holds it to be quite improbable. At the risk of a certaln amount
of oversimplificetion, it might be said that, broadly, the former
group is more concerned with the nature, extent, and intrinsic
{historical) worth of such source-materisl ss may have been used
by ILuke in the meking of Acts; whereas the latter group is con-
cerned rather with the o0ld view, noted earlier in this chapter,7
thatbLuke'a style and diection in I Acts paerticularly,=-though
elso elsewhere on occasion,«-reflect that of the LXX. They thus
hold thet Aetsz is in the true sense not 20 much a compilation,

as a genuine literary compositien. In this way, de Zwaean noted
"the curious fact .. that if .. an Aramaic source or sources be
assumed"™ for those parts of Acts where the evidence for such
factor or factors seems stronger, "they coincide with the rough
average result of current source eriticism."™ On the other hend,
Sparks was able to describe the Semitisms of Acts on the whole as

'septuagintalisms?', being "one element, and not an unimportant

l1)e Beginnings, I, 11, 48ff.

2)e “Fro?gasor €. C. Torrey on the Acts," HIR, x (1917), pps
552-61 .

3)s APD, pps 34-5 (especislly ps 35, ne 1), 36-7, and 53=-4,

4)., The Acts of the Agostles, Ppe. 18, 19-20, 31.

5)0 cheile, ony; 19563, revised by Ce 8¢ Co
Williams), PDs 101, Aas 3, and 102.

6). Cfe SUDTra,; PDe 13-15.
7). ©Ff. supra, ppe =74

8). Beginnings, I, ii, 48.
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element," in Luke's "total dramatic scheme;™ they are thus
"nothing less than 'plcces of literary scenery', deliberately
devised and cumningly conceived to provide the right background
for the action."™ In a more recent paper, however, Sparks ob-
served that, while it may be true that we are justifisd in seek-
ing Semitlsms in various perts of the New Testement, yet, if any
theory of Semltie sources 1s to have ressonable cogency, it ought
at least to harmonize with, or take some account of, present more
or less sccepted results of source-criticism. In this connection
he called upon the Semitists to "tie some of thelr own loose ends
togathar-'e

One point, then, clearly emerges: sapart from the detailed
examination of the various possible and alleged Semitisms, which
is, of course, essential in any treatment of the Semitliec factor
in Acts, some sccount must be taken of such Semitisms of I Acts es
ere 8lso found in, for exemple, the so-called 'We-sections,' and
in II Acts in general.

T

The néxb nhase in the treatment of the question of Aramale
sources 1in Acts appeered with the publication by Black of An
Aremale Approach to the Gospels and Actu,a in which, as well as

urging the very greatest need for caution in the employment of
alleged mistranslation as svidence for Semitic originals,4 he

nade two other, and fer-reaching, criticisms of much of the

1)-! SparkB, ODe clte, D» 27
2)s. "Some Observations on the Semitic Background of the New

Mestement, " SNTS Bulletin, II, (1951), pe 40.
3)e Oxlord, 19463 2n§ sdition, 1954.
4)-- ibi&a, PDas 81‘!.
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earlier work: one coneerned the neture of the original language
of any supposed undgrlying gource-meterial; the other dealt with
- the question of text. They might be summarized as follows:

As The assumption made by Dalmen, and since followed un-
eritically by meny other workers in the fleld, thet our primary
euthority for the language of Jesus was the Aramalic of the Targum
Onkslos end the Targum Jonathan, "cennot now be justified."d
Accordingly, the mebier must be treated afresh, and new sources
sought . |

B, The other essumption, which 4id not feature seriously
in the early studies of Wellhausen, Nestle, and Blass, was that
no other text then WH, or Tischendorf, or &t the very least some-
thing slmost identicel with them, "has the seme claim to the con-
fidence of scholars as the best single representative of the
Apostolle sutogrephs."® Howewr, in the light of Wensinck's
resesrches, which seem %o have diseclosed 'much more evidence of
Arsmaic iInfluence 1in Bezan Luke',a and moreover, indiceted that
the Aremelsms of that text “contributed substantially to the
solution of the great textual prdblam," the Codex Bezae at least
should be included in eny such inquiry into the nature of the
Semitisms of Acts.

Regerding these ceriticisms, we may remerk that, in the case

of the language of the underlying source or sources, if suchthere

1). AAGA, Ds 5.

2). m-, P S
3)s 1iblde, 1. Cs
4)0 ibid., 1. ¢»
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be, 1t might, a prliorl, squally well have been elthsr Aremaic

or Hebrews We know that Aramslc was spoken at the time of Chriss,
and the traces we have of 1t in the Gospels, es well a8 the nemes
end other transliterafions of it elsewhsre,l indicate that, in par-
ticuler, it was spoken in pleces closely connscted with the events
nerrated Iin these writings. Thus far we might proceed with some
degree of certelnty. However, whet type of Arameic dialeet? We
are once agaln loft with the guestion which Torrey raised in this
regerd: hut 1s eny closer determinatlon of its answer possible?
Black rejected the view, as we have just remarked; favouring the
use of 2 diaslect closely releted to that of the Tergums Onkelos
and Jonathan. His objections were that (1), the languags of
those writings 1s too stilted and Hebralzed,® and 1g in most
places hardly more than a literal rendering of the Hebrew; in this
he was in apgreement with Torrayas and that (11), it 1s well known
that these Targums were for a time in Babylon, 2 fact attested by
the presence in them of certain traces of Bebylonisn Aremaic in-
fluenoe.‘ He therefore turned awsy from these sources, to the
freer, and more idiomatic Arameic of the Palestinlan Pentateuch
Targum, &8 displayed in the Old CGenlze fragmanta,a the free
heggadlie portlons of the Targum Pseudo-abnnthan,a and the Fragment
Targum.7 These were to be supplemented by the evidence of the

0f e, Segey Axchlauty, Aots 1t 19, etos

MG 2 pp. 17-18-

Cf. supra, ppe 10-11l; slso Torrey, CDA, p+ 9

MG&, p’ 180 :

ibide, pp. 18-21; ecfs. P. Kahle, liesoreten des Westens,
11 (Stuttgart, 1930), for the Texts.

Tdlted by Me. Ginsburgerj Cf. also Bleek, AAGA, p. 21f.

Rdited by M. Ginshurger; of . slso Bleck, AAGA, p. 21f.

N b
Tt Sl N N N
" & »

St St
L



20.

1 and the Targum to the Hagiographa-z

Semaritan Pentateueh Targum,
These have the merlt of not having been seriously edited snd
standardized,; whereas the reverse is the case with Onkelos snd
Jonathan. The Tergums just listed, then, either are, or contain
elements which are; products of an early time. Bleck indeed obe
served thaet, not only did the large number of borrowings in the
Palaat;nian Pentateudh Targum from Greek indicate & period for
its oumpoéition when Pelestinian Aremaic was spoken 1in s hellen~-
istie enviromment, but further, thaet some parta of its text cculd
. be dated with certainty to the first Christian century or even

» Likewisé; he showed a preference for the Aramaic of

earlier.
the Palestinian Telmud, sinee the stories found thers, though
belonglng to the period betwsen the fourth and sizth centuries
A.D., nevertheless are not translation Aramaic,

"but original Aramsic composition ... written in the
aimple, unliterary style of the popular enecdote."

He also mentlioned as sources, Pelestinian Syriasc and the Aremale
of the so-called Semaritan Liturgies.ﬁ
With regerd to this question of language, we ought at least
to note that there is another bloek of source-meterial, but this
time, not for Aremalc, but Hebrews We refer, of course, to the
recently discovered texts from the Dead Sesa area, These writings,

in view of thelr roughly contemporary dates (in respect of the

1). Taited by A. Brilll; of. Black, AAGA, pp. 18-19, 24-25.
2)s Fdited by Ps de Lagerde; of. Bleck,; opes cltss Do 22¢
3). AAGA; D 204

4). '._.ih'.l_at, Pe 22,

5)0 ibldo, FDe 23‘5.



dates of the New Testament writings), and their having emanated
from a community living in an area geographically proximate to
that in which so much of the action of the New Testament took
place, should probablj be treated as good evidence for the type
of Hebrew which was known and used in approximately the seme time
as the underlying source-materisl for Acts, if there should
really be any, was circulatings We might list a few of the chief
texts: the Manual of Discipline, the Hymns from the Judean Scrolls,
end the letters.l Fhese show us a free, living language, and
attest the faet that in tpa times under consideration Hebrew was
no dead language,nor even very unusual. The finding of these
scrolls has removed one of the objections sgainst Torrey'!s thesis,
and indeed, against the 'Semitic approach' school generally,
namely, that

"one 1s hempered by the difficulty of finding any

Hebrew or Areamaic documents of any sort definitely

referable to the first century with which to compare

the supposed Hebrew or Aramaic manners of speech in

the Gospels end Acts.?

The second factor mentlioned by Black, that of text, has in

recent times been dealt with by Torrey, as he had foreshadowed in

his Composition and Dete of Acta,5 in the publication, Dbcumenta

of the Primitive Church (194l1), where an elsborate attempt was

made to explein the Aramaisms of the Codex Bezae. These were

supposed to have been due to the fact that D was trenslated into

1) Cf. J.-T. Millk, "Une lettre de Siméon bar Kokheba," RB, 1x
(1963), ppe. 276=294; Isasc Rebinowitz, "A Hebrew Letter
of the Second Century from Beth Mashko," BASOR, No. 131
toctOber 1953). Ppe 2l=24.

2)s E. J. Goodspeed, JBL, xxxix (1920), pp. 87-88.

3)s CDA, p. 40, n. 13 cf. 2lso, p. 11 supra.
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Greek from o (hypothetical) Aramaic version of the so-called
forue! bext.l
theory proposed by Chase, which hes been outlined abova.e in

We thus seem to be foced with a new form of the

this orse, however, Aramsic has taken the place of Syrise,
though why it should have, 18 not clear. At any rate, it would
gaem that, by presenting us with a theory which dspends upon
supposition in two importent stens, the supposition of en
Aramaie version of Asts, end ths further essumption that such

a document, ltself unattested, was transleted into Greek as our
Codex Bezae, or perheps 1ts ancestor, Torrey has oomplicntéd the
textual problem, rether than eased it., Nevertheless, if the mein
trend of the argument 1s uneececeptable, some of his notes on Acts
ars helpful, especinlly, perhaps, that on Aets 3: 14, where the
form povhsrasds , found in the 'true' text is traced to (1n271D,
tyou denied, declercd felse,' whersas the 'Wastern! Jpdvarc 18
traged to 'fm'?‘t::;5 such points as this will be discussed in the
eourse of leter chepters.

There is snother way yet in which the aprroach to the textusl
problem hes been modified in recent times, the rise of the so-celled
focloctie! mathod of textusl determination., It 48 a well known
feet thet both Clerk and Ropes, for example, ere preparad, on
occasion, to admit into thelr raspoative toxts, certalin readings

from those M38. whose suthority 'thoy a0 not otherwise meept.‘

1)e %?9_, poe 181, 124, 1478,

2)e s 2UPre, Ds ls

B8)s DPC, Dpe 145.

4)e TOr instonce: {a) Clerk, The Acts Apostles, (1933),
Po. 28-8, Acts 4: 13, accepted kdc dw@wixe y flthough it
was omitted Ly D3 likowlse, ppe 24-56, Aets 4: 25, he
read o... . » whereas D read not o dbut oS 4

| ‘b) Ropes, B@&mlgga. I, 111, 22, Acts 2: 37,

accevted the omlission of Avimodc with D 241 Lvt8is,




This procedure hes now been developed by Kilpatriekl and
Menoud,e into a reguler method of textual eriticism. Menoud
deseribed the purpose of the method, as applied to the B text
end the D text,; as
. not so much to make a cholce between them, es
to work back, 1f possible, tg the primitive text with
the aid of both recensions.”
That 1e to say, the procedure as employed by Kilpatrick end
Menoud rests upon & new estimate of the relaetive valuss of both
the B text, and the D texts in particular, a principsl factor
has been the growing appreciation of the worth of much of Codex
Bezae. In this connection, the disclosures of Wensinck? end
Black® concerning the Semitisms of D have played no amell part.
Also, as Menoud remarked,
"eeo progress in the study of the greet TUnclzl manu-
seripts and the dlscovery of Greek pepyri such as P.38,
P«48 and P.45 have definitely established that the
Alexandrian text is itself a revised text which 'cennot
be traced back beyond the third century.' It follows
that both the B text and the D text must be regarded as
two different recensions of 2 lost primitive bext."6
He noted the further point, too, that the 'Western' authoritises,
though presenting some bad readings, nevertheless contain a number
of very good ones, especially in the matter of geographical data.7
He thus quoted with spprovel the observation of Klijn that
™¥e cen never spesak of a bed text or a good text in
general, only a text with many good readings or few
good reedings."

It follows thet, in the case of the two great textuel families

1). "™Western Text and Original Text in the Gospels and Acts,"
JT:S, x1liv {1943), DPpe 24=36.

2)s P H. Nenoud, "he Western Text end the Theology of Acts,"
SNTS Bullastin, II, (1951), ppe 19=32.

3). 1bids, pe 20.

4)s Cf, supra, ps 18.

g}. AAGA,dPassim.it o
u OPe C ® ® °

A+ ol e T 8)s 1blds, ps 21, n. 12.
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mentioned, 1t 1s not enough to assume the superiority of the one

at the expenge of the other: each case of textuasl varistion must
bs decided upon 1ts own merits. In making such decisions, Menoud
pointed out thet "we are not without oriterias"™ he was thinking

of the traditional rules, such as that concerning the greaber
entiquity of the reeding which explalns hgg‘g%;bp?e others came

into esxistence, and that concerning tha{}gééifgﬁiiitﬁﬁof the

'harder reading?, other things being equales But in addition,

as a result of the work of Black, other help may indeed be forth-
comings He found that the texbual variations of D and 1B, though
they do not point to the existence of 'two editions' of the Gospels,
nevertheless "suggest two {or more) different redactions of what
was substentially, if not yerbally, the same original Gospel texta'g
Consequently,

"..s the redaction represented by the Bezan Codex has
ressrved more of the cheracteristics of the pre-Vulgate
fluld' textuel periocd, the primitive type of text in

earliest c%seulation, than the Vaticen~Sinaitic

redaction.

In brief, the more 'Aremalzed'! reading 1s, other things being

equal, to be preferred.4

There is one further question, arising in part out of the
criticisms made of the 'Semitic approach' by such scholars as
Cadbury, Clarke, and SparKSts that of the source or sources of

the 014 Testement quotations in Acts. In spite of their dise

1)0 Menoud, QD e Oito’ Pe 224

2). AAGA, De 214,

6)0 Ibidt’ P 215,

4). ibides ppes &, 214,

5)e Cfe supra, ppe 6-7, 15, 16-17; see also; p. 10.
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agreements elsewhere, Torrey and almost sll of hls erities alike
hove assumed that Luke in his 01d Testement gquotstions always
used the ILXX. It is, however, not completely clear that this
is in fect the case, and this doubt 1s felt with no smell strength
in the case of the meny allusions to the 014 Testament found in
I Actse The variastion of some quotatiéna and ellusions in the
New Testament from the forms found in the LXX is a well known
fact, and S8wete endeavoured to list the possible reasons for 13;1
but while allowance must be made for the effect upon the text of
these quotations of such factors as citstion from memory, and so
forth, the possibility of independent translation from the origine
els, together ﬁith that of the use of some alternative version of
the Greek Bible, cannot be overlooked. This matter must assume
increasing importance in the light of the finding in the Qumran
sree of texts of the 'Septuegint' at slight, though important,
variaence with our accepted LXX,R and also of texts of the Hebrew
Bible betraying a textual tredition nearer to that presupposed
by the LXX then that of the MT.®

Allied to this quéstion is yet another: to what extent can
we reasonebly explein certaln &t loast of the Semltisms of Acts
as 'septuagintalisms'? Thus, while few would doubt that the
style and ionguac> of the LXX had some conslderable influence
upon Luke, and cunsequently, upon Acts 1-15, yet, even where it

does seem to have left its mark, is it thereby clear that no

l)s Introduction De 594 . y
2)e ©Tf. D. Darcholémy, "Redécouverte d'un cha®non menguent

ds 1'Histoire de la Septante,"™ RB, 1x (1953), pp.
18-29.

3)e G+ E. Wright, "The Qumran or Dead 3ea Manuscripts," in
Archasological News and Views, BA, xvi (1953), p. 68b.



other fesctor was operative? This point 1s perheps particulerly
pertinent in the case of those so-cslled septuagintallsms which
are found but once or twice in the LXX 1tself, but which neverthe-
iess do not seem, in the context in Acts, to be ellusions in the
strict sense. Further, when an odd phrase such as this occurs

a few times in, let us sey, I Clement or Hermas, in eddition to
i1ts occcurrence in I Acts, may not 1ts presence in Acts then look
1ike something more then mere colncidsnce? To put it enother way,
even if 1t were found acceptaﬁle to describe some of the Semitisms
of Acts as septuagintalisms, would it not be alsc relevant to

ettempt to ascertain thelr mode of selection?

W .

If, Limltabions and Procedure.

In the previous sectlon, we attempted to set forth in out;
line the methods and prineipal results of previous studies in
the fleld of the Arsmele and Hebrew of the Book of the Acts of
the Apostles. In the light of those sttempts, we shall proceed
to explaein the limitetions eand methods which 1t has been felt
desirable and indeed necessary to epply to the subject-matter
of the present investigatione

The enquiry will in the first place be developed slong three
lines, corresponding to a fundamentel subdivision of the evidence.
Semitisms cen be divided for convenlence into quotations (or
allusions) end non-quotetions. The letter group is further capable
of subdivision into words and other elements of style and diction
which can be exactly pereslleled in the LXX, end those which can note.
Thus, we have three clesses of material to examine: (1) gquotations

from, and allusions to, the 014 Testament; (11) olements of style
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and diction which can be exactly paralleled in the LXX, but which
do not constliute, or appear to constitute, either quotetions from,
or allusions to, the 0ld Testement; and (iii) similar elements of
8tyle and diction which can not, however, be exactly paralleled in
the ILXX., All three classes come under the headling of Semitism,
since, prime feclie, all may be due to, and would be explained
naturally by, an underlying Semitic source. The precise mode of
treabtment and limitetion for sach class 1in its turn is, however,
 another metter,

In the case of the first group, the 'quotationeal! class, we
shall not include ell cases of guotation or allusion found in I
Acts, but only cases where there is Zivergence frdm the commonly
accepted text of the LXX. In these cases, we shall consider
Semitism of some sort to be indleated, if 1t cen be shown with
regard to any particular case discussed, .that the quotation or
allusion incorporated therein is not directly dve to the LXX,
but 1in fact deviates from the LXX in such a way as to bring 1t
-=in that point of difference~~into agreement with ihe taxtual
tradition found in some one or other of the several Semitic
suthorities available. That is, the purpose of examining this
class of evidence is to determine whether there is any affinity
betwesn textual treditions to be found in I Acts of the 0ld Testa-
ment, and those preserved in such esuthorities as the Fraguent
Targum, or the Semaritan Pentateuch Targum; and if so, to as-
certain to what extent, if at all, such affinity represents a
form of dependence upon some btype of Semitie source. Naturally,
guotations 2nd allusions found in forms verbally identical hr-ausft.

those found in the LXX are exeluded, since thelr conformlty might

be due to assimilation: 1t does not, at any bate, indicate source.
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The zecond class are gertainly in a sense Sémitisms: that

iz, they are words and phrases the construction or application of
whilch i8 not only unnetural as Creck, but would also and especially
be normsl and ldiomatic if understood as representing a Hebrew or
Aremalc form. For instance, the expression §v~n§ with folldwing
infinlitive would naturally reflect the Hebrew 1 with infinitive
construct. Howsver, since these words asnd constructions are 2l1so
found 1in the 1LXX, we cannot accept them as thesy stand as evidence

1

for Semitic sources; for, as has been observed elsewhere,™ an

(E%Qalternative explanation 1s possible, and has, indeed been
often elaimed: they have been described as 'Biblicisms' or
'Septuegint-Graecisms', to use Dalmsn's expression.2 Thet is,
thelr presence in Acts has beeﬁ explained as due to the influence
on Luke's style and lenguage, of the LXX which it was held was
very femilisr to him. As we have noted earliér,3 Sparks thought
their presence due to Luke's ertistic bent, and went so far as
to describe them as little more than "pieces of literury scenery."
Consequently, this type of theory must be tested to determine, if
possible, whether, and if so to what extent, it cen afford a
reasconable explanation of the facts, or whether some other fector
or faetors appear to have been at work in the selection of the so-
called 'septuagintalisms.! This in turn may throw light upon the
question of the origin and nature of such sources as there may
have been behind Acts.

With the third group, dlscussion of Semitisms in the full
sense begins: they comprise those expressions the presence of
which in Acts sppears to indicate some form of translation
from, or employment of, Semitic originsls, but whiech can not

Weor § @ @ owlnd,
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be explained in terms elther of quotation or allusion, or of the
influence, direct or otherwise, of the style and Adliction of the
LXX upon the writer. |

No example will, of course, be admitted into classes two or
three for which a perallel is known to exiat in the Koiné, and
ne instance will be considered under the third classification
1f it 18 also found in the 'We-sections' of Acts, or in II Acts
generally.

Our sources for the languege of such underlying source=
material as may have been in Aremeic or Hebrew ere as follows:
for Aremaic, the Palestinian Penteteuch Targum in its 0ld Cairo
Genlza fragments, the haggedlic portions of the Tergum Pseudo-
Jonathen, the Fragrdent Targum, the Tergum to the Haglographs,
the Samariten Pentateuch Targum, and the Semasritan Liturgy,l
supplemented by Aramaic portions of the Talmud, Biblical Aramale,
the Targum to the Frophets, and occasionally, Targum Onkelos}
for Hebrew, the Biblical material will of course be u3ed, but
recourse will frequently be had to the Qumren l33., and other.
recent finds, especlslly the non-Biblioal Manusel of Discipline,

Ju%”an Hymns, and other works conteined in the Megilloth Genuzoth,Z2

together with the letters found at Wadi Murabba®st and eclsewheres:

The procedure adopted in the enquiry will be first to estebe-

1), Edlited by As E. Cowley, Oxford, 1909.
2). Edited by E+ L. Sukenik, Vol. 1i, (1950), Bialik Foundation,
Jerusaleme
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lish the text of each case under consideretion, where it ig in
important doubt; then tec Investigete the example in question:
finally, to essess the bearing of the rssults obta2ined, on the
qusestion of the existence of underlying Semitlc sources, their
orligin, neture, and probsble extent.

With regard to the matter of textual dstermination, we have
alreedy referred to the special problems of Acts, in that the
B text end the D text not infrequently appear to represgent two
different recensions, both of considerable entiquity snd worth.
It follows that we shall from time to time have cesuse to svail
ourselves of the 'ecleetie! nsthod of textual critvicism, of
which mention heas already been made. In addition to the criteria
there mentioned, the treditional ones together with that sdded
by Bleck, concerning the grester antiquity which is probably to
be predicated of the 'more Aramaic' reading, we might note yet
eanothert: where two readings of apparently equal worth occur,
the one which is nearer to the style and diction of the LXX is
to be regarded as of probably less worth, as its resemblance to
the LXX mey be due to assimilation, whereas difference from the
lenguege of thet work could not be so explained, and is probably
more authentic.

Next, no use may be gquoted as Semitlic without documentation,
end the mistrenslation-criterion is to be regerded with very great
caution throughouts

Finelly, no prior judgment is made upon the questions of
the exisitence or otherwise of sources, thelr original 1anguage;
or the use msde of them. All examples are to be judged on thelr

ovmn merits, snd our conclusions must harmonize with them all.



CHAPTER 1II.

The 01d Testoment in Acts 1«15.

As we have noted In the foregoling discussion, it has not
Infrequently been held that the source of the 014 Testament
gquotations and allusions in Acts 1s the Septuegint: this is
one point at which Torrey and Sparks find themselves in agree-

1 The case was elaborated in some detaill by Glarke,2 who

ment.
did, howevar, note points of difference and even, in some three
cases, adult the possiblilléy of derivation from some non-Septuagint
‘source or sources. Fxamples of the type of quotation whieh has
glven rise to this view are the following: Acts 4: 25b-286 (Ps

2: 1-2), 7: 270-28 (BEx 2: 14), and 13: 33 (Ps 2: 7b-c). Other
instances might also be cited.

Closer examinstion, however, reveals that in no inconsidere
eble number of cases, the 014 Testament quotatlons and allusions
in Acts 1-16 present us with a text differing in varying degrees
and ways from the form presented by the Septuegint as we now know

it. This investigation must not be limited to quotations, but must

also deal with allusions sinece, although somg(iuotation or guotat- )i

!
t-form, it ¥s quite \

ions may have been assimllated to the Sepntusg
possible that allusions, preclsely because less cepable of exact

definition, may have escaped such a process: for the same roason,

1)« Cf. supra, ©pp. 24-5, etc.

2)e Beginnings, I, ii, 66-105; concerning the possibllity of
the use of a different trenslation of the Hebrew, see
poe 97-8 of this same erticle.




however, too much stress should not be laid upon them, and their
evidence.

Our present problem, then, 1s to obtein a 'test-groun':
that 1e, to assemble a group of Instances of quotatlion and allusion
in which deviation of the text of the 014 Testament as it it clted
in Acts from the aceepted text of the Septusgint finds support in
some other authority, Greek, Hebrew, or Aresmeic. We have observed
in another plaoa,l that cazes of quotation employing & text in
sgreement with that of the Septusglint are insdmissible as evidencs,
sinee their form might be due slther tc eossimilation or to the
original influence of the Beptusgint on the writer of Acts. If,
however, we cen find cases which behave in the way indlcated in
our definition of the 'test-group', some degree of community with,
or dependence upon, a tradition or traditlions external to the
Septuegint as we now have 1%, will be confirmed. Furthermore,
if 1t can be shown thet there are certain texts, occurring mors
than once 1n Acts, and there differing from the Septungint, but
nevertheless agreeing with eachother, we ghall have another strand
of evidence supporting such a view. We shall now procced to the

evidence itselfs

Ie
In Acts 13: 22, in the speech of Paul at Pisidien Antiloch,
we read:
'? . \ ~ PR 2 /

. £Upov Davsid Tov (Tov 2B, wevV D) leqra

ol LY ) /

.otvfp.a K& T 1Y n’dpcﬁ.w /u.ov »

<t . /

4 oz ndvra Th Br)ppard fov .
Leeving asids for the moment discusslon of the Bezan variant

( a
noted above ( J1oY for ToV ), two allusions were noted here by
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Westoott and Hort,* who uncialized them. They are: (i) the
words ebpovlavsi§ from Ps 89(89): 21 (although IXX, MT, snd Tar-
gun are 81l in egreement in this); and (1) (avipa) wam v
-n«g&?&v (ruu), from T Kgde 15t 14. The third line of the verse
clted above was claimed by Swete to have come from Isa 44: 28.3
However, let us turn to discussion of the second of the sllusions
observed by Westeott and Hort, nemely, that to I Kgd. 13: 14,
Apert from the ohenge of mov for 40To0 , reguired by the
context, we may note first the 'substitution' of gv{og for the
.3vqgummv of the LXX. Purther, although ij%?'was clessed by
Hawlking cs a 'Lulcanism',8 it is, nevertheless, a more accurate
rendering of the Hebrew é’%. Moreover, had Luke been composing
this speech himself, and following the LXX as it is alleged he
used to do, we might at least wonder why he should heve made the
change. If, now, we consult ﬁha Tergum to I 3am 13: 14, we find
that it differs strikingly from the textual tradition presupposed
by the IXX and MT. It reads:  ....7°N1v7 773v 713.% This hale-
verse actuelly replaces that found in the NT, ﬁng?; é’g, which
the LXX renders i’vﬂpuvu KATL my m‘o&iv avroe. Wow, as it stends,
17N1Y7 night be viewed elther as a singulsr or as a plural,5 so
that we might translate: "a men doing his will(s),"™ or in Greek,
2vlpr modovTe A 5”:;\5%1-1[74 wirod . This might easily be repres-
ented by dvbpe ... 5 won)'fft 'L Mﬂggu[ﬂ] av70d, the more so if we

recall that the participle, in Palestinlan Aramalc, serves

;Hz’ 1 F ] pp L] 22'? ] 5861) -

Intr. OTE s DD« 598-399.

Horae synopticae, (2nd edition, 1909), pe 18.

Lagarde, Prophe Chald., p. 81, lines 31-32.

I.6., #7°0N7v7 or A°N1v7: see Stevenson, Gram., Sect. 14,
p ® 42 » ) !

o RO S o
e e e



"as an ordinary future tense ..., and as the English
indefinite present ( = future) in condltional santences, . ¥t

Regerding the mdvse, it 1s possible thet it may be due to the
editor, or perhaps to assimilstion of the words to the form of
the passage from Isalah suggested by Swete. That the letter's

in the light of the foregoing, &n unnecessary com ation of

suggestion was in fact the original form of the q:agztion seems,
the matter.

One difficulty remeins: the words ka7’ 7pv nmfuﬂﬁv [f‘”ﬂl'
These are also those of the Septuegint; in the passage alluded to
( I Kgda 13: 14)3 but they ere cleerly not due to the influence
of the Targum, as they are gbsent sitogether from it. The MS3.

E omits them: but this 1s not eesy to explain. If they were
originally ebsent from the text, it is hard to see why they should
hsve been inserted, wherees, 1t would be Just ss difficult to ex-
plain their excision if they were 1n faect origlnel. HMurther,
the words ,(Zg'yf‘a.c P 'n’o;r;ﬁ-l TAVTL T 0?3;)@7::{ feov  would
hardly suggest I Xgd 13: 14. Thus, on the face of 1t, we should
probably regerd the whole couplet,

i ﬂVde !r-Lf.; T;}lf Kﬁa&&%}uau !

» S‘S ‘l‘fw?fo'ﬂ 'n’-ivﬂ ‘r.'c 9217/1.-1?’:! /uou ’
s coming from the ssme ultimate source, whether that source be
e speech-fragment from Paul, or an alternative form of the Greek

Bible. Decision in this matter will have to be guided by other

evidance.

1) Stevenson, Gram, Sects 21,93 pe 56,
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Some light may be Thrown upon the matter by the following
c Vg
observations. Bruce noted that the two quotations, Euf;ov' Dausi§
(Ps 88: 21, T B39: 20), and .’c'vff-{ KT ~r7‘y k-ttocﬁ:w/.wdff Ked 133
14), "ere also conjoined in this way™ in I Clem 18: 1, "where

*1 The Glement pessage

also Wvfpa tokes the plece of é{vi{ouwf AR
is:s

{ fv';a\/ );(,\/404 If'd?':t 'r?‘\/ Kd(tﬂ':(v /.f_ou_,,

Axvsid wov 100 e owae ;

,i"v’ z'z\;.ﬁ d?uw%} g)(gm’d .cJ-ro,Y .
On the basis of this, he concluded that the later writer had
probably been influsnced by Acts, and clted in support a com-
perison of I Clem 2: 1 with Acts 20: 35. He also observed that
Codex B omitted :wf(d-& .2 Porhaps an slternetive explasnation of
the facts would be to see In the words a 'testimonium-fregment!
current in the gpologetico~liturgicel use of the Church. In this
regard, seversl points may be made. First, not only is there
evidence that sueh frsgments were used,s but in particular,
there is evidence of the use of 'composite'! testimonias: for example,
the fragment found in the fourth Qumran cave, containing Deut 183
18 combined with Deut 6: 25~8, and apperently so used by an early
Sect.* In the next place, the quotation M\oa§ 7if wlivas 7o Oavirov,
(D reads gt&‘oo for ﬂwf-rou ), in Acts Z: 24, 1s elso found in

Polycarp 2: 2, and as we shall observe later, is paralleled in the

The Acts of the Apostles, (1951), p. 2656.

1)

Ple 1Dids, 1. O»

3). Cf. C. H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures, (1962), pass:lm.
4)e Cf. J.-T, Milik, "Une lettre de oiméon bar Kokheba," 1x

(1953), ppe. 290-13 the text of it wes comunieat_ﬂ in
a private letter dated 18th Jenusry, 1954.
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Jquan Hmnna.l Thirdly, precisely because the following phrese
in Acts, oF Won}’rsa Tekvrd v J;I‘?Fd'k{f!uj just discussed, occurs in
the Tergum version of I Sam 13: 14, 1t would be essily omitted
from use in a (later) Greek-speaking Church, such as wes probably
that at Rome from which Clement wrote. Thus, even if it were
proven thaet I Clem here 1g 1in fact dependent uwpon Acts, that
would not tell ageinat the authenticity of the reading in Acts.
Finally, if the words 3_'5 ‘mun;a'.t( w.frm r-; &éf‘?ﬂrd‘ﬁg (u,au éid in
fact come from Isa 44: 28, we might ask why they are not present
in the composite guotation found in I Clem 18: 1. That 1s, it
is probably a felr interpretation of the matter to suggest that
these words were, in fact, not recognized ss being a quotation
at all,-éwhiéh would be gquite natural for anyone unfamiliar with
the Targum.. In any case, the words of Isa 44: 28 did not apply
in the original to David, but to Cyrust wherecas those of I 3am
(I Kgd) 13: 14 4id apply to David.

We are left, then, with the possibility that the double-
tradition of I Sam 135: 14 was known to whoever was rssponsible
for the words as we find them ln Acts. At 211 events, it seems
a fairly reasoneble thing to deseribe the passage under discussion
as betraying a commurity of traditlion between itself and the Targum.

8 may be originel,

The reading of D in Acts 18: 228, viov for ol ,
or may be no more then an explanatory embellishment: the fact that
I Clem 18: 1 has the usuel text here perhaps tells against De In

any event, the differcnce is of little consequence for this study.

1) o Cfs Dpps 65-67, infre.
2). Cf. p. 32, supra.
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Another case 1s poésibly to be dotected in the same chspter
of Acte, 2180 in the mouth of Paul, who this time 18 found speal-~
ing to Bar Jeaﬁs, the sorcerer: (Acts 13: 11),

i viov 180v Xf::a Huc::fou sm s i

o AL f"d“l? Tvﬁ)\a}j /‘:}/J;Fwtf v 7)'z\ow :Ehot Ha1200 .
For the present we may omit discussion of the first half of the
Verae, Ml yov. .. ;W;J;, whieh seems to display a style rather ree
miniaceﬁt of that of the Greek Bi‘nle.l Likewise we shall pess by
the expression :’X(" Kdlgo:at the end of verse 11lb, which Torrey
an@ Wensinck were disposed to claim a8 an Aramsism.a Turning to
the remaining words, KAC }"":? *rvﬁ.l;j‘ fly"ﬁlfln'wvr(fv ﬁ'}roy we may note
the idiom 'not to see the sun', meéaning 'blind': thia is en
unusual expression, but its parsliel in Ps 57(58): 9, both MT
and LXX, does not appeaf to have besn noticed.° The LXX, which
reads a different meaning into the text in the first part of the
verse in question,'g‘ nevertheless in this idiom follows the MT:

o ko me s alfAl OUK 2 85y s ?]')nov h
There is, of course, no plage in the LXX for the occurrence of
. TefAé§ , but egein, in the MT, there is no word to which it
could applys In the Targum to the Psalms, on the other hend, we
find: "like the untimely born and the mole, who are blind and

do not see the sun," in Aramaic,

<o LRUDD IR0 RDT 10700 9T BnIwR1 RPID3 1*n.5

L)« Gfs, e.g.,_;ﬁlf vov | nayl )I, and )‘f}(a KUF:OV ral Tivd Wl AR AL g

)
3)s 1T 18 not listed by Westcott and Hort, Swete, Clarke,
Pardie, or Toys ¢
4)s Vize, fninsdi Wip, ... 3 the MP 1s..URT 17n-%22), nvs Yoy
5)s Lagarde, Hag. Chald., Pe 32, lines 245. :

« CDA, pe 73 Wensinck, unpublished note, notes mgef &’puo’n 4: 35.
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Thet 1s, then, if there is here any true allusion to the
Psalm in question, it would seem to be to the form preserved in
the Tergum, rether than thet found in the other texts. To put 1t
another way, it 1s suggested that we may heve here a second instance
of 'community of tradition' between the words of Paul, as cited in
Acts, and a Targum.l
Now, community of tradition between texts in Acts and Tergumie
ones is not as rare a thing 28 we might imegine, a fact which we
hope to illustrete in leter poges, Ilowever, in the present econ-
text it mey be worth reporting a case of this sort of guotation
which appears to be found in another place in the New Testament,
nemely, in the Epistle to the Fphesians. In Eph 4: 8, we find:
CAvafaf si§ oS ‘;}‘hug,\w’nunr og’;)(fu!\wmﬁg
,I‘ml:} ?qu‘iv ft;rd'r-t —or § ofvﬂ(m.':wwf.
The reference is to Ps 67(68): 19, But the LXX reads not 23wﬁ£#,
but ?ﬁdﬁ?f (so slso MT: DMD? ); likewlse, LXX reads not vnﬂ’&vﬁmé—
o f s butbt s Jvoﬁé-ﬁg(ao MT ¢ tlj‘rgrtlg).- Tertulllian, on the other
hand, reeds® instead of the 70: § -'Inf&(:a:wégj"of WH,

"elegentey £ 1111 s hominum, non passim
hominibus.®

c A -~ 2 -
That 18, in Greek, 7oif’ vief TwV ‘VﬁyMWW% Turning now to the Targum,

we find:
_ ®ppbR)  wnvvaw mnvaw (%7031 ww)  yopI? ‘NP0

403 737% J3nm 1anb wnant L (anoman vmans @

1)« It may be, of course, that the idiom is not en allusion,
but 8 cese of Semitism: but in view of other cases to
be clted, together with the previous one, 1t perhaps
seems more likely that Peul 18 eiting from a Targumie
spurce. The previous verse, Acts 13: 10, contalns an
#llusion to Hos 14: 9:; enother ellusion would not be
surprisings

2;0 Harc. 5: 8.

3)e fapgards, Has. Cheld.. De B58. linas 25,
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Now, as W« Cs van Unnik, of Utrecht, has observed,l the NT toxt
here agrees with the Tergumic tradition, in resding g&hn<tv,
Targum 2N177,('thou aldst give'). Moreover, if we read with
Tertullian, we have yet enother agreement of the Text of Eph 4: 8
with the Targum, 'fililis hominum! with Tg. ¥71 2129, 'to the sons
of men.!? Though i1t is plein that the words of Eph 4: 8 ere not |
taken verbatim from the Targum, which has also inserted several
other phrases--those bracketed in the quotation as ecited sbove,
meaning "Moses the Prophet,™ snd "thou didst teach the words of
the Law," respectively,--yet it 18 nevertheless a legitimete ine
ference that the writer to the Ephesians (perhaps Paul?) wes here
quoting elther from, or in the light of, an 0ld Testament textual
tredition resembling that of the Targum, but dissgreeing with the
tradition preserved in the ILXX and the MT at this point. Now,
while 1t is by no means sgrecd on all hends that the Eplstle to
the Fpheslans is Paul's work, yet it is probably feoir to say that
the onus of proof rests with those who deny Pauline authorship,
rather than those who do not. If we were certein of its Paulilne
avthorship, we would have enother point in favour of authenticity
of perts, at least, of the record in Actas of Paﬁl's words: in any
event, it would seem that nse of such 'extre-Septuagintal! textual
traditions is not confined to Acts, and so cannot without further
proof, be attributed to Lukan editorial activity. It may well be

originale

1). In conversation with Prof. Matthew Black.

2). The WH-text as it stends would be a more idiomatlc rendering
of the same Aramale text: perheps that is a reason in
favour of the reading of Tertulllian. In any case, both
disagree with the LXX and the MT.
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This kind of phenomencn 1s, however, by no means confined
in Acts to Peul's specches. If we look ab the speech of Stephen,
Acts 7: 2-83, we shall find a2 numbsr of similer cases, where there
is agreement with a Tergum sgeinst the readings of both MT and tXK.'
They eare:
A. Acts 7: 3. wal slmsv ‘ufn;j‘ OOV ’,E(Edgt Fic -.-.53 r’}‘; sov,
WCTER T awyrxrfﬁkf sov,
enatd Jl%?d aﬁy'vir Y 5; Av oo deifw

Criticel: (1) éx )i sed D 4wd .,
(11) ,222°): c. BD., sed add #x NAC ..

The above are the only important verients, for our purposes
at any rate, and two comments may be made in pessing. Firat, in
the case of (i), the Bezan reading deviates from that .of the LXX,
whereas that of the WH-text (including NRABC ete.), doss not: it
may thus be preferable here, as being less 'assimileted' to the
LXX3 it does not, however, presuppose & different meaning.
Secondly, the reverse of this is the case in (ii), for here the
harder reading is probsbly that of BD (that 1s, WH), which is
less gssimilated in this place to the LXX then the alternative
reeding. We shell resad aocordingly.l

Consulting the LXX parallel, however, we find thet not only
has o whole phrase been omitted from Gen 12: 1, namely, €K wod.
.a,:rxou 00 w¢rp;j cov » bub slso the word 510€o has been 'inserted’;

further, on comperison with the MT, Sameritan Pentateuch and the

- Samaritan Pentateuch Targum, we find the LXX reading supported.

1). It mey be worth noting that in the case of both these
varistions, the text of the Codex Bezae presents
the 'harder'! reading: in both ceses it diverges from
the LXX-reading.
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But not so the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, which reads azs follows:
"Go out from your lend, be sepsrated from your kinsfolk,
go forth from the house of youwr father, g o o the
lend which I shall show you.%(..... T3vDnET Nyany bor),l
That 1s, tho clause in Acts 7: 3b, dfipe 65’1%v-{5}' ?« dv €ou,
.{zéguJ, finds en exect parallel in this Tergum, the 3}650 correse
ponding to ths 9?7 of the Targum. The text of Acts, then, in this
0T quotetion, which Clerke styled a 'free use of the L}()I',2 seems
to bs in fact in eccord, at least in thia.lest clause, with the
textual traditlion, not of the LXX, but of one of the 'aberrant!
Semitie texts, nemely, the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan. Once egain we
spem to have found a point of contact between & Targumic tradition
end a text in Acts.
Be Acts 7: 5.1{.«' oon :wafr a{\; f&? x)'\';tco\/ofut,df éw’,dd'rf
.afufz‘ (K;/?f“* mo"o"j’, Kk-T7-2. {(Cfs Deut 23 5b)e
As we are confronted by no serious textual problem here, we
may proce~d to discussion of the textuel affinities of this
guotation. The four principel authorities are as follows:
LXX . 00 Yo /47\ > L/u’?r pED; r%‘_{‘ y:}’y LUTY 6008 ﬁj};.&. wrodo S
MT. .o+.P17-0D 7ITH Ty DEED D92 1AR-HD 09
Sem Po ...517-m0 T %y nwar pxown po? (an 8’S 7D
SPTge D17-M7 DATD TY ANTT 119N 1D 11979 (NN w5 abn
From this teble 1t is apparent thet not only is Acts 7: 6 at
varience with the LXX, but also with the MT, which is here in

agreement with the LXX. The two Semariten authorlitiles, however,

l)e Edited by CGinsburger, p. 20s

2)e Be&innings, Iy 11, pPpe B8, 90.

3)e The Tergum Pscudo-Jonathen agrees with MT here.
4)., A correction would be 1y 7.
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differ from the reading of the LXX end MT, in that they add

v (SPTg. nn0?) ofter "q8n, in addition to having it lster
in the seme verss (vs. 5¢), in common with the MT end LXX. But
this sdded word would naturslly be represented by n)qgonuﬂngl
in e CGreek versiocn. Thus, the reeding of the Sameriten texts is
here in line with that of the quotation in Acts. Thet 18 to say,
there would apnear to be an affinity of textusl tradition between
thls text as represented in Aets 7: §, and the two Sameriten
suthorities. We should note that one of them 1s en Aramaic text.

Co Acts 7: 10D, wac K-c-u{ffyo'n’ VTV r/frou;uimr’ ca’ A?;/uﬂ'"rov

-x"“!(;ﬁ’R&C)‘ér‘!of 'ﬂ‘?*’ 0;;:(01 dt’/fqﬂ K.TA-

The textusl quesilen here need not trouble us, and we mey,
in fact, observe that at this point there is egreement between
Codex B and Codex De The sllusion in thia verse 18 te Gen 41:
{(40), 41, 45b.2 Turning to the IXX, we find verses 41, aend 43:

Gen 411 41. [l :r_Aﬂf’d’fWu' e /q;llifov P m‘ir?f s Afrtf-ﬁop

41: 45b. x4l x.crfd"n’cr:v VTV Ef g 3\93’ w0 yfjj' Ai'yv'rrpv
It is evident that, in any cese, the sllusion is *free!, since
the reference to 7oy cimev diris drewn from vs. 401 the key word,
however, present in Aets, but sbsent from the LXX, and with no
known or extent equivalent in the Hebrew NT, is 6}m%utv{f,
leader'« If, now, we set out the same verses as they appear in

the Targum Pseudo-Jonathen, we read:

1) The word n®v1’, ¥possession, inheritance'!, occurs in the
0T, end 1s rendered by both rMjeo eand xAgeoveuid ,
in the LXX, on occasion. For example, the former ren=-
dering is found in Jos 12: 6, Deut 2: 5,9,19; the latter
at Deut 2: 12, 3: 20, Jos 1l: 15, etes Further, the
verb, vv7, represents the principal root behind the
LXX word nkq(mszW‘(cf. Hateh-Redpath, pp. 7688-769).
2)e Westcott and Hort give these references.
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vees 413....D70XDT XY 23 v 1 2 10 0T NINT mnt

va. 43bs...... O77%¥DT RYAOR 93 v | R S . N7 "J?D'Ii

The additional word, not found in the LXX, MT, or even the Semaerie
tan authorities, nemely, 1970 , means Yleader, officer,'2 and
Jastrow gives 1t as the squivelent of the Bibliesl Hebrew T’;g,
'leader, ruler, prince,'s which, in turn, is very often rendered
by the ILXX, 6rw5rqu( .4 That 1is to say, in yet another cass, the
text of Acts in an 01d Testement guotetion (or rather, allusion)
is at varience with the ILXX, and in the very point of difference
reveals an affinity with the textusl tradition preserved in one
of the 'aberrant' Semitic euthorities, in this case, the Targum
Pseudo~anathan.5
D. Acts 7: 4. In this verse, we sre told thet Abram's
Journey to 'the lend in which you now dwell,' from Haran, took
place 'after his father (Terah) had died.' But, on the chrono-
logy of the MT and the LXX, Terah died eged 208, Abram then belng
135 (that is, seventy years younger than Tersh): thus, this view
would indicate that Abram left Haran sbout 60 yesars before Terah
died, since he was 75 when he left (Gen 12: 4). On the other
hand, the Samariten Pentateuch and Pentateuch Tergum both give
Terah's age at the time of his death as 145 years, (Gen 11: 32);

1) Ginsburger, pe. 77. The meanings are as follows: (41) "Lo,
I have agpointed thee 1 e a d e »r over ell the lend
of Egypt™s (43b) And he eppointed him 1 e & & ¢ r over
all the lan.d of Egypt cen®

Jestrow, DITM, (ii), p. 10282,

BDB (1lst ed., 1908), p. 617b.

essey I Kod 26: 80, ITI Kgd 5: 2, ©6: 213 etc.

Tnou"h Ps 104(105) 2l--LXX«-spesking of Joseph, has:
n’cmfr'n?r.rl/ avroy Kdgcoy ( 11TR ) 0] ooy Livol, A&l XpKovTu
crdeps RS KTHFLWS dVT00.... , we would nee@--if we tried

to use this as an explanstion—-to show how the qumv' .
ceme to be changed to qyﬂquirov.

- % 8 @
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consequently, on their chronology, Abrem would have been 75 both
at the time of his father's deatin and his departuré from Harans
Thus, the ocameritan brad;tions would agreelwith that found in
Acts 73 4.1 1t is worth noting that Philo has the same tradition,
.ﬂtoo'r;f.ov ,wa.n/ % TS X.d&cikag .f./.m-r,fg’ Y;)‘g ,Aﬁp-t-?p ;’x,,m
a§ X&g/;’v’, TeNsurydaviof di witiv Toi marpos éxs18c kdx iy S yﬂe?:’tmu; ;
Thus, although the presence of this tradition in Philo may reise
& number of other problems,® it is nevertheless true to say that
we have here an allusion in Acts to the 0ld Testament, akin not
to the LXX, at lesst as we have it, but rather displaying some
affinity to a tradition preserved in the Ssmariten Pentateuch and
the samaritan Fentateuch Targume. ;

Ee To conclude this group of cases where Acts appears to
incorporate textual traditions of certain 0ld Testament péssagea,
which are at variance with the LXX and the MNT, even where these
two authoritles presuppose the seme, or virtually the sams con-
sonantal text, we might add Acts 7: 32, also from Stephen's
speech. The guotation, from Ex 3: 6, is also found mGH 33 7
(Peter).

',EY"} § Brop v -rm'r;(awv' v, 6 8105 Afp .z.;/u. ;
oKl "Ila’.t-z'x il ’ldxa’)/’ e

Critical Note: Befors /suiv and laxw/ , FHP add o 675
D edds fror , in each case: RABC ere as above.

The veriant readings noted here indicate that (D)EHF read

a text eloser to the IXX (and, incidentally, closer also to the

1)s This Fact ie noted by Clarke, Beginnings, I, i1, 98.

2)s De lipgretione Abrehemi, xxxii, {Eoes agftion, Vol. iv, Do
258.)

3)es For instance, it mey suggest the use by Philo and Luke of
a text of the Greek Bible vearying from our ILXX: or,

narhapns. of the employment by both of common traditions.
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MT, which repeats ","!‘?g__é: )s so that the MBC-rceding 13 harder,
being less assimilated to the LXX. Apart from this, however,
there is still one more deviation from the LXX and the MP: the
use of the plural, Twov mﬂiaufm(that is, :[";;!"l:@, where LXX and
MT read the singular,wd rra-fao’g oov( ;[":};5). This might heve been
discounted s due to assimiletion to other passagesin the OT
where the plural is in fact found, for example, Ex 3: 13,18,
wers 1t not for two other fects: e. from the context 1t is clear
that Ex 3: 6=--the Volce from the Bush to Moses--is intended, and
be at this very point, the Sameritan authorities, both Pentateuch
and Pentateuch Targum, allke read the plural, T’NIX and NNAX,
{('thy fathers') respsctively. An sdditionel support may be found
in thils, thaet in Acts 3: 13, in Peter's speech there, the same
form is employed.

In view, then, of what hes been ssid sbove about 8tephen's
speech, we are perheps justified in regerding the present case
as one, not so much of assimlilation to the LXX of Ex 3: 13,15 ete.,
as of community of tradition with the Samaritan, and therefore

‘noneSeptuagintsal!, authorities.

