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PREYACE.

N the following Essay I have treated the Lord’s Prayer simply
from the point of view of criticism, Of the sacredness of the
Prayer, both because Christ taught it to His disciples and because
His disciples have used it ‘from the first day unfil now I am
deeply conscious. But I believe that no subject however sacred
lies outside the rightful province of the critic who regards
reverence and tho endeavour after accuracy as clementary duties,

Besides those obligations to others which are noted in the Essay
from time to time, I gladly avail myself of this opportunity to
thank Professor Robertson Smith for answering several questions
as to the exact translation of the Arabic version of Tatian’s Dia-
tessaron as to which I have no first-hand knowledge; also the
Rev. R. H. Kenmnett, Fellow of Queens’ College, for valuable criti-
cism in connexion with my references to the Syriac Versions and
for rescuing me from some of the perils which are the proverbial
portion of ‘a little learning ’; he is however in no way responsible
for my arguments, conclusions and mistakes, Several other fricnds
have given me the kindest help in the revision of the proof-sheets;
to them too my hearty thanks are duc.

To one other debt of a wholly different kind I must briefly
allude. In the discussion of the petitions for Daily Bread and
for Deliverance I have treated of subjects previously handled by
Bishop Lightfoot. For many generations to come workers in those
ficlds of Biblical and Patristic literature, which he had made his
own, will recognise with reverent gratitnde two characteristics of
his writings, their sugpgestiveness and their power of inspiration.
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On the one hand they supply both a firm foundation and a plan
for future work; on the other hand they quicken and invigorate
the worker. It is vain to try to formulate in a brief statement
the manifold debt which the younger generation of students owes
to the Bishop, But I venture to hope that this Essay may be an
illnstration however unworthy of the suggestiveness of his work to
which I have referred.

I have only to add that this Essay was accepted by the
Divinity Professors as an exercise for the degree of B.D., and that
I have to thank the Regius Professor for giving me permission to
make a few slight additions and alterations hefore publication.

Cagisr's CoLLEOE, CANDINDAL,
July, 18491,
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INTRODUCTION.

THE CHURCH AND THE SYNAGOGUE.

CHrIsTIANTTY, absolutely new in its central ideas and aims,
employed time-honoured machinery for their furtherance, In
itself the most revolutionary foree which the world has ever
seen, it cffceted the greatest upheavals of political, social, and
religious life by conservative methods. It inherited the powers
which were inherent in, or had been won by, Judaism; and it
made Judailsm a thing of the past.

A special instance of this general characteristic of Christianity
is found in the relation of the Church to the Synagogue. To
the Synagogue system, speaking from a human point of view,
the Church owes it that she outlived the days of her immaturity
and weakness, Here was an organization ready to hand, which
she could use and gradually mould after her own higher type
of life. Here was a network encircling within its meshes the
whole Roman Ermpire, by which the Church could draw Gentile
as well a8 Jew to herself'. A purely secular historian would not
be far wrong were he to trace both the survival and the spread of
the Church, at least during the first half century of her life,
to her close alliance with the Synagogue.

Of this system Jerusalem was the ceatre. Even if extant
notices exaggerate®, we may well conclude that the number of
Synagogucs in the Holy City was great. In some of these
numerous congregations ‘the Brethren® after they had learned

1 (tentiles seem fo have frequented the Synagogues {Acts xiif. 44, xiv, 1, zviil. 4}.

2 Edersheim, The Life and Times of Jesuws the Messiak i p. 119, gives the
references, The Synazogues in Jerusalem are said to have been upwards of 400,

3 i<I% in pignificant that the first title given to the body of believers after the
Asgcension g ' the brethren’ {(Aets i, 15 true text)”: Bp Westcott The Fpistles of

C. 1



2 TIE LORD'S PRAYER IN THE EARLY CHURCH.

to believe in Jesus as the Christ would retain their membership.
That ‘the Brethren’ did not sever themselves from the Syna-
gogues of ‘the Dispersion’ till forced to do so, is plain from
repeated notices in the Acts (xiil 44, xviil 4, 26 £, xix. 8),

But, sometimes in consequence of a violent disruption, some-
titnes because of a sense of growing nceds and powers, union
would gradually give way to an era of modified imitation, If the
number of those who joined the Chureh as recorded from time
to time in the Aects is even approximately correct, we feel
that it would bo neccssary, apart from external influences, to
organise some separate system of worship and fellowship. How
else could so large a multitude be welded together ? In the
main outline the course of events at Corinth was probably only
the repetition of what had occurred elsewhere®. At Corinth
St Paul for some considerable time took a prominent part in
the worship of the Jewish Synagogue. At length a crisis came
which madc separation necessary. Henceforth ‘the Brethren’
mef in a private house close to the Synagogue. But the presence
of St Paul and of Crispus, the chief rnler of the Synagogune,
was, we may suppose, a sufficient guarantee that the worship in
the house of Titins Justns would be modelled after the ancient
pattern. This natural conjecture finds considerable confirmation
when we turn to the pieture of Christian worship at Corinth
drawn by St Paul in his First Epistle to that Church.

Hence there would arise at Jorusalem in very early times
Synagogues of ‘the Brethren®’ The wealthior converts, such as

8t Johm p. 126,  Bec cspecially Acts xv. 23, where Mr Page’s correction of R.V,
{* The Apostles and Elders, brethren to the brethren...'} is obviously necessary ;
1 Cor. v. 11, ix. §, and the usc of the word ¢uhadehgia. I have therefore used the
torm to denote the Christiang in the early Apostolic times. But it is im-
portant to nofice that oven this phrave is & witness to the Jewish associations
of the early Church. Comp. Matt. v. 47, Aets z=ii. 5 {even after his conversion
8t Paul can say miorolds Seldpevos wods vobs diehgols fs Aauacwdv dropevbuny),
gxviii, 21, Bom. ix. 8.

1 T4 would but seldom happen that s whole Synagogue, az apparently at
Beroon {Aets xvii, 10 £.), became Christianised.

2 Binee writing this, I have noticed with relief that this was Bp Lightfooi's
view (Philippians p. 190): “*As soon as the expansion of the Church rendered
some organization necessary, it would form s f‘synagogue’ of its own.” He fco
appeuls to iraces of the Christian use of the word oweywys.
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Mary the mother of John Mark, would naturally offer their homes
as the places of meeting.

The lingering traces of the Christian use of the word owva-
ey, to appeal to one line of evidence alone, attest this early
stage of the Chureh’s development. We find them, as we should
expect, in the writings of those who through old associations or
geographical position would be likely to retain the term. St
James (il 1 £) is expressly appealing to those ¢ who hold the faith
of our Lord Jesus Christ, when he draws the contrasted pictures
of the gay dandy and the squalid beggar coming ‘ inte your syna-
gogue,” When, at a somewhat later date, St John (Apoe. ii. 9,
iii, 9) inveighs against ‘the Synagogne of Satan,’ it is surely
a mistake to conclude that he wishes to disparage the term
Synagogue in itself. His phrase ‘the throne of SBatan’ (ii. 13)
does not preclude him from speaking of *the throne of God” If
he condemns ‘the decp things of Satan’ (il 24), another Apostle
dwells on the thought of ‘the depth’ of the divine riches of
wisdom and knowledge (Rom. xi. 33,1 Cor. ii. 10; so Ep. Clem. 11
ta Bdfy tis felas yraoews). ‘The Synagogue of Batan’ is a
spurious imitation of a true Synagogue on the part of spurious
Jews, ‘which say that they are Jews, and they are not, but do
lic The parody implies the original’. Early in the next century
the great Syrian martyr writes to Polycarp wukvéTepor ocvva-
yaryai ywéabwcar (Ignativs Ep. ad Polycarpum 4). Late in the
same century another teacher of Antioch, Theophilus, uses the
same term?® In Benjamin's prophecy of St Paul in the Testaments
of the Twelve Patriarchs it is said &ws quvreleins Tév aldvev
éorar év owvaywyals é0vdr®. The so-called Jerusalem Syriac
version supplies a proof that at a much later time among Catholic

1 Cf. Tren. iii. vi. I Hi gutem sunt Ecclezin, Haeo enim cat synagopa Dei,
On the other hand note Tert. De Spectac. xzv. (de ecolesia Doi in diakoli ecclesiam),

2 Theophilua ed Autol. 1. 14 (FéSwxer 3 Beds v kb wvpowopévey. .. rde sive-
rywyds, heyopdvas 8¢ éuxdnolas dylas). Bui it is to be rememhbered that Theophilua
is addressing a heathen friend and that the word sweywy) was used of the
religious assembliss of the Pagans (see Harnsck's note on Hermas Mand. xi. 9,
a note which containg a Jarge collestion of passages).

* In Levi 11, Ben. 11 (Bidods r§ owaywyd tdv &8vir} the reference is rather to
0. T. usage (e.c. Bx. xii. 8, 6, 47; Gen, xaviii, 3, xxzv. 11). On the Testaments
see below p. BT,

I—2



4 TIE TORD'S PRAYER IN THE EARLY CHURCH.

Christians in the ncighbourhood of Palestine the word Synagogue
was still in use’. In regard to the Ebionites we have the express
statement of Epiphanius {xxx. 18), cvvayeyir ofrer xalotaw
iy anTdy éxxhmoiar kai olyi éxxinaiav’,

From the East we turn to the capital of the West. The
number of the Jews in Rome is a commonplace of history. But
archaeological researches and the study of inscriptions have now
added detail and colour to the picture. TUnlike the Jews at
Alexandria who formed a polifical corporation, the Jews in Rome
were divided into many separate religious communitics (cvva-
yaryal), taking their name sometimes from distinguished patrons
as ‘the Synagogue of the Augustesians,’ sometimes from the
locality as ‘ the Synagogue of the Siburesians’ (Subura)®. Hence
a special importance attaches to the use of the word * Synagogue’
by two Christian writers of the second century, who speak to us
from Rome. Justin (D4el 287 B) uscs the phrase, Tois els adrov
mieTevouay, s ovor md Yuyh sai pmd cvvayeyd kal pd
exkinoig. Hermas (Mand. xi. 9, comp. 13, 14) writes thus,
brav odv E\By & dvBpomos & Eywy 16 Tredua T6 Belov els cura-
oy dvlpdy Sikatwy...xai évrevis yévyrar wpos Tov feov ThHe
ovvayeyis TEY ardpdy ékeiver kT

Thus among Catholic Christians in Syria, among Ebionite
sectaries widely seattered, in the Roman Church of the secound
century, we have evidence that the word crraywyd survived
to witness to an almost forgotten stage of Christian life and
worship.

The Church then in the earliest days of the faith, as far as
concerned her discipline and her worship, may be described as
an association of Synagogues, gradunally multiplying as she gained
new territory for her Master,

1 +8o wird such im Ev. Hier, éxxhnofe durch 8NEM)S d. h. Synagoge iiber-
setzt, Das Buch finden wir im Gebranch katholischer Christen Ostpalistinas’
{(Zahn Forschungen, f'atian’s Diatessaron p. 836}

2 Comp. the ingeriptions givem in Schiirer The Jewish People Eng. Trans,
div. ii. vol. il. pp. G4, 69. Bubsequent referonces to Schijrer, unless it iz otherwise
etated, are to thig volumas,

¥ Schiirer p. 247 f.; for Jowish ccmeteries ab or near Romea sec p. 240, also
div, i. vol. i. p. 32 1. Compare Merivale Hist, of the Romans vi. p. 428 £, vii,
p. 379 L
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Bat at this point there comes into light a fact of far-reaching
importance. Uf the Jews at Jerusalem therc were two classes, the
Hchrews and the Hellenists (Acts ix. 29 cwvelyjTer wpos Tovs
‘EXAyprierds). The former would naturally constitute the larger
body. Among the latter would be numbered Jews of the Disper-
gion, who ecither were visiting the Mother City at the time of the
Festivals {Acts ii, 5 fI), or, like Saul of Tarsus, had some reason
for settling thcre. Further, the Book of the Acts (vi. 9), con-
firmed as it is here by indcpendent authority, informs us that
the Hellenists had Synagogucs of their own at Jerusalem', It is
natural that ne special mention should be made of ‘the Syna-
gogucs of the Hebrews’ at Jerusalem, for there they were ncces-
saxily the prevailing type. At Rome, on the other hand, where
Hellenists would vastly prependerate, a notice is preserved of a
¢ Synagogue of Hebrews' (cvvaywyy AlBpéor)®

Over and above a general divergence of tone which would
scparate the two classes of worshippers, & special point of difference
would be the use of Greek in the Synagogues of the Hellenists:
“B. Levi Bar Chajothah went to Caesarea and heard them
PRDYNOR PR NP reciting their Shemax’ Hellenistically [ie. in
Greek]”.” It is difficult to suppose that a custom which pre-
vailed among the Hellenists elsowhere would be abjured by those
at Jerusalem, where the presence of pilgrims from the Dispersion
in all parts of the world would render it most necessary. There is,

i Lightfoot {Iforae Jlebr. on Acts vi. 9) quotes the Hieros. Megilin {fol. 73. 4)
as speaking of the Synagogue of the Alezandriane at Jerusalem. Commentators
differ ay to the number of synagogues implied in Acts vi. 9. Some of the older
commentators {e.g. Calvin, Beza), and later Wieseler, hold thai but one Syna-
gogue is meant; Meyer, like Vitringa {p. 253) and Schiirer {p. 57), thinks that five
arc referred to; Wendt and Nisgen hold that the language requires but two, that
of the Libertines, Cyrcnians snd Alexandrisns, and that of those of Ciliels and
Aszia. Mr Page, veparating off the Libertines, supposes that three Synagogues are
mentioned. Nésgen in loc, refers to ¢ talmudische Angaben iiber drei hellenistinche
Bynagogen unter den 480 Jerusalems (Megill. E. 73, 4 0. 5.}

2 Corp. Inser. Grace. 3909 roferred to by Seohiiver, p. 248,

% Lightfoot Horae Hebr. on Le, x. 27, On the use of Greek in the worship
of the Dispersion see Behiirer, p. 283 with reff., Edersheitn Life and fimes i. pp.
30, 446. Bchiirer (p. 2B4) writes, ' The Rabbinical authorities in Palestine ex-
pressly sanctioned the use of any Ianguage whatcver in repeating the Shemsh, the
Shemoneh Esreh and the grace at meals.” Comp. Neubauer in Studie Biblica i.
p. a0
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however, so far as I know, no direct evidence as to the usage in
this matter of the Hellenistic Synagogues at Jerusalem.

But if this twofold division of Synagogues cxisted at Jerusalem
among the Jews, would not & similar division reappear among
“the Brethren’? Would there not spring np Synagogues of the
Hellenistic, as well as Synagogues of the Hebrew ¢ Brethren'? To
the latter there would naturally join themselves the ‘great com-
pany of the pricsts” who became ‘obedient to the faith’ (Aets vi. 7),
and thosc ‘of the sect of the Pharisees who helleved’ (xv. 5); to
the former, those who were attracted by the teaching of St Stephen,
and at a latcr time the converts of Barnabas and Saul of Tarsus,
as well as some of those ancient disciples who were won on the
day of Pentecost.

Nor is this picture of the Church at Jerusalem a hypothetical
onc, Directly the Church began to expand, ‘there arose a mur-
muring of the Hellenists against the Hebrows’ (Acts vi 1)
Almsgiving was specially connected with the Synagogue system’,
and to suppose that ‘the daily ministration’ was a part of
that system as it had been transplanted and as it developed
among ‘the Brethren’ would be no violently improbable conjec-
ture. But however that may be, the whole tone of the history
makes it clear that this was no private quarrel, but a public
dispute which threatencd a disruption of the Church, All becomes
intelligible at once if in the disputants we recognise two congrega-
tions or two groups of congregations, cach with a home and an
organization of its own. The Apostles dealt boldly with this
riging spirit of disunion, They ‘called the multitude of the
disciples (v wAfiflos vév palyTéy) unte them, all, that is, with-
out distinetion of party.

It is probably true that the line of cleavage between ‘the
Brethren' of the Hebrew and ‘the Brethren’ of the Hellenistic Syna-
gogues does not exactly coincide with that which separated these
that werc ‘of the circumeision’ from the more liberal section of the
Jewish Christians, but the two lines cannot have been far apart.

1 Lightfoot Horae Iiebr. on Matt. vi, 1 {., Vitringa de Synagope pp. 211 1.,
809 ff., Behiirer p. 66 (1t was in the Bynagogues that the collection of alms
took place. According to the Mishna the collection was to be made by ab least
two, the distvibntion by threo persons’).
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The two principles of classification are closely related. And the
view of the Apostolic Church which I am cndoavouring to make
probable throws much light, as I believe, on the disputes and the
tangled negotiations which led up to, and wore connected with, the
Conference at Jernsalem. It explains individual expressions in the
narrative—wrdr 76 wAfos (xv. 12, comp. vi. 2, xxL 18 wdvres Te
mwapeyévorto of wpeaPutepor), oty BAy 7§ éxwdyoia (v 22). It
accounts, as it scoms to me, for the reference to the Mosaic law in
the condensed report of St James' speech. The twofold demand
of the Pharisaic party (zv. 5) was, ‘It is needful to circumecise
them, and to charge them to keep the law of Moses” To this two-
fold demand St James had a twofold answer. On the one hand,
circumcision was not to bo insisted on, though the Gentiles should
be asked to make certain reasovable concessions. On the other
hand, all that was valuable in their requirements as to the Mosaic
law was substantially secured already. Moses was not likely to be
neglected. ¢ For Moses from generations of old hath in every city
them that preach him, being read in the Synagogues [Le. in the
public worship of the Jews and the Christians alike| every sabbath’
(xv. 21). Again, if a conclusion can be safely drawn from the
names of the envoys {xv. 22), Judas surnamed Barsabbas repre-
scnted the Hebrows, Silas the Hellenists, Lastly, the fact that
the organized influence of men bound together by common worship
was enlisted on this side or on that made this crisis in a doefrinal
dispute a matter of grave difficalty and dunger, as at an earlier
time it had embittered a question of administration.

In the same direction we may look for an cxplanation of the
fact that in the first century relations of our Lord were chosen as
Bishops of the Church at Jerusalem. The claim to reverence
which these men had rose above any title to authority which was
based on pre-cmincunce either among the Hebrews or the Hel-
lenists. Such an appointment was a victory for neither section of
the Church®,

The Hellenistic (Christian) Synagogues, fortified by the work of
St Paul and by the alliance first of the Christian Jews of the

1 Hegesippus (Bus, H. E. iv, 29), Zvpedv...dv wpodfevro mdvres drefnov Brra Tob
xuplov detrepor, Compare what the same writer seys of the grandsons of Jude
{Tas. II. E. iii. 20},
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Dispersion and then of Gentile converts, gradually won to them-
selves the supremacy. From the very first theirs, it would seem,
had been the greater enlightenment and vigour, And as time
went on and the old things of worship and of organization passed
away and became new, they were merged in the life of the Catholic
Church of the second century, for which they had prepared the
way™,

The main elements in this view of the early Apostolic Church,
its adhesion, that is, to the Synagogue system and the existence
among the Christian ¢ Brethren,’ as among the Jews, of Hebrew
and of Hellenistic Synagogues, may, I venture to think, be taken
as historically certain. I pass on to indieate the bearing of these
conclusions first on the question of the origin of the Synoptic
Gospels, and secondly on the problem of the original form of the
Lord’s Prayer.

1. In the Synagogues of ‘the Brethren’ the porsonal followers
of Christ, and especially the Apostles, would bear their witness to
His Resurrcetion and would tell what they remembered of His
teaching and His life. This personal testimony would at lcast
form an important part of cach Aéyes wapaxhijoews (Acts xiii. 13,
note especially Hebr, xili, 22). The lessons from the Law and the
Prophets must have had an honoured place in the Christian ds in
the Jewish Synagogues, and ‘the exhortation’ would often be
based upon some prophetic saying or some auncient type®. The
analogy of the apostolic speeches and sermons preserved in sub-
stance in the Acts bears out these statements, '

To these Méyor maparinoems in the Christian Syragogucs we
must look for the first beginnings of the Gospels. In them the
sayings of the Lord would be brought together for the purposes of
immediate edification. The history of His birth, His work, His
Pussion, His Resurrection, would be linked with thc ancicnt

1 Hee note A at the end of the Chaptor,

2 Such surely is the explanation of the opening words of Bt Iaul’s speech ai
Antiocl—é feds roff Aao rovrov (xiil. 17). The rodrov must refer to some words in
the section of the Prophcets (v. 15) just read. Compare Luke iv. 18—21. To take
rotrov as deictic (Page) or as referring back to drdpes "Topapiirm (Wondt) gives a
very poor scnge. The point is Important in its bearing on the sources and the
credibility of the Aots.
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prophecies. And as among the Jews the Synagogunes were closely
connected with the Schools of the Scribes, so among the early dis-
ciples the more public teaching of the assembly would be repeated
and brought home in catechetical instruction. Thus in the very
first days of the Chureh different types of an oral Gospel would be
in process of formation.

But in two other ways the needs created by this system of
Christian Synagogues tended, I cannot doubt, to the growth of
the Gospels as we have them now.

In the first place translation would be necessary. In the
Synagogues of the Hebrew Disciples the recital of the Lord’s
words and the story of His life would be in Aramaic. But when
transplanted to the Hellenistic Synagogues, the same recital and
the same story would have to assume a Greck dress. And the
obvious desirability of making the one version a substantial
cquivalent of the other would tend to genecrate in both languages
fixed types of apostolic tradition. At the same time it is quite
possible that through this necessary intercourse with the Hellen-
ists the Hebrew Apostles and teachers may have gained that
power over the Greck language which surprises us, for example, in
the Epistle of 8t James.

In the second place, may not the origin of written Clospels be
ab least in part traceable to the same set of circumstances? When
a decrce of the Mother Church, and when Apostolic letters, were
read in the Christian assemblics, when further the Apostles and
the earliest witnesses became scattered and it might therefore seem
wise to compensate for their absence by some representation of
their teaching, ¢ many would take in hand to draw up a narrative
concerning those things which had been fulfilled’ In this way
the story of Christ’s life and teaching would pass from the Adyes
Tapaxijoens to find a place alongside the lessons from the Law
and the Prophots, and thus would gradually, even in the lifetime
of the Apostles, attain to something of seriptural authority’. Here

1 Comp. Acts x5, 35 (urpuovetes re 7w Myww rob xuplov *Iygel), 1 Thess, iv. 15
{év Aye Euplor), 1 Cor. vii. 10 {ofx éyd dAAd & «dpeos), T Cor. ix. 14 (6 wdpros
dudrater), 1 Tim. v. 18 (Aéyew ydp % ypugn Boir dhodirra of ¢uidees, ral “Afios &
dpydrys 7ol peofoll abrof). In Rom, zvi. 85 1. {rard dwoxdhufr proryplov...seqiyn-
pévov pavepwlivros 8¢ wiy Bud Te ypapdy Tpodyridr rar' émrayiv o alwvloy el
..€ls wdera Té ey yropetévror) I cannot but think that the reference is o the
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too we get a side light on portions of the Apostolic Epistles. As
Clement of Rome incorporates in his letter to the Corinthian
Church a prayer which a compatison of his language with that of
the ancient liturgics shews to be the substance of a form which
as the presiding elder he used in the worship of the Church, so
there is much to lead us to think that St James preserves for us
in his Epistle portions of his Synagogue addresses. And a most
striking characteristic of this Epistle is that it is built up of Aéyea
kuptaxa. What is true of this Epistle is true in a less degree of
other Apostolic Epistles. Such references, or possible references,
in the Epistles to the Lord’s words need careful ecollection and
rigorous examination before any real progress can be madc towards
the solution of the Synoptic question’,

The adoption of the Synagogue system in the early Church
has an intimate connexion with the composition of the written
Gouspels.  But it is not of itself a sufficient explanation. It is but
one among many influences. In truth a key of many wards is
nceded to fit the complicated lock of the Synoptic problem. We
ghall probably be moving along the lines which will lead to a
settlement of the question, so far as u settlement is possible, when
we recognise the converging forces of both Aramaic and Greek
oral tradition, of Aramaic and Greek written memoranda, and of
all these as they would find a place in the Synagogucs of “the
Brethren,” in eatechetical instrnetion, and in missionary activity®
writings of Christian Prophets. For compare (1} Eph. iii. 1—9 (imép dudr raw
édpaiv,, xard dwokdAviw éyrwplofy pot T pusrhpiov.. Bivagte dvaywderorres vofion:
Ty otvesly pov év TP puoTnply Tol xpuwrol, §...viv drexadply Tois dyiois dworréios
abrol xal wpoddras v wvedpar ... gwrlirar [rdvras] Tis  olkovepdn Tof wvrrplov 700
dwoxexpuppéiov .M )3 (2} Tit i, 2 £, (G émnpyyefharo.. dparépwrer 82,. 1or Miyor airol
& appiryprt § dmearedtyy dyw kor' dmerayiv Toll surfipes fudv feod). Buch a refer-
ence would be especially in point at the close of the Roman Epistle.

1 Hee note B at the end of the Chapter.

2 Mr A. Wrighi’s singularly fresh and independent though incomplefe essay
{The Composition of the Four Gospels, 1890) emphasises one important factor, viz,
catechetical instruction. To what strange rescits s one-sided theory may lead is
seen in the resulis attained by Resch in his articles Der Quellenbericht diber die
dwdAmyss des Herrn (Zeitschrift fir kir¢hliche Wissenschaft 1889 pp. 18 ff., 75 L),
Here is his * Hebriischer Urtexzt,’

s3amS 3w ink pbEFa svanh b ovpwn oz opnsb bem

fBuch a theory may lLe safely left to pair with Dr Abboti’s felegram theory
(The Common Tradition p, xi.),
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2. From the larger problem of the Synoptic Gospels I turn
to another question, closely connected yet not identical with it,
viz., the position of the Lord’s Prayer in the Apostolic Church and
the bearing of this upon its original form.

The two Evangelists who record the Prayer connect it with
different occasions in our Lord’s ministry. 8t Matthew represents
our Lord as Himself of His own accord teaching this form of
prayer to His disciples in the audience of the crowds (Matt. vi. 9,
vii, 28 f). St Luke tells us that the Lord gave it to His disciples
privately in answer to the request of one of them, ‘ Lord, teach
us to pray, even as John alse taught Ms disciples” Apart from
genecral questions, there seems in this case to be nothing esseu-
tially improbable in the repetition of the same form*. Internal
evidence confirms the report of the Evangelists. 8t Luke (v. 33)
preserves a notice which has the support of the other Synopiists
(Matt. 1x, 14, Mc. ii. 18): oi pafyrai "lodrov vyoTedovaw muxva
xal Senaets mwotovvTar. Here then lay the point of the disciples’
request. But the Lord had no esoteric elaborate teaching cn
this matter. He gave His disciples privately the same simple
form which He bad already given them in the audicnoe of the
crowds®,

As the oceasions described by the two Evangelists differ, so
do also the versions of the Prayer which they respectively give.
That contained in St Luke’s Gospel diverges from that contained
in St Matthew's both in regard to the length of the Prayer
and in the wording of the clauses which are common to both

Gospels,

1 Qur Lord thus would be simply following the usual custom of Jewish teachers.
The Prophets, the Pauline Epistles, and the Apoealypse supply many instances
of such repetitions.

3 Mr Page on the other hand (Critical Notes on the Lovd's Prayer, Expositor,
8rd Serics, vol. vil. p. 433 £) thinke that ‘s single preyer delivered by Jesus to
His disciples may be related by two historians in two different shapes and as
delivered under different eircumstances.’ His arguments are, I think, met by the
remarks in the text above. At the same time I believe that it would be contrary
to snalogy to suppose that the longer and the shorter forme belong respoctively
to the two occasions. Doth the Evangelists record how the Lord's Prayer was
delivered to the Disciples; both give a form ourrent when they wrote. On the
question whether 8t Luke has inserted in the Prayer phrascology of his own,
see below, pp. 42 ff.
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When we come to enquire what the original form of the
Prayer was, it is needful to remember that the term original is
here relative rather than absclute. For in the period which
intervened between the occasion when our Lord first taught the
Prayoer and the time when the Evangelists gave it a place in the
Gospels, it had passed through one stage, and had already entered
upon the second stage of its history. On the one hand it is
unreasonable to suppose that before the day of Pentecost the
Apostles did not use it privately among themselves. On the other,
when the number of the Disciples began to increase, it passed
over into the Synagoguc worship of the Church. The first stage
cludes our grasp. It is the second only that our investigation
can touch.

In connexion with the use of the Lord's Prayer in the
Christian Synagognes the following points must be noticed,

(1) Our Lord left three commands whick would moeuld from
the first the worship of the Church : elvws...wpoceiyecte tuels
(Mait. vi. 9), hdBeTe, dpavyere.. . micre éf alrod wdvres (Matt. xxvi.
28), pafnrevoare.. Bamwrifovres (Matt. xxviii. 19), We know that
the last two were obeyed. Converts were baptised ; the Eucharist
was cclebrated. The indications that the other injunction was
observed from the carliest days are less obvious and direct, but
when brought together they arc very cogent. For over and above
the a preori probability, that if the Disciples met for Synagogue
worship, they would usc the Prayer which their Master had
bequeathed to them, there are, as I hope to shew in dealing with
the several clauses of the Prayer, many allusions to its petitions in
the Apostolic writings, allusions which become guitc intelligible if
we assumc that the Prayer was in constant public use. Again, the
hypothesis of this early liturgical use explains various points in
the language both of the Prayer as we have it and of certain
additions to it which have becn preserved. Lastly, this view
exactly harmonises with the evidence of the Didaché. In the
Didaché the Lord’s Prayer holds a prominent position. ‘Pray ye
not, it is said (ch. viii), ‘as the hypocrites; but as the Lord
commanded in His Gospel, so pray ye’ The Lord's Prayer is
then given in the fuller form recorded by St Matthew, with two
variations of text and with the addition of a doxology. The
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direction is appended ‘ Thrice a day in this way pray ye’ This
last direction links the Lord’s Prayer with the Jewish hours of
prayer, morning, afterncon, and evening; hours which were observed
by religions Jews in private and, at least on certain days, in the
public worship of the Synagogue!. That the Apostles kept the
hours of prayer we know from the Acts (iil. 1, x. 9). Moreover
the Didaché (ch. x) preserves to us a remarkable eucharistic
formula which is closcly connected with certain clauses of the
Lord’s Praycr. Such a reference to the Lord’s Prayer implies that
it had been itself for some time an essential part of the Chureh’s
liturgy.

(2) It may, I think, be taken for certain that the Prayer was
originally in Aramaic. 4 priori probabilities are very strongly in
favour of this view. Further, on this snpposition the variations,
especially in the tenses used in the two forms found in the Gospcels
and in probable allusions to the Prayer in other parts of the New
Testament, find an easy explanation. The details of this evidence
will appear in the discussion of the several clauses, But if the
Aramaic form was the original, the existence of Hellenistic
congregations among the Disciples at Jernsalem wounld necessitate
from the very first a translation of the Prayer into Greek.
Further, the Prayer would have a liturgical history in the
Synagogues of ‘the Brethren' both Hebrew and Hellenistic. It
is clear then that the Prayer holds a position of its own, and in
reference to the circumstances of its transmission stands apart
from the test of the matter contained in the SBynoptic Gospels.
One other point under this head remains. It is this. From the
earliest days after Pentecost the faith would be planted in places
more or less distant by missionaries and others ecoming from the

1 Thos the regular Synagogue-services wonld gradually axiee; first, on Sabbatha
and on feast- or fast-days, then on ordinary daye, at the same hours as, and with
a sort of internal correspondence to, the worghip of the Temple. The services on
Mondays and Thursdays were speeial, theso being the ordinary market-days, when
the conntry-pcople came into the towns,...Accordingly, Monday and Thursday
were ealled *the days of congregation’ or *Hynagogue’ {¥om hu-Kenisah)” (Eders-
Leim Life and Times i. p. 432). On the Jewish honrs of prayer and their early
date comp. Lightfoot Horae Helr, on Acte iii. 1, Vitringa de Synagoga Vetere
pp. 42 1., 1062 i1., Bchiirer p. 85. TFor early Christien enstom see Harnack’s noto
on the Didaché viii. 3.
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Church at Jernsalem. These teachers would bring with them the
Lord’s Prayer mn the form which it had reached at the time of
their departure from the Mother Church, Afterwards liturgical
changes might be made in the Prayer both in the Mother Church
and in the danghter Churches. But this at least is plain, that
when at a later time a version of the Gospels was made in the
langnage of a daughter Church, the Lord’s Prayer would stand
outside the simple work of translation. There would be a current
form already sanctioned by long devotional nse, a form which the
translator could not neglect or forget, though of course he might
subject it to a literary revision when he incorporated it in his
translation of the Gospels. Thus 1t is always possible that the
criticism of a Version may yield evidence as to the original form of
the Lord’s Prayer.

(3) The Disciples would only be following Synagoguc usage if
they adapted a fixed prayer for use on particular oceasions, either
by alteration, or by addition'. 'This principle of adaptation, as it
will appear, I trust, in the succeeding investigation, was applied in
three directions,

(i) By means of substituted or added clauses the Prayer was
adapted for vuse at the Laying on of hands and perhaps at Baptism.

(ii) By alterations in the petition for duily bread the Prayer
wag made suitable for morning and evening use,

(iii) By the accretion of varying forms of Doxology the Prayer
was fitted especially for Eucharistic use.

A. Note ox THE HELLENISTIC SYNAGOGUES (see p. 8).

We have speaking evidence not only for the Jewish parentage of Christian
liturgical forms, but also In reference to the eperstion of translation and
adaptation, in the sections of the Didaché which deal with worship (uee

1 «We have evidence that, in the time of our Lord, and even later, there was
much personal lberty lefi; for, not only was moeh in the servicea determined by
the usage of each place, but the loader of the devotions might preface the regnlar
service by free prayer, or iusert such between certain parts of the liturgy' (Eders-
heim Life and Times i. p. 438 with ref. to Zung Gotlesd. Vortr. 4. Jud. p. 368 f.,
Ritue dex syn. Gottesd, p, 2 L)
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Br Taylor The Teuching of the Twelve Apostles, Lecture 11.) and in the
Epistle of Clement of Rome, especially 58 £ The intimate acquaintance
with the Lxx. shewn in this Epistle proves the writer to be a Hellenist ; the
worship of the Chureh over which ho presides Is in Greek, but it is based on
Jowish prayers and benedictions (see Bp Lightfoot (fement, 1890, 1. p. 392 ff.),

The Church at Rome, the very early date of whose foundation is implied
by its size and importance when 8t Paul wrote his Roman Epistle, and
which was at first predominantly Jowish, had not as yet wholly passed beyond
the stage in which the Christian ¢ Brethren’ formed s Hellenistic Synagogue,
or group of Synagogues (on the Jewish Sypagogrmes at Rome see Schitrer
P. 247; sce above p. 4).  If the Church at least to some extent still pre-
sented this aspect to the Pagan world of Rome, we have perhaps the cluo
to the partial confusion of Christians and Jews in Tacitus’ account of the
Keronian persceution (dan. xv, 44). The first batch of those arvested, who
gave informsation which led to the arrest of tho *multitudo ingens, may well
have been Jews (comp. Merivale History of the RHomans vi, 448 £).  Thoese, if
the Christians formed a schismatic Synagogue, would naturally have full
knowledge about them, and would bo ready enough to implicate them, With
this Clement’s insistence on jealousy as the cause of the persceution
harmonises (e. 6}, Turther, of this *groat company’ Tacitus says, ‘haud
perinde in crimine incendil quam odio humani generis convicti sunt.” But
this is exactly what he says elsewhere (Hvst, v. 5) of tho Jows, ‘adversus
omnes alios hegtile odinm’ (comp. Juv. xiv. 103 with Prof Mayors note),
Again, if wo turn to Domitian's onslaught, during, or immediately after,
which Clement's letter was written, we have a similar notice, How natural
does Dion (lassiug’ account of the emperor’s cruelty towards Flavius Clemens,
Domitills and others become (lxvil, 14 émpuéxfy 8¢ dupoiv Eydnua dbedryros,
B¢y e kal @Ak és Td rav TovBalwy ¥y éBorddNorres MoAhol KuTedudofnaar),
if we suppose this charge of adopting Jewish eustoms to be connected with
the Synagogue worship of the Church at Romo!? 8till further, in the
Hellonistic associations of ity carliest days (and old associations in the
matter of worship are tenacious and wide in their influence), we may see in
part the reason why the primitive Church of Rome was mainly Greek, and
why its literature remained Creek till the third century. There is indoed an
interesting parallel between the relations of Christian Hebrew and Hellenistic
Synapogues at Jerusalem and on the other hand the presence of Greek and
Latin clements in the Roman Church, the gradual transition of a Greek into
a Latin Chureh, and the survival of liturgical relics of the former, e.g. in the
Kyrie aleizon?.

There is a queation of considerable interest which seeras to me to be

1 Compare SBueton. Domit. 12, Ad quem deferebantur, qui vel inprofessi Judaieam
viverent vitam.

2 Doubtless originally a Greek Jowizh litnrgical formule based on the rxx. of
Ta. xxxiii. 2, M's. cxxii, 3, vi. 8, ix, 14, &e.
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suggeated by the liturgical element in Clement’s Epistle, when it is viewed in
connexion with the theory which I have put forward of the Christian Syna-
gogue worship of the Church st Rome and elsewhere, Bp Lightfoot { Clement i.
P 394 £} points out a series of parallels between the letter of Clement and
the first two and the Jast two of the eighteen Jewish benedictions, the She-
moneh Esrch. Now it seems clear that the language employed by the Jews at
Rome in their worship was commonly Greek, the Rabhinieal authoritics in
Palestine expressly sanctioning ¢the usc of any langnage whatever in repeating
the Shemah, the Shemonch Esrch’ (rec Sehiirer p. 282 £}, Is Clement’s
Greek representation of the Hehrew formulas his own or that of the Chris-
tian congregation at Rome, or on the other hand is it based ou the Greck
version of the Hebrew liturgy current in the Jewish (Hellenistic) Synagogues
at Rome, itself largely based on the Lxx,? Bishop Lightfoot dees not hint
at the question, but it seems to follow nceesearily on the results of his Investi-
cation. Possibly a minute examination of the points of resemblance between
Clement and the carly Liturgies might reveal their common origin in Greek
Jewish Prayers. Such a comparison, howover, would regnire a critical textual
study of the Liturgics, Put can anything be gained from a comparison of
Clement with the Didaché? The two documents seem to bo quite independent
of each other. A comparison is difficult, partly because the liturgical fragments
in the Didaché, though distinct, ave seanty; partly becanse the liturgical element
in tho Didaché is mainly encharistic, that in Clement mainly intercessory. The
two docurnents, if they draw from the same stream, draw from it at different
pointa of its courso. The following resemhblances, howover, are worth noting,
(1) Compare Didaché x, 4 wpd mdvror elyapioroipéy cos fre duvards e of with
CUleny. 81 § péros Buvards worjoru rabra.. oo éfopooyotipefa. The use of Buvarsds
in referonce to Clod is to be noted. Does the Didaché give the liturgical
phrase which Clement adapta? The word is so used in Le. 1. 49 (& Sovards) ;
Pa. xxiv, 8, Zeph. iii. 17 (="920); DPa lixxix, 9 {=]'DM}; comp. Job xxxvi. 5.
(2) Compare Did. x. 3 ad, Béorore mavtokpdrop, &neras T& wdrra fvexa Tob
dvdpards oov, Tpodriy Te kal wuTdr Fekas Tols dvBpdmors with Clement {a} 60 o,
xbpie, THY oikovpéeny Ekmimas,.. .val, 8éomora, éxihavor.. 61 ¢, Séomora, Ldwkas...ov
vap, Béamora exovpane... 8iBus Tois viols Tdr drfpwmwy kv X, The phrase § ravrre-
kpiirap Beds occurs in Clem, 2, 32, 62; 6 wavrendmrys Sermirgs in 55, comp. 64
(1) 69 & dpyeydror wdoys krirews dropd oov, (3) With Did, x. 2 siyapoTolpéy
gon...Umép Tob dylov drdgeris sov, of karegkiveoas év Tals wapbinie fudy with
Clem. 08 drakodreper ofy rd mevayly xni ddife dvépar adred.. va saracky
vogapey memmdives éni vi Sqidraror iy peyadhwctmys attod Sropa. ITere the
impression given ia that Clement has in his mind some liturgical phrase which
he adapts and amplifies,  If so, the phrase given in the Didaché and implied
in Clement may be derived from a common source in {a} a Jewish formula,
(B) & Jewish formula Christianiscd, {y) a purely Christian formula. We are
checked in deciding for (a) by a comparison of tho phrase 8id "Inoob Tob radds
rov [Did. ix. 2, 8, x. 2, (3)] with 8id ro¥ fyamgpérer wadds adrod L Xp., & ' Xp,
roi fy. m mov (Clem. 50); so Murt, Polye. 14 'L X. dyomgrob oov mardds.
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(4) Lastly T take the tangled question of the guotation in Clem, 34 xai
npele ofy, v duovolg émi Th alrd gwaybévres T ocweddme, sy EE vds
oroperos fojoeuer wpds alriv ékrevis el To perdyovs fuds yevégfm Tév
peydhav kot dvddfor émayyehidv avrod.  Aéyer ydp ‘Ofaduds ol elber xai
als odk fkouder, xal émi xapdley dvfpamov odk évéln, Soa wrolpemer Tols
swopévovew a¥rir, Comp, 1 Cor. il. 9. Bp Lightfoot ((Zement i. p. 380 n.)
was not wholly satisfied with the cxplanation which is content with tracing
these words to Is. lxiv, 4, lzv. 16, 17. ¢Still the phencmenon in 8t
Clement,” so he wrote, ‘suggests that in one form or other it had a place
in early liturgical services, for indeed its liturgieal appropriateness would
suggest its introduction; and, considering its connexion as quoted by (lement
here, it is probable that he himself so used it’ May not & solution of the
question be found in the supposition that the quotation in 8t Panl, {lement,
and others is from some Greel {(Jowish) Liturgical formula? The difficulty
of St Pauls method of citation is not great, for the yéyparrar s justified hy
the ablique reference to Isaiah, on which indeed the liturgical formula, if it be
such, Is based. Furthor, it will be remembered that in ono and tho same
Epistle 8t Paul introduces alike a passage of Seripture and a Christian Hymn
with the formula Aéye: (Eph. iv. 8, v. 14 : comp, Hebr. 1. 7). Again, a reference
to Isaiah hardly explains the language of 1 Cor. il 9; for the &.. and dea...
have the appearance of being the rough edgos of a direct gquotation torn from
itas context (comp. 1 Tim. iii. 16 &5 dpavenidy...), rough edges which elsewhere
{e.g. in Clement} are smoothed down, Tt romains to state briefly some argu-
ments which appear to support the theory of a Grest (Jewish) liturgical
origin. (i} The quotation with wariations occurs very widcely {(sce Resch
Agraphe pp, 102, 281), often in writings in which there are traces of Jewish
traditions and nssociations, e.g, in Ep. Clement, ‘'The Ancient Homily’ 11 (14),
Mart. Polye. 2, Apostolic Constitutions (vil. 32), Psendo-Athan. de Firgind-
tate (18); to this list Fp. Pseudo-Clem, de Virginitate (1. 9) and dota Thomae
(36} should perhaps be added. Tt iz not clear what Gnostic scet Hegesippns
{see Phot. Bibl. 232) refors to as using these words, The heretic Justin seems
to have had Jewish affinities, Valentinus to have had conaiderable knowledge
of Jewlsh opinious ; both of these herotics, i we are to helieve Hippolytus
{ fefut, v. 24,26, 27; vi. 24}, used these wordsl, (i) The notion of tho kingdom
im in several references linked with the words; thus Clem. Protrepr. x. 94
after the word dvéfn adds xat yepjoovrar énmi ) Baoikelg Tol xuplov adrar els
rovs aidvase dude.  Apnst. Conatit, vil, 32 after roly dyardow airdr adds «al
xapjoovrat v f Backeln rot feol. Agathangelus (31, sec helow pp. 32, 38),
gives the closing words of a confessor’s prayer thus: émjyayes &v fuiv xai v
ot Baoielny fr wpoyrolparas els Ty fuerépay Bdfav wpd Tob elvar Tor kdopor, v
S@faruds ofx elder, ki vfis ovk fxovoer, kal éml kapdlav dvfpdmov ovx dvéBn, Ty

1If Dr Salmon’s theory in his art. on tkhe Cross-references in the ‘ Philoso-
phumena’ (Hermathena v. p, 389} be true, Hippolytus® evidemeo is probably
worthless,

c. 2
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K{]‘( PGI’ Bﬂ;ﬂ'[[s‘, BE‘U'TIHTH, TDIS‘ ‘iTuTﬂ}Kl;D’W’ Tb FGVE‘[?LO’IJ oo SVDFH Kﬂi T?EPV frapnuﬂ'fav
Tov gob poveysvons (cf. 2 Tim. iv, 8, 18). Such prayers, as I shall have
occasion to notice later on, sometimes have embodded In them ancient
liturgical fragments. Probably it is so here. It is worth noticing in passing
thet both in Clement and in Agathanpelus in the previous context the
mention of the Divine will and of the hosts of angels is prominent. When
we turn to the Didaché (x. 5}, we have the prayer pviabnre, kipie, Tis dedgeies
oov...kal oivaborl airie dmd Tav Teoodper dvépey, iy dyaofecar ds Tiv ol
Bacielav fiv froipeoec adrj. Here it will be noticed that the last clause
agrees with the first clause of the escerpt from Agathangelus and contains
in connexion with ‘the kingdom’ the key-word srolpacas, which is common
to scveral of these passages® It is possible that the words of the Didaché
and of Agathangelug are to be traced to Matt. xxv., 34 kAnpevopijrare o
frowpacpéimy tplr Besheluv. But it is perhaps more probable that the
wording in this Intter caso as well as in the two former passages is to be
referred fo some liturgical phrase. (iil) Lastly, thore are the expressions rois
dyawdow adriy, roly vmopévovow ardr. It may well bo that both were same-
tioned by Hellenistic liturgical usage; that in fact they were alternative
phrases. The labter is suggested by Is, lxiv. 8 {rois dropévovow feav), also by
Ps. Ixviii. 7, Lament. iii, 25 (dyadds edpins rois tropdvovor avrdy), Zech. vi. 14
(5 8¢ orédpavos Forrar vols dmopévovet). The former (rofc dyandow adrds) oceurs in
the N. T. not ouly in 1 Clor. ii, 9, but also in Jas. i 12, if. 5—“the crown of
life (the ldngdom}’ bv (fs) émyyyetharo Tois dyandow adrdy, compare 2 Tim. iv,

! Compare Did. ix. 4 olrw cwaxfirw cov §) éxxhnyoin axd Tov Tepdrwr s s els
T ahy Baselay, Ep. Clem. 34 (see above) evwax®érres, Mart. Polye. 20 rg) 38 Guvapéng
warras fuds eleayayely [év] 7 adrol ydpere kel Swped ofs Tiw emovpdriov adrod Bacehelay
Bie wades adrof, 22 fra xdpd swwaydyn 6 xipos ‘I K. perd vov dchextiv adreb,
Clenentine Liturgy (Hammond p. 22) wderas fuds émowwdyaye els v rov odparde
Pacdeiay, Lit. of St James (Hommend p. 26, Swainson p, 218}, and (Hammond p.
46 =8yrine p. 76, Bwainson p, 301 =Byriac p. 342) émouwdywy Huds Oxé rods modas
Taw éxhexrir gov, Lit. of St Dasil (Hammond p. 120, Swainson pp. 84, 184} rods
€oropmoptrovs émgurdyaye, The source of these prayers is doubtless the tenth
of the Bighteen Denedictions, ¢ Bet up a standard to colfeet our captives, and gather
ws together from the four corners of the carth, Blosged art Thon, O Lerd, who
gatherest the ouicasts of Thy people Israel.’ Bui the Greek representation thns
widcly spread must be that current in the Hellenintic 8ynagogues, founded on such
pasaages in the rxx, as Dant. xxx. 4 édr 7 % Sacwopd cov am’ depov Tob olparveii dus
dxpov Toll olpurel éxeifler ovrdfer oc & kUpios, Pr. ovi. 47, cxlvil. 2, Ta. xi. 12 rods Bie-
grapudeovs *lovfa cvedie dk 7oy Teordpoy Trepiywe THY hs, xlix. 5, lil. 12, Neh. 1. 9
eirife abrods el rov Térov Gy éfehefdpny waTaskndcar T4 dvoud wov fxel (note the
double coincidence with Did. iz, x.), Fech. ii. b & 7dr resodpwr drduwr Toli odpaved
ourdie dufs, 2 Mace. 1, 27, 11, 18.  Compare Matt, xxiv, 31, John xi. 52, 2 Thess. ii. 1.

2 For thiz connexion compare e.g. 1 Sam. xiii. 1#, 1 Chron. xvii. 11, 2 Chron.
xii., 1, Is. xxx. 33. The word oceure algo (though in a somewhat different con-
nexion) in Mart. Polye. 14, which iz elearly a valuable litargical fragment.
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B {maow Tois fyammedort vy émdavetay avron, comp. Agath. quoted abova). The
contoxt in all these passages is very similar, and o common liturgical source
would explain all the phenomena. This phrase also would be ultimately based

on the O, T., Deut. vii. 9 6 ¢oiaorowr...fheos Tuis dyagdow alriv ('l":lﬁN'?),
Pa. exlv. 20; comp. Ps. exix, 165, cxxii. 6. If the original liturgical
setting resembled the Tirst of the Eighteen benedictions, * Blessed art Thou,
O Lord our God and the God of Abraham, the God of Tsaac, and the God of
Jacob...who rememberest the good deeds of the fathers and sendest a re-
deemer unto their song' sons,” the phrase might be a reminiscence of Tsaiah
xli. 8 (2NN OMIR, LXX. *ABpais v dydmoa), 2 Chron, xx, 7.

I am eontent if this somewhat lengthy discussion makes it in any degree
probable that patient invostigation may disinter fragments of Greek Jewish
liturgical formas?, and if it gives me the opportunity of expressing the belief
that the results of such an investigation would throw an unezpected light
on many passages of tho New Testament, and on the literature and life of
the Early Church (compare below p. 147},

B. XNoTkE ox THE PAULINE EPISTLES AND THE SYNOPTIC
GOSPELS (zee p. 10).

Prof. Marshall of Manchostor (Expositor, July, 1880} points out ‘six well
established cages in which 8t Paul divectly or indirectly quotes from
words of the Lord Josus which are contained in our present Gospels,’
‘In threc of the six inatances,’ ho maintaing, ‘the variation between 5t
Panl and the Fvangelist is capable of explanation on the hypothesis that
they give a varfant translation of a common original, written in the
language of Palestine” The article, which the writer has followed up
with others on the dramaiec Gospel, is most suggostive.

Ay the matter is closely connected with the subject of this Essay,
I add the following coincidences with the text of our (Jospels in the
Pauline Epistles®:

1) 1 Thess. i. 6 Belduevor viw Ndyor év Ohiyret mok\j perd yopis wredparos
dylov. Comp, Le. vill. 13 gerd yapic 8éxorrar tov Adyor, Matt, xiil 21
yevopérye 82 Ohiyrewr T Mo, iv. 17, Also comp. 1 Thess, 1i. 13 with Le, viii. 11,

(2y 1 Thesa i 15f rar 'lovdulew, Tédv xal Tor «dpior dmosrewdvror

1 Comp. Dr Swaineon The Greek Liturgies p. xl., *Dr Westeott, in a note on
1 Jo. ii. 2, has quoted a remarkable passage from Thilo De Monarchie ii. 6, which
suggests that the prayers émwép ebwpacias dépur, SuBpuv elpgrecdy k.7.h, (St Chrys,
p. 1311, 5t James pp. 851, 287) may have originated in Jewish usage.” But the
prayers in 'the Alexandrian Bynagogues would be in Greek, Hence Dr Swainson’s
reference becomes a hint which may prove frmiiful. A liturgiesl seholar familiar
with Philo might very probably recover large portions of the Greek Jewish Prayers,
Compare the discnssion below of the doxology at the close of the Lord's Prayer.

* Davidson, Introduction (Ed. 2, 1882) p. 441, has & somewhat similar table of
parallels, which however I havo not consalted,

2—2
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Tnooty kat Tols mporiras xat npas dkbwfavrev...eds T8 dvardgpdoar adrdr
Tas duaprins wdvrore, Ehbamev 8¢ én’ adwovs o dpyh ele réhos. Comp, Matt.
xxiil, 32 viel éore rév Povevrdvreov Tols mpogniras- kal dpeis mhypooare
fv. L shAnpdrere) vo pérpor vér wardpov vVpdr..wos giynre amd T Kpigews
hs yedvims ;.. .dmooTél ke wpds Ppds mporras.. .8 adrdy dmoxtevetre. . kal fudfere.

(3 1 Thess. v. 2 oldare 5 fuépa kuplov &5 kAémms €v vuxri vites Epyera
{Apoc, iil. 3, 2 Pet. ili. 10). Comp. Matt. zxiv. 42 edx olfiere moig fuépz
& xdpios Spay foxerac., yvdorere bri el fler...molg Prhaxh 6 khémrye Epxera.

(4) 1 Thess. v. 5 mivres ydp Jueic viot Pwrds dore xai viel fuépas (Eph.
v. 9 rékva parés), Comp. Le, 1vi. 8 rode viovs rol porde (Jn, xii, 36).

{5) 1 Thess. v. 14 elppredere év éavrois. Comp. Mo ix. 50 elpyvevere
év dAhos,

(6 1 Thess. v. 15 dpdre o} Tis raxdy dvrl xaxod Tt drodg (Rom. xii. 17,
1 Pet. ifi. 9). Comp. Matt. v. 44 ff, Le. vi, 27 ff.

(7Y 2 Thess. 1. 5 elv 74 rerafrofifrac tpas rig Baoielas Tad feot.  Comp,
Le. xx, 35 of xkarafiofivres rob aldvos éxelvou Tuyely xal vis dvarrdcens t7s
£k vexpidy.

8 1 Cor vil. 34 fi pepywrd...edndpedpor 16 kvply dmepiomicros.
Comp. L. % 39f wopaxaecfeica wphs Tols wédas rol kvpiov...wepieamiro..,
BEPLEIE S

9) 1 Cor. xili. 2 kv &yo wirav rir wloTy dore Spy pebordrew,  Comip,
Matt. xvii 20 div Eynre wiorw dr xoxxor Twamens, épeire T dper Tolre Merdda
Fvller drel kal perafioerae (xxi. 21, Me. xi, 23).  Noto the Byriae Version,

{10} 2 Cor, vi. 10 &5 Avwovuevor del 3¢ ynipovres, we mroyot mohhobs
3¢ mhovrifovres, Vil B § wapaxaddy robs Tamenwuds wapekdheoer fuids,  Comp.
Matt. v. 3L, Le. vi. 20 1,

(1) 2 Cor. x, 1 &b Ths wpadrgros kal émecias rov yporob. Comp.
Matt. xi. 29 mpals elpe kol Tamewos T xapSiey  Note the Syriac Versions.

(12) 2 Cor, xil. 7 £ dyyehos Zaravi...lva dmoory d duod.  Comp. Le, iv. 13
& fidBokor dmréory dn’ adrol.

(1) Gal i 151 &re 8¢ evBoxnmer [o6 Oens).. . dmokaddfrar Tiv vior avrob év
éuol.. evféws ot mwpocavédéuny oupxi kai atware.  Comp, Matt. xvi, 17 capk
xat aipa ove dmexahvrér oot dAN 6 raridp pov § év Tols odparnis.

(14) Rom. vi. 11 5 82 {f, {7 vé Bed. Lo xx. B8 Bels 8¢ ovk Eorov vexpiop
diia {évrey’ wdvres yap avre {oew.

5y Rom, viil. 14 Soor pip werevpars Geal dyorral, atro viel feod eloiv
(Gal v. 18), Comp. Le. iv. 1 ffyere év vd meedpar. Note the thought of son-
ghip in the context (iil, 22, iv, 3, 9). i

{16) Rom. xii. 14 edhoyeire Tods Sidwnvras, ehoysire xal pf karapiobe,
Comp, Le, vi. 28 edhoyelre Tovs xarapopdvous vpas.  Math, v. 44 wpooedyeate
Urrép Tdv SrokorTay vpas.

(17) Rom. ziii 8 ff. & yip dyamdy ov frepov, wipor memdipoxer,..év TG
Aoyw Toite deawehodawidran.  Comp. Math xxii. 37 ff. dyamijoes wipop..,
dyamhrets Tov wAnaior mov...év ratTais Tals Sumiy derohuis Bhos & vipos kpéparac
xai of wpohfrac.
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(18) There are coineidences of thought, and to some extent of expression,
in Me, vii, 18ff, and 1 Cor. vi, 18, viii. 13, Rom. xiv. 15

(19} Phil. ii. 8 dromelvoaer {evrdp...8id xal & feos avrov Iwepinfrwoer,
Clorap, Matt, xxiil. 12 Sores romavdere dovrdr Srodjeerar (Xviil. 4, Lo, ziv. 11,
xviid, 14).

(20} Phil. il. 15 ¢aiverfe ds Pwaripes & vdape.  Comp. Mabt, v. 14 dueis
€uTe 7O Pds ToU xdopov.

(21 Phil iv. 6 pgdér pepruvdare. Comp. Matt, vio 25 pn pepipvdre rj
Yruxp vpay (vv. 31, 34).

(22) 1 Tim. i. 13 #fAenfyp dn dyvody emoinoa. Comyp. Lo xxiil. 34 d¢es
avTois, ov yip oidaoiy T{ TOLUTW.

(23} 2 Tim. iv, 18 e Bacihelar adrol Tqv épovpdwor, The phrase is
unique in 8t Paul Fqually with 5t Matthew’s o Bac. tér odparar it
would represent the Aramaic phrase.

The following coincidenves come under a different catogory :

(13 2 Cor. fil. 15 guica av deayvdesyrae Movofs xdupun éxt miv kapdiay
avrav ceirae.  Comp. Le. xxiv. 32 (Western reading, D and d) odxi 4 xepdia
Fv pay kexakvupdm. . .65 Sojporyer pty vis ypaps;

{2) Rom. v. 5y dyary Ted feol €xnéyvra €y Tats kapbiaes Quor S rod
mvedparos dylov. it ili. 6 wrelparos dylov, ob éféyees é” fpis mhovrins.

There is here a reference to the Pentecostal keyword from Joel ii. 28,
deye@ dma tobi mvedpards pov (Acts 1i. 17), éfdyeer roliro (Vi 33), § Swpet Tod
mrevparas Tol dylou éxkéyvrar (Acts x, 45, the account of the ‘Centile
Pentecost’).  Cowp. Ep. Clem. 2, 46, Barn, i, 3, Test. xil. Patriar. Jud, 24.

(3) Col. 1. 23 vob edayyehiov ..rob xppuxfévros dv mdop krice 7§ two
rov odpavde.  Comp. [Mc] xvi. 15 mopevBévrer ele rov xdopov Amarra rnpifore
7 edoyyéhior wdoy Ti erirer,  With this coincidence, corapare the following:
Hebr, il 3f fris {worpia), dpyiv AaBoloca Aakeéiofar S rol kupiov, Umo
16y drourdvrwy els fpis ¢BeSaisly, suvremppaprupoivros Tob Beol onpelos Te
xal Tépaaw kal wowfhaes Suwdpeaur, and [Me.] xvi. 191, & pév ofle xdpuos [Tgoobs]
perd 1o Aohfoac avrols dvehfubdy...ékeivor 8¢ éfehfivres fxpufar Wartayoy,
ol xuploy ovvepyabrres kal Tév Adyer Befaobrros Sud rav émaxodovlolrrey
oneip,

To those eoincidences there must be added those which o study of
the other Books of the New Testament reveals (see Rewch dgropha pp.
248, 252 £). A rigorous and minute exanination of all the coincidences thus
brought together, in connexion with the Syriac Versions and especially with
what is known of Palestinian Armnaile, would be the nesxt nocossary stop,
Apart from such an investigation no conclusions can be safely drawn.  But a
study of the evidence thus collevted and sifted woild, T cannot Lut believe,
bring the Synoptic question seusibly nearer to a solution than it is at
present.



méTep VMGAN § €N Tolc oypanoic {ST Marzarw).

maTep (St Luxk).

THERE are some independent grounds for thinking that the
longor and the shorter forms of this clause were both current in
the Apostolic age.

(1) 1In regard to the longoer form. The frequent occurrence
in the Synoptists of the phrases ¢ wartsp dudv é ovpavios (Matt.
v. 48, vi. 14, 26, 32, comyp. xxiii. 9), 6 mamip pov o ovpduios (Matt,
xv. 13, xviii. 85), 6 watip [6] €€ ovpavod (Le. xi. 13), 6 warip pov
6 év Tois odpavols (Matt. vil 21, x. 32, 33, xil. 50 (év elpavois),
xvi. 17, xviil. 10 {(év odpavols), 19 (v odpaveis), 6 maTip vpdr o
év Tois ovpavois (Matt. v. 16, 45, vi. 1, vii. 11, Me, xi. 25) seems to
shew that such a form of words was specially endeared to the
Disciples, while the fact that the type é év (vois) evpavels is com-
nioner than the typc o evpawios is an indication that in St Matthew
we have the original Greek form of the first clause of the Prayer®.

Among the passages referred to above, the following, viz. Matt.
vi, 14, xviil. 85, Me. xi. 23 (ddiere el 70 Eyere xava Tewos, Wa xai
6 maTip Tuey o év Tols olpavois dgf Uuiy Ta wapamTOuara
uay), are of special importance, for they refer to the petition for
forgiveness as well as to the appeal to the Heavenly Father. The

1 The two phrasce & odpdrioy and 6 ér Tols odparols equally represent the Hubrew
ookt and the Syriac Lm_.gj, The remarks in the text above must to some
extent be discounted in view of the fact that both 1228 alone and DWOPAE 122N are

found in *the Jews’ Prayer Books’ (Dr Toylor Sayings of the Jewish Fathers
p. 138}
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last quoted is the only passage in St Mark in which this name of
God, the Father in Heaven, the Heavenly Father, is found ; and
conscquently its withess is strongly in favour of the form ¢ év Tois
ovpavofs being the current Greek form of the first clause of the
Lord’s Prayer.

The Didaché (viil) is, so far as I know, the ouly authority
which preserves a different wording of this form. In place of é ép
Tois oVpavois it has 6 év 7@ edpavg. The variation is slight. In
view of other passages in the Synoptic Gospels!, it is probable that
we have hore a trace of divergent translations of an Aramaic
original. The fact that év odpavg occurs later on in the Prayer
would scem to make év 7¢3 oUpave the more obvious expression in
the first clause, and thus to shew that év Tols ovpaveis, as being
less obvious, has a better claim to be the original Hellenistic
translation. But whatever may be the explanation of the varia-
tion, its existencc indicates that when the Didaché was drawn up
the Greek form of the Prayer was not absolutely and fiually fixed.

(2) Inregard to the shorter form® Three passages must be
here considered.

xai Eeyer "ABBd ¢ marip...dWN oo T( éyw Oéhw dAAd T
av. St Mark xiv, 36.

efaméoteher 6 Jeds 76 wvebpa Tod viod avTod els Tds kapdias
Hudy, kpdfor "ABBd o marip. Gal. iv. 6.

erdfere mrvedpa vioBecias, év ¢ npaloper "ABRE ¢ watip. Rom.
viil. 15,

In each of these passages I believe therc is a reference to the
first clausc of the Lord’s Prayer.

1 Comp. (1) Math. iii. 16 ., Me, 1, 104, {plur.) ; Le. iii. 21 £ (sing.), (2) Matt,
v. 12 (plur.) || Le. vi. 23 (sing), (3) Mait. vii. 11 (plor) || De. xi. 13 {sing.},
{4) Matt, =ix. 21, Le. xviii, 22 (plur.) | Me. x. 21 {sing.}. BSometimes there is
agrecment, e.g. (1} Matt. xiv. 9, Me. vi. 41, Le. ix. 16 (ging.}; (2} Matt, zxvi. 64,
Me. xiv. 62 (plur.). In the vxx. the plur. is common in the Pualms, rare clse-
where. I do nof think that it oeeurs in the O, T, as cquivalent to the late Hebrew
R,

? In Le xi, 2 the O1d Latin MS88., o, #, 4, have Paler sencte qui...; mm {a
vulgute text) has Pater sancte sanctificetur... Compare John xvii, 11. Such a
reading must be traced to a liturgicsl cxpanaion ench as we havein the Didaché (x),
where we rewd wdrep dye. Compare the Christmas preface to the Lord's Prayer
in the Gallican Liturgy (Hammond p. 343, see also pp. 1xxzxii, 290}, and the Syrian
Baptismal prayer below p. 37.
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As to the tirst of them two points call for notice. (¢) St
Mark, ‘the interpreter’ of 8t Peter, records elsewhere Aramaic
expressions used by Christ—ralefa wodp, § éorew pcbepunvevo-
pevoy To kopdoiov, cob Néyw, Syepe (v. 41); ropBdy, § éort Adpoy
(vil. 11); Néyer avrg "'Egdabd, 8 damw AwavoiyBnre {vii. 34). In
these cases St Mark connects the Aramale word and the Greek
equivalont by the phrases, which 43, which 1s being inferpreted.
The absence of such a phrase in xiv. 36 may indeed be accounted
for by its incongruity with the solcmnity of the conteoxt; but it
may be better explained by the familiarity of the words *ABBa ¢
marip. (5) The Evangelists seem to wish their readers to find in
our Lord’'s words in the Garden of Gethsemane coincidences with
the language of the Lord’s Prayer [see pp. 61 f, 108 ff.; note
especially yeup@ire 7o Béagua oov (Matt, xxvi. 42)]. Does not
St Mark’s use of the words 'AB8d 6 marip harmonise with this
undercurrent of thought ?

The two Pauline passages confirm this suggestion.  In neither
of them docs the Apostle seem to have the solemn scene in Geth-
semane in his thoughts. In both the context breathes a spirit of
cxaltation. Hence this combination vceurring independently in
St Mark and in St Paul must be derived from a common source,
Now, if the Lord’s Praycr were current in the shorter form, what
more likely than that the initial word of the Prayer as used by the
Hebrew Christians should be coupled with the initial word of a
Hellenistic rendering—initial words which, like Pater noster, might
be used as a name for the Prayer itself?  Further, if we substitute
in 5t Paul the two words which recall to us the Lovd’s Prayer—
¢God sent forth the Spirit of His Son into our hearts, erying, Our
Father, ‘Ye received the Spirit of adoption, whereby we cry,
Our Father, the words of the Apostle at once gain, I venture to
think, new point and vigour. They are no longer abstract but
concrete. In discussing the next clause I shall give another
reagon for thinking that the Lord’s Prayer was at this point in St
Paul’s mind.

1t only remains to point out that in this case the word Abba
implies the shorter form as given by St Luke, and cannot be the
initial word of the longer form; for in a Semitic language the
possessive pranoun Qur, if inscrted, becomes part of the noun,



II.

"AFIACOIT TO NOMA coY,
értiatay H Baciiela coy.

It will be convenient to consider these two clauses together.
In both of them there vcours a remarkable, though but slightly
attested, variation of reading. As these variations of reading are
cognate, and as the cvidence in regard to the latter of the two
clauses is clearcr, the consideration of this latter will prepare the
way for a discussion of the former clause.

In a cursive MS. of the Gospels, of which Mr. [Toskicr has
published (1890) a full account, the text of which is very remark-
able, the opening clauses of the Lord’s Prayer in St Luke’s Gospel
run thus: wdrep dyiaoclito 76 dvopd cov "EXbérw 76 mredud
gov 78 Ao E’¢>' nuds kel .'ca-é'apm'é'rm fubs yerndnro wr A Mr,
Hoskier calls this MS. < Cod. Ev. 604’ (= 700 Gregory)*.

Of the petition for the coming of the kingdom Gregory of
Nyssa de Oratione Dominiea (ed. Krabinger p. 60} writes thus:
# Taya rabes fjuiv o Tob Aoukd T avTe vomua cadéoTepow
épunveverar, 0 v Bacihelar éabeiv afidy THv Tol dyiov Tweu-
patos cuppdyiay émiSoarar. olTe ryap év éxelve TG evaryyerip
dnoiv, dvri et 'Exbérw 5 Bacihela aov, ' EAGérw, dnai, 5 dyiov
wretua oov €d’ Nuds xai kalapiodre Hupds. A fow lines lower
down he adds, § ydp Aoukds pér mvedpa Ayiov Aéyer, Matfaios

! Mr, Hoskier gives a photograph of the page of the MS. containing Le. xi. 1 1,
This important piece of evidence would have escaped my notice but for Dr Hort’s
kindness,
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8¢ Basirelar @vépacer x.7A. Krabinger's note (p. 141) should
be consulted. He mentions a variant, 76 wvedpd oov 76 dyiow, in
the former passage, as having some support.

Maximus, a champion of the orthodox party against the Mono-
thelites in the first half of the seventh century, comments thus on
the clause (Migne P. G- 90 p. 884 {): & vydp évraife Marfaiés
Pnoe Bacirelar, dMhayod Ty edayyehioTidv ETepos Tredua kérhy-
key fyiov, paaxwy "Erbére gqov 7o mvebua 76 dytor ral rabapi-
advw Huds: and lower down, 'EA@ére # Bacihela oov, TovréoT
16 wrebpa 70 dycov, Hon TG THS WpacTyTes Adye Te Kai TP
vaomonbeioe T¢ e Sua Tob wredpatos, €mi tiva ydp Py kaTa-
wadae, AAN § émt Tov mwpdov x.m. . It thus appears likely that
Maximus knew of the words ép” ojuds, but perhaps by accident did
not give them a place in the petition itsclf.