IiI.
There are at least two ceses where the text as we have it in
Acts seeme to presuppose 2 textual tradition similsr to that of
the MT, although at slight veriance from the LXX., They are:
Ae Acts T: 16, The phrase rr.rto.‘: v u?ﬁr‘EWHT: Jos 24: 32,
'ﬁDD._-";I‘?-—D%?'{‘-}). This phrese 1s never found in the LXX, which here
reads instend, mier TV Apegokiwys On the other hand, Aquila end

Syrmachus both reed mipd miv vidy "Eﬁ“{f (es does Aets 7: 18), thus



employing the more literasl rendering. In any case, we cannot
derive the phrase from the LXX, though we might do s0 from

the Hebrew, as was the case in the other two Oreek texts noted.
We must not, all the same, overlook the possibility thet, in
view of the ex#sct correspondence bebtween the translstions given
by Aqulla snd Symnachus, on the one hand, and Acts 7: 16, on the
other,--at leest in this point, the text as it sppesrs in Acts
may have been due, not to direct use of a2 Hesbrew orlginal, but
to the employment by Luke, Stephen, or the circle from which the

1 of & text of bthe Greek

tredition of Stephen's apeech emenated,
Bible at wvariance with our LJCX,2 and nearer the Hebrew.

Be Acts 8: 32+ Although the grestoer part of this guotatione=-
en explicit one, tco-~from Isa 8635: 7~8, 18 cited apperently ver-
batim from the LXX, yet there is one point to which attention
should be drawn: the principal authorlties for the NT text,
with the exceptlon of 8ys., Iren., end Tert., heve the word 20TV .
after 1o m%ma;' s Whereas the LXX--with the exception of &
(res #©*P)aQeeomits 1t. Some mey see in this case merely the

S an alternatlive view,

following by Acts of the A-text of the LXX;
nevertheless, seems at least arguable, namely, that some influence
hes teen felt from the textuel tradition of the NT, which reads:

Q’If& ( ’;??..., or perhaps more probably, from that found in the

Targum to the Prophets, where it is written: “21 RATTR OTPT Rbn131,4

1)e If, of course, it was transmitted in any form, and not
merely composed to suit the occasion by Luke.
2)e We heve alreedy eslluded to the existence of such texts,
see pe. 205, supras. :
3)s OCf. Cilarke, Beginnings, I, ii, 95; Swete, Intr. OTG, 595,
and 295, Ne Lo
4). Lagerde, Froph. Chald., pe« 279, lines 6-7; note that NT
hes the plural, 'its sheerers’, wherees the Targum readss
.. and like the sheep that is before him who shears it.%
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That is Go say, the verse as cited in Acts 8: 52 seems to sgree
et this point at least with the Targum and the WMl, ageinst the
B¥~form of the LXX,

Prom the foregoing, it would appear that two results emerge:?
First, it is clear thet the quotations and ellusions to the 0ld
Testament in Acts 1-15 are certainly not all "“teken from
the LXX excluaively,“l or at least, if they are, then the
term 'LXX' must be held to cover snother recension of the
Greek Bible, besldes that which we normelly indicate by that
terme
In the second place, however, it seems that certaln of them display
features, at once verying from the LXX as we have 1t, and
in the point of varisnce itself, agreeing with some other
authority or authorities, sometimes the MT; but usunally e

Targum or the Sameritan Pentateuch.

This is not, of course, to elaim direct dependence by the
text of Acts on these other authorities: such & view would have
to be indicated on other grounds to be conclusive. In any case,

" there are frequently differences between Acts and these other
authorities, 28 a glance at the discussion of Acts 7: 3,2 will
show, Here, while the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan contains an element
corresponding to the d:loo of Acts, yet it also has verbs in two
other places not found in Acts (although only one case can be

compared sexasctly, owing to a textual omission of a clause),

1)s 8wete, Intr. 077G, p. 398,
2)e Cfe supra, Dppe 40=41.



48.

Let us psss now to ths next stage in the argument of this chapteras

III.

In the case of three of the 014 Testament quotations snd
ellusions iIn Acts, we find that they appear twlce in the book,
and interestingly enough, present on their sccond occurrence an
identlical form, compered with that showvn on their first appecerence.
Moreover, in these three cases, there seems roason to believe that
they represent a noneSeptuagintel text of some sort. They erve
Deut 18: 15 (or 18), Acts 3: 22 and 7: 37;: PEx 3: 6, Acts 3: 13
eand 7: 32; end Deut 21: 22, Acts 6: 30 and 10: 39b. Before we
proceed to discussion of them, however, it should be noted that
enother 01d Testement text, Ps 15(16): 10, occurs in I Acts twice,
Acts 2: 27b end 13: 38b, 1n both cases the quotations being in
exact agresment with the LXX3; the slight modification in the
socond case, Acts 15:58b, where ov 1s read for 0dds , 1s due %o
the style and syntax of the context, which necessitates the words
being introduced in this way, owing to the omission of the previous
and correlative clauses. We should also observe that all the cases
noted in this paregreph ere found in speeches. We shall now deal
with the three cases named first.

A. Deut 18: 15(or 18): Hgafdr;n;v K TN .’er:kf{cSV cov @f s}.‘{
.3(3(-@'{:: Kpeof & 0508 qou dof, KFM.
The text es it appears in Acts is as follows: MeogyTyv J}d?
.i_vao‘f,jrsa Képiof (Acts T: 57 omits KjpreC )& Bsof Zn wior ;sz,jd,‘y..}ﬁ‘;v
.éf'ﬁﬁé . That is, several obssrvations may be made. First, both
Acts 3: 222 and 7% 37 prasent a word-order and content identical

with sechother, apert from the omisslion noted above of the word
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% mf‘wg’ by the latter. Secondly, in the matter of word-order,
it will be seen that, if anything, the word-ordsr of the text es
found in Acts 1s slightly nearer %o that in Dent 18: 18, 28 opposed
te Deut 18: 18, though we should note that the form in verse 18
omits eltogether the words Kipw( & #c&, end reads dvas7jse  for
.a’tm‘ r7.7’n. » with the corressponding thlrd person oz;-n.?v, replacing
« dov o« Thirdly, in certain respects, the text as we have it in
Agts appears to be based on the LXX rether than the MT (or more
strictly, the textual tradition preserved by the MT). This appears
in the absence of any word or phrasel to render the Hebrew 1P,
apart from the simple P ’ t:hdugh elsewhere in the LXX this word

2 But 1f so, it would be hard to

is found rendering Hebrew  17PD.
explain the change from the form in our LXI, end the more so in
the 1light of the fact that the btext oeccurs in en slmost ldentical
form in both places; the further pﬁint that the two quotations
are in the mouth of different speakers (Peter and Stephen). Thus,
Judgment on the matter must be reserved for the present,
Be Fx 3: 6. ’E'ru’? ff/ut 5 Ozof w00 fd‘{a;j‘ sou
« dz0f ’Aﬁf.&r xat 0588 'leadn sal Bzof ’I-mé/i

3 80 we shall cone-

This has already been discussed somewhat above,

fine ourselves to pointing out the nature of the text ss in Actst
Acts B5: 13. 4 Osof ’Aﬂtod/‘ wid lewc ki landf o Bssg ~iov ﬂdT{FW [r‘"tcb‘v]
Acts 7: 52.’5,"6 6 Beof iy m’.fé(aofﬁoq] ¢ 820§ 'APpaip i’ leadn kal ’/‘réé?

The allusion in Acts 3: 13 is nsturelly & little freer than the

l): For example,éx rc_{o’oo_.c. gens3 ¢fs Ex 51: 14, Deut 2: 15,
16, 4: ?)4, Etc.

2)e Euge, Lev 17: 4,10, 18: 2,9, 20: 5,5,16,18; Num 14:
44, 15 30, Deut 2: 14, 18:18. Etcs

3) . Cf. PDe Lb4md D
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quotation of Acts 7: 32, yet both clearly echo the seme tradition
in the matter of (1) the omission of 9&{? before Io'at-{nr and
.’/xxfo/’é’ » and (11) the use of the plural Yiac‘rz:awv' in plece of
the singular wuﬁpﬁy, thus aiffering at two points from the LXX,
though nevertheless agrecing with each other.* Moreover, in the
case of (i1), their affinity is with the tradition contsined in
the Sameritem euthorities, as we have remarked earlier.> Agesin,
the two cases ere found in the orstions of different speskers.
Thus, 1f the slterations were due to 'loose citation', or 'memory?,
for exemple, we might find it hard to explain how that '1ooaeneas;
happened to be apparently independent of the spesker. To put it
enother way, we have here what seeme %0 be en indication of the
use of e common source of the quotation.

Ce Deut 21: 22+ This case 1s rather more problematical
then the previous ones, but is included here for completeness.
The ILXX at thls poinit reads:

. kAl .’tﬂaﬂ!u;q , Kl frp.e;udfﬂ'yff Lrey il fJ.\au, KTA-

The text &s found In Acts is best guoted in its immediate contextss

Acts 5: 30.0v dr.lﬂf J'zxnfno'.zrﬂs] Kei‘rldfdvrzf fa ;vkov

Acts 10: 30D.ov Kel .wuhugl necrurawﬂ_l;’ o ﬁu)ou *
From the contezts, together with the fact that the folliowing verse
of Deuberonomy (Deut 21: 23) is quoted in Galatlens 3: 15,5 it

seems cleer that the allusion inveolved in the verses in Acts noted

1)¢ They alsc differ in these respects from the NT,.

2). cr. suprég, pPha 44=5e
3)e It refers herc to the Death of Christ, and to the 'Curse'.
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1s to Deut 21: 22, It is not, however, strict, a fact which is
apparent on inspection. Examining them more closely, we mey note:
(1) the word &4“;;@:50‘;4» (Aets 5: 30) occurs but twice in the 1‘:11"1
and 1s fsr from common outside thet work. In the NPT, 1t 1s cone
fined to Acts. The corresponding word in Acts 10: 3%9b, az,v.:uez'u ¥
is listed by Hawkins as a Lukenism:> both words have the meaning
1slay', a meaning which may perhaps also be found in the §7m65f3.
of the ILXX, if we regerd 1t as & passive of sense for the verd
.:!‘II'OKTIJ'W.) .5 (11) The 7 cases of u’cas/c d,Vy'u{,u in the New Testao-
ment include 4 with the meening, 'to heng (on e cross, or tree)'s
namely, Lk 23: 39, of the unrepentant thief, the two verses under
discussion, ené the verse in Geletians (Gal 3: 13). The word is
found in the LXX some 37 tlmes, and not infrequently in the idiom
.Ket’tu’!vw,u fm ’étﬂoo, (111) The words are seen to be the ssme in
both allusions, though differing slightly from the LXX.4

To sum up the foregoing: not only do these three references
occur twice each in Acts, but indeed they presérve the same, or
very nearly the same, form on both occasions of thelr appearance.
On the other hand, while they egree with each other, they neverthe-
less disagree to greater or less extent with the LXX (and in one
case, Ex 3: 6, ¢f. Acts 3: 13, 7: 32, with the NMT alse, though
agreeing with the Semeritan authorities)e. Finhlly, in two cases,
Deut 18: 18 (?715) and Ex 3: 6, the allusions occur in the words of
different speakers, nemely Peter (3: 13, 22a) end Stephen (7: 32,37).

1). Acts 6: 30, & 26: 21.

2). Horae dynopnicaa, pe 28

3). £SJ’ i, p. .L@uEIIE

4), mh, ior example, omit the -wﬂn" efter the word
agein, both employ the participle.
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That is, we may have here (1) evidencs for some sort of source,
which 138 (11) common to, snd 8o possibly independent of, both

the spsech of 3tephen and that of Peter in Acts 3, or if 1t be

not indapendent of one, 1t may at lesast be presumed to be so of
the other. Now, elther this 'community of tradition' is ediborial,
or non-aditorial. If the former, the suggestion would be that Luke
was herse employing a (Greek) Bible-text differing slightly from
our LXX: 1f the latter, 1t would scem thet both FPeter and Stephen
woere drawing on soms common source of 0ld Testamsnt quotations or
some common text of the 0ld Toestament. In either case, however,

it would seem to be indicated to some degree at least that the
underlying source of the quotations in guestion was Greek rather
than non-Greek: the ldentity of word-order in the case of the
quotation from Deut 18: 186 (?18), for exsmvle, 1s hard to explain
on any other view. Nevertheless, this 1s not the place for final
econclusionsy we must proceed to invest;gate the question, whether
there is any evidence of the nature or original lenguvege of the

supposed 'source' of these quotations.

IV,

In the mebtter of the source or sources of the text of the
teberrantt guotatlons end ellusions in Aets, the remark of G. D.
Kilpatrick, of Oxford, in relation to similar phenomena in the
Gospel according to Matthew, is perhaps relevant, nemely, that

"where & New Testesment quotation differs from our LXX,

it does not follow thet it represents en immediete use
of an Hebrew original or an Aramaic Targum.”

1)« The Origins of the Gospel according to St. Matthew,
0xford, 1946, De 06




The question, then, mey be stated thuss Are the 'aberrant' 014
Testement quotations and allusions found in I Acts dependent on
a Greek 01ld Testament source, or otherwise? Thet is, how far,

if at all, could such an hypothesis be sustained? Or agzain, have
we a text of the Greek Bible which would fit the case?

As The first possibility which presents itself is that of
a relationship of some sort with one or other of the texts pre-
served in the Variant Readings of Origen's beapla.l A. Sperber
of New York has argued, on the basis of an exemination of the

2

Hexapla,® that (1) the fifth column--the LXX--there reflects

"two independent translations® of the Hebrew Bible into Greak.s
the variations between which seem to indicate (ii) "two Hebrew
Bibles,"® such that (111) the one is "closely related to that
textual family esse known to us as MT," whereas the other seems
to resemble that of which "we still have in the Samaritan Pentae-
teuch a direct offspring in Bhbrew,"s and that finelly, (iv) the
Bible used by the Apostles was "identical with the asterisk type
of the Hexaplariec LXX , "0

In the teble which follows, we shall set out those cases
where it is possible to compare the 01d Testement quotations and
allusions in Acts with their counterperts in the Hexsplariec frag-

ments of the LXX preserved in Field's edition of Origen's Hexapla.

1) That is, the varient readings listed under "al. exempl,¥
s @and __, in Fleld's edition of the Hexapla.
2)e "New ﬁgstament end Septuagint," JBL, lix (1940), pp. 193-204.
5) + ibide., pe 287.
4)- .ibid., Pe 246. 2 .
5)0 ibide; 1. co
6}. ibido’ Pe 283,



Teble 1. |
, No. § Acts . OTs+5 ¢ Relevant OT texts as.
Chap. Chap.  in Hexapla (Col. 5).
it MR e N . R A
1 31 22 fn v «frlﬁw urtw Deut QF g% £x uE600 G0V v i nov i,
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~ We may summarize the results of the comparisons in the Teble

above in another:

1).

Field. &xa,

ii, pe 1003a, note 4, observed that the obelisk

was present here only in the Syro-Hexapla.



Table 2.

Textual authority. With Acts. Ageinst Acts.
or, 6 4(%25) f -
Obelus 1 2 ; 5

Asterisk 1(22) 3

gl. ©X. 2 3

If we were to.apply Sperber's theory to this classification, /
we would find: | ¥
Obelus=-group (0! and —): With, 73 Against, 51?;)."
Asteriskegroup (al ex and X'): With, 3(?4); Ageinst, 6.
On balence, then, in the pleces where verification is possible,
the texts seem to lean slightly towards the 'obelus'-group, rether
then the 'asterisk'-group. In this connection, it would be interest-
ing to recall that Sperber suggested a relationship between the
obelus-text and the Semaritan Pentateuch, on the one hand; like-
wise, on the other hand, 2 similar sort of reletionship was offered
for the asterisk-text and the MT. In the light of the evidence
adduced in earlier pages of this chepter, regarding the community
of tradition found existing between certain of the 'aberrant' OT
texts in Acts, and the Semaritan authorities, we might be inclined
to observe in the sbove classification and its results, further
evidence; Ppwever slight, of the same phenomenon. The argument
at ﬁhis point, however, becomes too hypothetical to have more than
confirmatory value. Nevertheless, it would, in so far as the

theory of Sperber is cogent, lend some support to the view which




sees behind the aberrant texts of Acts the operation of a Greek
Bible-source., On the other hand, while what Sperber is disposed
to call the Bible of the Apostles has been identified with the
Asterisk-type of the Hexoplarie ILXX, on his thaory,l the evidence
afforded by the foregoing tables would seem to tell egeinst such
a view, unless we regard the 'eberration' as due to the text or
texts used by the editor of Acts. In any case we must be careful
not to lay too great stress on the arguments adduced by Sperber,
any more than on the rather slight evidence involved in the above.

Be There 1s another possibility, not altogether unconnected
with the previous one, which we must note: namely, that the version,
some fregments of which are preserved in Field's Hexaplae under the
title > £ d‘u-@s.nxoﬁ. may have some bearing on the matter in hand.
The difficulty ebout this; however, 1s that none of the relevant
texts has been preserved to us, except, perhaps, that which is
teken from Deut 10: 22 (Acts 7: 14), where Field records:

nor, iy Eﬁ'{or;;n'oﬂ-& » Alia exempl: £v fﬁ%ﬁoru;koy'm.'a:vu

kA xut ., To 2o-t‘\m(.:s.-nx;v' %oy z?‘?'dfc,n;movr.c_-"z
No verdict, then, can be given on this evidence.

€+ It is interesting to note further that, of some 34 texts
in Aets 1-15 containing quotations from, or ellusions to, the 0ld
Testeament which are verifieble from the fragments of Aquila, Sym-
machus, Theodotion, and others preserved in Fieldl!s edition of the
Hexepla, only 4 (or perhaps 7: see below) reveal a textusl affinity

1) Sperber, ope cits, pe 283,
2)0 Fiﬁld.' Hex., 1, P 2892,
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with one or other of the later Greek versions; sgainst the LXX.
Moreover; the evidence for such affinity is mostly far from con-
vineing, as a survey of the cases in which it might be suspected
would indicate. The cases in question are:

() Acts 73 16¢ wap i viov vidv ‘E,:uf:,u{}r .-s (Cfs Jos 2¢: 32).

This verse has already been treated under Section II of the
present chaepter,t where 1t was suggested that the exact corres-
pondence of the words quoted sbove with their éounterparts in the
versions of Aquila and Symmachus, together with their total absence
from the IXX as we have it, may have been due to the employment of
a recension of the Greeck Bible more closely approximating to the
textusl tradition of the Hebrew Bible.

(b) Aots 7: 83+ o yip véwoj Jg’45 omyras «(CEe Ex 31 B)e

Criticel Note: 7¢’ © ): p4® waBCD2 .. o0 D ... iv & EEP.

Exemining the possibilities, it is epparent that the EHP(Koine)
reading, being that also of the LXX, is the sesiest of the three
to explain. The Bezan reading, 06 » 18 probably the most idiom-
etic of the three, and would seem to be the work of later hands,
were it not for two other facts: first, it is one of the usages
classed by Hawkins as 'characteristie' of Luke;2 secondly, it con-
stitutes a deperture from the text of the LXX, and so cannot be
due to assimilations However, if we turn to the reading 5@’%5 s

which is certainly attested both widely, and from an early time,

We ghall probably find one which would explain, or at least help

1) « Cf. gupra, PDo 45=48.
2). Horse Synopticae, p. 27.
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to explaein, how the other two originasted: if we were to accept
.€¢’¢§ a8 the primery reading, the Bezan reading oE1 might
be regarded &as representing an ettempt at stylistic improvement,
while the EHP-reading % é; would be seen--88 we have noted above
«=t0o be due to assimilation to the text of the LXX of Ex 3: B.

However, the reading just preferred, though at variance with
that of the LXX (with the exception of one cursive MS., "a“)l,
is nevertheless a closer reflection of the underlying Hebrew texte.
However, if we consult the Hexapla, we Tind:

+ 1723 0': Vacat. 56 Rl " udrod « 4P

It is, therefore, not impossible to regard the present case as
showing some degree of affinity with the form of the version of
Aguiles That is, it is possible that we have to do here with an
indication of dependsnce on & Greek version other then the LXX,
which has here préaerved the form of the Hebrew more literally
than our LXX. We have already noted that such texts have been
found recently in the Qumren area., Nevertheless, the possibility
of influence of the Hebrew itself cennot be completely excluded.

Other points of contact or affinity with the textual forms
of these 1ater.veraions seem to be of a rather more problematical
charéctar, but we inelude them in this discussion in order to
present all the relevant evidence, in so far as this is possible.
They are found in Acts 7: 26, 41, and possibly also in Acts 65: 30
and 10: 39b, of which treatment has been given in another plaoe.3

1). Brooke and MeLean give it this symbol: Holmes and Parsons,
No. 131.

2)0 Field, HexX., 1’ Pe 86b.

8)s Cf. supra, pps 50«51,
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(¢) Acts 7: 26+ g0y wiroly puakopsvef’s (Cf+ Ex 23 13).

The LXX form of this reminiscence employs the phrese
.gpg ddo aAviea.. Ja.m')«qnﬁjor«’mj.ﬁeld, on the other hend, gives the
reading used by Aquila and Symmachus for the Hebrew [73], rendered
Sashynrifopsvosj by the LXX, as lispaXopsyouis Now, since there
is also some freedom about the form in which this guotation from
Ex 2t 135,14 1s found in the words following the above phrase, we
ought perhaps to be cautious about the drawing of definite con-
clusions from the evidence stated. On the other hand, the clear
variation from the LXX, together with the similarity to the reading
of Aguila snd Symmachus, may perhaps point to the employment here
of an alternative Gresk Bible-text, to some extent skin to Aquile
and Symmachus.

() Acts 7: 4l. KA ","’7']("70‘! Ovslay ""2.’3 si’JJkag,

The LXX reads here: (Ex 32: 6) ST 2”@?“"‘" 5’“““"“‘;{4*1’%
KAl MpoEnyE KEV busioy TCwrgpiov + K< K. 7). The words are, then,
hardly quotetions in the strict sense from the LXX. However, the
Hebrew verb 17V?1, which the LXX renders by Jvcjﬂ’ﬁmu » is found
translated :(w';ve yx«v by Aquila and Symmachus, and rm_l, «’,iq.c.w by
Theodotlion. Once agein no strict conclusions cen be drawn, but
a degree of affinity may at least be observed between the form in
Acts and the corresponding forms in the three non-Septuagintal
Greek 0l1ld Testament versions noted above.

{e) Acts 5: 30 and 10: 39b, which have already been treated
earlier, contein a form of Deut 21: 22, which seems neerer to the
Hebrew than to the LXX. They both employ a verb which indicates a
notion, not of 'dying' (so LXX, &lo&;vy )s but of 'being put to death';
just as the Hebrew reads NM171, However, both Aquila and Symmachus
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read the form: wdi pdvdfulgé g This, of course, does not in-
dlcate any form of textual affinity, but merely seems to show
that the later translators, in common with the source of the
allusion in Acts, followed a course at this point closer to the
Hebrew than to the LXX as we have it. The case is only inecluded
in this set of instances to show that the text in Acte might have
originated not in the Hebrew itsslf but in a version like that

of Aquila, for example.

It will be seen, however, that in the case of all these
quotations, allusions, and reminisecences of the OT just treated,
the phenomena might be explained instead by reference to a use of
the Hebrew Bible, and in most of them the later version or versions
involved may be regarded as more nearly epproximating to the textusl
tradition of the MT. The exception here, of course, is Acts 7: 26;
in this case it 1is only the similarity of the roots used to render
the Hebrew in Acts and the versions involved, and the dissimilarity
of both to that employed in the LXX, that constitute the grounds
for suggesting some form of affinity. On the other hand, of course,
these are but a few cases: there are a number of other cases where
the text of an OT quotation or allusion in Acts agrees with that
found in the ILXX, against the Hsebrew, the later Greek versions, or
all of theses. This may be due to sssimilation to the LXX, or to

editorial applicaetion, insertion, or other employment of the LXX;

but whatever mey be its cause, it serves to throw into relief those

1). Field’ H@;:, 1, Doe 304 .
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texts which are not identical with their ILXX counterperts, and
which econsequently cannot be said to be directly dependent, at
any rate, upon 1t. FPerheps the most that can be seid 1s that,
while there may'be here some indication of a degree at least of
textual affinity between certain portions of the OT employed in
Acts and their original Hebrew forms, in contradiatinotioq.to
thelr LXX forms, the facts are nevertheless not inconsistent

with the use of an alternative recension of the Gresk Bible.

Ds Examining, for completeness, the texts in gquestion, as
they are preserved for us in the Freer M3. of Deuteronomy and
Joahna,l and also in the Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri,g
find no evidence which either adds to, or detracts from, what

has been said sbove in this section.

Thus, we should probably confine ourselves to saying that,
while the possibility that Luke was dependent for the 'eberrant!
texts discussed on snother recension of the Greek Bible, distinct
from our LXX, cannot be excluded, yet the positive evidence for
such a view 1s extremely slender. Moreover, it is also clear that,
in the main, he was apparently dependent on the LXX; consequently,
as Kilpatrick observed in a similer connection in the case of the
Gospel according to Matthew, the writer of the work must have
taken over the quotations concerned from enother source which was
not dependent on the ILXX.® We are left; then, with the alternative

that the 'aberrant' quotations and allusions are due to a "none

1) The Old Testoament Menuscripts in the Freer Collection,
® enry Ae Senders, rPert I, (New York, 1910).

2). The Chaster Beatty Biblical Pepyri, edited by Sir F. G.
Kenyon, F“as_csj.Lﬁ-(TQ_M""T, % 51'955). VI (1937), VII (1937).
3)e The Origins of the Gospel According to St. Matthew, P. 57.
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editorial'’ factors that is, the evidence points to the use of a
source of 014 Testament quotations, other then the LXX, either

by the speakers themselvese-for it should be noted thet, with

one exception, all the examples considered in the previous sections
are found In Direct Speech of some kinde-or the cirele or eircles
from which the reports of the events and speeches narrsted in Acts
emanated. But we must ask, was there & tradition current et the
time, which might fulfil some, at least, of the requirements of
these 'aberrent' texts?

In the answering of this question, there are two new facts
to be taken into account. First, the discovery in recent times
in the Qumran erea of portions of a version of the 0ld Testament
in Greek is of the greatest importance, especielly as it has
close affinities with the texts of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theo=-
dotion; snd further, to gquote Cross's words,

B,, 1t appears on first study to be identical with

the Quinta of Origen's Hexaple as well as the verslon

gﬁgﬁiififg certain quotations of the Fathers, notably
Unfortunately, the texts so far published do not allow us to make
the requisite comparisons. It may well be, however, that these
new texts will afford the clue to this problem. In the second
plece, on the Hebrew side, fragments have come to lighte--aglso in
the Qumren sre@e--closer to the Septuagint than to our MT.2 In
particular, fragments of I Semuel have been found, preserving

a text ¥quite at varience with the traditional Hebrew text."

1). "Phe Manuseripte of the Dead Sea Caves," BA, xvii, (1954)

(pp. 2«21), De 13.
2)e Of. supra, ps 25, and references in notes 2 end 3.

3)e Cross, Op. cite, Do 18.
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However, the text of the same fragment
"In general ... follows the readings found in the
Hebrew manuscript used by the Greek translators of
Samuel in the late third or early aeoond'ientury
BeCs (the text behind the LXX of Samuel.
As in the case of the other material mentioned, it still has to
be shown whether or not these new texts will elucldate the prob-
lem of the textual affinities of the Taberrant! texts in Aects,
but at least the existence of such Hebrew texts is now_plaead
out of question, and its presence in the fourth Qumran cave may
perhaps have a certain importance by reason of the relative prox-
imity of the scenes of many of the events narrated in the Acts.
In the same cave, however, there has alsb been found a

single leaf from e book of 'Testimonia,! 2

eeso un petit enchiridion des textes bibligues qui
Justifient les concepts measianiques de la Communaut§ . #

Moreover, these 'testimonial
*... débutent préoisément avec le passage de D e u t.
XVIII. 18 sq. (combiné aveec V, 26-9) ennongant la
venue du Prophéte."4
The text of Deut 18: 18, as found in this text, is nearer to the
MT than to the LXX, whose underlying text appears to lack the
words °717 from verse 19. In the same verse, however, it
inserts the word 7117 twice, so as to read not ..T27T7 TR 77 Pl
171, Tunto my words which he shall speak in my neme,? but
PP Y730 7172 wR 2230 71T b, 'unto the words of .t he

Prophet which t he Prophet shall spesk in my neme.'®

1)s Croses, opes cite., pe. 18,

2)e J. L. Teicher, "The Dead Sea Serolls," Manchester Guardian,
September 15th, 1963, p. 4, cols. 63 and private
letter dated October 28th, 1953.

3)e Je-Te Milik, "Une lettre de Simeon Ber Kokheba," 3_3__. ix,
(1953), (pp+ 276-94), pe 290.

4)0 ibido' PDe 290=1.

5)s Temt by courtesy of Abbé J.-T, Milik, letter of 18/1/1954.,
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The text of the 'testimonium' thus stresses the importance of
obedlence to the words of the Prophet whom God has promised, end
80 may repragent en interpretation of the text. For our purposes,
however, the important fact inveolved here 1s the presence in what
i1s plainly a book of 'testimonia' used by the Qumran sect, of the
quotation from Deut 18: 18«19, concerning the promise to Moses of
& Prophet like himself,-a quotation which we have had some ¢cause
to observe and discuss in another place, and whose form in Acts
seemed to suggest the employment of some sort of source.t This
fact assumes greater weight when it is remembered that the document
arose in a sect or community of Jewish folk whose beliefs and
practices bore so close a resemblance to many of those of the
New Testament that Teicher of Cambridge even claimed them as a
Christian sect; the Ebionites.® MNoreover, Dupont-Sommer of the
Sorbonne wrote of them in the following terms,

# .. It is from the womb of this religious ferment

that Christianity, the Christian 'New Covenant,!

emergeds +es¢ INn every case where resemblance com-

pels or invites us to think of a borrowing, this was

on the part of Christianity."d
Whatever be the preecise relationship between Christianity and the
religious faith expressed in the Gumran serolls, this much is now
5eyund dispute: at least one of.the iMlessianic testimonies used
by the Sect was also used by Christianity in its early deys in a
similar way. It would be interesting if we were to find other

points of contact, or perhaps rather, tokens of affinity.

1)e Cf. supre, ppe 4849, 51-52.

2)e Cfe "fhe Dead Sea Scrollse-Documents of the Jewish-Christien
Sect of Ebionites,” JJS, 11 (1951), ppe« 67-99. Also, the
article in the Manchester Guardisn (Cf. supra, p. 63, n.
2, end his letter to the Bdlitor of the seme publication,
dated October 4th, 1963.

3)« The Dead Sea Scrolls, (ET, by E. Margaret Rowley), 1952, pp. 99f.




Now, in Acts 2: 24~-in Peter's speech at Pentecost~~we find

the wordst Auvew § TRl oliva § v Baavirou (D L‘vtegptvg %’5 ov fopr Bav.),
|
They are usually traced to Ps 17: 6 (18: 4)1 where the Hebrew, ; 3Mﬂ5$'

™ Ll

nn ’bjﬁ, "bends, cords'! of death, has~-s0 we are tolde--been mia- ¢

read by the LXX-translators, who thus render it o8tve § Oavdioo (£rom
E T 1 e

an: e
Torrey examined this phrese,2 and claimed that, although it

Hebrew N1D ’bnn), 'pangs of death.!

had been "long recognized" that the verse contained an ancient mis-
trensletion, the word AJsif nevertheless sulted "only the 'bands,'

a to explain its

not the 'pains’i" moreover, appeal to Job 39: 2

presence was Tnot justified,® since "that grotesquely confused

passage™ was "as far removed as posaible',from the meaning of Acts

2: 24, 1Instead of this, he suggested the mistranslation of an M e L (V)

underlying Semitic original, namely, ®NInD 77 &’bﬁﬂcgiﬁxﬂgffloosing

the bands of deathy' the quotation from the Psalm was fhen Tobvious,'

end Luke “"followed the LXX as usual," although he rendered the

. W /Miterally®. AN
Recourse to a S8emitic original here--also suggested by Wensineck

in an unpublished note--was avoided by Clerke, slthough he noted

its possibility. He preferred instead "en explanation from the

LXX only,"® namely, conflation of«iiﬁqj Oavitoo with Job 391 2.5

The whole expression, however, in its 'Bezan' form, is found in

A - €/ " &
Polycarp 1: B,XJGHS “U"ﬁﬁVﬁi‘T” ¢fov . and in a Similer context.

1) Cf. glso, Ps 114(116): 33 see further, note 6 infra.
2)e CDA, pp- 28-29 o

3), m., & teusf {5 wordy ilUO'GLS KT .

4). Torresy, ope c¢it., pe 29.

5) Beginnl Se I, 11’ 97.
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This, while 1t might suggest some form of direct dependence of

the text of Polycarp at this point upon that of the Bezan Acts,
might as well indicete the employment by both Acts and Polycarp

of some form of 'testimonialematerial. Further, both of the
solutions sxpounded sbove, that of Torrey together with that of
Clarke, appear to pay insufficient attention to the context of the
allusion in Acte, following closely as it does on the guotation
from Joel 2: 28-32(3: 1-56), which is said to be deseribing the
evente of the 'Last Days+' In the form in whilch it ocours in
Acts, this quotation beglns, wac fomu, ov 7aif foxd7aif 7{4 coxif (bub

B: wal frrde, il 7r)y  But the words v vuif seyiraf juépuido not
oceur in the LXX, which reads instead: ﬁjJJ 74074 3 @ phrase
which 18 not only a standing LXX equivalent for Hebrew I;—’jﬁ§,1
(the MT-resding here), but alsc, sccording to Hawkins, e Lukenism.®
On the other hend, the expression ¢v 7wif toylraf @u%ﬂﬂfoooura

but once in the LXX, in Isa 2: 2, where it renders Hebrew n27nxa
nn?n, end moreover, it is found nowhere else in Luke-Acts. It 1s
therefore hard to regerd the new expression as due elther to the
LKX,5 or to ordinary edltorial activity on the part of Luke, al-
though it may Indicate, if not a source of some kind, at least
tinformed interpretation.' WNevertheless, whether this variation
is due to the writer's hand, or to some source or other he my
have followed, the eschatological interpretation of the events
described was clearly acknowledged by Luke at least, if not by

1)+ Cheeking the references in Hatch-Redpath, p. 915, a-b,
with the MT.

2). Horae Synopticae, ppe 20, 43.

3)s Whether by direct quotetion, or by stylistic influence;
there 18 no evidenece that the case would be different
if o text akin to the other Greek versions were used.
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Peter also. The phrase Ass«f vif »livis 100 Uivirsy 18 thus seen as
deseribing an eschatological faet, and should probebly be translated:
"having put to an end the pengs of Death."l

But in snother roughly contemporary document, agein from the
Qumran eree, in a men,a comes the phrase NID “HAn 1908, a direct
allusion to Ps 18: 4, n?_s "f?:;i;l ’;a;mj'z;; »2 but with the meaning,
"the pengs of desth will compass (people) about:" the reference
is eschatologicsel, as the context shows, end describes the Last
Times, and the onset of the Messisnic Woes: the “time of fury to
8ll Belial,"™ when "destruction overwhelms judgment, and anger's
lot falls upon the forsekens.."® If to tﬁia we 2dd the fact that
&4 5 whieh ocours in the NT but 4 times, in three of them refers
to the Mesaianio Woes, the 'Pangs', 6 we ma&y be inclined to see in
the present pessage an Indication thet the expression NN 7Yam,

probsbly from Ps 18: 4,7

was lmown to, and used by, the early
Christian Community in just such a Hessisnie connection. That is,
our evidence, @o fér as it goes, seems to point to a probable
community of tradition between a text alluded to in Acts, and its
form and implied meaning in 2 writing from the Qumran Community.
It should be stressed, however, that basiecally this variation in
meaning can be traced to & corresponding variation possible in the

meening of the unvocalized Hebreow text.

1)« Cf. LSJ, Do 1068b, A AVw 3 “undo, bring to nought, destroy,"
generally, put an end to." Cf, Galen, *to put an end
to a disease.' Likewise also Bauer, Wb,(4te Aufl.), 877:
"vernichten, beendigen,® as in I Jn 37 | 8. This trans-
lation was also suggested by Field, Notes, pe. 112.

2)e M. Wellensteln, Hymns from the Judean Serolls, Pl. xiii,

1line 10.
3)e 1bid., p. 20, n. 51. 6)s Mk 15: 8, Mt 24: 8, I Th
4). ibide.;, ps 15. 8: 3.

5)s 1bids, 1. & 7)e Cf« also Ps 114(116): 3.
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Perheps at thls point it would be gpprovriate to consider
one more ocase, Aocts 13: 47. The textual data are as follows:
o Té0sxd g5 ’5’:)' ¢ s £0viSv g
P R " DA s 4 o eslie A 2l SN
«Tov fivde 0% 2§ SWTHOIAY fw§ z;ﬁ)‘aro‘ﬁ il (9
Criticel: (1). Praeterea DE Cypr add tS60 (cf. Lxx).
2). Tifaxhoess #5f)s ese D Cypr d& 705K 4 0L :
3)- $6v3v )t o« sed D Lvt8ygtllad aug Mer ‘o .
.’%&‘vﬂrnf » gentibus «..Cypr inter gentes
» oo LYE® super gentibus.
Turning %o the corresponding text in the IXX, Ise 49: 8, we find:
), ough ! ;

4 4 : /
« OOV Jdond s £fj 5145-':;«7/ yf.vovj", %

2 g
, £ Pa €0y Sv

7

JTo0 sival os £ 6«:(7{,:.:!{ u..-f cr)\xrou r7f f/]' .

Criticals diSwxs ): BQMS ... sed AQ*::: Tibuxs . (Hox of dorvs
. 21y J'M&,K.).z ,'srcvj‘ )t om AQY¥ (Hex of hotwol )e

If we were to accept the WH-text of this verse, it might
indeed be thought that the presence of 7:%:/x« in place of
.dflox4 , together with the absence from the text of the phrase
o 15" fiabyngv yivou) , constituted no more than another case of
8 tendency--noted by Swote“eefor quotations from the OF in the NPT
to egree with the A-text of the LXX rather thaen the B-text. This,
nevertheless, would not explain the omission of the initilal 7 c"oj s
which is found in both the A-text and the B-text of the LXX. On
the other hand, the MT omits both the 40/ and the phrase answer-
ing to £ (i<byuyv yiveoSs to this extent, then, it is nearer to Acts.
Indeed, if Acts had read J/riwx- instead of v.'¥sic. , there might
heve been e falr case for suggesting dependence upon the Hebrewe

Nevertheless, the question of posslible affinity to the Hebrew must

1). The Hexeplaric evidence 1s glven in Field, Hex, 1i, 5256b.
2)e Intr. OTG, ppe 394, 3956,
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not be pverlooked.
If, now, we turn to the eritical data concerning Acts 13:
47, we find a rather serious cleavage between the HH-text end
the D-text. We may set the @attsr cut as follows:
3 -r:bs'mu’ £ mj" 4.5 11 39;’5)’ e
D. (’lfo;v) #cﬁj -rs’&sm; e Tarf ’5'9&“{01;/

If we were to vegard the ;000 in the D-text as probsbly due to
assiﬁilation to the ILXX, we are nevertheless left with the problem
of explaining the wilider textusl difference. The fact of the matter
‘is, that although the WH-text would be susceptible of explanstion
in tefms of quotatlion from, or assimiletion to, the A-text of the
IXX of Isa 49: 6, such en explanation 1s impossible in the case

of the D-texts We are therefore inclined to feel that the D-text
has here the harder readinge However, let us consuit the MT:

JTIRT NEP-TY NYAV? NIz 071 TiR? 37033

From this it is seen that the LXX-phrase ¢/j gy vivis a literal
fendering of the Hebrew 0”11 718>, But if the Hebrew 0?12 i
were misread D?127 TiRe~by & simple displacement of the preposition
Pesthe resultent phrase would be capeble of exact reprasentatioh
by the Greek P5) eesveif Zbvecive. Moreover, such sn srror might
easily have teken place eithér in direct transcription, or fhrou@
dictational transeription,; or perhaps more probebly, oral quotation.
At any rgte, the easeﬁtial point of the matter remains: thel
variation in the readings of the 'Westerm'! and nons'Wéstern' texts
of Acts 13: 47 could be explained by a simple transcriptional dis-
placement in the underlying Hebrew text, 1f we made the assumption
thet the Hebrew text was, 1n fact, the one being guoted here. In
this case, the D-text here would be viewed as containing an un-

revised element of the originel tradition. On the other hand,
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the fact that the remainder of the quotation is in exaet verbal
agreement with the text of the LXX, even where the latter 1s at

1 seems to welgh against the probability

varience with the Hebrew,
of the textual phenomena before us being due to 'loose citation,!
and to support the vlew that the textual tradition of D Cypr here
seems to reflect the employment of some kind of source msterial.

S0 far as it goes, then, the cvidence seems to indicete the
use in portion of the verse in guestion, of an slement of souroce=
materlal containing a quotation from the 01d Testament in a form
deviating from the MT of Isa 49: 6 in a way that would not be in-
eqnaisteﬁt with ultimate derivation from the Hebrewy; its corres-
ponding deviation from the LXX, however, would seem to be rather
difficult to explein in terms of 'loose citation' of the latter,
or even by recourse to the other known Greek versions of the 0ld
Testement, where they are extant. We may thersfore feel to some
extent justified in regerding the words ¢of 16051k 65 1015 10v. @8
reflecting an elementﬁof unrsvised sourceematerial, based ultimate-

ly on the Hebrew text of Isa 49: 6, which hes been preserved for
us in D Gypr.z

1)5 The words Too zﬁuf £s ffS' s’wf»ypfdf E:Jj ;a’)(-{rou 7':-;-“_[ )na‘y L
are verbally identical with those of LXX Isa 40: 6. On
the other hand, the Hebrew Y7J¥7 N¥p-TY ’nvivw?y nivjy
'that my sslvation mey be unto the end of the earth’,
is hardly exactly rendered by the Greek of the LXX,
whilch mesns 'that thou shouldst be for salvation unto
the end of the earth.' These words in Acts 13: 47 may
of course bes due to essimilation, or to editorial sct-
ivitye~a fact which must not be overlooked.

2)« Clarke, Beginnings, I, 1i, 97; the quotetion of Ps 117(118):
22 in Acts 4: 11 was thought by him to be due to "an in-
dependent” version, since the varistion seems "more than
can be accqunted for by a lapse of memory." He observed
also that i;wﬂ:m/ (ef. Acts 4: 11) and Qﬂoa‘omﬁéém .
were both used by the LXX to translate Hebrew 0N,
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We may summarize the results of this chapter as follows:

First, because it is Luke's usual procedure in Acts to derive
his quotatlons from the LXX, it seems all the more probable that,
in those ceases where the 01d Testament quotations and allusions.
are clearly not derived from the IXX--at least in its present
form,~-~he was employing some other source or sources, In confirmae
tion of this, we may note that in the 21 cases examined sbove, the
oon@ext was all but once that of direct =peech: the exception was
Acts 8: 32, which--howevor--might 21so be explained in terms of
affinity with the A-text of the LXX. It should be added, in all
fairness, that formel quotations at least are not found outside
speeches of one kind or another, except in the case of Asts 8: 32-

53 (citing Isa 53: Tb«8bA LXX).

1 the deviations in the forms

Secondly, in some nine cases,
of the quotations and allusions in Acts from those in the LXX as
we have it found support in the readings of certain other authori-
ties, notably verious Targums, end the Samaritan Pentateuch and
S8ameritan Pentateuch Targum. Indeed, in one of these cases, we
cbserved the textual tradition represented by the NT and LXX co-
existing in Acts alongside ths markedly different form employed
by the Targum to the Prophets in the seme verse of the OT (Acts
13: 22, of I XKgd 13: 14, or Tg. I Sam 13: 14); in snother case,
the deviating tradition was noted elso in Philo (Acts 7: 4).2

Moreover, in about seven cases,® the text as found in Acts Proe-

1)e Vize, Acts 7: 3b, 4, 5, 10b, 32(= 3: 13)3 133 11b, 223 a
possible omse of the same phenomenon is Acts 8: 32,
but it may also he due to the Hebrew, or even to an
affinity with the A-text of the LXX. Cfe supra, p. 46.

2)s Cf. supra, pp. 45-44. _

3)s Viz., Acts 2: 17, 243 5: 30(= 10: 39b); 7: 16, 33; & 13:
47, The word 'ebout'! has been emgloyodﬁgggvo to in-
dicate that not all seven cases were eq ¥ clear.



supposes, or apoears to presuppose, & textual tradiltion akin to
that of the MT, in opposition to that of the LXX, although the
poesibility of kinship with one or other of the known Greek OT
versions other than the LXX must not be overlooked; at least in
several caaes.l The difficulty is this, however, that for the
vest majority of the cases treated, such UGreek OT versions as
ere extant, other than the ILXX, sre of no assistance, while in
those cases where some relationship mey seem possible, the
evidence is generally rather wesk and unconvincing.a Some other
explenation should therefore be sought.

Thirdly, it should be noted that, although points of con-
tact or affinity seem to exist between the texts as found in Aete
end the forms occurring in certein other non-Septuasgintal suthori-
ties, they do not, in these disagreecments with the LXX, always
follow the seme non-Septusgintal tradition, nor even the one such
tradition in 2ll its detailss This suggests not so much en "ime
medlate use® of & Hebrew original or an Aremalc Tergum, as some
form of 'medieste use! of sources incorporating the extra-Septua-
gintal elements in question. Such a view would not be inconsistent
with en hypothesls involving the employment by Luke of somé kind
of Greek source-material containing the difficult elements 'ready-
made.! We have to see whether it would be consistent with one in-

volving the use of Hebrew or Aramelc sources, or both.‘

1) E.ge, Acts T7: 18 {(ef, supra, pp. 45-4693 cf, also pp. 56«
61, for detailed consideration of the matter.

2). Cf. supra, pps 56-61.

3)e Kilpatriok, O0GM, pe 56

4)s The 'aberrant’ (Targumic) quotation in Eph 4: 8, where there
is no other suggestion of translation of Aramaic sources,
is possiblye-indeed probably--traceable to the mind of
its writer. It may also just ss well be traceable to an
OT quotatlon-source used him (perhaps in Greek?).



Fourthly, certain 0ld Testament references were found twice
in Acts, menifesting on both occasions the same form and content,
although in the three cases discussed above, that form and content
diverged fYom the corresponding portion of the LXX which each re-
prezenteds Furthermore, in the case of two of the OT passages in
question, the first and second appeerances are in the mouths of
different speakers (to wit, Peter and Stephen, respectively). One
case (Ex 3: 6; cf. Acts 3: 13, 7: 32) actuaslly presents a text
sgreeing with the Semeriten Pentateuch and Samsriten Penteteuch
Targum ageinst the NI and the LXX. DBut unless we are to regerd
the present cases as instances of the use of an alternstive Greek
Bible-text, perhaps on the part of the editor, it seems reasonsble
to argue thet they reflect a common source of 0ld Testament quota-
tions, used by Peter and Stephen, or perhaps current in the circles
from which the traditions of their speeches emenated. At any rate,
such source or sources would seem to have been Greek: otherwise
the identity of word-order in the quotetions would be hard to ex-
plain-eespeciclly as 1t differs sharply from our knovmn texts of
the Greek Bible. This view would seem to be supported also by the
fect that the other taberrant! quotations and allusions treated in
this chepter menifest a 'minuteness! of variation from the LXX and
agroement with some cther source of 01ld Testament textuel tradition
which seems almost to demand en explanstlon in terms of some kind
of "fixed! source, the readings of which have been preferred to
the corresponding ones of the IXX, The fact, however, that these
ffine! points of agreement with extra-3eptuegintal tradition are
not extended to the whole of the particuler non-Septuagintel text

in question may perhaps indicate that the original language of the
material as it came to Luke, was Greek rather than Hebrew or Aramaic.
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Fourthly, certaln 01ld Testament references were found twice
in Acts, manifesting on both occasions an ideantity of form and cone
tent, In spite of the fact that that form and content was at some
variance from its IXX counterpart in each case. Furthermore, two
of the passages in question were quoted first in a Bpeech of Peter,
then in that of Stephen.1 Again, one of these cases presented a
textuel vaeriation supported by the two Sameritan suthoritiles, in

2 Whether these perticular 'ab-

ooposition to the MT and the LXX.
errant! gquotations and allusions were really due to the use of an
alternative Greck trenslation of the 01d Testament must remain--for

o on the other hend, the

the present et leaste-an open question;
language in which they ceme to Luke would appear to have been

Greek, for the identity of words and of word-order to which reference
hes been made would be difficult to explain otherwise, especially

in view of the divergence of these quotations and allusions from

the IXX.% It should be sdded that this same identity is a factor

in favour of explanation in terme of written, or at least *'fixed?,
sources.

In sddition, the varistion presented by & number of the other
taberrant! 01d Testament refersnces 1s of a rather *minute' nature,
the preservation of which would seem to indicate the use either of
an alternative (Greek version of the 014 Testement or, 1f not, at

least of some other 'fixed'! source. If the latter were the case,

and especially in view of the fact that the various 'fine' points

1)e Ex 3: 6 (Acts 3: 15, 7: 32), and Deut 18: 15,18 (Acts 3%

- 22, T: &7), respectively.

2)s Ex:3: 6, cf. supra, ppe. 48-50, 51-52,

3)e New finds, such &s those made in the fourth Qumran cave,
may possibly set the matter in a different light. The

matter was dlscussed above, EP. e2rf.
4)e The fragments preserved in the Hexapla are of little use here.
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of agreement with extra-Septuagintal (textuals traditions do not
extend to the whole of the particular extra-sSeptuagintal authority

or authorities available and ralevant,l

we would probably be justie
fied in regarding that source~material as having been present to
Luke in Greek forms. The variations would then appear as original,
traceable possibly to the words of the spesker himself, who mey have
supplied a2 word, phrase, interpretation, or tradition, known tc him
from some other independent, and more or less conbemporary aouroe,z
in place of, or in sddition to, that read by the LXX as we have it.°
In these ceses then, the 'aberrations'! in guestion may be dus not to
direct translation of Hebrew or Aramaic by Luke, but rather to 'mente
al' trenslation? of the elements from the extra-Septusgintal tradi-
tions, and their subséqpont incorporation into the quotation in
question, by the speaker whose words are apparently recorded by Luke.
The 'aberrations! would then eumerge as 'unrevised elements' of the
originel, underlying traditions prescrved by Luke, and would accord-
ingly seem to constitute marks of authenticity in the materiasl re-

cordeds

. In conclusion, then, it appears that Luke used, for parts at
least of the speeches attriﬁuted to Peter, Paul, and Stephen, & .
source or sources of some kind; that this source-material was
probably in a more or less 'fixed' form when he obtained it, and

its languege wes in all probability Greek, but that it nevertheless

s

1)e A possible exception to this might perhaps be found in the
more extensive reference teken apparently from the Tar-
gum, in Acts 15: 22; (of. I Sam 13: 14)3 of. supra, p. 32f.