This evidence, so far as it goes, is clear to the cffect that
a prayer for the Iloly Spirit tock the place of the petition for the
coming of the kingdom,

A passage, however, from Tertullian (adv. Mare. iv. 26), which
must next be considered, implies that that writer found at any
rate in the text used by Marcion (for otherwise his argument is
pointless), probably in the text commeon to himself and Marcion,
a petition for the Holy Spirit in the Lord’s Prayer. ‘Cui dicam,
Pater? ci qui me omnino mon fecit, a quo originem non traho,
an ci qui me faciundo ¢t instruendo generavit? A quo speritum
sanctum postulem ¥ A quo mundialis spiritus praestatur, an a quo
fiunt etiam angeli spiritus, cujus et in primordio spiritus super
ayuas ferebatur? Ejus reguum optabo venire quem nunguam
regem gloriae audivi, an in cujus manu etiam corda sunt regum?
Quis dabit mihi panem quotidignum ¥’ Thus Tertullian, or pos-
sibly Marcion, is at one with Cod. 604, with Gregory and Maximus
in witnessing to a petition for the Holy Spirit in the Praycr
as given by St Luke; bat it is substituted for the petition
‘Hallowed be Thy name’, and the prayer for the coming of the
kingdom is retained. Moreover Tertullian gives no cvidence as

1 Rinsch (Duas Newe Test. Tert, p. 840) thinks that the words sanctijicetnr
nmer fwim may have had a place in the copy from which Tert. quotes, but that
he docg not notice them beeanse they give hin no handle against his opponent.
But Tert. was too good a debater mot to lind a controversial use for whatever lay
hefore him,
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to the precise wording of the clause, But another passage in his
works (de Oratione 4) suggests perplexing questions as to his
collocation of the earlier clauses in the Prayer. He quite cxpressly
arranges the clauses thus, ‘Sanctificetur nomen tnum, Fiat
voluntas tua in coelis et in terra, Veniat regnum tuum’’ I do
not know that there is any other authority for this arrangement
of the petitions, and it is hard not to feel that, though Tertullian
is here quoting the fuller form of 8t Matthew’s Gospel, this order
is connected with the reading which he records in the treatise
against Marcion. At first sight this evidence appcars to point
to little more thaw a general unscttlement of the earlier petitions,
But further cxamination reveals, I think, an explanation which is &t
least possible®.  Tertullian lays some stress on the interpretation
(or, to anticipate, a possible relic of an addition to the text) ‘ut
sanctificetur in nobis.” With the clause so interpreted he conncets
the petition which in his text follows, and on which he gives a similar
gloss, “ut tn nobis fiat voluntas Dei in terris.” These two clauscs
then Senctificetur...and Fiat voluntas...as explained by Tertullian
on the one hand, and on the other the prayer for the Holy Spirit,
would come to be regarded as very closely allied. Hence the two
former petitions would replace the petition for the Holy Spirit. If
this interpretation of the evidence of the de Uratione is right, 1t
appears to favour the view that the clause about the Holy Spirit
had a place in the MBS, used both by Tertullian and by Marcion,

1 He expressily says {e) Banctificetur,,.Secundum hane formam subjungimuvs:
Yiat...4. (B) Vcniat quoque regnum tuum ad id pertinet, quo et Fiat voluntas
ton, in nobis seilicet...5. (¢} Post coelestis, id est, post dei nomen, del volunba-
tom et dei regnum,..6. (d) Dei honor in Patre, fided festimonium in nomine,
oblatio obseqnii in voluntate, commemoratio spel in regno...9,

The Lord’s Prayer as a whole, when the detached clanses src broughi to-
gether, stands thus in the de Oratione: ‘I'ater qui in coelis es, Sanctilicctur nomen
tunm, Fiat voluntas tua in coslis et in terra, Veniai regnum tuum, Panem nostrum
guotidianum da nobiv hodie, Dimitte nobis debita nostra..Ne nos inducas in
temptationem. Bed devehe nos a malo” The omitted clause is inplied in the
comment, ¢ remittere nos quogue profitevnur debitoribus nosiris.”  Sec below p. 58,

¢ The explanation given by Nitzsch, Studien und Kritiken, 1880, 4 Heft, p,
846 £, {quoted by Ronsch Das Neue Test. Tert. p. 589}, is different. He supposes
that the collocation of elauscs, to which Tertnllian witnesses, arose for the purpose
of improving in the way partly of purifying, parily of amplifying, = text of 8t Luke
which Kitzseh represents thusz: ‘Geheiligt werde dein Name. Zn uns komme
dein heil. Geist und reinige uns, Zu uns komme dein Reich.
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while it coincides with the evideuce of the adversus Marcionem as
to the position of the clause.

To sum up; we get cvidence in favour of the insertion in the
Lord’s Prayer of « petition for the Holy Spirit from at least four
quarters, from a carsive MS, of the Gospels, from Gregory a Bishop
in Cappadocia (from whom perhaps Maxiwmus borrowed his infor-
mation), from Tertullian of Carthage, from Marcion who scems to
have travelled much, and the sources of whose information it is
impossible to trace. But the witnesses do not agree as to the
position of the petition, substituting it cither for < Thy kingdom
come” or for ‘ Hallowed be Thy name.’

"To pass from the form to the occasion of this prayer, we shall
be able, T think, to trace it back, through the forms of invoeation
connected with the Congecrution of the Eucharist, the Anointing,
and the Imposition of hands, to the passages of the Acts which
speak of the Laying on of the Apostles’ hands. Indeed the archaice
simplicity of this added clanse is best seen when it is coinpared with
the passages in the Acts, and when on the other hand it is con-
trasied with the formulas in uvsge at a later time, which are, as T
belicve, developmoents of it.

That such a prayer was in use 1n counexion with the Laying on
of hands is, I think, clear from the following passages, to which
others of similar import might be added': Ordo Romanus (Hit-
torp de Divinis Cath. Ecclesive Offictis, 1568, p. T6) Pontifex
venicns ad infantes clevata et imposita manu supoer capita omniam,
dat orationem super cos cum invocatione septiformis gratiae Spiti-
tus Sanctl. Then follows a prayer on which the prayer before the
imposition of hands in the English ‘ Order of Confirmation’ is
based. Augustine de Trinttate xv. 26 (Migne P. L. 42 p. 1093)
Orabant [Apostoli] ut venirct in eos quibus manus imponebant,
non ipsi eum dabant, Quem morem in suis praepositis etiam nunc
servat ecclesia.  Pscudo-Ambrose de Sacram. iii. 2 (Migne P. L.
16 p. 434) Post fontemn superest ut perfectio tlat quando ad inve-
cativnem sacerdotis Spiritus Sanctus infundifur.  Constif. dpost.
vil, 44 av ydp piy els Eacror ToUTRY €mikAnois yévyTal VT TOD
evoeBabs lepéws TowavTy Tis, els U8wp pover xaraBaivet...perd

1 Dy Mason The Relation of Confrmation to Baptism as taught by the Western

Fathers gives the fullest collection of passages; sec especially the Appendix on
Ancient Western Baptisnal Prayers.
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Toliro éoTws wpomevyéole Ty evyiv, Hv 8{8afer Huds 6 xipios.
Dionysius Alex. (apud Eus, H. K. vil. 2) waXatol ¢ toc kexparn-
«otos €ovs émi Tdy TowodTew povy yefabas TH Sud yepdv émibé-
cews evyf. Cyprian Ep. ad Jubatenum Quod nunc quoque apud
nos geritnr, ut qui in ecclesia baptizantur, pracpositis ecclesiae
offerantur, et per nostram orationem ac manus impositionem Spiri-
tum Sanctum consequantur et signaculo dominico consummentur.
Tert. de Bapt. 8 Dehine manus imponitur per benedictionem ad-
vocans et invitans Spiritum Sanctum, Tt will be noticed that most
of these quotations are from Fathers of the Latin Church, where the
Apostolic custom of the Laying on of bands maintained its place.

It is rcmarkable that the Greek offices for Baptism and
Anointing do not supply any close parallels’. Yet there are the
prayers (1) for the sanctification of the water: avréc odv Pundu-
Opwme Baciiel mapéoo rai vivr Sid Ths émidoirioewms Tob dylov
ooV mYelpatos kai @ylacoy o H8wp Todre: (2) for the sanctification
of the chrism: avris evAdynoor xai TobTo 76 &hatov T4 Svvdue:
xal €vepyely ral eémiportiioer Tod aylov oov mredparos (Assemani
Coden Laturgicus ii, pp. 136, 140).  Tn the Latin services there are
mare obvious resemblances, Thus: Twu, Domine, inmitte in cos
Spiritum Sanctum tnum Paracletum ; again, Emitte in cos Septi-
formem Spiritum touwm; and again, Spiritus Sanctus superveniat
in vos, et virtus Altissimi sine peccato custodiat vos (Assemani
Cod. Lat. iil. pp. 2, 8, 5). It is however in the Eucharistic offices
that we trace most clearly the cxpansion of the Apostolic prayer.
Thus, compare Liz. St James (Hammond p. 38, SBwainson p. 260)
avticatdameuroy nuiy ™oy yapw [add eal Tor dwpedr, Swainson]
Toll wavaylov cov mwvebpatos. «al [val, Swainson] & feds émi-
Aedrov é¢' quas kTN Lit. of Constantinople (Hammond p. 90,
Swainson p. 109) Baoied odpavie, mapdeinre, 76 arebpa Ths
ainfeias...... eAOé wai oxnrwaoy §v Nuiv, kal kabaproov Npds dwo
Taans knhidos, kai cdoey, ayalé, Tas Yruyas pudy. The probable
luteness of this Liturgy does not affect the importance of the
coincidence with both parts of the petition in Cod. 604,

Similar forms are frequent in the émixAnays, c.g. Lit. St James
(Hammond p. 42 f, Swainson p. 276 ) éfamiarehor ¢ Huds ral

£ On a passage from dete Thomae see note A, p. 36 ; on some Syrian Baptismal
Prayers see note B, p. 37.
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émi ra wporelpeva drya Sdpa TabTa Té Tyebud cov T6 wavdyioy T6
kvptov rxal Cwomoudy......aU0To TO Wredud Cou TO TavdyOv KATE-
wepNrov, déomota, ép’ Huds kal éwt Ta mwpokelpeva Gyia ddpa TaiTa
va énibpoiTioay T4 avyie xal ayali kai évdéfw avTod wapovoig
dyedoy xorh Similar formulas will be found in Hammond pp. 28,
48,104, 111, 114, 178, 187.

The oecenrrence of a similar form in the Mozarabic Liturgy
(Hammond p. 811, Veni Sanete Spiritus, sanctificator, sanctifica
hoc sacrificium de manibus meis tibi praeparatum),and of cne very
parallel in the Gallican Liturgy (Hammond p, 815), seems to prove
the antiouity of this prayer for the Spirit in the Eucharistic office
(cf. the 2nd Pfaffian frag. of Irenacus, Harvey il p. 502), Cyril of
Jerusalem (Migne P. . 33 p. 108D), closcly connecting the émi-
#Ances in the Eucharist with that in the rite of Anointing, shews
how easily a prayer originally used in the rite of ‘ Confirmation’
might pass into the Liturgy proper.

The following passages must be compared :

By, Clem. 46 4 ovyi &va Gedv Eyoper xal fva Xpiordy xat &v
mrebpa Tis xdpitos To Exyvfiv é npds; xal ple kMjois €y
Xpioré; See also c. 2,

Barn. 1. B\émw év vulv éckeyvpévor amé Tol mhovalov Tihs
dyamns kuplov myevpa b vuds. The words éf’ duds after év
vuiv imply an allusion to a familiar phrase. They seem to slip in
with the word mrefua.

Matt, iii. 16 woedua Beod...épxdpevor ém adrdy (comp. Me. i
10, Le. iii. 22, Jn. i. 33; Le. i. 85, iv. 18).

Acts viii. 15 mpognvfarto wepl avTdy dmws AiBwow wredua
dyior- oUdémw yap Ay ém oddevi alTdy émimemTRKSS. . ... TéTE dme-
rifecay Tas yelpas ér' avrovs xal eauBavoy wrelua dyiov.

Acts x. 44 émémeaer TO Tvedpa TO v éwi wdvras Tovs
dkovorTas Tov Aéyov.

Acts xv. 81, 8eds uapripnoer avrols Sods 0 wrebua T6 Hyiov
xalhs xat Gpiv...... th wioTer xabapicas Tas xapdles avTdv.
Here the coincidence with both parts of the formula given by
Gregory will be noticed.

Acts xix. § xal érifévros avrols vob Ilathov yelpas fABev 7o
mrebpa TO drytov ém avTovs.

1 Thess iv. & édedheder nuis o Beos..... €V aytaoug....., Tov
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Bedv rov 8:dbvra w6 wrebua adrod To Gyeav els tuds (comp. Ezek.
xxxVil 14 Swew mrebud pov els Spds xai Gioceale).

Gal. iv. 6 éfaméoreiher 6 Deds 70 wrebpa Tol vied avTod €65 TdS
kapdias judy, kpalov *"ABBd & waTip.

Rom. viii. 15 éraBere wredua viobeaius, év & xpdloper "ABRC
o Tarip.

The probable connexion of the last two passages with the
Lord’s Prayer has been already pointed out, see above p. 28 f.

Titus 11, 5 wvedpatos dylov of éEéycer &’ Nuds mhoveiws.

1 Peter iv. 14 76 700 Heol mredua &P’ Juds dvawateras
Comparc Is. xi. 2 dvawaiderar én’ avrov mwrebua Tob feod. The
change in order by which in the Epistle the words wwebpa é¢’
Upds arc brought together should be taken into acconnt: comp.
Barn. 1, quoted above p. 30.

Compare also 1 Cor, iii. 16, 2 Cor, 1. 22, Rom, viii, 9 ff,, Eph. i.
13, 2 Tim. 1. 14.

We pasg to the other clause, Hallowed he Thy name. In
St Luke xi. 2 Codex Bezae reads dytac®itew Svopd gov éb’ fpds.
The corresponding Latin Version has, ‘super nos” There is no
other evidence that I know of to be derived from any MSS,

The petition thus read is a conflation of two types of phrases
found in the Prophets. On the one hand we compare Is. xxix. 23
8 éue amidoovar T Svoud pov, Kack. xxxvi. 23 dyidow 76 Svoud
pov 7o péya: on the other Is. iv. 1 (ef. Jer. xiv, 9) 76 droua 7o
cov wexrgolo &4 Huds (1]*5?{\“'?’), Ixiii. 16, 19 v ydp el
TATHP Gpwv... 60 KUpie waTip fuev ploar fuds, dm' apxfis T6
dyopd gov € nuds éori... dyevipefa és 16 dm dpyis, bre ovk
fpkas Hudy 008 éxnifly 76 Bvoud gov &P uds. In the latter
passage the coincidence with three leading thoughts of the Lord’s
Prayer—Our Father, Thy name, deliver us—is remarkable. The
language of the Old Testament passed into the Synagogue
Prayers and into the Christian Liturgics. Thus in the Morning
Scrvice of a modern Jewish Prayer Book, we find the words,

Py wops S or 2 maw aam wsbe way

and the following remarkable coincidence with the Lord’s Prayer,
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In the last passage the occurrence of the two prepositions 3 and

Y in parallel clauses shonld be noticed for a reason which will
appear later on’. Similar phrases arc found in the Christian
Liturgies. Compare the ¢ Clementine’ Liturgy {Hammond p. 22)
70 dvopa Tol ypioTol gov émixéninTar ép’ guds. A similar phrase
has a marked connexion with other clauses of the Lord’s Prayer in
the Embolismus of the Léturgy of St Jomes (Hammond p. 48,
Swainson p. 307), 8ee 76 Svopd cov To (yiow, TO ewucAnbév éwi Ty
npeTépay TaTelvwoiy.

Some passages 1n early Christian literature bear on this form
of the petition.

There is such a passage in Agathangelus” history of the Con-
version of Armenia? Agathangelus, the seeretary of Tiridates
king of Armenia, relates at length the story how his master
was at first the persecutor and then the patron of Gregory
the apostle of Armenia in the first quarter of the fourth century.
Incidentally the book records the history of a body of religious
women who fled from Rome to rescue one of their number
Rhipsima from the foul designs of Diocletian, They fly to
Armenia and there build & punoery. The fame however of
the beauty of Rhipsima reaches Tiridates and he sends for her
to the palacc. In the prayer which Agathangelus puts into
her mouth at this point of the history {e. 73 ed. Lagarde) there
oceur the following words: 4 8i8afas wal waidevoas xat Sovs
rovs Adyovs gov év TG oTépart Hudy, (va év TotTots Surnbouer
cwbBirvar amd The wayibos Tob exbpob, rai elmor 61e Td Svopd
pov émixéxdnrar éf vpds, xai vpels éaré vads i BedroTic
pov, kai wakw ére Té dvopa pov dyidoerar [sic] v rals xapbiais

1 These extracts sre taken from the Awuthorised Daily Prayer Book.. Published
wunder the sunction of Chief Rabbi Dy Nathan Marcus Adler, 1800, pp, 60, 9; comp.
pp. 37, 45, 59, 61, 5. I cannot think that these clauses are modem. But I
have not traced the words in the different groups of the Jewish Prayer Books. The
intricacy of the subjeet may be reen from Dr Schiller-Szinessy's article Malzor in
the Encyelopaedia Pritannica.

? Bee detached note C on p. 38,
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vudr  xai &wxas Méyor & Td ordpari fudy almiocacbar xal
Aéryesy ‘AqiaciTe To dvepd dov, viv TobTo alTovuela mapd oob.
ibot ouvmybfn wAHfos xaxdy, pidvar T6 Tavdyov dropud aov €’
nuds kal Tov vady Tl Swéuards cov. €l ydp xal fjuels aolevels
xat rewaval tmwdpyouer, wA adTos dUAafor Tds Yvyds Hudy
amd The dxabiprov driuias, pravlpwme sdTep, 6 ddoas émrenlely
Juby T0v wepacudy Tobrov' 8ds Huly vikny Th of Suvvdues o)
yap éaTiv § vien kai viknoer 76 oov dvopa.

There are, it will be seen, in this story two grounds for
suspicion, First, though Diocletian was in Rome more than once
in the early years of the fourth century, yet the representation
of him suggested by Agathangelus has every appearance of being
apocryphal.  Secondly, a nunnery in Rome, well established by
the beginning of the fourth century, is a plain anachronism.
But the importance of the passage for our purpose is independent
of the question of date. In martyrologies the prayers of the
saints are always worth careful inspection from the point of view
of criticism, for there is always the probability that they may
contain relics of ancient formulas. In this case it is elcar that
the prayer s based on liturgical forms® It is to the setting
of the petition of the Lord’s Prayer that I would call attention.

In the Didaché we have a very early witness carrying back the
evidence to the confines of the Apostolic age. The form of
thanksgiving which is to be said after the rcception of the
Eucharist (x. 1£) is the resultant of two converging forces, the
Prayers of the Synagogue and the Lord’s Prayer. The petitions
for daily bread and for deliverance from evil (or the evil onc)
are paraphrased in the later part. The form begins thus, edya-
pioTouéy ooi, mdTep fyie®, vmép Tob drylov dviuaris oov, ob
kateoknyocas &y Tals xapblaws Huey, kai twép THy yreocws xal

! The liturgical character of the prayer bceomes clear when we compare
c.g. (1} the Embolismus of the Liturgy of Bt James (Hammond p. 48), 6 efdds
Tip dofdvewmr Hpwr.. o Huds drd rol wesnpol. . .mdrns érypeias ral pefodelns adrod
&4 td dropd ¢ov T8 dyov, T8 Emuchnly dmt Thv dperépar ravelrwow, (2) the prayer
for the Emperor in the Lit. ol 5t Mark {(Hammond p. 172}, 865 abry, ¢ Geds,
vikas, eippricd ppovelr wpds Guds, xel Tpds To dvopd cov T3 dywr. The word ¢iide-
fpwre is very commeon in the Litorgies,

? The rending Fater sancte in some old Latin MSH, should be compared :
zee . 28,

C, 3
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rioTews kel dlavacias, s éyvapicas juiv bid Ingod Tod mabss
aou* doi 1 80fa els Tols albvas,

The latter part of this thanksgiving is substantially a repetition
of a formnla used in an earlier passage (ix. 3), and should
be compared with the second and fourth of the Jewish < Eighteen
Benedictions” We may disregard it, for at most it vaguely corre-
sponds with the eclauses about the Divine Kingdom and Will
But the earlicr portion eclearly refers to a petition immediately
succeeding the opening words of the Prayer. At first sight the
word orépaTos is a stumbling block. Our first impression
is that it must have taken the place of an original wreduatos.
To this latter word, side by side with xaveownrocas év Taie
xapdias fudy, many parallels at once suggest themselves, eg.
Hermas Mand. iii. 1, v. 1, 2, x. 2, Sim. v. 6. 5, passages which
in their turn are based on Jamcs iv. 5. But against this
correction cither of the text of the Didaché or of the Didachist’s
report of his original there are at least three objeetions. (a) The
correction Is too obvious. Neither the Didachist himself nor
the copyists would be under any temptation to change an easy
word into a hard one. (b) The actual phrase is found in the
LXX., év Znpieéd, of karticrivwoa (*J‘!JDE’) TO dvoud pev éxel
éumpocley (Jer, vil. 12), 7dv Témov ov éfedefduny natacrnviaal
(TJ@"?) 76 dvopa pov éxel (Neh. 1. 9). In Deunt. xil 11, xiv, 23,
xvi, 6, 11, xvi. 2 the translators represent D%‘} o ijp"j by
dmuchyBivar T Svopa avTod éwel. In all these places the
reference is to the Sanetuary (see Dr Taylor The Teaching of
the Twelve Apostles p. 73L). Compare also Hzek. xliii. 7 é» ol¢
xaTacrnvday To Ovoud uev év wloe oirov 'Topaih Tov aldva
(I:]T'T;)w&f ﬂ{;{‘,’lj{), Ps. ixxiv. 8 éBefqiwoar 76 oxijvopa Tod
dvdpatis cov (ﬂw'];wm (¢} The phrase as it stands in the
Didaché has remarkable points of contact with the -passage in
Agathangelus—7d dvopa pov éminéchmrac é’ vuds xal vuels doré
vads 745 Dedryrds pov......pdvas T wavdyior vopa oov g
npds xat Tov vady Tob cvépatés cov. Compare Barn. 16 olrodo-
unbiceras 8¢ émwi T dvépati kvplov. wpogéyere, a 6 vads Tob
xuplov evbofws oikobounly. wds; palere. AaBdvres Ty ddeaew
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rdv dupapTidy cai é\wicavres éml 10 Jvopa éyevéucba rawoi,
wdher €€ dpyiis wrelduevos. 8ib v TP waTownThply nudy akylos
¢ Beos xatowxer év Ypir. In the last passage the reference is
clearly to Baptisin (comp. Hermas Fis. iii. 3. 5)%

Of the é¢" juas of Cod. D a faint trace®, I think, survives in
the gloss ‘in nobis,’ ér guiv (compare 43, ‘7;}, p- 32). Thus,

Tertullian de Oratione iil, Cum dicimns: Sanctificetur nomen
tuum, id petimus, ut sanctificetnr in nobis, qui in illo sumus,
simul et in eceferis, quos adhuc gratia del cxpectat, ut et huic
praecepte parcamus, otando pro ommibus, etiam pro inimicis
nostris. Ideoque suspensa ennntiatione non dicentes, Sanctificetur
i nobis, In omnibus dicimus.

Cypriun de Orat. Domindes. Sanctificetur nomen tunm. Non
quod optemus Deo ut sanctificetur orationibus nostris, sed quod
petamus ab eo ut nomen ejus sanctificetur én nobis.

Cyril Catech. Mystag. v. evyopefa év jpiv dyiactivar 76 dvopa
Tob Oeod® ovy T éx Tob py elvar dyiov émi To elvas EpyeTar
dAN BTe v ulv lyiov wyiveras, dyialopévess kai 4k Tol dytaopod
moLoloiLy,

Such is the evidence as to this clause, so far as I have been
able to collect it. Dr Hort (Nofes on Select Readings p. 60)
appears to accept Dr Sanday’s suggoestion that the é¢' nuds
of Cod. D in the petition about the Divine Name ‘may be a trace
of éndérw 76 dywor wrebpud gov ép’ gudas xrA’ The fresh
evidence however here discussed tends, I think, to shew that the
two clauses aro separate, though very cognate, developments of
petitions in the Lord’s Prayer.

The analogy of the petition for the Holy Spirit discussed
above and a stndy of the passages in the New Testament which
speak of the Divine Name in reference to Baptism suggest that
this €’ nuas 1s connected with an adaptation of the Lord’s Prayer
for use at Baptism. The following passages should be compared :

Acts xxil. 16 Bdwrioar kal dwéhoveas Tas duapTias cov émi-
xaheodpevos TO Srapa avToD.

1 The langunge in several passages in Hermas shonld be compared, e.g. efs i
Baochelor 7ol feod ovdels eloehedveras, el ph Mdfac 79 Sroue 7ol vied alred (Sim. ix,

12, 4, 8).
? 1t ia eurious that the English version of the Lord's Prayer in the Bishaps
Book (15687) has Thy kingdom come unto ua.

3—2
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Jas. ii. 7 odx adroi Shacdnuodaw 76 xaiov Gvopa TO émi-
KAnBév ¢’ suds; Compare the imagery of the Apocalypse (iil
12 £, xxii. 4), also Ep. Clem. 64.

2 Thess. 1. 12 8wws évdofacti T6 dvopa Tob xkupiov fudy Incoed
év vuiv xai vpels v adrd. The addition of év duiv is striking
when this passage is compared with Is. lzvi. 5 lva 76 dvepa svplov
Sokaady.

The idea of the Baptismal formula (els 76 dvoua...) les at the
root of these expressions. The Divine Name is invoked upon the
man who is haptized, and he is brought into union with the Name.
S0 he becomoes a ‘sanctuary’ In which the Divine Name dwells, a
aredos Exhoyis...Tol BaaTacar 6 dvoua (Acts ix. 15)7,

A. NorE oN deta Thomae, c. 27 (Ed. Bonnet; see above p. 29).

I have to thank tho Editor of this series for pointing out to mo the
following passago in the Acte Thomae ¢ 27: hafdr 8 ¢ dwdovores Elawov
kal karayées émi Ths keaifs aurdv xal dielfras ki ypices avrots fpfare
Aéyery 'EAfe 7o dyrow Svopa rob yporud 8 Umép wiv dvopa’ éNO¢ f Blvauis
Tob tiorou xai § evomhayyvia § Teheln® éNGE 1O xdpiapm T6 TyreoTor' endE
1 pAtnp q elomhayyvos...ehé 1o dyior mrelpa xal rabBdpiorey Tols vetpols alrdy
xkal Ty kapdlav, xai émodpdyicor alrods els fwopa marpés xai viod kal dylow
myverparos. We have here a Gnostic formuls based on the Prayers of the
Church (see below n. 1), The following points are to be noticed : (&} the
prayer €Af 7o dywor wrebpa wr. i3 here clearly seen to be connected
with the Chrism; (1) the prayer A & Gywr Orope xrA. confirms the
suggestion that the é¢’ fpar of Cod. D is an addition to the Lord’s Prayer
clogely parallel to the prayer for the Holy Spirit; (¢} the prayer érde 5
Spapis Tol dYriorov (Le. 1 35) illustrates the Latin form quoted abovo
on p. 29,

The following paseages of these Acts, clearly derived from formulas of the
Church, are worth notice as illustrating the petitions under discussion :
(o) Buptismal prayers: é\0ére aov ¥ elpgem kal vkqrwodre €& adrols, dres
kefupirfdow dmd rdy mporépuy adrar wpdfeow (P 30 ; comp. émedeis adrols
v xelpa elrer "Eorar 4" dpis 1§ elphvn ot kuplov, p. 48), fAd¢ kai oxframoy dv
Tols F8agt Tovross, Iva O ydpiopa vob dylov meedparos relelws v atrols redawts
fp. 37), wa...xai 8éfapar kayo oPpayiba kal ydvwpar vads dyos (P 56), exbére
7 Slvepis oov: pwlire emt iy dovhpy oov Mupdoriar § evdepin airy

1 Jompare the prominence of * the Name’ in the strange Gnostic Baptismal rite,
in.many points clearly a parody of the Church’s serviee, which Irenaeus (i. 14, 2)
deseribes, and capecinlly the words, elpgen wiew, ég ofts 73 dropa Tofire éravaraderad
Compare note A on this page.
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(p. 68), dyleoor alrols & rd o dpdpare...molgror mirols vaols Tob dyiov
oov mredporar (. 81), AAdére, ‘Inool, § nkgred; adrob Stvapts, émdplor Tolro
vo Pmor.. Adére 8 xal § Sapes & Jc role dxfpols avred dutuoyoas elv Ta
omicw tmoywpiicar émnipmas...ent émdppioar T$ lalw xerafiedoy rolre els
6 kal T6 otv Gywy émpguilerm dwopa (p. 82). The use of zads in this
conmexion {comp. pp. 56, 80 b € ¢ pnrioas pe oo Jvopa...lva & vads oob
fAfws v pohvopd ph edpebi) is to be compared with the words of Aga-
thangelus quoted above, p. 32, (B) 4 Euchuristic proyer: Inwot Xpuoré...
ot rararoRudper Ths edyapmaTins Kai emuANTews Tob aylov oou drdparos...
eAB¢ & omAayyrs i Télea,. EA0E § Td dmdkpuha dehalvoura kal Ta dwippyro
dovepd kabirtdoa, 7 {epd mepiorrepd 3 Tovs Sibdpovs veooouds yewrGoa, EAOE
1 drrokpupos pirgp.. fA0E kul kowwamody Gpiv év TavTy TH ebyapiorig v wowbuer
érl T§ evipar! eov krh. The Gnostic character of this passage is clear,
as is also the fact that it is & paredy of the Church’s Eucharistic émwi-
kAL

B. NOTE 0N $OME SYRIAK BAPTISMAL PRAYERS (sce p. 29).

I append sowme prayers from the Latin translation of a Syriac Book of
Baptismal Offices: ‘D. Severl Alexandrini quoudam Patriarchuae de rifibus
baptismi., liber,..Guidone Fabricio Boderiano Exzscriptore et Interprote,
Autverpiae,, 15727 {sec Tiesch Agraphe pp. 361 1), The date of the Book in
ity present form must be late ; for in what is substantially the * Constantine-
politen’ Creed the words ef o Fildo procedit ocour. In the title there is
probubly a confusion with Severus Patriarch of Antioch early in the sixth
century (Resch p. 872). The prayers fo which I wish to call attention arc
these:

{1} p. 63, Vells igitur Domine super eos immittere tuum illum
Spiritum Sunctum ; et inhabita et scrutars omnium corum membra; ac
praepurga ot ganctifica eog, O Trinitas, ita ut adasquentar sanctac unctioni,,.’

(2} p. 65, ¢Pater Sancte, qui por manus Apostolorum sanctorum dedisti
Bpiritum Sanctum tuum illis qui baptizabantur : Nune antem cum etiam
in umbra manuum mearum familiarern te exhibeas, mitte Bpiritum Sanctum
guper cod qui baptizandi sunt, et cum repleti fuerint illo, afferant tibi
fructum trigesimom,,.*

3) p. 13 ‘0 qui super unicum Fillum twum Deum verbum, dum
in terra baptismi ordinationem facerct, Sanctum illum Spiritum toum misisti
in specie columbae, qui Jordanides undas sanctificavit; nune etiain, Domine
mi, velly ut Spiritus ille Sanctus tuus hosce servos tuos qui baptizantur
operiat, eosque perfice ac domos Christi tui cos constitue, oxpurgans eos
sancto lavacro tuoe

(4} p. 92. ‘Tmmitte super eos illius spivitus tni vivifieantis gratiam, ct
eos imple ipsins sanctifate.

In referring to the Latin forms (see above p, 30) I omitted to notice
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that through these we may frace back to the apparently apostolic formula
éAférw T8 dyor mwelpd, kT, the great Pentocostal hymns of the Western
Church :  Vend, superne Spiritws; Vend, Creaior Spiritus (Kewman Hymai
Eeeleaiae pp. 91, 94).  Fromn the saime source arc probubly derived the words
of the Collect (familiar to ns in its English dress): Purifica per infusionem
Bancti Spiritus cogitationes cordis nostri,

C. Nore oN AGATHANGELUS (see above p. 32).

For tho referenice to Agathangolus I am indebted to BResch Agruphe pp.
443, 450, It is edited by Lagarde ‘aus dem fitnfunddreissigston Rande der
Abhandlungen der kiniglichen Gesellschutt der Wissenschaften zu Géttingen,’
1887. I guather into a note some points of interest. (1) Lagurde bases his
opinion (&) that the Greek is a translation, on the barbarous character of the
language; (b) that it is a trapnslation from an Armepian origioal, ou an
investigation of the quotations from the New Testamont (pp. 134, 120 ff.),
Bomo passages of the New Testament are tuken, Lagurde allows, from the
original Greek, This he says would be natural; the translator would know
the Greek of paasages ocourring frequently in the worship of the Chureh at
Byzautinum {p. 134},  The following poiuts however are worthy of noto,
{) the translator knew the Greek of 2 Peter; for he speaks (c. 32) of the
Prophets of ket éyévovre Guaripes év 7 alyunpd viéme (2 Peb. 1. 10); (B) &
paronomasia oceurs (¢, 75} which could not be & translation, e 8¢ palora,
‘Puiripy, xard 10 Svopd cov dindis éfeppicpns k. the words of course muy be
an interpolation of the translator; {¢) the translator wus apparently acquainted
with the Martyrdom of Polycarp in Creck, for, besides the passage given by
Resch p. 281, compare ¢ 75 «xai dyévern oodpordry Bpovr) dore éxoBeimda
Tor dyhow.  kai fkovorar Qwvfis heyolons wpds adrds "Avdpifecfe kal fupoeire
with Hort. Polye. 1x. (2) As to the clauges of the Prayer other than that
about the hallowing of the Divine Name: {#) to the words quoted above
{p- 32) and s wayidus Tov £xfpot, add c. 62 lva mrjreper Tis Sokias xai
Sewdis Tov €x8pot wayldus, kal 16 Jvoud cov, Seamora, Bofardi wr.d., o 8T ¢ 8¢
wornpds dua TG ourepyd adrod, s mdvrore, kat viv évrpamjoera:: (b) note the
glosa (quoted p. 33) ¢ ddras émedeiv e.rh 5 comp. p. 88, (3) There is an account
of Gregory's conscoration as Bishop by Leontius at Caesarea (e 138) ré 8¢
dytov edayyfhoy rard tiis xedhds nlroy xovtbicuvres éméfprav rav yeipar kT,
(4) 1n tho account of the baptism of the king, &ec., there is & reminiscence of
the fire kindled in the Jordan at cur Lord’s baptism : ¢ds edolpirarer davév
kad opnlwpa rrvdov Poreedols Iomy émi rdr vldrwr Tob woraped, &l éfarri-
fovro.  (5) In Rhipsima’s prayer quoted above (p. 32 £}, with »ads ric
Bearqris pov...... 70w vty Tou orépatos oev, compure the Syrian Daptizmal
rite of Severus (see above p. 37) *domos Christi tui cos constitue” I cannot
help thinking that Agathangelus would well repay more careful exsmination
by some competent liturgical scholar.
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FENHBHT® TG BEAHMA oY,
L F L] -~ L) 1 L) -
WC €N OYPANGD Kal €Ml [HC (81 MarrmEw)

THREE points here demand notice. (1) There arc clear remi-
niscences of the petition in the N. T.: Matt. xxvi. 42 wevnfyte 7o
féxnud cov (comp. v 39, Me, xiv. 36), Le. xxil, 42 whqw p 7o
Bénnud pov dAAd 70 oov ywéelw (the reading yevéobw has very
slight attestation), Acts xxi. 14 7ol xvplov 70 @éAypa ywécbw
(where therc is some slight authority for yewéofw); comp. Mart,
Lolye. vii. 76 Gérnua Tod Beod yevéabw (Bus, H. E.iv. 15 ywéalw).
Comp. Matt. vil. 21, xii, 50, xviii. 14, Me. iii. 835. The variation
in these passages (yemOnre, yevéabo, qivéafo) is easily accounted
for if we assume an Aramaic original', which would be inde-
terminate in regard to tense. The Vulgate Syriac has Joow in
Matt. vi. 10, xxvi. 42, Le. xxii, 42, Aets xxi, 14%

(2) The Old Syriac has pataDy @010 (and-let-there-be
thy-wills)®>. The plural Td fehjuara is used of the divine wil
in Ps, xv. 8, cil. 7, ex. 2, Is. xliv. 28 (quoted in Acts xiii. 22).
In the N.T. in Mc iii. 835 3 dv moujop 7o OéAnua 7ol feud
(Matt. xil. 50 700 warpds wov Tob ér ovpavols), ofTos dOENPEs K. TA.

Cod. B, supported by a quotation given by Epiphanius (Huer.

1 The Byrias Versions may be teken to vepresent approzimaetely the original
Aramaie form of our Lord's sayings. *Although Josephus says that the Jews
could understand the Syrians, the Jewish Aramaie was nevertheless a distinct
dialect in some respeets, as may be seen from the words hepd (Maii, xxvii, 46, in
Syrine lemana), Boavepyés (Me. iii. 17, in Byriac deme ra’ma}’: Neubauer in
Studdia Biblica i, p. 53. In the case of the Lord’s Prayer, which in the earliest
Syriac Version is the resulf not so much of later translation as of conmtinuous
tradition reaching back io the earlicst Apostolie times, probably the form given
in this Version is praetically identical with $he Aramaic original.

¥ We may eompare fhe phrase which forms a very common beginning of Jewish
prayers, e.g. L'he duthorized Prayer Dook p. 69

D3z 13an oebn HERRN
But the Hebrew N. T. of Delitzach and that of Salkinson-Gingburg both have ?T'i;’;{'j_
In this connezion & passive voice of MUY seems less natural than the Qal; the
latier oceurs e.o. in the Rubbinie saying {Pirge dboth v, 30}
TOWTAY T2 N Mz N Mo
¢ In Le. zzii. 42 it has the singular.
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xxx, 14) from an Ebionite Gospel, has 7d feddpara, Again, in
Matt, vii. 21 6 moidy T0 Béhmua robd waTpos uov To €v Tois
ovpavois Cod. R has td @éijuara. In Eph.ii 3, the only other
passage of the N. T. where the plural oceurs, it seems to point to
the manifoldness of unsatisfied lust (comp. Is. Iviil. 3, 13, Jer. xxiii.
26). There appears to be no other authority for this rcading in
the Lord’s Prayer®.

(3) Bengel in his note on the petition quotes the following
words from the Cutechismus Romanus put forth by the Council of
Trent?: ¢ Pastoris erunt partes moncre fidelem populum verba illa
Sicut in coelo et in terra ad singulas referri posse singularum
(triwm) primaram postulationuni, ut, Sanctificetur nomen tuum,
sicut in coelo et in terra, Jffem Adveniat regnum tuum, sicut in
coelo et in terra.  Semdliter Fiat voluntas tua, sicut in coelo et in
terra.! For this interpretation, which is thus enjoined npon her
teachers by the Church of Rome, there is much to be said.

For in the first place this interpretation harmonises both with
the twofold division of the petitions of the Prayer and with the
invocation with which it opens: God is our Father, the Father of
His sons on carth; He is ¢n IHeaven. It is natural that this
thought should cxercise a continuous influence on the petitions
which immediately follow, rather than that it should at once
fall into the background to reappear at a later point of the
Prayer, In the seccond place, if this connexion of the petitions in
the Praycr as given by St Matthew was recognised in early times,
we have an cxplanation why the additions made for the purpose
of adaptation, Le. the prayer for the Holy Spirit and the ¢
#uas of Codex Bezae, attach themsclves to the Prayer as given hy
3t Luke, where the words as év ovpdrg rai émi yijs do not occur.

Further confirmation is derived from a consideration of the
several clauses. (m) Little need be said of the petition to which
the words as in heaven so on earth are itnroediately joined. We
should however compare Ps. cxxxiv. § (wdera boa 70érncer
érroincer 0 kiptos év TG ovpavg xai év Tp i) and 1 Mace. 1ii, 60

1 The reading of the 012 Byriac (plural verb snd noun) is reproduced, as Prof.
Bensly has kindly pointed out to me, in the Syriac dcts of Judas Thomas (ed,
Wright, vol. i, p. “\th.; vel. ii. p. 279, Eng. Tr.).

2 Pars 1v. ¢, 3. qu. Hi.
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(os & dv § Béanua év olpard ofite moufcer). (B) No less
naturally do the words comneet themselves with the petition
Thy kingdom come'. Compare 1 Chron, xxix. 11 od wdrrev Tév
év 70 olpav rat éwi vis yhs Seowoless. The thonght conveyed
by this connexion is indeed implied in all the very nnmerous
passages which speak of the coming of the kingdom of Heaven
or of God, c.g. Dan, il 44, vii. 14, Matt. 1ii. 2, xvi. 28, Le. xi. 20,
xvil. 20, xxi. 31, Apoe. xi 15, It harmonises with what is af
lcast a probable reading of the Angelic song which prefaces the
history of our Lord’s life in 8t Luke's Gospel (ii. 14) 8éfa év
trloTois Oed rai émi yfs®, and with the words of our Lord which
close St Matthew's Gospel (xxviii, 18) 8868y uos mdoa éfovela
v ovpave wal émi [v7s] yis. If it be objected that this arrange-
ment of the clauses introduces the idea of the coming of the
kingdom of God in Heaven, it is sufficient to teply that such
an objection overlooks a common idiom : the coméng of the kingdom
on earth answers to its exisfence in heaven, Further, we may com-
pare Col. 1. 20 (dmorarar\dEar Td wdvTa els avTov...clre Td éml ths
wis eie Ta év Tols ovpavois), Eph. 1 10, iii. 15. (¢) The sequencc
Hallowed be Thy name, as in heaven, 30 on earth presents no diffi-
culty and commends itself by its intrinsic #itness, Compare Ps.
viii. 2 Kipee o wipios judv, ws favpastir 76 dvoud cov év wdoy
Th oyt bt émjpln v peyalemwperia oov dmepdvto TAY ovpavdy. In
the Authorised Daily Prayer Book 1 find (p. 43, comp. p. 37) the
prayer:

$ O RED MR owey oy ohiv govimy v
This formula, part of the HW‘I‘TP, is probably of ancient origin®.

1 Compare Cyprian de Oratione Dominica, Bene sutem regnum Dei petimns, id
cpl, regnum caeleate, guin et el terrestre regnum.

2 Dr Hort Introduction, Notea on Select Readings p. 56,

3 When & 7ois ofpurols of the first clouse of the Prayer is compared with
év ofpary, we notice a double conirast, (1) In the second cass the article is
wanting. Ite abscnee emphasises character-heaven as compared with earth
{comp. 2 Cor, xii, 2), (2} The plural is used in the first, the singular in the later
clause. In the N. T. the plural (efparol) exprosses the idea of majeaty through the
notion of vastness, e.g. Phil. ili. 20, Hebr, vii. 26, viii. 1, =il 23, 25. Noic
especially Eph. iv. 10 (wdvrws tdv edpardr), Hebr. iv, 14, vii. 26, The eingular is
commonly used when heaven a8 one place is contrasted with enrth, e.g. Matt. xi.
25, xxvili. 18, 1 Cor. viil. 5, Jas, v. 12; yet see Matt. zvi. 19, Eph. 1. 10, Iii. 15.
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TON APTON HMMON TON €MIOYCION
AGC HMIN CHMEPON (St Marrusmw).

TN dpron HMAN TON émioYcion
AldoY HMIN T0 KA HuepaN (Sr Luks).

THERE are two poiuts here in which the two CGospels differ,
(1) &8ss, 8idov, (2) oiuepor, 70 wal Huépav, DBoth of these
variations demand & brief notice before we enter upon (3) the dis-
cussion of the main problem suggested by this clause,

(1) The Old and the Vulgate Syriac versions have in both
Gospels w01, This word, like the Hebrew |f (™M), is inde-
terminate in regard to tense. If the Prayer then was originally
in Aramaic, the original for ‘give’ could be represented in Greck
equally well by the aorist and by the present imperative, 8d¢
would naturally be used in the Greek form in which ojuepor had
a place, 6wov as naturally in the form in which 76 a8’ uépav
oceurredt

(2) But what of the variations eguepor, 16 xafl Juépav?
Mr T. E. Page (Exposstor, Third Series, vol. vii, p. 436), arguing
from the use in both Gospels of the solecism émiovirios that ‘the
tradition—whether written or oral—which the writers employed
was, as regards these particular words, expressed in Greek,” goes on
to say, ‘the phrase ¢ xaf’ Juépav occurs only three times in the

* Compare the following variations: (1) Matt, v. 42 (3és} || Le. vi. 30 {#iJov),
(2) Math. xiv. 19 {Bwnes) | Me. vi. 41, Le. ix. 16 (é8ov), In. vi. 11 (:éwrer),
(3) Matt, zxiv, 45 (Bolvac), Lo, xil. 42 (Gidbvar), (4} Matt, xsvil, 34 (Bwras), Me. xv.
23 (édldovr).
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New Testament, namely herc and Luke xix. 47, Acts xvil, 11%; so
that it is certainly Luke's own (dchi Ladkanisch, Weiss), and
therefore the oyjuepor of Matthew is much more likely to be
original.”  There arc strong reasons for thinking that the Praycr
existed originally in an Aramaic form, and I hope presently to
dispose of the argument which Mr Page founds on the use of
émotaees. Further, assuming that of-the-day was the original
word in this clause, there is much probability in the assumption
that day-by-day was a primitive variation (see below p.45). HEven
in this ease however Mr Page’s question only takes a new form.
Does not the fact, he might ask, that the phrase to xat’ nHuépav
is peeuliar to 8t Luke among the writers of the New Testament
go far to shew that St Luke, instead of simply incorporating
in his Gospel a form of the Lord’s Prayer current among the
Hellenistic Disciples, interweaves into that current form phrases
of his own? An answer to this important question is supplied
by the fact that 7o wad juépay, in itself a classical phrase (eg.
Aristoph. Fq. 1126), may also be regarded as a shortened form of a
somewhat clumsy phrase of the LXX.; a phrase which, occurring in
the account of the giving of the Manna, would very naturally be
used by the Hellenists in their translation of the Lord’s Prayer, but
which at the same time iun its full form was unfit for liturgical
uso?. The presence then of this phrase in St Luke becomes to

1 In the latéer passage, it should be noticed, there Is considerable authority
{including ¥ADE, 13 1) for the omission of 76. For xaf’ fuépar see Makt. xxvi. 55,
M. ziv, 49, Le. ix. 23, xxii. 53, Acts ii. 46 (xaf’ fuépar 7e wpocraprepolvres dpofuua-
Bov dv 1 lepd, whBerés Te xar olwor dprov, pereNdufovor rpogfs k), il 47, Gl 2,
(zvil. 17), =ix, 8, 1 Cor. =v, 31, 2 Cor. ¥i, 28, Hebr. vil. 37, z. 11,

2 Ex. xvi, 5 8 dtw ovvaydywon 70 xad fuépay sis fudpar = oy ot '1137'?" W,
Comp. ver, 4 70 rijs fpépas els Suépar {1 Chron. xvil 37)_1D1’3 {n)imanic This last
Hebrew phruge ovecurs in Fx. v. 13 (Lx%, +d #pya md saliorra kel fpdpav), ¥
19 (¢ kefiror 7§ Huéo), Lev, wxiii. 37, 1 Kings viii. 49, 2 Kings xxv. 30 (Méyor
Hpdpas &v T Hudpe atroed), Exra il 4, Jer, I, 84 (Lxx. & hudpas els fuépar), Dan, i,
5 (Theodot. v& v#s #udpas rkuf’ Huépar); comp. 1 Chron. xvi. 87, 2 Chron. viii, 18,
14,ix. 24, *The oceurrence of several allusions (P's, lzxviil, 24; cv. 403 Nehem. ix,
15; Sap. Sol. xvi, 20; dwe.) to the corn, or bread, of heaven makes it pufficiently
probable & priori that the Lord’s Prayer also should have some reference fo the
giving of the manna’ (Dr Taylor Sayings p. 139). Comparc John vi. 32, 1 Cor. z.
3. In the Authorised Daily P, B. (p. 92), the ‘ section of the mauna’ (1171 N2O8),
i.e. Bx. xvi, 4-—36, has a place in the Morning Service by the side of Gen. zxii
1--1%.
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some cxtent an indication that he preserved a form of the Lord's
Prayer which was in actual use in the worship of the Disciples.

(3) From these easier questions I turn at once to the difficult
problem which the clause suggests, viz,, thc meaning and the
origin of the word émiodoos.

If we could put ourselves in the position of one rcading this
clause for the first time, after our first sense of bewilderment
at the appearance of a stranger unknown heretofore in Greek, we
should be impressed with the fact that this stranger has a
unique function in the Prayer. There is no other epithet in the
Prayer, for the phrasc 6 év Tols ovpavets can hardly be said
to fall under this category. The language of cach clause is
characterised by the brevity of scvere simplicity., Further, this
unique function does not scem to justify itself as nccessary or
uscful. It émiotioios is to be connected, as it scems certain it
must be, with % ewoboa’, and to be taken to mean of the coming
day, the word 1s exposed to the charge of introducing tautclogy
into the Prayer as well as of being alien to its simplicity of
language. This becomes clear at once if the translation is given
in a literal and bald form * Give us to-day (day-by-day) our bread
of the coming day.” This poverty of meaning has been used as a
powcerful argument in favour of what I venture to consider an
impossible mystical interpretation of the word. ‘Is 1t conceivable,’
Mr MeClellan asks (New Testament p. 643), ‘that in this inimitably
concise and sublime prayer there could have been perpetrated so

1 By Lightfool's conclnsion as to thc meaning of dmwdees (Ur @ Hresh Re-
wizion, Appendiz), it will be seen, I absolutely accept, though it 1s only fair to
add that I venturo to interpret some of the evidence on which he bases it in a
different way. I am indebied to that dppendiz for a large part of the material
I have used in the investigation which follows. On the other hand Mr McClellan
(New Testament p, 632 ff) argues fervently for the mesning future. Hia con-
clusion may be stated in his own words {p. 646), “As the food given for nourisfing
« life which shall be perfected and enduring in the future world, it is émovacos, M,
crastinus, that i8, oireios 7of dmbpros or péMhorros alaros, ©“proper fo the world to
come.”’ The italics are bis. The statement of this view is, it seems to me,
its best refutation, If so many layers of meaning,~future, ic. pertaining to the
future world, i.e. spiritual fond in the present in preparation for the future,—
could be wrapped up in one single word, huwmen language could not bear the
Btrain,



‘GIVE US THIS DAY OUR DAILY BREAD. 45

diffuse and mean a tautology as this, © Qur bread which is daily
give us durly?” I admit the cogency of the reasoning so vigorously
expressed, but I think 1t points to a conclusion different from that
which the writer maintains.

I hazard then the conjecture, as a working hypothesis, that the
original form of the clause might be represented thus in Syriac:

o oo PBoaay

to-us  give  of-the-day our-bread

This Syriac form is based on the Old Syriac Version which
reproduces, we can hardly doubt, the original Aramaic (sce above
p- 39 n). Looking at Luke xi, 3 in the same version we may
further suppose that there were from the first two variations,
The-bread (1020N) was current as well as our-bread of-every-
duy (50023} as well as of-the-day™.

We have already secn how the two clauses Hallowed be thy
name, Thy kingdom come were in all probability adapted for
liturgical use. 'These adaptations, being only nceded for special
occasions, have left but slight traces behind. The word émiwovdaros
is, I believe, a similar adaptation, but, being in daily use among
the Greek-speaking Christians of the earliest days, it has won for
itself a permanent place in the Prayer. )

There seems to be evidence that considerable latitude was
allowed as to the insertion in the Synagogue prayers of petitions
suitable to the season or the day® At least equal freedom would
be elaimed in the asscmblies of the Brethren. Thus it is no

1 Compare the prayer (Berskoth 60 b) *And give me over this day and cvery day
(o ey o2 to grace &e.' (Dr Tavlor Sayings &ec. p. 142}, Comp. Acts vi. 1 év
75 Suasorly T8 afouepd (Syr. SOQa N0, Hieron, cotidiono: comp, the Old
Byr. of Le. xi. 3 and the Old Latin of the Lord’s Irayer). The Siaxorla of the
Futher in Heaven must be reflected in the Siaxeeic of the Chureh on earth. We
may perhaps suppose that St Luke’s regord of the cnatora of the Church is
ghaped by n remembrance of the Prayer. As to the custom itsclf, it may well
have been conneeted with the Synagogue system of ¢the Brethren® (see p. §),
and, if 8o, with the petition of the chief Prayer, Comp. Chrys. (viii, p. 257) roi
dprov roii émwovgiov, Tovréori, 7ol xalpuepwod. Cf. Judith xii. 15 rip xafyuepuip
Sfasrar.

2 Bee nbove p. 14. For the prayers used in the morning and the evening
recitation of the Shema ree Vitringa de Synegoga Vetere p. 1054 ; for the original
form of these pee Zunzm Die Gottesd. Vortriige p. 369,



465 THE TORD'S PRAYER [N THE EARLY CILURCH,

violently improbable hypothesis if we suppose that when the Lord’s
Prayer was uscd in the morning or in the evening Prayers’ of the
Hebrew * Brethren’ and of the Hellenistic ¢ Brethren,” at first at
Jerusalem and later in Northern Syria, it became cusfomary to
adapt the one clause which speaks of time to the particular hour
of prayer.

Araong the Hebrew and Syrian Christians the phrase as it
stood, Our-bread of~the-day, would be appropriate for the morning
Prayer. Of this form, as one very familiar to them, Ephrem
reminds his readers {sce below p. 49 f}. When however the
Prayer was used in the evening, a slight adaptation would be
necessary ; and such an adaptation we actually find in the word
Muhar (Syr. ;»at0), which Jerome quotes from ‘the Gospel
according to the Hebrews’ (see below p. 52)%

The case of the Hellenistic ‘Brethren’ wag different. Here
there was need of translation. And the requirements both of
translation and of adaptation were satisfied when, 5 émiofica being
adopted in place of [&0as, the word émiodeios was coined to repre-
sent {80aa).  This rendering would have a double advantage. It
would be appropriate when the Prayer was used in the morning—-
our bread for the coming day: it would be equally appropriate
in the evening®. Thus the petition would assume this form—r7éy
dprov nudv Tov émiovatoy 8os fpuiv. It is af least possible that the

1 Comyp. Didaché viil, 3 {rple vAs hudpas olfrw mpoceiyeefe). The writer through-
ot is giving rules for publie, not private, devotion,

4 A trace of this adaptation of the petition for evening uec seems o survive in
the Memphitic Version (Math) Our bread of to-morrow give it to us to-day. On
which Verrion two remarks: («) I take this as an example of a version pre-
serving a clause of the Lord’s Prayer as it was brought by the earliest converts
snd missionaries of the Apostolic age (see p. 13 £.): (3) The clause ae it stands is
the prodnet of & litersry ravision, the strength of devotional conservatism main-
taining of to-merrewe when to-day had been added to ropresent o#uepor.

3 Mr Wratislaw in an article in The Churchman (July 1888) shews conclueively
that % édrwfice i used of the day already begun. DBut it should be noticed that
4 émoboa could slways be substitvted for 4 efimor, though the converse does not
hold: comp. Acts vil. 26, xvi. 11, xx. 153 (on which see Mr Wratislaw’s remarks),
xxi. 18, Henee I am not surc that Mr Wratislaw does not earry his point tco
far when he elaimy Prov, xxvik 1 (uh kavxd té els afpor, od yip qwdores v rétera
# émewoboa) a8 an illustration in his favour. It seems lo me that the last paseage
pives some confirmation to my theory in regard to the Lords Prayer. For 4
émobea, not found elsewhere in the Lxx., here translates Dy,
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apparent analogy of weprolaios, occurring in a group of passages
(Ex. xix. 3, Deut. vii. 6, xiv. 2, xxvl. 18) which we know to have
occupied an important place in Apostolic teaching (Tit. ii. 14, 1
Pet. ii. 9; comp. Acts xx. 28, Eph. i. 14), may have suggested or
facilitated this representation of the original Aramaic word.

Liturgical forms soon get the sanction of usage. The instincts
of devotion are singularly tenacious of a familiar word, even when
{perhaps even in proportion as) its meaning and origin have
become obscure. And thus hefore the time when the first and
third Gospels in their present form were composed, the epithet
émovaies had firmly attached itgelf to the substantive,

No doubt, in our ignorance of the relations between the
Hebrew and the Hellenistic *Brethren, much must remain
ambiguous. The living witness of the Apostles as well as the
morming Prayers of the Hebrews would be sufficient to prevent
the original phrase (0a.y) and the alternative (Soaadoy)
becoming forgotten. When the Lord’s Prayer assumes a literary
shape in the Gospels according to 8t Matthew and St Luke, the
well-known liturgical formula is preserved, but side by side with
it there appears in the one Gospel the original of-the-day in
the natural adverbial form fo-day, in the other the very early, if
not original, alternative day-by-day. In this petition then, owing
to the influence of devational conservatism combined with reverence
for any remembered word of Christ, there meets us a double
rendering of the original word, a phenomenon to which most
chapters of the LXX. will supply a parallel.

So far I have endeavoured to reconstruct the history of this
clause ag it stands in our present Gospels. The resalts may be
taken as confirming to some extent the working hypothesis (p. 45)
from which we started. Buf is there any independent support
of the conjecturc that the original form of the clause was Our-
bread of-the-day give to-us? 1 venture to think that there is some
evidence worth consideration,

(1) There is a passage in the Epistle of St Jaraes (ii. 15 )},
which, T believe, bears on this problem :

édy alergpds 7 ddehdn ryupvol Umdpywor Kal Aevmopevor ThHs
dpmuépov Tpodis, elmry 8 Tis avTols éf vudy “Twayere v elpivy,
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Bepuaiveale xal yopraleale, uy Sdre 8¢ avrois 7a émurideia vob
ocwpaTos, Ti dPenos ; '

The Epistle of St James is a mosaic of Adyia xuptaxa, among
which those ‘oraclos’ which have a place in the Synoptists’ record
of the Sermon on the Mount are especially numercus. Some-
times these reforences to Christ’s teaching are obvious; sometimos
they lic beneath the surface; somotimes they have become so
assimilated to the context in which they are embedded that they.
fail to atiract attention’. It must be suflicient to refer to the .
Introduction to any of the Commentarics on the Epistle for a
list of the more patent of these coincidences. But no tabulated
statistics can give any idea of the living connexion which, even
with our fragmentary knowledge of the Lord’s discourses, we feel
to exist between the letter of the Diseciple and the words of his
Master.

In the passage from St James quoted above it is very probable
that he has in his mind the words of Christ recorded in Matt. xxv.
35—45. But it appears to me still more likely that in the phrase
7 épriuepos Tpogs we have a reminiscence of the petition for “the
bread of the day’; and further that in the succeeding words Ta
émiTideia Tob odpares we have a very carly comment on the
scope of the potition?

Such a conjecture is incapable of proof. The phrase 4
épnuepos Tpody is not in itself a remarkable one®, neither indeed
is the phrase which I suppose it to recall, ‘the bread of the day.’
The probability allowed to the suggestion will vary in proportion

! Compare e.g. James i, 21 (¢ wpaibryri éfucbe rdv Eugrror héyow) with Me.
iv, 18 (ror Neyor 7ov doemapudvor els advots), Lie. vili. 13 (nerd xopés Séxorrer Tv
Aéyor). Sec algo Barn, ix. 9.

# Based perhaps on Matt. vi. 82 (olSev yap ¢ wardp Gudr & olpdwmos fre ypdicre
rodrew drdrrey). Compare the probable reference in Didaché %, (rpogiv e xul
woroy Ewras dviipdmots.. fuly 68 éxaplow mrevnariy Tpoplw kal Tordy).

3 Wetsteln quotea Aristid, T. il p. 398 alrds wpocaraw, xal Ths dpmuépor
rpogfis dwopdy, ral Bhérwy els @ xal y Sgohess: Dion, Hal, Ant. viil. 41 drinfer
dc Tis olklas,. diovhes dwopos, oi3 Tir éfmuepor & SerTyres éx Ty favrel ypudTww
rpophy fraybperos, To these Field (Mium Norvicense, Pare Tertis) adds Chrys. ix,
P. 6775 AN 6 pév Seombrys gov wal fhior wiry draréihe, o 88 kel 7Hs édnudpov Tpodis
drdaftor avror xplves, which however may be & reminiscence of 8t James. We may
compare aleo Bar. EL 420 rfs £ Huépar Bopis, Herod, i 82 od ydp 7ot & péya
arhobrtes plihhor 1ol ix' hudpar Eyorroes SABudrephs ot
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as the general indebtedness of the Apostle to the Lord’s teaching
is admitted. It becomes very strong it we recognise that the words
of Christ form the wool and web of the langunage of the Epistle.

That the phrase 1 édnuepos Tpody comes very close to the
wording of the Prayer is cleat from the Latin versions and from
Chrysostom’s comments on the petition.

The Old Latin *panis quotidianus, retained by Jerome in his
version of 8t Luke, finds a close parallel in the earliest extant
Latin version of 8t James (i1, 153} ‘victus quotidianus®, a rendering
which Jerome preserves. Again, Chrysostom in dealing with the
clause as it stands in St Matthew says, 7f éorte, Tov dprov Tiv
émcotaion; Tov édipepov.. Seitar yap [n $rows] Tpodis s avary-
xaias. In another place (iv. 530) he uses similar langunage, Tov
dprov Nudy Tov émiovaev 805 Npiv onuepov, dvti Tol, THY Ths
fuépas Tpodrjw, a phrase in which he sturmbles into a curiously
literal representation of the original Aramaic.

It is howover when we take into consideration the Syriae
versions that the importance of the passage in Bt James is fully
seen. In the Syriac Vulgate rijs édnuépov Tpogns is represented
by the words toauy 1lioam (the-food of-the-day)®. Thus St
James gives the natural Greek translation of the Aramaic of-the-
day, and his whole phrase, excepting the substitution of ‘food’
for “bread,” is the very form which we assumed just now as the
original of the pctition, ‘the-(or our-)bread of-the-day.”’

(2) “I had also hoped,” wrote Bp Lightfoot (Or @ Fresh Revision
p. 217), “that I might find this petition quoted in the works of
one of the carlier Syriac writers, Aphraates or Ephrem, but my
search has not been attended with sucecess.  An indirect reference
in Epbrem (Op. vi. p. 642) omits the word in question. ‘The

1 Ced. Corbeiensis bas ‘sive frater sive soror mudi gint et desit cis vietus
quoiidianus,” Jerome's version is ¢Si antem frater aut soror nudi sint et indigeant
victu quotidiane.’ The writings of neither Tertullisn nor Cyprian supply evidence
ag to the text of St James (Bp. Weeteott Canon, ed. 5, pp. 258, 878, Rénsch Das N. T,
Tertullion's p. 572).

? The references given in Liddell and Seott are suficient to shew that
Mr M<Clellan is mistaken in supposing that in later Gresk égeuepos niways means
lasting but a day.” Such wuae doubtless the classical sense of the word, a use
which lasted on side by side with the meaning * daily’ (sec Buicer Thes. sub voec),
The words égmpepian and épyuepls buth illustrate the meaning daily,

(9% 4
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bread of the day (lto@as ]SQ.»A) shall suffice thee, as thou hast
learnt in the Prayer’. At the same time Ephrem agrees with
the Curetonian against the Peshito in 1500...2, so that it seems
probuble that he used the Curetonian Version.” The fact that
Eplrem fomits the word in question, constitutes, I believe, the
importance of the reference.

For in the first place Ephrem refers to some popular version of
the Lord’s Prayer, a part of catechetical instruction (*as thou hast
learned in the Prayer’).

And in the second place this popular version cannot have been
the Old Syriac. For had it boen, his citation would have at once
recalled to his hearers (for the reference occurs in a sermon on
Fasting) the whole clause as it stood in the Old Syriae (and-our-
bread conténual of-the-day give to-us), and the word continual
would have refuted the lesson which he wished to draw,

We learn then from an examination of Ephrem’s evidence that
there was some popular version of the Lord’s Prayer still in use
among the Syrian Christians of the Fourth Century, and that in
this traditional version, on which the Old Syriac itself was based, the
form of the petition under discussion was  the-bread of-the-day.’

The conclusion to which a cross-cxamination of Eplirem leads
us is confirmed by the clear testimony of another witness, The
Arabic version of Tatian’s Diatessaron published by Ciasca in 1888
gives what is to all appearance the whole of the matter contalned
in Tatian’s work. But the Syriac text on which the Arabie version
18 based scems to have been brought into conformity with the
Vulgate Syriac text’. All the more emphatic therefore is its
support of an earlier Syriac text, whenever such support is given.
The literal translation of the Arabic version of the petition for
“daily bread’ (§1x.) is * Give us the bread of our day’ (i.e. the day
in which we now arc). The epithet ‘coutinual’ which has a place
in the Old Syriac, and the epithet ‘of-our-necessity’ which is
given in the Vulgatc Syriac, arc alike absent. Thus the pre-
Curctonian form has the support of an unwilling witness. We are
not only confirmed as to the main conelasion which we drew from
Ephrem’s evidence, but we are able to identify the popular version

1 Hemnphill p. xxix, Rendel Harris p. 5.
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of the Lord’s Prayer to which he refers in his Sermon with the
form contained in Tatian’s Diatessaron®

Thus St James, Tatian, and Ephrem, who probably repeats
after a long interval the witness of Tatian, combine to attest the
shorter form of the clause, ‘Give us the bread of the day.’

(3) Does the Old Syriac version itself throw any light on the
matter?

In Matt. vi. 11 this version has:

o 0 koasy lrilo) o

to-us  give of-the-day continual and-our-bread
In Luke xi. 3

soaadsy  latol Baws O oo

of-every-dsy continnal the-bread fo-me and-give

Now about the Syriac wotd continual two remarks may be
made. In the first place it is diffieult to see that it represcnts any
probable meaning of the Greck émeoveios. In the second place
Curston in his note {referred to by Bp Lightfoot p. 215) remarks
that the word continual is in fact derived from Numb. iv. 7, where

the Hebrew P97 1*‘79 “3RM BRD is translated in the Syriac
version by the words loon waoads Al .%o Tasado (and-the-
bread continually let-it-be thereupon). The Old Syriac then of
this clause of the Lord’s Prayer appears to be a literary revision of
the popular version current since the Gospel was brought to Syria
from the Church at Jerusalem in the earlicst days of the faith, a
revision which represented the seemingly unintelligible émovotos,
which had meantime come into the Prayer, by a classical phrase
about bread in the Old Testament slightly changed, much as
Delitzzch in his Hebrew translation of the N. T, uses for the same

purpose another classical phrase of the O. T. (WJP?:! DI:I‘?) derived
from Prov. xxx. 8 (‘D11 D7),
This eonclusion receives some additional confirmation from the

fuct that in the revision of the Old Syriac (the Vulgafe or Peshito
Syriac) the cpithet 2030007 (of-our-necessity) is substituted for

U Thut the Diatessaron was the form of thc Gospels used in public worship
is clear from the Doetvine of Addai ¢, xxxv, Thdt. de Fab. Heer. i. 20

4—2
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1L.0) (continual), as though the latter were not sanctioned by
immemorial usage".

The position of these Syritan Christians in the third century
was in fact very parallel to our own. A Christian preacher in
England to-day would say ‘Pray God to forgive us our trespasses,
as we forgive them that trespass against us, as thou hast learned in
the Praycr,” regardless of the fact that the Authorised Version has
‘Forgive us our debts,as we forgive our debtors’, and that the Revised
Version has ‘Forgive us our debts, as we also have forgiven our
debtors”  Literary revisions are powerless against ancient formnlas.

{(4) Lastly, there is the notice of the clause in the Gospel
according to the Hebrews preserved by Jerome (on Matt. vi, 11):
“In evangelio, qued appellatur secundum Hebracos, pro supersub-
stantiali pane reperi Mahar, quod dicitur cragtinum, ut sit sensus:
Panem nostrum crastinum, id est futurum, da nobis hodie.

Here, it will be noticed, Jerome does not profess to give us the
precise words of the whole clause which he found in the Hcebrew
Gospel. He is content to quote the single word Mahar, and then
adds his own conclusion as to the gencral meaning (uf sit sensus).

1 Of this alicration Bp Lightfoot says (p. 215), * This is only one of the many
instances where the Peshifo betrays the influences of the fonrth century whether
in the text or in the interpretation.’ This explanation may Le the right
onc. DBut on the one hand the word of-sur-necessity does not represcnt what is
cegential in the later interpretation of émiodrios referred to, viz. ifs connexion
with sisie. On the other hand the notion of necessary would seem to have a
place in the earliest ozpositions of the clausc; for such an ezposition I believe
Jag. ii. 16 {r& émurjdas 1o edparos) to be. Tt is worth noting that the Syrisc
Vorsion in Bt James 1i. 16 (1«@? O"IZQ.QA_LCD) anawerd to this revised

translation of émoferps. Jan, i, 16 might iteelf be based on Mat. vi. 32, if lhe
gloaa were not so natursl (comp. Ex. xvi. 22 ri Béawaznﬂi?, Prov. zxx. 8 7a
dovra kel Ta adrdpen="20 DI'IL,'). Bo Tert, de Oratione vi. (Panem cnim peti
mandat, guod golum fidelibus necessariton est; ceters enim nationes requirunt},
and the familiar words *All fhings that be reedfud both for our souls and bodies.”
In tho Peshito then may we nof have tho substitntion of a familisr gloss for the
undatisfactory word of ‘the Old Syriae, a substitution which would be in harmongy,
as the Old Syriac rendering was at varlance, with the form of the clause in
comumon use as preserved to us by Ephrem (see above p. 40£)? Wa have the
somewhat similar case of a well-known gloses derived frotn a phrase of the N. T,
gaining a place in the text in the African Latin Version of Matt. vi. 13 (e.g. Cod.
Bohiensis, ne passus fneris induei nos in tempiationem), Here Tertullian preserves
the gloss which has beeome part ol the text in Cyprian’s time, Ses p. 64 f,
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It seems impossible that the two words fo-morrow and fo-day
could have stood side by side in the clause’, and Jerome disguises
the contradiction lurking in his fusion of quotation and comment
by the gloss which he slips in (crastinum, id est futurum).

The evidenee taken together is no doubt scanty; it must be so
from the nature of the case. But when we cross-question such
witnesses as we have, their testimony appears to me to be con-
sistently and unanimously in favour of the theory that the original
form of the clause in the Lord’s Prayer ran thus: “Give us onr
(or the) bread of the day.’