2)e E.g., traditions preserved in the haggadlc portions of the

Targum Pseudo-Jonathen, and the other authorities named,

glso that found in Philo and the Samaritan suthorities
{Acts 7: 4), and of course, in the an dgggments.
3)e In this connection, compare also Eph 4: 8 (pp. -39, supra).

" 3 t - A . -
L_!,) 9 (4N ﬁ"wi!.'i-ua £t "ai e 3 {:.E-} L LaZt



contained unrevised elements of extra-Sepbtusgintal traditlons,

the origins of whieh in the context should be sought less in the
uge of an alternafive Greck translation of the 01ld Testament--al-
though such a possibility cannot be excluded altogother--or even
in "ilmmediate use” of Hebrew or Arsmelc originasls, than in the
'ipsissima verba' of the speskers whose words are recorded, snd
who heve apparently incorporated into certain of their 0l1ld Testaw’
ment quotations and allusions various interprebations, additions, .
and alterations, traceable to, and having some affinity with,
traditions known independently to have been current in Jewlsh, and
possibly selso Samaritan, circles, during a comparable periocd of

history.

It remains to be seen, from what follows in succeeding
chapters, whether other evidence exemined will be consistent

with the view just outlined.
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If we bear in mind the facts just investigeted, concerning
certain Yaberrent' 0ld Testament quotetions and sllusions in Acte
1-16, together with the conclusions tentatively offered, regarding
probeble use by Luke of source-material with uvltimete roots trace-
gble, inter alia, to the ipsissima verba of the several speaikers,
we cannot finelly deny to such source-material the possibility
that, in some sense at least, it mey hsve hed a prior existence
in Avemeic or Hebrew, or perhaps bothe Atcordingly, 1t must not
seem strange 1f treces of susch en origlin, whether in language or
style or theught, should have survived in the Book of Aets as we
have it; @ fortiori, if such traces be found in the sections
noted sbove >

The peculierlities of !transietion-Greek,! es Torrey has c¢call-
ed it, are familiar enough to us, from acquaintence with the Greel
0ld Testemont versions, especially the Septuagint. Vhen we come,
however, to examine the eease closely, we find that not & smell number
of the slloged 'Semitiams? of Acte ere not Aremeisms, bubt "Bbbrum.'
and in pertieuler, are Greek forms slresdy found im the Septusging,

for oxemple, wai ifo S(Hebe 713711)yxs inpey vy pemiy S(Hebs 7177 ¥E71 ),

1)e Ie.0e, Aots 21 17,24, 353 13,22, 63 30, 7 5,‘.531%.1‘.&;
552,387,219, 10: 39b, 13: 11b,22,47., To these we might
perheps add Acts Z2: 30 and 4: 11 (Cf. Clarke, Boginnings,
I, 11, ppe 97-98.)e In all, see previous chapter.

2)s CFfe. Acte H: 28, 10: 50, 27: 243 1LXX Num 18: 10, Deut 19t 16,

S)e Cf. Acts 2: 14, 14: 11, 223 223 IXX, J4d 9: 7, Ps 98(95)' Se
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and so forthe Furthermore, precisely because the Septuagint soems
to have occupled from early times 8o prominent & plece in the life
and thought of the Church, an alternative explanaetion of these
'Hebraisms'® at least, has been offered, nemely, fhat
"o Sometimes what looks like a literal translation
of a 8emitic phrase 1s in fact a conscious, or uncon-
scious,; reminiscence of the translavion-style of the
Septuvagint. Particularly is this probable in St. Luke's
Gospel and Acts."d
Thisg opinion; whigch has been observed in the Introduction to this
study,z is naturelly related to the view that the 014 Testement
gquotations end allusions in Acts are tracesble to the operation
of a similar factor. The problem raised by this chapter, then, is
twofold:
(1) "To what a#tent are the Semitisms of the first part of
Acts septuagintalisms?"®

(ii) How does this examination affecet our view of the nabure

and scope of Luke's 'source-material'?

But first we must ask, what 1s the 'evidence!? That ig, as
in the previous chapter, we must drew up certain criteria to ex-
clude those cases whose verdict is, from the neture of things, equi-
voeal. Similarity of o phrase in Acts to one in the LXX, for sxamplé}
does not in itself indicate--much less, prove--dependence: prima
facie, both might be due in feet either to the employment of the

same underlying Hebrew or Aramaic expression; or perhaps to some

kind of assimilation. Thus, we cannot consider as 'septuegintalisms*

l)s Sparks, "Some Observations on the Semitic Background of the
New Testament," SNTS Bulletin, II, (1951), pe 37.

2)s COfs supra, pre 24«26,
5)e Spoarks, "The Semitisms of Aets," JIS, (W.3.) 1 (1950), ps

224
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expressions which are 'approximately the seme' as ones found in

the LXX, but only ones which are 'identical'. Again, expressions
identical with a phrase found in the LXX only once or twice must
either be classed as allusions, or omitted altogether, since they
would herdly provide evidence for 'LXX style', unless perhaps, they
were found in & passage which we know on obher and independent
grounds to have been welle-known to the eerly Church, for exemple,
Isa 52: 15-563: 12. In this case, however, the expressiong involved
might appear to be less 'septuagintaelisms', than traces, conscious
or otherwise, of 2 sort of '"Christlan Greek,' possibly based upon,
or having elese affinity with, the primitive liturzical use of the
Chureh. We shall now proceed to exemine certain groups of alleged

'septuagintalisms.?

I.

As our first 'test-group', we shall employ a set of nine ex-
regssions found in Acts, and of disbtinctively Semitic type, which
occur not only in precisely identicel form in both Acts and the
IXX; but oceur in the latter no less than 26 timeé, and hence may
perheps be regarded a8 'charascteristic' of the LKX;l they are,; in
consegquence, hardly classifiable as (distinctiﬁely) tAramaismse?
Indeed, from their frequency in the'LXx, the Bible of the early
Chureh, it is, prima fescie, at least arguable that their presence
in Acts is due to 'conscious or unconscious'! influence of the
gtyle and diction of the LXX upon the vocebulary and literary
method of Luke. Thelr distribution in Acts 1s set out in the

following table (Table 3).

1)e ‘This is the criterion adopted by Clerke, Beginnings, )
11, 72
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Expression. Total I Acts II Acts 'We-88' Cc. 1-5: 18,
Ey 7w €+ infine A P 8 - & &y
.ﬂv;rr..{j (=Lvres ) 18 15 3 - 2
LS or Laaf 6 Aads 5(78) 5(78) - - 3
.c:!von'rsw -n; crf&-td 4 3 4 - -
-WposT18fv2e . infin. 1 1 - - .

» )\f;:a TIvoS Zal : i & 1 - - o~
s Evibmov 15 10 ) i 53
. Kkouhfw = 'womb! 2 2 - & &
« Wgbswmey Go Prasposa 7 6 1 - 3

Totsls: Acts, 58(%69); I Acts, 49(750); II Acts, 93 'We-
sections,? 1; and chepters l«65: 16, 186,

It 18 perhaps worth noting that the sole case recorded in the
te-sections® 18 {vdbaios s in Acts 27: 35, o verse whose diction
is closely modelled on that of the Last Supper Nerrative, and in
particular, the (Pauline) 'Words of Institution'al

 If, now, we mske & similar anslysis of the behaviour of these
expressions in the Gospel, and reduce the resuits of both enalyses
to 'frequenciles,' that i3, to terms of the number of cases per page

of Westcott and Hort text ,2 we obtein the following results (Teble 4):

1)e The verse in question readss il \ufivirrov fluploryosy (vp O
: «ivibmov mavTov ) wad KAigaf RegaTo £60isiv « Tith this we

mey compare I Cor 1l: 23 (the Pauline 'Words of Institution')
EAAfsv UpTev Kal E0Xaoo TS EXNLFLY its very close parallel
in Lk 223 198, ke’ Aafiv deror sikaprorieal ixdassiv, and also Lk
24: 30 (in the Fmmaus-story).

2)s The Westcott and Hort text is employed here because of the
fact that its pages are of almost identical sige.
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Teble 4.
Gospol. Frequency. Acts. Freoguency.
Average: 1.42 Average: 32
Infency Narr.: 2.580 I Acts:t 1.27
Lukan sz 238 i1l Acta: + 28
L-source:s 4.34 ‘We-sections?: 120
Marken Sect.: 1,16 Acts 1-5: 1651 1,46
{Q plus Mk): { «97) . . ’ .

1f, ndw,we compare the specifically 'Lukan'! sections of the twe
works with eachother, we see that the frequency in L, for example,
is no less than 34 times thet found in the 'We-sections' of nﬁta.
Again, the low rate of @ 1s quite striking. MNoreover, it should
perhaps be observéd thaet the rate for I Acts is roughly comparable
with that obtaining where Luke is following Mark, in the Gospel.
In face, however, of the striking unevenness of the agpparent Septuse
gint influecnce, it seeme raether dlfficult to regard such influence
on Luke's style as 'unconscious,! unless in g0me secondary Sense,==
for instance, that the septusgintelism was already present to some
degree in the source-material of which Luke availed himself in L,
and so forth.

Thus, two main possibilities seem to emerge: either (a) the

septuagintelisms sre due to consclious influence, for example,

1) Allowance must be made in the case of these figures for the
considerable extent of guotation end ellusion found in
sections concerned, much of it from the IXX.

2)es It should be observed that we have used the symbol § here
to mean T+ W. Monson's reconstruction of 1t (Sayings,

e 16).

3). M) ﬁere represents Manson'!s reconstruction of it (op. ecit.,
pe 27), together with the Lukan Post-Resurrection narra-
tives, Lk 24: 15-855.



deliberate 'stage-setting'! by Luke,l or (b) they were alrsady
present in some sense In certain of Luke's sources. In any cass,
even wlth regard to these nine 'characterlstie! spetuaglntalisms,
influence of the style and diction of Tthe LXX upon that of Acts
does not seem to afford a complete explanatlon of the facts; ss a
result, the operation of some other factor or factors is probably

to be suspecteds We shall now turn to thd next group of facts.

Our sscond 'test-group’ conaisgs of & number of expressions,
which are not 'chargeable to the Koiné® (at leanst, as far asz our
present sources indicate), but are reiflections of Semitic 1dioms;
moreover, elthough they do occur in the LXX, yet they do so too
roarely toiggjwarrant being called, in any sense, 'charscteristiec!
of the LXX. Nevertheless, their presgence in the LXX prevents us
from labelling them as Aremeisms, unless other and independent
ovidence in that direction is forthcoming; it cennot, of course,
be finally denied that thej may be (true) Hebraismse. The question
here 18, are they indicative of the employment by Luke of Hebrew
sources, for example, or is some other explanation feasible? We
shall dezsl with them in turns

(a) Acts 22 3Tae kireviynoay Thv wqpdiave

The verb, wevivorozcbs , is found but onee in the NP, 17
times in the LXX, and is rare outside these writings, at least
until late. Construed with raedis , 1t is found in the LXX only

once:° Bauer regards the idiom under discussion as related to Ps.

l1)s Cf. supra, p. 17, etce.
2)s The expression is Torrey?s; cfe CDA, pe 7.
3le Viz., Ps 108(109): 16.

-
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108(109): lﬁ."x.tﬂﬂwy’:srw-ré mapdlf, *the broken-heerted,? the 'cone
trite.'l Owing, however, to the comparative rerity of the combinae
tion of warav/erscbae  with x.:cada’.z s it does not sem‘n to be due to
the Koiné;zits pregence in the Psalm might perhaps point to Hebra-
ism, although not to Aramaism. By the ssme token, 1t plainly can
not be a septusgintalism in the seme sense as 1s the case with the
expressions disoussed in the foregoing examination of the first
ttest-groups! Is it nevertheless a septuegintalism, or must we
seek enother explanation? It might, of course, be a dletional
reminiscence of the Pselm-text. But, in point of faect, this very
Psalm 1s quoted by Peter in Acte 1l: 20 (concerning J'n:uﬂ.a.‘.;).3 There
‘d8, then, little doublt that the Psealm in question was well-known
to the early Church. It 1s therefore not impossible thet the idiom
found here was in fact derived ultimately from the Pselm, and that
accordingly 1t repregents & survivel from the liturgical use and
phraseology of the esarly Church.4

(b) Acts 5: 2, 1l4: 8bi=- {)(h-"\“f) 2w worAiay qu‘oo‘j‘ L UTOD

This expreseion, £¥ worhie S (,"]Tf«{f 7ivol’)s meening 'from birth,!
, ané noted as & Semitism by Torrey,ﬁ is certainly o Semitiec loeutionj
novertheless, it is found only 3(74) times in the LXX, although it
i1t should be remarked thet two of these are in Ps 21(22):10, end

Isa 49: 1.6 Aramaism, then, doss not seem to be indicated, but on

1)0 Wb('&te ﬂu.flc)' 763 Cf. slso L8J, 8.V

2). Toulton & Milligan, Vooagg, pe 330D, cite no parallel.

3)e Cf. Pas 108(109): 8b, x4 v Zmowonyv wirel Nafor trigos 3 ©ofs
also Dodd, Acoordig to the Scriptures, (19562), pp. 58-9.

4)e Certain other idioms of & similer type ere also found in this
Psalm, cfe V8e: 16, moujsur £As0§ 3 1Dbs c.yn’ffco&‘ s VSe 2l

5,. GDA, Pe 7

6). The passages In question are: Judges 16: 17(A); Pss. 21(22)3
10, 70(71): 6; and Isa 49: 1.




the other hand, because of the comparative rarity of the ohrams
in the IXX, we cannot term it a 'charactsristis! of LXX style.
Nevertheless, it must be noted that both the Psalm 21(22) end
Isa 49: 1«8 wore well-knowm to the early Church: the theme of the
Paalm seems to have played an important part in the formation of
the Passion-Narrative, while Isa 49: l-~teken as it is from a
'Servent!-passage~--would also be well-known, and in particular,
was clearly known to the writer of Acts, as 1s attested by the
feet that Acts 13: 47 (Peul) setuslly conteins a quotation from
Ise 49: 6, whose content, however, seems2 to have a certain amount
of dependence upon the Hebrew rather than the Septuagint Greckes

2 At any rate, 1t is secen

a fact which we have already observed.
thet, although the idiom in questlion is rare in the LXX, yet its
preéence in Acts mey be due to familisrity with either or both of
these two pasiafges, which we have seen to have been well-<known to
the eerly Church: in such a case,; the infiluence of the Septuagint
would be of a 'mediate'\nature,lnot en Yimmedlate! one, since the
mediuwn of this influence would probebly have been the liturglcsl
and apologeticel ectivity of the early Church.

(c)« Acts 51 4, - S7e %000 sv T:i‘wgerié oA e

Apart from this passege, the precise 1diom +/8fvae v T Kapdi.
is found in Luke 1: 66 (xud FOovro wivrel of dwcolbures§ iv 7 wiodiy), end
21: 14 (,9£*r£ oov fv Tolif :«fad’uﬁg‘ \;Pt:iv /4»; 'Flooftf:\.)‘,’ the latter 1s found in
the Lukesn version of the Markan 'Little Apocalypset--although it is

1)e Cfe Ik 23: 34,36: Mk 15: 24,209,343 Mt 273 35,59,45,463 In 19:
24, COf. also, Hoskyns and Davey, RNT, pp. 61 £f. Dodd
(Aoc. Seript., ppe 97, 108) regards the Psalm se a source
of 'Eeatﬁonia.'

2)s Cf. supra, ppe 68«70, Dodd (Acc. Scripb., p. 108) claims
Isa 49: 1-13 as another 'primsry source' for testimonia.
Cf. also, Dodd, 1bid., Pps 85,91,92,96,124.
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not found slsswhere in the NT. Torrey has classed it as @
Semitismsl Sparks, on the other hand, compered 1t with ¥Qsi7o .
& Mavdos fb'ﬂ@ 1n1ﬁud7¢ (Aets 19: 21).%2 It certainly does not
seem to be & tralt of the Koine. However, 1t does occur in the
LXX, though only three times, namely, I Kgd 21: 12(13), 29: 10,«e
(vhich, interestingly, is not represented in the MT), snd Jer 12t
1l1. In no case does it represent an Arsmaic 1diome Returning to
the NT, we see first, that the idiom is confined to Luke-Acts;
gecondly, that within Luke-Acts it sppears to be found in passages
not taken over from known sources, or not written up verbatim.
Purther, the words of ILuke 1l: 66 seem to echo those of I Kgd 21t
12{13); a point which we may better illustrate by direct comparisont
T Xgd 21t 12(18) il Wsro Bavscd T2 ppuava bv 77 wdpdih 4076V -,
Tulze 13 55,!1'-.‘3 #evro w-fvrzj' ol azwfj"‘?/ﬂ.f[m{w. 7‘5-7}4:} £v 7:5')(-16{@ TPV
But while the perallel is in its own way qguite close, there seens
to be no poesiltive evidence that it emounts to a direct sllusion; at
most, 1t might be a 'dictional reminiscenoe.'. Again, the rerity of
the idiom in the LXX seems to precluds its being due to a more
general type of stylistic Influence., It therefore cannot be ascribe
ed to the ILXX or to '"Biblicsl CGreek,' unless we cen show that at
least one of the relevent passages in the IXX was well-known to the
carly Church, and more especially, to Luke. But the pesssge from I
Kingdoms, in which the idiom occurs, and which appeared to sugzest
itself s s possible model for the words of Luke 1t 66,3 is also

1) CDA, p. 6,
2)e "ihe Semitisms of Aets,® JT8, (¥.8.), i (1950), p. 20.

3)e Viz., I Kgd 21: 12(13).
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indsed pert of the story of David and the Shewbread,® a story
whioch is actually cited by Jesus Himself in defence of His own

2 apart from the faet that the remarks of

action on one occasionj
Jesus on that occasion were preserved by all thres Synoptists, it
seems plausible enough to suggest that a story which was so used
by the Lord Himself would also have been well-known to, znd used
by, the early Church, possibly in defence of its own doings &ls0s

That is, although the idlom itself is rere in the LXX, yet
because of the nature of the place in which one of its appearences
there occurs, we may suggest thet it does not follow that it was
qulite so rare in the usage of the Primitive Church. Morsover, in
both the OT story and the Lukan Infaney story in question, it is
used with much the ssme purposé: as a kind of 'BUmmBI'Y.'S We may
have here the words of Peter, or Luke¢'s version of them: at all
events, we need have no resgourse to other expianations of the
linguistic phenomsna here.

(d) Acts 7: 23, Jv:’py em v n‘df?J;:tV' AUTOU [Ema'xz’,b.m'&.u... .

Bauer described this ldlom as 'Semitismus,?! and referred ua

to IV Kgd 12s b, Jer 33 16, 561l: 21, and Isa 656: 16.4 He said:
" 4se @ Gedanke stelgt in uns guf, weill d. Herz als
81tz d, Denkens gelt ia a? by nEv. ~=Der CGricche seagt
s ook Odo :-.).“5
Now, while it is true that the idiom is found in the LXX, reflect-
ing the Hebrew phrase 17 v rl’z!?, yet its rarity therc precludes

l)t I Kgd 212 1(2}'15‘16,3 QaVoe
2)s Luke 6: 4 (cf. Mk 2: 26, Mt 12: 4). i
5). Another such summary is Luke Z: Slb-wwhere, however, £0:7o,
- is reploced by Siczmezc o
4)e Wb (4te Aufl.), 92.
5)e 1ibid., l.c. The underlining here represents Beuer's itelics.



the suggestion that it is !characteristic! of the IXX. On the
other hand, it is not obviously an Aramalesm; morsover, 1t is foﬁnd
in Paul once,1 end slso in Hermes.Z2 Thus, & !'translation-Greck!?
hypothesis of the striét type does not seem indicateds

Nevertheless, 1f we investigste the 014 Testament sources for
the 1dlom; we find thet one, nemely, Isa 65t 16; occurs in the
passage describing the "New Heaven and the New Earth' (Isa 65: 13-
256), a portion of Scripture which was doubtless very femilier to
‘the early Chureh;® again,llsa 66: 1ff. is actuslly quoted by Stephen
in Acts 7: 49, in the very speech where the idiom under considerstion
makes its sole NT appearence, aspert from I Cor 2: 9« Agein, Isa 65¢
16-17 1is quoted by Clement of Rome,4 while the words quoted by

S snd Justin.®

Stephen from Isa 66 ere 8180 quoted by Barnabas,
There 1s thus quite & falir smount of evidence that Ise 65-86 wes
well-known to the early Church.

So; then, while it is herdly possible to c¢lass this idiom as
e Semitlsm in the strict sense (that 1s, as due to direct and literal
transletion of an Aremaic or Hebrew originsl), on the one hand, and
yet not easy to regard 1t as due to the Influerice of the LXX upon
Luke's style, on the other, it mey nevertheless be feasible to
regord it--like the previous cases-=-28 having a quasi-liturgical
origin: that 1s, in view of the attested femlliarity of the early

Church with these two chapters of Isaish, we may perhaps supzest

1). I Cor 2: 9.

2)e  Hvy 1:1:8, 3:7:2, etc.

3)s  Paul elludes to Ise 66: 5,14 (I Th 1: 12, 8); ef Ko 10: 2
Revelstion contains sllusions to Isa 863 1 (Rev 21: 1), ete.
Cf. 2lso Dodd,Acc. Script., pp. 86, 106, 108,

4)e I Clem 34: B,

5)- Barn. 16: 2.

6). Dial. c. T!m, 22.




that the idiom in question may have become known to, and so used
by, Luke, on account of heving been resd from time to time in
Church. _
(e) Acts 11: 22",}["{0(:(97 Jé o .\cfyoj' 1§ Tt B YRp rirm\qo‘ﬁj’_
(&1 o(:’o"pj’ £v 'ftpouo’dky}a. wspt JO7SY .. )
Torrey noted this as a Semltimn,l and added the comment that
#,.¢ No Oreek writer would ever heove perpetrated thisww
unless he had wished to creats the lmpression that he
was using a Semltie 'source.' FEven then, he would doubt-
less have used the standing LXX phrase, fv 7oy Hs4"e
The late A« J» Wensineck also suégdatad Semltism as a possible exe

> 2 U o
The expression s 74 w74,

planation, offering the Hebrew ?71TRI,
itself occurs quite often in the L}E.'}t,.4 but in one place only 1is it
construed with the verb owelsiv , viz., Isa 5: 8, a passege which,
incldentally, 1s alluded to by Jamea.5 In 81l other cases where the
vorb is dxodriv , the sssocisted phrase 1s v 7oif ot s while in the
case of Deut 51:50, where the words £.J 7 ow vra'qu ;xﬁkqmttj‘ are
found,; the verdb 1is Aa) 57y s hot a;otfew . Bauerulrelated the case in
Acts 11: 22 to Isa 5: 9.°
While, then, one can hardly describe the idiom 6raJa'917 Te
L7 T Sre Twof as a sepbtuagintalism, yet there is no real evidence
why we should affirm it to be a 'translation-Semitism;? howewr, by
reason of the allusion by James to Isa &: 9, the present psssage may
perhaps be either an esllusion itself to that passage in Isalah, Ores

since the context sesms Lo be o some extent &galnst that possibilitye-

1)0 CDA, p. 7.

2). TBTd., De D6

3). Unpublished note (see Preface)e

4d)s 29 times: of. Hatch-Redpath, pp. 1054c-1038b.
5). Jas 53 4.

6)s Wb (4te Aufl.), 1083~1084.
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a 'dlctional reminiscence! of it. While we have no means of know=
ing whether Luke, (or, for thet matter, the source(s) used by him),
displayed acqualntance with the.paaaage, the fact that 1t was
alluvded to by Jemes perhaps indicates that 1t wes known to, and
used by, the early Church.

(r) Acts 10: 40, The idlom Jdobvac with eceusative end :bllow-
ing Infinitive, cloimed by Torrey as & 'well knowm .. Semitism,‘l and
similarly regsrded by Lake-Cadbury,® would probably be bebter deseribe
ed as a septuagintelism. 1In support of this, we mey note: (1) Ip
Acts 2: 27, it occurs in e verbetim quotation from Ps 15(16): 10 LXX;
likewise slso in Acts 13: 35, where the same text 1s quoted. (11) Acta
14: 3 contains it elso, but elongside another expression, £n Km)tlf:i_? .
: /;7‘:;933”- dotol 5 which seems to have entered Luke's style and dietion
by way of the liturgieal and epologetical use made by the Chureh eof
certain portions of the 0T.° (111) Though 1t does not seem to be very
cormon in the LXX itself,4 the cases where 1t does occur include,
a8 we heve observed, a passsge from a Psalm which we know wos very
well known to, and used by, the early Church.® On the belance of
evidence, then, it would probsbly be feilr to regard the idiom as a
'liturgicelism' in the sense in which the other cases in this Ttest-

group!'! have been s0 clessified.

There are one or two other similar, though perhaps somewhat
less certailn, cases which we might have added to this 'test-group;'®

l)ﬂ. %&, pc 36.

2)0 eginnin 8, I, 1?, 12113; but ef. Bruce, ﬁj DD+ 93, 227 s

5)s CF. supre, pp. 82-83.

4}e Probable cases are: I Kgd 18: 2(A), I Chr 22: 19, II Chr
11: 18, Ne 9: 17, Jb 34: 19, Ps 16(16): 10, Eec 1: 13,
16(17), Jer 43(56): 20,

5;. Ps 15(16): 10; of. Dodd, Acc. Sorigt.a ppe 106, 108.
s Of. supplementary Notes at @ chapter;, ppe.ll4-117.
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however, the evidence just presented seems to support the view
that 'séptuagintalism' a8 guch 18 not by itself a sufficient ex-
planation of the facts, particulerly in view of the relstive rerity
of the expressions in guesgstion in the ILXX. On the other hend, we
have seen cause to believe that the prominence in the worship and
apologetic of the carly Church of the OT passages in which these
expressions do ocnnr}'may have resulted In thelr heving been rather
more commonly heard in Church than theilr actual frequenecy in the
XX as a whole would suggest. Further support for this might be
found in the fackt that in no case is the perellsl such as to con-
stitute a true allusion to one or other of the passages in the LXX
where the relavent expression i8 a2lso found, even where this 0T
passage may be the one that we know to have been well known to the
Churchs OConsequently, we should probasbly describe the expressions
in guestion not so much as 'septuagintallisms' as 'liturgicalisms!
or *apologaticisms:' expressions which probebly owe thelir presence
in Acts not to Tukels familierity with the ILXX as such, but rather
to the fact that he was a worshipper in the early Church, and so
was espeelally famlliar with those passages of the Bible which were
used as %testimonia' or otherwlise employed in the 1ife of the early
Church.

Before we finally dismiss the possibility that these idioms
mey in fact be due to 'transletion-Oreck,' we must attempt %o

determine whether there is any other, independent evidence to

suggest or support the hypothesis just delineated,

l)e Or, more precisely: the prominence in the worship and spolo=-
getie of the egrly Church of at least one of the OT passages
in each case in which these expresaions are found.



| i
The idea that elements 1ln the narratives and speechses of

Luke-~Acts may have been due ¢ greater or less extent to the ine
fluence upon the author or upon his 'source-materiel' of the pre-
velling liturgical uses and phraseclogies of the Church or Churches
with which he was associsted may, perhaps, be sald Lo have a certain
probability a priori: the oral tradition of the Church would,; in
itself, be a quite natural source, and in the case of the Gospel
according to St Metthew, Kilpatrick has given us

..+ grounds for suspecting that the liturgical background
itself provided the reason..?

for some of the facts left unexplained by source-enalysisj; in fact,
that the liturgical background served es "a focus or channel® wherew
by other elements in the circumstances of its production "had thelr
effect on the hook." It was, indeed, the authort's intention to pro-
duee a "comprehensive and suitable gospel book for the liturgy snd
expoaition of the church.”l TLikewise, Cullmann has indlcated the
scope and significence of liturgical considerations and allusions
for the understanding of the New Testament, and of the Johannine
Gospel in particular.a Tt vemains, thersfore, to determine in the
cese of Ackts, and espeeially, of Acts 115, whether there is any
evidence whiech might suggest traces of a liturgiecel, or ‘quesie-

liturgical'! stemp.

(1) The first block of evidence consists of the Prayer in

1). OGM, D+ 140.
2). TUrechristentws und Gottesdienst, (1950), passime
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Acts 4: 24-30, after the release of Peter and John, togasther with
elements from other !prayer-narratives,! for exemple, Aets 10: 13f.
(Peter). The prayer in Acts 4, howsver, will be considered first,
since 1t 18 the most formel exemple in the book.

(2). Aots 4: 24b=30. Torrey foun' two Semitisms in this
prayer, nemaly, ¢ 7o 1'1.:-120.;_; v{t‘av Jckﬂvmfr-zwf irfou a"rord.foj‘ Aatysid...

2P 2 s 52 o
1wy (ves 25a), and iv 7S v ;\npd feretyaiv sx o5 maAvse 30). We

 nave already noted the expression v 7¢ ¢+ infine ae a 'charactore

istie! .s-ep;huagintalim} while ‘wrnvay n}w‘{n;a!.a common in both the

XX qnd' the m‘-2 The other expression; peculiar as it is, opens up
considerations of text ss well as grammar, and may perhaps be solved
gloeng a texbual rather than a lingulstie li.ne-a Sperks, discussing
thls prayer, begen by noting that in the introduction and conclusion
there 18 "nothing speciflcally semitic® except, meaybe, Enﬁ‘aw i ,duw;‘;
on the other hand, these verses contain some four "Lukenisms,’ nomee
iy, ‘-'uoéiurd&'r ,Em_\.;ﬁ? 6aV... 700 .‘-ye’ou rm{umj',_ Zor Adyoy 1ol Grei{meaning £6-
dyriheov ), andﬁg.éa mﬁ--?mij‘. Gonsequently, Luke

“.: elther supplied the introduction and concelusion

hinaelfhor drasticelly edited what he found in a

source.
Purther, with resgard to the prayer proper, its style is "semitie
through end through," thougn "nothing® spart from the difficulty in
vs., 262 “points to Arvemaie rather than Hebrew as the underlying

semitie languege."® Observing that vv. (24b), 25b-26 quote the LXX

1)e Supre, ps 79.

2)e It occurs ia ths LKX 72 times, in the NT 13(%?15) times.
3)e The metter is discussed later; pe 210f infrea.

4)s "The Semitisms of Acts,™ JT8, (N.S.), 1 (1950), p. 24.
5’. 1bia-, 1.0
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verbelly, he claimed further that elmost all the individusl rhrases
throughout the preyer hed IXX parallels, ®elther exact or reasonably
olose;'l he was thus led to conciude that the most likely explsnation
of the whole phenomenon was that Luks heard the story in general terms
Yy word of mouth," and cest the result himself in “en eppropriate-
1y biblical monld, "2 Pefhaps we should add, for completeneas, that

the prayer proper contains some six 'Lukanisma,'5 g fect which

would seem to favour his explenation.

~ There sre, however, cortaln other considerations which must
be teken into account: first, the sexact or "ressonably close™ IXX
parellels noted by Sparks, when set out in tabulaer form, perhaps
cerry less convietion then at first azi_paara:*
Table 6.

Acts 4: 26b-30. Lrys
-2413{0:‘;) ] 'dﬂr;ﬂ’olg oV PLPJVSV A Ex 20: 11, £’V p‘i,a 2‘9 rrirl.t"pdtf) ;
HACTYY YRV kel ™Y Bidvgray ; £Toin sty Kip1eS Tox olpavev Kal Ty Yiv,
A mz,.v»m' 72 20 VOIS e s ; ki Ty Badasouy KAl TAVTR TR 3V al7oiS.
3088 fv 70 oy Xeip2 . Ezel 6: 14, sdc ERTIVD 7"}" .
. SKTEIVEY 65 ... .. Xeipd poo  im’ autal§
30aB £1f 1401V . Hos 7: l,sv 15 'iif.drﬂ-u',;g *ﬁv,l{#da;\.
BObA KAl d’?fti}:l Kl Tl./pd'fa’ . Isa 8: 18, mAl Frau on ’,m'.i Kl .
; yfn:o’ﬁdc & E Ts}a,wu :’;’w;f a?:rgx 1/0’(01-(4},\ &

- —— e s —— - — - -

1). ibid., Pc 24‘

2)'. ibid. ls:Ce ) L (

3)e Viz-,,ir 7w e Infine, ur7d 74 (7nﬁj,a(r¢n’ , 75 50 fovdf (of
God's” will), 7sv doyov Sov (L.e., God's word); of. Haw-
wins, Foras Synopticee, pp. 18; 403 20, 43; 22: 293 £8.

4), T.e., with The exceptlon of Ex 20: 11 (or Ps 145(146): 6).
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It is perfectly true that expressions of this type occur in the

LXX;' it does not follow that thet is the complete explanetion

of their presence hes:m.2

There are, lLowever, parellels to other

writings, snd in particular, to prayers contained in I Clement,

and the Didaches

Acts 4: 24b«30.
4: 24b Nicaora o0 ¢
_mu{m’ “Tov obfmvgv

o WA r;}w ﬁf K. TN

43 208, Aclut;.l'd' w&;kj‘.
‘ .o"'pu San Y 3
4t 27, Tov syrov a7 I3
Lov '/7¢ra£?v.,_
43 30p di 1% 70D gw;mrg'

-~ -/
ey :r;w madof dou lysol

A e bem S ma U Gk SR e WS S e

:&13 =
I Clem 593 3-61: 24

593 4, (AEw0ipiv. ss)
déenora ,(?9793# YE vislhe

608 3, vai ,d5caors %

These may be set out thusi-

Did 9: 2,83 10: 1-6.
108 3, v , désmona o

¢ ¥ o
demk(o.n'?o, 3 R P

A S S - ;

L I =
.£mﬂ.wav Tov po-

,d’wﬂé'v cov ...
’ /
6l: 1,v , deemore ,
Edwkal By 2fovoiny .
A 1
8l: 2, (¥ y47) .
A0 7a ;

- - & - -

(B9 8mulfeirsd, lv Xo

el

89: 3, Jid ’176'03 x(o‘o’faﬁ
700 ﬁ'dwt)fu/;w rr.,u{;_( o0
B89 4,15 Ko 5 wsiy oov

- -

v -y - -

S

9: 2,[}-{0;;6’ ThO .
.l‘l’d;dro_'f aov . ... s

9’ 3,5‘1}.""](9; Tou .

4 \
wadof oov, KK.7.\. .

ib., ¢fs 98 3, 103
BsDe

. -

We should perhaps add: Mart Pol 14: l,o‘ 70l jrmr?zo; Kid £vAo\mTOU

’ - -~ [ \ ~ "y r~
14td0f Gou lpso? Konbod matgg; 1z By Jid lyeol Korrwi, dyawynd oo n4cdo§ 3 and

1),

Cf. also the list clted above of 'characteristic! words

and phrases from the IXX, found in Acts, supra, p. 79.
2)e Cf, supra, p. 783 also, pp. 80«81, end 81-89,
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20 2,&(-‘! ‘Tou ?tdtjo‘f o(sro:;', Tou Fovorévw_r ’(76‘03 Xcom’rqﬁ
The parallels are sesn to coentre about two points: first,
the expression <aif’ { Y200 ), as applied to Jesus (and David),
and secondly, the use of the temm J;Fﬂana as a form of addreas
to God, in prayer. with regard to the former, Jeoremias obssrved!
"Abgesehen von drei Zitete" (i.c., Mt 12:; 18, Barn 6: 1,
9: 2) "und von Ag begegnet die Bezeichnung Jesu els woli(.
«@s00 1in der heidenchristlichen Litera ur bis 160 um aur
elf Stelien und nur in drei Sehriften.®

Purther, that,

.08 8 handel?® I T TS RS AE, G R . T W
11, FALYAOn ,vm . Gedbete u(nd) (mit Aus-
nahme der doxologlechen Formeln I CL 59 4 ..; Mart Pol
14,1 ¢+s) immer wum die 1liturgilsche
POormeal 6k’lneed 78 waildS o0 c..-inren-.-+"8

Tn the Gentile Church, the title survived only as a "frih er-
-starrte 1iturgische Formel, die im eucheristischen Gebet, in der
Doxologie und im Bekenntnis vsrankert war." TIn the case of the
other expression, feanors » aonlied to God, this vocative form
occurs in the NT only 1n Luke 2: 29 (Nune D&mittia),4 apart from
the present passage.5 This use of ths vosstive, applied to God,
1s--2ccording to Rengstorfe-in Josephus “sogar dle h#ufigste
Gebstsanrede,e end 1t is, in faet, echoe? by Resvelation 6: 10.
That is to szy, both the expressions under discussion appear

to hesve roots in the langusge of contemporary and nesrly-contomporae-

1)i m, ?, Se 700, 2z. 18f,

2)e Ibld., s. 700, zz. 26f. Preuschen (ApgZ., ps 20) commentad:
"Zu £J.0f4lzy 7oy waida wdros Vgle I8 62: 13 Joh 17: 1 I Clem
§9: 2f. Digd 9: 2f. 10: 2f. DBarn 6: l. #%u der Formel
vgle Harnack Beltr. IV S. 743 es haben aller wahrscheine
lichkelt neckh liturgische Folmeln hier und v. 26 auf den

Gebrouch dec Wortes eingewirkt (Weinel Bible Theols d.

NT 8. 618)."

3). TH‘NT, v, s. 701’ ZZU 7f! »

é)o I.e., voy_ dwodisis rov doUAdy 0o, Asogored .., .. ..

5)¢ 'Though it docs ogecur in the LXX, cfe. Daniel 9, in preyer, etc.

6)e m II, s. 44, Anm. 15,
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ry prayer. Wilth regard te tho description of the style of Acte
4: 24b-30 as "semitic through end through,“l it may be well to
reserve judgment at least untlil we have sxamined Peter's prayere
vision in Acts 10: 13-156, to which we shall now passe

(b) Acts 10: 13-15. The connecting words contain some
'Lukenisms' : dyivize gow® and meds alrdy(of speaking);® the latter
occurs twice. Thus the editor's steamp is clears Torrey claims
two Semitismss 035{7!0741( ¥o Im1n) §’¢d',m’ wav( Y2) worvdv ,4 and
ST MY 2K &uﬁ%m@s the lormexr of which eppears to reflect the
familiar semitic idiom  9D¢es R®D, msaning 'nullus, none whataven.'a
and 1s found in the words of Peter. Thus, the Oreek form, ov Qu§ )
ssse WA sesy, has, from time to time, been regarded as & Semitisme?
The form occurs in Merk 13: 20(Mt 24: 22), end Luke 1: 37 oox
Hlovarhea mips 705 0505 Wiy Gou+ 5 (whleh is not from elther WT or
LIX);B on the other hand, it also occurs in I Clem 60: Z, FJ .
. doyisy A LGy :derkr feidwy osov, k. 7.\. {(in the prayer noted
abovel,g and agein in Did 2: 7, ov ylfffld" vt izgkwrﬂov.“. in
nelther of these cases 1s it suggested thet we are dealing with
transletion from an Arsmeic or Hebrew document. Morsover, in the
same prayer, I Clem 6l: 2, there ococurs the expression oy violf .

s TUOV ;,Qmj,wv s whose semitic colour hardly needs to be pointed

1)+ *Sparks, %gg, (MeSe), 1 (L950), pe 24, Cfs supra, ps 91,
2)» Hawkins, Horse Synopticee, pp. 23, 49.
3). ibido, PP 21, 45,
4)e DA, Dpe 7o
5)- %Hd-, 1eCo
6)s BeK, Sect. 1520
7)s OFf. W-M, Bect. xxvi,1 (pp. 214-216); Moulton, Gram., 11,
ppe 433ff«3 Torrey, op. cite, l.ce
8). So Moulton, Grem., ii, ps 454, (It ie nesrer LXX Gen 18: 14).
9)e Vize, I Clem 59t 5-61: 2. Of. suprs, p. 93,




out, though it may perhaps be derived from the lenguage of the
LKX.l At 211 events, the use of such 'semitized' expressions in
the prayer-language of the Churech, at a time not greatly removed
from that of the composition of Acts, 1s plain.

(c¢)e Pinally, it 1s perhaps worth comparing the prayer in
I Clement with the Lukan Hymns. The parallels may be set out thus:

Teble 7.
Lukan Hymns. I Clement.

Luke 1: 52(Megn)(««fsidsv . . I Clem 89t 3, (God) 707 Torolv7d,
Juvisrs om Bodvisy ) Keli CYwésy .  cramsivoof £15 Oes nai vols UgnAecs
.Td‘ﬁinﬁ'ﬂtfj' e Tl TEIVOUY Tel .
2: 29(ND), {ffdﬂo'r.!,,.. : I Clem 59: 3, {07072 .2

1t TA(B), (owTnpiev)eeénlugds . I Clem 601 3b, nad Josoc Huif .
vty 7OV fu(au'vwv PHES .. B il Snl v ﬁ:do&rmv ‘7}43;’ xdixas. ..,
1: 75(B), v 5“57*.77: Kol " ib, vSe Zb,7V So’ec:r7u was Sixaio-,
J ax.uoafuf:? fviSmoy SUTO0 ... = (u’.:? i dmdoryre Kepdiaf .. sydmey sou

1: 79b(B), 100 rarsvbivae "fat‘f_f . ib, vs. 2a, nd w<relbOuvoy T

% rJor-i_[‘ 5’&3« reTA s .Grfdﬁ;riﬁdfd rfru:;v £ s

As there 18 no direct evidence that Clement employed Luke, or, for
that matter, vice veraa,"’ a possible explanation of the common
elements and similar style would be that both were drawing upon
language and modes of expression current in the early Church, and

in particular, current in its liturgicel 1life, and employed in its

l1)e Cf. Pas. 4: 23 8: 4; 30(31): 19; etec. It is perheps worth
noting thet Dodd would include Ps 30(31) emong his 'prima-
ry sources' for testimoniaj cf. Acce Script., pp. 98, 108.

2)s Cf. also, I Clem 60: 3, 61: 1,2; Did fo: TSNS

3)e Of. Luke 1: 74(Benedioctus),re’ dodver iuiv dfofis in yuywof ihbpv psalivraf,

4). I Clem seems to be relying on Metthew, and where Luke is ap-

parently cited, the Lukan passage in question has a
parellel in Matthew.,



prayer. That is, if the prayer in Acts 4: 24b-30 is in fact "“cast
in én appropriately biblicel mould,'l it mey none the less be feas-
iblé to suggest that the particular '"LXX' elements were not selecte-
ed at random, nor so much at the ﬁehast of the author's artistiec or
drematiec sense, but rather under thelinrluence of the liturgical
customs of the church or churches to which Luke belonged; or upon
whose traditions he may have drawn.

In view of what has just been hoted, it may be well to look
for other 'formularistic' elements, that 13; stereotyped phrases
used for ihtrodncing words of Seripture, describing the life of.
pha Church, and so forth.

{(i1). There are certain phrases in Aects, used in a more or
less stereotyped fashion, as just indicated. We shall now cone
sider soﬁe of these. I

(a) Among the expressions used for introducing formal Bibiio«
al quotation, perhaps the two most distinctively 'Luken' are those
involving the expressions {id o7iuirf mivof , and r;ﬁnnﬂul Y 3
followed by the name of the Book quotede The former ere, in fact,
found only in Luke-Acts, and in particular, only in Luke 1, and
Acts 1-4.2 Most importantly, however, Luke 1: 70 and Acts 3: 21
ere slmost verbally identical, end both are found in 'direct
speech.! We may set out the two forms for convenience of compari-
son as followst

Luke 1t 70,xb0f eAddneev s L‘:‘-SJ §tel c'"n;}udros' Ty Lyiov A’ wilvoS TpofyTeV «UT0s

[7 yans cq. 8 S o7 ¢ 1 Yoy gles, onogoaa
Agets 3: 2]_.{‘-5.{; :;\u)\q;zr 0 G:uj oLk fotju..tr,-\ wy "!“"’" dTi Llwre§ duToV Tr(oﬁ? TV

1). Sparks, JTS8, (ﬂ-ﬂ-) i (1950). Pe 24.
2)e Viz., Luke 1: 70 (Benedictus), Aets 1: 16, 33 18,21, (21l
words of Peter), and possibly elso, Acts 43 25 (Prayer).



Now it 1s unlikely that Peter should have been quoting Zacharias,
and of course quite impossible that the reverse should have taken
placesy moreover, the full expression is found neither in the Apo-
stolie Fathars,l nor in the m? Consequently, either the express-
ion is Luke's, or it is independent of Luke: 1if the former, we
might have expected it to have been couched in Lukan words, where-
as in fact it is not; furthermore, though the idiom dii »ffaffr-tTo_j-
does occur in the LXX some 7 times, it is hardly the usual or
'charecteristie! LXX mode of expreséing the idea of 'by the mouth
of,' representing Hebrew ’»1, "d7, "n Hv, or ?nsimpliciter. It
does, in fact, occur in Deut 8: 3b, which is quoted by Matthew in
full (Matt 4: 4), though the Lukan parallel omits the second half
of the verse containing the expressione--Luke 4: 4. Now this part
of Matthew-Luke has been agreed by most scholars to be part of Q;a
it mey then be presumed to have been current in the early Church
at one stage of its history. Further, it may possibly have in-
fluenced the phraseology of Barm 1l: 8, miv fjus o fiv sEedadoeTde 2 .
5rx3v 51 S TouaTof JUoY , kTN ,% and 1t 1s perhaps not unreasoneble to
suppose that the portion of Deut 8: 3 not used by Luke was never-
theless known to him--although it mey have been added to Q by
Matthew (which is, indeed, T. W. Manson's c:cmteni:.i.em).5 In eny
event, the succeeding words of Deut 8: 3 would probably have become

known, though as found in Matthew they appear to have been included

1) The phrase deat r“n!u 105 TIvefy however, occurs in Barn 11t 8, q.v.

2)e In LXX,¢d croparss Tivosis found in Deut 8: 33 III Kgd 17: 1; II
Chr 35: 22, 36: 21,22; Ps 49(60): 16, and Prov 27: 21.

3)e Cf, Harnack (SRJ, pp. 33-3'!, 89), Manson, Seyings, p. 16,
and Bussmenn, Synst, ii, pp. 37ff. (he puts it in 'RY),
and pe. 137,

4)s Cf, Deut 8: 3b’gm WedvTi (Hua'l't ‘r.d Eh"rrv( fuafuw did rfoﬂdroj frod - T-A,

5). Seyings, p. 43. He thought thet it could not have stood in
Qs because 1t is a quotation from the LXX.
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for homiletic or didactic purposes, rather then as a true reply
to S8atan's suggestinn.l Harnack, however, describes the words
in Matthew, fxnopcoouivy did riouares (Matt 41 4), as 'unsicher be-
zeugt;fe certainly their omission with D Lvt Sy(pal) constitutes
e herder reading, since it results in divergence from the ILXX,
whereas the reading of the Received Text is in agreement with
that of the Lxx,5 and may consequently suggest assimiletion to it.
Nevertheless, if the expression as it occurs in Luke 1: 70 and
Aéts 3t 21 were in fact a Lukan editorial accretion, it would be
hard, perhaps, to understend why it should not have been added
here in Luke 4: 4, That is, the evidence for its having been a
"Lukan editorisl accretion' does not appear to be sustained. But
if not, we are left with the suggestion that the words were, in
some way, independent of Luke, or at least, of his 'style.' In
view of what has been sald about Deut 8: 3 being known to the
early Church, and about the fact that in all but two cases in the
NT‘ the words ocour in & rather stereotyped formula introducing
oT quotétion, it may perhaps be reasonable to suggest that it 1s,
in feet, a mark of liturgical origin, which has survived in the
diction of Luke~Acts from the use of the Church or Churches with
which Luke was assoeiated, or upon whose traditions he drew.

‘The other expraaaion,]u%ﬁdnmcir(e.g.,;ﬁ}ﬁy y«ﬁgaq),5 oceurs

in Luke-Acts 6 times;s in only one of these cases is there &

1)« MNanson, Sayings, l.C.
2;. SRJ’ Po . = v 1]
3)s Except for the omission of 7y before éxmywopivy , against
' the LXX.
4)s Vize., Mt 41 4, where it should perhaeps be omitted, and
Acts 16: 7,(Peter).

5). Acts 1: 20.
6)e Luke 2: 23, 3: 4, 103 263 Acts 1: 20, 7: 42, 13: 33.
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parallel passage in another of the Synoptics reflecting e
similer idiom, namely, Luke 3: 4 (Mark 1: 2). The Marken
pessage, however, does not contein the word {QQELf » which

the Luken one reads after 7v . Nevertheless, Mark 1: 2 end

I Cor 9: 9 together comprise the only examples of the expression--
outside Luke-Acts-~in the NT, although the use of the word < -
YeAmTdL o without specification of the secroll is very common
in both Matthew end Mark.® The use of the spe®ification mey in-
dicate a later stage in the tradition than the simple y{¥¢dnfkt P
or perhaps ite more formal use, for instance, in eapology or wore
ship. The simple form occurs in Luke at 4: 4,8,10, 7: 27 (all
Q), and 19: 46(Mark 11: 17, Matthew 21: 13), 24: 26 (Emmaus; a
Lukan Post-Resurrection Narrative). Thus, in only one case, the
last-named, does it occur in the Gospel in e passage which is
peculiar to Luke. In Acts, the simple form is found in Acts 15:
15 (James), and 23: 5 (Paul). It is therefore perhaps worth obe
serving that though the more formal expression occurs in Luke 1l-2
and Acts l-1l4, yet the 'simpler! expression does not. That is,
the more complex expression; rather than the simpler, is found
in those sections where it is least likely that Luke was an eye-
witness, and in which, consequently, he would be most indebted to
tredition other than that of Mark end Qs As a2 result, it is not
impossible that the fuller form represents s survival of an element

quesi-liturgicel in nature.

l)e Cf. the list given in MG, pp. 176b-177a.
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(b) Another set of recurrent phrases which appear to heve
been based upon the m, or something very like it, but whiech
have become dislodged from their original setting end developed
into what appear to be somehow 'technical terms'! may be illustrat-
ed by the following examplessof cukidodusver 75 Sropa (cf. Joel 2: 32
(Heb. 3: 5), Acts 2: 21),1 ol r‘v/f’w/fivu oy Osov .2 and the pair,
@vEbvay kai mip#dvev(CEe Gen 13 22, Ex 11 T3 Acts 7: 17b).

The first of these occurs in Aects 2: 21 (Joel 2: 32LXX), 9:
14,21, 15: 17 (cf. Amos 9: 12), 22: 163 1in all of these cases
the context is thet of a speech, We should note, however, that
it makes no appearance either in Luke or in the other Gospels,
although it is found in James 2¢t 7, Rom 10: 13, I Cor 1: 2. It
is also perheps interesting to note that the form of the express-
ion employed in James 2t T,7o wilov gvor.& 75 ;'mrd.q(k‘v c'#’ 5{.-3§ .
seems to recall that found in his speech in Acts 15: 17, 3?’:6}.
.Euurfd-;r,u 7> Bvousd pov s adrodS  (Amos 9% 12)e At ell events,
the expression seems to have developed into something of a teche
nical term to describe the believersy 1indeed, Dodd observed that
for Paul, the expression of s7ixalolpsvor mSQEfdﬁﬁbeoame & synonym
for 'Christienst,

®,.es the anf;g being .... 'our Lord Jesus Christ,®
I Cores i+ 2.

The quotation from Joel in which the words under discussion are

found is regarded by him as belonging to the primitive 'testle

’ e! 1 /
1)e Wl Zoue mif o o f’mﬂm\{o’?ru 70 ovopmd fﬂ:(dfou (wt‘*?rfru
2).

- Hawkins, Horae p gtiga&, pPps 23, 49, classed this term
as a '

Sme
5)- Ace. Soript., Pe 47, ne 2
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monia,? although "there is not very much direct evidence of its
use outside Acts." As, however, on its occurrence in Rom 10: 13,
it appears among two passages noted on other grounds and previous~
ly, by him, as 'testimonia,'2 while further on in the same argu-
ment (Rom 11: 8), snother 'testimonium!' ocaura,a
".ve 1t seems cleer that Paul is working lergely with
passeges from the 0ld Testament already current as
testimonia."% i |
Gbnaeqﬁéﬁtly, "we need not hesi: ate®™ to include the Joel-passage.
From ﬁhe use of this prssege in Romeana 10, he thought 1t ¢just
sufficient! to warrant the conclusion that its use
feeegsamain testimonium tothe keryge
ma Iin Acts 11 1s not due to bhea%uthor? but rests
upon primitive (pre~Pauline) uvsage. :
In any case, in view of what has been said, it would perheps seem
ressonable to regerd the pessage and consoquently, the expression
under diseussion found in 1t, &s in use in, end so familier to,
the eerly Church. This contention seems to be supported somewhat
by the use of (v wim puki ) smnshnpivg 75... dyrov Ovopa adrol By
Clement, in e Benediction, or rather, a concluding prayer of
blessing,s and by the writer of Hermas, in two places, nemely,
He Bt 63 &, nuskurbivrsp <3 Byops Kuplov 78 imixdnfiv 17 allrely ...,
with which Je B. Lightfoot compared James 2: 7, and Hs 93 14: 3,

LI ” - % 1 : A / - ~ ]
LW Tt Tvq“EwmuAm¢myog To Smuﬁ suTor ..y where the precise ox-

pression under discussion is itself found.

1). ‘GGQ S‘Gri_to, po 4?.
2)e Tbide., 1.Ce The possages are: Isa 28: 16 (Rom 10: 11),
and 83: 1 (Rom 10: 16); cof. Dodd, ops cit., pp. 41ff.

send 39, respectively.

3)s Ibid., p. 48. The 'testimonium! is Isa 6: 10 (Dodd, op.
elt., PDs 58-39)0

4)0 Ibid., l.Cs

5). Ibid.; lCe 8)- I Clem 64.
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The second of these expressions, i dofoluzre wov Bsdy 4 (Kipiov ),
occurs in the LXX fairly frequently,l but what we should perhaps
note 1s this, that it occurs probably most commonly in the Psalms
(1xx) 32 in particular, it eppears in no less than 4 of the Psalms
listed by Dodd es 'testimonis-sources,' namely, Pss 21(22): 24,26,
50(31): 20, 33(34): 8,10, 117(118): 4 (MSS: AR). Furthermore,
the second occurrence in Ps 21(22), viz., vs. 26, displays an
interesting piece of perallelism, which seems to 'define'! the
phrase as equivalent to *the great congregations!?

s’ €00 0 enatyos pov v IKK An e :"%.- gty 2\ " &

JT=f EJ,\'«!'}I pov dnedidon Evihmiey Yov Fof o vp $ v :Jv LUTOY ...4
Moreover, Justin Mertyr, in what seems to be a sort of 'midrash!
on the self-seme Psalm, first slluded to vs. 24a with the express-
ton wivraf ol Pefovpivous vov Orovy then proceeded to apply vse 23
to the apostles, ‘v ’lf‘ﬂf Téov adrdpdv KUTe0 é’fmy TN AMOSTINVe & 5’7;\/7(: 7ov 0fo'v,
'as is menifest in the memoirs of the apostlesy! this is said to
be indiceted by the remelnder of the Psalm:

2¢ Digydeopas 7 ‘,’{”"f“: pov Toip 2 sAdoif provt £ f(;ﬁ:J ’Exx)oo?&f,

.anv?'sw at+ OF goflobutvor rov Kdorov v EaTE LUTOY "

SRS T a-’;rs’(a/:.-a lexop bobdsars alvov: ‘&?SOﬁ'y 9};7&«)(‘:”9&&/ .

Wy dnaivy 1o :rmfﬁmz }]o’fd;’,)a s R
We have only to add that this Psalm has slready been noted in

another connection as probably related to an element in the

1l). It oeccurs some 68 times in the LXX.

2)s It is found 26 times 1in the Psalter, and 23 times in Sirach,
some of the cases in the latter being perallel to ine
stances in the Psalterpy cf. Si 15: 19 with Ps 32(33):
18. Also, one case in the Psalms, Pa 102(103): 17 is
reminiscent of the Magnificat.

3)s Dial. 1063 ef. Migne, PG, Tom. VI, p. 724A, lines 8-12,
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diction of Acts 1-15,%

and to remind ourseclves of the part played
by i1t in the Gospels~-2ll four--in the construction of the Passion-
Narrative, to see that there 1s no great imposeibility in its hav-
ing been a predominant factor behind the particular usage under
discusesion in Acts (and Luke too, for that mattar).s In any caae,
it would perhaps seem reasonable to suppose that Luke's style here
is really showing traces, not so much of t'septuagintalism,' as of
the influence upon him of those parts of the 01d Testement habltu-
elly employed by the Church In preaching the fulfilment of the

promises made to ths'Fathars,a

and in perticular, of the probable
influence of current liturgical phraseology.

A third expression, which ought to be added for complete -
ness, is the thrice~conjoined aJ;anr mﬁ‘nxv&ﬁunyé whieh is
found some 14 times in all in the LXK;s it consequently does not
quelify as strietly 'characteristic' of the LXX. On the other
‘hend, at least two of the passages 1n which 1t occurs in the LXX
are ones which we know to have been well known to the early
Church, namely, Gen 1: 28, and Ex 1: 7, the second of which 1s

¢ end deals with the expansion of the

alluded to by Stephen,
people of Israel in Egypt. It is possibly significant that the
Luken \+oj 'people! (usuelly meaning the 'people of God,' l.e.,
Isreel or the Chnreh)7 is used in Acts 7: 17 to replace the

U&r“fMFd%\Of the LXX. At all events, the other cases of the

1)e ViZa, 7% 50iAMaf pyrpdr mivory GEe SUPPE,PDPe 82-3. :

2)s Cf. Magnificat, Luke 1: 50 etc. The Psalm in guestion is
also cited in Hebrews, Heb. 23 12,

3)s Cf, Acts 13: 32-33, etc.

4). Cf. Acts 6: 7, T: 17, 12: 24, end also 19: 20.

5)e Vize., Gen 1: 22,28, 8: 17, 9: 1,7, 17: 20, 28B: 3, 3b:
11, 47: 27, 48: 43 Ex 1: 73 Lev 26: 93 Jer 3: 16,

25t S
6)e Acts 7: 17. 7). Hawkins, Horae Synopticae, p. 20.
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combination oceur only in summaries, for example, Acts 6: 7 and
12: 24, which C. H. Turner regarded as interposed between, and
demarcating, *panels'! of the narrative of Acts ;3' in both these
cages, the expression being investigated is relsted to another
'Lukean' phrase, ¢ Adpe§ o0 Oz00 (xueioo ),2 which Cadbury was
disposed to treat as & name for Ohristianity,a a8, in fact,

"... a concrete thing, as the expression & Adye§ o8 600

nlfuvey and others ghow, sss not mere%x the preach-

ing but the whole Christian enterprise.
Now, because the expresslion can hardly be a septuagintalism in
the strict sense, on account of the relatively small number of
times it occurs in the ILXX, it mey perhaps be a 'recurrent
allusion:' but an allusion to whet? Cadbury thought i1t possibly
due to0 "the 01d Testement idiom, much as the summaries in Luke i.
end 11, are founded on the 0ld Testement."® But if we go to the
writings of the Apostolic Fathers, we find the words of Gen 1

6 moresover, in one case, Barn 6: 12, we

28 quoted several times;
have the following introduction before the quotation of Gen 1: 26«
28, (speaking of renewal in God's Image),riys« yir 5 yespy mael.
.r;/u.;\f, Sf Aipee 15 Vil ,Hqu;(wmew T3y oo, while Barn 6: 18
takes up the seme idea ageine That 1s, there is independent
evidence thet Gen 1: 28 was epplied to the Church from an early
dates This would accord well with Cadbury's view outlined above

that the expression o Aéyel 100 beol seems to apply to "the whole

l)e DB, i, p. 421a.

2). Tawkins, op. clt., ppe 20, 43.

3). Beiinniga, I, v, ppe 375-92; especially, p. 391.
ey De 391

5}0 ibldo, De 396.

6)e I Clem 33: 6; Barn 63 12,18; cf. also, Hv 1: 1: 6.
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Christien enterprise."® The use of the allusion to Gen 1: 28
(Ex 1: 7) in this sort of way would then seem perhaps to in-
dicete a sort of midrashic use of the text, seeing in it a 'testi-~
monium® to the incresse of the Church. _But if so, then there is
no great improbabllity in its having,beénﬂin use in that sort of
gense in the Church bafore Luke took hold of_it.a We clearly
cannot bulld on this plece of evidence, but it may at least be
salid to be in harmony with what has already been claimed.
{c) There are other recurrent words and phrases, and we

may note especially those of them that have been taken to con-
stitute elements of what Dodd has calléd the 'kerygme,' and form
the summaries of the faith found in a number of the speeches in
Acts. In particular, we may note the following: udproos¢ (especi-
ally in the form, ﬁngﬁf%ggv/uédnygfdﬁmg for example, and/or
applied to the Resurrection of Jesus),aivinps'zr 4( ”)’rﬂ,‘fzw 5) ¢ Bsof

{ 7ov ’h;a’a?»/) with or without 7« VENpOV ,6 and fu’.f,ﬁ;f;j ;ﬂdc‘rﬂ:-;b"
Of the remalning expressions used, considerable variation of word=-
order, word, and phrase, is found, and consequently we must omlt
them frbm this discussion. However, those listed above narrowly
escape becoming 'Lukanisms,' so frequently do they occur in Lukee
Acta, in comparison to the other books of the NT. TFor example,
.fﬂéuvuf occurs thrice in Matthew and Mark together, but no less

than 15 times in Luke-Acts, of which some 10 instances refer to

1). Beginnings, I, v, p. 391. Cf. supra, p. 105,
2). Tﬁgt 18, in the worship and apology of the Church.

3)e Cf. olso Mt 18: 16, II Cor 13: 1, where the reference is to
Deut 19: 5(q.ve)3 perhaps the 'witnesses' are to con-
firm the facts of the Resurrection.

4)e The transitive form, 'raise?!, occurs only in Acts and John.

5)e This is the commoner word in the NT for 'rise (from the dead)d

8). This phrase is also found in Mt 17: 9; Mark 6: 14, 9: 9,10,
12: 25, (16: 14), eotc. !
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the 'witnesses of the things of the Messish.'l It may possibly
have some reference to Isa 45: 10, 12 or 44: 8, the first two of
which are located in passages listed by Dodd as 'primary sources
of testimonia.'® Again, both forms of the statement, 'Whom God
raised,'-- oy o O:4¢ a{’vt’a‘*r?a':r 277TA and ov & 05§ ,;'/;,(c v (ix
yerkgiv) alike--are found in Aets,® although the lormer is pe-
culier to Acts, and in view of Acts 3: 22 (3: 28) and 7: 37,
which guote (or employ) Deut 18: 15, 18, may represent & modi-
fication of the fys/psv =form in the light of this 'proof-text.'?
Finselly, though ﬁpffg;anTqmlfia found outside Luke-Acts, yet it
18 very much commoner within these two books than elsewhere,® and
is rather stereotyped. Indeed, the stercotyped nature of these
phrases may point to their having been part of (the) primitive
tkerygma'; nevertheless, whether or not that is true, such
repetition may perhaps be held to be at least consistent with a
liturgical origin for the data in the forms noted.® |

(111) As e last piece of evidence, we shall drew attention
to the way in which the 'Feeding-narratives' of Luke (and others)
and the Luken Supper-nerratives reflect the usage of later times:
we may 8lso make a note or two about simllar phenomena in other

books of the NT.

1)s E.ge, Luke 24: 48 (Luken Post-Resuriecilon story), Acts 1:
8,223 2: 323 3: 153 O6: 32; 10: 39,41; 13: 31; 22: 153
26: 1l6.

2). Acce. Script., p. 108.
3)e Acts 2@ 25,32 and Acts 3: 15; 4: 10; 10: 403 & 13: 30 re-

spectively.
4}0 Ccr. SUupras PPe 48-49. Also, Ibdd’ Acc. Scl’ipt., EDe 55-7’ ®C .
5). Luke, 3 times; Acts, 6 times; lMatthew, Mark, and Paul each once.
6). Perhaps these elements may be traces of an early credal farmula.
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In the 'shorter account' in Luke of the Last Supper, the
word iiXaf;a;ﬁﬁyj is used concerning the Cup (22: 17). Likewise,
in vs. 19a, which may perhaps be modelled on Mark 1l4: 22, though

1 the only changes from the

this point is disputed by Higgins,
Marken form are the replacement of zzko({faj by the later, end
more Hellenist102~-not to say, 'technical!Se- E{Amf:r,;ﬁxj s and
the use of the more idiomatie AS, wv in place of the rougher and
perhaps more semitio4 Keie !Eﬂ;y”. To put it another way, if Luke,
or the tradition(s) he was employing, did in fact adapt the form
represented by the Markan version of this verse (Mark 14: 22),
that adaptetion was performed in the light of later, and possibly
eecleaiastical,_ways.s A similer type of phenomenon may be observe
ed, &8 Knox remarked,® in Mark 8: 1-10 (ef. Mark 6: 35-44) in the
Feedingenarrative doublets. Hore the ¢laf ,siv of Mark 6: 41 is
replaced by the ft&#rnﬂf}{ﬂ of Mark 8: 6a. Moreover, the very
diction of the latter verse is strongly reminiscent of the Words
of Institution, especlally those found in Luke?: ¢ A7V Tous EWay

! . Y ror
;-{;- rouf 5.'-;,{ -:‘-‘r-f‘:'/"-u_)' ;if.ds’y/ L e.’éf'd\-’----,? end seems to suggest early

1)« In The Lord's gggger in the New Testament, 19562, p. 44, he
enie ) e econtacts between lMark and ILuke here were
Pnecessarily due to Luke's direct use of Mark," though
he admitted the posslibility that the tradition employed
here by Luke may have been influenced by fanother such
as 1s embodied in Mark," by the time it reached Luke.
2)e¢ W. Le Knox, Some Hellenistic Elements in Primitive Christi-

BRE B 1,2,5,° 10:

3)s Cf. DI : 1,2,3, 10: 1,2,33 Justin, I Apol 6563 5, 66: 2,3.

4)., But not necessarily so; c¢f. Moulton, Prol (3rd ed., 1908), p. 1l2.

8). 8Ses also note 1, sbove. Higgins felt thet Luke 22: 15-19a
probably represented an importent tradition, possibly in-
fluenced by eucharistic usage, but less so than those of
Mark and Paul, (Cf. ops. cite, DPDe¢ 42+3).

)« Ops cit., ppe. 3ff. : :

?)t Viz.,ﬂLﬂukﬁ 22: 19&, Kele ANfwy

,g','.--_lfi';i? J('i}!-irj .

2 i / o/ T .y
i Tov :---,1'~, tr 1) f SKARTEY T e "



109.

use of these nerratives as 'types' of the Fucharist, a view which
would appeer to be supported by the nature of the Johannine account
of the Feeding (John 6: 1-59}.1 Whether or not we are to regard
Acts 27: 36 as eucharistic in itself,Z 1t seems sufficient for our
present purposes to draw attention to the use in it of phraseology
very similar in nature to that already obsorved in, for example,
Mark 8t 68+° This would suggest that, although the original aet
recorded in Acts 27: 35 may not have been eucheristic, yet the
temptation to invest 1t with a certain eucharistic significance
was not easy to resist.

But if the Eucharistie formula, influencing the narratives
at such points as are noted ebove, has given them a certain
Ifixity' of form and phraseology which may not have been present
in the earliest traditions, then 1t would seem ressonable enough
to suppose that other liturgical, guasi-liturgical, and perhaps
'apologetical' factors have had thelr share in moulding the
diction of the nerrastives and speeches, és they heve come down

to us.

The results of this chapter may, then, be summarized thus:
le If we select some nine expressions which, by virtue of
thelr relative freguency in the IXX, may reasonsbly be described

a8 'cheracteristie! of that book, and which also occur ln Acts, an

1)s Cf, Higgine, ope cite; ppe 79=84. iie may also note 3?9
'ﬁestern’ aeddition to thn 62 éeb, where D Lvt
adds ¢av F hﬂf 7§ TO (ul.ud Tol viel Tl .erf(wﬂ’w Sf rov “t ATOV.~ 3
use of A\dbyre Tfor Jiypre , and sWwus fOr sdof , may
reflect & liturgical use of the story.
2)e Higgins, esge., {op. cit., pes 66, n. 1), thought it referred
"merely to breasking bread before taking nourishment."
3)e« Cf. supre, p. 108, but especielly p. 75, and note 1 of that

pagee
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analysis of their 'source-distribution' patterns reveals that
their highest and lowest frequencies per page of WH-text are
found in the 'L'-source of the Gospell and the 'We-sections?! of
Acts, respectively; moreover, if we recognize that the rate per
page~WH of Lukenisms® in 'L is approximately 5.4 times that in
the 'We-sections' of Acts, we are obliged nevertheieas to point
out that the rate per page-WH of septuagintalisms in the former
is no less than 34 times that in the latter. Moreover, this
must be viewed alongside ths fact that Q and the Markan sections
are the least 'septuagintalized.!? deéi these circumstances it / fL&
is herd to speak of 'unconseious' influence of the LXX upon Luke's
style, born of, for example, familierity with it. Further, though
the two 'halves'! of Acts, as defined abovo,a are approximately
equally 'Lukanize&}‘ yet I Acts 18 sbout 4.6 times as *septuagint-
aligzed' as is II Acts, and about 8.4 times as much so as the iWe-
sections' of Acts (whan.allowanoa has heen made for tha'slightly
lower rate of Lukanism of the 'We-sectionst').

That is, 'septuagintéliam' appears to be falrly indepsndent
of Lukanism, and thus 1t seems that influence of the Septuagint
is not, in itself, o sufficient explanstion of the phenomena in

question.

l). The 'L' sbove is used in the broad sense outlined on p. 80,
in note 3;: 1.e., T. W. HManson's reconstruction of L,
plua Luke 24: 13-63.

2)e We have, for this purpose, combined all three tables given
by Hawiktins, Horee Synopticae, (2nd ed., 1909), pp. 16~
25’ 27 » 28"29 L]

3)e I.6., as defined by Torrey; ef. pp. 9ff. supra.

4)s I.e., if we use as a basis, the tables drawn up by Hawkins,
to which reference hes already been mede in note 2
above.
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2. Turning to some six other expressions which appear to be
reflections of semitlic idioms, not 'chargeable to the Koiné,'l but
which, because they but rarely occur in the LXX, can hardly be said
to owe thelr occurrence in Acts to influence on Luke's style of the
LXX as & whole, and yet are not allusions to the OT 1in the strict
sense, we find thet in every case, at least one of the LXX parallels
occurs in a portion of the 0T which we have reason to believe was
femilier %o, and probably used by, the early churéh. That is, if
the expressions under consideration were in fact septuagintalisms
after all, then it might be that they found thelr way into the
diction of Aets, not so much by direct influence of the LXX, due
to familierity with that work as a whole, as indirectly, by way .
of those portions of it which were employed by the Church of Luke's
time in worshlp and apologye

S« An investigation of'prayers in Acts, however, indicates
not only parallels of diction with parts of the ILXX, but also with
elements of certaln preyers found in writings of the late first,
and early to middle second, centuries A.D., and likewise with
portions of the Lukan Infaney Hymnse. Consequently, if, for example,
Acts 4: 24-30 was in fact cast in ¥an appropriately biblical mould, "2
this possibly took place under the influence of the practice of
the Chureh, rather than the influence of the LXX in general. (After
all, can we really spesk of "the! style, for example, of the LXX,
without meaning in fact the style of some portion or portions of

l)e Torrey, CDA, pe 7.
2)e Sparks, JT8, (N.S.), 1 (1960), p. 24.
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the LXX in particular?l).

4, There are, in addition, certain quasi-formularistiec
elements, stereotyped ways of expressing thoughts and introduecing
words of quotation from the OT, which seem to indicate o later and
more settled stage in the transmission of the tradltions embodied
in Acts 1-15, end may well point to a liturglcal origin for some
of those traditions.

: S5« This contentlon seems not weakened, but 1f anything,
somewhat strengthened, by the fact that some of these recurrent
expressions appear to be allusions to passages of the 0T which
have beenlliated as sources of 'testimoniae' used by writers of
the NT. ' _

6. Finelly, while Kilpatrick has shown grounds for assigning
2 liturgicel history to Matthew, we may elso note that the accounts
of the Feedings in Mark and John, and the second pert of the shorter
Lukan Supper-narrastive seem to betray the liturgicel motive at work;
there should be, then, no impossibility in a similer force having

been at work in other places, end among other elements of traditione.

In conclusiong the facts outlined above would not be incon-
sistent with the conclusions reached in the previous chepter, re-
garding the probable use by the author of Acts of sources, possibly
written, and at least 'fixed,? embodying oral traditions which re-
flect extra-Septuaglintal elements, and which ere based in ell
probability ultimately on the ipsissime verba of the various

l). MeFeile, INT (2nd ed., revised by C. 8« C. Williems, 1953),
D+ 88, has the obsservation that the Oreek of the LXX,
"even of those books of which the originel languege was
Hebrew, is far from uniform.* Consequently, arguments

besed on 'the'! style, ete., of the LXX, may not be as
convineing as they firat appeer.
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speakers, who heave incorporated these elements from traditions
current in thelr own times, into their specches. We have already
seen evidence that among the elements employed by them were certain
passages from the OT which beceme sources for 'testimonia' to the
Messigh end the dawn of the Messianic era. What would be added

to this by the investigation just brought to completion would be
this, thaet if Luke did in fect employ such & source or sources as
we have suggested, he probably obtained 1t from the traditions
current in the church or churches to which he belonged; consequente
ly, the langusge in which his source-material is couched is often
that of the Church of his d#y,'and 80 includes not a few apparent
(and some real) 'septuagintalisms.' However, when all is sald

and done, it will be appreclated that there are some words and
phrases which, though not altogether unlike ones in the LXX, are
nevertheless not identical with theilr alleged 'parallels;'! these,
together with other elements which seem to indicate a breakdown in
some greater or less degree in the CGreek, will be considered in
the succeeding chapters.
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Supplementary Notes.

7 ’
The expressions woisiv pfnf 7iveS @M@ ‘micTsisey Eme s
ot -

The first of these is found in the NT only in Luke-Actsjit
moreover, the two caeses in the Gospel, namely, Luke l: 72 and
10: 37, are found in sections which are peculiar to Luke, and in
both_casea occur in spoken words. Agein, in these two places,
the idea of 'co-operation'! 1s sbsent, end the preposition eppears
to take the place of en ordinary dative. Moulton, who originally
held the view that this use, like & similar phrase in Luke 1: 58,
was "influenced by literal translation from Semitio,“g later re-
jected %this solitary Hebraism' on the basis of an example found
in the papyri,a though finally (1914) he wes disposed to "with-
draw thls statement and reuognizs trenslation Greel,"® Lagreange
also thought it to be fun hébra&sme.'s as 414 Radsrmacher.®
On the other hend, Jacquier held to the idea of 'co-operation,?

at least in aets,v "on eoopératicn avec," as slso did Bruce.°

De
Zwaan, discussing Torrey's list of 'semitlsms', classes this one
as 'weal,'®

Turning to the LXX, we find it there often enough for it to
quealify as 'characteristice! of ILXX style. Its presence in Acts,

then, mey indicate nothing more than the influence of the LXX on

l)e Vize, Luke 13 72, 10: 373 Acts 14: 27, 15: 4.

2)0 Prol (Srd- ed.t’ 19’08), P 106.

3)e Tbid., pe 246, (note to pe. 108).

4), Moulton, Gremmsr, ii, p. 4663 of. Vocab., p. 401la; the
reference 1s AP. 135, 1i/A.D.

B)h Se LuC, pes 316,

6)0 ﬂﬁam, P 146.

7)s« Les Actes des ApOtres, (1956); p. 487.

8)s Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, pps 286«7.

9)¢ Beginnings, 1, 11, 40,
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Luke's style and vocabularye On the other hand, several other
considerations should be noted: (i) the corresponding expression
1s found in the MNT occasionally where it is avoided in the ILXX,
(cegs, Deut 13 30, 10: 81, ete.); (ii) it is also found in the
LXX in & number of places where the Hebrew text (if there was one)
is wenting, for instsnce, Tobit 3: 6, 8: 16, etc.3t (1ii) though
it is ebsent from ILXX end NT alike in II Kgd (II Sam) 22: 51, it
is found in the Tergum (...nvo%» pv 1P7ID 13vvnb)32 (17) it occurs,
moreover, in Hermas (Hs 6: 1: 1), pernapa formed on an analogy :
with the Hebrew idiom ...UY N17Y>, though in view of BGU 798,90, it
may possibly be a Hellenlstic formation.®

Thus we may say that while the expression is permissible in
Greek, though apparently not common, it is nevertheless normal
enough in Hebrew and Aramaio;* consequently, the use in question
may, prima facle, reflect either LXX influence, or perheps some more
direct use of Semitic originals. However, its presence in the Bene-
dictus and Hermas may possibly suggest that 1t belonged to the
vocabulary of the early Church. In support of this, we might note
that the use in question 1s in fact found in Ps 108(109): 21, %<l 6V,
Kigis xopms , Woing oY prf"?rvﬁ A fof .,»mg Psalm which we know to have been
used by Luke (or was it Peter?), from Acts 1l: 20, where vs. 8b is
quotod.a Agein, we heve already dealt kith enother phrase which
appesrs to have & close parsllel in this Psalm.®

l). The significance of this point may diminish in the light of
discoveries made at Jumran, e€.g., of a Hebrew Toblt.

2)e I.e., "to work salvation for his king..3" cf. Legarde,
Proph. Chald., pe. 140, lines 22-2C.

3). Cf. Bouer, ops cits., 922,

4)s Cf. the examples produced by Torrey, CDA, p. 38.

8)e Vize, xat -r»;r emnnry/ 40700 AdfoL €75008 -

6). Vig., K.{r.fy’yy7¢f.¢|/ -r?y K‘f&'“/ (Acta 23 37&), cfs supra, PP 8l-2.
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That is, there i1s another possible view of the explanation

of the use in question: 1t.may be due to the influence of the LXX,
but noting its presence in the Benedictus, Hermes, end the Psalme=
we cannot exclude the possibility that its presence in the pessaeges
in question In Acts may be duelto the operation of a liturgical or
apologetical factor in the formation of the traditions incorporated
by Luke in his Acts, or even simply to the effect of such a‘faator
on his style.

The seccond point is of somewhat less convineing nature. It
coneerns the faet that, although the use of Zw with dative or
accusative after wmos7s/nv may, as Moulton thought, be a natural
development of meanings implicit in the usual Greek form involving
«me7elny  with following dative only,l yet there are considerations
which perheps point in enother directiones The form appears to be
unattested outside the LXX before NT times, end even in the LXX it-
gelf 1is only found twice, namely, in Wisdom 12: 2, end Isa 28t 16
( 2AQ)+ Moulton thought the presence of the phrase wsr zz/ in these
three MSS. of the LXX due possibly to "conformity to the NT applica-
tion of the passage."® Clearly 1t cannot be & septuagintalism.®
But the fact that in three places in the NT Isa 28: 16 is quoted
in this form, together with the fact that Dodd would class the

passage a8 & 'primary source of testimonia,'® seems to suggest that,

1)0 Pl‘Olt. (51'(1 ed., 1908)' pt 680

2)- IS:!.E., L0

3)« It is far too rare to be regarded as 'charescteristic! of the
LXX.

4)e Acc. Script., pe 1073 cfs olso, pp. 21, 41-43, 48, 72, 78,
B3, 18,
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especially in the light of what has already been sald concerning
the possible effect of liturgical and apologetical factors on the '
phraseology of Luke-Acts, the presence of'the'phrase in Acts may
be in some degree due to the operation of a similar factor. It
should also be noted that of ths 14 instances of 1¢ in the NT,

5 are in Luke-Aeta,l one in Matthew,a 6 in Pau1,3 and one 1n

: & Pater.4 Thus 1t is hard to speak of it as a "Lukanism:' it is
just as much a mark of Peul. But this probably does not weeken
seriously the view of its origin in the langusge of Luke, as

- enunelated above.

' fWhether these considerations are themselves more than ine
formed guesses, or whether they are not, the fact remeins that
it is not unreasonable to include them here, if only for come
pleteness. It 1s certainly not suggested thet the argument of
the chapter to any extent depends upon the evidence or arguments
set out in this Note.

1). Luke 24: 253 Acts 9: 42, i 7 3 By 16: 31, 22: 19.

2). Mt 27: 42.

3). Ro 4: 5,18,24, 9: 33, 10% 11 T Th 1: 10,  Cfs elso
TP 1s 165

4

) I Pe 2: 6.
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CHAPTER IV,

Residual Semitisms in the Vocabulary of Acts 1-15.

Over and ageinst those sberrant 01d Testament quotations
and allusions discussed in Chapter II, on the one hand, snd the
elements of diction of Acts 1-15 which appear to reflect the in-
fluence, direct or indirect, of the Septuegint, as treated in the
previous chapter; on the other hend, there eppears to stand yet
another body of evidence: namely,; & 'hard cors' of dictlonel
clements which, while seeming to defy explanation by reference to
the Koiné, or to textual corruption in the usuel sense, neverthe-
less appear to find thelr most netural explenation in terms of
S8emitle idiom and vocebulsry. This is not to cleim, for example,
that the language of Acts 1-16 is "translation-Greek through and
through," or again that

"..s there ere no pessages in which the can
be sald to gnke it probable that Luke is composing his
own Greek."

It 1s merely this, that the existence of words and phrases which
appear to reflect semitle words and locutions requires that some
explanation of them be given in eny treatment of questions of
source, text, orlginal lenguage, and, for that matter, authenti
city, of Acts. The present chapter confines itself to the setting
out of the evidence element by element, together with an estimate

l). Torrey, CDA, p. 7.
2). 1bidc’ De 3.



119

of the nature and significance of eachs In this way we shell
hope to obtain some result which is not only valid for the whole,
but also consistent with the results already attained above.
With regard to scope, we may remark that, as the title of
the chapter indicates, this part of the investigation will deal
only with Semitiec elements in the 'vocabulary' of Acts 1-15.

Wellhausen regarded vocabulary as providing "nicht so
sichere Schlfisse wie die Syntexe," and thus stending "in zweiter
Linle," elthough in this connection it "kemn + « + nicht geanz bei-
selte gelassen werdens™ The words he noted as betraying an Arema-
ie 'Grundlege' to the Gospels have already been treated at length
by Bleck,? but there are indications that some similer discussion
of the vocabulary of Acts 1-10 may be in order. That is, when we
have excluded 'technically religious terms,'® and words probably
due to the influence, direect or otherwlse, of the LJIX,4 there may
yet be room for 'others influenced by Aramaic,!®--or for that mat-
ter, by Hebrew. We shall treat them in alphabeticel order.

.’Awdfaréx {Aots 1: 19).

The trenslation of this neme given in Acts 1t 19, namely,
Xwpiov aifiarol 4 elearly indicetes that Luke, like Matthew (who has
it as &ygéy a§L¢7b;‘ ).6 was acquainted with it as meaning 'field
of blood,'~-in Aramaie, then, DT DT, On the other hand, the

1)0 Binl. (1t3 Aull., 1905)’ Pe 99«

2). BAGE, ppe 96-103; of, ibid., 2nd ed., 1954, pp. 255-256,
3]0 ibid.’ Pe 95,

4), Cfe« supra, Chapters II & III.

65)e AAGA, D. 95.

5). ﬁEFEheW 87% 8B»

7)e Dalmen, Aram, Grem., (ite 4ufl.), pe 105, n. 1.
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liattheen note that the field, bought with 'bloodemoney’ ( T?u; .
wJP&TQf, Matthew 27: 6), baocame a burying-place for strangers
(Matthew 27: 7), led A..Klostermann to sugzest that:hnfkgarﬁx.
should really be traced back to a primitive TnT 7Dn, 'field of
sleep,! that is, in QGreek, Koqxqf%?foV ’ 'cemetery.'l The inter-
pretation followed by Matthew and Luke, 'fisld of blood,! would
then be a later one, invented by Christians concerning Judas!
deathes Against this, it has been questioned whether there ever
was a word IP7 'sleep,' and further, whether the expression
T Ppn is attested anywhere meaning 'cematery.'z Delman, how-

3

ever, supported the traditlional interpretvation,“ and argued that

"Das schliessende X macht das Wort als indeklinebel

kenntlich, vgls /wojk Luk. 3,26 flr 017, Zs0d) LXX

iy savo,"d
The alternative with 27 he thought "nicht rftlich,"™ since the
dead are always called '17N"D,' end the cemetery bears the names
Wb N7 (he eites Mo. k. 80b); or (in Hebrew) N17IPN N71 (eiting
Toss Ter. I 3)s° Levy snd Jastrow both list the verb T0%,° but
the latter connects 1t more plainly with the idea of 'death,! and
'lying in the grave.' Nevertheless, this alternative seems insufe
fieiently supported. Bruce, however, thinks that "probably both
explanations were currept.“7 .

On the other hand, the 'remarkaeble sgreements' between the ac-

1)+ Probleme im Aposteltexte, (1883), pp. 1ff.

2)s Take-Cadbury, E’e‘g&nnigga. I, iv, 13b.

5;0 Cf. supra, D s Ne 73 eand, Arem. Gram.,, S. 161, Arm. 6.
4)s 3bld., l.c.

S5)e 1bid.
6)e Chald. Wb., I, pe 180a-b; DI'TM, po. 313b-31l4e, respectivelys

7)e The Acts of the Apostles, De 78
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counts in Acts and in Hatthew, have led Gs Ds Eilpatrick to
think that

"ees there is a tradition of some age behind the two

stories, vague 1n detall though that tradition mey bes

The name JYPOIG“fAth, with its Aramaic equivalent dasi-.

» derives from a Semitic souree, In this con-
an the use of xopfaviv with its implicetion of e

refnrence to en Ebbrey text of ZCOE. x1. %ff., differ-

ing from the LXX and M.T., 1is noteworthy.
From these (and other) facte he concluded that "the tradition bee
hind our story" went back "bo & Semitic original."@ wWith this
conclusion we mey be inclined to sgree, though with the reserva-
tions that, in Acts 1l: 18-20, the story 1ls probably rightly to be
regerded--with wWestcott and Horte-as a parenthesis, an aside in-
serted to explain to the reader what heppened to Judas, and thus
need have no resl ﬁeariﬁg on the question of the nature of the
lenguege of Peter's speech hers,--a fact strengthened by the hise
torical tone of the peassage, encd ths presence of the words 'f§ .
diadicrw «lvov {referring to the inhebitents of Jeruselem),dmeand
that, although the word in question is epperently Aremeilc, yet it
does not follow that the story as we have it in Acts was wholly
en Aramaic tale reproduced by Luke, but simply that it is probebly
founded to greater or less extent upon & nerrative embodylng such
g tradition. The word in question, then; with 1ts translatlon,
may perheps be called, in Lagrange's phrase, '"une gerentie
a'euthentlcité." It points to the antlquity snd suthenticity of

the traditions preserved in the account.

1’. OGH, Pe 454

2)' Md, lnc.

3)e Particularly as the sectlon of the nelghbouring verses takes
placg~~apparsntly--in Jerusalems

‘). S« Lue, (m édo, 1927). Ps CX»



+Baginoess (Aots 13: 6).

It has been noted elsewheral that there is probably & Tar-
gumie eloment of some kind in Paul's words to the magicisn (Acts
13: 11); it'ma:; not be improper, then, to look more closely at
his name. The name Bd(,-.?a"oSJ" is feirly plainiy en Arsmaic one,
and in ltself there is nothing so very strange in thet. However,
two rolnts should perhaps be madtlasu (i) there are no less than foul_.‘
Lukenisms in this single verse, viz., §12A08v7:§ ,Ukee,dvipa,
end either .;3 t’*’volud or ém}uu Reawhichever 1s to ﬁa preferred; the
editor, then, has certainly left his mark upon 11:.a (11) The Codex
Bezae roads not Dueimerols(with BG), nor Bawised (8), nor Bepmcoir.
(A 81 ete.), but 3a(f¢70'uu; (v 2 or pm ?)« Of these, then, the Bezan
is probably the hardest reading: one ean imegine 1t being assimilete
ed to the form .15 souf s but the reverse 1s improbable.:. Now, while
severel suggestions have been made as to what the men's name really
WS, C48ep Y """"".?""‘El.‘ b’~‘?.1,‘-:'l*f5-l-"l-_‘=!,5 and--arguing from the '1n1_;erpreta-
tion in vs. 8; £ J,.uj or (D)‘E-r {oc 2)pil == .'ll'-_?'?-ﬂa.e the underly-
ing fact behind ell three 1s that the D-reading seems to indlcate &
knowledge of the Aramaic not found in the slternative readings. It
should, then, probebly be regarded as ean element of the primitive
tradition, loft unrevised in D, though eliminated in our other

texts in favour of the more femilisy Yeinfous oF

1) Cf. Supre,; pps 37«39,

2)s 0Of, Hewkins, Horae §Pogticae, rpe 17, 16 (bls), 21 & 44;
also, j v;7eoy 18 found in the NT only in Acts 13: 6,
27: 26, 28: 1,7,9,11, (all except 13t 6 being 'Wee
sections?!), end Rev 1: 9, 6: 14, 16: 20, Hpta also
that the other variant for & dvepus , Vize,miedusor (D
gdds after ’.u}un ), is & lukanisn, Hewkins, ope cits,

a 19’ 421

3)s The gz‘te of Lukanlsms per word iz much higher then average.

4)e Ofe Aquils, Deut 11 38, Insvvi for 9I¥in?,

5)e Cf, Sy(vg): Yoz ;. Cf. also, Clark, AA, p. 351

6)s Cf. note by G. R. Driver, in Clark, op. cit., pPp« 363ff.



1254

.Yv'wo"ro’f-(AC‘b& 2: 14; 4: 10; 13: 38; 28: 28),
The ocecurrence of this word in Acets in constructions with

1 was noted by Wensinck,e who suggested possible

. 2lvac and {fy:r&dc
Avamaic originels of the form Y”7° M17, on the model of the y777
K]QE of Biblicel Aremeic.® It is = fact, moreover, that whereas

the adjectivel and corresponding substentivel uses of the word are
well enough known, and indeed found in the NT,‘ yet this 'quasi-
participiel? use--if we may so 0ell ite-is 1isted neither by L8I®
nor by Moulton and Milligan,6 and only one instance outside the
Greek OT versions ;s recorded by Bmzer',.'i'l vize, I OClem 11t 2, £15 7o
yroeedy sive micw. Turning to the IXX, we f£ind 1t but 10 times,® el
though the word itself appears some 22 times., It is thus diffiocult
to refer the use to direct famlllarlty with the IXX.? Agein, while
ite eppearange in Ezek 38: 32 may conceivably sccount for the con-
struetion in the gensral sense, on liturgical or apologeticel
grounds,lo it secems unlikely to have given rise to the formula

used in apeeohea,ywumvﬂv Zs70 + However, where thlis formula occurs
in the LXX end Deniel (Theod.), 1in every case it is in e letter or
speech, and in four cases of the 6 i1t represente Aramaic &]EE ¥I17%.
The other two are both found in I Esdres.

While then we may perheps reserve judgment in the other cases,

those of II Bs 4: 12,13, 6: 8, and Daniel (Theod.) 3: 18 geem to

1). Acts 1: 9. 21t 14) é: 10. 15: 533 19: 17’ 28: 33’98‘
2)e TUnpublished notes on Acts 2: 14 ("v°7° °n” bijb.-aram.") and
43 10.

3)s Danlel 3: 18, Ezr 4: 12,13; 5:8, Clted by Wensinck on Ac 4: 10,

4)e Jn 18: 15,163 luke 2: 44, 25: 49; Rom 1: 19 (substantive).
5)e D. 355b.

6)- Vccab., Do 1308,

7)0 6]_3. GIto, 297 .

B)l ctf. M' De 2744a.

9)e It is not common enough te be called ‘charscteristic,!

10). Although Ezek 36 is not quoted in the NT, as are cc. 34,37,38.
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merit special attentlione. This is the more so, in view of the fact
that; in Acts, the formula--yuaadvériénavw;€§n,nuia found only in
speeches.l The suggestion, then, 1s that it 1s probably pert of the
normal stocke-phrasing of letters and speeches. In this connectlon,
interesting light is thrown upon the matter by the occurrence, iﬁ a
letter whose probable date is of the second century A.D., of the
preeisely corresponding Hebrew 1dlom, namely:

W To MY TTIV, ...
One thing, then, scems clear: that a construction so involving
I el kS ?(1)ﬂ55 was used in Arameic, and in the Hebrew of a hot
much leter time at least, as a formula introducing some fact or
group of fects which it was ﬁhe author's (or spesker's) intention
to 1list. Such @ use is preeclsely parsllel to that found in fhe
speeches in Acts end; while it may have been uséd in colloguial
Greek, its-presencelin Acts would nevertheless seem te be due to
the influence of the samiticlidiom, e point somewhat supported by
by its relative rerity outsidé Acts and relative frequency within
the speeches of that book. Probably the most we can say of it is
that it is another indication that, although the speecheg of Acts
meay not be 'transletions! of Semitie ‘Ydocuments', yet nevertheless,
they contain traces of that older form,~-treces that are, then, per-
haps best regarded as 'merks of authenticity! of the traditions

1ncorp6rated in certein perts of Acts.4

1) Viz., Acts 2: 14 (Peter), 4: 10 (Pster), 13: 38 (Panul at Pisi-

disn Antioech, ¢f. supre, pps 32«36), 28: 28 (Paul at Rome).
In every case, the people addressed are Jews.

2)s Cf. I. Rabinowitz, YA Hebrew Letter of the Second Century from
Beth lMashko,® BASOR, No. 131 (Oet. 19863), p. 21, Fig. 1,
lines 2«3, "tha be known to thee that...®

3)s I.e., the Hebrew form. The text cited has scriptio defectliva.

4)s The precise language cannot be determined on the evidence
above s
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. fobvas £r (Acts 4: 12).

The use of diddvac 1in the sense of “woisiy or Tibiva. wes
noted 238 & Semitism by wellhausen.l' Thackeray regarded this "new
uss® of J18cvat  to supplent T6fvaee ,(which, he observed, "still
retalins 1ts hold in some books,“gj, as due to "the use of the Heb,.
1Nl in both senses.® It is M"charscteristle of the later historic-
al books though not confined to them,"® Black described it 8 'welle
known? Semitism,4 quoting &8 an illustration, Midrssh Echa, I, 31.,5
and adding a note referring to Wensinck's exemple of it in Gen 27:
40 (Frag)..e..'h?m: by 1InTIave %3 00T,

With regard to Acte 4: 182, o s fo(u{l'ov év dVﬁ'éa??mj‘, Torrey
thought the OGreek ®Ptoo literal,® the Aremaic original being 21777
RwIk 7127, "fput emong men%® since "111” is very often the equivalent
of U, in all the Arsmaic dlialects, and 1s most commonly construed
with 2.*7 De Zween found this observation one of the “decisive
points®™ in Torrey's 0886.,2 Further, the Bezan reading, o J:fbp{vov.
Qvﬁkdun“f s 'which (is) given to men,? employing as it does the
usual meaning of &idsvac 3 1s probably to be regarded as smeliore-
tive, and thvs secondsrys Again, whils the 'new use' of d(Jovar .
does ocecur in the LXX, the vast preponderance of cases meaning ‘to
give? secms to weaken the case for ?*septuagintelisation.' It is,

then, probably best treated as & Semitiasm, perhaps sn 'unrevised

slement?! of primitive tradition, preserved in XRABO, though not D.

1)« Einl. (ite Aufi., 1908), p. 33.

2)- ﬁrsmmar, 1, Do 99

3)e 1ibid.

), AAGA, pe 96. J

5)s IbId., 1lece Vize, 171982 1°7°0%n 1773031, 'his disciples put
him in a coffin.?

8)s AAGA, (2nd ed., 19564), p. 265. Cf. Ginsburger's edition of the
Freagment«Targum, p. 16, 1line 4, (q.v.).

7). 9-]?.&, De 50 cf. 2180, D, B 8). Beginnin (=1} I, 11, 50,



.EKx;ytfpdt Sy {(Acts 156: 7, Peter).
The tharte Konstruktion! #v Uuiv {fcdifw7o, as Prouschen termed
1t,1 in Acts 15: 7 (Peter), whose alfficult wording #v Cpiv early

copylats seem to have recognized and sought to ameliorate,2

was
claimed by Torrey as a Semitism,® an original Aramsic 02 (which
verb 1s here, as often, construed with 3) heving been translated
11tera11y.4 This solution found favour with de Zwasn® and, though
with reservations, Burkitte and Lake.v Howard and Bruce, however,
were not setisfied with it.8

Exomining the evidence, we find that Em\fyﬂrﬂu v representing
M1 ¢. 3, though found in the LXX some 11 times,® (none of which,
incidentally, represents an Aremeic originel); yet accounts for
barely one fifth of the cases where M2 1s employed, pha remainder
being rendered idiomatically. Moreover, discussing this !Hebraism'
in the IXX, Gehman of Princeton observed that, in I 8am 16: 8,

n"ln'; ‘153_—&7:‘:1 n13-02 s
"1 dtomatically trenslated oidd Teirov eeAéfare Kduss,but in v .

9, where the same sentence occurs, we Iind £ idebrew idiom?
wal v rodTw obw tfshifaro Kdpos o

1)6 A LK) Pe 94!

2) e choioe lies between: (1) RABC Bl,ﬂf“FW i- (11) EHLP,E‘.
oZV j{‘til"; {iii) D s OmM SV H (iV] Sy'stas év UM‘V .
Of these, we are probably riuht in treating (i) as the
most 1likely generator of the others, by amelioration. Cf.

Ropes, Beginnings, I, 1ii, 141b.
5}0 Gm, PPs 7, *
4).  1b1ds; Ds £3+

5)s Beginnings, I, 11, 49.
6)s 3T§, xx %1919), pe 326: 'excecllent', but he wondered if it

was not already present in the Greek, since "by using
this construction Luke is free to go on with an accusa-
_ tive and infinitive, .. impossible if he hed put vpas .
for #v Juiv b
7)s Beginanings, I, 1iv, 172b; but referring te II Es 19: 7 (Neh
Ot 7), he guestioned the nesd for an Arameic originel.
8). Moulton, Grem, ii, p. 474; Bruce, ops. clit., p. 292,
9,. Cf. H"R, s.v.
10). "The Hebraic Character of Septuegint Oreek," VT, 1 (1951),
p. 8*'
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Both idioms likewise occur in III Kgd (I Ki) 8: 16. Thus, while

it is clear that we ere not justified in regerding the expression
==without further proofe--as en Aremelsm, yet likewlse we seem une-
gble to elass 1t as a septuvagintelism, the more so too, in view of
the faect that no case ocours in a 'teatimoniumppassage.'l Neverthe-
less, the use 1is awkward Greek, especially for one who has employed

thse 1diomatic form elaewhare.2

We arelleft, then, with the possie
bility that it may reflect an underlying Hebrew forme. The precise
idiom, even to word-order, is found in the Dead Sea Manual of
Discipline, iv, 22:% ,.0757v n?17Y br na ol ®7).., wvhich Browne
lee rendered: "... for God has chosen them for an eternal covenant , ¥4
Precisely, now, because the normel idiom iz found elsewhere in Acts,
it would seem that if Luke had been composing freely or translating
himself, we might have expected that normel form. The abnormal form
might be explained 1f we found theat he was here Iincorporeting a

plece of esrlier tradition, in which the '"Hebralsm' was already
present, and from which he did not erass it. It would then constitute
a testimony both to the age and the authenticity of the tredition
thus preserveds The fact that the use occurs in a passags of

direct spcech, and that by Peter, might perhaps lend some support

to such a view.

l)e COf. for example, Dodd, Aco. Script., pp. 107-8, et passim.

2). Acts 1: 2,243 6: 53 13: 17: ang 16: 22,25,

3)« The Dead Sea Scrolls of St. Mark's Monastery, Vol. II,
Fasclole 2t Plates and Transcription of the Manuel of
Disﬁipllne ¢ A.5.0.R. ’ 19861.

4). BASOR, supnlementary Studies Nos., 10-12, "The Dead Sea

enual of Discipline--Translstion and Notes," by W. I,
Brownlee, 19581, p. 16,
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«€m 7To adve (Acts 1: 15, 2t 1,44,46D,47).
The phrease Fal TS aﬁfg, which occurs in the NT some ten timpa,l

was claimed by Torrey~-in four of the passages noted sbove in Acts

2 and one case in perticuler, Acts 2: 47, as "the

nd

e-as a Semitism,
moat interesting of all the phrases which sugrzest translatione
Ee observed thest, though 1t ordinarily means 'together,?! *in the
same place,! corresponding in the LXX to the Hebrew TN’ snd 11q:,4
thls meaning was 'obviously inadmissible' in Acts 2: 47. MNoreover,
recourse to the eritical material offers no assistence, beyond
testifying to Severallancient attempts at emelioration.® Thus he.
found indiceted, elther corruption in the Greek, or evidence that
1ts euthor "was writing under some sort of compulsion such as that
of transletion;“e as g result, he sought to solve the problem by
supposing that the originel Arameic of im & «07¢ was the adverbial
compound XJ7N7,%7M7, which, though "etymologically +.. equivalent to
in unum, "7and occasionally used in this litersl sense, mcaning
'togathar,'s nevertheless in the Judesn dlalects of Arsmsic moans
toreatly,t=-1in Greekaﬁﬁé@ﬂh-and is the regular Onkelos equivalent

for Hebrew Tdne This word, misread as R®IN(2Z, *(in)to one' has

1). Viz., Mt 22: 34(Reminiscence of Ps 2: 2?); Luke 17: 35;

Acts 1: 15, 2: 1,44,46D, 47, 4: 26{(Ps 2: 2LXX); I Cor
) 7: 6, 11: 20, 14: 23.