In reviewing the evidence we must remember that in such a
reconstruction of the history of a phrase as I have attcmpted, thore
must neecssarily be many hypotheses whose only support is mutual
agreement and inherent likelihood. Further, the general result
does not depend on the minute accuracy of cach step of the
reconstruction. To pretend to recall stages of change and revision
which were bound up with the manifold life of the Church of
the First Days, liturgical custom among Christian Hebrews and
Christian Hellenizts, the influence of oral tradition and written
memaoranda both in Aramaic and Greek, catechetical instruction,
the teaching of Missionaries and other converts leaving the Mother
Church at different times, the influence of usage and of transla-
tion in the Churches which they founded, would be a palpable
absurdity. An approximation to such a work 18 all we can hope for.

The general result is this:

(1) This petition of the Prayer refers to bodily needs®

(2) The epithet is temporal, not qualitative.

(3} The epithet is not part of the original form of the petiticn,
and iz due to liturgical use.

(4) All the phenomena may be reasonably explained if we
assume, an assumption for which there is some independent
evidence, that the clause originally was ‘ (Give us our {or the) bread
of the day.’

1 On the Memphitic Version gee note on p. 46,

2 In Didaché x. 2, where we practically have the earliest exporition of the
Lord's T'rayer, tho reference to actual food comces first: o, déowoera mavroxpdrep,
Fyrwoas T& wdvra Irexw Tob drduards mov, rpeghhy Te kal worowr fSwkas Tols dyfpdmors
els amdhavowr, Tre gou aiyaporigworw, Huiv 3 xaplow wrevpartkiy Tpogdiy kel woray
kol {fwhe aldrwov §td Toil medds cov.,



V.

Kal Adec HMIN TA GBEAHMATA HMDN,

@C Kol HMEIC ADHKAMEN TOIC GGEIAETAIC HMAN (B Marranw).,
Kal ABEC HMIN TAC amapTiac HMAN,
Kal AP aYToi &dioMen TIANTS GOEIAONTI HMIN (ST LUEE).

Four problems are suggested by the variations in the two
forms of this petition.

(1) Which is the more original, the 74 dpedsjuara of St
Matthew, or the rds auaprias of 8t Luke? In the discussion of
this question I again assume that the Old Syriac may be taken
as representing approximately the original Aramaic.

(¢) Do the Syriac and the Greek words meaning ‘forgive’
throw any licht on the question ?

The Syriac wane, the word in the Old and in the Vulgate
Syriac, is not decisive. The laute Hebrew word DAY (=to leave
or desgert, Dan. iv. 12, 20, 23; comp, Matt. xxvil, 46) is used
(see Gescnius Thesqurus) in the Targums as an equivalent to
17D and NP (= to forgive), words, which are not, I think,
applied to the remission of a debt.  The SByriac word is used both
of the remission of a debt (Matt. xviil. 32, Le, vii. 42) and of the
forgiveness of sins (Rom. xi. 27, 2 Cor, ii. 10).

The case of the Greek dgpeéras 18 somewhat different. This
word indeed is used in the LXX. to represemt P (to remii a
debt, Deut. xv. 1, 2), but it is also the common equivalent of
the words mecaning to ‘forgive sjns,’ Le. N¥) (eg. Gen. L 17,
Ex. =xxxii. 32, Ps. xxv. 18), P70 (eg Lev. iv. 20, v. 10).
In this latter sense the impcrative ddes is very common in
prayers (Gen. 1. 17 dges avtols Tiv ddixiav xai Ty duaptiav
adtdr, Bx. xxxil. 32 el uév ddels avrols Tiv dpapriav alrév
des, Numb, xiv. 19 des mhy apapriar 76 had TovTe, Ps. xxiv. 18
kai dpes macas Tds auaprias wov). Compare Eeclus. xxviil. 2
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dpes dSixnua v¢ wnalov cov, kat ToTe Senévtos cov @i apapriat
gov Avbigovras. Hence a Hellenist, familiar with the LXx,
would be under the temptation to strain a point in translation
that he might secure the familiar sequence des Tds apaprias.

(5) But is there any ambiguity in the original word meaning
“debt’ to minimise the unfaithfulness of such a translation ?

The word both in the O1d and in the Vulgate Syriac 18 «aDQuu.
The verb auue (=2, ‘In Targg. persaepe pro hebr. DN,
NI Ges. Thes), properly meaning ‘impar, haud capax, fuit’
(see Payne Smith Thes. Syr.), is frequently used in connexion
with sin (cg. Lev. iv. 22, 27), and defeat (e.g. 2 Kings xiv. 12
Hex., 1 Cor. vi. 7). It occurs also in the derived sense ‘debuit,
eg in Deut. xxiv. 10, Rom. xiii. 8 Further, the causative
siguifies ‘reum fecit, ‘eondemnavit,” without any idea of debt,
e.g. in Deut. xxv. 1,1 Kings viil, 32, Matt. xii. 41, Le. vi. 87, More-
over the substantive used in the Lord’s Prayer, though occurring
in the phrase loass ;%0 (lord of-the-dcebt, ie. creditor; Ex.
xxii, 25, 1 Sam. xxii. 2, Le. vii. 41), yet in the plural means simply
‘sins’ (Dan. ix. 20 ‘my sins...the sins of my people’). The precise
word used in the Lord’s Prayer (o), though in Col. il 14
the context gives it the sense of ‘our-debts, is yet used without
any thought of debt in Ex. xxxiv. 9. Hence, although in the
Lord's Prayer the words ‘our debtors’ fix the meaning, the word
itself might be translated in Greek by rds duaprias fudv.

Tt is easy therefore to account for this Greek phrase 7as
duaprias intruding itself as the equivalent of the original Aramaic
word here meaning ‘debts *; and thus I am led by quite avother
road to Mr Page’s conclusion {Eapositor, 3rd Series, vol. vii. p. 437)
that ‘ we seem to have...in Matthew a more accurate reproduetion
of the original.’

(2) The Didaché has T dpergp fudv in place of 7a
spenipara nusr. A sufficient explanation of the variation in
the Didaché might perhaps he found in Matt. xvili. 82 wdcar
Ty opeiy dnelvqy dpied oo Bub the variation may, I think,
be better explained as reflecting a slightly different rcading of
the original Aramaic. The difference between DQaa {our-deht)

and 204 (our-debts) is very small.
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(3) The phrase in St Luke warri ddeirorre fuiv, as com-
pared with that in St Matthew 7Tols oderrérais nudy, has the
appearance of a paraphrastic rendering. We can hardly doubt

that the terse «aSassd (our-debtors) is more likely to be the
original than é ey N2\ (to-every-one who-is-indebted
to-us).

(4) There remains still the more perplexing variation, wis xai
nuels ddnrauer (St Matthew), xat vdp avtol dolouer (St Luke).

In 8t Matthew the Old Syriac has,

WooOi e ] 2 [TEN |
will- {or xmay-) remib wo also a8 (or in-order-that}
In St Luke,
“O0nal e 2fe
will-rerpit we  and-also

The Old Syriac, it will be noticed, hag the ‘ fnture’ in both
Gospels; in both (ospels the Vulgate Syriac substitutes the
‘perfect” There is therefore strong reason to believe that the
‘future’ is the original form. This supposition is supported by
the dpiouer of St Luke and the ddieper of the Didachéd, But if
this be so, is not the original counexion between the two parts of
the petition the simple form preserved by the Old Syriac of Le.
xi, 4, ‘remit to us and we also will remit’*? The whole petition
beeomes thus a prayer and a premise, a prayer for forgiveness, and
a promise that the suppliant will forgive. This interpretation
has very strong support in the parable of the unmerciful servant
(Matt. xviii. 23 ff.). Here the divine forgiveness precedes, and is
represented as the model of, human forgiveness (comp, Col. il
13, Eph. iv. 32). The scrvant is forgiven, but lacks the grace
to forgive. The remission of the debt which he owed becomes
invalid, when he refuses remissivn to another,

It iz remarkable that this view of the petition in the Lord’s
Prayer is supported by what T believe is the earliest reference to
the words in Cbristian literature. In his letter to the Philippians
(c. 6) Polycarp writes, ¢ oflv 8eopefa 7ol wuplov lva +piv dez,
Ggeihoper xai npels ddiévar. That Polycarp is here referring to
the Lord's Prayer is put beyond dispute by the fact that he refers

! Bee the additionsl note on p. 57,
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in the following chapter to the nex$ clausc of the Lord’s Prayer,
and by the mode in which this refercnee is introduced: Serjoecw
alrovpevos TV wavTewdmTny Gedv p) ecoeveyrely nuAs els wEpacpoY.
The evidence derived from Tertullian, the earliest witness to the
Latin text of the New Testament, is at one with that of Polycarp.
It is given in the additional note at the end of this section (p. 58).

One point more in this connexion remains. Matt. vi. 14, 15
and Me. xi. 25 scem somewhat out of place where they stand, the
former passage singling out for emphasis one petition of the Lord’s
Prayer at the close of the section of the Sermon on the Mount
which deals with prayer, the latter following the lesson of faith
drawn from the withered fig-tree. Is it rash to suggest that they
are re-settings of the words in which the Lord sums up the
lesson of the parable, offrws kal 0 warip wov & obpdvios woujoer
Puiv éav py ddiTe ExacTos TP EOeApE’ avred dmwo Ty kapdity
tudr? In that casc the éav ydp depijre...ddjoer xai Tulv 0
mwarnp tpar of St Matthew (vi. 14, cf. Le. vi. 37) and the d¢iere...
e xal 6 watip vpdy...add dplv of St Mark (xi. 25) will refer, in
accordance with the teaching of the parable, to the continuance
and consummation of the divine forgiveness; though the language
has perhaps been slightly altered in accordance with the Hellenistic
translation of the Lord’s Prayer, és xal fucis ddpgraper (comp. Ep.
Clem. 13, Ep. Polye. 2).

In this part of the petition St Luke seems to me to prescrve a
form nearer to the original as far as the verb (adloper) is com-
cerned. Neither Gospel very cxactly reproduces what appears to
be the original connexion of the clauses.

Notr 0N SYRr1ac VERSIONS OF TIHIS CLAUSE (see p. 56).

I am inelined to think that the Old Byrinc of 5t Luke represcnts the
traditional form¥, (i) It is not here a trans{afion of the Greek, as it omits

the all important ydp. Contrast the Peshito ...A..\&TLM u‘ZJ-' fii) Though

1 In Westeott and Hort's text should not rg dfedgg be printed in uncials?
Hee Dent. xv, 2, 8 (rdv dA\Aérpior dracrioees Boa édv §f oo rap’ abre, T 8 diehgd oov
{Cod. B 700 ddehgpoi) deriv worfrers rob ypdovs eov). The old command is (1)
widened, for the Lord’s whole teaching gave & new meaning to brotherhood (L. x.
27 #.}; (2) deepened, by the addition of drd ror kapfidv dui,

2 No argument can be founded on the fact that tho Arable of Clases’s Tatian
has the perfect, s we have forgiven,” for it sccmne cerfain that this text hae been
largely modernizad.  See Harrviz The Diatessaron of Tutiun p. 5,
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Ephrem (iii. p. 641) has what is substantially the Vulgato Syriae, Aphraates
twico quotes the petition as it is in the Old Syriae of St Matthew, except
that the connecting word betwoen tho clanses is (&h) n_a)]O_ The pasdages
aro worth quoting in full. {n) Homilies of Aphranies ed. Wright p. I.S,
Tom, 2, § 14, “Again when the Lord taught His diseiples the Prayer, Tle
said to them, Thus shall ye pray, Forgive us our debts and also we will
forgive (LoD a) L &]O) our debtors, And again He anid, Tf thou
bring thy gift to the altar._.... (Matt, v. 23, 24), lest when any one pray-
eth, Forgive us our debts and also we will forgive our debtors, he be
canght out of his own mouth, and it be said to him by Him who receiveth
for, him who beareth up, i.e. Gabriel) his prayer, Thou dest not forgive

(f\.‘l-' NoEal ) u £u'l) him who is indebtod to thee, how shall they forgive

(c...m.-) thea? And so thy prayer shall remain on the earth.” (5) p. LS,
Mom. 4, § 7. “Forgive us our debts thut alwo we may forgive (CJ"“ .gﬂ?
Lo el but there is another reading T'L.n_ﬂ &]O:‘ and also wo™) our
debtors...... Thou prayest that it should be forgiven theo, and thou professest

that thou dost {or wilt) forgive (A-’-l 1 a3} Think fivst within thy mind
whether thou forgivest; then profess that thou dest (or wilt) forgive. For do

oot lie to God and sax T do (or will) forgive (].ﬂ QO 183), when thou dost not
foruive (ﬁ'x.‘l-' o). [Matt, v. 231 is then quoted]...... Tf TIe finds in thy

prayer, Forgive me and 1 do {or will) forgive (.'J-' 10 80), then shall it be
said to him that prayeth by him that beareth np the prayer (ie. Gabricl),
Fivst forgive thy debtor, then will T also bear up thy prayer before thy
creditor (f.e. God): do thou forgive a hundred pence according to thy poverty
andd thy creditor will forgive thee a thonsand talents according to His great-
ness”  In these passages Aphrastes reems to treat O m as a present,
nging the participle to represent it; but the thought of the prosent scems to
mergo into that of the feture in soveral clauses, But however Aphraates
interprets the words himself, his evidence as to the current form of the
clange is clear, for in tho sccond passage the context seems to require @]o,
and not éﬂ?. It should be added in reference to Aphraates’ wse of the
participle in his parvaphrases that the Jerusalem Syriae hag the plural
participlo in the second clause of the petition.

The Old Syriac and Aphraates’ comments on it find a curions parallel in
Tertullian's reference to the Latin Version of the clause. Tertullian does not
quote, so far ag I konow, the sccond clause of the petition for forgiveness.

1 This is the reading in the form of the Lord’s Prayer found in the Hyriac deots
of Judas Thomas (ed. Wright, val, i, p. '—\t-.—.; vol. 1i. p. 279 Eng. Tr.). The

whole glanse is remarksble, ‘ Forgive wy our debts and owr ains, that we too may for-

give our debfors.” I have to thank Prof. Bensly for pointing out to mea this
reference.
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Keither in e Oratione vil. nor in ade. Harcionem iv. 98 does Le give us the
exact words. In theformer passage however he gives the following gloss: ¢ Quod
idem scrvus o domino liberatus non perinde parcit debitor suo ac propteres
«ow.tortori delepatur, .., eo competit, quod remitfere nos quogue profitemur
debitoribus nostris.  Jam et alibi ex hac specie orationis, Remittite, inquit, et
remittetur vobis! Again, in tho tract de Pudiedtf i1 ho writes, * Dimittis
autemn, ut dimittatur tibi a deo. Delicta mundantur quae quis in fratrem,
non dewn admiserit.  Debitoribus denique dimissuros nos tn orations profile-
mur.” This latter passage (dimissuros) cortainly appears to suggost that in
someo Old Latin copiss the reading in the Prayer was dimditemaus, T do
not know that thore iy any Md. authority for such a reading. Cyprian's text
and comment (de Oratione Dom.} seem clearly in favour of the common
reading and interpretation: ¢Seientes impetrari non posse quod pro peeeatis
petitng, nisi of ipsi civea debitores nostros paria fecerimus,’

As these sheets are passing through the press, I notice that Prof. Marshall
in his article on the Aramate Gospel in the current number of the Expositor
(April, 1801) discusses this potition of the Prayer.  TTis remarks confirm what
I have said on the variation Sgedjpara and dpaprias. Tt secms to me how-
ever that his method of acconnting for the variation ds «al ruets (Matt.) and
ki yhip avrot (Lo} s open to eriticism.  Tle writes thng: ‘The [Aramaic] word
for “ag,” “sieut” in 83, The equivalent of “for” in this connexion i NP3,
“in eo,” *guatenug,” “sesing that” The difference in Aramaie iy thervefore
merely that of two letters very much alike and oagily eonfounded.” But in
the first place this sugzestion, ingenious as it is, neglocts the evidenco of the
Syriac Versions ag a guide to the original Arvamaic (see above p, 80 1)), And
in the second place ydp does not seem to me 8o obvious an equivalent of ®13,
the meaning of which Bustorf (Zex Chald) gives us én quanium, guafenus,
in e, de eo, as to lead ono to think that it would expel the word os (=8NB2)
already familiar; in fact @¢ would be nearer to Xt3 than ydp would be. Tf
such a confusion of Aramaic words alilke in sound is to be postulated to ae-
count for the variation, it would be simpler to supposc that the Aramaie
words were T8 (':T’EI) and 3. T think however that the Old Syriac of Le,
xi. 4 preserves the original connexion of tho two parts of this petition, Tn
the version given by 8t Matthew this petition is modelled after tho type
of the petitions in the earlier part of the Prayer {p. 401.) as preserved in hia
Gospel —human forgiveness must eorrospond to (ds) divine forgiveness, just
as the earthly doing of the Will, the coming of the Kingdom, and the hallow-
ing the Name should correspond to (@s) the heavenly, St Luke gives a
version of the clause {current perhaps in the Apostolic Churches of Macedonia
and (Greece} which aims at & more idiomatic Greck rendering,  ITere however,
as s0 often, we want 4 knowledge of the text of the THatcssaron.
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Tor last word of the claunse suggests a question of interest
with which it will be convenient to deal at once. The Syriac
versions have a word which, as it is obvious to remark, according
to 1ts voealization may be either singular (Aol temptation)
or plural (]38.‘.'.:::3, temptations). There is the same ambiguity
in regard to St Luke xxii 28 (.....:15..-..66.3, my temptations, or
wat@aml, my temptation).

It is therefore at least possible that the original form of the
petition was ‘Bring us not into Zemptations, and such a form
would be in harmony with the circumstances of our Lord’s
temptation (wmdrra weapacuor Lo, iv. 13), and with the phrase
qroweihot wepacpol which is common to 8t James (i 2) and
8t Peter (1 Pet. i. 6)'.  The Old Syriac, it may be added, reads in
St Luke xxii, 40 ¢ Pray that ye enter not among temptations’ (sce
below p. 62 n.), where the preposition shews that the noun is plural.
Further, in this form the petition would perhaps present less
difficulty when viewed from a theological and religious stand-
point. The evidence however does not seem to warrant more
than the suggestion of the possibility that this may have been
the earliest form,

The words u# eloevéyrns invite discussion in more directions
than one.

L In 2 Pet, ii. 9 (offer Kuipros elaeBels éx mepagpad Mecbar), which is very
possibly o reminisccnec of the Lord's Prayer, there is considernble authority for
the ploral repaspey.
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L The Syriac versions, as probably representing the original
Aramaic, are of special intcrest here. The Old Syriac in St Luke
has

[ETN TN AV {lo

into-temptation{s?) make-us-fo-cnfor and-do-not

The Vulgate Syriac in both Gospels adopts these words. The
Old Syriac of St Matthew has eafal (make-us-to-come). The
fact that the Vulgate Syriac has in both Gospels the phrase
make-us-to-enter tends to shew that this was the current traditional
form. Other reasons also, which will appear immediately, point to
the conclusion that this word ‘ make-us-to-enter’ is the original.

In discussing the interpretation of the words amd Tod woryped
I shall have to point out the close connexion between the Lord’s
Prayer and the sayings of the Lord on the night of the betrayal
{see helow p. 108f). Fresh links come Into view when we turn to
the Syriac versions.

The Old Syriac rendering of St Luke xxii. 40, 46 is happily
preserved in the Curetonian fragments.

v. 40 mpooetyeate uy eloerbelv els mwerpao iy,

boams demN @lal @ ol

temptations among  ye-enter that-not pray-:‘re
v. 46 wporevyecle va uy eloénbnre els werpacudy.

bosamaN oN\s2 ) akg
into-temptation(z?) yec-enter that-not pray-}c

The Syriac Vulgate has in both places the words which the
0Old Syriac has in v. 486.

In St Matthew xxvi. 41 (wpogetyeafe lva py eloérbpre els
mepaapor) and in St Mark xiv. 88 (mpocetyecfe a un Edyre
&5 metpaopoy), verses which are wanting in what remains to us of
the Old Syriac, the Syriac Vulgate has the same words as it has
in the two passages just cited frem St Luke.

A comparison of these passages in the Syriac vorsions suggests
the following conclusions: (1) The sume verb which is used in the
Peal in St Matthew xxvi. 41, St Mark xiv. 38, St Luke xxii. 40,

1 The VIA;Z in the Vg. Hyr. of 8t Luke is only a difference of form. The
Arabie of Clasea’s Tatinn has ‘make v not to enter.?
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46 is used in the Aphel in the Lord’s Prayer as the clause is given
by both versions in St Luke, and by the Vulgate in 8t Matthew.
The close relation therefore between the Lord’s Prayer and the
history of the evening of the betrayal, which a study of the
Greck Gospels suggests, is strongly confirmed. (2) So far as a
single case can be urged, the revelation of a harmony, so natural
and so simple, between the Lord’s words spoken at different times,
supports the theory that our Lord spoke in Aramaic and that
His sayings were current in that language. (3) The gloss (for
such, however ancient, I supposc it to be) in the Old Syriac in
St Luke xxii. 40 ‘ among temptations’ secms to point to the plural
- interpretation of Paams being the common one'. (4) Lastly
and chiefly we seem to have a clear indication that the verb
in the petition originally was, é;l. (make-us-to-enter). This
indication is confirmed in two directions, (&) In St James i
2 (brav wepaocpels mepiméonre workirors) the Vulgate Syriac
has Poama\ @8 (ye-enter into-temptations). Here there is
no attempt to represent the somewhat remarkable word mepe-
méonre: a word which, it may be noted in passing, scems to
suggest that St James had some such phrase in his mind as that
which is represented by the Old Syriac of 8t Luke xxit. 40 (‘enter
among temptations’). Of the other passages in the New Toestament
where the word oceurs, one (Acts xxvii. 41) is somewhat ditferent,
from our present passage; in the other, viz. St Luke x. 30 (xal
AyoTats mwepiémener), the two great Syriac versions endeavour to
give an adequate rendering of the word, the Old Syriac having ‘he
fell into the hands of robbers, the Vulgate “there fell upon him
robbers. In St James however it seems as if the Syriac translator
could not help reproducing the familiar juxtaposition, enter)
‘temptation®,” () The word eiopéperr is the natural Greek
equivalent of such an Aramalc word as WAl Execept in five

1 The plural appears regularly to follow the preposition o {=among): see
Matt, xiii, 7, xxviii. 15, Me. 3. 3, 28, Le, 1. 240, vi. 1, vili. 43, xvi. 15, John 1. 3§,
i, 54, xxi. 98, Acts ii. 9, vii, 2.

? We might have expected & similar twrn in the Syrise translation of 1 Tim.
vi, 9 (dumlwrovow efs mepaspér wal wayidae). DBubt hero tho literal rendering is
aceounted for by the metaphor which follows and by the need of confermity with
the tranelation of the cognate phrases eis xpipa énw. 707 Surfohov (il 6), eis dveidio by
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passages out of the eighty in whieh 1t is found 1n the 1xx,
elogépery is the translation of N2, a Hebrew word which very
frequently is represented in the Syriac by the Apbel form \sl.

If this account of the original phrase is true, and if we may
look to the Syriac word rather than to the Greek as a guide to the
true meaning of the petition, light is thrown on the difficulties
which have often been found ir this prayer. There is a certain
elasticity about the so-called causative voices. They sometimes
approach a permissive semse. So it may be here. Certainly the
notion of deliberate guidance has no necessary place in the Syriac
word. The fact that this idea of guidance is not prominent in
elopépew, cspecially when 1t is contrasted with the other
equivalents of N*AM7 in the LEX. viz, dyew, eloayew, and more
rarcly wpoedyery, nay have been the reason why the Hellenistic
“Brethren’ chose this word to stand in the Lord’s Prayer rather
than the other possible renderings of the Aramaic.

II. The last subject touched on makes it an easy transition
to pass from the Syriac versions to two glosses which found their
way into certain forms of the Old Lalin version.

(1) In two passages Augustine deals with an mtercsbmg
form. of this clause found 10 some Old Latin authorities,

In the first, de Sermone Domint (Migne P. L. 34 p. 1282),
he writes thus:

¢ Et ne nos inferas in templattonem. Nonnulli codices habent
indueas, quod tantumdem valere arbitror; nam ex uno Graeco
quod dictuts est elgevéyxys utrumque translatum cst.  Multi
autern precando ita dicunt, ne nos patiaris tnduct in temptationem,
exponcntes videlicet quomodo dictum sit dinduces’ Sabatler,
reforring to this passage, notes that Auvgustine himself is eon-
sistent In the use of ‘inferas’ in this clause,

Again, in de Dono Perseverantiae vi. (Migne P. L. 45 p. 1000)
Augustine writes as follows:

‘Unde stc orant nonnulli et legitur in codicibus plurimis ot hoc
sic posuit beatissimus Cyprianus : ne putiaris nos tnduct i temp-
¢uwr. wal wavife rof Swefbhov (ili. 7). The word X*2N appears in Jewish prayers
in connexion with temptation. *The Fews’ Morning Prayer {ef. Berakoth 0 b) has
the petition, 1133 ¥12.335%2R SXY* (Dr Tuylor Sayings p. 1411,
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tationem. In Evangclio tamen Graeco nusquam inveni nisi ne
nos wnferas in temptationem.

In these two passages Augustine makes three assertions, which
we may consider in the following order, giving to the first of them
a somewhat larger scope.

(¢) The words ne nos pafiaris induci in temptationem are
found in some Latin writings, and first occur in Cyprian.

The writer commonly called Arnobius Junior (Migne P. L. 53),
the inferior limit of whose date is the Eutychian controversy, in
the dizlogue called de Deo Trino et Une (Lib, ii. ¢h, xxx.) assumes
this as the true reading.  “Qui autem orat et dicit, ne nos dnduci
patiaris n templationem, non utique id orat ut homo sit...neque
id orat ut habeat liberuin arbitrium,...neque orat peccatorum
Temissionem...sed orat planc ut faciat mandatum, Orat ut non
peccet, hoe est, ne quid faciat mali’

The same form of the clause is given in a Sermnon (Ixxxiv,)
printed in the Appendix to Augustine’s Scrmons. The passage
is quoted below p. 671,

The passage in Cyprian (de Oratione Dom.) is clear, and is as
follows:

‘Illud quoque neeessaric monct Dowminus ut in oratione
dicamus ¢ ne pativris nos induci in fempfationem. Qua in parte
ostenditur nihil contra nos adversarium posse, nisi Deus ante
permasertt, ut omnis timor noster et devotio atqne observatio ad
Deum convertatur, quando in temptationibus nostris nihil malo
ltceat, nisi potestas tnde tribuatur,

I have italicised the words in which Cyprian dwells on the
peculiar form of the clause as he accepts it.

It should further be noticed that Hartel, whose text s follow-
ed above, records two vaviations of reading in Cyprian’s quotation
from the Lord's Prayer: (1) Cod. Veroncusis substitutos passus

Jfueris for pattaris, (i) Cod. Sangallensis and Ced. Veronensis have
induet nos.

(by The reading has found its way into several M3s. (1) ‘The
close affinity of Cod. Bobiensis (k} with Cyprian,’ so writes Bp
Wordsworth (Old-Latin Biblical Tewts, No. 1. p. lxvii), is ¢ the first
and surest clue that we have to guide nas through the maze’ of
the questions connected with the early Listory of the Old Latin
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Verston, This M8, reads ne passus fueris induct nos in temptationd,
(2) Cod. Colbertinus (¢), which gives (see below p. 158) a ‘mixed’
Latin text, has ne passus nos fueris induct in femptationem.
Sabatier gives ne patiaris nos induci as the reading of (3) Cod.
Sangermanensis (g%), and of (4) gat., a Ms. of the Hieronymian text
of the Gospels at St Gaticn’s, Tours. To these must be added two
MsS. referred to in the eritical note on Matt. vi. 13 in Bp. Words-
worth and Mr White's edition of the Vulgate text of St Matthew,
viz, (5) *Cod, Dublinensis olim Armachanus (Book of Armagh),
(6) “Cod. Evang. Rushworthianus vel ‘Gospels of Mac Regol.’”
Both of these Mss. read ne patiaris nos induct.

The evidence derived from the mSs., taken with that of the
Latin writers quoted above, shews (i) that the gloss took more than
one form; (ii) that it appears in the text at almost the earliest
date at which we have evidence in regard to the African Vexsion,
and that it was widely known, though not commonly adopted into
the text of the Gospel

(¢) *Sic orant nonnulli, 'multl precando ita dicunt,’ such is
Augustine’s account of the form of the petition which we are con-
sidering. It was common in devotional use; hence it gained
currency.

Three passages of Tertullian are instructive in this connexion.
I will quote them in the probable order of date.

De Oratione viil, ‘ne nos inducas tn templtationem, id est, ne nos
patiaris induci ab eo utique qui temptat.’

De Fuga ii. “ Erue nos a maligno, id est, ne nos induxeris in
temptationem permittendo nos maligno. Tunc cnim eruimur
diaboli manibus, cum illi non tradimur in temptationem.’

Adv. Marcionem iv. 26 * Quis non sinet nos deduei in tempta-
tionem ? Quem poterit temptator non timere, an qui a primordio
temptatorem angelum prasdamnavit ?’

The thought of the divine permission in the matter of tempta-
tion is the turning point of Tertullian’s interpretation of the last
two clauses of the Prayer, as later on (see p. 134 f.) will appear
more clearly. In these passages we see the words in which that
thought found expression in the very act, as it were, of securing a
place for themselves in the text. In the passage from de Fuga
the thought is clearly expressed; in the earlier passage from de

o §
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Oratione the form which in Cyprian is part of the prayer itself is
given as the proper expansion of the petition; in the treatise
against Marcion, the thought of permission must necds be included
in a hasty reference to the clause. Thus the gloss is already
laying aside its guise and boldly assuming a higher place,

There is no need to suppose that Tertullian is the author of
this scholium. He is probably only repeating a devotional adapta-
tion, already current, of a hard saying. That this adaptation is
due to liturgical usage will appear presently, when the discussion
of the other kindred gloss on this petition has cleared the way for
an investigation into their common origin. For the present it is
sufficient to notice that the gloss now under consideration is
ultimately to be traced back to the words of St Paul in 1 Cor. x.
12, 13, which seemed to offer an authoritative explanation of this
petition. The Pauline passage is not quoted by Tertnilian.
Cyprian however (Testimonia 111 91) vepresents it thus, ‘Temptatio
vos non occupabit misi humana. Fidelis autem Deus, qui non
patietur vos temptari super quod potestis, sed faciet cum tempta-
tione etiam evadendi facnltatem, ut possitis tolerare®/

(2) The passage of 8t Paul however was pressed into the
service by Latin writers in another way. It had helped them to
soften down the difficult ne nos inducas. It. also suggested a
Hmitation of tempfatzo. This gloss appears to be later than the
former; it hung about the actual text, but has not, so far as I
know, been found in any Ms.

I quote in full, as they are instructive in many ways, the
passages teferred to by Sabatier.

Hilary 4n Ps. cxviii. (Migne P. L. 9 p. 510) ‘Scientes qui-
dem frequenter nos ab eo ob temptationes derelinqui, ut per eas
fides nostra probabilis fiat. Verumtamen secundum Prophetam
ne nos penitus derelinquat deprecandus est: ait enim, Non me
derelinquag usquequaque nimis. Quod et in dominicae orationis

1 T quote Hartel's toxt. He notices that (1) Cod. A (= Cod. biblioth. Sessorianae,
seec. vil) has quod ferre potestiz; (2} Cod. W {=Cod. Wiirzeburgensis) has pro-
ventum facultatis in place of evad. facult. The Vulgate (Cod. dmiatinus) has
‘Temptatio vos non adprehendat nigi humana., Fidelis autem Deus ost, qui non

patietur vos tempiari super id gquod potestis, sed faciet cum temptatione etism pro-
venbam, ut possitis austiners.’
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ordine continetur, cum dicitur Non derelinquas nos® in temptatione
quam ferre non possimus. Seit Apostolus derelinqui nos ad
temptandum ; sed novit et mensuram infirmitatis nostrae Deum
nosse, dicens Fidelis est Deus, qué non permitiat nos temptars super
quam possumus. Job Deus temptationi permittens a iure diaboli
potestatem animac eius excerpsit.

Chromatiugs Bp of Aquileia, a contemporary and supporter of
Chrysostom, a friend of Ambrose, Jerome, and Rufinus (Migne
P. L. 20 p. 362) ‘Dehinc ait K ne nos inducas in temptationem,
sed libera nos ¢ malo....Non ergo ne in toto teptemur oramus, sed
ne supra quam virtug fidei patifur ternptationi tradamur; quod
ipsum in alio libre Evangelii [he is here commenting on the
Sermon on the Mount in 5t Matthew] ostensum est: sic enim
seriptum est Ft ne nos tnferas in femptationem, quam sufferre non
possumus.  Apostolus quoque, ut id ipsum ostenderet, ita testatus
est, dicendo Fidelis autem Deus, qui non patitur temptart super id
quod potestis, sed faciet cum temptatione efiam transgressum, wl
possitis tolerare. Kt ideo non illam temptationem a nobis auferri,
quae esse potest utilis, deprecamur, sed illam, quae ad fidei nostrae
eversionem modum infirmitatis excedit. Et idcirco congrue et
necessario in fine orationis ctiam liderar: nos postulamus a malo,
qui fidem nostram diversis temptaticnibus quotidie expugnare non
desinit, a qua nos non immerito quotidiana oratione deprecamur,
ne immissionibus ipsius impediti prascepta divina minime possimus
implere.” The masculine interpretation of ¢ malo is to be noticed.

Jerome in Fzek. xlviii. 16 (Migne P. L. 25 p. 484) ‘ Cumgque -

recesserimus ab aquilone, vento frigidissimo, transimus ad meri-
diem, et post ortum in uobis lumen scientiae, occasum fortitudinum
formidamus, nequaquam praeterita sed futura considerantes, nec
habentes certam virtutis possessionem sed quotidie in oratione
dicentes, Ne tnducas nos in temptationem quam ferre non possumus.
Augustine De Serm. Dom, il. 9 ‘Aliud est induci in temptati-
onem, aliud temptari...Inducimur enim si tales acciderint quas
Jerre non possumus.” This passage is not noticed in Sabatier.
Pseudo-Augustine Serm. lxxxiv. (Migne P. L. 39 p. 1909)
« Et ne patiaris nos tnduct in temptationem quam ferre non possumaus,

1 Here is another Seriptural glose making ite way into the text. Comp. Pa.
¢xviii. 8 (non me derelinguas usquequaque), xxvi, 9, xxxvii, 22, Ixx. O,

s—2
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Vide quid dicat quane ferve non posswmus: non dicit, non inducas
nos in templutionem; sed quasi athleta talem vult temptationem
quam ferre possit humana conditio, et unusquisque ut o malo, hoe
est, ab inimico et a peccato, liberetur. Potens est autem Dominus
qui abstulit peccatum vestrum, et delicta vestra donavit, tueri et
custodire vos adversum diaboli adversantis insidias, ut non vobis
obrepat inimicus, qui culpam generare consuevit’.’ The masculine
interpretation of ¢ male again should be noticed.