2)e CDA, ppe 6, 10-14.

5)- m&., Fe 10.

4)s 1bidi, 1.a.

8)+ The possibilities resolve into: (1) sn' w0 wivd , RABC 81 Lyg;
(18 ¢ni vo alro iv T ‘Emchqr(a D3 (111) 70 ikkdnarg - 180 18 alro &Y. B
Sy (iv) év 7 smqm et i 18 «i7é post lwivm® SyVE, We are
probably jwstifled in regerding, with Ropes (Beginnings,
I, 1i1, 25b), (1) 28 the hardest resding, and -{1lv
es conflake and amellorative.

6)s ©DA, p. 12.

7)1 m&., l.c. ' oy

8)e OFf. Jn 11: 52(Sy); the Greek 1a ¢ 7vy of, Jn 17: 23(sSyPal),
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been rendered by Luke ¢m 7o advé .1 The correct trenslation would

then be: "And the Lord added greatly day by day to the saved,"?

The phrase as 1t stands, et least in Acts 2: 47, is clearly
A1fficult,--some have thought 1t impossible,®--while the view of
Preuschen and Jacquier, for exsmple, that it 1s used here simply
to strengthen thes verb wposﬁ@sc,i seems rether to evede the quest-
iony 1likewlse also; perhaps, that of Anderson Scott,s nemely,
that 1t meant 'thereunto,' possibly equivelent to 'to the same
society!' whether right or wrong, 1s at lesst & 'nmew meaning' for
the WOfﬁs;"ané cannot be substituted simply to make them intellig-
ible, without further argument, Torrey's proposed solution, howe
sver, has het with & veried reception: 1t hes bsen described as s
fsplendid observetion,t® & tdecisive noint,;ras fmost 1ngenious,'8
end "a convineing and heppy solution of the difficulty:;"® on the
other hend, however, 1t was rejected outright by Burkitt,i® while
several objections have been laid ageinst it by other scholars,
nomelyt (o) as Howard observed, "such a blunder is not likely on
the part of one who could give the right rendering in 6t 7"(1l.e.,
w@dp )3 (b) moreovsr, & comperison of I Cor 11: 18 with vs. 20

"shows clearly that sw' 7adro end iv Zaxhyrz are synonymous terms, "1l

1)+ We must suppose the further error of misreading °77 as e
direct object, instead of a dative ('whom' instead of
: ,Yto whom.?).
2;, GD, Po- 14-
3)e ¢ Willieama, in McNeile, s {2nd ed., 1953), p. 98, n. S
Lake, Beginninsa, I, iv, 50a- “aingularly awkward."®

4). v De Jacquier) Les Actes dcs Apdtres, pe 93.
5,-- ﬁ- xxx1 ‘1919—20), Pe Eﬁibo
6)0 Zwaan, Bet_innin_ga’ I, ii; 55,

?)- 11')1(1.’ P 50.

8)s TFoskes-Jackson, HTR, x (l917), p. 358,
9). Berton, JI8, Xxxvi (1935), p. 371.
10). JT3, %X (1919), Dpe 321-4.
11). Youlton, Grem., ii, pe 473.
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(c) 'A still more serious objection! was found by Blesk in the
tassumed equatlion! of ¢m 7é«trs with RIM>, the )_.\ of the
Syriac versions being the equivalent of the gulte different phrese,
.« €15 C}.l The Syrlac for the phrase under discussion 1s j:u;?,e
akin to the Aramaliec NTN?, tho almost inverliable equivelent in the
Targumim for Hebrew N7, 1153.5 (d) Finally, Cadbury, who was
not convinced that an 'intensive'! explanation of the phrese was
necessary, nevertheless belleved that 1f such were in faet to be
sought, |

,ss an original Hebrew or even sn extensive use of the

Greek phrase, like that familiar to Luke from its abundp

ent use in the LXX, would cover the case fully as well."
If, however, we are to reject Torrey's proposed solutlon,e-as it
seems we must,~-some alternative explanation of the puzzle should

be sought.

The phrase is frequent in the LXX, meening 'together,' etcs,
end anelysie of its distribution there, and of that of its under-
lying Hebrew (where it has one), reveals that (a) that equivalent
is always~ei.ec., 46 times~-the Hebrew 707, 17N”; and also that (b)
the Hebrew adverbisl expressions in question sre elsewhere rendered
by some nine other Greek worde and phraaaa,a of which the prinoibal
ones ere -5,4-2 ;¢ ana grtoﬂvrl-ffé? o7 Though all three are found
scattered throughout the LXX, yet it is in the Psalms thet imi 73 advm

1)s AAGA, D+ 94
2)e « SyVE€ Acts 2t 44, ete. It also renders in Syve
Acts 5: 12, 12: 20, 18: 12, 19: 29, and (?) 4: 24,
3)e Pa-J Deut 25: H,..87Tn wve, ig an exccption to this.
4). AHIJTh, xxiv (1920)’ De 454&
B8y NTz., 4 er ’ apoavpdﬁw s Opol ., & lftpoc s Kown o KA 16 210
« KATY povdS , GoavTws 4 v TY dvTy , £
6). Principally in Isaiah and Jeremiah, where it predominetes.
7)e It is the almost exclusive rendering used in Job.
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predominates. Now, Howard, writing in connectlon with Luke 12,
described Luke as "one who was stesped 1ln the diction of the
Greek version of the Psalter, 't Further, in one case in Acts,
the phrase sa! 76 adrs is found in a quotation from the LXX, well-
known to the early Church, end employed by it in a 'Messianie!
context, as a 'proof—text,'g vizZe, P8 2: 2 We may also note that
this ocours in a prayer.°® TFurther, it 1s applled here to the !join-
ing of forces' between the Jews and the Romens agalnst Jesus, as
vses 27 clearly shows. It thus seems to heve here a stronger mean-
ing than 'together,! or indeed, 'with one accord,'4 or 'et the same
time, % senses suggested by Wensinck for Acts 2: 47 end 2: 44
respectively. Nearef, perhaps, would be 'in a coalition,' 'in
conclave,' or 'in allience, l'«-meanings which, incidentally, would
also sult the cese in Metthew 28: 34(q.v:), which refers to similar
behaviour on the part of the Pharisees.® But thls 1s herdly the
'plein meaning! of the Greek, and must depend,--if it is to be
found acceptable,--upon some further interpretation of the underly-
ing Hebrew of the Pselm, 1.e., upon the meaning there of TN?,
Turning, however, to the rescently discovered 'Manual of
Discipline,?! to which reference has slready been made elsewhere,v
we £ind thab not only does the root «/TN? ocour some 75 times,®

so that Rost describes it as "elnes der h#ufigsten Wdrter"™ in that

1)0 Moulton, CGram., 11!_13._485-
2)e Viz., Acts Zd: 26, CIe Dodd, Acce Soripte., ppe. 104-5, 108, &c.

3)s Cf. suvpra, pp. 2100, ;
4}. "eengezind,? 1.e., opobupalsy 3 (Wensinck, unpublished note).

B)s. #in de zelfde ti1jd," 1.0., ap2 3 (Les,, ®ITD 3 unpubl. note).
8)s Cf. suprs, ps 128, n. 1.

7)e Cf. supra, ops 21, 29, 127; hereinafter referrsd to as DSD.
8je 71, plus two in restorations; the figure of 73 is Rost's.

(Cf. TLZ, Jg 77, Nr 12 (Dez. 1952), Sp. 724).
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work, but it seems to have thers 2 new and distinective mesning,
usually interpreted--in the case of the noun--!Community.! Some-
times we find the meaning, ‘unity.'l The mesning 'together! seems

2 and even then has the colour of tes 2

to occur but 5 times,
group,! or fecomnunelly.! The noun, in some 34 of its 61 appear;
snces, has the article, and 1s used aa a technical term for the
tsocloty! or 'sect! to which the TN "WIN belonged. Further,
Bleck has noted that 'fresh light! 1s shed on the case of Acts 23
4'?‘,11,09511'95: ... #7170 «uTsy DY the presence in the same work of an
Yexaot parallel,'5 viZe,..N?V Dnnxnn,4 meening ‘to join the con~
gregations' The same idea and idiom is also found in D3D viii,
19,..T1° 50317 2109, "for everyone who joins the Community, 2

a parallel to which 1s found by Brownlee in the 'Zadokite Frag-
ment A,?' x111, 11, (16: 11),...107v2 AD1IN 531,6_ “end everyone
who joins his congregetion." We may note another possible
parallel, which, howsver, is not precisely applicable here, vize,
DSD vi, 14,...707%1 nxv by q’oﬁnb, “$o join the Council of the
cOmmunity.“7 Lirewise, we mey observe also et this point, that

in the IXX, tho prineipal Hebrew original behind Greek wges7fivac ,
is «/ nn2.8 Tn the next place, we find, also in the Manual of
Discipline, snother quasi-verbal expression: 77 n1ﬂﬂ%9 it

10

appears again es...TM?? INTY ’H’1, meaning “to belong to the

1)e 30 W. H. Brownlee, H. H. Rowley, etc.

2)s DSD v, 10, v, 2 (ter), & x, 17 (qev.)e

3). AAGA, (2nd 2d., 1904), De 246 (Supplem. Note to ps 10, n. 1)e

‘g:)o m- Vs Te

5)e Brownlee's translation, "The Deed Sea Hanual %c," p. 34.

6)e iblde, p. 34, n. 36. He also refers here to p. 25, n. 26, on
DSD vi, 14, compering Acte 2: 41,47; 8: 14; & 11: 24,
concerning the use Sf the verb 'added.!(Rost's text of
Die Demaskusschrift . (X1T, Nr 157, 1933).

7)e Browniee's Lrensilotion, OpPs Clbss Ds 24,

8)e H-R, p. 12210-1228b, 8.V. MpoorTffvac

9). DaD, v, 2. 10). DSD vi, 23; Brownlee, ib, p. 26.




Community." Another interssting caese of 1t is DSD viii, 12,
b&ﬂw’;n’bnbx N1°717, which Brownlee rendered: "Now when these
things come to peass in Isrsel to the Comuaunity ...,“1 but,
following the model of DSD viil, 10b, where no% seems to mean
not"these things*' but !'these {menL‘z and keeping in mind the con-
text here, we should probebly prefer to render: “Now when these
‘men belong to ﬁhe Community in Israel (according to these rules;
they will seperate themselves . + +)e"° Porhaps we should sdd
for completensss DSD 11, 24: DNDR N2 1777 Y190 %7, "for they
81l shell be in unity of truth (Brownlee: 'true unity'4),--though
the 1diom is not really quite parslliel to those guoted previouslye.
Now, the form TN?» N1°nY, "to belong to the Community,” is very
interesting, espcecially in the lipght of the fact that in two of
the cases in Aets where €7 75 <0716 occurs, it is construed with
.Eﬂuc s namely, Acts l:f 16, and 2: 1, while in asnother case,

Acts Z2: 44, many of the NSS., so consirue 1t.5

Again, in some three cases where the phrase occurs in Acts,
the eritical meteriels attest early difficulty. We have already
referred to one of these, Acts 2@ 47;6 the others are 2: 1 and
2t 44,

(a) In Acts 2: 1, the following are the possible readingsi=

(1) RABC svevveel Opol In T HUTo e

(11) Dgg(sah.boh)z opos
(111) Cc e & 5 9o 8 Brlo,ovrdd-(;f -

1). OD Gito, Da 32,

2)e 1bid,s, 1.0

3)e The words In parenthesis are Brownleds, op. cit., p. 32.

4), Brownlec: 'they shell live in .,' apparently reflecting
the reeading of 1°n” (shall live) for 1°n> (shall be).

5)0 Cf. irlfr&’ P 134.

6)es Cf. supra, ppe 128130, 132,
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The reading of (1) is called by Preuschen 'Tautologie,'1 and

by Jacquier likeowise; 'expression plébnastiqne;' moreover, in
view of the Bezan receding (i1l), it should probsbly be regarded
es a conflation of two olements, €n/ v adve and omel , the
former of which 1s plainly the more difficult. Agein, reading
(111) should probably be considered as tracesble in turn to (11),
but in any case 1t too sttests a certein leck of sase with £ni

™ dvr6y we would sursly find it difficult to suppose that en
original opnoduuaddy was ever replecsd by $m 75 a4b74 , although
the reverse would be possible by interpretetion or amelloration.
Whatever, then, may be the explanation of (1), we seem to have
strong grounds for accepting the phrease 27/ 7 4ors @8 original.

(b) In Acts 2: 44, we find the following readings:-
(1) B 234 1viPO¥P (gig) m v, 25 o Won r'ikmr ‘_ff-:mv-m xowa )
£

(i1 s o MRLENTL e S i ;fay ¥ 78 w13, kAl Zov wdurd xoiwde
S,
(111 o AG 81 ] . . @ s G y’;hr..:r :’m‘ -n‘: d:“rc;, !ﬁ: ak"" ;\'ﬂdr'rd Kmr;l.

Of these readings, we may note that (1) 1s clearly the hardest,
and that (11) and (111) are reslly almost interchengesble with
sechothers further, that (11)-(iil) represent a couplet in syn-
onymous perallellasm, which eppesrs to reflect Acts 4: 32b,ds Lake,
in faet, wes inclined to regard Acts 2: 41-47 as "aen editorisal
duplication® of 4: 32-35, "but possibly nearer the original form
Iof the text."® Which reading, then, are we to prefer? Ropes re-
garded (11)-(11i1) as 'expandad,'4 likewise Lake-Cadbury the read-
ing of D (L.e., ii.), as 'conflate and eorrupt,'® while both

13s. Apg,  ps 1ls
2)e Op. cite, ps 44,

3)e Beginnings, I, v, 145,
d)e [ Apid 1, 114, 245,

B)Q 11'31(1., I, .’Lv, 2580 4
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discern that slike in Acts 2: 44 and 2: 47 (as also E: 46D), the
reading in! vé aJd7s 'gave trouble, ' in no cese being 'reelly a
natural phrase.'® Nevertheless, recding (i) might easily heve
given rise to the others: the reverse is less li:ely, especially
in view of the parellelism and the apperent doublet in 43 62 Bub
whichever view we take, it bocomes clesr thet £7) 7 av7d and Smavre
Aok seem ta-be~-1n some sense at leaste-nesrly equivalent to
eachothere. This is the more interssting in view of the facts that,
in the sole plsce in the LXX where xonq? » 'in common,' has a
Hobrew squivalent, 3ir 80: 17, it represents 17T , while in the
Manuel of Discipline'and the Acts allke, the Community practised
not only 'splritual'! fellowship, but slso "Community of property;'a
morcover, in both cases penelties follow lying in respect of

property.4

There s still more ovidence %o be considered. Firaf.
Vazekes,® oxamining the use of the phrase under dlscussion; as
found in the NT, concluded thet 1t was, at least in Acte end 1
Corinthians, (probebly alse in the Apostolic Pathers®), n qussi-
tochnieal term denoting the ‘union of the Christien body;' rough~
ly equivalent to *in church.'7 This view seems to have commended
1t8elf to & number of seholers, notebly Burkitt® end Howard.?

1}. (Ropes), Egﬁé*g&ggg, I, 111, Rdb.

2)e (Lakﬁ“-csd uryls 592 imn‘?ﬂg I, 1?, 290,

3)e DSD 1, 12.13; v, 2,(14)3 Vi, 22-253 vii, 6.263 ODC x1ii, 11
(16: 4). Cf, Brownlee, ope ¢ite;, pe 19, ne Hs Josephus,
BJ, 11, 122.

4)e Cf, TOD vi, 24-26, 5

5)e JBL, zxxvii (1918), pp. 105-110. (Cf. especially, pp. 106ff.)

6)e Tfe Barn 4: 10, I Eph 13: 1, Hagn 7t 1, Philed 6! 2, 10: 1}
I Clem 8573 4.

7)s Vapakas, Ope Cite, lec.

B)e JT3, xx (1919), pe 323,

O)e W:I.ton. Greame, 11, pe 475,



156

At any rate, 1t suggests a possiblec meaning for the phrese in line
with the meening of the Hebrew -/ TnY, as found in the Manual of
Discipline snd the Judean Hymns.l In the next plece, in an earliler
chapter we noted that the phrase NI» 9N, as understood by the
writer(s) of one of the Judean Hymns, seems to have influenced the
meaning of the words (Ao ) 78 Slivag 705 Bavizes, in Peter's speech,
Acts 2: 24.2 And thirdly, while a8s we have noted ebove® the phrase
in guestion is also found in Acts In a quotation from a passage
from the IXX, Ps 2% 2, well-known for its use as a 'proof-text,!
yet Telmon, in clalming that & similar meaning to that found in
the Dead Sea Serolls is also found in the 014 Testament, indeed
alleges this very passage as sn exemple of such use, namely, “con=-
gregation, assembly;"4 moreove?, he finds there a parallel be-
tween the cleuse TN” 17011 in the second part of the sentenoce,
and 13I¥’D” in the first, "where for rcasons of style N7 is dropped,™
the "two-fold T 70UD as against the one~fold DYIT17 in the
gecond helf-sentence" making good %“for the loss of metric length."5
Thus, he is led to translate the words as:

"The kings of the earth present themselves (in council)

And the rulers (of peoples) combine in & covenant

Ageinst God and His Anointed."®
He finds s further 'striking paersllel passoge! based on the equl-

valence of 1L ’NN gnd Tn’ﬁ ®13, instead of TN T0IN, in the

Q

g%mns from the Judesn Serolls, (ed, Wellenstein), xiii, 4=H.
¢« BUDTA, DP» U6-07.,

Cf.8upra, pPpe 91F7., 131, &nd 128, n. 1.

"The Sectarian TN%-A Biblical Noun," VT, 111 (1953), p. 134.
1v1c., DD 156=7.

ibido, 1:.‘- 15?0
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Sectarisn Hymns III (Plate 8).1 'rom these facta he would claim
the phrase * TnN° 702 or IN? TDIN in the sense of 'combine in a
covsnant',"2 ag another addltion to hia list of constructions

with T2,

In consequence of all these facts, we may be disposed to

sum up thus: (&) the phrase sm w675 as used in Acts is not
really a septuagintalism; (b) neither does it seem to be validly
accounted for by Torrey's explenation; (c¢) nevertheless, 1t seems
to have ceused difficulty in several pleces, even to the ancient
scribes; (d) it seems also to be & quasi~technical term, meaning
'in unity! or 'in fellowship', as Vazakas claimed; (e) not only
is such & mcanlng werranted by the evidence of the lManual of
Discipiine and the Judean Hymns, but also-~-snd in particuler--by
the presence in those documents of the idioms > N1 % snd
25 non1nY, which are paralleled by Acts 1l: 15, 2: 1, (2: 44
excls B), and 2: 47 respectively; (f) finally, this 1s not incon-
sistent with what was clalmed elscwhsre, concerning the aberrant
Oqugotations in Aets 1-156., It mignt, then, be reasonable to
suééést that, though the expression as found in Acts does not seem
to represent an Aramale origingl, and though it is occasionally
embedded in mzterial which mey be suspected of being Lukan,3 yot
its meaning in the traditions 1ncorporated there by Luke 1s akin
to that founéd in the Manuel of Discipliney further, that if in

1)e Sukenik, Megilloth Genuzoth, II (1960), p. 38. The text isi
.0°DD "33 00 TR °9 ®192%7 DYWITP RIT O TDYDA 2vnn,

"30 that he might present himself in parede with the host

of Szints and that he might enter into communion with the
congrozation of hesvenly spirits (1it. the Sons of Heaven)."
Talmon,op. ¢it., p. 137,

2)- Talmon, Ope Cite, po. 137.
3)s COf. Cadbury's note in Beginnings, I, v, 3P2«402.




thls sense 1t entered Luke's knowladge and use through Ps 2: 2,
the fector determining its meening even 8o ia not the use as
found in the LXX, but the peeullar nuance glven to the LXX
phrase by the early Churche. The expression, then, 1s a Hebraiam,
but in this special meaning may guite ss well have come to Luke
in the Greex 31?1%4515, and in itself does not indicate direct
translation of Hebrew sources by Luke, but rather the employment
of (Greek?) traditions the antiquity and suthenticity of which
is attested by ths presence in them of unrevised eloments of a
peculierly Hebralce character, but whose general cheracter does
not show them tc have been written Semitic documents, or even
literal trenslations of such documentas,

The words in Acts 2: 47 might thus be translated: %And the
Lord was day by day incorporating into the Fellowship those who

were being saved,”

s00s0fvac 515 (Mots 8: 40).

For this unusual exprecssion we are referred by Debrunnerl
':and Bauer2 to the LXX, especially to Esther 1l: B, =oif Bveniv |
Tolf ft‘;pf&{:JlV £7f oY woMv....., Yfor the people(s) present in the
city!, end to Hermas, Hs 9: 13t 2,xa’ UMws dvfpumes of duvartuc
Jééfgﬁﬁ“ £ﬁ'f&fﬁiﬂ*ndf1b5513 The sense given by the first of
these uscs, however, 2s applied to Acts 8t 40, would be simply,
"But Phillp wes present ('sn‘trouva') in Ashdod." Such an inter-

prabation was supported by Jecquior,4 who remarked that <S¢ ensisbus

1)« Bl-D,(8te Aufl.), Anhang, 8. b4, (Amm. Sekt. 313).

2)e oOp. cit,., 588,

3)s I.es, .. end no man cen otherwise be found in the Kingdom
of GOdooou

4)e OpPs Cite, pe 279.



was 'fréquemment employé' for edvae 3 Bruce, on the other hand,
wes concernaed only with the ¢/f , whose replacement of ¢v he
1
regerded a8 "most marked before nsmes of towns. '~

2 the late A+ J. Wensinck

However, a8 Black has noted,
elaimed the expression as e Semltism, representing "2 nonwx,
meaning 'to errive in', and quoted in suprort pe Ma asser Sheni,
v, 2, sand Gen 28t 10 (Frag.), "... and the lend was shorterad

before him, end he srrived in Haran®{(..]m ﬂ:nm&1).5

Applicd to Acts 8: 40, Phimnof {5 £50i0y sly Afwrov, thls
would gives "But Philip srrived in {or: went to) Ashdod!, which
1s not only plausible, ﬁut requires no straining of the sense &s,
perhaps, does the usual rendering, 'was found in Ashdod.' Further,
in an carlier chapter bthere was shown to béﬁ;oms evidence that the
0T quotation in Acts 8: 38f. inclined sllightly toﬁards the MT, and
especially the Targum to the Prophets;4 it would therefore seen to
be in order to suggest that thls story which, on the whole, 1s
written in execellent Greek, nevertheless bears also the stamp of
en earlier tradition,=--heére most probably Aremalc,--though it 1s
not thereby claimed that the narrative as we have it here 1s; in

the usual sense, a translation of an Arasmaic 'source-documant.'5

vdidrap (Acts 4: 13).
The use of this word, found in Acts 4: 13, in the expressions

AVOpwmos a:rp:!’;?uro: daiv wal iid7eie ... | ypg compared by Wensinck®

1) Cops oltes pe 195,

2)s "Aremalc oStudles and the New Testament: The Unpublished
Work of the Late A« J. Wensinck of Leyden," JT8, xlix
(1948), pe 164; cf. also AAGA, (#nd ed., 1954], p. 238.

3)e Ginsburger, Iragmententhergum, p. 15.

4). Cf. supre, PR e 46"4?.

6)e I.e., 88 Torrey suggested. 6)s Unpublished note.
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with the following instance of its Aramalic counterpart, wﬁng,
teken from the Fragment Targum to Gen £28: 17,1
"And he (i.es, Jacob) was afraid, and said: '"What a
dreadful plece this 1sl This place 18 no ordinery
place (..v1?7n ans.. 1710 Rane nv%), but indeed a
place for the House of Prayer..."
The meaning he gives is Yprofaan', thet 1a, Ycormon' as opprosed
to 'holy.!

Now, although the OGreck word, in the sense of 'private per-
son'!, 'laymen', 'one not possessing professionsal skill'!, and seven
Traw hand! or 'ignorarmus'!, 1s found in non-Biblical Greek from
Herodotus onv-:ard,2 vyet it is only found onee in the LXX, vlz.,
Proverbs 6: 8,--and the Hebrow there is wanting. Ita few NT
occurrences arc--with the exception of the »nresent case=--confined
to the Pauline Epistlea.a The corresponding loan-word, mﬁ’1g, in
Hebrew and Aremsic, has, however, the meanings 'an ordinary person',
Teln Unbedeutender? (Levy), end finslly, Ycommon' or 'profene': it
eproors 1n thess senses in the Targumim,?

Since, then, the persons in Acts 4: 12f. making the observetion
are ececlesiastiosl officials,5 we mey at least ask whether this
more precisely 'Rebbinicel! use of the word was not really in-
tended, whether on Luke's pert, or in his 'sources's If so, it
would perhaps cast interesting light on the gquestion of the

origin and velue of the material preserved in his work.

1). @Ginsburger's editlon, pe. 16.

2)e LSJ, ps 819a; Bauner, ops oit., 671,

3)e I Cor 14: 16,25,24; 1II Cor 1ll: 6.

4)e Cf, Levy, Chalde. Wb., I, 193b-194a; Jastrow, DITM, p. 333a.

Tzanules may be cited from: I Sam 18: 23, " 243 14; Deut
28: 13(rs~J), etc.
S)e Cf, Acts 4: 5-C.
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.K.w{g:uf imi (Acts 2: 3).

Whether we are to take the Implied subject of this verb in
Acts 2: 3 as yASosst 4 oOr as 113(0 ,2 it i=s clear that the
ultimate reference ia to the Holy Spirit, of whom the é}deéft -
fdutvee paiora Soer mupes were one manifestation, and Bruce righte
ly pointe out the similarity of idea to that expressed in John 1t
52,33, the Holy Splrit in all three cases 'sitting' or 'resting!
upon someone.5 The expression is not a septuagintallem, nor is
it found in Biblical Hebrew.

Wensineck, however, found & parsllsl to the use here? in the

Fragwent Tsrgum, Num 113 26,5

where the Aremalc verb ’?@% 'to
rest', 'sit!, occurs:

"There were two men left in the cemp ...+, and the Holy

Spirit aat (or: rested) upcn them (n19 11n°%y nam

RUTIP) "
Moreover, Jestrow lists the Hebrew verb 7]V also in the seme
sense, and cites several cases of the Shekinah or the Holy Spirit
'resting' upon aomeona.e

Perhaps, then, the most that cen be said 1s this, that the

idea of the Hoiy Spirit or the Shekineh Yesting'! upon someone be-
longed to the thought and vocabulaery of the Aramaic (end probably

Hebrew too) of the Jews from an esrly, though post-Bibllieal, time,

1)« Jacquier, op. cits, pe 463 Bruece, ope cit., p. 82,

2). Leke-Cadbury, Beginnings, I, 1v, 18a3; the expression is felt
to be & 'sense-construction', the subjset being 'firet;
c¢f. @also, Bruce, oprs c¢lt., l.cs, who thinks 1t possible.

5)- OF Ciu.’ 1.t

4)s, Unpublished note.

5). OCGinsburger's edition, ps 50.

6). DITi, pp. 1629b-1650a, cited Senhed. lla: 'there 1s one
amorig you who deserves that the Shekingh should rest
upon him'{..n3°5v 1°%y narnv *ixqw..v’); Ibid., 66b,
'the spirlt +.. comes down upon him ete.,'(172v nmiv

”91); Koh. R., to vii. 2¢: 'the holy spirit rested
upon them?®{ .... on°?v nam).
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and that, especially in view of the presance in an earlier verse
of the same story of snother 'Hebreism', €1 o aire ,1 it may be
fair to regerd the expression found hers as a Scmitism slso. It
would, if so, witness to the entiquity end authenticlty of the

gceounts of the svents narrated.

./umvozi‘vfmé(wwf), {Acts 8: 22).,

The use of e vosty with A7d is found in the NT only onee,
namely, Acts 8: 22, while in the IXX it is at least as rare, make
ing its sole sppearsnce in Jer B: 6. It is also found once in
the writings of the Apostolle Fathersy I Clem 8: 3, occurring in
what Bauer described as a tcitation of unknown origin‘,z end which
Je Be Lightfoot was inclined to trace %o tpseudo-Rzekiels!2 lioree
over, in oll three cases, the word zoverned by the f Jue ' is
elthor x«wix or the similer Xvepiad 4

Now, in the first place, unless Clearke ia right in regerding
Acts 8: 21-23 as simply & 'string of LXX. phrases', the present
passage being derlved from Jer 8: 8 (LXX),5 and this view seems

8

also to be implied in Beuer's Wdrterbuch, the expression can harde

ly be described es a septusgintalism. Agsin, apart from %this
place, (unlsss ths phrese ‘rti‘np.m,? 70 ovruvody in Acts 7: 42, is to
be taken as sn gllusion to Jer 83 27), Jer 8 does not anpeayr to be

quoted in the WT, and at s8ll events, certainly does not seem to

1)e Acts £: 1. Cf. surre, pp. 1282138,

2)e oOp. cilte, $27, "Zitabt. unbek. Herkunft,"

3)e¢ The Apostolic Fothers, (One volume edition), ps 9, margin.

4)e The word wek/a in Jer 8: 63 Acts 8: 22, dvouix in I Clem
Bt S

5)s Beginnings, I, ii, 98-99, g.v.

6)e Cf, supra, note 2.

7)s WH suggest Jer 7: 18, though either i1s possible in itself.




have been a source of 'testimonia‘.l Next, even 1f we were to
attempt s0 to explain the words in Acts, we should still be left
with the Clement-quotation, which certeinly doss not apopcsar to be
based on Jexr 8: 64 I may be, howover, thet Acts 8: 22 and I Clem
'8t 3 reflect a certaln simllarity of origins This is psrhaps to
some degree supported by the occurrence iu the Boolk of Revelation
of the similar form, fls-r-evas?w Ix Tivof , ﬁhi.ch Charles regerded as
"ees probably a reflcetion of 1% 21v: for in Symmachus

seee pi7dvosiv 13 a more frequent rendering of the iHeb-
rew phrasge."?

To these facts should be added the evidence adduced by Wene-
sinok,5 from the Fragment Targum to the Psntateuch, namely: CGen
18: 21, "... to repent from their evil deeds®™ ( » MTNND
e NZWI9 71n’711”),4 Gen 19: 24, "e.. that they might make re-
pentance from thelr evil deeds" ( 11177T71v 1n 21NN 17177997
seie K’ﬁ’ﬁl,s Ex 103 28, "Repent from these evil deeds (or:
words),® 172780 Rnwea 17590 p 11n],8 and Ex 14: 25, "...the
8ea repented from its weves® (.....7191 10 »p? 1n}.7 The lesat
case is very interesting, cccurring as it does in a piece of
quite free Avemaic.® Thus the conjunction of 'repent!, 'from!',
end '(evils)', is found in early Palestinian Aremsic. ‘o these
examplee which Wensinck noted, we mey add further, Jer 8: Ge-the

'perellel! in the LXX alleged by Clarlte snd Bausre-in the form

1). Cf. nlso, Dedd, Acc.3eript., vpe 106-8, etc.

2)s Ravelstion (ICC), 1, D« Tis

9)e Unpuplisnasd notes.

4)s Ginsburger's editlon, p. 11,

B)s Ibide, ps 12.

6) e ibid, s P 29 .

7) . iLi"it, Pe 35

8)s It helongs to the story of Moses and his dislogue with

the Red Sea, and is & piece of free compositions
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found in the Targum to the Prophets: "there is not a men who
repents from his evil®™ (..nnw72 1 2'np7T " n*7).1 This case

is also particularly interesting, since the Hebrew underlying
the Greek :74vo:iv 1s not 17, as we might heve expected, but
Oflle The Aramaic 1diom is, then, that more usually found in the
Fregment Targume.

Finally, while the Greek /zfnnwsﬁf is found in Symmachus
rendering Hebrew 1%“.2 and even in one case, Isa 55: 7, occurs
in a 'teatimonium’passage',a {(although in that case we have to
do with 'returning to', not 'turning from'), probably the most
that can be drawn from that is thet the expression was beginning
to enter Biblical Greek from Hebrew. Cases in point are Job 36:
10b, ¥#for they shell repent from evil"™ (MT: .. JIHD 17171977), which
the Targum reads as: ".. they shall repent from their evil deeds"
(eo ®7277 177177217 10 172107°(7).),% Jer 183 8, (Tg: "And that
people shall repent from its evil," i.e., 17NN BRI XDV 11ﬁ71),5
Ezek 33: 12 (Tg: "e«« in the day that he repents from his sin,"
1e@e,..717210 21077 #0177 711)«®  Purning to the free, post-Bibli-
cal Hebrew of the Dead Sea Manual of Discipline, a document to
whose 1diom and vocabulary we have already had occasion to refer
in other places, we find the precise idiom in question, in the
lines introduecing the 'Practice' or 'Regulation' (770 ) of the

Community, namely,

"Now this is the practice for the men of the Community
who dedio?tg themselves to turn from ell evil ( 2iv?
.7 2150 ),

1l). Lagarde, Prophe. Chald., p. 304, line B5.
2)e E.ge, Isa 563 7, Jer 183 8, Ezek 33: 12, and Job 36: 10.

3) s  BXs mdﬂ, Acc. Script. s PPe 106-8, etcs
4). Lagarde, EEE. S?ETE., pe 112, line 11.
5;- ib., PrOE » BLCe +« 317, line 4.

.a »
6 [ ] 1b1d.’ pt F ] ne 0. 7). DSD V, 10




145.

Another use of the preposition 7, though without the idea follow-
ing of 'evil', occurs in the Demascus Document, "for every one who
turns from his way «.." ( 1077 a0 5135).1

These facts, coupled with the words of I Glem 8: 1,2,% which
indicate that the citation in 8: 3 is in some sense 'scripture,?!
and s0 perhaps rests ultimately on a Semitic original, seem to
suggest that the expression 1s a Semitism. Whether it is due to
Arameic or to Hebrew is not clear from the evidence: the idiom is
proper to both. Moreover, since it is hardly a quotation, any
more than are the similar expressions in Revelation, to which
reference was made sbove, we may probebly conclude that 1t is to
be traced to the 'ipsissima verba Petri’, and so, in this place,
constitutes a token of the authenticity and antiquity of the
traditions embodled by Luke in Acts 8: 21ff. The use of peravosiv,
instead of some simpler verb of 'turning' may be due to the influ-
ence of the all-pervading “Repent, and be baptiaed..,iswhoae
formularistic nature seems to point to & liturgical or ‘'keryg-

matic?! origin.

.55’.{, = 'Christianity' (Acts 9: 2, &c.").
The metaphorical uses of the Hebrew and Aramaic roots =717
and =/M% in the sense of 'mode,' ‘'custom,' and so on, are well

enough known.5 However, the word 'way' meaning 'religion' is not

1). Die Damaskusschrift, ed. L. Rost, xv, 7,(19: 7b), p. 27.

2). Vihe ministers of God's grace spoke through the Holy Spirit
concerning repentance, and the very Ruler of All Things
spoke with an oath concerning repentance, etc."

3)s Cf. Matt 3: 2, 43 17; Mark 1: 15; Acts 2: 38 (Peter), 3:
19 (Peter),(where uiwmvoii7c and ims7eiy.7: are put in an
instructive parallel), and 8: 22 etec. Cf. Dodd, APD,
passim,

4), Vizs., Acts 9: 2, 19: 9,23, 22: 4, 24: 1l4,22.
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noted by any of the Lexica,l unless we are to count the reference
by Jastrow to Rosh Heshaneh 17a, "they deviated from the ways of
the community, became heretioa,'z which hardly qualifies, since
the word has the meaning rather of 'customs'. However, in the
Manual of Discipline, we find jJust such a use: e.g., DSD 1ix,
17-18, ",.. those who choose the way,'a (...777 *m13(5), upon
which Brownlee mekes the note:%

"Cfe Ps. 119:30 and the designation of the earliest
Christians in Acts 9:2 ¢css.. and in the mdﬂﬂhan“

Other cases are:
DSD x, 21: "... Yet I will have no compassion on all those

who turn aside fBom the way, «."("y onan w1t
S TAY. ¥AN10 219},

and:

DSD xi, 13: ".. And he will direct my steps in the way.."
(-.°pyD 7977 15°1),6

In the light of our other references to the Menual of Discie-
pline in connectlon with the thought and diction of Acts, we may
add here another parallel. The expression, then, is a Hebreism,
but it is probably one which has crept into the thought and usage
of the Church or Churches from which Luke derived his traditions.
It can hardly indicate 'trenslation'!, e point which is strengthen~
ed by the observed presence of the use in II Acta,7 but 1t is pro-
bably simply e surviving trace of the 0ld neame for the Christian

Religion,

1). Not, at any rate, by BDB, Jastrow, or Levy.

2)e DITM, p. 323b. The text 1s83,.912%r 95970 1w

3)e The transletions used here are Brownlee's. Cf. op. cit., Do
56,

4)0 ibide, pe 37; ne S4.

5). ibid., Pe 42.

6)0 ibide; pe 44. Cfy, also, DSD ix, 20-21.

7)s Cf. supra, pe 146, n. 4, for references.
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" f@r;A¢;{¢Equ (Acts 1: 4).

Before examining the linguistic phenomena associated with
this word, 1t is necessary to investigate the critical material
to ascertain the correct reading. Three rcadings are offered:

1l). fvrmAnoﬁ,'aj s €. ABCE.

8)e cvvirionduivess 6o D (ofs Lvtd, convivenss).

i J/(cf' ibnve;s:tugse§%6 fﬁg.3s§t4§gtg§?be%tglggg“%gée

We might ;lso 1neluda= pos; J/L: add y: 7’ abr5v (oum eis),

D Lvt® 8 P Sy Arm gguah.boh

It seems clear that, whatever else is true, the reading (3) is
not only late, or more exactly, lecking in early attestation,
--gpart Augustine and the versions cited-~but, as Ropes observed,
an alleviation by conjecture, perhaps regarded as a mere improve-
ment in spalling.“l Again, the word TJ/xh'\ﬁL“m) in the sense
found here is rare, but the word -« «ii«iu.ve) (reading 2), attest-
ed only by D, is, on the face of things, quite out of place in
Acts 1: 4, and eppears to have been & s8lip, perhaps dictational,
for reading (1).2 Its meaning, "and while he was being taken
captive together with them, he commanded them +.," would give a
very different setting and meaning to the story. It may in fact
have been a deliberate attempt to avoid the difficult (”/“M;id’udy
The reading of the Bezan Latin, simul convivens, hardly supports
i1t; =a possible alternative to this view would be to see in it a
haplography for v/ «vihiins.ss0f, the second -/« being omitted, with

meaning, ‘consuming together'.3 a meaning found in Aristotle being

1), Beginnings, I, 1ii, 2b.
2). Ropes, ops cit., ps 3, 80 prints 1t (i.e., as a slip, the
tcorrect' reading being printed in the text.

3). ¢crf. 1'433'. Pe 1695b0
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'to consume together the proverbial salt'!, that is, 'live in

close compenionship with...'t But while this might hermonize
with 'simul convivens,'{d), yet Liddell and Scott list no case

of the Middle or Passive. Unless, then, soms other explanation

is forthnoming,e we should pass on to consideration of reading
(1),rbvaxriﬁily{p Perhaps the most serious objection to reading
(2) 1s thet, while it is feirly easy to see how an error, such as
that due to dictational tranamiasion,5 might give rise to the form
ﬂVVGJMfdéuzvqi s (perhsps passing unnoticed because of its resem-
blance t0 U <viiimnipsves )5 yot it is very hard to think of the
reading f)fdkmw%nvu'baing almost universally corrected to the un-
common and ewkward surslfojucvol o We therefore accept reading (1)
as that most likely to have been the original one. The other
eritical point noted ebove, in addition to readings (1)-(3), seems
to be an attempt to make explicit what is implied in the ! sv/ !
of the verb, and likewise its insertion is easier to explain than

would be its omission. We therefore omit it from our text.

However, once having made this choice, we are left in no
small doubt as to the precise meaning of the word, although the
general scnse seems clear enoughe. Flola? thought neither of the
commonly accepted meanings, 'being assembled with them' end 'eat-
ing together with them' respectively, "aedmissible"--at least, on
the face of the matter, The former "would certainly require

. “uvahisB:/; "3 the latter, he wrote, “seems to rest entirely on

1)0 Eth. Nioo. 11561327!‘?‘9#, As yeps {vous )‘ 1§ TVYraVe AL Dsa e .. =

2). E.ge., & conmon ancestor to both difflcult readings, ote.

3)s OCfs He Jy M. Milne & T. C. Skeat, Scribes and COrreotora
of the Codex Sinalticus, (1938), pp. Ol=

4), Notes on the Translation of the New Testament, (1899),

ppo .
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the ancient versions ... and glossaries," apparently having
arisen from

",s & fanciful etymology, coupled with what is else-

where seid that the Apostles gte and drank with our

Lord after his resurrection."l
In the only instance quoted of ﬁbvfuﬁ;cﬂet in this sense, viz.,
Hexapla, Pa 140(141)s 4, "where for the Hebrew 0DIVM 717 8t
Chrysostom ad loc., quotea:ﬂAAm¢'{u;«uﬂ4mw&5(with e various reade-
Ing CovivkicdS ),"2 ne thought the context by no means excluded
the 'legitimate? sense, 'uongregari';a in fect, the construction
with v 74/ ryfnﬂﬁjx;wfxénjv s he said, seemed "almost to require
this."¢ Consequently, he settled for 'congregari', or 'convenire',
insisting, however, that the perticiple must be taken in 1ts full
toresent! sense, %Yas he was assembling with them"; he recognilzed,
nevertheless, the difficulty of describing one person as 'being
assembled,! and thus agreed that Hemsterhuis's emendation vv-
Rl ivor( "would greatly improve the text."® Likewise, John
Lightfoot, rejecting derivation of the word v < fducvos from

.

. %Ay, salt, sought to derive it from Za’s , veoetus congrega-
tus.t® The difficulty is echoed in the various commentariea,v

end the position is perhaps best summed up by Bauer,e who describ-
ed the use here in Acts 1t 4 as "noch immer nicht sicher gedeutet,"

and enumerabted the possibilities as follows:

l). Field, Notes, p. 110.

2). 1b1do, «Co

5)0 ibid., 1l.c.

4)- 1bid., 1l.c.

$). 1blds, pe 111

6). Horse Hebralcae et Talmudicae in Act. Apost., pe 6.

7)e Of. Bruce, ODs Clibs, De 683 Jacquier, ops Cite, DPs 10ff.;
Lake~Cadbury, Beginnings, I, iv, 4b-6a; etc.

8)s Opes Cit., 1425-1426., The %ollowing short quotation is to
be found in column 1425,
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"l. .. zusemmenessen .... Hiergegen spricht der Zshg.

s der Umstand, dass sich dieser Gebr. strenggencmmen

nicht belegen 1l8aste o+ ¢« ¢ ==2,0uv=){(> versammeln

Pags. zusammenkommen . . .« Hierga§en spricht der S8Sing.

es Ue das Pris. in ;)L}V'A}.G_:\‘B;.L;/b}" s 1
The upshot of these difficulties is that recourse is had to the
makeshift of regarding fbrmAlsﬁdiaU as an alternative spelling
for ’uxn}A<ﬂ{u«§.2 He then refers us to Torrey's attempted
solution. For Bauer, then, the matter is still open.

Torrey, however, sought to derive the word from q/‘f§, 3

as alluded to abbva, suggesting that perheps “the somewhat un-
usual word v /--.ALS:{_,. /0 " was

"the (exact) rendering of Aremeic n»n0n, this ith-

pa a8l meening primerily 'eat salt in compeny with',

and then simply 'have (table-) compenionship with'.
In support of this, he referred to the occurrence of the P® gl
in the OT, Ezra 4: 14, 21070 229”1 N2D, which he chose to render,
'We have been guests of the palace,' that is, 'have eaten the salt!
of the palaae.4 Recognizing that no axamplaa'are to hand for the
ithpe‘al, except in Syriac, he nevertheless ssserted that "it must
have been in use in the Palestinian apeeoh,“5 and proceeded to
refer to examples from Syriac. Among these were Ps 140(141): 4,
%where the Hebrew has the denominative nw%w,'e Ephraim (Overbeeck
edition), 300: 19, and two other placea,7 of which the most import-

ant is the last, Ephr. 8yr. opera, ed. Benedictus, i, 534C: "with

1)« Bauer, op. cit., 14256.

2)e 1ibid., 1426.

3)0 CDA, Pe 25.

4)- m&., 1&0.

5). 1b1d¢’ leCo

6)0 ibido, laCo

7)s Viz., Ephreemi Syri opera, ed. Benedictus, 1, 474A, and 534C.
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sinners he (Jesus) consorted and ate"; Torrey further observed

that here the two verbs were "all but aynonymgus.“l As a finel

point, he noted that the Harklean Syriac rendered fu/.xugﬁkgyu.

in Acts 1t 4 by _.\© /\>s Thus, he found it easy to treat the

Greek word as a translation, there being 'no doubt! as to the

meening of the Aramaic original.2 Consequently he concluded,

"The distinet character of the word, the use of the cor-
responding form in Syriaec, and the emphasis laid in the
oldest Christian tradition on the fact that the risen
Jesus ete with his disciples ¢..., 8l1l combine tg show
that eating with them was the meaning intended.™

Torrey's solution seems to have some support from Jacquier, in

view of the presence of & simlilar interpretation among several of

the PFathers, end thus, “ce sens paraft traditionnel, ... probablee
ment une allusion & 1'eucharistie, ..;"4 de Zwean, also, was in-
clined to think that it should be added to his list of 'decisive

points! in Torrey's argument as applied to Acts 1l: 1lb-5: 16.5

The same is perhaps implled also in We L« Knox's remark that
"Porrey'a search for Aramaisms end translation Greek ..
mey be held to have established his case so far as Actg
i1.-v.16 are concerned, except for the opening clause."

On the other hand, Lake end Cadbury are unconvinced, feeling that
".s 1t scarcely seems likely that a translator would have
tried to represent the mere accidents of etymology. In
versions and Fethers & rendering implying this meening is
frequent, but not the earliest: +.++ The strongeat argu-
ment in its favour is the perellel in x. 41l.."

Other objections might be raised, for instance: first, the verb

1). CDA, pe 23

2). TIbIds, pe 24.

5). ibide, 1l.c.

4)e Ope. cit., pe 1ll.

5;. Beginnings, I, ii, 50. ‘ )

6)e The Acts of the Apostles, (1948), p. 18.
7). Beginnings, L, 1V, BDe
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proposed has certainly not been found--as yet, at any rateeein
extant Aramalc, but only in Syriaec, in the Ithpa(al; further,
Ezra 4: 14 might equally well be rendered, "Our salt is the
selt of the palsce."l That is, the meaning sought is hardly
found, the primary meaning of the Aramaic 7" being 'to salt?,
'to put salt 1nto'.2 Thus, Torrey's explanation involves the
solution of a doubtful Greek word in terms of an Arameic origin-
el itself intrinsically doubtful.
On the other hand, we must not overlook the possibility

that the word may be due to '"Syriacism', and in fact, may reflect
e s\ ll It 18 certainly attested in Syriac, and the evidence
adduced by Torrey in this connection might as well point towards
Just such an hypothesis. 8Similarly, Black has observed that

",., Iuke's temporal conjunection, ¢v =’77 77 Seg A

need not imply the usa"gr sources; it may be a Lucan

Aremaism or Syriacism.
If we were to think of Luke as & Syrien of Antioch, there might
be no great obstacle in the way of suggesting that the expression
under discussion entered from this guarter. It would then be an
editoriel note, rather than & mark of the use of sources. At all

events, this view must at least be stated,

However, there may be another possible solution of the prob-
lem. PFirst, as has been noted above, in the passage from Ps 140
(141): 4, the Hebrew UI7¥, rendered by LXX <vv/u{sv (B),* end

1), Cf. BDB, p« 1100a; (they give the translation as Strack's).
2). Levy, Chald., Wb., ii, p. 37b: 'salzen', 'einsalzen.' Cf.
- Jestrow, DITM, pe 788a: 'to strew salt on..?!
3). AAGA, p. 207. Of. also, ibid., ppe Bl, 83. The suggestion
: 1s due to him.
4). But éV!V-.E'-.f&J.' ‘-“\",o
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by Symmachus ovpddyoius » 18 rendered by the Hexsplaric fragment
JAXNes , a8 "( P% ) covahishs B Now, though there is at this
point a t'various reading,'g vize, cuvavarbS , in the ultimete
source of the reading just noted, yet the very fact that the rarer
SvrihitHo hpg survived is probably e sign that it was originel, or
at least, that it came from another early fragment.a The render-
ing of Symmachus confirms the meaning as 'to eat with.' Agein,
examining the Hebrew root in question, vize; =/ U7 , we find that
it is descrlbed by BDB as 'rare', 'late', 'poetical', and is found
in the OT but 6 times.? In four of these cases, it sdems to have
a meaning akin to !dine', 'feast', or 'banqust',a while in Prov
23: 1 the LXX renders it by Ssemvery » which ocecurs but 4 times,
end only once with a Hebrew equivalent, but which 1s the same word
as thet found in the accounts of the institution of the Lord's
Supper in Luke 22: 20 and T Cor 11: 26, a thought perhaps echoed
in Rev 3: 20, Purther, the Haglographa-Targum to Ps 14l: 4 reads
TIVOR ®2(1, "I shall not feast,"® Thus, there is some evidence
that this word U’ has a slightly stronger meening than simply
'to eat,! To put it another way, in view of what has been said
gbove, it is perhaps reasonable to suggest that the idea which
lies behind the rare use of svviAfdusvo; as found in Acts 1: 4
is probably ekin to that conveyed by the other rare, poetiec,
Hebrew word, O0r’s In this comnection it is interesting to note

\

l)s Pield, Hex., 11, p. 29723 cf, Notes, pe. 110, etec.

‘2)e Field: Notes, pe 110; cfe. pe 149 supra.

3)s Cf, Leke-Cadbury, Beginnings, I, iv, 5a.

4). BDB, p. 536b. The g%i cases ares Ps 14l: 4, Prov 9: 5,
25t 1,8, & 41 17, end (Pass) Deut 32: 24.

B)e Prov 9: 8, 23: 1,6, and Ps 14l: 4.

6). Lesgarde, Hag, Chald., ps 81, line 15.
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that the Syrise OT renders the rui@;of Ps 141: 4 by Ethp.

o/ )\, as does the Harkleen Syrise the Waﬂ#kthPiVQSof Acts

1: 4, That is, we have a pointer not to the meaning 'to eat

selt with! or 'to be selted with'!, so much as to en appreciae-

tion of the similarity of ides in the two cases. Finally, in.

the light of the fact that in other places we have seen treces

of what appeor to be 'Hebraisms'!, it may be feasible to regerd

the present case as another instence, the 6urul:&§1um5 then con-
stituting an "unrevised element' of the older tradition incorpora=-
ted in the Aets by l1lts euthor, and thus to some extent, 2 merk of
antiquity end authenticity. The meening would then bet: "And while
He was supping (that is, heving 'teble-fellowship') with them «eo"

Thus, apart from the suggested possibility of 'Syriacism,?
two other solutions present themselves: on the one hand, the
derivation from an Aremeic original  MPn)n, proposed by Torrey;
on the other, that just outlined, based on the idea of an ultimate
(Hobrew) tredition of the words and acts- of the Lord end His
disciples, and probably reflecting the use here of the rare Hebrew
verb UDM7 to signify the very speeial type of fellowship He was
then enjoying with His dlsciples. The first requires the assump-
tion of the existence of an Aramaic document, literally translated:
the second merely the distent influence of an originally Hebrew
tradition, or of a tradition containing elements ultimately

Hebrew in origin.
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Tferbd (Acts 9: 36, 40(Peter)s. ).
It need be no more than noted that this word, which represents

the Aramale ®n71p, (from 711, meaning 'deer', 'gazelle'), cogne

ate with the Hebrew ’13,1 e word which in all of its 14 instances

2

in the 0T is rendered by the LXX ! thsrij L 28 here,; indlcates

that the setting, at leest, is Aramaic. Again, the words of Peter
in Acts 9: 40,‘I?ﬁikﬁﬁiif:#ﬂ7ﬁt(*Tabitha, arisel™), are veguely re=
miniscent of the words of the Lord Himaelf,‘?le:&ﬂ,an}t (Vark 5:
41 and perallels), and this fact may probably sccount for the West-
ern' reading in that place (Mark 5: 41).3 The nemes NN717 and

4

.ZXOfni) are alsc attested elsewhere In Aremaic end Greek.- Sparks,

however, whlle recognizing that the name 'Tebitha'! indicetes "an
Arasmeic environment,® nevertheless claime that the Greek translation
'Dorcas? shows that "neither St. Luke nor enyone else can have
translated en Aramsic version 'faibhfully'.“s Moreover, in view

of the presence in the story of accepted septuagintalisms and a

number of Lukanisms,6

... 1t seems most reasonsble ... that St, Luke had
heard rather than read this story, and that, preserving
intect at least one indication of the original Aramaic
background, ... set down his own written version, not
uninfluenced perhaps by the detalls of the similar Old
Testament stories of Elijah and Elisha, and the Gospel
stories of Jairus's daughter and the widow's son at Naine"7?

Whatever be our final view of the matier, then, it scems at

least reasonable to regard the present case as another trace of

l). Cf. Jastrow, DTTM, pe 516b.

2)s 0, HeR, S.Ve 2 v 2 2

8)s Dreads r<fiv< for Txlufi , with Lvt® £° 8% o4,
4). Cf. Dalman, Gram., e 109, ne S,

5)- JTS, (HOS-), I !:[950?, PP« 25f1 .

6,. m&., l.Ce

7). ibid., Do 26.
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Semitic origin, in this case Aramaic; it would therefore seem
not only to be consistent with what hes already been claimed in
this chapter, but also to lend some kind of support to the story
itself as we have 1t.

The principal general results which have emerged from the
enquiry in this chapter may perhaps be briefly stated thus:

1)« The general effect of whatever Semitic influences may
have operated on the vocebulary of Acts 1-15 seems to be com~
paratively slight: the thirteen words and phrases treated above
constitute only a small fector in the whole, when compered with
the total number of words used in Acts, with the 413 which are
peculiar to Ants;l the 154 not found in the LXX, or even with the
66 so-called 'non-classical! words in Acts.o

2)e 8Several of the words discussed are proper-nemes, vize.,
A AF{& > tn{,?—ojf s and f.r:r5f .5 These are all Arameaic,
but they probsbly serve only to indicate that the stories in
which they occur sprang from an Aremalc milieu.

3). Of the other ten, only one can be regarded as a clear

>

Aremaism, viZe, i, !h) /] Alwror in Acts 8: 40; three others,

e |

.axfﬁm}’_?' (Aets 2: 3, of the Spirit), and more especially,
15700 (Acts 43 J.:s;).4 and .- ;,._.-5'} ov.. 2o (Acts 83 22, Peter),

!

may reflect elther Arameic or Hebrew, end decision should probebly

« So Hawkins, Horae Synopticae, pn. 204-7.
e 1bide; Do 207- s
« We might eiso have added another, J«ovdful , in Acts 43 36.
This is not a strong case, however. Cf. supra, pp. 139-142.
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be reserved meantime, untll some other indication can be found.

A similar situation appeers to obtalm in the case of another

tihree expressions, yya):rﬁr (?ffu))(Aots 2: 14, 4: 10, 13: 38),

. doGvac v (Aots 43 12), and sx)iyscbir Iv  (Aets 16¢ 7)3
these, especlially the second end third, are most probably Hebra=-
isms, but all three would nevertheless be possible in Aramaic also.
The remeining three all eppear to be Hebraisms, though it is just
possible that fbvaAg%%s;nj (Acts 1: 4) may be due to Syriacism,
while 5 57{} (Acte 9: 2, etec.), being something of a technical
term, may not be the most reliable guide to source.

4). If we exclude the three proper-nsmes, the 'technical
term? { ;«{). end also fur«A{f{J*’45 » which may be due to Syriace
ism, we find that of some 13 (? 14) cases where the remeining ex-
pressions ocecur in Acts 1-156, no less then 6 are in Direct Speech.
This figure is enhanced soméewhat further when it is reaslized that
4 (? 5) of the other cases are expressions involving :m 7o “vid ,
and it is not impossible that they mey be traceable to a single
cauae.l We would then have 9 cases left, of which 6 are in speech,
and in either case, the rate of 'semitization' of vocabulery is
much higher in speech than in narrative end connaoting-material.2

5)¢ In view of these facts, then, it secms thet the evidence,
go far es it goes, favours the view outlined earlier, namely, that

we have to do not so much with translation of an Aremaic or Hebrew

document, as of incorporation into Aects by Luke of traditions, to

l). E.g., the term may be an emergent technical term; cf. the
discusgsion gbove of this phrase, pp. 128-138, esp. 137.

2)e It may be worth noting that quite a 'nest' of them occurs
in Acts 4: 10,112,153, two of which are in the words of
Peter.
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greater or less extent '"fixed,' embodying end founded upon
Semitic stories of the words and deeds of the 'Worthies' of
the primitive Church.

6). One further point emerges: it happens that in no less
than five of the cases discussed above the meterial recently
found in Pelestine has proved to be of some considerable value.1
The most importent of these cases, however, is probably that
dealing with the hitherto enigmatical phrase :ni <1y The
apperent community of thought and idea 80 revealed is not only
in line with what was foreshadowed 1n Chapter II abova,e but elso
provides interesting lines of aporoach for the trestment of the

material of the next chapters

9 ’ o 4
1). The phrases concerned &P38~0»(7M’v S10) g exAiysobal v

« €0 18 doT6 3§ mrTHvoLiy das s 8NA I

B)e Of, supra, pe 687, ecte.
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CHAPTER V.

Other Semitlic Elements in Acts 1-15.

As the title indicates, this chepter is reelly intended to
follow along similar lines to those of the previous one, the in-
vestigation of the nature and distribution of the 'residual semit-~
iema' in Acts 1-15, the difference here being one of scope and
emphasis. The present chapter will embrace other elements not
included in the preceding one, nemely, Word-Order, Grammar, Syntax,
end Idiom, together with a discussion of the importance of certain
textual varients, while there will also be a treatment of a number
of cases of supposed ‘mistranslation,! alleged by one writer or
enothere The order of treatment, however, is not intended to ine
dicate aﬁé preference or prior judgment on the relative importance

and value of the several elements discussed.

I, Word-Order.

Wollheusen regarded the position of the verb in the prinecipal
clauvse es an important gulde to semitizing influence, since it
often heppens that the verb in such & clause stands first, followed

by the subject, oven when

.. e8 nicht besonders hervorgshoben oder_mit dem so h#u-
figen semitischen (/o eingoffihrt wird.t

Such a word~order, very common in Mark, he described as "semltisch,

1) EBinl.,(lte Aufl., 19085), pp. 18-19.
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nicht griechisch.“l He did not, however, regard it as due to
'translation~-Gresk,' but to imltation of Biblical style. Howard,
analysing the results of several studies on the matter, and that

of Kieckers in particular,2 concluded that, when all allowance

was made for the interplay of various other factors, the predomine-
ance of the initial position of the verb in Luke and John was none-
theless 'remarkeble.'® Black, noting Wensinck's claim thet Bezan
Luke contained a large number of cas:ss of 'Semitic! word-order,
where such an order was not present in the so-called "non-Western?
%8S.,% rightly stressed the difficulty of determining with certain-

ud

ty "what was not idiomatic Greek order. Moreover, while the

usual order of words in the Hebrew verbal-clause is 'verb-subject,!
or 'verb-subjactoobject,'ﬁ {though it is by no means absolutely
fixed, except-~of course--in the case of perfect-consecutive or
imperfect oonsecutive7), that of the Syriac sentence on the other

hand is far from fixed, Ndldeke deseribing it as "very fres,"®

although

",es It is of course granted that in purely verbal sen-
tences, particularly in simple narration, the Predicate
stands more frequently before ths subject; but this is
by no means 8 fast rule,==. ¢ o"

Likewise in sentences with the participle, the predicate "perheps
stends oftener before, then after, the subject."™ Turning to

1)s iDide, Pe 19«
2)s Die Stellung des Verbs im Griechischen (Strassburg, 1911).
5)& Moulton, Grem., i1, Pe 418,

4)e A. Je. Wensinok, Semltisms, ppe. 24ff.

5)e AAGA, Dpe 33 Cfe« 2180 De 34e

8)s G-K, (ET by Cowley, 1910), Sect. 142 £ (p. 456).

7)e 1bid., Sect. 142 a (pe 456).

8). Compencdious Syriac Grammar, (ET 1904), Ssct. 324 A (p. 258).
P)e 1bidGe, Ppe 258«9,
10). lbid-, Pe 269
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Arsmealc, then, we may note that though the verbe-where thsre is a
finite verb, end not simply a perticiplal construction--ususlly
comes at the head of the sentence, yet nevertheless 1t i= quite
in order for 1t not to do so. For example, we mey note the follow-
ing cases: (1) Sota 164 (Jer. Tal.):..]?INT AVIV NP7 RIN1, "And
I spat seven btimesy"™ (11) Exodus 12: 2, (Freg.),.. on1 217 27wn,
"Tishri enswered and said ..." (The months are speaking in turn).2
Both cases oceur in free; natural Aramaic. On the other hand,
however, in equally free Areamalc there occur cases of the other,
more ususl, order: (i) Jer. Tasnith 64b:® 92T wT70m 1137b AN
"1 "mR, "Phe pious men of Kephar Immi eppeared to our Toachera.3"
and (i1) Gen 4: 7 (Frag.): .....77392 520 5rR1, "And Abel went to
his floek..." It is thus aifficult, not only to determine with
precision "what 1s not idiomatic Greek order," but slso to bs dogma-
tic about whet 1s '3emitic', and more especially, Aramalc or Hebrew,
orders, Purthermore, in the one case where there can be some degree
of certainty as to what is in fect 'required'! by Semitie grammar,
nemely, that of the priority of the verb in Hebrew consecutive con-
structions,5 the phenomenon as it appears in the NT might indeed be
explained by reference to the influence of the style and diction of
the LXX upon the style(s) of the several writers, and of Luke in

particular.

Nevertheless, when all such allowance has been mede, there are

1). Of. for ccnvenience, Dalman, Arem#ische Dialektproben, p. 27,
para. 1, line 11.
2)s Ginsburger's edition, p. 30, line 17; of. alsc p. 30, lines
5’ 7’ 10, 12, 15, 21, 23, 26’ and Pe 51, lines 1 and 4.
3)s Cf. Delmen, AramfBiische Dialekgggoben, Ps 29, para. i, line 17.
4)e Ginsburger, pe Tl,; (Code OXs 518)e
6). Cf. previous page, especially note 7.
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8tlll cases where conslderations of word-order may prove of some
use in meking a cholce between rival textusl variantse. In the
cases which follow, it is not argued that the word-order which
appears to agres with the more usual Semitic order is thereby
Semitie, not Gresk, but rather that, other things being equel,
the 'Semltic'~type reading may have some greater claim te eccept-

ance than might otherwise DLe tThe case.

A. Acts 3: 9. (1) 2 ABCD seo3 Hac ey iy, o Aqu VR 00
(11) BP 462 Lvt&hP Sy nal cllev 437ov mig s Aady,
(ii1) 1522 «+s § Omit wordy .

If we leave aside (11i), which may perhaps be duc simply to a
plein omisslon, and which, in any case, is neither early nor widely
attested, we are left with (1) and (ii). Of these the lattsr, in-
volving as it does & less natural transition from <oy to the
subsequent 7igcwmaTolivie 3 ©tCe, 18 probably the hérder reading;
thus, i1t would be difficult to regard (11) as a correction of (i),
Moreover, the order of words in (ii) is in agreement with the
iSemitic! order, whereass that of (i) would be rather less so. Unleas
we assume that assimilation has teken place to the 'style! of the
LXX, in (i1),--8nd because that 'style' is by no means uniform, it
may seem unsatisfactory to do so,=-~we may perhaps have here a trace
of an unrevised element of Semitic tredition preserved in the texts
in questions That it mey be early is suggested by the 01d Latin
support.1 Moreover, had the reading been due merely to an editorial

or scribal error, we should have to assume for thet error a similar

1l)e¢ The sctusl reading of Lvth 15: "eo ot vidit eum omnis
populus ambulan(temsas)."



degree of antiqulty, on account of the diffusion of support.l
The possibility of influence upon the Greck of the versions, more

pertiecularly the Syrise, however, must not be finelly excluded.

Be Acts 43 4. (1 b | mu ;{wq&; 1(4 ff’ﬂo_;. TV iV fm/ 3
(11 0165'!‘-“ 1\((;—/) 7 -.' &/ué 4/!9 J?? IV e
‘111 A 8l: Ku ¢ E/»’, y ; :-‘xri‘*/u' 70"- VF L
(17) D b4 Pfati/ 3 r»/un’ T £ ,’ /&f/"") 1( ¢ LDV .

Leaving aside the guestion here of the omission and insertion
of the erticle before 4 rfusi end ~vigiv (or: «vbpdawr), end
confining ourselves to that of word-order, we may observe that the
readings fall into two groups, nemely, (1)=(iil), which have the
order iral iﬂ/?@b¢$)';rﬂyéi, end (iv), which has i« —widucs 1o Zysviby
Of these the latter is clearly the more i1diomatic. On the other
hend, while it would certainly be possible in Aramaic or Hebrew,
yet 1t is the order of (1)=(iii) which is more in harmony with that
of the more vsusl Semitie practice. Thus, not only does group (i)-
(111) present, in this matter at least, the harder rsading, but also
the more Semitio.z This accordingly may indicete the survival of an
element of an earlier Semitic substratum of tradition, and in this
connection we may note that such & finding would not be inconslstent
with the conclusions obtained in previous chapters. %,

There are other places where the text appears to present such
a word~order, but they seem too weak to merit inclusion here.> We

ghall therefore content ourselves with noting only Acts &: 9 and
4: 4, and then pass on to the next group of data,

1)e I.e., 014 Latin, Syrisc(both pesh. and harkl.), Chrysostom,
end Lucifsr.

2)s In the case of the omission ené insertion of the artiecle,
choice should probebly lie between (1) and (11); but the
case 1is not clear enough for a faat decision on the point.

3)e E.ge, Acts 8: 17 ( displacement of ¢’ wlwely )3 91 2 (dis-
placement of .’ ~i7e/ )+ But no clear verdict can be given.
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ITI. The Subordinate Clause.

The Avramaie particle T and for thet matter the Hebraw
particle —?, have en extent of meaning and application which
tends to render thom to some degree ambiguous. The principal
meenings of T are: (1) a reletlive particle (corresponding %o
Hebrew Wfi), (11) the sign of the genitive, replascing the old
Status Constructus, end (1il) s conjunction, meaning 'thet', in
the senses 'that'! (introducing a stotoment of fact, and parallel
to the use in the English noun-clause), *in order that! (equival-
ent to the Greek [v. }, and "for?! or 'becanae.'l Black also noted
o use similar to thab of o675 op cioTs A All these mesnings ocan
be readily illustrated from the Targimim, and other Aremsic writings.d
Also, the Hebrew -7 is found in the meenings (1) end (111), while
1t 1s usuelly in the combinatlon -?? that it meens 'of' (compare
the Aremeie '?’?4).

Two examples were adduced by Black from Aets of what may be
an originel Aramsic 7 rendered by"grt ;5 both cases are betrayed
by the presence of textual varients, snd both are loceted in
speechesa. They eare:

(a) Actes 1: 17 (Peter). _

u(.ig EAB D ao.aquo&‘f_‘i,gu Vfo(?':)(-r.gft?’u;yoj j}‘r £V %;r(?:/ .
vivg $ hils qui adpraehencderunt Jesum
gul adnumeratus erat inter

Nos.

In eddition to certain codices of the Vulgatesn-as noted abovee=-

1)s It is alsc used to introduce spsech, a8 is Greek 0T o

2}( AAGA , Pe 56,

3)s CT. Levy, Cheld. Wb., 1, p. 158a; Jastrow, DTTM, p. 208b;
Stevenson, Grem., Sect. 7 {pp. 21-22); etc.

4)s T.0., 'that which is t0 ...'; examples of these uses may be
found in the text printed by Rebinowitz, BASOR, No. 131,
ps 21, of the letter from Beth Mashko.

5)0 0D+ Cit';.’ Pe 56,

6). Viz., A"CDMTW otc. (Wordsworth & White, m’ iii, P 3%).
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the reading "qui® is alse found in LvtSt. Jaequier's comment

scems instructive:

" 5% : au 1lieu de ‘qul!'! de la Vulgate, lequel n'ex-

prime pas le sens de la phrase; le codex Landianus et

de bons msnuscrlts de la Vulgate ont quie, qu'ont

ﬁidzﬁﬁng;:‘frfh"m“ dans leur édition de la Vulgate
That 1s, an alternative explanation scems to present itseclf: namely,
that an originel 'guia' has been read as 'qui.’z This might easily
be explained as due to haplogrsphy of the 'a'! of quise, probebly
occasioned by the inltlal 'a' of the following 'adnumerstus!, and
the more especially 8o in view of the feot thet the MS83. of the
time were written 1n continuous script; that is, 'quisadnumeratus!
hes been read as 'quiadnumeratus's This would be encoursged fur-
ther by the presence in the preceding line in the Latin column of
Codex Bezae of the words 'qui adprachenderunt ...!

Thus, while the varlation may possibly be explicable in teras
of Semitlsm,w-that is, as due to the ambiguity of an underlying 7,
or perhaps -7, road one wey as & relative particle, another ss a
conjunction meaning 'that'eeyet it 1ls probebly more neturally
understood as due to transcriptional error of the type suggested.
{b) Acts 7: 32 (Stephen). ((i) 2 ABC :w 00K q&!Aqf 1% R

i) D "o':r( olw ;9 -'\) Tdy .
(But note, Lvt" has ecui).

Chese, discussing this passage, though he was willing to con-
cede the pessibility thet "the o7« mey have arisen from a confusion

1). Les Actes des %pﬁtrea, ps 33.
2). The reverse, of course, cannot be execluded, but would pre-

guppose that 211 the MSS. are at fasult except D, and
would meke them all, to that extent, dependent upon the
Letin ot this point, which seems rather unlikelye
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between gul end guia on the Latin side,"l nevertheless thought it
"surely far more probable” thet it was due to Syriac influence, in
that

*... the 014 Syrisc literally rendered the CGresk by ég..,
and ... the Bezan scribe mistranslated the , by &7 "

This would, for Chase, be supported by the fact that the Peshitta
reads :¥S...ﬂo, together with N8ldeke's note that, in relative
clauses

"In the majority of cases ... the Objective relstion is
indlcated without having raecourse to a relerring pronuuno_"3

Without, however, introducing the further complication of
postulated 'Syriac! influence in D in ths menner suggested by
Chase,? we are left with two possibilities: either the variation
13 due to some sort of transeriptional error or confusion, possibly
entering from the Latin column of Codsx Bezae,s-whidh hers at least
does not seem very probable, or it mey indicate, as Blazok has claim-
cd,e the existence of an underlying Semlitic (Aramaic) tradition ine
volving the ambiguous particle ?{perhapa we might suggest, as an
alternative, Hebrew -?), rendsred in the one case as a relative,
in the other as & conjunctions This latter view night perhaps draw
some support from the fact that, as shown in & previous chapter, a
number of the 0ld Testement quotations and allusions found in

Stephen'’s speech appéar to have affinities with Targumic traditions,

l1)e The 0l1d Syriac Element in the Text of Codex Bezae, p. 73.

2}0 11)1(1.’ LleCe

3). 036, p. 279 (Sect.543). (Chase cited the German edition, KSG,
ne 2456, on pe 73, ne 1, of his 0ld Syriac Element).

4)e I.0s, that "the Bezan text of the Acts is the result ol an
assimilation of a OGreek text to a Syriac text..." See
Chase, op. cit., ps 1.

B)e Cf+. the sugg=stion by Chase, noted above, pp. 166-6, and
also Chose, ops clte, ppre 1-2, & pPe 2, N 1o

6). MGA, Do 569
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rether than with those of the LXX {or even the KT). It shoulad
not be overlooked, however, thail the phenomenon may be evidonce
for '3yriascism' 1ln the Speech 16861fe"

In additlon to the cases Just discussed, other examples may

be cited, as follows:

{ec) Acts 10: 38 (Pster).

(1} 45‘%\, 9 sody favaw ”ﬁfga(d?ﬂ a-;_a'.e{(rmy wnw o 9205
(11) D Lvtdgpt Whl:f?zaur‘ ?'ar’ uro zV-f.rt..rﬁ,ov Ixcisiy & 826
(111) Dc’ 1'74’::.:\/ Inf -/ma N:f Ae a.&‘ or ?&t*‘ivu “ToV © Jaa_f*
(iv) 8y'& :4 Poan O Jd_,x 2 "'J" e S aas

It is clear that of these readings, (ii) is probebly the easi-
est and most idiomatic, and is thus not to be secepted without scme
further proof. Also, though (i) has its difficulties--Lake thought
it 'undoubtedly very harsh',5 though perhaps "“merely & rather clumsy

®..ite internel structure, eos dis-

periphrasis for & ¥Xewey lyooly
tinct from the syntacticel reslationship to the other clauses invelv-
ed, seems clear enough, namely, 'as (or: when)7 God anointed Him...!
On the other hend, (i1ii) is not idiomatlc in Greek, though its mean-
ing is obviously the same as that of (ii), but it would nevertheless
be very natural in the Semitic langusges, the «Jrsv then becoming a
'resumptive pronoun' after the indefinite relative particle ( 7,

-7, or T/). The reading 1s noted by Secrivener in the notes to

2]

his edition of the Codex Bezae,  where, commenting on the verse in

1). Gf. supra, pp. 40-45,.
2). Stevhen was a Gentile, and may have been & Syrian. Cf, also
De 152, SUpPPre.
3). 6l4 reads of for «§ , but Velentine-Richerds in his edition
of 1t {(p. 21, 1line 29, and note) seems to treat it as an
crthographicel slip. (The Text of Acts in Codex 6l4.., 1934).
4)s I.e., 'whom Sod mnointed Him'--or, 'thaet God anointed Him.®
It mey thus be simply the 1dlomatic Syriac form of (11).

5). Beﬁinnings, I, iv, 11%b.
6)' ey Po 20&-

7)s The Luken 'temporal «J ': c¢f. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae, p. 23.
8)s F. H. Scrivener, Bezae Codex Cantsbrigiensis ..%72118335.
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question, he wrote: "Supra lineas .... «wure post EXeLozv , ..0."1
This we have verified from the photographic edition of the Godex.2
That 1s, the word dv7e(v) was apparently added by a later corrector
of D What then is ths explanation of the reading? Without the
addition the reading would be idiomatic, as noted 2bove; with 1%,
1t 1s awkward and 'Semitlc.' Now, if 'C' introduced the word <“U7ove
0 bring the text into conformity with, for example, (i), we would
need to ask why he did not also 'correet! the preceding v to wSe
On the other hand, it can hardly be hsld to be an 'ameliorative in-
sertion.' Thus (i1i) is, in fact, probably the hardest reading of
all, as 1t stands. It may be, then, thait he Introduced 1t in cone
formity with some other authority.s Turning to the Syriac versions,
we £ind that Sy'® agrees with D® (411) except in word-order, while
the other two versions, as Zuntz noted, "by prefixing the pronoun,
here witness to an originel identical with p. "4 Indend, he goes so
far as to regard the passags in the Syriac as affording "o striking
example of the interastlion of Semitle and Greck speech both in the
formation and transmission of bthe text."® He also roferred with ap-
provel to Torrey's proposed reconstruction, AR 0T 87X yIw?
w124 ,8 as also dla Doad.”
Whatever then be the the history of the reading of D® (ii1),
we are probably justified in regarding it as not only the hardest

1}. ibld., p. 4438, note on Fol. 467b, line 22 (p. 362a).

2). Codex Bezege Cantabrigiensis ... Sumptibus Academiae FPhoto-
typice Reprassentatus, i, (Cantebrigiase: 1899), in loc.

3)s The Peshitte might so be read; likewlse the other Syrisc
versions. Perhaps a quotation from such a text?

4)s The Ancestry of the Harklean New Testement, (1945), p. 54.

5)s 1hid., De 330

6). Cfe %, EPe 27, 53

7)s APD, pp. 53-54.
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reading, and the only really 'Semitic'! one, but also as reflecting
an original similar to that of the Syriec versions. If it is not
due to some kind of assimilation to tho Syrisc, then, it may re-
flect an unrevised eleomocnt of primitive (Semitic) tradition, pre-
served herec for us in the C-reading of De In this connection, we
moay perhaps note that it is found in a Speoch of Peter.

(d) Acts 13: 28b (Paul), D-text: fya «/f dveupssiv .

The expression to be examined, ivd g énﬁ?f{n’, found in the
Greek column of Codex Begse, 1s indefonsible as CGreek, though its
meaning is nevertheless faoirly clear. DBut before we discuss the
expression ltsell, certein oritical problems must be examined, and
for this purpose we shall set out the texts of W-H and D in perallel
columns .«

W=, 5

] Y
15: 28. Kl /"'?(‘F‘/'"' LiTiny favdTou JHAC P OEpuy Arriiv Bivdrou

¥ e ’ ~
.£d‘(c{v7f_f ‘9,17’69{\/10 ”fu..crnv’ 2 __ff:f:‘ovf:_] f, Y  of & T, |{€5.’¢._
2 ~ > 2 A ! ’
o -.r.n(cggr]v.u o O ToY (29) S5 €5 . vTsf dvToY Taot fwwwv [ty
2 \ S 2 A el ¥ AN ’ e !
LETiNecay mdvrd Td TEECY ol VTOV dvd el § dvatgsny (29) @f de
4 2 ! ] A A FoN Lwn
-Y“{t’"‘f‘f‘f“"‘ ........ _ = ETFEAOVY Widvrd 74 TWEpt avTod 3

.yty(-d,up{'va ciov E;Touv?'o Tov.
M1 X270y Toir0v !ufv rfau‘cf:mag, .
We mey note: (i) The 'additlon! in D (vs. 28) of év wJl7s5 is
probably to be regarded as alluding to the words of the Passlone
Nerrative, Luke 23: 22, oldsy aireoy Bavitou f;':c-ov v 43vDe>  (42) D,

L

1)s Referpgnce, however, may elso be mede to HMark 14: 55,0: s
| cf,nvr Kd?d Ty lqc‘ov dervp:dv ‘:j 76 Ouvd T8 JSTdY s
. AL Ou)( l’]u‘atcfno\f
K
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“natczo:umn'v' "E'J\::fug, rocells Mark 15: 1b (cf. Matthew 27: 2),

KAl """c";‘s“”““" l"f“\-':":fl Again (1il1), the n‘gf.fuyfff Lvroy of D
nlasc seems to refer to the trial befors the danhedrin, Mark l14:
5378, esprclelly Mark ld4: 64b, of dc mdvrsf Ko{T'f,Kerdv' oLUTOY ;'ml(ov
PR Q.zvivou. Finally {iv), the phrase j’-rouv-ro,.,./:s'v STetup oA in
D should probably also be treated as an allusion to the Passione
Nsrrative, Luke £3: 23, 0¢ ses ol:'rau;ufvot AUTE Y 7l UpwBH Vil L e ue

If, then, woe exccpt from dlscusslon those phrases in D which
moy be allusions {(and &0, perhaps, ‘assimilations') to the Passion=-
Narrstives, on the one hand, end on the other, those portions of
the D-text exoctly perslleled In the NB-lext, the following elements
remalin;:

(1) o siv giy :zv-u:csa‘m :

(11) (p*0) %8B0, .. i 2vwiprbfiac wirohs
The two remelning elements, then, which 8o not seem to he directly
referable to the Passion-Nerrstives, or otherwise te be exnlained
in terms of some sort of 'essimiletion,' for exemple, to other
elements in the Bible, and which consequently become the 'ultimate
elternatives,' ere Jv.i,cf5vac avrvand Tyvd sif ’alVJ{Zcia";P’ :

Some kind of revision eppears to haeve Laken place, as the
reading (i1) i1s pleinly much simpler than (1), and is guite idlo-
metic, whereas the same can hardly be s2id of (i). Preuschen
thought the Bezan text "jetzt ganz verwlldert;"® Ropes celled 1t

Teonflate and corrupt,*5 and sought to reconstruct 'the "Western®

1). p%5 has only the word ovaw:sfhvic . The #U7oY is not extant.
Cf. Keuyon, The Chester Beatty Biblicel Papyri, Fase. 1I,
(1933), pe 45,

2) § Lok vy Do B4

3)e Beginmnings, I, 11i, 261.
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text! with the e1d of the SyB™® ang 1ts tasterisk'e-a procedure
which Preuschen had also suggestedl--offering us * mepcduray we AaTw
£1S dvelipsa v ."2 But recovery here of 'textat' 1s perhsps leass
fesaible than sprlieation of an 'eclectie! method, in which case
the 1ist of varicus resdings can be expanded as follows:
(1) D v £ Avalossime

(11) 94‘6331130 S ZvaiptOnvar alToy

(111;,ng Sy¥Z : ut Interficerent ... (i.0., Sy:_sodfai; ;.

(iv) Lvtdg syhl: ut interficeretur .. (isesy Sy N\ Ao Ass

Ropes, recognizing that (ii) is probably the simplest and most

idiometic reading, preferred to read, with (iii), 12 avapweiv .5
since

#Phis imitation of the Semitic plural ss¢. Go denofe an

indefinite subject (of. Acts 1ii, 2 and elsewhere) .e.es

is to be accepted, on transcriptional grounds, ianstead

of the more sophisticated substitutes of both B and D,"¢
On the other hend, he thought "the otiose v+ D" to be due "elther
to reaction from 4,% ‘”or {more probably) to contamination from the
original reading of the Betext vz dvg;pauﬁwons Thus, as noted
ebove, he would see the toriginal! reading of the D-text as ' ¢.f.
clvatipsaiv 3! (i) then heinge & conflation of (iii)«(iv) with this
postulated originel. But why anyone should heve confiated two
idiomatic readings to produce an utterly impossible one, seems hard
to understend. (ii)., of ecourse, hs regards as an smelioration of

both. His !'solution! hes, however, been noted with approval by

Bruece and Lake.6

l)o o ) o Oit-, Da 84.

2,. ODe Gitt, Pe 261,

3)s ibide., p. 122.

4). iblde, pe 265,

$)e 1ibids., p. 262.

6)s DBruce, The Acts of the Apostles, p. 267; Lake, Beginnings,
I, iv, 1563.
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There may, however, be an alternative method of dealing with
the matter. We have already seen evidence in this speech of Paul
at Plsidian Antioch of the guotation of an element of tradition
belonging to the Targum to I Samuel 15: 14,1 If, now, the Bezan
reading were 'restored' in Aremaic, for example, it might read as
follows: a?vqﬁq.g But, an exemple of “77 ¢. infin. meening 'in
order that ...' is to be found in the Samaritan Liturgy: 007
LT RPTY PYYT AnTR,® W, ., in order that he observe the decree
appointed, and lest ..." Thus, 1f x5mD sbove were read as Infin.
Pa ‘%al,--and Pa. q/b“n occurs in both Arsmeic and Syriec in the
meaning "t8ten, morden,“‘--the whole might be read n7¥D77"(in
order) to put to death," or agein, "thet he (Pilete?) might put
(him) to deathe." Thet 1s, the same set of Aramasic consonants, de-
pending on the voesligzation, could be translated correctly ss 'to
put (him) to death', or literally (and in fact, incorrectly), as
'in order that to killing.!?

So then, two possible explenations of the phenomena in question
present themselvesg the one, offered by Ropes, would explaln the
lotiose wa ¥ of D in terms of contemination with a postulated
toriginel? w& dvaywesiv of By the other would regard the D-reading
vel 11 avaiprarv a8 reflecting an unrevised element of Semitle tradi-

tion,--in this case, probebly Aramelec. On this view, the other

1). Cf. suprea, pp. BLe56.

2)« The noun 7Y meens 'killing, death-penalty', etc. Cf. Jas=-
trow, DITM, pe. 1349a; Delman, AnH", p. 308b; Brockel-
menn, LS, Pe S17b; etc.

)« ‘The Sameritan Liturgy, edited by A. E, Cowley, I, p. 68, 7.

4). Delmen, AnHWD, pe : of. elso Jestrow, l.c., end Brockel-

mann, LeC.3 likewise, E. Brederek, KTO, p. 180b, show-
ing the equivalence of Pa. ?vP and HL. 010 .
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readings would appear, not as idiomatic translations of the seme

Aramaic,l but rather as successive attempts at smelioration.

Thus, we are left with some three cases where peculisrities
of idiom in one or other of the textual authorities seem to af-
ford an indicetion of possible difficulty in the tradition or
traditions embodied in the Acts by Luke, due perhaps to the ambi-
guity of the particle 7T, (or possibly its Hebrew counterpart, —gj.
A fourth example, Acts 1l: 17, mey be noted for completeness, though
in view of the alternative solution advanced on critical grounds,
no stress can reasonably be laild upon it. A further point of in-
terest is this, that in every case, the example is found in a
speech, Peter: (1: 17), 10: 38; Stephen: 7: 393 and Paul, 13:
28b.

III. The Verb.

(a) The Participle.

It is well known that in Arasmeailc, and also in later Hebrew,
the participle takes over a number of the functions which we should
normally associate with the finite verb.? In Acts, two participiel
constructions, or rather, idioms, occur which have been regarded as
reflecting this fact: mnamely, the periphrastic imperfect, and the
use of the participle to represent a simple indicative. We shall

treat the latter first.

’ r
1). The Bi-reading, wvwiesdnvic =viev . of course, would require not
e Pa‘el, but an Ithpa‘sl (being pessive), if we were to
treat 1t as an 1diomatic transletion of the same Arameaic.
2). Cf. Stevenson, Gram., Sections 21,9-22,8 (pp. 56-59), =nd
2lso M. H. Segel, MHG, Sections 322-343 (pp. 165-165).



174.

1. The Use of the Partieiple to represent an Indicative,

The use of the narticiple to represent an indicative was de-
seribed by J. He Moulton as “fairly established now by the papyri,™
being in them "not at all a mark of inferior education."® He admit-
ted, nevertheless, that while tfairly certaln,? 1t.was "not fary
common,“5 and conceded to Wellhansen thet in D the use arose
"apperently .... from the literal trenslation of Aremeie."® But,.
as Black has ramarked,s though the expression 1is rare in Greek,

6 morasover, he observed a

it is nevertheless common in Aremalcy
case of it in Acts 5: 26(D), To7% ;ka&iw’§-f10¢77y$j.".g}drqv
AOTOUE KN Perhaps we may find another case in Acts 10: 19 (the
Holy Spirit to Peter), where the text is as follows:
,”J‘oﬁ :v'd(rci'sj' r§do" 5r)1roJVT;f o5,
Critical Nokas: a.2vies{ )t (i) sine addit. DHLP gyphil
(:ﬁi% aa4 ri‘:?;-' ?.&AGE gyt (mg)
b.JqﬂﬁyﬁI): (1) ce Y8 8l
(11) sed fn7ois¢ » ©- p*OACDEHLP,
In the case of {a), the reading (ii), '"4/o,' though attested
only by B, is possibly =lightly more difficult than the others,
since (111) is probably--2s Ropes pointed oute-a “deliberate
transeriptional 1mprovement,"? in the light of Acts 11: 11, while
omission of the number In (1) mey also indicate the operation of a

similar motive.® The cese of (t), however, is probably more iue

1)e Prol. (3rd edition, 1908), p. 222.

2). ISICL., Da 223,

3)e 1ibld., lece

4)e ibid., e 2243 He refors to Wellhausen, Einl.(lte Aufl), p. 21.

5}0 AAG::X, De G4

6)s Also in later Hebrew, Cf. Seg8l, ope Cite; DPe 155-1664

7)e Beginnings, I, 111, 95a.

8)e 30 also Ropos, ibide Bub Jacquier, Les Actes, pe. 320, held
1t Letter to omit the number: "Il semble bien que 1l'Es-
prit a parlée en général: 'Des hommes te cherchent.! Un
chiffre a éte ensuite ajoute.,"
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portant. Both readings are well attested, though psrhaps the
balence, on the M38. evidende, would bhe slightly in favour of
(1), However, the use of the present indicative in (11) is
clearly more idiomatle and natural then that of the partieiple
as In (1) That 1s, the reading (1) 1s'prob9b1y to be preferred,.
But the perticiple here, though not so nstursl in Oreecl,
would be perfeetly 1dlomatic and natural in Aramaic;l pgain,
not only 4o the words appear in a 'Petrine' setting, but in pare
ticular, in sn utterance ¢f the Holy Spirit, addreossed to Peter,
which-=-presumably-emat have been reported by Peter himself. That
1s, there would therefore be & certein a priori besis for suspect-
ing some sort of Semitic influence here. It 1s thus probebly
reasonable to suggest that the present instence represents an uvne-
revised element of Semitle dlction (probebly Aremaic), cerried
over from the original story, and preserved for us in certain of
the ¥S3S., namely, ¥B 81 etc.; 1t consequently seems to constitube
a mark of the antiquity and cuthenticity of the words in question.®
In thils connection, the preceding /fos should not be overlooked,
Another case in point mey be Acts 1l4: 3, the finite verb
.Jcé’vp:paw belng replaced In D by the perticiple d"m-r(,-f,b.w-rgs
so that there 18 not & single finlte verb in the whole (Bezen)
verse., In this connection it ias well to point out that another
expression in thils same verse hes been regarded as a 'probable

S

Semltiem,' namely, the use of sx/ after u«g7ucsiv 3° we must

ct. SUprad,; De. 1743 noce 6.

In Aramsic the words might runs...7°v2 (1290) 193213 wn,
or as in the Syriaci...7? 17va 179213 i (so Wenainok,
mnpublished note).

B3)e S0 Ropes, Beginnings, I, iil, 1l30a=b, who thought the !W .

possibly & reflection of an underlying "v.

o -
e S
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not, however, overlook the hand of the author, as evidenced by the
presence of ixavo| ,1 XJ%wj ,2ﬁdy obv »° and perhaps as well, Adyof,
.ﬂxﬂa?ah{fﬁu§b ,5 and ;udf;uf?;;.a The *semitism! here, then, may
perhaps be deliberate on the part of Luke, possibly in imitation
of spoken Jewish Greek, and since on the one hand, the construction
is found in Greek,v while on the other, the present passage occurs
in a narrative which bears clear marks of the Lukan hand,a no

great weight should be laid upon this case.

2. The Periphrastic Tenses.

Although periphrasis 1s certainly found in classicel Greek, as
is freely enough acknowledged,9 and 2lso in the Koiné, yet its re-
latively high frequency in the Gospels and the first part of Acts
haes led some to look to the influence of the corresponding Arameic
idiom behind the Greek of these writings. Blass, for instance,
held that "... one cannot fall to recognize, especielly in the case
of the imperfect, the influence of Aramaic,“lo end in psrticuler,
in the writings referred to sbove=--excluding Johnlle-the con-
struction 1s "no doubt due to their being direct translations from
Aramaic originals."l? with this view Moulton agreed, though with

the reservation that he preferred to speak instead, of their being

1)0 Hawkins, op. cit., p. 27.
2)- ibido’ Pe 25,
3). Cf. MG, pp. 625b-628a: Luke-Acts, 29 times; Mt-Mk, nil.
4)., Cf. Hawkins, op. cits., pp. 20, 43.
5). Occurs 9 times in NT, 7 in Acts, 2 in Pauline Epistles.
6). Occurs once each Matthew and Luke, nil in Mark, but 33 in John,
and 11 in Acts.
7). Cf. supre, p. 174.
8)s Verses 1-7 contein some 13 'Lukanisms,' i.e., at about the
rate of 3? per WH-page, ageinat the average in Acts, 22.5.
9). Blass, Gram, (ET, 1898), p. 202; Moulton, Prol., p. 226; etc.
10). op. cit., p. 203, 311)% Ibide,s 1s04, Ns B 12). 1ibid.
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'based on' direct translations,l the use in question then belng
an 'overdoing' of a correct Greeck idiom, due to its exact corres-
pondence with the underlying Semitic one. 8o, then,
"It is only that where Aramaic sources underlie the
Greek, there is inordinate frequency of & use which
Hellenistic has not conspicuously developed."
With this conclusion Williems, in his study of the participle in
Acts, was disposed to agree.5 On the other hand, Moulton felt
that the imperfect was the only tense "in which correspondence
with Aramaic" was "close enough to justify much of a case for de-
pendence."4 Howerd, giving a full list of the cases of the con-
struction in the NT,5 observed ®Luke's rejection of it in every
instance where a Markan parallel allows comperison," and "the
freedom with which it occurs in the Lucan writinga."6 So often
does Luke introduce it where 1t 1s absent in Mark, that he (How-
ard) "hesitates to suggest its frequency in cc. 1,2, in 'Proto-
Luke,!' and in Acts 1-12 as evidence of fidelity to Aramaic origin-
als.“v It 1s interesting to note that in the LXX, Thackeray had
described a widening of the range of the periphrestic construction,
#,.+. partly but not entirely owing to the influence of the
Hebrew original, the auxiliary verb being now employed
with the present participle to represent the imperf.,
future and more rarely the present tense: periphrasis in

the perfect goes back to the earlier language.™

We sre thus reather inclined to doubt the value of the construction

1). ]?rOlo, Pe 226.

2)0 1. (¥ l.Cs

3)e Charles Bray Williams, The Participle in the Book of Acts,
(1909), p. 29.

4). Prol., Pe 226,

5)s, Moulton, Gram., ii, 452.

6). ibid., 1l.c.

7). ibide, 1l.c.

8). M’ i, Secte. 15, & (p. 195)0
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in Acts as & 'Semitism,' and in particular as an Aramaism.

However, several points should be noted in passing: (1) Acts
6: 4, D reads 7‘,4;:} §¢ Eo’&"uf&c . TpoORap7epoOvTEf instead of Nurif ... MpoS-
.xugfzfn)’(of.:w(RB); (11) Acts 10: 6, 614 reads wxal «H755 0TIV ;m&—
:ﬁéquf «ess instead of oJroS fEVQﬁﬁat e (#B); and (iii) Acts
14: 4, D reads »;;v §¢ saXiopsvev «os for zoXishy & (¥B). That is,
in three cases the ordinary tansé, found in the majority of MS3S.,
is replaced in another authority by thé periphrastic construction.
All thet can be ssid, however, 1s that the 'substituted?d reading
would be somewhat more naturel in Aramaic than in Greek, but thet
the ordinary reading would be correct in both Aremaic and Greek.

Finally, Black has noted a case where “one part of the verb
'to be' is already present in the same sentence or clause," and
thus in which, while the construction is in no way 'irregular,? it
“is scarcely literary Greek": viz., Acts 8: 1.’.’:(1)),2 (6 & J;F.Ly).,.
il fanzicbslf By wué Toos KagTsohy T $i\n7w...° This should pro-
bably be compared with Acts 8: 28 (both WH end D), enother 'Philip-
story'; the differences between the two major text-groups sre
shown in the brackets:

3 ' ‘ . ’ P ~
Y ds (D: 72) U?Taar?('cs/;éav’ Aol (D: om yu! )nuﬂr;!ufvaf IWe ToD
el - = 3
KEpaTol ouTol (Dt om wd70i) il (D3 om xwi ):.?w)»:fn.aﬁ-;_-;/ (D3 Awt=
;fav.Jﬁx,-)v/) oV rij,-'fr_.\_;-:;;T;”/ Ho o o

It will be seen that the Bezan form of the text is even more in ac-

cord with the previous case then is thet of W-H, since the only

l)e No judgment, however, is implied in the use of this word.

2). AAGA, p. 94+

3). The Bezen Latin column, however, has: "simon ... (et) bap-
tizatus est et adherebet philippo es."
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finite verb in it is ' )y .¢

From what has gone before, 1t will be seen that in the case
of the 'periphrastic tenses,' even the imperfect, little real
welght can be put upon the evidence, except in so fer as the pres-
ence of such phenomena in a passage, or in one or other of the MSS.,
may indicate that, while the passage may be passable as Greek, yet
it would be even better as Aramaic, and this, coupled with other
evidence at any point for Arsmeism, would have a certein !confirma-

tory' value.

(b) Redundant Auxiliary Verb.

Howard found the 'most striking exemple! of 'this cheracter-
istic of Hebrew and Aramaic' in the use of ;§4Hyﬁ- with following
1nfinit1ve.1 This use, as found in the Gospels, was conslidered by
Dalmen as a 'distinet Aramaism,tz end in Josephus, claimed by Thack-
eray as "a hitherto unnoticed exemple of what in the N.T. has been
pronounced to be a pure 'Aramaism',“3 a form of expression which,
though 'good colloquisl Greek'!, nevertheless here is probably "an
instance of unconscious and involuntary retention of the author's
native Aramaic phraseology eee™ loulton end Milligan have admitted
it, at least in Mark, as seeming "to belong to the alien elements in
NT Greek,"s while Lagrange described it as "un sremafsme signsle,"

certainly not & Hebraism, and even ascribed its occasional presence

1)« Moulton, Grem., ii, p. 4556.

2) L] \'IJ, p. 36.

3). TAn Unrecorded 'Aremeism' in Josephus,® JT8, xxx (1929),
De 564,

4) « ibid. » Poe 370

5) e Vocgbe., DPPe 82b-834a.
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in the LXX not to Hebrew, but rather to its being "l'usage des
traducteurs qui 1'a introduit dens la Bible grecqne,“l so that

"..s la pratique de Luc s'explique beaucoup naturelle-

ment par l'imitation de Mc. dans les narrationa.n%t

comme conservent un treit des paroles du Maitre.
Under this head also Torrey would class the instances in Acts.®
Hunkin, on the other hand, though willing to admit that some such
pleonastic use as is found in Mark, and occasionally in the speeches
of Jesus in Luke, might be due to Aramaic ultimately,4 declined to
find such a factor operative in Acts.® Likewise Delling, noting
its appearence in the "betont griechisch stilisiert chapter 24
(vse 2), concluded that this use of the word as an auxiliary verb
was "nicht nur Semitismus."® Black was content to note "this Semi-
tiam,"7 and refer to Thackeray and Dalman. Jacquier seemed to fav-
our the view that it was a pleonasm, reflecting Aramaio;a Bruce,
however, would agree to this only in the cases of Acts 2: 4 and
27: 35.9

However, turning to the evidence itself, we find that the

cases where ;%xﬂuai -=followed by infinitive--occurs in Acts, are:
Acts 1: 1, 2: 4, 18: 26, 24: 2, and 27: 35, No less than three
of these are in that part of Acts which Torrey claimed contained

"no evidence of an underlying Semitic 1anguage,“1° while one case,

1). Se Lue, pe cvil. But if so, may it not be due to the Koiné?
2). IEIH., l.c.

3). CDA, ppe 6, 25, 27 «

4)s TiPleonastic! Y you:. 1n the New Testsment," JTS, xxv (192¢),

De 399,

5)e ibide, ppe 401-402.

6). TWNT, I’ Pe 477,

7-)- m, Poe 21.

8)s Les Actes, ps 4.

9). The Acts of the Apostles, pp. 66, 82, 465.
10). EDA. DO_VU
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Acts 27: 35, 1s found in a '"We-passage.' The case, then, for s
'source' behind the expression seems rather weak. Analysis of

the use of the expression in the Synoptics and Acts in terms of

source-distribution-patterns is 1nteresting:1
g Merk (per WH-page): .63
Zable 8. Matthew ( " ) $ *17
Luke $.-%3 s . 36
Infancy (") 2 .00
Q (%k) § : .56
Hhoi®)y (%9 : .62
Acts %) : 071
1-5: 16 (") : +195
I Acts ( ") : +0562
II Acts( " ) : .093
We-88 ( " ) H «126

(Rest of Lk, ") (.141)

From this teble, it seems that, although in the L-source of Luke

and in QL the rate per pesge is comparable with that in Mark, and--
in view of the fact that in the combined Q-L, some 13 of the 16
cases are in the words of Jesus or the Baptist-~there may be some
indication that Luke 1s following sources in which he felt himself
bound to retain the expression, yet the freedom with which he onrits'
it when following Mark is ramarkable.3 On the other hend, it will be
seen that, in Acts, even if all five cases were really 'pleonastic'e-
and as we have seen, scholars are by no means unanimous on the
point--the teble would indicate that the distribution even in Acts
1-5: 16 is 1little more than that in the common parts of Luke, where

he has deleted Merk's use of it, and furthermore comparasble also

1)« The expression i%iﬁa: ¢s infin. 1s used in these lists
without differentiation into 'pleonastie' end 'regular!
cases.