Hitherto we have confined our attention to Latin writers in re-
ference to both these glosses. It isin Latin writers that they both
attach themselves to the text of the Prayer, though it is only the
first of them which has gained a place in extant Latin copies of
the N.T. But it is important to remark that the first gloss is
found in a fragment of Dionysius of Alexandria (Migne P. &. 10
p. 1601, see below p. 140) xai 87 «ai pn eloevéykps Huds els
mepacudy’ TovréaTi, py édoys Huds éumedely el mepacpoy,
where 1 Tim. vi. 9 is combined with 1 Cor. x. 13. Further, a
similar phrase embedded in a prayer has been already quoted
(p. 38) from Agathangelus, o éacas érerbeiv nuiv Tow metpaaudy
tobTor. I have pointed out that there appears to be a large
liturgical element in Agathangelus, and this fact at once suggests
that we have only pariially followed up the clue given in Augus-
tine’s words {(p. 63), ‘sic orant nounulli’ ‘multi precando ita
dicunt.” Compare Jerome (above p. 67) ‘quotidie in oratione
dicentes” The true origin of these allied glosses appears at once
when we turn to the following passages from the Liturgies®.

Liturgy of Alexandria (Swainson p. 6) uy eloevéyrns juds els
meipaa oy, bv Cmeveynety ov Suvrduefa. The Embolismus of the
same Liturgy (Swainson p. 62 f, Hammond p. 189) vai «vpie
kUpte, un eloevéyxns...movnpod. older «dp ¥ TOAN} cov ev-
amharyyvia, dri ov Suvduela Vmeveyxely Sid Ty WOAAGY Hudy

1 This whole passage in alao found in Psendo-Ambrowe de Sacramentis v. 4, 28,

? Dr Hort has already suggeated this explanation. After spesking of the
doxology, he adds (Noter on Select Neadings p. 9), *Another apparently liturgical
interpolaiion oecurs in several Latin Fathers, the addition of quam ferre {suf-
Jerre) non possumus Lo femplationem: it is not known to exiet in any Latin ms, of
the Gospel itsslf. He doea not notice the first gloss,
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doléveiav: dANd moinaov adv T¢ mwepacud kal iy EcBaci, Tob
Stvaglas Huds Smeveyrely.

Liturgy of St James (Swainzon p. 225 f.) pdoar duds...us
dmooTions dd gudy iy onv Bojbeav, undd: Bapurépas Ths
Huetépas Surduews maidelas émaydyns duiv. The Embolismus of
the same Liturgy (Swainson p. 806 £, Hammond p. 48) w4
elgevéykps nuds els mepaoudy, xipi, xlpte Y Suvduewy, by
vmeveykeiv ol Suvduela, 6 eldws Ty dobBéveiay fudy, dAAd Sioar
KT,

The Syriac Liturgy of St James (Swainson p. 343, Hammond
p- 78) has,  Domine, Deus noster, ne inducas nos in temptationem,
quam virtute degtituti sustinere non possimus, fsed fac etiam cum
tentatione proventum, ut possimus sustinere,} et libera....

The &mbolismus of the Coptic Liturgy (Hammond p. 223) ne
nos inducas in temptationem, neque permiffes ullam iniquitatem
in nos dominari.

A consideration of this liturgical evidence, of the passages
from Tertullian and Cyprian (above pp. G4, 65), of the fact that
neither of these two glosses occurs in any known Greek text of
the N.T,, and that only one of them is found in any known Latin
text of the N.T, and lastly of the analogy of other additions to
and adaptations of the Prayer, seems to me to prove that they
made their way from the Liturgles into (or towards) the text of
the N.T., and not vice versa. The further fact that these glosses
oceur in writers who are separated from each other in time and
in circumstance, and that they are found in Liturgics belonging
to different families, shews very clearly that they must be due to
very early liturgical usage.

Note on an English Version of this clause in the King's Book
(1543).

The Festitution of a Christian Man, 1537, often callod the Biskops’ Dook,
has on the clause Awd leads we not 4nto femptaiion the following comment :
¢ For tho more playne declaration of the sixth potition we thinke it convenient
that all byshops and preachers shall instructe and teache the people,..that
our Savior Jesus Christ teacheth uws not in this sixth peticion, to praye unto
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god our father, that we shulde be clerely without al temptation, but that he
wol not suffre us to be led into temptation.... Bayncte Paule sayth, The
trewe and faythfull god wol not suffre us to be tempted above that we maye
beare, but ke wol turne temptation to our profit, that we maye susteyn it
and overcome it.” This exposition is substantially repeated in the Necessary
Lrudition of any Christion Man, 1543, often called the King's Book. But
here the petition in the Praycr itself is And leite ws nof be ledde Into templa-
tion. The history of the clause in Tertullian and Clyprian curiously repeats
itself, though the explanation of the history may be quite different in the two

epochs, T do not know that this gloss is found in any other English Version
of the Prayer.



VIIL
AAAS pYeal AMAc ATO TOY TreNHpeY (ST MartEEW)

IN a discussion of the interpretation of this clanse three distinet
questions require investigation: (1) the mecaning of the prepo-
sitions dmd and ée after prveafas and kindred verbs; (2) the origin,
meaning and use of the term ¢ wownpds; (3) the evidence as to
the gender of dmo Tod ornpod to be derived from (i) the Gospels,
(ii) the Epistles, (iii} early Christian literature, (iv) the earliest
Versions,

Frequent reference will be made to the friendly controversy
of two great scholars, who have since then passed away. It was
opened by Canon Cook’s Protest against the change in the last
petition of the Lord's Proyer...a letter to the Bishop of London,
dated four days after the publication en May 17, 1881, of the
Revised Version of the New Testament. Bishop Lightfoot’s three
letters in answer to Canon Cook appeared in the Guardion on the
7th, 14th, and 21st of the following Sceptember’, Canon Cook
replied by a full statement of his case in a Second Letter dated
26 November, 1881% It would be indeed unbecoming to praise
the learning of the two disputants: but, as I shall have occarion
more than once to criticise Canon Cook’s arguments, I may perhaps
be allowed to pay a respectful tribute to the chastened and almost
pathetic earnestness with which the veteran scholar pleaded his
cause. Yet even such masters of the reaper’s craft have left o few
ears for humbler gleaners to gather,

1. The prepositions dmé and éx after pvecBar.

When used with full accuracy awé, the correlative of wpds,

1 While this is passing through the press I learn that Bp Lightfoot's three
lettere are being reprinted in the third edition of hiz velume On ¢ Fresh Revigion.

# Canon Cook’s prolest had the enthusinstic support of Dean Burgon, The
Reyizion Revised, p. 214 ff,
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denotes motion from, emphasising the idea of direction; éx, the
correlative of els, denotes motion ouf gf, emphasising the idea of
emergence. Thus, for example, the two prepositions are used
correctly in the following verse of the Apocalypse (xxi. 2): wal
iy mohiw Ty ayiav lepovoariu kawny €ldov xaTaBaivovoay éx
To0 odpaved amd Tob Geodl. When then dwé is used with a verb
meaning deliverance, it properly implies nothing more than that
the threatened danger has been averted. A person has been
in the neighbourhood of peril, and has been withdrawn unharmed.
Thoe preposition é« following a verb of this elass properly expresses
the further notion that the person delivered has been brought out
of the very arca of danger itself Instances of thiz full meaning
are: Ps. xxxili, 20 (LXX.) woAkal ai Ohireis Tdv Sikaiwy, xai
éx wracoy avrér (Hebr, DT- ?D"ﬂ) proetas avrovs’: and again,
Jude 5 Kvgios hadr éx vyis Alylmrov ogocas. But as a matter
of fact is this distinetion invariably or commonly observed in the
IxX. and in the New Testament ? The answer with regard to
the usage of the former is of primary importance. It must
however be remarked that statistics as to the phenomena of the
LXX, in the present condition of the text and of the available
apparatus, can only be looked upon as approximate and provisional.

It is prohably due to a sense of the distinction pointed out
above that the translators of the LXX. and the writers of the N.T.
alike avold the construction ¢vidocery €éx, and, with the single
exception of Ps. cxxxix 5, always associate with this verb the
preposition aw6®.  Avoidance of, not emergence out of, danger is
the essential idea of this word. The choice therefore of this
preposition is & natural one.

But the case is different when we take the ambiguous verb

1 Comp. Le. ii. 4, Jn, 1. 44, 45, 46, vii. 17, =i, 1, 1 Thess. ii. §, 2 Cor. v. 6, 8
{éxBnuofuer dwd Tor xuplor,, dxdyufieat éx rol cduares), Apoo, xvi. 17. The conirast
between dwd vexpdy {Le. xvi, 30, Matd. xiv, 2, xxvii. 64) and éx vexpir {Le, zvi. 81
and slweys clsewhere) is very instructive, The éx implies a certain relation to the
other dead: it hinte at the thoughi of an éwepxs.

¢ Comp. Ps, cxxiii. 7.

% The passayes are (¢} Dent. xxiii, 9, Josh, v1. 18, Pa. xvii, 24, ¢xx, 7, cxl. §,
Jer, ix, 4, Mig. vii. 5 {in all these places the Heby, vorb is 0B, Tirek. xxxiil. 8,
Bir. =i 11, =xii. 18, 26, xxxv. 22, =xzvil, 8; (k) Lo. xii 15, 2 Thess. iil. 3,
1 o, v, 21.
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preaBas, to deliver. Here taking all the occurrences of pdecba:,
without distingnishing them according to the Hebrew word
represented, the verb is followed by éx 30 times; by ex yepos’
(or ék Tdv yewpar) 20 times; while only 10 instances of dmé
are found®,

A more exact view of the facts of the casc is gained if the
various constructions of the verb ‘723 (Niphal, Piel, ijhil,
Hophal), and their several equivalents in the LxX,, are in-
vestigated. For, while piecfar is used to represent several

Hebrew verbs (Sb_t.-}, ;_?*@‘fﬁ.‘l, ?[?l:l, DI??._), E‘_-?_B), it occurs about

80 times as the translation of parts of '733. The results attained
are as follows.
1. "B (1) Of living creatures, chiefly persons® :

(a) éx yepés. Gen, xxxil, 12%, xxxvii, 21% 22* Ex, il
8%, xviil. 9%, 10*, Dcat. xxv. 11%, xxxit. 39*, Josh. 1x. 26%, xxii.
31, xxiv. 10*, Judg. vi. 9, viii. 34, ix. 17, 1 Sam. iv, 8*, vii. 3%,
14 (dpeirovro), xil. 11*, xiv. 48%, xvii. 37%, 2 Sam. xii. 7, 2 Kings
xvill. 20%, 33, 34%, 35%, 2 Chron. xxxil. 13 {(cdas, so v, 14, 15),
17%, Ps, xxii, 218, zxxi. 16, lxxxii. 4, xevil. 10, exiiv, 7b, 11 %, Is.
xxxvi 18, 19, 20, xhii. 13%*, Jer, xv. 21%, xx, 13%, xxi. 12%, xxii,
3% xli. 11 (cdlew), Bzek. xiil. 21, 28, xxxiv, 27%, Dan. viii. 4*,
7* (Theod)), Hos. i, 12%, Zech, xi. 6%

(&) éx. 2 Kings xvii. 39*, Prov. vi. § (se&{n: but the LXX.
diverges from the Hebrew).

(¢} awd. Ex. 11 19, Numb, xxxv, 25% Dan. viil. 7 (LEX.}.

1 T have noticed dmd yewds only in 2 Esdr, viii. 81 {tppbeare Huds dwo yepds
{xfpor),

¢ Job xxxiii. 17, Pa. =vi. 18, xvii, 30, 49, zxxviil, 9, xlii. 1, exix. 2, Prov. ii. 12,
{xi. 4 v.1.}, BEzek. Txxvii. 23, 1 Maee. zii. 15,

® In passages marked with an asterisk the verb éfapefofae 1 nsed, In all other
oased when a verb olher thao jeesfar i used, the verb is noted.

In the prayer of Hsther {iv. 16}, which only exists in the (freek, there occurs the
petition plear fuis éx xepds Tér worppevoudrwr kel plical ue ér 7ol gpéfov wov. The
resemblance of the prayer, which iz perhaps bascd on some Greek Jewish formula,
to the Lord’s Prayer is to be notod. Fritzsche (Librd dpocryphi p. 51) gives besides
the above the following reading : pioa fuds & xepds 7dr Tormperondruw &' fuds kal
étenel pe, kUpte, €x xetpds ol @bFov mov. Comp. Jer. xx, 13 0N '1_'1:)5*2.': {Lxx.
éEethaTo.. éx Yeipls Torypevopdiiy),
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(2) Of things:
éc. Is. xlvii. 14*. Compare Job v. 20,
3] DR T
pvoeTai oe éx Bavarov...éx yerpos oibipov Aaer oe.
2, "D ﬂga (1} Of living creatures:
(@) éx yepos. 2 Sam. xiv. 16, xxil. 1* (= Ps. xviii. 1},
2 Kings xx. 6 (gdow), 2 Chron. xxxii. 11 (cdea), Is. xxxviii. 6.
(b) amd yepds. 2 Esdr. (= Eezra) viii. 31.
(¢} éx yepds amd, 2 Sam. xix. 10,
s Dhzbs B vebn sm ik Ran Nhwn Poun
¢ Bacideds Aaveid éploaro fuds éx yeipds dmé mavrev® Tdy
éxBpdv Hudv, val avris éfeirato fuds e yeipds dAhodrrer.
(2) Of things:
Hob.ii 9. 1 37 B3 Sean5
Tol éeomaclivar éx yelpos raxow.
3. "B 1 (1) Of living creatures:
(a) ée. 1 Bam. xvii. 33 (¢féomaca ér Tod aTopatos avrod),
2 Sam. xxil, 18, 49, 1 Chron, xvi, 35%, Ps, xviii, 18, xxxi. 16, lix. 2%,
3, lxix. 155, exlii. 7, exhil. 0¥, Ezek. xxxiv. 10 (éfenoduac...éx Tod
aTopares abTew), Amos iil, 12 (6rav éxomday & mocuny éx oréparos
Tod AdovTos die gxély), Mic. v. 3.
(B) dmo. Ps. zvin. 495, Prov. il. 12 (va pdoyrai oe dmo
080t narhs xai dwe dvdpds hakodvres pndév maTéy). Prov. ii. 16
is altogether transformed in the LXX.
(¢} éx xeipés. Ps. xxxiv, 18. Comp. Ex. xviil. 4,

P Te n N

ékelhard pe ée yepos Papad®.

1 The phrase however has probably arisen from a misreading of /31 as i?:D,
and a subsequent conflation of the two readings.

? In Gen, x¥31. 16 {§r dgeiharo & feds ol warpds Audv), the simple genitive involves
a change of construction (Hebr. 42'281),
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(2} Of things:

(¢) ée. Tx. vi 6, Josh. ii. 13% 1 Sam. xxvi. 24%, Ps, xxxiil,
19, xxxiv. 5, 18, 20, 1, 16, liv. 9, lvi. 14, Ixxxvi. 13, zei. 3 (froerar
éx waryidos Onpevrdy, kai amwo Adyov Tapaywdovs), cvil. 6, cxix.
43 (mwepiérys), cxliv. 7 (3 =R R - B/~ B = o oy i =y ’JBWD
éEedoll pe kai pioal pe éE V8dTwy TOANGY, éx yeipds vidy dAheT-

plov), Prov. x. 2, xxiii. 14, Amos iv, 11 (deamacuévos ék mupds,
| Zech. iii. 2).

(b) awo. Ps xxil 21g, xxxix. 9, Ixix. 15¢ (sacov), xei, 3b
(see just above), cxx. 2, Prov. il. 124 (sec above, 3(8)), xi. 4 {(Secato-
ovvn floetas dmd Bavdrov: the clause is not in B), Ezek. xxxiv, 12
(dmerdow...amd wavros Témwov). In Jon.iv. 6 (errdlew alrd dmrd

Tér rxaxdy avTod) the LXX. clearly connected ‘7’2}3‘? with L)L’
which occurs in the earlier part of the verse, o )

478 e I xx 6 Pob ob Sy = cwbivar dms
Bagihéws.

5 5 DY Deut. xxiii 16 (the wording iz changed in the
LXX.).

6. "B T NNPD Ex. xvill 10 (omitted in the LXX.).

To pass to another important point, the prepositions dzrd and
éx are often interchanged in the parallel clauses of poetical
passages. Thus, for example,

Pu. xxi. (Heb. xxii) 21, 22
plaar dmo poudains (A T Puxy pov,
kai éx xepds (D) xuwds Tiv povoyerd pov:
ocBaoy pe €k aroputos (*BR) Adovros,
Kai dwd KepaTwy (’Jﬁl?b) ROVOKEPATWY THY Tamelvwaiy pov.
Pa. xxzxiv, (Heb. xxxv.) 10
pudpevos Trwyov éx yeipds arepcwrépwr avTol Khiota PII:IQ),

kal wrexoy Kal wévmgra dmd Tdy Siepmalivrer adrév (1‘7ij)
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Pg. Ixvill. (Heb. lxiz.) 15
odeor pe amd wyhod (B'BW), va py dvmwayd:
puobeiny éx Tdy pigovvTov ge ("SJ@’D)
xat éx Tov Babovs Tdr 8dTwr (D"p *P@}?L}D)
Ps. ecxxxix. (Heb. exl) 1
eEenol pe, wipee, €€ avbpdmov (D'TRSD) mornpod,
amd dvdpos (UWRB) ddiov pdoal pe
Comp. xvii. 49, xe, 3, exiv. 8, Sir, i, 2—5,

Further, dmd is sometimes used where reference is made to a
deliverance from some adverse power which is already over-
whelming its victim. Thus Ps. xxzviil. 9 o wacey Tér avoprdy
pov (’QWD‘BJD) ptaal pe. Jer. xlix. (xlii. Heb.) 17 odx &orac
avréy ovdels cwlbuevos dme v raxdv (YN *IBD) dv éye
érdyw én’ avrovs. Ezek. xxxiv. 12 (comp. Zech. viii, 7) xai
dmendow (ROYM) avrd drd wavrss omou (MBIPEIOIL) of
Sicamapnaay éxel. xxxvil 23 kal ploopar (‘nyﬁ?'lﬂ\) avTovs dmwo
Tacdy TOV dropidy GUT®Y (Dﬂ*ﬂ:w}b \7:?3) dv fudprocay év
aUTats. ‘

Conversely, in the phrases éx favdrov (e.g. Ps xxxii. 19, lv. 14)
and éf amwhielas (Sir. li. 2, 12), the stricter meaning of éx cannot
be mailntained. It seems in such cases to emphasise either the
extremity and imminence of the danger or the completeness of the
deliverance vouchsafed.

A review of the whole investigation seems to justify the fol-
lowing conclusions:

(1} In regard to the Hebrew verb 53‘3, it is more often
used of deliverance fromn livivg creatures than from impersomal
dangers; further, the genius of the language, loving simplicity
and picturesque statement, explains the fact that the phrase
‘from the hand of’ is the favourite compleruent, As to the Greek
cquivalents, the literal translation of the Hebrew phrase—éx
xetpos—is the most common ; and further ék, being nearer than
amé 1o éx xeupds, is most often chosen to render the Hebrew b,
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It is clear also that the phrases both in Hebrew and in Greek—
™, Rab, éx yepds, éx, dmd-—are used, though in different pro-
portions which appear in the list of references given above, in
reference to both persons and things.

(2) The primary distinction between éx and dd, according to
which the former applies to dangers already experienced, the
latter to dangers which only threaten, is not observed in the LXX,

An examination of the passages in which pverfa: and kindred
verbs are used in the N. T, naturally follows an investigation into
the usage of the LXX.

éEaipeiv: a verb used, it should be noticed, upwards of 70
times in the LXX. to trauslate L)*E’h .

(1} éx yepos. Acts xil, 11 6 xipios...éfecihard pe éx yepds
‘Hpwov xai wdans Ths wpoodoxius Tob Aaol 7ér Toudalwy.
Some * Western * authorities add éx before mdons. The ék yepos
is here used in its strictest sense. The Apostle was already iu the
tyrant's grasp (éméBaiev...tds vyeipas v. 1, midoas v. 4; comp.
John vii. 30, 44, x, 39; 2 Cor. xi. 32 £); ‘the expectation of the
people’ already encircled him.

(i) éx. (0) Acts vii. 10 éfelraTo adtov [Tov leand] ék
maawy Tor OAijreor avtod. Compare Ps. xxiv. 22, xxxiil. 7, 18,
The preposition 1s elearly used in its full sense.

()  Acts xxvi. 17 éEaipodpevds oe éx Tod Aaoll kai éx TEY
ddvor. Comp. 1 Chron. xvi. 35 éEehod nuas éx tov é0vir.
Jer., 1. 71 (the latter passape throws no light on the question
of construction). Guided by e.g. Acts xxiii. 27, 2 Cor. xi. 25 £ we
here alse give the full sense to éx.

(¢) QGal. 1. 4 Smws éE&nTar juds éx ToD aldvos Tod éveaTi-
Tos worppel. dmo in place of ée has very slight support. The
discussion of this passage must be reserved, See p, 115 ff.

Avrpodotar. (a) 1 Pet. i 18 éavrpdfinre éx Tic patalas

tudy dvacTpodiis mwarpomapadiTov. Here obviously ‘the vain
mapner of life’ had held men within its grasp™.

1 On the other hand eomp. Hermas Vis. iv. L. 7. At the approach of the beast,
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0y Tit. il 14 o5 Ewxer favrdr Jmép Hudy va Avrpdonrat
Nuds omé wdons dvoplas kal xabaplon éavrd haow mepiotoiov.
‘Iniqnity’ had been no merely menacing power. It had actunally
subjected men to its despotic rule. This is clear from ii. 8 Juev
yap woTe xal fuels k.TA. amrd therefore cannot imply a more or less
distant danger. It scems to differ from éx in that, laying less
stress on the power from which dcliverance is vouchsafed, it leaves
more room for the thought of the deliverance itself’.

precfar. (i) éx yepds. Luke 1 T4 7rob Sobwar Muiv dpoSws
éx yepos éxbpdy puvelévras Aatpetear aire. (Comp. » T1
cwtgplay éf éyfpov nudv kai éx yetpos TAVTWY TEV pLoOUPTOY
Hpds). The song is built up on O. T. thoughts and expressions,
To this phrase in particular many parallels may be found in the O.T.
eg. Judg. 1. 18, viil. 34, 1 Sam. iv. 8, xii, 10, Ps, xvii. 18, 21, 49,
xxx, 16, Iviil. 2, 1xiii. 2, ev. 10, exlii. 9. The whole context shews
that ‘the enemies’ were tyrannous powers under which the Israel
of God actually mourned. _

(ii) ée. (¢) Rom. vil 24 7is ue proeratr éx Tob ohpares Tob
@avdrov TovTov; The thought is of a captivity (alyparwriloprd
pe v. 23) and a slavery (Sovievw...vopup duaprias v. 25) of which
“the body of this death’ (comp. ‘the body of sin’ vi. 6) is the
sphere. The preposition ex has its full force.

(B) 2 Cor. 1. 10 &5 éx TpkotTov Bavdrov épdaaTe Nuds xai
pvoerar. The éc points to the nearness of the enemy:—adrol
év €avrois T dmékpipa Tob Gavatov éoyrrauer (v. 9).

(c) Col. i 13 bs épvoaro Duds éx s éovaias Tol arbrovs kai
petéoryaer k. k. The full sense of éx is clear.

(dy 1 Thess. i. 10 *Ipoody Tiv pudueror nuds éx ThHs dpyfis
e épyouérys, dmd is an apparently ‘- Western’ reading which
passed over into the ‘ Syrian’ text. We find in 8t Paul’s writings
a double conception of the Divine wrath. There will be a future
and final outpouring of it. Thus Rom. ii. 5, v. 9 (cwfgaduela 8¢

the type of tha great tribulation which should he, fpfduny épwrar riv ripior fva e
Avrpdegra éf efrob, Deliverance from any experience of $he monster's power is
obvionaly the point of the request,

U Contrast Pa. cxxix. 8 xal adrdy hvrpdoeras mov "Ioponih éx wagww Tub drojudv
T,
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avtol dmo s dpyiis); comp. Matt. ill. 7 duyely dwo Tis perhot-
ons opyfis. There is also a present anticipatory manifestation.
Thus Rom. i. 18, 1i1. 5, xii. 19, Eph. v. 6 {§oyeta:s % opyr Tob feod émri
Tods viovs Tis amesling), Col. it 6, 1 Thess. ii. 16 (épfacer 8¢ én’
avTols % dpyn els Téhos). Between the two conceptions St Paul
himself supplies the connecting link :—@ycavpifers aeavrd opynv
év nuépa opyfis kal dmoxaiiyrews Sikatoxpiaias Tob feod (Rom.
ii. 5). The deliverance is a present rcality ; the full revelation of
the nature of the danger lies in the future'. The gencral subject
of these Epistles to Thessalonica—the second coming of Christ—
(note especially 1 Thess. v. 2, 2 Thess. 1. 6—10, ii. 8), the special
reference in the immediate context to this great expectation
(dyapévern® Tor viév avTel éx Tov olparay) seem together to
shew that # dpyn 5 épyopérn is the future exhibition of wrath
against sin. In this case e may most naturally be taken to point
to the completeness of the deliverance, ‘He brings us clean ont
of the reach of future judgment®’

(¢) 2 Tim. iii, 11 xai ée mavTwr pe épbaato 6 x¥pios. The
ennmeration of dangers actually experienced which precedes these
woards indicates the foree of the ée.

(/) 2 Tim. iv. 17, 18 «ai épdatlny éc oréuares Aéovros.
proeTal we & wipios dmd wavtis Epyov movnpod... The passage
will demand fuller notice later on. For the present it may be
sufficient to call attention to the fact that here only in the N. T.
are the prepositions éc and dmé following greaflar contrasted with
each other. The éx is used in its fullest meaning, the phrase
being a proverbial expression for extreme and hopeless danger.
Tt is-an echo of the language of the O. T. Compare Ps. xxi. 22,
c@BaoY jie éx aTORATOS AéoVToS, Kal ATD KEPATOY UOVOKEPWTOY THY
ramelveoiv pov. See also Amos iil. 12, Zech. ix. 7, Ezek. xxxiv.
10, Dan. vi, 20, 22, 1 Magce, ii. 60. The fierceness of the definite
danger in the past, a wonderful deliverance out of which had

1 Comp. & ral ths peXhodons droxaldwrestar difns xowwnds (1 Pet. v. 1), There is
& present participation in that which shall hereaftor be revealed.

? doapéverr 8 draf hey. in the K.T.—to await a firal consummation—is best
illustrated by Aesch. Enm. 243 dvauérw réhos Slxys.

2 Comp. the Ancient Homily (the so called 2nd Ep. of Clement), c¢h, vi. woe-
ofivres yip T Péhnpa rob Xparob ebpiromer dvdmavacy ' el 8¢ pdrye, oddév Juis floera
&k riig alwrlor xohdeews,
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been vouchsafed, inspires St Paul with trust for the future. But
when the reference is fo unknown evils which the future may
bring, the clear and pointed éx naturally gives place to dwo. For
here it i¢ not so much the possible dangers on which the Apostle’s
mind dwells as on the certainty of deliverance.

() 2 Pet. il 9 older Kipios edoeBeis éx mepacuod precfar
The reading metpacpudy has some support (N, with some cursives
and versions). The referenec to the history of Lot shews that the
full sense here attaches to the preposition.

(i) dwd. (o) Matt. vi. 13 pboas nuas amo Tob wovnpod.

() Rom. xv. 30 f. wapaxard 8¢ Juds...cvvaywvicacbal poe
€v Tais mpooevyais vmep euol wpos Tév fedv, fva prold amo Téy
dmebovvrav év 7 Tovdale, St Paul asks for his friends’ interces-
sion that in the visit to Jerusalem, which he hopes scon to make
(v. 25) he may not full into the hands of his Jewish enemies. The
use of dmé is therefore obviously natural,

{¢) 2 Thess. iil. 1, 2 wpocevyecte, dberdol, mepi Hudv...lva
pucdduey dwé Tdv drémor kal worypdr dvfpwmey. This passage
is an exact parallel to that discussed immediately above,

{d) 2 Tim. iv. 18 quoted and commented on above.

owerr. (1} év. () John xii. 27 warep, cdooy pe éx i
dpas TaiTHS. dAhd Bid TobTo HAbov eis Ty dpav TavTyr. At first
sight the words ée s dpas and eis Tnv dpay seem to imply that
the Lord speaks of Himself as having already entered upon ‘ the
hour,” and that He asks to be brought safely through it, Such an
interpretation in such a context appears unnatural. The key to
the meaning lies in ax\a@ e Toiire, The dilae implies a contrast
between the prayer adoor éx T4s dpas Tadrys and the conscious-
ness of a purpose (8ia Todre). The &ia Tolire is explained by the
context; it points back to the thought of the fruitfulness of death
(v. 24). The remembrance of the purpose, if we may so put it,
corrects the prayer. This is substantially Chrysostom’s interpreta-
tion in loco, olre TerdpakTat ©s kal amariayiy {nrety, e ye vy
Sadvyety. Tadra The avfpwmivys ioews T dalevipara...rhs
Tapaxis ToiTo dvayxalovaonys Aéyerw, To évavtiov Méyw. Thus the
prepositions éx and eis represent the Lord as just passing within
the shadow of the Cross. The é¢ emphasises the idea of close
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proximity. ‘Rescue me even now from full entrance into the
hour of sorrow and death.” Comp. Matt, xxvi, 39,

(b} Hebr. v. 7 Seqoes ve xai ixernpias mwpis Tév Suvduevoy
cwlew avriv éx Gavdrov.. wpogevéyras. Here too the preposition
éx seems to express the nearness of the adverse power, It should
be remernbered that the phrase éx favdrov with pleafas, éEarpeta-
Bac x.7\ had become stereotyped in the EXX,, where éx, recalling
the fuller phrase éx yeipos, conforms with the Hebrew personifica-
tion of Death. Sce Ps zxzxii 19, lv. 14, exiv. 8, Prov. x. 2, Job
xxxiil. 30, Hos. xiil. 14 (éx yeiwpds adov ploopar xai éx Bavarov
Avtpwaouas avtovs). The parallels from the O. T. would not of
themsclves require us to reject the interpretation, “to bring safely
through and out of death’; but what is in itself the more natural
meaning of the words, seetns also to harmonise best with the
unambiguous words of Matt. xxvi. 39,

(¢) Jas.v. 20 6 émioTpédras apapTordy éx wAdvys 680l avtol
cwaet Yvyny avrod e Bavdarov. This is no doubt the common
0. T. use of the phrase éc¢ favdTorv.

{d} Jude 5 Kipios Aacv éx yis Alylmrov ocwoas. The full
meaning of éx is here necessary.

(ii) ame. (a) Matt. 1. 21 advos yap odoer Tor Aadv avTob
aws ToY apapTiwy avter. See the note on Tit. 1. 14, p. 78, Here
the personal act of the Saviour is that on which the main emphasis
rests,

(b) Acts 5. 40 ocdfnre dwd Ths ryeveds THs oxohias TavTys.
There is an instructive passage in Numb. xvi, bearing ou the use
of the phrase cwfijvar awé. In v 21 Jehovah, as if He would
destroy the whole people, bids Moses and Aaron go forth from
their midst : awooyicOyre ée péoov’ T9s cuveywyis TadTys (Tl.ﬁ?.)

NI 39, On the other hand, when in answer to the interees-

sion of Moses and Aaron Isracl is spared and eommanded to depart
from the neighbourhood of Korah, the phrascology is changed :

AVAYOPNTATE KUK AT (”L? 3'3BD) is suraywryis Kopé (v 24),
amoayiolnre dmd (‘7;?23) Ty cimrer Tov avdpemer (v 26, so
o 27} In the first command the idea expressed by the preposi-

1 Comp, Is. lii. 11 (2 Cor. vi, 17}, Jer, 1L {xxviil.) 8, 45 {Apoe. zviii. 4).
¢, 6
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tion is that of a disentangloment, an exodus; in the latter that of
removal. In the passage from the Acts, the Greek in itself does
not decide whether those addressed were themselves included in
the yeved gxorta. Certain expressions in the Apostle’s speech
(wpoomifavres avelhate v. 23 ; ywwokéte was olkos Lepanh...5v
Duels éotavpdoare ». 36; comp, 1ii. 13 ff, 18, iv. 27 odv éfveow
kal Aaois “Topadr) seem to suggest that they were so included.
The ama however simply emphasises the idea of removal and escape.

(¢) Rom. v. 9 cofyodueta 8¢ avTol amd Tis opyns. Here
the amé expresses the thought els xpioir ovr Epyerar (John v, 24),
See above p. 78 f. the note on 1 Thess. 1. 10.

rqpetv. This verb in the N, T. is followed by éx alone
(@) Jn. xvii. 15 épwuTd...lva Typrons adtovs éx Tol wovmpod.
The passage must be reserved for discussion later on (p. 109 ff).

(d) Apoc. iii. 10 kdryd oe Typow ek Tis dpas Tob Mepacuoi
s peAhovons Epyecbal émi Tis olxovuéims GAns, mepdoar Tovs
xatoixobyras émi ths yhs. The parallel in St Jobn's Gospel
{edaby pe éx THs dipas TatTys xil. 27, sce above p. 80) suggests that
the proposition here does not imply any actual participation in this
‘temptation’; and this presumption is increased when woe note the
close similarity between this passage and the Lord’s words recorded
in Luke xxi. 33 £, éreawveredoerar ydp émi wrdvras Tovs rabnuévove
éml wporwwor Waons THS WS, dypumveite B¢ év mwavti Kaipe
Seopevor va ratioyvonTe éndpuyely TalTa wdvta Ta pé\lesra
yiverfar.

¢vhdrretr. The only preposition which follows this verb is
ame,

(@) (b). In two passages a Hebraistic form of prohibition
and warning is borrowed from the LXX. (where ¢undfar dwd
=1 (W) "B sce Deut. xxiii. 9, Josh, vi. 18, Mie. vid. 5).
In both these places the idea of complete avoidance is conveyed
without auy suggestion that the evil has been a dominating
power.  The two passages are:

Luke xii. 15 dpdte kai pvhicoeole dmé mwdons mheovekias,

1 John v. 21 rexvin, puvraEare éavra amé Tov eibwhov.

(¢) 2 Thess. 1. 3 6 wipios...bpds.. . pvAdEer ame Tob worypol.
The disenssion of Lhis passage must be reserved (p. 11211
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The constructions after the following verbs are specially worthy
of note, inasmuch as each of these verbs in itself implies a
definite state, deliverance out of which is secured,

érevlepoiin,

Rom, vi, 18, 22 éevfepwlivres dmo s apaprias (v. 17 fre
Sotihos Tis dpapTias).

viil, 2 frevBépwaéy oe [ue] dmo Tod vépov Tis duaprins xai
Tot Bavarov (vil. 28 alymarwtifortd pe [év] 76 vipw Tis apap-
Tias).

viil, 21 % arigic EnevBepwbiceTar amo tis dovielas Tis Ppfopds
(2. 20 75 yap paTaibryTe N KTioLs VreTdym).

Compare:

Rom. vii. 3 éhevbépa éoTiv dmé Tod vouov (v. 1 SéSerar).