2%. L 1s used here as defined above, p. 80, note 3.
). Cf, Cadbury, The Style and Literary Method of Luke, (HTS, vi),
Cambridge (Mass.), 1019-20, pDs 162-165.
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with the rate per page in Matthew, where the Marksn materisl hes
been-~in this regard--severely pruned. Thus, 1t seems that even
if all flve cases are really pleonastic, the rate per page is no
greater than might be expected by compserison with Matthew, for
exemple. This perhaps acquires greater significence when it 1is
pointed out that the rate per page in Genesis,--reduced to terms
of the WH NT pages,--is 0.062, or the seme as that for Acts 1-15;
we should add that Genesis has the highest rate of any book from

which Luke qpotea.l

Thet is, the expression is approximately as frequent in I Acts
as it is in Genesis (LXX), and 2 little more so than in the other
books quoted by Luke, where 1t is found at all, though it is by no
means comparable in this respect with Mark, or even Lukan 'Q.!
Hence, while it mey be true that the expression is in fact an
Aramaism which has crept into Luke's style from some source or
other,2 yet such a view is not--in the cese of Acts at lesste-re-
gquired by the factas. Further, the very disagreement emong scholars
whether or not the individual instances in Acts are pleonastic,
seems to indicate that the decision is ?apherkgyph a subjective
one, and as such, the onus of proof should probably rest on those

who seek to regard the cases in question as abnormal.

{c) The Impersonal Plural.

The impersonel third person plural, used instead of a passive,

1) Genesis, thet is, in the ILXX version.
2)s E.ge, his use of Q, L, etc., or simply contact with Jewish

people.
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is well enough known in both Hebrew and Aramaic,l and was noted

2

by Black™ snd Howard,5 following Wellhausan,4 es a NT Semitlisme.

The only case in Acts that seems clear 1s Acts 35: B,ER'frkbuw,s
"whom they used to set ...," or, more simply, "who used to be put
ssss¥ As has been noted above,e Ropes, following the readings of
Lvg and SyV8, would find in Aets 13: 28b another instance,iv: <v=-
«i1pws1v » But this does not follow, since the 'they' might as
well refer to 'the inhabitents of Jeruselem and their rulers...!
(vse 29), as is the case with the other third person plural verbs
in vss. 27 and 28. But perhaps a slight difference may be detected
in the case of the succeedling verses, for--unless Paul had in mind
Joseph of Arimathsea and Nicodemus-~a change of subject seems in-
dicated in verse 29b:r«filovrsf 3«_‘7& 700 Ebdov 20pnaiy ,; pvgusiov.. -,

a2 suitable meaning being "having been teken down from the Tree, He
was laid in a grave.” But the matter should not be pressed too
far, except that it may be worth noting that in the same speech
(Paul at Pisidien Antioch), we have already located two other signs
of influence of Aramaic substrata.’ This, of course--1f the speech
were resally due to Paul--might suggest no more than that Paul was
expressing himself in words not uninfluenced by his own Jewish

b ack@' ounde.

l)e G-K, Sect. 144 g, (ET, p. 460)3 Kautzsch, Grem., Sect. 96,1c.,

2). m&, Pe 91.

3). HMoulton, Gram., 1i, pp. 447-4483.

4)., Einl. (1te Aufl.), p. 25.

5)s Black end Howard, ¢f notes 2 & 3, supra.

6). Supra, ppe. 170-171; cf. Beginnings, I, 1ii, 263.

7)e. Viz., Acts 13: 22, the 'TargumIo; citation from I Sam 13: 14,
¢f. supra, pp. 52-363 and Acts 13: 28b, cf« supra, ppe.
1689-175.
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IVs The Pronoun.

(a) The Proleptic Pronoun.

The strengthenlng of the definition of a noun by the use of
an anticipatory pronoun, otherwise redundant, is natural enough in
Aremaic, and in the CGospels was clalmed by Wellhausen as an Arama-
1sm, 1 This was noted by Howard,2 and described by Black as

".ssea pure Aramaism, giving clear indication of lingulse-
tie influence, and, since the usage is not only clumsy
but indefensible in OGreck, poscible evidence of literal
translation of sources."®
Nevertheless he wes not impressed with the case of Acts 3: 2(D),
ALy LUTdV ffrhogfuunQMV’, which he thought probably "no more
then a misteke for wugé TV aﬁﬁnvfuari3mw$”4 On the other hand,
he mecepted Acts 7: 52(D),ral <TskrawaV o v To bU§ 708 meonaTs
‘drrﬁ':f‘ov"fds Wil._tf..,s

Perhaps another case may be discerned in Acts 6: 7(D), where
in plece of the usuel reading JnﬁxmmV’7§ wioTE (:B), there 1s some
evidence for another,éﬂikme ifﬁ; ?ﬂ?Vlt, since the MS., shows signs,
as Scrivener observed,6 of erasure by a later hand. He thought the
originel reading " «uv potius quem «v (periit litera secunda) sis™
Consulting the photographic edition,s Fol. 436b, line 10, we may be

inclined to agree with him, since (1) there is spsace only for four

1)0 BEinl. ‘lta .&.ufl.), PPe 26-27 .

2). Noulton, Gram., 11, 431

5). AA.GA’ p. ’Io

4). MC, l.ce

5]. ibide, Pe 74.

6)« Bezae Codex Cantebriglensis, p. 4428, in note on Fol. 436D,
iine 10, "erass 8. m."

7)s 1ibids, lece

8). Codex Bezee Cantaebrigiensis, ... Sumptibus Academise Photo-
Typlice Repraesentatus, 1, (Cantebrigiee, 1809), in 10C.
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letters, (11) three are falrly clear, o .eTn, (411) ' V' would
be consistent with those tresces that azppear to have been left after
erasure. Von Soden would read <viy 7y, though this seems hard to
support.. If, however, the resding of D 13 to be teken as Undrovo¥
.ubré AT ,2 then we gppear to have another csse of this econstruc-
tion. Moreover, its erasure is easy to understand, in view of (i)
the rarity of the reading, end (ii) its 'relastive herdness.'! Fingl-
ly, in view of the fact that this verse is not without marks of
Lukan editorship, if not authorship,5 it should not be overlooked
that the "Aramaism' here may in fact be a 'Syriscism,' due not so
much to an original substratum,' ss to the influence of Antioch on
Luke's own apeech.4 (This possibility 1s hinted et by Black in the
case of the expression (f»/) %jrff 77 J;; f).s

In this connection, it may be well to add for completenecss the
reading of Acts 11: 27(B), ¢v airaif ds vuiy fuip«i (... (Rests v
T s OF TAIf Mz «i(), which is found in a section which has--in
view of the additional materiasl found in Acts 11: 27b(D)=--sometimes
been thought to be another 'wa-aection,'e although Ropes, on the
other hend, saw in the Bezan 'addltion' only evidence that

#eeo the reviser was aware of the traditio$ connecting
the author of the book with Antioch ...

1) Die Schriften des neuen Testaments, 1i, p. 512, in loc.
There seems insufficient room for the extra letters.

2)e Von Soden's reading would be closer still to Aramalc use.

5). EeBoy Aoy oS 5" TE ¥ (q RvE1v el nA 76 u../(cf. supra,; PpPe 101,
104"108. q'V-)o

4)., But cf. infre, pp.195 £ff., note on Acts 6: 11, 13.

5)e AAGA, D. 8l1.

6). Dless, Phil. Gosp., pps 131-132; c¢f. Cadbury, Beginnings,
I, 13, 249,

7)e Beginnings, I, 1ii, 108b.
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Whatever the final verdict on the matter may be, the present pass-
age oceurs in very close proximity to the statement thet it was in
Antioch that the disciples were firat called 'Christisns.' Never-
theless, one other faect in this regerd should not be overlooked:

o7 7

namely, thet the SyV& reads @ 1535515,1 'in those days', yet
the Syhl reads ,L35Q45 ? .gfgw,z 'in them, (in) the ds=ys', which
is very much closer to the reading of B, end is quite natural in
Syriacs indeed, White's Latin transletion, "in his sutem diebus,®
would suilt B perfectly. Thus, there would certainly be no ob-
stacle in the way of regarding the B-reading here as at least con-
sistent with 'Syriacism',--the more so in view of the phrase (:v)
.eth i?“¢$; -, referred to above.* It would, of course, in
itself, be just as satisfactorily explained by lramaic,s and ine-
deed it may be that Aremaic has influenced the language in which
Luke found the tradition. Questions of origins, however, must be

left out of this present study.

Summing up, then, we may consider three cases, perhaps, of
the phenomenon in I Aets: nemely, Acts 7: 52(D)(Stephen), 6: 7(D*),
and possibly elso, 11: 27(B). It may be interesting to note that

all three are found in Harnack's 'Jerusslem-Antioch! source .®

1)« B & FBS edition, (here due to Gwilliam), (1906-20), p. 20,
line 3.

2). Actuum Apostclorum et Egiatolarum .+. Versio giriaga Philo-
xenlana, od. Je e, s 1y Do » ne 6.

3)e - 1bide, De TOs

4)., Although Howard (Moulton, Grem., 1i, 432) would class the
latter as a 'Lucan peculiarity,' and decline to think
it due to Arsmale, since it occurs in Acts 16: 18 and
22: 13, where the question of Aramalc sources doesn't
arise.

B)e Of¢ ®op1°(3) 1102

6).» Cf. The Acts of the Apostles, (ET, 1909), pp. 188, 219-224,
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(b) The Ethie Dative.

It 1s well known that in the Semitic languages, and espocially
in Arameic end Syriac,l the preposition 7 with pronominal suffixes
1s frequently empleyed pleonastically in conjunction with the verb,
as 'detivus ethicus.'® An example may be noted in the Fragment
Targum to Gen 44: 18,7017 17177 799 w8 , "Judeh seid h im to
Joseph oo™ In the Gospels, Black ascribed to the operstion of
this factor certain cases where 2 preposition in the detive, so
construed with e verb, has given rise to "difficult expedients to
make 1t intelligible in the Creek."® It is possible thet a similar
factor may underlie several ceases in Acts, where we seem to be con~
fronted with en spperently unnecessery .u+si in the text of the
Codex Bezae (and occasionally, the corresponding word in other MSS.).
Its omission, or rather, 'absence!, from the majority of authorities
moy perhaps be an indication of difficulty encountered with it, for
while that omission would require little explanation (especielly
if the use in question is really 'pleonastic'), insertion, on the
other hand, would be rather unlikely. DBefore discussing the ceses
in question, we may note that (i) both occur in D, and (ii) in par-
ticular, they appear in that section of Acts which Harnack ascribed

to the so-called 'Jerusalem-Antioch' source.® They are: Acts 14: 2(D)

1). Cfs Stevenson, Gram., 3ect. 4,3 (p. 17), N8ldeke, CSG@, Sect.
224 (p. 177); G-K, Sects. 119 8 & 135 1 (pp. 381 & 439).

2). Othsr examples are cited by Stevenson (l.c.), N8ldeke (l.c.),
and Bleck, AAGA, pe. 76

3). Ginsburger's edition, p. 73 (Cod. Ox. 2506, 1line 10). Cf. also
Gen 38: 16 (D) (Kehle, M. d We, i, pe 16).

4)0 A!&GA, jo 77,

5)s Cf. supra, p. 186, note 6, for references.
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and 15: 2(D). We shall now proceed to the examinsction of these
cases.

" c
Acts 1l4: E(D),di ds ;(‘1ﬁuwjfhwvt b (1 ﬁoggddgf Ko ot 3

ol A . ” b ’ 2 > ~
_.)‘.{;._i-g./ 7%} Tr;;) ¥ Uyl '(;c,:l/y; ﬁn,f/« !14._/0 AT i

o Y] KA oY Sl A f:a\f’ K.T-\.

Leaving sside the questions of textusl detail involved in the
first line ebove, and also the guestion, Tor example, whether we
are to read %n{fauw'with D, or?m{ru(mv with p49:ABC Lvtd Swhlmg,l
we are confronted with the presence of the word -Jro/ 4n D,
following the verb, but which, as Ropes has observed, is "super-
fluous in the facs of w47 vlv cikarwvsa™ ite origin being "not easi-
1y guessed."5 He referred to a note on Acts 1l4: 27, where it was
suggested that the words "may well be due to the Arsmeic proleptic
pronoun."* This does not seem very likely here, as in that case
wo should probebly require something like ( Juuyﬁiv ) kAt dbriov.
v dixaiiov «2  On the other hand, it might be possible-~-as Torrey
suggesteds--to read the word as an Yethlic dative!, in which case we
should obtaint "But .... the chiefs of the synagogue ... stirred
them up & persecution agaeinst the righteous ones ...," which would
meke falr enough sense, and at the same time account for the diffi-
cult word. The expression may then reflect a Semitic element under-

lying the Bezan text, and at this point unrevised. The possibility

1)« ©f. likewise, Aets 13: 23, n/oysv NAB 81, sed /,/ri sv GD.

2)s Be§innig§§, I, 111, 128b.
5)' b L] e Cow

4). ibide, Do 138a.
6)s. Ises, in Aremaels, ®°p71x (bv) 1in7%y L
6)s DPC, ps 147. He suggested 11717, since "The <v7¢/j here ...
T merely renders the usual ethical detive of the Aramaie
text: thsx instituted for 'themselves' ( 117%) a per-
sscution." (DPC, p. 126).
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of influence upon D from a Syriaec version seems to some extent
preeluded, or at least diminished in probability, by the fact
thet wl70/f 1s not represented in any of the extant Syrisc
versiona.l Torrey's theory thet D 18 a trensletion of en Aramaic
version of the Bxhtext,z likewise receives no =2dded suvnort.
Finally, it is interesting to note iIn this conneetlon the
use here in this verse of the words 'of diaoe ' as & term for
Ythe Christiens'!, the more so in the lipght of the use in Acts 3@

14 of the term ! Jlxkatn ! for Jesus Himself.,

Perhaps alsc worth consideration, at least for the sake of

completeness, is Acts 15: 2(D),
¢ r\

a0C 0% i‘.v\é?dugofiis in ’!.‘:f owilt,x:)rt Wiy »;{y:h’stl’ 2

,s&rﬁj --ﬂf ﬁﬂJAg Ko 3,6v4”5,u.nA.”.,,
Ropes rightly pointed cut that the ~Ure7] of D (d: eis) "is not
easlily explained,“3 although, as noted above, it might perhaps
reflect an underlying proleptic pron.oun.4
On the other hand, snother posslbility 1s at least worthy of

inclusion: namely, thet the pronoun in guestion, instead of being
conatrued with the following TQ:ILﬂk% wed Buovipe, should possibly
be taken wlth the preceding verb and its subject, as an 'ethic

dative.! The meaning would then be: "“Those who had come from

Jeruselem instructed them (l.c., for themselves) Paul and Barnabas.®

1)« TUnlese we see in the (nominative) . wsaof Sghlmg a trace of
guch a reading; but hitis seems unlikely. Still, that
text 18 here the nearest to Ds Cf. White's edlition, 1,
Pe 80,

2)s DPC, ppe 112-148; cf. also, p. 124, etc.

3)s Besinnings, I, iii, 15%b.

4). Supra, p. 188 Cf. especielly notes 2, 3, end 4, where
reference was made to Ropes' treatmsnt of Acts 1l4: 2(D)
and l4: 27.
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In elther case the locutlon would seem to point to some sort
of Semitic (? Aremelc) Influence upon the text as preserved for us
in Codex Bezae. The precise evaluation of this point, however,

must be left to another plece.

In conclusion, before leaving the discussion of the pronoun,
it may be 1in order to refer back to the use of the 'referring pro-
noun' in Acts 10: 38(D%), discussed above,l and likewise forward
to the Additlional Note on Acts 1l4: 27, to be found at the end of

this chaptar.2

Ve The Preposition.

Black noted as "a characteristic feature of Semitic usage,"
the repetition of the preposition before each noun of a series
governed by 1.° An example was found by him in Acts 14: 21 (WH).
Anothier case mey be cited, namely, Acts 12: 11b (E) (Peter):-

ool ii;afk{ ro J £K X1 of rH(_;,:;{au Kae P i’h:.f';,j r'=>5 g oo donies
Its presence in the words of Feter is perheps not without signi-
ficence, the more perticularly in the light of the fect mentioned
by Black, that of some 15 examples in the Gospels and Acts (exclude
ing the one just noted, Acts 12: 1llb, E), two occur in the words of
Jesus, and two more in other examples of direet speechs The present
reading is supported also by Lvtvg SyV&. This mennerism, however,

is not a speclal festure of any one of the Semitic languages in

1). Suprs, pp. 167-189.
2)e Additional Note I, pps 223-225.
5)t AAGR, p. B3, GeVe



particular, end s0, perhaps, may not derive from enything more
gerious than & reminiscence of, for example, Psalm 143(144): 11
(LXX), or more probebly, scme paszsge euch ez Fx 18: 4, 8, ¢, 10,
etc.

Another Semlitlism has been seen in the use of the preposition
firj in the expression morsiv Fjrf Tivel, Acte 14: 27, 15: 4, In
fact, Torrey described it as "the reguler idiom in ell branches of
Aramaic,"l and in support clited seversl exemplez, admitting nevere
theless that the idiom was "slso found in Hebrew,"? While, however,
the expression cannot be excluded as & case of Semitism, the evid-
ence on the whola perhaps points to another origin, as suggested

earlimr.a

VI. Idiome

The following idioms have been noted as more or less releveant
to this study, as posesibly reflecting some sort of Semitic substra-
tum, or perhaps, 'prehistory!, underlying the tradition as it is
now found in I Acts; they do not seem to owe their presence in Acts
to the use and influence, direct or otherwise, of the IXX

(a)if,:zfria 2 nfg 2604¢ (Tivol).. (Acts 143 10, The Holy

Spirit to,Panl).
This unusual expression, 'to arise upon the feet!, thet is,

'to stend up!, occcurs twice only in the NT, though the second case,

l)' CDA’ De 58.

2)0 m&., e

3)e Cf, suprea, pps 114-116; 1t may be a '"liturgicalism.!

4jo That la, they do not seem to be elther septuagintalisms or
'liburzicalisms', in the meenings outlined in Chapter

III.
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Acts 26: 16, is a doubiful one.l Nevertheleas, both cases are in
direct speech, and in particuler, the words of Paul (Acts 1l4: 10)
are addressed to & man JJ@V&}Sj'... Toi{ nc?f;, who, in vs. 3, is
described as xmahﬁj £X Korhi= pn oS <0700 -~2N expressi&n also found
in Aets &: 2, and re;ardéd in our treatment of 1t above as a probe
able 'liturgicalism.'g

On the other hand, ths ldiom is founéd once only in the LXX,
nemely, IV Kgd 151 2L, s« nil dvicm im w00 j Moddp «*0700...,
although the corresponding liebrew form 1s found twice in the NT,
namely, II Ki 13: 21 {as above), snd also I Chr 28: 2. In both
places the Hebrew i1s of the form 1°717-PV UD”1, If, then, the
idiom were due to the influence of the LXX, it would probably heve
to be taken &s an sllusion to IV Kgd 13: 21, where the point in
question is the hesling power of Elishe's bonss. At eny rate, it
does not scemw-at least without further proof--to be due to the
operative element having come from, and so having been influenced
by, & 'testimonium! section.5 It may, nevertheless, be & Hebralsm
of some sort.

To these facts, on the other hend,; should be added the further
point, that it 1s found in the free (Palestinien) Aramaic of the
Fragment Teargum to Genesis 38: 26, where the words occur:

".se As soon as Judeh knew (i.8., recognized) his three

witnesses, he aro se upon his feet¢t, and
8818 esees"(...71%179=%y 0p) &

1)s In Acte 26: 16 we find the 1aiom 070 ¥ im touf Tolsy sou, ome
alsc occurring in Ezek 2: 1, 2, q«Ve. .

2)e Cf. supra, pp. 82-83.

3). The passcges in questlon are not noted by Dodd, Acec. Script.

4)e Ginsburger's edition, p. 20.
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Likewlse, &8 Wensinck obeerved,l 1t occurs at the same plece in
the Palestinien Pentateuch Torgum from the 014 Ceiro Geniza, (vize,
Gen 38: 26,..’i”%j oy nvﬁ-mgj.z

The expression, then, is & Semitism, common to both Hebrew
and Aramsle; 1t does not seem to be a septuazintalism, in either

S r1ts presence hers mey indisate thet the

of the two senses noted.
tradition of these 'verba Poull' 1s ancient and authentic; though
its use in the Targumim as noted may sugzsst thet the corrassponding
Arsmeic form was part of the religlous phraseology of the Jewlsh
synagogues of an early time. If the latter, then i1ts presence in
the words of Paul or in the tresdition incorporating them, mey ine-
dicate rether the offect vpon them of the ssme carly Jewish religi-
ous phraseologys

(b)  pojusre Aihsiv sef(xazl) (Bets 6: 11, 13).

The expression pgﬁudfx AAstv 1S {or: oL Tk ) hag been noted by
Bleck as a Semitism, Pprobably Aremasic in origin." e quoted in
gupport of this Deniel 7: 25,..5?[3 (ﬂﬁ?f:’ﬁﬁ) ®IDY TX 1990, Yo
speak words egeinst (the Most High)! being the meenings 1in this
conncction, he noted the renderings of ILXX and Theod., nomsly,
1:£Mx?w 55 TV, VTV Aihgrec .. , and Adyous WesS wov IPLTTOV
A¢xvfu, respectively. However, he found esnother case in Job 2: 9
(LXX), "where it is equivelent to MT 71, Tourse!,"® althoush 1t is
noted thet Hoteh-Redpath "refuse to glve the MT as the equivalent

1). TUnpublished note.

2)s Pe Kahle, Me du We, 11, pe 19, line 4 (Fragment D).
)e Cf. supra, p. 191, note 4, etc.

&) AAGA (2nAd edition, 1954), p. 277.

5) Y00 Cas - LoOs
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of the ecxpression ..."t Further confirmation is found in the fact
that "In Lk. x1i. 10b, flacyyu sy 7 corresponds to Mt. xii. 32b &5 ds
2y fimy wavd w2

To these instences we may perhaps add Acts 13: 45b, where we

find the following critical data:
(1) R AB 8 KAL .:w-rg,\zyov ToTJs' vro Mabhoo ,'\.a.«\o.:rz;.fmg FAacpgpuevre s, . T.A
(11) D Lvt :de -Ea/q';’l:'yow/ To?)' Ac:ym_; vwo To0 NadAou A-;,rorxr.x’r.m_-; -;’.V‘“)«{rov:éj‘
. wal EAA ’-”Pf‘)f.‘o.-fw?;-_,';) KN - : .
(111) E 55 : (Cf- li, sSed gx/a‘-*}'u.{'utrﬂ loco :.VT‘/\E(OJY::_s }
(1V) Lvtg t Ofe 11, ... resistantes et eess
The repetition here of the words ZvrAd ovii) Kl may simply be due
to influence of the preceding ~vs¢A<yev , but in the light of what
has been said concerning Acts 6: 11, 13 (and Lk 12: 10 = Mt 12: 32),
some sort of conflation may have happened here, so that an express-
ion of the form !'dicentes .... contra', has been read as 'contra-
dicentes', the former represented (rightly, if we follow the ex-
ample set out by Black as above) by Jiu«g,..i, vy, the latter by
oy n)%'roxn.) « This may be to some extent supported by the fact
that, in the passage from Lk 12: 10 alluded to above and cited

by Black, we may observe a similar motive at work in the MSS., thus:

Luke 12: 10 (WH). Luke 12: 10 (D).
T 3% 1 ~ e I . o et A\ SLNLE ’
bl wap ;5. ';?.(_-U Acvoy 1S zov. ORI Y e av ‘?6‘“ Adyov 25
(= ] =1, ¥ily 7 \ P oo g N 2 ‘
oY Tou /53 .SﬂoJ)u&Pf@;}_’.i.Tm(. «T0Y yio¥ Tou a&v&‘cw‘ﬂ'ou’ d¢£6";-.
¥ e . £ ST W <! : 4 7 “'; % i et A\ oy .
i AV T T O% 51§ 7o driov Mvivug JETAL dutid * £e§ Ot 7o Wh?u To
¢ L . 2 ’ vk 3 : ’ ::‘TT:J
'(,‘Aa-:;:qu? Tl OUR u;;-,&-, el .., Aoy ovk :4,5; Oprerae ovTL

That is, whilc the WH-text reads Alusgysxvre, the Bezan text is

content with the idiom ()\c’ynv‘ A;rosf ) cip «ey the verb ()u:fau/ )

: 1)0 AAGA, (21‘1(1 edition), De 277.
2)s 1bide, 1. C»
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being implied in Luke 12: 10b(D); of course, it is possible that
the Bezan 'omission! here of ﬂaasg}rﬂfnmwu mey be traceable to
assimilation of this passage to the parallel one in Matthew, but
nevertheless, the fact that the WH-text of Luke here is rsally
more definite may appear to tell sgainst this view.

On the other hand, of course, we do not seem to be able to
find a text containing the word -v7)< o 7+( simpliciter, and con-
sequently, the case for conflation is a little weskened. However,
the other two readings, (iii) (E 35) fxavruﬂiaau Kn, , and (iv)
(Lvt®) resistantes, seem to imply a similar text, although they
may also reflect some sort of 'interpretation! of reading (ii), in
view of the apparent difficulty of twice reading 5vuA?};wu Bruce
described the 'Western' 'addition' in question as 'tautological!
in the context.l But this surely--if we exclude the possibility
of textual corruption (for example, dittography)--would meke that
reading 'harder'! than (1).2

Thus, it is at least feasible to regerd the readings (ii)-
(iv) as betraying the existence of an original which meant "“speak-
ing .... against," and which has been variously interpreted "blas-
pheming," “opposing," or both. Further, it may be seen that this
is not a 'new' practice, as it has already been discerned in Luke

12: 10 (WH; cf. D),° and Acts 6: 11, 13. On the other hend, we

1l). ope. cit., pe. 274.

2)« Removal of a tesutologicel phrase might be considered more
natural than its insertion, unless the process is due
to a transmissional error such as that noted above.

3)s Cf. also the parallel in Matthew 12: 32.
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cannot speak here of Semitism in the strict sonse, but simply con-
tent ouraselves with the observation that, 1f the explanation just
outlined were to be aeoapto&, then we ghnula have some evidence

of the presence of the apparent Semitism (<vo)/yovrc( m isfyucivres)
in this passage, and consequently, that such a fect would weigh in
fevour of the authenticlty and antliquity of the story concerned,
sugpgesting for it a semitio origine.

Nevertheless, we must not overlook the slternative that the
expression in question may not be strictly & Semitism, but instead,
in view of its appearance in the Lxx-withont a really close lebrew
equivalent, may owe its presence in Acts elther to the Koind, oree
‘more probablye-to the influence of the LXX, the more so when it is
appreciated -that Job 2 was known to, and used by, Faul, in all lilke-
11hoodg1 it may thus have been known to Luke also. On the other
hand, of course, it may have entered from its use in q, as ebove .2

(e) _-nfmf?v KowsToV (Acts 8: 2).

The expression wisiv wowsrrov was noted by Preuschen® as
"= 790D 1Y, wofdr LXX Mich 1:8 besser woicOu x.  sagen, eeo®
Further, it occurs but rarely in the MT,‘ only twice in the LXX,
and in the NT only in the present passege. Again, there is no
avidence that either of the two texts in which it 1ls found in the
LXX were, or were embedded in, passages which we could in any posie-

tive sense describe as 'liturgicel' or 'epologeticel' sections.®

1) Cfes I Thess 6: 22 (Job 1: 1, 2: 3).

2)e I.e., from Luke 12t 10b('Q').

5,0 ADZ e, Pe 46,

4). Zep, Mi 1: 8, Jer 6: 26.

8). They sre not 'testimonia'-sections; ef. Dodd, Ace. Seript.,
and Chapter III suprae.
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The expression, then, iz probably not to be regarded as a true
septuagintallism, unless, perhaps, it cen be shown to be an
allusionol
On the other hend, it seems to be more frequent in the Ter-
gumim. For exemple, there are some fifteen places in the OT where

2 nevertheless, in only two of these--Mi 1:

the noun 7977 is found;
8, Jer 6: 26~--does the full construction "ni nivy? oceur. However,
not only in these two is the corresponding Arameiec THDD TAVDD
f‘ound,5 but also in some four others, where the Hebrew is quite
different. They are: Jer 48: 38, Ezek 27: 37, Am 5: 16, and Mi
1: 11, That 18, of the 15 places in the OT where the noun 790D is
found, the idiom under discussion appears 6 times in the Targumim,
but only twice in the NMT.

A natural inference, then, would be that, while the expression
1s permissible as Greek, end is epparently correct enough in Hebrew,
yet 1t is even more naturel in Aramaic. Thus, the expression mey
be an Aramaism, and if so, its presence here should probaebly be
treated as a mark of the Semitic prehistory of the story in which
it is embedded, or at least, a token of the (probably Semitiec)
origin of that tradition. On the other hand, the very sbsence of
eny other such '"Semitism' in the same verse, or even in the immedi-

ate context, seems to indicate that the story is not a direct trans-

lation of an Aremaic (or Hebrew) document, so much as a story,

1) Unless it is modelled on some other phrase or use in the
LXX-~a suggestion due to Prof. H. F. D, Sparks, in con-
versation.

2). Viz., Gen 50: 10; 1Isa 22: 123 Jer 6: 26, 48: 38; Ezek 27:
37; Am 5: 16(bis), 17; Mi 1: 8, 11; Za 12: 10, 11(bis);

Ps 30;: 12; Es 4: 3.
3). Cf. Lagarde, oph. Chald., ppe 459, line 10, end 301, line 26.
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originally circulated in Aramsic (or Hebrew), or emong Arsmaic-
speaking circles, and in which one idiosyncrasy of that Semitic
phreseology has escaped revision in the course of trensmission.
(a) T0g ful-‘fuf Tivd w}v sdoy xires(Acts B: 39).
Black cited this idiom a8 claimed by Wensinek ¥"both in the

wl ond recordeé@ the support for it found in

notes and voceabulary,
the Fragment Tergum to Gen 4: 7, n rmIns 930 DT, 'Abel went his

way'.z end also in Mo‘ed Qaton, 1ii, 7. It 18, however, also to

be found in Tergum Onkelos, Gen 32: 1, “And Jacob went his way®

( Armmb 2T 1ﬁjjj], which here renders the Hebrew eguivelent,
12777 ;?f by,

The expression is certainly not & septuagintelism, and is
probabiy to be regarded as a Hebraism, in view of its occurrence
in Gen 4: T(MT), although on the other hand, its presence in the
free Arameic of the Freagment Targum, coupled with its rarity in
the Hebrew Bible, may possibly indicate that it is more cheracter-
istic of Arameic than of Hebrew.

In eny case, we should note it as a Semitism, probably in-
dicative--like the cocs€ivar e 4 of the next verse; Acts 8: 40=--
of some kind of Semitiec 'prehistory' to the tradition embodied
here in Acts, though herdly smounting to evidence of 'literal' or

tslavish' translation of documentary sources.

1). AAGA, (2nd edltion, 1954), p. 2388. The point was originel-
recorded by Bleck in "Arameic Studies and the New Testa-
ment ¢ The Unpublished Work of the Late A. J. Wensineck of
Leyden," JT8, x1ix (1948), ppe. 163-164.,

2)s Cf. Ginsburger's edition, p. 71,(Cod. Ox. 318), line 12.

3). Edited by A. Berliner, p. 35, in loc.

4). Cf. supra, pp. 138-139.
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VII. Mistrsnslstion.

In view of the ergument which hes teken plece concerning the
velue of (apperent) mistrenslation as en indicstion of underlying
S3emitic sources, it would be almost improper to leave discussion
of the evidence for Semitism in I Acts without some examination of
the matter. This 18 the more necessary, in fact, in view of several
considerations: (a) As Torrey remarked, "there is no other internal
proof of trenslation .... which is so immediately cogent,“l--that
is, where it is sustained and 'convineing'; (b) contrariwise, he
also,~and rightly,-observed thet such cases were rare, and that
"the need of caution 1s grester here than anywhere else," since
".es it happens in nine cases out of ten that renewed
study of the 'mistranslations' which we have discovered
shows us elther that there was no translation at all,
or else that it was quite correct."2

On the other hand, (e¢) it is a fact that, as Cadbury noted, it is

precisely on such examples that Torrey "lays most weight,“3 end we

may add, this 1s especially so in the case of his Composition and

Date of Acts. Black, who felt this line of aepproach "not ... the

most aucceasful,“4 nevertheless thought it was "not to be over-

looked.“5 One of the principal difficulties in arguments concern-
ing supposed mistranslations is the fact that the 'mistranslation-
hypotheslis' really tends to assume what it sets out to prove: that
is, the hypothesis of 'mistranslation' is only reasonable if there

1) To* Studies, p. 283.
2)0 e3 Do .
3)s AmJTh, xxiv (1920), p. 438.

4)- AAGA, p. 142.
5)0 Tm-, l.Co
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is et least some evidence in the first place of translation from
en originel in a different languege, end to that extent 1t can be
regerded not so much as 'proof! of transletion, as confirmation of
the feasibility of the view thet such an original may have existed.
In view of the foregoing, then, we shall subdivide the treat-
ment as follows: (a) ceses where there are texbtual varients; (b)
cases where some sort of doublet or 'source-varient! may be involved;
end (¢) the remaining ceses, where neither of these factors seems
to be operetive. Among the last~nazmed will be found the majority
of the cases alleged by Torrey. We might also add that not every
case alleged by Torrey will be considered, but only those which
have commended themselves to cne or more of the several scholars

who have deeglt with hlis work.

(a) Possible 'mistranslation' reflected in textual verlants.

Some such phenomene have already been dealt with in previous

1

parts of this investigation; others mey perhaps be suspected in

the following: Acts 3: 14, 6: 12, 6: 8, 8: 8, 11l: 18, 12: 20.
We may remark at this point that in the cese of the four last-men-
tioned passages, the textuasl evidence in question is mostly late.
l. Acts 3: 14.
(1) »ABC 3! dixatov noynans¥s u:‘ ..;Tp?if&"” 2
(11) D Lvt | .I—!K“OV }ﬁ:dfb’m,-re AL J:?T-’nfd?'f .- a

(Lvt9 reads: abestis ...; Iren: ag-
gravistis...).
(i1i) Aug (pece mer, Bk i, para. 52): Vos autem sanctum

et justum inhonorastis, et negestis, ...

In the first place, with regsrd to the critical questions in-

1l)¢ E.ge, Acts 13: 28D, (ﬁ& £/§ ér&f%ﬁw' )» cfe supra, ppe 169-
173.
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volved, it is plain that the reesding of Augustine, (1ii), is a
confletion of the other two. On the other hand,; direct textual
corruption as between (i) and (1i) seems improbeble. How are we
to explain the deviation? Two principel nethods have been pro-

A offered the view thot the Bszen

posed: first, Rendel Harris
Greek reoding éfﬁgé}zrw was roglly due to the (01d) Letin form
found in Lvtd {grebastias) and Irenacus {aggravestis), the latter
in fact being "a very good rendering“a for the CGreck Jrrédarf M
which he regarded as en interpretation of the Bezan Greeﬁzﬁréf&ff.
(Wﬁ:ﬁrﬁbaryﬁ ).5 With some such explansation Ropes wes inclined to
sympathize, but nevertheless he was compelled to question why the
Letin trenslstion should have teken this turn,; apperently not being
convinced by the explanation of the matter just given. As 2 result
he was inclined to think that "the Oreck text of Irsnaeus, if exe
tent, would probably supply the key to the problem,"4 which is of
the essence of Harris's view also. On the other hand, however, the
Greek ,7,7.7+ may be & plein scribal error for srysscfs , and need
no further explanation; at 2ll events, Harris's theory here seems
rether complicated, and alternative means of solution may be sought.
The second method is that which seeks to trace the difference
back to a confusion between Semitic equivalents of the two words in

question. The first attempt of this type wes that of Harvey, who,
in his edition of Irenseus, noted the simnilarity of the two Syriac

1). A Study of Codex Bezae, 1821, pp. 162f.
2). .y Pe lgso

3)0 ibid,., lece

4). 39g1m1n£5’ I' 111, 28b.
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verbs, ;9 ( éf#ﬁk@d& ) and oo Fdfévx:v ).1 As we have al-
ready mentioned,z thie view was quoted with approval by Chase,
who thought that & reading oL 90, rendering *the true text!
.q}r&%ﬁsﬂs s "either had been irn the 01& Syrise ccrrupted into
ﬂQLr;g;or wes 80 read by the Bezan seribe."”d Thus, the feult is
supposedly due to 014 Syrisec influence upon D. Yet another form
of the seme exprlanetion was that put forward by Nestle, nemely:
1 = v ’ - P
g il tﬂaigh‘:—neéﬁh(;ii% i gy L o e
escape the conclusion, thet he who wrote #f«Jrars, tvrons-
lated a Semitic text, 1in which he believed he read ©nh73o,
while another, or the same afterwards in revising his
translation, read oniInd = joujrusfs T4
From this he concluded that Luke used & written Semitic source for
the first chapters of Acts, and indeed, probably a Hebrew one. But
this solution also seems to be too complex.

In more recent times, a fourth attempt has been made, using
the same basic elements, but appealing this time to Aramaic. Torrey
was unsetisfied with the solution in the forms just outlined, based
on a supposed confusion of the roots «/797 and «/ 733 ; in the case
of Nestle's solution in particular, since Y“neither Hebrew verb
could plsusibly be given the required meaning," and since, on the
other hand, es we should expect him to claim, "it is evident from
the sentence-structure of the Greek that the original was not Heb-

rew,"5 some other avenue of approach should be sought. He would

Senctl Irenael, ii, pe« 55, on Adv. Haer. III, xii, 3.
CI'e supra, pe l.
The 01d Syriec Flement in the Text of Codex Bezae, p. 38.
EXpoS., 9er. V, vol. 2 (16895), pp. 207-208. OCfe I'SK, 1lxix
896), pp. 103-104, in his "Einige Beobachtungen zum
Codex BezH," and also, Philologia Sacra, 1896, p. 40.

6). DPC, pe. 11l4.

O o=
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suggest instead thet

"The Aramaic oditor rendered npviswcfs Ly 111113 'you

denied, declared false'; ..... It was wrongly copled

as 1710723 which could only be translated (regerded as

e Hebralsm) by the Greek Zhuplvaree®
Perhaps, however, we should agree here with Bruce that "it is by
no means certain™ that 177712 could meen ¢/, ure, end think
rather in terms of Aph. =/770 , namely, T“”?ﬂ?f-z

Thus, 1f there were & Semitic element behind the present

passage,--and in view of its occurrence in verba Petri there may
be a certain g priori presumption in favour of that,--the explana-
tion suggested by Torrey, though without the further complication
of his retranslation theory for Codex Bezae, and with Bruce's
emendation of it, would perhaps seem to offer a feirly simple, and
plausible, solution of the problem. In support of this it may be
noted that: (i) the princlipal Hebrew root rendsred by the LXX as
faplvav is =fT103 further, (ii) though the other word, SOV 765
bt 5 18 rare in the Lxx,5 in the one case where 1t‘does have a
known Hebrew equivalent, it renders Pi. «/7n), 'to lie, deny',4
which incidentslly is translated here by Targum Onkelos as Pa.
«/17), & word whose meaning is given by Jastrow as 'to dany'.5
Again, (iil) in esnother place, Jastrow gives Aph. =/ 710 as 'to

irritate, «ce.. grieve',a referring us for this to Targum Prov. 17:

1). DPC, Pe 145,
2). The Acts of the 16 _Apostles, p. 109.
3). 1%t occurs in LXX thus: Gen 18: 15, wi 12: 27, 16: 16, 17:

10, IV Ma B8: 7, 10: 5.
4). Viz., Gen 18: 15. (Cf., also B, Brederek, Konkordanz zum Tar-

, oum Onkelos, BeZe.AsWe, ix (1906), p. 54a-b.
5)« DITM, pe 612D,
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25.1 On sueh = view, then,:ﬁv{f&fﬁf might repressnt 13In1772,
end #fd4pdvars , 1INT7IDN, (i
If indeed we had evldence that the spsech in guestlon weas
really delivered in Aramaic, we might possibly be justified in
suggeating that the two reedings et this point refleet a trans-
missionel error, a view which would be rendered more plausible
if the tradition of the speech hed an oral form before reaching
that condition in which Luke found end uased it. Though no greati
welght cen, of course, bs put upon the matter, thias 'solution'
shonld perhaps be included hsre, especlally ass the textual probe-

lem otherwise seems almost insoluble.

2. In addition, there are seversl more or less minor textusl
veriants, chiefly late in attestetion; which, though not easily
accounted for by reference to trenscriptional error or cother more
familiar fcorruptions!, might easily be different renderings of one
and the same Arsmaic or Hebrew coriginal.

First, there are two cases where w0k end X5~ ere inter-
changéd, nemely: Acts 8: 8, 614 reads 7; Xuwslor 77 mh:icj end Aots
12: 20, E 33 resd v nbawv fOr 7)v Xlouv, while 522 omits the noun
altogether.

In the former case, the replacement of the word wik| by Xip<e
would, in the context, constitute a simple enough improvemente-since
.7wbh 18 not really natural in the circumstances--were it not for

the fact that, in the other verses of the same story where w.). also

1)- Cf. Lagerde, - Chald.’ De 152’ lines 24-26: "The foolish
son grieves his father" (.~”11: 77230 "0 813),
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ogeurs, namely, vas. § ond 9, ond especlally ves 8, €S {mv)
.wﬁknféiﬁpdtﬂ§J' » Che seme or 2 glmiler correation might heve

been expscted. The Aifficulty here of the roading volw in va. B
wag notead Ly Ropes,l end slso by Laka»@adbuxy,g who, incidentally,
compere the snarthrous use here of wilw {20 €D 81) with Luke 1: 39,
end refer to Torrey on the polnt, & maetter to which we shall ratuwrn.
The diflfleculty waa also noted by Januier,a end Bruue.‘

But perheps the comparison with Luke 1@ 59,'ﬁ)'néxuf7oérd s s
the relevant one here. To tho explanstion of this phrase, Torrey
offored a solution which Black has es1lled 'brilliant,'® and which
he would pank along with Wellhausen's observation on Matthew 23: 26
(Luke 11l: 41), namcly, that ths Greek represants an original Hebrew

13377 n17n bg,“ (or porhaps Aramaie 7177 N1°7T0 N17), where the
transletion “should have been i) 7V Xopav 1y loulals teo Ehe pro-
vingce of Judea's."? He goes on to tell us that

"The reason why the Greck of Luke 1. 39 mistransletes is
perfectly obvious, and a very good one: because in the
first century A.D. the use of 11770 in the signification

'orovince'! was practically cbsolete, having been supplent-
eﬁ by the meaning telty! ..."go

It would reguire 1little reflection to resllize that precisely the
seme factor mey have been operstive in the present cases, so that

vse 5 might mean, "to the province of Ssmaris,® which would cortain-

lg. Beginni¥gn, I, 111, 76a-b.
2)s ey Lp iv, 89.
5). Les Actes, p. 251.
4)0 0P« G...!Ec' Pe 185,
g e AAGA, %; 1l. .
. To¥ Studies, ne 291,
?;. LY :‘:-6‘0
o ibld., is¢s On the whole metter, sece also: s xvii (1924),
pps 83-90, "iedina and MéN¢ , and Luke 1. 38," end

Trenslated Gospels, ppe. 84-863; likewise, Trenssesctions
of the Connoccticut Acedemy of Arts and Selences, XV, 209f »




1y be eaaler, while the textual varisnt noted might perhaps re-
flect just this veriation in meaning due tto the preasence in the
tradition here embodied in Acts of an underliying Aramaic (or pere
haps, Hebrew) RJ’?P(nJ”rj.l

The other case of tThis same variatlon is found in Acts 12: 20;
and may possibly be traceable to a slmlliar lactor. In both cases,
however, bsfore we can be more than tentative in our claims, other
evidence of such & Semlitic 'substratum' ought to be adduced.

Secondly, there are two other Inberchanges which may atiract
attention, but which arc probably best sexplained in terms of trane
scriptional error or assimilation. They are between well, and
¢4£{J)? s in the case of Acts 5: 12, 6: 8, 8: 8, on the one hand,
end between w2 snd ;ag; in Acte 1ll: 18, on the other. in the
latter, the reeding of the usuel text, perivoias oS §wq, is reed
instead by MB. 1175 &8s p:7avoisy fif Twmeiiv 3 but this should
probably be explained in terms of assimilatione-perheps doctrinally
inspired--to II Cor 7: 10, where the exact term ,”71«9L~r33 vw el v
is found. It is nevertheless interesting to note that the same
Avamaic word, ]7°I, might be represented in Greek by either [« or
Gwigix o In the other cases we haves

(1) Acts 5: 12. woArd ): sed 458 pﬁri*d .

(11) Acts 6: 8. ursyii< ): sed 1898 Egbd woldd ,

(111) Acts 8: 8. oM Xl ): sed D.HLP )\<fgf re ’us,y-u\lf;

In the csse of (i) end (1i), the words in guestlion occur gqualifying

'abﬁlaz‘u? rioam< ¥, and as 1s evident, it 1s possible that in one

1) This possibility was in Tesct noted by Torrey (CDA, p. 18,
ne 2), but he thought that ves., 8 and 9 seemed to in-
dicate nevertheless that a 'city'! wae meant (ibid.,
De 19) .
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group of MS3. there mey havae besn sasimilation of Aets 5: 12 to

6: 8, while in another group the reverse may have taken plece.

This would, at eny rate, provide a sufflcient explensction of the
facts. In the othsr case, (1ii), concerning Acts 8: 8, assimila-
tion (1f the D-reading in fact 1= thz seecndery one, 2 polnt which
Jacguier is inclined to que3tion)1 mey have taken plsce to Asts 163
S (')g'o{(--';/ pmepalpy ), or to some other of the passages where this
combination occurs.g On the other nand, the samne Aramnis word, 217,
would cover adequetely both Greck words.

The cases Just noted, howover, should not be treasted as In
any way ssrious evldence sither of Semltic sources, or of a Semitile
literary prehlstory, and are included here for completeness rather
than for the sake of the argument of this study. If a Semitie
source or other orligin were a known fact, they might have some

minor confirmatory velus.

(b) Possible 'mistransletion! revesled in a 'doublet.!

(Acts 8: 10. For discussion of this case, see the Additionsl

Note at the end of this chapter.a)

(¢) Other Alleged Mistranslations.

Torrey's case, as has been observed already, 1s based princi-
pelly upon & number of alleged mistranslatiocns, the more significant

of which we shall now treat, apart--of course-~from those dlscussed

l). Les Actes, p. 265. :

2). VIz,, Mabtthew 2: 10, 28: 8; Luke 2: 10, 24: 52. The
other form is found in Pm 7.

5)e Addltionel Note IIL, pp. 225-227, infra.
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1
previously.~
First, there arc some three of the six cases which he de-

"2 perely, Acks 33

scribed as "examples of serlous mistransleticn,
16, 4: 25a, end 11: 27-28.

Acts 5: 16. Thal the text at thls polnt makszs awkward resde
3

ing is conceded by a number of scholars,” and scveral attceupts heve
been made to improve 1b, allthough we should nolbe luzgt the MSS. and
early versions do not seem to have done s80. Torrey, la particular,
found the mode of expression "intolerebly awkwerd," =nd held that
“the ugly repetition of 7o E'wofu. «i0% obscured the sense and spoiled
the sound,‘i' while a fer more important objcetion was that "the
passage 1s out of keeping with its oim context," since in one case
the feith 'which is through Eim' effects the cure, while in the
other, it is the Name that cures, "an outerepping bit of populer
Buparatition...."s He thus suggested that the stery, originelly
in Aremalc, contained the words ANV APR (forsgéwss 15 Yvopa aird),
which ought to have been vocalized instead AV #pn {vpg fhoiesv.,
c#Vzdy OF Uy KaTECTnssy durevl, 80 thet the subjeet of the verb in
question is the 'God! or '.Tesua'.a Thie¢ solution has commencded it~

gelf to a number of scholars.?

1). Eogo, Acts 2: 47, :HI‘ o ;1.;’-1.;, ef. supra, pp. 128-138, etc.

2)0 GDA, Pe 10.

3). ¥®.g., Burkitt, JT8, xx (1919), p. 325; Bruce, ob. c¢it., pe
110; Leke-Cadbury, Beginnings, I, iv, 36b-37a, suggest
emendation, treating  tveu« «wias @& gloss on  mwwmy ;5 [CaT1ev

4)s CDA, p. 15.

8)s Tblds, 1s0s

6)- ibid., De 16.

Tle Eeze, de Zwaan, (Beginnings, I, 11, 60); Jackson and Lake,
(Beginnings, I, 11, ]E%'ﬁ); Ws L« Knox, (The Acta of the
A Ostleﬁ, Da 20); and BI‘U.OG, OPDe Bl‘h-, Poe m.
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However, sgelnst the proposed sclubtion seversl odjsctions
mey be reised: flrst, the fact mentioneld ghove concorning the
gbeence in the M38. of any Indlcatlicn that this verse was folt
Alfficult, seems to serve es a warning szalvnst lmagining thab
the 1dea of the Name 'workling ths nireslett was alton to the

4 e A
ested

i~

thought of the story; morsover, if--as Leke-Cadbury

i

~~the words vl dveps adnl arc in roality an inberpratative gloss
upon the ambiguous r{ﬂéﬁh{a;ffiinﬂ,a they must bs very ancisnt,
one would almost think original, as there 13 no exbternal asign
that they wers ever absent from the text. In ony cose, 'the Name!
(Owi) 48 not rarely found in Jewlish writings as a periphrasis for
God,5 and 17 this were the csse here, much tha same result would
follow as 1if we were to omit f;&@ﬁx «urodaltogother, and simply
understand 'God.' Again, as has becn pointed out in a previous

chaptez’,4

the speech of Peter in Acts 3: 12~86 contains several
OT quotations whose variation from the corresponding portions of
the MT and the LXX asems to indicate that they belonged to either
a collection of Testlmwonia, or an independent version or text;s
moreover, it was noted that in the case of %two of them, identity
with similer quotatlons in Stephen's speech seemed o suggest that
they were in CGresk when Luke encountered them, not Aramale,® Pur-

ther, the presence in this speech of certaln elements of diection

1)« So Preuschen, Apg.s Ps 20: "Voraussetzung ist der Glaube
der Apostel an die Kraft des Namens; der Nome wirkt
gelbst das Wunder..."

2)e Beginninga, I, iv, 36b-372.

5)se Tf. Jastrow, DTTM, ps 16590b, ete.

4)s OF. supra, pp. 4445, 48-50, {(Chapter II).

6)e Viz., Acts 3: 13 (BEx 3: 6), and 22a (Deut 18: 15/18).
6)e Cf. supre, pe 73-
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which might be described as 'septuagintelisms' and 'quasi-
liturgicelisms', coupled with the absence of much--apart from
the case under discussion--that cen reasonably be referred to
Aramalc, seems to weaken the case favouring Aramaism here.