1 Cor. ix. 19 érevfepos yap dv ék mavTov wiow éuavroy
édovAwaa. Had the Apostle used the verb (hevfepwbeis éx...),
he would have referred to an emancipation from a previous state
of bondage. The actual phrase employed (éhei@epos dv ék...)
shews that he wishes to emphasise the completencas of his freedom.
This interpretation is confirmed by the fact that wdow (inter-
preted by what follows) shews that wdrTewr 1s masculine. Comp.
vi. 12 (dmé Twos), vil. 23 (Seiho: drfpuimov).

aew, (1) amd. (@) Luke xiil. 15, 18 o0 Mes Tov Bodv avTolb. ..
amd Ths pdTrRs; ..ok é8er Avbivar arwo Tobk Séopov TovTou;

In the latter clause there is a slightly-supported variant éx,

() 1 Cor. vii. 27 Aéhvaas dmé yvvaos;

(2} éx. () Apoc. 1. 5 7d.. Adaavri juds ¢ TOr AduapTidy
#upwp. There is however some authority for awé, Cf Ps. cxxix. 8
AvTpEaETaL. . €K 010

(5 Apoe. xx. T Wuvbicerac & Zaravds éc The Puhands
avrob.

peravoety. (1) dwé. Acts vill. 22 peravénoov ody dmé THs
xaxias cov Tadtys, Comp, Hebr. vi. 1 peravoias dmé vexpdy
Epyou.

(2) éx. Apoc. ii. 21 o Béner petavoijoar éx THs mopveias
alrds. Soix. 20 £, xvi 11,

1 The eonstruetion of the following verbs also is worth romark: (1) dvyepdien
(g) dné Apoe. xiv. 3, 4 (dwd ris yijs.. durd 73 debpdmrew), (b) ée Apoc. v 9 (&
6—2
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The preceding investigation lcads to a clear result. On the
one hand it shews that the distinction which has been drawn
on o priert grounds between awé and ék after verbs expressing
deliverance, rescue, &c. does not exhaust the matter. Indeed this
theoretical distinction is but the point of departure for actual
differenccs. dwré, the more colourless of the two prepositions,
simply implies removal from the danger or adverse power, whether
the person rescued has or has not been actually within its grasp.
The mind is therefore left more free to dwell on the thought of
the deliverer. On the other hand éx is used when it iz desired to
emphasise the idea that the person rescued has been actually
within the grasp of the enemy. Further however, through its
greater sharpness and vividness of mcaning it directs attention to
the danger itsclf, and serves to bring out into special prominence
cither the imminent nature of the peril or the completeness of
the deliverance,

The prepositions are therefore in many cases interchangeable.
They express the same thing seen from two somoewhat different
points of view. As they had been both used in the LXX. to
represent 2, so they both stood ready to translate the Aramaie

preposition (for we have seen the strongest reasons for believing
that the Lord’s Prayer existed originally in Aramaic) in the clause
of the Prayer under discussion. The Apostles were obliged by
the conditiona of translation into Greek to give one or other of
two slightly differing shades of meaning to what in the langnage
in which the Lord first taught the Prayer was colourless. No
doctrinal question is involved in the choice between the preposi-
tions; for, to apply to the particular case the general conclusion
stated above, while awd 7ol movypod lays the main stress on the
thought of the deliverer and the fact of deliverance itself, éx Tof
sropnpod emphasises cither the nearness and greatness of the

wdoys guhfs). Ho dayopdler Gal. iii. 13 {éx ThHs rardpas). (2} dwéyeofar (=to
abstain) (a) simple genitive Aecta xv. 20, 28 (rdy dhwrynpdrev.. efSwhofirwr). The
construetion In v, 2% is very instruetive & dv diurqpobivres favrods. (3} xabaplfew
always with dwé 2 Cor, vii. 1, Heb. ix. 14, 1 Ju. 1. 7, 9.  Comp, Aets xx, 26. So
Bucatolofar Bom, vi. 7. (4) merariferfus i followed by dwd in Gal. i 6. {5) xwpi-
eofue (2) dmé Acts i 4 (dod "Tepoc.), xviil, 2 [dwé s ‘Puuys), Rom. viii, 35, 39,
1 Cor. vii. 10, Hebr, vii, 26, {b) éx Aets xvill. 1 (& v "Afpwiv).
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danger, or the completeness of the deliverance from Satan’s
assaults.

2. The orvgen and use of the term o movnpos as applied to Sutan.

In investigating the origin and the meaning of the term
6 movnpos as applicd to Satan, it will be convenient to keep two
points as distinct as possible, viz. (@) the development of the
conception which is expressed by the term; (b) the history and
use of the term itself,

An adequate discussion of the first of thesc points would pre-
suppose a consistent theory as to the composition and date of the
different Books of the Old Testament, and a comprchensive study
alike of the religious education of Israel as seen in the light of the
religious thought of other Semitic peoples, and of later Jewish
literature in ifts several branches, To such encyclopaedic know-
ledge I certainly lay no claim. But though fulness of treatment
is altogether out of the question, some light may be thrown on the
term under consideration by a sketch, however tentative and frag-
mentary, of the growth of this element in Jewish belicf. It must
bowever be premised that in such an attempt to summarise we
must necessarily neglect any traces of divergences of thought
among different schools, and be content to follow the main stream
of opinion.

The method of divine revelation often lics in the ahsorption of
some popular belief which is afterwards purified and spiritualised
by a process of coordination, Within the eonfines of the Old
Testament we can watch the growth of the eonception of Ged,
and we do not fear to admit that there were prehistoric elements
out of which the religion of Israel came® Still less nced we
hesitate to allow that, in the gradual working out of the conception
of evil, Israel both in early and in later times horrowed largely
from the ideas current among neighbours and conquerors, and
learned both slowly and partially te harmonisc these conceptions
with the growing knowledge of a righteous, all-sovercign, spiritual
God.

1 Mr Aunbrey Moore's Easny on Lhe Christian idea of God in Lur Mundi p. TL
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The reserve of the Old Testament on the subject of super-
human powers of evil is remarkable’. There is the mysterious
riddle of < Azazel’ in the cercmonies of the Day of Atonemcnt.
There is the conception of creatures half animal, half supernatural,

haunting desolate places (D“!‘;_?E_’)U Lev. xvii. T, ﬂ"‘?“? Is. zxxiv,

14), with which the Arabian Jinn should perhaps be compared®
Again, there is the bold figure drawn from the associations of
earthly monarchy, according to which Jebovah is described as
surrounded by His court (Isaiah vi), & court which has its Doeg
as well as its David, its trecacherous spies as well as its faithful
retainers (1 Kings xxii. 19 ff, Jobi; cornp. Ps. Ixxviii, 49, 1 Chron.
xxi. 1). There is the parrative of the Fall in Gen. iii, a nar-
rative which stands alone, and on which the possible allusions to
it in other Books of the Old Testament (Job xxxi. 83, Hos. vi. T,
Is. xliii. 27 (7)) throw no light, Such are in the main the Old
Testament ideas on the subject of super-human powers of cvil.
It is sufficient for our present purpose to note the absence in the
Old Testament of any attempt to give them unity or cohesion.

Here as elsewhere the period of the exile had a lasting
influence on Jewish thought. On the one hand, Babylonian
demonoclogy left its traces on the belicf of the Jews. On the
other, the Persian conception® of the two rival empires of good
and cvil doubtless helped forward the process by which something
of coordination and even of unity was given to the divergent
ideas of Israel as to adverse spiritual powers,

I give somc indications from later Jewish literature of this
latter tendency. Iu the Book of Enoch, for example, which was
composed, roughly speaking, in the century before the Gospel cra,
though in its present form it may incorporate sections of later
date, the angelology is very complicated. In the first part great
stress is laid on the sin of the angels (Gen. vi, 2 f) and the

1 Comp. Ochler Theology of the 0, T., Eng. Tr., ii. p. 288 fi. I have found some
useful hints in an article by €. H, Toy on Ewil Spirits in the Bible in the Journal
of Biblical Literature, Andover, Masa., Vol. ix. 1890 Pt. 1.

? Prof. Robertson Smith $he Religion of the Semites p. 113 £,

8 Compare Dr Liddon's Sermon on the Tnspiration of Seleetion: ‘Its later litera-
ture may betray affinitics, however we explain them, with Persien modes of
thought.’
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corruption of men which followed. Among these fallen spirits,
though Semjazu is called their chief (ce. 6, 10), Azazel has the
most conspicuous place as the depraver of mankind (e. 8), and
afterwards {cc. 54, 55) appears as he who with all his hosts shall
be judged by the Elect One of God. Further, it is remarkable that
in the ‘Parables’ of a later part of the Book the problem is carried
a stage further back, and behind the fallen angels there are secn
spiritual tempters who led them astray.

In the Book of Wisdom (ii. 23 f£) the unity of evil in the
personal enemy of God 1s emphasised. God created man for
incorruption {(én’ d¢fapaia), and made him the image of His
own Person (v#s [8las i8iotmros, v. L. aibiéryros); ncvertheless
through cnvy of the devil (pfdvw 8¢ SiaBorov) death entered
into the world, and they who are on the devil’s side (of THs
éxeivov pepidos dures) make proof of it’

Again, in what appears to be a Jewish portion of the Sibylline
Oracles (i1l 36—92), the date of which is probably about 30 B.c,
Beliar appears as the great embodiment of the power of evil,
who ‘leads astray faithful and elect Hebrews aud lawless men
and others who have not yet heard the word of (God.” But the
flaming vengeance of (od ‘burns up Beliar and all the proud
ones who put their trust in him. Here Belial (or Beliar) is
the Awuftichrist (comp. Test. wit. Puabriar, Levi 18 6 Bellap
debjoerar vm avrod, Dan 5 avrds moujoer wpis Tov DBeliap
mohépor, Benj. 3 xarapynoer Behiap wai Tovs vryperoivras avTe,
see below, p. 88 note)’. So, when the idea of Antichrist had
taken a still more definite form, Belial and Antichrist are again
identified. In the Judaee-Christian writing, the Ascenston of
Tsatgh (c. iv), Belial is the returning Nero. ‘There shall descend
Berial the mighty angel, king of this world, over which e ruleth
since its creation, and he shall descend from his firmament in the
form of a man, of the king of iniquity, the matricide—he is the
king of this world—and he shall persecute the plant which the

1 Friedlich (p. xxvi), for reazons which scor convinecing, places the date of thia
section just before the battle of Actium. This is the view of the majority of eritics
{Hehiirer The Jewisk People Eng. Trany. Div. {i. Vol, iii. p. 283 1.).

? Note 2 Cor. vi. 16 7ls 8¢ cupguwrio Eporod wrpos Behinp; In the Testaments
Belial appears ag the tempter of individual men in e.g. Is. 7, Dan 1, 4, dser 1,
Joseph T, Ben. 6, 7.
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twelve Apostles of the Choscn One planted. This angel Berial
in the form of the king aforesaid shall come, and with him shall
come all the armies of this world, and shall obey him in all things
which he willeth.... He shall act and speak like the Chosen Oune,
and shall say, ‘I am God most high, and before me was there not
any’...And after a thousand three hundred and thirty and two
days the Lord shall come with His Angels and with the armies of
the saints from the seventh heaven, and shall drag Berial into
Gehenna and his armies withal'’ In Antichrist Satan tukes flesh
and dwells among men, As this conception becomes more definite
and conerete, it points with increasing clearness to the growth
of the twofold conception of the unity of evil and its concentration
in a person,

Again, an approach at any rate to this conception is indicated
by two expressions which meet us in the New Testament. Of
these the first, ¢ dpywr Tdv Sasporiwy (Matt. ix, 34, xii. 24;
Me. iii. 22; Le. xi. 15), though it has more applications than one
in Jewish writings®, yet certainly implics the thought of an
ordered polity of evil, The second, “the God or Prince of this age
or world’ (2 Cor. iv. 4, John xii. 31, xiv. 30, xvi. 11; comp. Eph.
il. 2, vi. 12)% is doubtless to be connected with the conception of

1 Ascensio Isaiae, ed. Dillmann, p, 18 £,

% Lightfoot, Her. Helr. on Le. xi. 15, notes that * among the Jews we may observe
threc devils celled the chief or prince of the devils! (1) * The Angel of death’,.,
{2) The devil Asmodcus...(3) Beelzobub,”

¥ Bee the commentators on these passages, especially Meyer on 2 Cor. iv, 4, and
the articles in Levy Neuhebr. Wirterbuck on JOR and "W, Phrases kindred to this
are common in the Testaments ; thus, o dpxwr s whdens Bym. 2, Jud. 19; & doxwr
tpde éorly & Zaravds Dan B,  Notice the terms in which the vietory of Messish
is doseribed in Lev. 18, Jud. 25, Dan 5 f. In quoiing these passages thus I am
assuming the integrity of the book and that it represents the views of some early
Judaeo-Christians (comp. Bp Lightfool Galatiens p. 307). On thc other hand
Schnapp holds that to an original pre-Christian Jowish document there have heen
added (a) apocalyptic passages by & Jewish interpolator, (b) references {o the Lord's
Tersor and work by s Christian interpolator. The coffcet of this theory would
be rather to throw backward the date of passages which criticism allows to belong to
the Jewish original document and to make them primary evidenss for pre-Christian
Jewish beliefa. The Christian interpolations, if such they are, bear in themsclves
evidence of an early date. In reegard o the gencral subject of this note it is right
to quote Edcrsheim’s verdiet (Life and Times il p. 765), * We note that with the ex-
ception of the word Satan, none of the nsmes given to the great cnemy in the New
Testament ocenrs in Rabbinie writings. More important still, the latter conéain no
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Antichrist, and like it witnesses to the cxistence of the belief
that evil is gathered up into the person of a usurping spirit.

It remains Dbriefly to discuss one remarkable conception of
later Jewish teaching, which found expression in the Yetscr ha
Ra of the Rabbis, There werc implanted in man at creation, it
was held, a good and an evil irapulse. Two points about this
theory are worthy of note for our present purpose. In the first
place there was at least a tendemey to personify both these im-
pulses in man', Secondly we must distinguish, as far as date is
concerned, the conception itsclf, and the formulas which cmbody
it. For the latter an artificial interpretation of Gew ii. 7 (the two
Y in X)) was utilised by Rabbinie teachers. The good impulse
is 25 %Y, the evil P9 8% The idea itself was probably of much
earlier date. We find traces of it in the Fourth Book of Esdrast
Against the error involved in this belief, viz., that God implanted
¢vil in man at creation, much of the New Testamcent teaching on
the subject of evil may be taken as a protest. There the absolute
and eternal antagonism of God and evil is always emphasised, and
the carnestness of this ingistence was probably one important factor
in the precess which gave currency to the cxpression ‘the evil one.’

Thus, to sum up, Jewish thought, as we catch glimpses of it in
writings scparated in time and place, was working towards the
supreme ethical and spiritual contrast between good and evil,
God and the devil, as well as towards the surc hope of the final
and complete vietory of good and of Ged, to which the Apostles
and the Lord Himself, as His words are preserved for us by the
Apostles, have seb thoir scal.

We pass on te the second point, the proper meaning of the
terin 6 mwovnpds.

The word srorqpés is one of a large class of adjectives with the
suffix -po-. It appears to be formed on the false analogy of such
words as ToAun-pd-s, and is clearly a word of artificial, and there-
fore comparatively late, formation. Adjectives of this group, at
least in a large number of instances, correspond with English

neention of ¢ kingdom of Satan. In other words, the power of evil is not contrasted
with that of good, nor Satan with God. The devil i# presented rather as the enemy
of man, than of God and of good. This marks a fundamental difference.’

1 Hee the additional note p. 101,
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adjectives in -some (e.g. toilsome, wearisome), and -fuf {c.g. painful,
fearful). When the root idea has a passive as well as an active
side, the meaning of the adjcctive bifurcates. Thus drwmpos
*fearful’ has the sense of (1) timid: in Thuc. 1. 142 oxwmporepos
is set over against fpaatwvovres: (2) terrible—a rarer use: compare
Soph. 0. T. 834 nuiy uév, dvaf, Tadr dxvnpd. The case is the
same with wovnpds. The quasi-passive sense (i.e. ‘ he who endures
labours’) is scemingly rare, and early fell out of use. Thus 1n
Ilesiod (Frag. 43. 5) Hercules is called wornpiéTaraes cal dpiaos.

The active sense {i.e. causing labour to others) is the basis of
the common moral signification of the word.

In primitive socicty toil was of two kinds. Men fought, and
they tilled the ground. Hence moves without any qualification
came to mean ‘fighting’ (e.g. Hom. Il vi. 77, Herod. iv. 1)
On the other hand, when &pva (as in the title of Hesiod’s poem,
with which it is worth while to compare 1 Cor. iil. 87), without
further definition, meant farming operations, moves paturally
signified labour spent on the svil. The brightest trait in the dream
of a past golden age was that the soil brought forth fruit of its
own accord, and needed no wdves to be spent on it. The word
movnpos is according bto this view primarily an agricultural term,
and f movnpd would mean soil requiring tmmoderate labour Le,
worthless soil. Thus the idea of the word, if this aceount of its
history be true, is that of intrinsic, absolute badness.

In later times at Athens the word acquired (@) a social, and
(b) a quasi-political sense.

In the social sphere it was applied, by lovers of past days, to
worthless citizens who had lost, or who never posscssed, true
‘patriotism, innovators, who stood to the true breed in the same
relation as counterfeit coin to money rightly stamped and ringing
true. This is the scnse which the word bears in Aristophanes’
picture of his times: see Ranae 731,

Tols 8¢ yahxols xal Eévois kai mupplass
kal movnpets Kax woynpdv els Gwavra ypdpeba
Sardrors dduyuévoraiy, olow 1 mohs mpo Tob
008¢ pappardiow ekl padins éxpricar dv.
Here the notion is not of mischicf but of irredccmable badness.
1 Bp Lightfoot Ordination Addresses p. 214,
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This social sense rapidly passed into a political sense. The
word was used at Athens to denote the utterly worthless- knave
‘which Strepsiades aspired to become under the lessons of the
sophist, and which the Aristopbanic Cleon already is’ (Prof
Jebb’s note on Theophrastus’ chatacter of the dehomorgpes). In
this sense the word is used by Aristotle in the Politics, e.g. vi. 8
Soxel &' elvar Ty ddvvdTwr T4 vvoueloBai... wéNiw., TOVNEOKPA-
Tovudvny, vill. 11 mernpddidor 4 Tupavels. In such a connexion
the notion of ‘mischievous’ ‘doing harm’ naturally became attached
to the word. But the thought is an accidental accretion, and is
not of the essence of the meaning of the word. Thus when Chry-
sostom (v. 419), among ancient Christian writers, says that mernpia
is a0 called because it always brings trouble (wdvovs)’, and when,
among moderns, Archbishop Trench (Synonyms p. 316} defines
o wovypés as ‘the active worker out of evil” they start far
down the stream of usage, and scem to overlook its earlier
wanderings®

With this history and these associations the word passed into
the Greek Bible.

In the rxx. it is uscd as the counstant equivalent of the
Hebrew 39. The root PP signifies ‘to break’ The Qal is
used eight times, and in one of these passages viz Jer. xi. 16 (W7

1‘1"11*?‘-[) it has a passive sense, ‘are broken. It is probably from

the intransitive use of the Qal that the commoner sense of PP
and of the participial adjective §1 comes. ‘To bec broken,” “to be
vitiated or spoiled,” “to be bad’ is a nratural and casy gradation.
From this point of view it is not hard to sce how this word is
often used in reference to sorrow c.g. Gen. xxi. 12, 1 Sam, i. 8,
"This account is further confirined by the use of the Hiphil. In
Ps. xliv. 8, 1xxiv. 3, Jerem, xxxi, 27, the Hiphil means not ‘to
make to break’ but ‘to make to be broken' ie, ‘to break’
Thus 3 exactly answers to mormpds. In the case of the Hebrew
and the Greek word alike the notion of mischicf, injuriousness, is

1 Yery cognate iz Chrysostom’s comment on Math. vi. 13 xar’ ékoxmr 3¢ olrws
éxeivos kahefrar, S THr vwepSoddr Ths waxlas, wal émedy pnbév wap’ Aude déuglels
doovbor mwpds Tpds Exet 7o wéhepor, Here the point s the dovil’'s malice.

2 Comp. (rigen's definition of mevmpée quoted p. 139.
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often the particular side of evil which is contemplated ', But both
primarily signify utter, complete, essential badness.

In the New Testament, so far at least as our Lord’s sayings
in the Gospels are concerned, the word sovnpeds must be regarded
as the equivalent of the Aramaic adjective which is reproduced
for us by the Syriac Versions in the word —ao, This adjective
is of special importance, inasmuch as we may say with little short
of certainty that it is the word originally employed by our Lord
in the Lord’s Prayer. Its cxact meaning can be ascertained by
a reference on the one hand to some passages of the Hebrew
Bible, on the other to Syriac usage. In Hebrew the verb N3 1=
used in the Qal literally of that which has a vile smell, e.g. Ex.
vii, 18, 21; in the Niphal, Hiphil, and Hithpae! it refers meta-
phorically to what is utterly abhorrent, e.g. 1 Sam. xjii, 4, Ex. v.
21, 1 Chron. xix. 6. Two nouns belonging to this root are used
to denotc worthless fruit or weeds in Is. v. 4 (Wherefore when 1
looked that it should bring forth grapes, brought it forth wild
grapes ? (D"Wl:t.‘.l)) and Job xxxi. 40 (Let thistles grow instead

of wheat, and cockle (T'I?/’N'_'l) instead of barley), passages which

illustrate the usc of wouppés (translating the Syriac —aaD) in
Matt. vil. 17. The corresponding adjective occurs once only in
the Hebrew Bible, viz. Ezra iv. 12 (They are building the rebel-
licus and bad (NJE\E_‘)H&;, LXX. morqpdy) city). Turning to the

Syriac, the verb wlo is used impersonally in the sense of ‘to be
evil in the eyes of’; in the Aphel it means ‘to illtreat, and is
used to tramslate xexodr in Acts vii. 19, xii. 1. The adjective
itself is characteristically used (see Payne Smith Syr. Thes) of

1 Dr Hatch’s account of the word, Essays in Biblical Greek p. T7 fi., differs
easentially from mine. Yot he writes at the beginning of his article * The con-
notation of revypés In Classical Greek is probably best shown by Arist. Eth, N.
7. 11. p. 1152 u, where Aristotle, speaking of the drpards, saya that what he does in
wrong, and that he acts as a frec agent, but that he iz not wicked in himself,
énuv pv...mopypds B ol % ydp mwpoulpems émeewxds dod fumorgpos.  ral ofik ddiwos-
ol yap émiBovdos.” This appears to me to be important evidence in confirmation of
my view.

The proper Latin equivalent of wownpds vizm. malus has the same pignificance,
There was however a tendency, for reasons which I shall point out later on (see
p. 165 £), to substitute for mafus, when used of Hatan, a compennd word, malignus
{=mali-genus).
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death, a wound, a metal with alloy. Thus the Aramaic word,
which movrnpds renders in the Gospels, expresses the notion not of
harmfulness but of intrinsic worthlessness and hatefulness.

In the New Testament the Greek word is used of the diseased
eye (Matt. vi. 23, opposed to damhode v. 22; the best commentary is
perhaps vii. 3 ff), of worthless fruit (Matt. vii. 17} In Matt. xiii
49 of movnpol are parallel to td campd (comp. vil. 17). mwovmpss
stands in the same relation to ¢adres (Jun. ill. 19, 20) as @yafis
does to kards. Thus wornpds is frequently the opposite to dyafos
Matt. v. 45 (comp. vil. 11), xii. 34 £, xx. 15, xxil. 10, Rom. xii. 9.
The xapdia morgpa dmarions (Heb. iii. 12) is at the cxtreme pole
from xapdia xary xai ayalfy (Le. viii. 15); cuveidnows movnpa
from gureldnois ayady (Acts xxiil. 1, 1 Tim. i. 5, 19, 1 Pet. iii. 16,
21; once xahy cuvveidnows Heb. xiil. 18) and xafapa ovveidnois
(1 Tim. iii, 9, 2 Tim. 1. 3)".

A further point is reached when we note that the word mernpds
in Jewish literature is specially used in connexion with snper-
natural powers of evil, Here no doubt the conecption of activity
in evil is often included in the associations of the word. But I
believe that the primary sense of essential badness is still the main
thought. Thus the words myedua mornpér are employed in the
description of Saul's frenzy (wrebua xvpiov dwéory dme Taovk xal
Emviryer avTov wvelua movnpov (F‘!?j‘fﬁﬁ) mapa xvpiov...adleTaro
dam avrob 16 myebpa T6 mornpdy (1 Sam. xvi. 14, 23). ‘Evil
angels’ (dyyehor mornpot) are deseribed in Ps. lxxviil, 49 as the
ministers of divine vengeance upon apostate Israel.  Asmodeus in
Tobit (ii. 8) is 76 movnpéy Baiuovior®. In the New Testament

1 wopqpd. Epya is found in Jn. i1, 19, ¥ii. 7, 1 Jn, iii. 12, Ceol. i. 21. Commonly
the deep root of evil deeds is contemplated (see especially Jn. iii. 19, 20). On
the other hand &yafd and rald are both ueed {requently of good worke, for the out-
ward sitractiveness of such works is often the point (see e.g. 1 Pet, ii. 12, Jn. x.
32). In 1 Thess, v. 21 wiwr eldos movnpév is opposed {o 76 rakdv, where elfos makes sll
the difference. The phrase dgdahuds mornpds (Me, vii, 22; comp. Deut. zv. 9, Prov.
xxiii, §, Beclns. xxxiv. 13, &¢.) no doubt implied the baneful glance of envy, Bui
the phrage épfarpbs dyadés (Eecius. xxx. 10 & dyabdy dpfadug Sbfaaor Tiv xipov, 12)
nsed of the healthful, cheerful, look of contont suggests that the true idea is that of
the sickly, jaundiced eye of envy. Comp. Pirge Adboth v. 29, Hebrew wisdom
saye that ‘envy iz the rottenness of the bones’ (Prov. xiv. 30; comp, Testaments
Sym. 3).

2 Comp. Joseph. de B. Jud. vil. §. § rd ydp sadofuera Saydma, Tabra & wornpur
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the phrase mwrvedpara movnpd is common (Matt. xil, 45, Le. vii. 21,
viil, 2, xi. 86, Acts xix. 12 ff.; comp. T¢ wrevpaTiea s mornplas
Eph. vi. 12), as it is in the Testuments of the aii Putriarchs (e.g.
Sym. 4, 6, Levi 5, 18, Aser 6 &c.).

We are now in a position to give a reasonable account of the
origin and meaning of the expression ¢ wownpés. St Matthew
puts it into our Lord’s mouth for the first time either in the
Sermon on the Mount (v. 37, 39, vi, 13) or, if the masculine in-
terpretation of these passages be denied, at least in xiii. 19
(épxerar o wovnpds), without a word of comment or explanation,
The use of the phrase in the Giospels and in the Epistles leads us
to suppose that it was one on which the Lord set the seal of His
authority, not a chance expression in the apostolic rendering of
the Lord’s words. Further, it is clear that the phrase was current
and in familiar use, at least in Christian circles, by the time the
Gospel according to St Matthew was written.

The expression, we may venture to say, is the resultant of
three converging influences. (1) We have remarked the tendency
in Jewish thought to ascribe a unity to the conception of super-
natural evil, (2) We have seen that the word Tovnpls Was
characteristically used in reference to these spiritual powers®,
(3) Once more, our Lord came to proclaim with a distinctness
unknown before the supreme and perfect goodness of the Father in
Heaven. In the teaching of Christ and His Apostles the Father
is 6 ayaflis (Matt, xix. 17, Me. x. 18, Le. xviii. 19, comp. probably
1 Pet. iii. 13), 6 aAnfwds (1 John v. 20, John xvii, 3). It was now

possible and needful in the development of religious thought that
raen should learn that to the All-good is opposed the one who is
absolutely evil®. Tt is the conception which is emphasised cspecially
in St John's writings—év 7§ dAnfele ovx &orycev, §ri ovr EoTiv

érmw dvfpdmwr wyebuare, rois FOow slodvigera xor ke This s said to be the only re-
ference to demonincal possession ‘in the later pre-Christian Jewish period’ {Toy's
article in the Journal of Biblical Literature p. 29).

1 The phrase ¢ wornpds dpxwy (Barn. iv, 13) exactly illustrates this stage of the
hintery.

¥ This thought is etrikingly brought out by Tertullian (de Patientiz v.), Cum
Dens optimns, diabolus e eontrario pessimus, ipea sni diversitate testantur nentrom
alteri facere, ut nobis non magiz & malo aliquid boni qnam a bono aliquid mali
editum videri possit.
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arnfen év avTd (vill. 44); an’ apyijs ¢ SidBokos duaprdver (1 John
1ii. 8), When the supreme contrast iz thus made plain, it is not
hard to sce that the impersonal notion of malignity and mischief
satisfies neither the expression itself nor the conditions of the
divine teaching in which it lies embedded®.

To sum up, while the expression, we may believe, first became
current in the teaching of Christ and Christianity, it was not a
sudden creation: the past in respect both of language and of theo-
logical coneeption had prepared the way for it.

The following are the passages (1) in the New Testament;
(2) in early Christian literature, where o wrornpés is used of Satan.
I have not hesitated to include those passages where the incontro-
vertible evidence of accidence is unattainable.

(1) New Testament.

{z) Synoptic Gospels: only St Matthew.

v. 87. dorw 8& 6 Ndyos vusv val vai, od ot TO 8¢ mwepiaaor
TovTwy éx Tod wovnpol doTiv.

Chrysostom, taking the words to refer to all oaths, gives the
masculine interpretation of e ol wovypob.

v. 89, éya 8¢ Néyw duiv psj dvTieTivar Te Tovnpo.

Here again Chrysostom maintains a reference to Satan, otk
elre p% dvriorivar Té aSedd@, dANG TP mwormpa’ Sewxvds i
éxelvov xwodbyros Tadra TohudTar (vil. 234 E). It is difficult to
resist Chrysostom’s conclusion, and for thesc reasons. (1) The
use of abstract terms seems alien fo the spirit of the Sermon on
the Mount; all there is concrete. Hence it is unlikely that +¢

1 T am altogether without the knowledge which is necessary for the diseussion of
the guestion how near Rabbinie teaching approached fo this term 5 wornpés. I only
affer one or two desuliory remarks. (1) Bp Lightfoot quotes three passages from
Rabhinie writings in which the name ‘the evil one’ is applied to Batan. Canon
Cook (Second Letter p. 80) demurs to the force of these quotationd for the conchisive
reason that tho word in each case is not 37 but 7. (2) In the Hebrew Bible 37,
like wornpts in the rxx.,'is used of adverse spiritual powers. The phrase Y0 "%
ig an important witness to a tendency to specizlize the word. (3} In his artiele on
A% (Chald, Wort.} Levy refers o a remarkable paseage, Bue, 528, whers it i said that
Y Y has esven names, the first of these being ¢ the evil one’ (7 Gen. vill. 21).
{4} 1 do not suppose that there ig in the Rabbinie writings more than an approxi.
mation to the name *the evil one.’ Comp. Edersheim Life and Times il. p. 758
quoted above p. 88 n.
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movnpe 18 neuter, {2) If however the gender is masculing, the
reference is probably to Satan; for throughout this discourse
Christ uses the language of paradox: He puts truths in their
extreme and absolute form. Further, dAX" bo7is...5eems to imply
that a different person is spoken of from the one referred fo in the
previous clause. Otherwise éddv 8¢ oe pamily (or the like) would
have been the matural form of the sentence. (3) Canon Cook
(Second ILetter p. 17) condemns Chrysostom’s exegesis as ‘in
direct opposition to the plainest injunctions of Seripture.’ He
probably refers to such words as derioTyre 8¢ 7§ SiaBore
(Jamesiv. 7). But is not the A.V. as unscriptural as Chrysostom ?
For ‘the plain injunction of Seripture’ is dwearyyodvres 7o
wovnpér (Rom. xii. 9). The fact is that, whether the word is
masculine or neuter, the reference is to violence and persecution,
and not to moral ovil. Persecution is traced to Satan {(e.g. Apoc.
ii, 10} ; the Passion of Christ is notably so (see p. 108). It is the
history of the Passion which supplies the clearest comment on the
words. Christ’s rebuke of St Peter when he smote the High-
priest’s servant together with the last miracle of healing iz equally
in point, whether the masculine or the neuter rendering be adopted.
But the words of Christ which St Luke records, @A)’ aiiry édariv
Juer 1 dpa kal 5 éfovaia Tob oxorous (xxil. 53, comp. Col. i 18,
Acts xxvi. 18), i.e. the chosen opportunity of treacherous men and
behind it the tyranny of Satan, secm to strengthen very greatly
the case for the masculine rendering. Compare Jude 9. At first
sight this interpretation of the passage seems to bring it into
collision with 1 Pet. v. 9 (¢ dvricTre £.7.A). But the thought of
the Gospel is ‘Do not be carefnl to withstand Satan’s violence’;
the thought of the Epistle is, ‘Satan will try to make you traitors
through persecution; stand firm against the tempter” The
contradiction therefore is only verbal,

vi, 13 phoar jpds dmwé Tod mwovypod.

xiil. 19 &pyerar ¢ movqpds (=6 laravds Me, ¢ SutBolos
Le).

X1, 38 74 8¢ Lilavia elow of viet Tod wovnpoi.

The masculine interpretation here is as old as Irenaens (iv.
66. 2): see p. 160.
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(b) St Paul's Epistles.

2 Thess. iil. 3 weoros 8¢ darww & xvpios, b aTnpifer Suds ral
dvraes awd Tob wovnpot. See below, p. 112 ff,

Gal. i, 4 Smws éEéanTar Huas ée Tol aldvos Tob éveordros
wrovnpot, The passage is discussed below, p. 115 ff.

Eph, vi. 16 év & Surjoecfe wavre va Bény Tob morypod [Ta]
wemvpwuéva ofécar.  Comp. vds pefodias Tot SeafBéiov (v. 11).

(¢) St John’s writings,

John xvii. 15 dpwrd...lva Topdops avrovs ée o mavypob.

1 John ii. 13, 14 verikrxare 7ov wornpdév. Comp, John xvi. 33
éyed vevixnea ToV KbTHOY.

1 John iii. 12 ov xafws Kaiv éx Tod mornpet #v xai éodaker
Tov adedpor avtot’. Comp. John vili, 44.

1 Johu v, 18 f. & yevunbfeis éx Toi feol rmpel avrov, kai ¢ wo-
PIPOS oVy AWTeTA AUTOD...0 KOTKOS GAOS € T¢ Tovnpd KeiTal.

(d) There are three passages in which there is evidence that in
some forms of the text the phrase “the cvil one’ was introduced.

Mats. xiii. 38 f The Old Syriac reads: ‘The tares are the
children of the cvil one (-L-_-D:,l), and the sower ke s the evil one

Acts x. 38, The Vulgate Syriac in translating the phrase
TavTas ToUS xatadvvagTevouivous Umo Tod SiaBdAou represents
the last words by Laao =0.