Thus, we are probably right to recognize with Burkitt the
ingenuity of the proposed solution, and agree that "were an Aramaic
original®for the passage concerned "an ascertained fact," "there
would be little to say ag&inst’it,“l but nevertheless, in view of
the fact that this is by no means the case, seek some other ex-
planation of the matter. The case for Aramalsm does not seem to
have an adequate basis.

Acts 4: 25a. The WH-text of this passsge is, as Torrey

rightly elaimed, "not merely .... untranslatable~-an incoherent

jumble of words," but indeed such that "no simple emendation of

the Greek will ... render the clause intelligible.“z As a con-

sequence, he would meke an attempt to see in it the misunderstand-

ing of an Aramale relative clause beglnning...®172% 77 177, 'thet

which our father ....', where the °7 has been misread ¥17, that

18, 'S wl mavpos Auov ' His restoration for the whole, then, 1s:
JAMR TTAYTIIT NDTIP T RMAID DAY RI1IV 2T R,

"Phat which our fether, thy servant David, said by (or, by the

command of) the Holy Spirit ceeee" He then commented on the matter,

1). B‘U.I'kitt’ JTS, XX (1919), Pe 326.
2)s. CDA, p. 16,
3)' m&., De 1?.
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"It is obvious that the neuter pronoun, 'that which'!,
is required by the whole passage; the connection of

the address Afsnordt o o » «070ii becomes evident for
the first_time, and the fir in vs. 27 now comes into
its own." '

Like the previous case, this solution has appesled to several

soholara.2

However, once again severel objections may be raised ageinst
ite In the first. place, the textual question here has been almost
completely ignored by Torrey, and the WH-text heas been assumed to
be correct. Further, the MS88. at this point display so great a
variety and extent of deviation from one another that one might
be fgfgiven the temptetion of seeing in it a case of straightfor-
ward c;;fuption.a Secondly, the passage in which the clause under
discussion occurs is very strongly marked with Lukenisms and neear-
Lukanisms,4 especially in the 'introduction' and 'conclusion'; so
much 80, in fact, that Sparks was led to think that Luke had
either supplied these portions (the introduction and conclusion)
himself, or "drastically edited'a what he had found in a source.
Likewise, 1t conteins not a few of what we have termed septuaginte
6

elisms and 'quasi-liturgicalisms', as we have noted elsewhere.

Moreover, we may agree again with Sparks that, apart from the

l)t GDA, pt 17.

2)., Teg., de Zwaan, Beginnig%e, I, 11, 50; W. L. Knox, The Acts
of the Apostles, pe

3)« Ropes (Beginnings, L, iii, pp. 40a-41b) seemed to think that
the -text, representing AB Athan, in view of its
entiquity and difficulty, should be accepted. Hort, on
the other hand, thought the 'extreme difficulty of the
text' due to a 'primitive error!, and conjectured vy .
.T}'d‘)’{f KT1Y (RTOG" 1, Pe 5’?5).‘ v

4). Eogt, opollopat lov » 2xA }/'7 AY.. TT ¥ $ ,uarj. o Ao 68 707 Bsol 'y METL JT4opqoid j
etec. Cf. Hawkins, op. oit., pp. 21, 20 (43), etc.

5)t JTS’ NeSe» i (1950)' Poe 24,

6)s Of. supra, ppe 91-95.
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words under discussion, "nothing .... points to Aramailc rather
than Hebrew as the underlying semitiec 1anguage.“1 Thirdly, the
quotations found in the Prayer are in verbal agreement with the
LXX.2 Finelly, two other points may be made: on the one hand,
it may be remarked that the idiom suggested by Torrey as the
root of the trouble, 77 u77, would seem to be more natural in
Syriac than in Ar&maic;s on the other hand, his 'solution' would
destroy the parallelism between Acts 4: 24b, o0 6 ToIN6iS sees KTNy
end 4: 258, § sesses simovfor DycssAidgsas)s It is true that the
parallelism may have been & later feature of the text, but if that
view 18 to be argued some other supporting evidence should be ad-
duced.

That is to say, in view of the consideratlions set out sabove,
it would seem that Torrey's case is, at this point, insufficliently
supported, and so has not been 'made out.'

Acts 11: 28, The expression, ¢’ o\yv 7)Y me?ukyw, in the

context is a Aifficulty for Torrey, since it seems that "there
was no famine in Antioch," but that "the narrator sppears to have
in mind only Judea as the afflicted region."4 Noting the famine
described by Josephus as having teken place in the time of
Glaudiua,5 he rejected the view that some confusion of events had
taken plece, and likewise the suggestion of Wendt that the famine

1). JT8, N.8., i (1950), p. 24.

2). T.c., Acte 4: 24b (cf. Ps 145(146): 6, Ex 20: 11, ete.);
and 43 25,26 (Ps 2: 1ff).

3)s Cf. N8ldeke, CSG, Sect. 256 (pps 183-184). A more idiomatic
Aramaic form would be either”7 or “7 ub(S8tevenson, op.
elt., Sect. 7, 2; pe 21). '

4). CDA, p. 20.
5). Ant., xx, 5, 2. The theory involving a confusion of events

is found in Preuschen, Apg., p. 74 (Cf. CDA, pp. 20-21)s
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be interpreted metaphorically as 'hunger for the word of God';l
consequently he sought to remove the 'rhetorical exaggeration'a
involved in o&vgﬂfvo as applied to Judee, by claiming--as he had
already done in the case of Luke 2: 1, that an underlying Aramaic
BUT, written by the author of the Arameic document, who thus
wes simply following the "time-honored usege" in calling Judea
'the land!, has been misrendered by the translator living outside
Palestine as ') &MJUﬁg}q.'a

Ageinst this suggestion, we should point out the following
considerations: PFirst, the offending word, o&qu{vq » though
found in the LXX some 45 times, has as its principal Hebrew equi-
velent there not Y7, but ﬁ}ﬁ.* Agein, Hawkins 1isted,<u§ouyi$q.
as a Lukaniam.5 Further, th; exasct expression, fﬁ"ﬂkvy tév
oikoupuivyvs 18 found in Den 5: 45 (LXX and Theod.), although no
original is here extant. It is herd to see why an original =Y
should not heve been rendered 7 y97 » unless appeal is made to
Luke's fondness for oﬂwuya}7 s but in eny case Aramaic influence
here seems unproven., Finally, as we have noted elsewhere, there
is a certain suggestion, based upon the 'Western' reading of Acts
11: 27-28, that the passage may in fact have been a 'Wb-aection';e
if this were in fact the case, his suggestion in turn would lose
further weight.

With regard, then, to these three cases upon which Torrey lald

1). CDA, p. 21,
2). The phrase is Howsrd's (Moulton, Gram., iil, 474).

3)s CDA, ps 213 cfe Toy Studies, p. 298.
4). EF: H-R, S. Ve a:xpurh-p B !p. 968a~-c) .
5)- ODe ma, Pe 29.

6). Cf. supra, p. 185.
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so much stress, we have seen no serious ressons why the hype-
thesls of Aremaism should be accepted for them, wheress there
ere certain considerations which seem to indicete that they
should be rejected unless further, and indenendent, evidence to

the contrary is forthcoming.

The second group of examples is taken from Torrey's "ecollect-

ion of minor slips, inecluding too literal rendsringa,'l once

again where these have not already been treated elsewhere in this

Btﬂdy.

Acts 1: 22 (Cf. also, 10: 37, 1l1l: 4). The phrase here,

.J;FJP5V4 ’ul, hes been regarded by Torrey® and others® as a

Semltism, trecesble to ean original [» ¥ Twn. But it does not seem
necessary to presuppose an Arameic original here, since the meaning
of the phrase in the context might easily be precisely "taking its
beginning from s..," just as Delling would explain the &v nei<7e of
Acts 1: 1, as "wohl = O ’noinesv 17’ Zoise"™ This certainly seems
the case with Acts 8: 35, where the meaning would be, "starting
(out) from this text (i.e., Isa 53: 7-8, just quoted) ««ss® Wen-
sinek noted the use of the participle in the Fragment Targum to

Gen 44: 18, as Black has obaerved,s in the expression, "beginning

from thee and eeee™(s .2 7MNND MIN TE’PG); but it may be questioned

1) CDA, pe 10. The list actually begins at p. 23,(CDA).
2). ma., PP 7, 256-28 .
3)e FEegs, de Zwean, Beginnings, I, i1, 503 Jaequier, op. clt.,
pe 38: Bruce, op. cits, pp. 79, 226, 231.
4). m’ I’ 4?77, Am. 5.
5). AAGA, (2nd edition, 1954), p. 234. Cf. JI8, xlix (1948),
. 160.
6)e Ginagurger's edition, p. 23, line 2.
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whether the use here is really pleonastic: it seems to be meant
qulite serlously. Lake-Cadbury felt that the expression in Acts
i: 22 was redundant, but suggested that it might be due to 'Bib-
licel Greek',* while in the case of 10: 37, they thought it

possibly an example of a2 guasi-adverbial use already found in the

papyrioe

The distribution of the phrase 1s interesting: Matthew 20:

8 (peculisr to Matthew); Luke 23: 5, 24: (27), 47 (21l peculiar
to Luke); (John) 8: 9; Acts 1: 22, (8: 35), 10: 37, 1ll: 4. It
will be seen that the expression 1is almost a 'Lukaniam',3 and
that in perticular, 4 cut of the 6 (? 7) cases in Luke-Acts occur
in direct speech. One is thus tempted to suggest thet, while the
use may in feet have originated with an Arsmelc D XWnH or ?7MND
1y yet even so 1t appears to have crept into Luke's style, and
may indeed have been deliberately employed by him in writing up
his material. On the other hand, in view of the occurrence of a
similar idiom in the papyri, we may wonder whether such a theory
is really necessary.

Before leaving this case, howover, we should meke some attempt
to deal with the form in which it appeers in Acts 10: 37. Here we
are confronted with a textual problem in addition: the masculine
fonm,;(;;%yvos , 1s read by “ABD ete., while the neuter, or perhaps

mesculine acensative, form,lkgiija« s is read by p45 81 ete. The

1) Beginnings, I, iv, l4a.
8% IE%E., %55 . Cf. Moulton, Prol. (3rd edition), p. 240,

3)s Cadbury deseribed it as 'pecullarly Luken,' (The Style and
Literary Method of Luke, pe. 163.
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latter, es Ropes remarked, is probably an attempt to improve the
grammar snd sansa.l The participle here is perhaps quasi-adverbial,
end & number of nesr-parsllels have been cited from the papyri by
Moulton &nd Milligan.2 However, the following parcllel from Luke

23: 8§ seems lnstructive:

Luke 23: 5. Acts 10: 37.
! o - 2P /
:hwtﬂnu TSV Ad 5\( AliacKwY ,z:"lu Bty 019475 T 5 g wf‘uzvef
o . 3 ror Y o 5 Vi
.145' 6)\':)_-_, ™} tou Al e, O i x40 ?n\q_; oY fr_).xfi:x_)”
2 !.'- 4 . )I i » r : / LR < o Hikiy - r A
_i{»\ ;, ,(lu-d,;ns o Tio T»;” Aot AL 2 LYo .,((_; "u!-/o) d7t0 TH L ALA A ‘J

So close 1s the parallel here that Blass was led to treat the

words cfc‘;ofr.g vef Zwe my lahA4i<S as an interpolation from Luke

23: 5.% In any event, the identity between these two pessages can
hardly be acclidentel, and would seem to suggest some kind of common
origin. However, preccisely bhecause of the exactness of the
parallel, such an origin would esppear to be better sought in temrms
of the Greek phrsseclogy in which the two passages are expressed,
than in the possible use of an underlying Arsmaic source. That is,
the’type of agreement concerncd suggests the hend of an author or
editor rather than direct dependence upon a8 Semitic document: it
has something of ths appearance of & 'femilisr! or 'fevourite!

turn of phrase.4 When we £dd to this the fect slready noticed, that
the expression is elmost a 'Lukaniam',5 it becomes clear that unless

further evidence is fortheoming, the case cennot be regarded as an

1). Beglnnings, I, 111, 99a.
2). Vocab., pe 82a, Cf. also Prol., (8rd edition), p. 240.

3)' IGE& K OB'bOlOm . n ey GﬂtEIngen’ 1895’ p. 1500

4)., OT. the stereotyped phrase, Jix orémazéds mivef , @&nd in par-
ticular its form in Luke 1l: 70 and Acts 3: 213 for dis-
cussion of these, c¢f. supra, pp. 97-99.

5)s. Cf. supra, p. 215, especially note 3.
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Aremaism in the strict sense; it is probably due to Luke himself,
though the ultimate origin may have been in some oft-repeated
phrase, as seems to be so in the case of the other expression,

f_
5 mrveJ , observed earller.l We might also refer in

Y ’
+s Ol ;‘rfc‘lu--'fo

conclusion to the treatment of ngoy;c ¢. infinitive above.?

Acts 2: 7. The expression Jﬁx;ibﬁ here hes been claimed by

Torrey as an Aramaism,3 thinking that it reproduced the phrase
n1 w2, since

"The Aremaeic interjection is inserted very often for

emphasis where n17 or 17 would not be used in Hebrew.

i, PR g | g

coe goo abiec,

Now, although it is true that the suggested idiom, ] %2, is found
in Syrisec (in the form J& %),5 it certainly does not seem to be
usual in Aramaic, and it is a matter for regret that Torrey has
cited no example of 1t. On the other hand, a related expression,
<00k 1doo » (read ineidentally in Acts 2: 7 by AC), is found in
the LXX some 35 times, and in every case but three it represents
Hebrew 77, (nonne), except--of course--where the MT is wanting, as
in III Kgd 8: 53, etc. Again, another form, ovx'Aov , was noted
by Thackeray as having found "almost universal employment" in the
B-text of the LXX, "partly due," perhaps, "to the influence of the
form oiy( ," though o)k (/o itself apparently does not occur in the
1XX.® 1In fact, he observed that the form o.)./ov "in time beceme

1). Cf. supra, pp. 97-99, and 2lso p. 216, note 4.

2)0 Supra, PP« 179-182.

3;. g%%, ppe 6, 28; cf. also de Zween, Beginnings, I, ii, 50.

4). 3 Do 28.

5)s Cf. J. Payne Smith, A Compendious Syriasec Dictionary, Oxford,
(1903), ps 992, B.Ve  Ho

6). Grame. OTG, 1, p. 126.
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the recognised equivelent for the classical f,’sv gul

Thus, an appesal to mistranslation, or rather, too literal
translation, of Aramalc seems unjustified: the meaning ‘nonne’
might easily be explained in terms of the use of.”} BT ete.
already developed in the LXX, and occurring there frequently
enough to be regarded as 'characteristic! of it in the sense de-
2

fined sbove.

Acts 5: 28. The use here of the form wi </ sAis Wio)yyin.re=

calls the Hebrew Infinitive Absolute construction, which Torrey
claimed, agalnst Dalman,3 to be "as idiomatic in Aremaic as in
Hebrew." In view of the fact, however, that it is found some
200 times in the Lxx,5 we need probebly look no further than that
for its explanation. In addition, we might agree with Burkitt in
failing to see how the construction here differs from that of
cova 0 pete dvgBepurisapsv in Acts 25: 14, "for en oath is not

much more concrete than a command."6

Acts 10: 36. This passage is regarded by Torrey as one

which, "reduced to Aramaic, ... would sound much better, since
the suspended construction is usual in that languaga.“v He fur-
ther suggested that it was possible that the last clause of vs.

36 "was originally intended quite differently."® The solution

l)‘ Grm. OTG’ 1, pt 1260

2). 3Bupra, p. 783 cf. Clarke, Beginnings, I, ii, 71, 72.

3)e WJ, (ET), pp. 34-37. Dalmen thought it "in the Palestinian
Areameaic of the Jews--apart from the Targums--quite un-
known." (E, Pe 54)-

4). GDA, P 334

5). Thackeray, Gram. O0TG, i, p. 48.

6). JTS, XX (19:553 Pe 3260

7,0 m, P 35,

8). mdo, l.ce
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proposed here by Torrey, namely, that of positing an Aramaic
original, appealed to Dodd, who described the Greek of Acts 10:
55-38 as "notoriously rough and ungrammatical, and indeed scarcely
translatable."l Accepting the reeding of NCDE Lyt® syv8 bl | %,
.Abyov 0v., egeinst BA etc., which omit &V , he offered the follow-
ing 'reconstruction!':
X939 RID NN RAUWD YIW? 771 092 030 Pawe 233b npw 77 snbn,

This he translated:

"As for the word which the Lord of All sent to the

children of Isrsel, proclaiming good tidings of peace

through Jesus Christ: you know that which took place
in all Judea .."

Now, with regerd to this question of the ?suspended con-
struction,' we may note that 1n at least two other places in Acts
we have examples of the sort of phenomenon found in the parenthetic-
8l oStos Foty whviv wbgwl 5 nemely, Acts B: 26b, (Tovisy .. wirm .
JESTIY z’(w\,gj, and 9t 36b, ( T=F5BL ) o = -5';-9 v -m\»]'t--»}_g ?ft.-y,uv,,...-
Moreover, in Luke-Acts the use of ov7roy in such an 'absolute'! sense
18 not uncommon.® In the next place, regerding the textual point
involved in'Torrey'a reconstruction, we may wonder whether we
should not rather prefer the reading of BA, omitting the relative
pronoun Sv » perhaps either as a dittography of the last two
letters of Adyo/ ,=-though the reverse mey equally well have taken
place,--or as an attempt at amelioration, as Ropes suggested.4 In

this case, we might translate the sentence as follows:

1). APD, pp. 53-54.

2)e Pe 35.
3), Gf. MG, pp. 731lb-7387b, s.v. ovTof
4)- Beginnings, & 113, 98b .
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"He (i.e., God--undorstood from vs. 34b preceding) sent

the Word (i.e., in Luke's usage, 'the Gospel'l) to the

Israellites, proclaiming good news of poace through Jesus

Christ: He (i.e., Jesus Christ) is Lord of All things.."
But it is plain that such an interpretation does not require the
hypothesis of an Aramaic original--although in the light of what
has been sald sbove concerning Acts 10: 38 (D°),° and also 10: 39b
(Dt 21: 22f.),5 that possibility cennot be excluded. Again, this
speech contains no less then 16 Lukenisms? in 22 lines, so that
the editor's hand is clear enough.

Thus, while as we have noted, it cannot be proved that the
passage was not translated from a written Aremaic source-document,
yet we may at least say that, espert from certain elements of the
speech which seem to suggest that a Semitic tradition to some ex-
tent underlay the text as we now have it at several pointa,s the
facts of the present cese neither require nor suggest such a
translation-hypothesis.

Acts 15: 26. The words Imputed to John the Baptist here,

display an interesting varliant-reading:

I - - ’ 2 3 3 g
(i) a3 8l: 7! «?ﬁx’— VITOVOSITE fivat ; OVK 3l‘5u Ey i,
s

-

I ‘11) P S CD: mivs pPE v VORITE  Eivde ; K-T-X
Torrey claims thaf not only should the neuter pronoun be read here
-=-g point with which we should agree, since (1) does really seem

the herder reading-~but moreover, that it represents an Aramaic

1)- Cf. Hawkins, ODe Git-, PP 20, 43.
2). BSupra, pp. 167-169. )

3)s Bupra, pp. 50-51.
4). Viz-,g’r;s/',;,- vol » Iy

- ? Fa ; F ; e [ 4 .
7Y Yo\ » E1onvy v ’ ('*/{U < 9 (:.-_;) )’ d.('l—":" ’

JdiGADey L%__;; 5 &v (in attraction to «i.rwv ),
.-i/z’-'xn / » TourToV (him} 3 Tia (TE ( 11_) A ;3) p T A m:f(biﬂ) 3 .
{and DO881bly, didpigTopiopat ). The rate per WH-page, 24,

slightly exceeds the average for Acts, of 22.5.
5). Cf. notes 2 & 3, above.
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1 (ayriau,'jﬂi).l This view was shared by Ropes, who regsrded
the Tiv< of (ii) as "a linguistic improvement."z Bruce, on the
other hend, suggested that if the verse were differently punctuated,
nemely, - _f’,zrt SroveslTs zf;f.tg UK z'l:u; g'}mf, we would have a use of
the inberrogative for the relative, which iz Hellenistic;® in this
case "the first clause becomes indirect: 'I am not what you think
I am'." He would nevertheless prefer to read as with WH. But
if we accept thelr punctuation, which seems more natural in the
context, then we are left with the difficulty noted above. In
view, now, ol the fact that in this speech of Paul ab Pleidian
Antioch we have already found traces of what seems to be some kind

of underlying Semitic tradition,5 we mey perhaps be disposed to
allow that this verse may also reflect a trace of such a tradition.

e A e W -

It may be fitting to close thls chapter with several remarks
of a general nature on its findings.

First, though evidence for Semitism in the stricter sense has
been found in I Acts, it is hardly extensive enough to support a
general hypothesis of translation from Aramaic (or Hebrew) docu-
mentary meterial. Moreover, not all of the cases investigated in
this chapter are of equal value: some, indeed, may be fairly strong

and convineing, but others are unquestionably weak and rather doubt-

1)- _c_%, Pe 38.

5)- O« Gito, Pe 266.

4)- 1bida’ l.ce.

5). Cf. supra, ppe. 32-36, 169-173, 183.
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fuls In perticuler, evidence derived from supposed 'mistrans-
lation' was found to be, on the whole, very unrelieble. Among
the 'stronger' group of exemples, we may list the following:

Acts 3: 14(Peter); 6: 1ll(Stephen's accusers), 13: 7: 39

(Stephen), 62(D)(Stephen); 8: 2, 393 10: 19(the
Holy Spirit to Peter), 38(Peter); 12: 11b(E)(Peter):;
13: 26(Paul; a Saying of the Baptist), 28b(Paul), 29b
(Paul), 45; 14: 10(the Holy Spirit to Paul), 21.
0f these, Actes 13: 25 & 29b, both in Paul's speech at Pisidian
Antioch, should perhaps be regerded as slightly weasker and less
convineing than the rest. The remainder, 12 cases in 2ll, we may
describe as 'weak'.l

Secondly, it may not be coincidental that no less then 9 (? 11)
of the 14 (? 16) 'stronger' cases occur in speech of some kind,
whereas all 12 'weak' cases are found outside speech. Moreover,
the 'stronger' cases seem to suggest Aremaic rather than Hebrew as
their probable origin.

That is, in so far as appeal to Aramaic may be suggested any-
where, it would seem to be most reasonable in the speeches in
question, especially that of Paul at Pisidien Antioch. But neverthe-~
less the presence of other factors, particularly marks of Lukan
editorship, seems to imply not so much a direct employment of
Aremaic traditions, as an incorporation into the relevant speech

(or narrative) of elements of such traditions perhaps, and in fact

probably, already translated into Greek or otherwise in Greek gerb.

1) They are: Acts 3: 93 4: 4; 5: 26(D); 6: 4(D), 7(D);
8: 13(D), 10: 6(614), 11: 27(B), 14: 2(D), 3(D),
4(D); 15: 2(D). We may note the high proportion of
these cases found in D,--8 instences out of 1l2. Perheps
we should slso add: Acts 6: 125 6: 8; 8: 8(2 cases),
28(D); 12: 20. All six are likewise found outside
speech, and none 1s at all strong.



Addltional Yotes to Chapter V.

I. Acts 14: 27.
Apart from the presence of the epparently Semitic idiom,

TIOLETY F;h:*nch s» which has been treated elsewhare,l this verse
presents a number of problems, as 2 glance at the alternative recad-

ings will show:

(1) »ABC yvg.hlgz"m E’ﬂafr)dfv ° 8:5;(5:3 s Ozo5 ;‘Ifof.),;tr’ U7V i
(11) D rLvtdg 1 S6t & 0135 fﬁm’:r’a'sv X O Toly pemd 1OV PuXov AVTOY

First, 1t ie clear thet of the two readings, (ii) is the harder,
and so, other things being aqual, it should probsbly be preferred.
Secondly, though Ropes held thet the reading pcsva wiov pukiv wdridv ,
{11), could not be explained "except from Semitic influence of some
kind, " he nevertheless admitted et the seme time not only that
Semitism wes "equally present in ys7r wvrov of the usual text," but
alse that the Aramaic corresponding to (ii) would have a reflexive
or emphatic force, whereas here "no such emphasis is admiauible.“a
Conseguently, he was led to postulate elther "imitation of Aramaic"
or "some still more compliceted process™ as the probable cause of
the '"Western' recading. Thirdly, he also found the «vro/j of

D Lvt%(not Lvt8) 4ifficult, and not %easily explained as due to
conflation," sinee no other known authority has «o70/) % Referring
then slsc te Acts 14: 2(D), which we have treated in another place,5
he suggested thet 1t might be due indeed "to the Aramsic proleptic

1)e Cf. supra., Supplementary Notes to Chepter III, pps 114-116.
2). DBerinnings, I, 1ii, 139a. Bleck, AAGA, p. 76, described the
use of ¥vrs in this sense as "a pure Semitism."

3)e Be§1nnig§a, I, 111, 139z,
4). b L] «Ce
6)s Supra, pp. 187-189.
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pronoun.'l
These 1dees have been woven together by Torrey, who ineident-
p1ly overlooked them in his earlier work on Aets,(slthough he dld
cleim there the 'Semitism' involved in worsiv psné nvof %) He tried
to bulld them Iinto an argument supporting his Bezen retrenslation
thaory.5 He suggested that here the XB-reading fﬂT’fjﬂJv hes been
rendered into Aramalc as .. 1717WH1 11Ny T12v, for which, however,
the '"Western'! translator
"..s of course could nop Write usr’<vrdy perd Tév puxidv
LuTiivy but by wrlting facipriv «lrolf puerA TEV YKSv 4PTSY, he
could {end 814) reproduce the whole Aremaic text."
The complexlty of such a 'solutlon', however, leads us to seek some
alternetive explensbtion, if that of conflation be dismisced--and
perheps, in view of Ropes's observation quoted above, it should be.5
Now 1t 1s a fact thet in both Avemaic,® end Syrisec,’ the pre-
position 7 ( ) is sometimes used to denote the sccusative, in
conjunction with a personal pronoun. Moreover, Torrey's suggestion
that the intention here was

"... to meke the pronoun unambiguous and to emphasize
ths twofold favor, 'what God had done for them, and how
he had opened & door of faith for the Gentiles, «.s"8

would probebly provide a reasonable answer to Ropes's clasim that a

reflexive or emphatic form would here be out of place. In such an

1). Beginnings, I, 1ii, 139a.

2)0 A , De 3

3). g%. supra, pp. 21-22.

4)0 DPG’ pc 1.*60

5)s Tn sny case, would not the Greek for Torrey's 'Aramaic' be
,l(r'f’ AVTDY Tiov yvkxeov sovov 5 on the model of v \’,_375‘?1.'7:?"1
s u:’;f./u » etc.?

8)s 8tevenson, Gram., Scct. 4, 4 (p. 17).

7; N¥ldeke, 085G, Socts. 287FF. (pp. 226ff.).

B). Q_E_"g_, Do 146.
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event, 1t might perhans be feasibhle to render the fBreek ess if 1t
wore dus to an undsrlying Arvameiec of the form, DV ¥ibxr 1109 TavT
o 1NUD1, "({the things) which God had done them with (i.e.,
'to') themselves, and ..." One must not be dogmetie, especlally
in cases of this type, but the sbove explanation msy possibly
throw some light on the pugzle. On the other hand, of course,
we should rot overlook the possibility that the word «orei§ may
reflect gn ethiec dative, ™...which, as for them, God did with (l.e.,

1£0') themsolves,..o"

II. Acts 8: 10, A Possible Mistranslation?

7] o " ’ . “
Text Ov'ro()' é&ﬂf r; J‘Jr—{#tj’ 106 G200 »5' r«).wf,(r,vy Ms Y‘:‘}"?-

Gritical Note: r.)ovwsvn ) 8€4 Aryouivy o. 6143 om. HLP
2 77 " 383 ayve !

The omission of the word xd.lou,u{w; in HLP etec., 1s probably
an smelioration, since the presence of either Kollau{,:e'vq or-Atfo’.
.pévy would suggest that some sort of nsme was being dealt with
here; thls would bs the case especially with regard to naa)o«frwoj.
which 18 commonly employed in Luke-Acts in this way.l On the other
hend, Asydpsve( 18 not common in Luke's work.

The difficulty of reading 700 O:0) was pointed out by Torrey,
who thougnt that p: /), should be applied to & &:55 , end in con-
sequence suggested an Aramaic form, 17 RPN 7T LR 7T WL T"",g

as the basis of the present reading. He then cleimed that 'the

1)e BHawkins classed it as & 'Lukanism', eof. ope. cit., pp. 19, 42.
Cases aret Luke 6: 165; 7: 11, 8: 2, 9: 10, 10: 39,
19: 2, 22: 8, 23: 35; Acts 1l: 23, 5: 11, Y: 68, 13
1, 14: 12, 16: 28, &, 27: 8, 14, 16, 28: 1.

2)e "This is the power of the God who 1s called Great", CDA, p.
19.
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Great God' meant God, 28 dAistinet from the gods of the pagens, so
that
"ses Luke the translestor, led by his own monctheism
rather than his imagination, erreg in comnecting the
adjective with the word 'power',
But, as noted, this view is based upon the idea that the people
of 8ameris referred to were pagens, 'polytheiata';2 wheress, as
Foskes-Jackson pointed out, the people intended are clearly the
Theretical sect! using the Semeriten Penteteuch, since "Simon is
not said %o have smszed the Gentiles ,... but 7o 780ms Tl .
.ZQrquﬂJ..."s This fact wos in turn leter acknowledsed by
Torrey,4 though he remained firm in his views 2s to the 'underlying
Aremaic?',

Varions expedients heve been zdopted to explain the difficul-~
ties of the words; for example, JJVﬁuU has been explesined a8 mean-
ing 'God', on the ground that “the rabbis use as & surrogste for
God the term n1111ﬂ...,“5 and Luke's addition of 700 to Mark's ¢x .
12Dy wmy duvlusog(Marie 14t 62, Matthew 26: 64) in Luke 22: 69, 1s
gquoted in support. Agein, carrying this & stage further, Dalman
claimed thet

",... The sorcerer was really spoken of as 'God', end

70l B0l B8 well 88 wilouuivy ore additions due to Luke , "8

Leke-Cadbury note again thet the use of KmkGﬁJdﬂ "further suggests

l). GDA’ pl 20-

2). Ibid., p. 19.

3). HTRs x (1917), p. 355.

4). Tn "Fact end Faney in Theories concerning Acts,® Pert 1I,

5). BeginnIggs, I, iv, 91la; cf. Bruee, op. cit., p. 185, and
mon, H; PP 200-202,

6). ﬂ, ?C 200'



that he (1.0, Luke) 135 aware of Assling with & foreign term in
his piyily ML

Howevor, there may psrhaps be another explenation. e have
& hint in the words of Leke-Cadbury ¥hat " Jlvaud( ro5 6100 5 sihow-
Jivy psyidy hes boen affectsd by the preseding A¢ywy cival Tiva
EAVTO/ piyev o2e™®  Anothor point mede 13 that the sotlon is re-
presentoed 83 teking plece in Samarie, and the words under discuss-
ion are takon from the words of the people in that place, Furthey,
as hae been polnted out shove, the natural squivelent for gd}drtﬁ
would be NMebrew 11111,% Avamete #7171, (end Semeriten Avemete
njnﬂg*). If then we were to apply tho test of 'roetroversion' intoe
Arsmsle, wo should obtain: 2171 77DNDT K’APRT ¥7712X 177, or in Samari-
tan Aramais, 17 7IDNDT ANPRT 7713 1Te  Bubt the word 27111 might
easlly be mlstaken in sound for 2771, in which cese tho words would
mean, "This 1s the man of Cod who 1s called (or: calls himself)
great, "-~which is preclsoly what Simon Magus is allegod to have been
doing (vs. 9).

Thus, it 43 not imposaible that we have hore two versions of
tho one elsmont of tradition, and as a result, perhaps some wesk

evidense for a Somitis (in this case Armmale) prohistory to that
tradltion.

1). Be%lml;ggg, I, iv, 9la.

gio es De 91D,

3)s Cfa s Do 350a: .84y Jd 5: 31, 8: 233 IV d 18: 20;
29: 11: Jh 12: 13, 39: 19, 41: 3(4); Ps 53(54):

1, 144(145): 4, 12, eotc.

4)e CGowley, in The Ssmaritan Liturgy, p. 1iib, oited "nv1213:
pOWer: DpLs 17123, NNRITIT, {uvﬁle "
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CHAPTER VI.

Coneclusions.

Reviewing the results of the foregoing study, & number of
conclusions of a general nature emerge. They may be expressed

ag follows:

l). At the outset it may be stated that, as was foreshadowed
in the Introduction to this investigation, the attempt to explain
all the Semitisms of I Acts without distinetion in terms of the
operation of any one single factor is most improper: it is necessery
differentiate them into their several groups, eand then, on this
basis, to try to assess the significance and probable origin of
each group, eand each individusl case, in its turn. Three main
classes were thus distinguished and investigated: (a) words,
phrases, and verses suggesting some kind of affinity with a Semitiec,
not Greek, 0ld Testament textual tradition; (b) words and phrases,
Semitic in nature, possibly traceable to some kind of influence of
the Septuagint; and (¢) other words and phrases, Semitic in nature,

not explicable in terms of Septuegint influence.

2)« Critical Problems in Acts 1-15.

These may be roughly divided into two main groups, according
to whether they concern the actuasl textual evidence itself, or the
further question, where there is evidence for the use of some kind

of Semitie source or sources in I Aects. We shall take them in that

order.
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(a) The Textual Problem.

The striking differences of text found in Acts between the
readings of the B¥-group of MS8. on the one hand, and those of D
(and certain of its allies) on the other, are too well known to
require introduction. However, the examination of the Semitisms
of Acts 1-10 seems to have made one contribution to our understand-
ing and treatment of the problem: in no inconsiderable number of
cases, wherec there was evidence either to indicate or suggest
Semitism, that evidence was not found in all the MSS., but was con-
fined to one or other MS. or group of MSS., frequently D (and its
allies).l This fact seems to imply that, although we may not dis-
regard the other traditional methods of criticism, greater deference
should nevertheless be pald to the claims of individusl readings of
both these and other MSS., in which it appears that elements of
primitive tradition may have survived unrevised. It follows that
the results of this enquiry in relation to the textuasl problem of
Acts, though no doubt indicating that the Bezan text has, on occasion,
preserved the traditions of Acts in a more primitive form than has
the Bi-text, nevertheless do not allow us to posit & double-edition

theory such as that advanced by Blass:?

rather, they tend to enhance
the cleims made by the exponents and supporters of the so-called
feclectic! method of textual determination.5 A corollery is that

textual criticism and judgment on Semitism must proceed hand in hand.

1). E.g., Acts 2: 17 (supra, pe. 66), 3: 14 (supra, pp. 200-204),
5: 26 (supra, pe 174, & note 5: AAGA, p. 94), 6: 7 (supra,
pp. 184-185), 7: 39 (supra, pp. 165-167), 52 (Black, AAGA,
pe. 743 of. supra, p. 184), 10: 38 (supra, pp. 167-169),
13: 6 (auprf,z . 122), 28b (supra, pp. 169-173), etc.

2). Cf. supra
5}. GF: SuEEe. Tha BRebk, B



(b) The Question of Semitiec Sources.

This is a most important metter. Is there evidence that I
Acts, either in whole or in part, is a translation of an Aramaic
(or possibly, Hebrew) document, @s Torrey alleged? If the traens-
lation-theory is not to be accepted, is there any other way of
explaining the Semitisms of I Acts?

The evidence examined fell into two main classes, ‘'eberrant!
textual traditions of the 0ld Testament found atteéted in I Acts,
and other Semitism& whose presence in Acts did not seem to be due
to Septuagint-influence of one kind or another. Investigating the
former, the fact that Luke usuaslly employed a Septuagint-type text
for his quotations led us to suspect some kind of source for those
quotations and ellusions which presuppose a different textual tra-
dition of the 01d Testament; again, of some 21 such cases studied
above, all but one--Acts B: 32--were found in direct speech. This
susplicion was strengthened by the fact that 9 of these 21 ceases
reflected elements of 0ld Testament textual traditions confined to
one or other of the Targumim, the Samaritan Pentateuch, and the
Semaritan Pentateuch Targumsy another 7 instances seemed to suggest
some kind of escqueintance with the Hebrew 01d Testament 1tself.
However, since no one authority was consistently followed, or even
in any particular case followed in 2ll its detail, the forms of the
quotations and allusions did not seem to have been due to direct
use of a Targum or Targumim by Luke, but rather to have been before
him in 'ready-made' blocks of material whose deviation from the Septua-
gint he did not feel it appropriate to alter. Support for this might
be obtalned from the fact that in one case, Acts 13: 22, two formse-

the Septuagint(or MT-) form and the Targumic forme--are found con=-
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flated. Accordingly, these quotations and sllusions may have been
already in Greek when they came to Luke, instead of Aramaic or
Hebrew. PFinelly, the minute nature of the variation from the Septua-
gint in some cases, the verbal identity observed in two repeated
quotationa,1 together with the fact that one of the 'aberrant'
traditlons, that concerning Terah's age (Acts 7: 4), 1is found not
only in the Samaritan auth%%}tiea but also in Philo, seem suggestive fa
of Greek, rather than Arameic or Hebrew, source-material. Likawiae,.
the use of «{iv.j to translate ’??Q(as in the expression, ’?}?
N1%, Ps 17:6(18: 4)), found in Acts 2: 24, though no doubt ultimately
due to Hebrew (or perhaps Aramaic), mey reflect here no more than

an interpretation--and a possible one at thate-current at the time.
On the other hand, evlidence for the use of an alternative Greek 0ld
Testament version seemed to be rather weak. This group of data,
then, 1s consistent with the use of sources of some kind, possibly
Greeck, and to a degree 'fixed!, though nevertheless reflecting
Arsmeic (end Hebrew?) traditionse-as the presence of the Targumic
factor in the 'aberrant'! textusl traditions testifies.

The second class of evidence, which we might describe as 'the
Semitisms preper', seemed to support this view. On the one hand,
there were Semitisms such 88 the special use of im w =iro , Te-
flecting the similar use of Hebrew 7° found in the Manual of Dis-
cipline and the Judean Hymns, :xAlyss¥x 2v (L.e.,”3 1), end the
formula yvorror £570 Tive ore.... £ % "2 17 Y177 ete.) found in the
Beth Mashko letter and also in a corresponding form in Biblical
Aremalc; these, though very probably traceable to Hebrew or Aramaic

l). Cf. supra, pp. 48-52; there also seems to be a third case.
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ultimately, may nevertheless have come to Luke immediately in

thelr Greek forms. On the other hand, in the case of certain

other Semitisms, the texts secmed to reflect two different, though
possible, interpretations of an underlying Aremaic original: they
include the three instences where the Aremalc perticle 7 (or maybe
Hebrew "7 ) may have ceused trouble, namely, Acts 7: 39, 10: 38,
end 13: 28b; enother possible case 1s to be found in Acts 3: 14,
where 1t has been suggested that the slternative resdings ;grﬁﬁddyy
and {%Aru;AFS may be traceable to a common Semitic original.l It
1s perhaps worth observing thaet ell four cases occur in speecches.
The question, then, is, do these instences (end other similer,
though weeker ones) constitute evidence for the use of Semitiec
documentary sources in the composition of Acts? As in the case of
the first class of evidence considered--the 'aberrant'! 0ld Testement
textual traditione, 1t seems that we are confronted with 'unrevised!
slements of primitive Semitic tradition which, in view of their
presence in speech-materiel (although they are found occasionally
elsewhere elso), ought probebly to be trasced back to the 'verba
Apostolorum'. Whether more can be said in this regerd is quite
enother matter. The existence of 'knots'! of Semitic material sur-
viving unrevised in one or other of the MSS. or 'texts', while no
doubt affording a rsther strong indication of the authentielity of
the material in question, does not really permit us to draw flrm
conelusions regarding those portions of the Greek text of Acts which
ere contiguvons with these passages, since the operation of other

factors, such as editorisl activity end liturgical expansion or

1). For detailed discussion of this, c¢f. supra, pp. 200-204.
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adaptation, cannot be completely assessed and eliminated. Con-
sequently, each element of the text must be judged, not so much
in the light of its neighbouring elements, as on its own merits.
On this basls some attempt might be made to form en impression of
the whole of I Acts. However, if we conslder the case of the
Septuagint, we may observe that its Hebraisms are so striking,
frequent, and conslstent, as to impert to the whole work a dlse
tinetive linguistle and stylistic *character': i1t would be very
difficult-~on account of the scantiness of 'strong' evidence for
'8emltism proper'--to mske a similar observation in relation to
I Acts, or even to the speeches in which sueh evidence 1is most
impressive.

Thus, although the evidence does not seem to werrant or re-
quire the view that the text of Acts 1-15, in whole or in part, is
e litersl transletion of on Aramaic (or Hebrew) document or docu~
ments, it nevertheless seems clear that some of the speeches &t
least, and possibly other passages also,l contain & kind of core
of Aramaie or Hebrew tradition, around which their present form
has developed; to the extent that this 1s so, they appesr to con-
stitute 'garantles d'suthenticité', in Legrenge's phrese. On the
other hand, we must not overlcok the fact that there is some evlid-
ence that even these 'cores' were alreedy in Greek when Luke em-
ployed them, though perheps the data are insufficient to allow a

final pronouncement in this regard.

1). E.g., wo may refer to the story of the arrest of Stephen,
and observe the apparent Arsmaisms in Acts 6: 7 (cf.
supre, pp. 184-186), and 6: 11, 13 (supra, pp. 193-194).

2)- S. Euﬂ, (&DB édo, 1927)' P+ CXe
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3)« Linguistic Problems in Acts 1-15.

Two distinect linguistic problems cen be discerned in the
material discussed in this study: the first concerns the probable
linguistic affinities of the Semitisms of I Acts, the other per-
tains to the nature of those Semitiec locutions which ére susceptible
of explenation by reference to some kind of influence from the
Septuagint, We shall take them in that order.

(2) Linguistic Affinities of the Semitisms of Acts 1-185.

This question is one which must be apprcached with great
caution. The recent finds of scrolls at Qumran and Murabba’ at
have opened the possibility of Hebrew, as well as Aramaic, being a
language which may well provide us with a eclue to the understanding
of the Semitisms of Acts. Indeed, while it need hardly be stressed
that the majority of Semitisms in I Acts, perticularly the !'stronger’
ones, seem to reflect Aramalc vocebulary, grammar, snd idiom, never-
theless, what 1s probably the most striking fact which has emerged
in this connection from our study is the very noticeable number of
points of apperent affinity between the lsnguage end thought of I
Acts and that of some of these recently-discovered Hebrew scrolls.
Five cases mey be mentioned by way of example: Acts 2: 47 (ete.)
( wporribivas ) im S «3to (N2> n7010) 3% - Aots 161 7, Fwdsyzs B
Gv (72 )32 Acts 2@ 14 ete., yrworor ig7w mve 87¢ ("5 Wy yyrv
“)3%  the interpretation of Ps 17: 5(18: 4);4 and the use of Deut

18: 15(? 18)--the Prophet 'like unto Moses'--gs a 'testimonium'-

1)t Ccf. SUpPra, ppe 128-138.
2). Cf. supra, pp. 126-127.
3). Cfe. supra, pp. 1235-124.
4). Acts 2: 24, supra, pp. 65-67.
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passaga.l The Importance of this relationship can, no doubt, be
exaggerated: it should not, however, be neglected oy minimized.
Indeed, in view of the fact that not only were the scrolls found
in 2 plece not far removed from the scene of much of the action
recorded in I Acts, but elso the dates that have been assigned

to them would meske them roughly contemporary with that action,2
or at leest clese enough for relevent compsrlsons to be nmede, the
evidence sssumes an even doeper significance. If sustalned, it
may offer us a most suggestive line of enquiry into the background
of Acts and the Wew Testament, and perheps elso a useful tool of
ceritical Investigation.

Two other matters should be noted. In the first place, a
number of other Semlitisms, Aramalc in character, scemed to reflect
lingvistic snd styllistiec phenomena observable in the Palestinien
Tergumim favoured hy Wensinel =nd Blaak;5 to the extent that this
i3 so, 1t may perheps be teken as supporting thelr contentlionz con-
cerning the nature of the Aramsic of the New Tesbament period. In
the second place, there sre one or two Semltlsms 1in connection with
which reference was made to Sameritan Aramalc texts. We may note
especially the use of the form, -7 ¢. infin., sxpressing 'in order
that .e.', which wes mentloned in regerd to Acts 13: 28b.% This
form appeered, ot least from our present researches, to be confined

to Samariten Aramaia.5 It does not follow, of course, that Semeritan

1). Cf. supra, pp. 63-64. .

2). I.e., the scrolls appeer to have been in use in NT times, or
thereabouts, though perhaps writien somewhat ecarller.

3)s Cf. supre, pp. 18-20; also, Black, AAGA, pp. 13-25.

4) Supra, ppe. 169-173.

65). OCf. supra, pe 172; the case in questlon was found in The
Someriten Liturgy, (edited Cowley), I, p. 68, 7.
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sources underlie the Semitisme of Acts, or even the Semitism to
whieh referonce has just been made (Acts 13: 28b). On the other
hand, 1t does seem to suggest thet study of Cameritan Arsmeic may
yield interesting date for assessing the nesture of the free, spoken
Argmaie of Our Lord's time. This slso, so far as 1t goes, lends
support to the view tesken by Blaek of the importence of Semariten
Aramelc for an understanding of the Aramaic of the New Teatament.l

(b) The Nature of the 'S8eptuagintelisms' of Acts 1-15.

No estimate of the nature, origin, and significance of the
Semitisms of Acts 1-185 would be complete without some evaluetion of
the so-called fseptuagintalisms?!. Now, although we heve found it
at lesst 'not proven! that Luke directly used Aramaic end Hebrew
documentary sources for I Acts, 1t 1s herdly less clear that his
acknowledged familiarity with the Septuagint cennot--in itself--
provide a satisfastory explansation for more than a few terms and
atylistiec habita, sbout 9 or 10 in all; s8inece a number of glleged
'septuagintaliama', though elearly found in the Septuegint, eppesar
only rarely in it. (It 1s perhaps superfluous to add that we are
considering here only such terms and stylistic hebits es might con-
ceivebly be regsrded es Semitisms). Consequently, we were compelled
to look for the overation of zome other fector in thelr selection.
Such a factor wes found in the 11turgico-apologetical phreseology
of the eerly Church, snd the following are the fects upon which this
conclusion was based: First, sn examinatlon of the § termas which

might heve been true septuagintalisms, and a comparison of thelr

1)0 AAGA' Ppo 15’ 18, 20"“21’ 24"“25‘ cf- B'u.pra, p. 20.
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frequency~patterns and distribution-patterns with those of the
general edltorial phenomena in (Luke-) Acts indiceted that septua-
gintalism was falrly independent of 'Lukenism'. Secondly, six other
expressions found in the Septuagint (though rarely) could all be
traced to parts of the Septuaglint which we knew on quite independent
grounds to have been well known to, and used by, the early Churchj;
some even occurred in passages described by Dodd as primery or
secondary sources for 'testimonia'. They may thus have come to Luke
not from the Septuegint directly, but by way of the liturgico-
apologetical activity of the primitive Churche. Thirdly, a study of
the prayers in I Acts reveals no slight similarity of phraseology
between them and prayers found in other early Christian writings,l
as well as the Luken Hymns of the Inranoy-2 Fourthly, the presence
in Acts of certain 'quasi-formuleristic' elements of diction, often
reminiscent of 01d Testament phrases, is suggestive of a later time,
and seems to support the view just enunciated. Finally, Kilpatrick
has shown grounds for postulating a liturglical factor in the com-
position of Matthew; Cullmann has discerned a similar element in
the Fourth Gospel: it was therefore considered reasonable to con-
clude that the liturgical and apologetical phraseology of the early
Church may have been a serious factor in determining the presence
and selection of at least a significent number of the apperent
tseptuagintalisms?! of Acts 1-153 1indeed, it may also suggest a
possible origin for some of the traditions which Luke collected and

incorporated into his work, especially when we consider the other

l1)e E.ge, I Clement and the Didache; cf supra, pp. 93-96.
2). Cf. supra, pp. 96-99, where similarities between the language
of the Hymns and that of I Clem 59-60 are noted, etc.



238.

relevant facts dlsclosed by this study: namely, that some of the
passages in Acts which appear to be based upon, and to include un-
revised elements of, ultimate traditions elither Aramaic or Hebrew
(or both), nevertheless also seem to contain hints thet those
traditions reached Luke 1n their Greek, rather than their Semitiec,
form. If this were the case, it might be that certain elements of
a stereotyped nature found in Acts, e.g., ov & Oso§ fyripsv éx vingln >
in reality reflect not so much traeces of a supposed 'primitive
Preaching' ('the Kerygma'), as of an emergent credal form. This

matter, however, forms a separate question, which cannot be handled

within the bounds of thls study.

4). The 0ld Testament Text in New Testament Times.

One additionel matter on which some light seems to be shed by
the results of the previous investigations 1s this: if what has been
observed above is correct, the 'aberrant' 014 Testement quotations
and ellusions--at least in so far as they can be verified from other
known textual traditions, and thus appear to suggest some kind of
source-~-may have a further significence in that they eppeer to attest
the use in Apostolic times of a text or texts of the 0ld Testament
diverging from those now current. Moreover, in so far as these
elements are preserved in such writings as the Targumim, they confirm
not only the antiquity of the portions of Acts in which they occur but
also that of those writings, since they are evidence for ancient Jew-
ish (textuel) traditions which have thus been preserved in two (or

more) apparently independent sources, vig., the New Testement and the

1). PFor discussion of the type of expression concerned, cf. supra,
PDe 106-107.
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Targum (or Targumim) in question. To this extent they probably
should be regarded as giving further welght to the opinion of
Wensinck and Black, concerning the value of the Targumim in
question,l and consequently supporting what was said in another
plane.z A corollery would be that before ascribing any quotation
(or allusion) from the 0ld Testement found in the New Testament

in an 'abefrant' form to 'loose citation', and so forth, some attempt
should be made to determine whether its form can be traced in other
textual tradlitions of the 014 Testament, such as the Palestinlan
Targumim. That is, in spite of the unquestioned use of the Septua-
gint in many places, the ultimately Semitic nature of the traditions
enshrined in many parts of the New Testeament--especlally Acts l-15-=-

must not be underestimated or otherwlse left out of account.

1)« Cf. supra, ppe. 18-20, and also Black, AAGA, pp. 13ff.

2). Cf. supra, p. 2356, relating to the Aramaic of the Palestinien
Targumim, and pe 235-236, relating to Sameritan Aramaic
textse
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