TFor the Syriac Versions see p. 154 ff,

Matt. xiii. 28 (éyfpos dvfpwmos Teito émoincer). Origen in
a Homily on Ps. xxxvi, {Hom, ii. § 4), as it is preserved in the
translation of Rufinus, says, ‘Sed et Dominus in Evangelio
diabolum non dixit. peccatorem tantummodo, sed malignum vel
malum, et cum docet in oratione, vel dicit: Sed libera nos a malo,
Et alibi, malus homo fecit, sive malignus” This implies the
reading ¢ wovnpés or wovnpds dvfpwmos. The words however may
be a slip of memory?,

1 Thiz passage seemns to underlic Theophilus ad dutal, ii. 20 dvice fdpa [6 Zara-
pas] Tow "Afel etapsarolivra T Peq, drepytious els viv dBehgdy abrol T0» xaladuevor
Ealr érolyoer dwocreivar 7hr 4Behgdy avrol rév "Afeh. This treafise, it will be
remembered, containg ° the earliest quotation of 8t John's (tospel by name which
has been preserved’ (Bp Westcott Canon p. 228).

? Compare Esther vii. O dvfpamros éxfpis ‘Apdy & rornpss oliros.

C.

=T
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(2)  Early Christion Literature.

Ep. Barnabas ii. 10 {va pp o mwovnpés wapeicbuaw whdims
modoas &y Huiv deodevBomion Guds dws ths Lwfs Hudy.

xix. 11 els Téhos ptoraes Tov worgpdr. The reading however is
doubtful. {1} Documentary evidence. Of the two oldest MSS.
(lod. Sinazticus (R} omits the article; Cod. Constantinopolitunus (C)
has 74, The other Greek MSS., which, as they seem to he
derived from a common archetype {Gebhardt Proleg. p. x.), are
represented by a common symbol ((3), have 7ép». The Latin
Version' (L) is clear for the masculine (malus odicsus tibi erit in
perpetuum), Gebhardt’s general view (p. xxxvil) is * Multo sac-
pius in veris quam in falsis L cumn G convenit, ita ut his ambobus
haud raro codicum ¥ et C consensum postponendum esse duxerim,’
In this passage the omission in 8 before sror- slightly favours
tor. On the whole therefore the evidence of the MSS. leans
towards Tov. (2) Inlernal evidence. (a) aypvmvovvres...émi To
mornpdy (xx. 2} is, I think, the only certain instance of 76 movnpéy
in Barnabas. (#) On the one hand the neuter gains some
probability from iv. 1 morowper Ty whdemy ToD viv katpod,
iv. 10 pioowper Terelws 74 épya THs wownpds 6dod, xix. 2 panoes
wav b ovk oy dpeoTov TG Jed, wionoets widoar vrorpiawy. But
on the other hand the antithesis suggested by the words {ayams)-
cets Top Toujoavta a€) &b the beginning of the chapter (xix, 2)
distinetly favours the masculine Tér. Further, while the certain
use of 6 wovypds in ii. 10 is a strong argument, there is nothing
in the context to suggest o reminiscence of St Paul's words
dmwoaruyodores 76 wovnpdy (Rom. xii. 9). The lines of evidence
therefore appear to converge in favour of rov™,

1 The date of this Version ig uncertain. On the one hand traces of the influence
of the Vulgate arc wanting, On the eother it does not appear ta have been known
to Jerome. (tebhardt {p. 1v.} approves the general conclusion *eam ante seenli vii
exitum congeriptam esse credas; verisimile vero videtur cam mnlte antiguiorem
edac.”

2 Dr Taylor {Expesitor, Thivd Berics, vol. iii, p. 408) argues in favour of the
reading 6. But (1) his view that wefees 70 worgpde 15 an ‘abbreviated form® of
fofoes Taoay drokpmw gai rdv § ph dpeoror T@ kvphy (Ldaché iv.), a phrase which
Barnsbae (inverting tho order of the clauses) has already incorporated (xixz. 2),

seems nnnatural; (2) he appears to negleet the angelology of Barnabas; sce the
passages quoted below p. 99 .,
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xxi. 8 dyyds of sjpépa v F ovramoheiTar wdvTa TG TovnpHd.
Compare The Ecclesiustical Cunons 14, In this passage the
interpretation, as in the passage just discussed, the reading is
doubtful. The Latin Version has the equally ambiguous ‘cum
malo”  The following considerations favour the masculine. (1)
Just above it is said, & éxeiva (i.e. the deeds of ‘the evil way’)
éxheydperos perd Tov Epywr adTod ovwamoreitar. Here there
s the same combination of the masculine and the nenter, A
common destruction of the worker and his works is spoken of.
(2) This interpretation of a clause at the end of the description
of ‘the evil way’ corresponds with the opening definition % Tod
péhavos 6665, (B) There is an earlier passage (xv. 5) which
would be decisive if the reading were beyond dispute: Sraw
éAxdor 6 vios avTed kaTapynoer Ty Kapdv TOU dvopev xal kpuwer
Tovs doefels kal dihafer Tov Hhtov xal THY ceAjumy Kai Tovs
dorépas . In G however we find adrod in place of Tob
avopov, the word being perhaps repeated from ¢ vids avrod just
before. Cod. ¥ provokingly omits the word altogether. L has-
‘tempus iniquitatis” The 7o# @vémov of C, which was long age
conjectured by Bp Fell, scems to explain the variations. It
is supported by xviil. 2 6 wév éoriv xUpios...0 8¢ dpywy raipod
rob »by THs avouias, a passage which probably suggested the
emendation of L. Compare iv. 9 év 1§ avéue rkaipe. If Tob
dvopov is thought the best supported reading, it is almost
conclusive in favour of the masculine interpretation of T mwornpd®.

1 Happily we are saved from n discussion of gender by the other pasesapge in
Barnabas where the term voours, Yva’ ph oxg mupelvdvew 6 péhas (iv. ¥}, This remark-
able name is prohsbly of Hebrew origin (#se Harnack's note), but it serves here
to emphasige the contrast: % 83 7ol gwrds (xix. 1), é¢ %5 ...elohs Terayudro
gwrayuyol Gyyehow feod, It should be considered in eonnexion with the baptismal
enatom of turning to the west and renouncing Batan: compare Cyril of Jerusslem
Catech. 31x. Myst. 1. 4 (dmordooeade r¢ anorew éxelvp xal fopepy doxormi),

4 The following passages in the Epistle rhould be noted : fuepiv obv odadv wopy-
piw xod afrol Tob évepyebvros (L contrarius) Exevros vhv dfovsinw (1i. 1); Ira prmore
ol mornpds dpywe AeBde vhe xaf Audr éfovalar dadoyrar duis dmd s Saothelas Tob
wuplou {iv. 13); dyyehos moryeds éoapefey abrods {in. 4} ép’ s 8¢ dyyedos roi Zaravi
{zviii, 1). A parallel can be found in Jewish Apoeslyptic literature o {a) the
neuter, 4 Epdras vi, 27, Delebitur enim melum ef extinguctur dolus, a passage found
in the Syrine, the Aethiopic (iv, 32), the Arabie (malum ocor recedet ab iis), the

Armenian Versions; comp, viil. 53; (b} the masenline ; Assumptio Moyseos x. 1, Kt
tune parebit regnum illius in omni creatura illing et tune Zabulis finem habebit, et

7—2
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Letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons (Eus, H, E. v, 1)
Supduevor Bid Tis Vaopovis wdcay Ty dppiv Tob moevnpod els
éavTovs ehxvoarl  See below, p. 132

Clementine Homilies («) Epist. Clem. ad Jac. 1. émi 70d
éveaTdtos Toynpel Tov éobpevor ayabov Ehw TH xooue pmvioas
Baonéa. Sec below, p. 116.

(0) b iv. Swalws owwerfowifnTi poi, woTe cov THT Tup-
payins xpelay &yer 6 ypioTds, vy bre & mwovnpos wara THs avTed
viudns wohepor fpato, 1) els Tév émiovTa ypévor bre wiwjaas
Raoihedaer ;

(¢} Hom. xix. 2 xai ¢ Ilérpos' adivarév doti poi ¢pwvmy Tol
épod dpricacba; 8idackdhov, 816 xal duokoyd elvar Tov Tovnpoy
A See below, p. 133,

It may be suggested that the connexion of the word 6 wornpos
with sayings of our Lord in the last of these passages from the
‘Clementines’ (see p, 133), together with the fact that the term
is used by St Mafthew alone among the Synoptists and with
the use of the term in the Syriac Versions (see p. 133), is an
indication that this was a usunal designation for Satan in the
Aramaic Gospel, oral and written, on which were based *the
Gospel according to the Hebrews’ and our Gospel according to
5t Matthow,

Clem. Alex. Paedagogus (u) i. 7 ofras (l.e. the angel who
wrestled with Jacob and who was the Paedagogus) qv ¢ drfpwmros
0 dywv rxai dépwy, 0 cvyyvuvalouevos rxai dheidpov gaTa TOD
movnpot Tov doxnriy lareB....mwreprifew Sidaoxwy Tov dvravyw-
tristitia cum eo abducotur. The latter passage i obviously the closer parallel to
cour present passage, Compare Edersheim Fdfe and Témes il p. 441, »In the
latter [the ronewed earth] neither physical nor moral darkness would any longer
prevail, since tho Yetser ha Ka, or ‘Evil impnlse,’ would be destroyed {Yalkut i.
P. 45 c).‘l

U If Melito’s treatise rd mepi 7ob SeaSéhov kai Tis droxaldpews Tudrvou (Eus. H, J.
iv. 26) had been preserved, tho usage of an important school would doubtless have
becn made elear to us. In the Martyrdom of Polycarp xvil. (& 8 derifphos xal
Bdakaros kal waryplbs, & derikelueros T yéve, TEv Sucalww) there is gome slight autho-
ity for the omisgion of xal before worypés, The following passage from Athenagoras
Supplicatio e. 24 illustrates the meaning of & worypés and probably implies its
owrrency &8 a namae for Satan, olrés e ¢ vHs Bhys wal vHr &y adry elddv dpyxwr.. olros
3¢ dpueddras ral wopnpds wepl Tiw Tiv wemwTevpérwp yepduevos Bolknaw.. 6 8¢ ThHs fAys
dpxer.. dvavria 7 dyabd 7ol Qeoll émitpomeier xai Buswer...5 3¢ feds Tehelws dyabds v
[
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woriy. It is possible that the clause of the Lord’s Prayer is in
Clement’s mind.

(d) il 12. %8y 8 wkal pavepdTata Tob mornped gipBuia
ol alayivovTar wepikeipevar. &s yap Ty Eday § ddus fmdmyoe,
oiTw 8¢ kal Tds dMhas yuvvaikas & wdomos & ypugebs Sedéay
TPoTXpOperos Tob ddews 1@ axiuare éEunrer els UBpess.

() il 12, <ékyéovow ératpieds TOv TAoTTOV €ls dveSos
xai 700 Beold Td Swprjpara dmweiporaria mapayapdrTovas, fpholicas

-~ - i 4
TOU 'TTOU?}PUU ™y TExV'f}P.

On the passages of Tertullian wherc malus is used as a name
of Satan, see below, p. 135 £,

It is probable that there are other passages even in the scanty
remaing of the Christian literature of the second century which have
come down to us, in which this name of Satan is used. It hardly
seems however to have gained a wide currency till the days of
formal New Testamont excgesis’. Justin Martyr docs not mention
it cither in dpol. 1. 28 (6 apynyérns Tdy xaxdv Sawudvwy ddis
kahelrar xal Saravas xat §uiBolos) or in Dial, 103% although in
fHal. 125 there is an apparcnt zllusion to the term, wpocfiAfer
avTg 6 SidBolos, TouréaTw 1j Svvamis kel % Kal ddus rexhnuéum
kai ZaTtavds, wepalewy avTov...6 8¢ avTor kaTéhvce xal waTé-
Barev, é\éyEas o1t wornpés ot In the passages in which the
name oceurs it has every appearance of being a term in recognised,
though not common, use,

Note on the Yetser ha Ra (sce p. 89).

A few points in this complicated subject may be touched upon in a
note. (1) On the FYetser see Levy Chald. Worierbuch i. p. 348, Newhebr. u.
Chatd, Wirterh, ii. p. 757 ff.; Weber System der Altsynagogulen Polis-
tinischen Theologie § 54 (p. 242 f), comp. pp. 208 £, 216, 2231 ; Kdershcim
The Life and Pimes of Jesus the Messiah 1. p. 52, i1 p. 57 £ Beveral ques-
tions, as it will appear, supgest themselves, a full investigation of which
would throw light on many points of great interest, as, for cxample, 8t Paul's
docteine of the Fall. (2} If an amateur in such studies may trust his super-

1 Thus for rds dvébpas roii fagbhov (Ipnat. Trall. vili,) the Interpolator in the 4th
century substilutes vos évédpas roff morypef.

? Comp. Apoc. 3ii. & é8Mi6n & Bpdxwy & péyas, 4 8¢us & dpxalos, & wadadueros Siifar
Mo kb & Sarardr, xx. 2,
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ficial observation, the article ix commonly present in the one case, wanting
in the other (M7 %Y, 21 %Y. 1f so, the tendency to personification was
more active in regard to the evil impulse. This iy what we should have
oxpeoted, since it would be felt thut the good impulse would ultimately flow
from God. It should be noticed that Lovy and Weber represent different
views as to tho personitication of these two impulses,  Welehe beide Triche
als Engol personificirt,’ writes the former (fi. p. 2538). The criticism of the
latter runs thus (p. 228): ‘Auch Levy Chal, W, B. 1. 342 nennt ihn den *biuen
Engel? aber identisch sind sie nicht. Sofern der Jezer und der Satan die
gleicho gottwidrige Absicht haben, wirkt dieser durch jenen und ist in ihm die
bewezonde Kraft; so kann es geschehen, duss Eines fiir das Andere steht,
ohne dass Beides zusammenfiillt, Allerdings ist die Neigung, beide Begriffe
zu verschmelzen, in der spéteren jildischen Theologie gewachsen. Zu Avd-
duschin (814} bemerkt Raschi 1 Es erschien ihm SBatan, welcher der Jezer hara
ist.) Thus Weber admits a relative personification, (3) The passages in
4 Esdras referred to above (p. 89) are these : iv. 30 Quoniam granum seminis
mali seminatum est in cordo Adam ab initic, et quantum impictatis peneravit
usgue nune, et generat usque dum veniat areal, ii. 21 Cor enita malignum
baiulans primus Adam transgressus et victus ost, sed et omnes qui de co nati
sunt. {4) I cannot help suspecting that the conception of the fuwo fmpulses is
closely allied to the conception of the fwe weys, and that the tendency to per-
gonification in the one ease iz closely akin to a similar tendency in the other
case, Tt will be remembered that in the Diduchs and the documents which
scom directly based on it there is no reference to any connexion between the
two ways’ and apiritual powers, In other documents such a reference has the
appearance of being a later addition. If so, the Dédachy presents us with ‘the
two ways’ in a more original form., For these two points via (2) the connexion
between the fwo émpulses and the fwo ways, {b) the allied proeesses of personi-
{teation, compare the following passages, Test. wit. Potriarch. Jud. 20 8o myer-
pata oyohdfoves v drfpdme, T s dAnfelas xal TS Tie whdims® xai péoov oTi TH
Tis ouvégews Tob vobs, ob v @éhp kAivan Aser 1 Hdo bobs EBwrer § Bedx roix
vivis Ty dvfperey, kai 8io SwBothia, xai 8Uo mpdfes, kai Bdo rémovs (v. 1 rpi-
wous), kai Ovo TéAy...édal Bilo, kahol kal xakot® £V oiy elot td Bo SwPothiz ¢
aréprors by Swkpivorta alrds. € ofv 1 Yruxy Békp év kakg, maca mpakis
adriis éoriv €v Suatnadvy, kby dpdpry s peraveei... éiv 8¢ év mornpd ihiver T
deafoddion, wasa wpafes avriy doriv év momple, kal drafoduevos rd dyalov mpoo-
AapBaver TO caxdy rat xupievfeic Uno 100 Bekiop, xdy dyafliv mpdfe, év movyply
adrh peraurpéded... & Bpoavpds rob BraBéhov (v. L BunBovhion) lab wornpob mwred-
paros wemhjpwrae.  The Latin Fragment published by Gebhardt in ITarnack
Die Lekre dee. p. 277 1 Viae duac sunt in seculo, vitae et mortis, lucls et tene-
brarum, In his constituti sunt angeli dno, unus aequitatis, alter iniquitatis,

1 Qompare vii, 92 (purt of the * Missing Fragment,’ ed. Prof, Beusly p. 87), Ordo
primues, quonism cum labore multo certati sunt ut vincerent cum cis plagmatum
copllamentam maium, 0t non cas sedieat o vity o mortem,
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Barn, xviii, xix. Hermas Hoewd, vi. 1. 2 dAhd vie 0o oo, $poiv, Spiooa
kal ras Svedpes abrdr, o vofogs Tis adre rive Slramr Eyer kol Avépyeiav.
Sirhal yip elow al dvipyear avrev’ keivrac odr émt Sialy ral adicg” ot olv
mloreve T Skalw, T4 8¢ dblep pd mwredops 0 ydp dikarov dpdiy G86r Exer,
1 8¢ &Bicor arpefiie... dpdoxer pot, gmul, xipee, TaUty TF 68¢ mopeverfac.  wo-
pevap, $noi, at o5 dv €E GAps kapdias fmoTpéfry mpds kipiov, wopesoerar év alri.
kove viw, i, wepi Tiis miorews® o eloiv dyyehor perd Tob dvfpdmo, els s
Sicmooins kai ely rhs worpplas. The whole passago should be studied. (5)
Dr C. Taylor (Saufugs of the Jewisk Fathers p. 144) assumes withont question
that the teaching about Fetser was current in our Lord’s time, and conjecturcs
that the original forie of dwd ol morgpoii may have been P01 8", The evi-
dence of the Syriac Versions is sufficient to disprove this latter conjecture.
But the two passages which Dr Taylor quotcs from the Targum bring the
phrase into & closer connexion with the word which I suppose that the Lord
avtually used : ¢“Lost mine enecny say, [ have prevailed against him” (Ps.
xiii. 5) becomes in the Targum, © Lost R2MI RO say, &e”  “They shall hear
thee up in their hands, lest thou stumble against [NEY3 ¥ which is like] a
stone™ (Ps. xci. 12)

W 1 b - ~ . o
3. s dwd Tol mowqpet masculine or uguter ?

(i). Evidencc derived from the Gospels.

(uy The Baptism and the Temptation,

No sooner has the Lord been publicly sct apart for the ministry
by the heavenly voice and the gift of the Holy Spirit, than He
enters the field of conflict with the devil. Gathering up humanity
into Himself, ‘He gathered up that ancient and primeval quarrel
against the serpent’” The Temptation was no casual and acei-
dental parenthesis in the Lord’s life: it was essential to its rcality
and, if we may say so, to its completeness. The Temptation was
an epitome of His whole life®.

The Loxd’s Prayer is the Prayer of redeemed humanity taught
to men by the Son of Man. We should expect to find reflected
here something of what, as He learncd by suffering, is most cha-
racteristic of human life, We feel that the remecmbrance of the
pain endured in this necessary conflict inspires the words.

1 Iyen, v, x3i. 2 Non autem Dominug anfiquam illam et primam adversus
serpentem inimiecitiam in semetipso recapitnlatus fuisset...si ab alio venissch patre,
t of Bapepergrbres per fnov év rofs wepaupets mov {Luke xxii, 28),
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Every clause of the Prayer, I believe, stands forth with greater
sharpness and clearness of meaning when scen in the light of the
Lord’s Temptation.

Our Futher which art in heavern: The proclamation of the
Heavenly Sonship is in order of time the preface, and in the subtle-
tics of the spiritual conflict the oceasion, of the Temptation.
“And lo, a voice out of the heavens, saying, This is my beloved
Son, in whom I am well pleased.” < 1f thou art the Son of God,
command that these stones become bread.... If thou art the Son
of God, cast thyself down.’

Hallowed be thy name. Thy kingdom come, The two earliest
petitions in the Prayer secm closcly linked with the temptation
which stands lagt in St Matthew’s record. The refusal to fall
down and worship the tempter and the viodication of God's
exclusive right to worship were a complete hallowing of the Name.
The devil’s offer of the possession of all the kingdoms of the
world and the glory of them appealed to the desire for the cessa-
tion of conflict, which inspires the prayer for the coming of the
divine kingdom.

Thy will be done, as n heaven, so on earth. In the Lord’s firm
resistance of the temptation to claim the letter of a divine pro-
mise, in His recognition of the limits of the divine purposc con-
cerning Him, we can discern a perfect doing of the will of the
Father on earth on the part of Him who ‘in the beginning...was
with God.

Give us this duy our duily breud, ‘And when he had fasted
forty days and forty nights, he afterward hungered. And the
tempter came and sald unto him, If thou art the Son of God,
command that these stones become bread” Lack of daily bread
was the ddopury of the tempter in the first assault.

And forgive us our debts, as we also have forgiven our
debtors, 1t is most true that temptation begat no sin in Christ
fo need forgiveness, But it is worthy of remark that He cameo
straight to the confliet with Satan, after He had received what
to other men was Bawrioua peraveias els dpecw auapTidv
(M. 1, 4).

And bring us not into femptation, The word which St Mark
(i. 12) uses to express the action of the Spirlt—xai edfis 76 wrebpa
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avror éxBurher ele Ty Emuov—denotes, not indeed compulsion,
but a constraining influence. ‘In the days of his flesh’ the Son
of Man shrank back from the strain and horror of the lonely
conflict. He ‘suffered being tempted.” Therefore as He Himself
in the later hour of a severer struggle besought His Father that
‘the cup might pass from Him,” He permitted and taught His
disciples to pray that their Father in Hcaven would sparc them
the perilous honour of temptation.

But deliver us from—the evil one or evil. Which of these two
renderings s more natural? May we not ask which necessarily
follows from a consideration of the Prayer regarded from the point
of view of Christ’s Temptation? It is diflicult to imagine that the
analogy between the two breaks doewn in the last clanse, and that
the prominence of the tempter in the history has no counterpart
in the Prayer’,

(6) The Lord’s Prayer. It has been somctimes urged that it
Is inconceivable that a Prayer which beging with an appeal to God
as Father, should end with a petition for deliverance from the
devil,  The assumption is that according to this interpretation the
thought of the devil is suddenly and violently dragged into an alien
context. The comparison of the Prayer with the circumstances of
the Lord’s Temptation will have gone far to break the force of this
argument.

A more detailed cxamination of the clauses of the Prayer
will, if I mistake not, shew clearly that underlying the whole there
is the conception of the supreme conflict. The representation of
the devil in the New Testament is of onc who parodies the
character and work of God. God realises the ideal in all His
relations to men.  As Father, as Guide, as King, He is 6 day-

1 A friend has poinied ent {o me that Dean Plaompire in his Commeuntsry on
#t Matthew in Dp Ellicott’s New Test. Commentary for English feaders makes the
parallel between the facts of the Temptation and the last two clauses an argument
for the masculine rendering of dwd vol worypol. Tho feeling of thix analogy under-
lies a passage of Dionysins of Alexandria guoted below, p. 139 £, The point was
indeed touched upon by Bp Lightfoot in the second of his three letiers to the
Cuardign: “Nor is it an insignificant fact that only two chapters before the Evan-
gelist has reeorded how the Author of this prayer found Himaelf face to face with
toemptation (iv. 1, 8) and was delivered from the © Evil One,’
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@ewos.  In all these directions the devil opposes God by imitating
Him™

Our Kather which art in heaven. Coudrast ol viel Tod movnpod
(Matt. xiii, 38), Juels éx Tob waTpos 7o StaBorov daré (John viii
443, vig SeaBorov {Acts xiil. 10).  So 1 John iii. 10 ¢pavepa éoriw
Td Ténva Tot Beoll kal Ta Téxva Tol} SraBorov. To realize absolutely
our relation to the True Father is to be vescued from the
habitual authority of the False: wds 6 yeyevenuévos éx 7o feob
oUY dpapTaveL...Kai & mornpos ovy amretas avtod (1 John v, 18)

Hallowed be thy name.  Contrast in the symbolism of the
Apocalypse ovdpara (v. L dvopa) Shascdnuias belonging to the
Beast who is the represcatative of the Dragon’s power (xiii, 1,
xvii. 3). Compare Apoc. ix. 11, xiv, 11 (contrast xiv. 1 76 &vopa
avToil kai T vopa Tol waTPOS AvTOn).

Thy Iingdom come. Coutrast ¢ dpywy 7ol xéouov ToUTov
(John xii. 81, xiv. 30, xvi. 11, comp. Eph. il. 2); ¢ feos Tod aivvos
rovtou (2 Cor. iv. 4), opposed to ¢ Bagtrers Tér atvrov (1 Tim. 1.
17y; so af dpyai, al éfoboiar, of koopokpdTopes [contrast o wawro-
kpaTwp] Tov axotovs TovTov (Eph. vi. 12), 0 uév éoTv xvpeos dmo
alcvwy kal els Tovs aidras, ¢ 8¢ dpywy Kawpoel Tob viv TS dveplas
(Barn. xviiL), In the imagery of the Apocalypse Satan has his
throne (dmrov 6 Bpoves Tod Zarard i1, 13), just as he has his worship
(evvaryoyy Tob Zatard 11, 9, iil. §) and, if the word be allowed, his
‘theology’ (ta Babéa Tof Zatavd, e Aéyovow il 24).

Thy will be done, as wn heaven, so on earth. Before the will
of the True Father and King the lusts of the False will give way.
Cowmpare duels éx Tob maTpos Tol SiaSddov doré xal Tas émbupias
Tol 'rm'rp(}s‘ 15,(.(.(31; Bérere mowely (John viil. 44} Contrast the
oneness of the divine will with the manifokdness of the Insts of
the evil one; comp. 1 Pet. iv. 2 16 pneére dvfpdmoy émbupints
@A Perjuars Beod Tov émiiowmar &y capri Bidoar ypover. LEph,
i, 3 Ta dehquara THs aapros.

Forgive us owr debts. Conlrast Apoc. xii. 10 é xariywp Tor
ddenpdv Hudy, & xaTyyopdy avTovs dvdmior Tol ol Hudy nuépas
K@l PUKTOS,

Bring us not into temptaizon, but deliver us from the evil one,

1 Varie disbolud aemulatud est veritatem. Adfectavit illam aliquando defendendo
goncutere {Tert, ade, Prae. 1.).
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or evil. These two petitions alone in the Prayer arc connceted
togethor, The key to the interprefation lies in the aahd. The
mutual relation of the two potitions may be presented thus:
wi elaevéyens npds  els  mepacudy
phaas nuds 4mo  Tob wornped.

In the New Testament the devil is consistently represented
as the tempter. Comp. Matt, iv. 3 6 wepdlwr emer avTd’.
1 Thess. iil. 5 g9 7ws émeipacer duds 6 wepalwr®, 1 Cor. vil, 3
va uy mepdln duds 6 Saravdas. Apoc. il 10 uédier Sairew o
Stzforos € Dudy els pvhaxiy va mapaclire. 1 Tim. vi. 9 {com-
pared with iiil. 7, 2 Tim, ii. 26). Nor does Jas. 1. 14 (fkagTos 8¢
meipalerar vuo Tis Lblas émibupias) conflict with this view of the
general drift of New Testament teaching. The Apostle there
wishes to vindicate the ways of God to men, In the matter of
temptation he throws the responsibility on the man himself: the
man's will is the offender—ras émibvpias Tob marpss Sudy Gérere
mowty (John viii. 44). The question of the final source of tempta-
tion lies outside the scope of the passage.

When then it is noticed that the two elauses in cach of their
several parts correspond to, and are set over against, each other,
the presumption in favour of the masculine rendering of Tod
wornpoet becomes very strong; and a review of the Prayer itself
confirms the verdict based on the consideration of its relation to
the Lord’s own experience.

(¢} The Munistry and the Passton. The Lord’s life 1s the best
commentary on the Lord’s Prayer, St John explains the purpose
of the Incarnation in the words: eis TodTo épavepdifly 6 vids Toi
feolr fva Aoy Ta épya Tob SwaBohov {1 John iii. 8). The life in
its activities of ministry is bricfly summarised by St Peter thus:
Siirber edepyeToy kai (Wueves wavtas Tols xaTadvrasTevopévous

1 Ipse & diabolo temptatus pracsidem et artificem tcmpiationis demonstravit
(Lert. de Orat. viil). Gregory of Nyssa (de Orat. Dom. v.} strangely exaggerates this
view when he suggests that wepaopds is ono of Satan's names.

* Resch (p. 238) compares the agraphon in Hom. Clem. iii. 55, rois & oloudrars
8T & feds wepdfe, ws al ypadal Aéyovow, ¥y, & wormpls dorw & mepdiwr. He
thinks that the mode of expressivn resembles the style of the Synoptic (Gospels.
Bp Westeott on the other hand doubts the genmineness of this saying {fntroduc.
tign to the Study of the Gespels p. 457 n.}.
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vmro Totl SafBodov {Acts x. 38)L  With this general doscription of
the whole Ministry the Lord’s words as to one of His miracles
should be compared: ¢ Ought not this woman...whom Satan had
bound (fv &noev 6 Zarards), lo, thesce cighteen years, to have been
loosed from this bond (wlfvar @mé Tod Sésuov TovTov) on the day
of the sabbath’ (Luke xiii. 16)7 It is nob casy to belicve that any
who g0 remembered the Lord’s words and works, and so shaped
the record of that remembrance, would have hesitated as to the
meaning of the disputed clause in the Prayer.

But it is when we turn to the story of the Passion that the
evidence becomes clearest. The visit of Judas to the chicf pricsts
was due to the promptings of Satan (Luke xxii, 8). Tt was in
vbedience to the same inspiration that the traitor rosc from the
table to head his Master's enemies (John xiil. 2, 27). The Lord
Himself interproted the crisis of redemption in three different
ways as the ineffectual coming, the judgment, the expulsion, of
‘the prince of this world’ (John xii. 81, xiv. 30, xvi. 11). Now
He met face to face ‘the tyranny of darkmess’ (j éfovaia Tod
ogxotoys Luke xxi, 53, comp. Col. 1 13 épvoato rjuds éx Tis
éfovoias 7ol crdrovs, Acts xxvi, 18, Eph. vi, 12).

Christ’s interpretation of His sufferings is repeated by the
Apostolie teachers, St Paul views the cross of shame as the
triumphal car on which the Conqueror exhibits the vanquished
‘principalities and powers” (Col, il, 15). The writer to the Hebrews
(ii. 14 £) unfolds the paradox that through death, the devil's tool,
the Lord brought the devil to neught and set his captives free,

Two passages however, imbedded in the history of the Passion,
demand cloger investigation. The view of the Passion insisted on
above throws light on both of them,

(i). The first passage is from 8t Luke’s Gospel (xxii.), ‘ Ye
are they which have continued with me in my temptations; and 1
appoint unte you a kingdom, even as my Futher appointed unto
me {vr. 28, 29)....8imon, Simon, behold, Satan asked to have you (o
Savavis éfpriocartoe vuds), that he might sift you as wheat; but 7
made supplication for thee (éyw 6¢ éderjiny mwept soi), that thy faith
fail not (v, 31, 32)....And he came out, and went, as his custom

1 The Byriac Vulgate hore translates rei Scef@odov by .'_.__._f; {the-evil-ona).
See below, p. 165,
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was, unto the mount of Olives (. 39)....And when he was at the
place, he said unto them, Pray that ye enter not into temptation
(rpogevyeale uy eloedbeiv els repaguéy v. 40)...He kneeled
down and prayed, saying, Father, if thou be willing, remove this
cup from me: nevertheloss nof my will, but thine, be done (usj 1o
Bdnud pov dAhi 16 ady yivéolw vu, 41, 42)... ' Why sleep ye ? rise
and pray, that ye enter not into temptation’ (wpooeliyeabe, iva ur
eicérnTe eis wepaoudy, v. 46).

The scene, it is true, shifts from the upper room to the Garden;
yet there is an irresistible sense of unity about the history, The
brief interval of time which separates the first of the words quoted
above from the last does not affect the close newus of the thoughts,
The language of the Evangelists® seerns designed to emphasise the
relation between the Lord’s Prayer and the Lord’s teaching on
the evening of the betrayal. This parallel will to many minds
establish beyond a doubt the masculine interpretation of dwré Tod
Tornpad.

(ii). The other passage is from the true Oratio Dominica
(Jobhn xvil. 15}: ‘I pray not (evx éperd) that thou shouldest take
them from (Zva dpps...ée...) the world, but that thou shouldest
keep them from the evil one’ ({va Typieys avrols éx Tob worgpod).
The reference of ée Ted movnpot to the devil seems to be ceortain
for the following four reasons®. (1) The form of the sentence: ovx
.v.€K TOD Koo pov @AAA.. . éx Tod mornpol. The usage of St John (6
dpywv rob kdapov Tevrov xil. 31, xiv. 30, xvi. 11, 6 wéopoes Shos év
T wovnpe xeitac 1 John v, 19) scems to indicate decisively the
contrast intended—from the tyrant’s power, not from the region
which the tyrant claims as his. (2) The preceding context (wr. 11,
12): ‘Holy Father, keep (rqpneov) them in thy name which thou
hast given me....While I was with them, I kept {émjpovy) them in
thy name which thou hast given me; and I guarded them (égt-
Aafa}, and not one of them perished, but the son of perdition;
that the scripture might be fulfilled” The last clause is the

LIt is important to ohserve that («) 5t Matthew has the same phrase here
(zxvi, 42 cpernbifra 7o 8éhyud sov) ag in the Lord’s Prayer: 8t Luke omite this clauge
in xi. 2. (#) in the language of Syria different ‘voices’ of the same verl sre egui-
velent respectively to eleevéynar and eleendelr (gee p. 61 1),

2 Canon Cock {Second Leiter p. Bl) points out thai Chrysostom gives the
neuter interpretation here—rovrédariv, dud rés rasiay (. 664 ©, go viii. 483).
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connecting link with an earlier passage. *1 speak not of you all:
I know whom I have chosen: but that the seripture may be
fulfilled, He thal eateth my bread lifted up his beel against me....
So when he had dipped the sop, he taketh and giveth it to Judas,
the gon of Simon Iscariot. And after the sop, then entered Satan
tnto him’ (xiil. 18, 26£). All the Apostles were safcly kept by
their Master save one. He fell a vietim to the devil's power.
For the future the Lord prays that those whom He leaves behind
may still be kept from the great enemy, who had made one of
their number his own. (3) The parallels in the Epistle:

(GOBUKT,

While T was with thom, J fept
(érrjpovw} them in thy name..and T
guarded (épvrafal them, and not one
of them perished, but the son of per-
dition.

I have given ther sy word; and
the world hated them, beouuse they
arc not of the world, even as I am
not of the world. 1 pray not that
thou shouldest tako them from the
world, but that thou shouldest Zecp
them from the evil one (éx rov wovy-
pov).  They are not of the world, even
as I am not of the world. xvii. 12—15,
T kave overcome the world,  xvi. 33,

ErIsTLE.

He that was Degotten of God (6
yewmleis dx Tov Geov) kecpeth (rppel)
hirm and ke eil one toucheth him
not (6 wempds oy Gmrerar avrodl...
My little childron, gucrd (dpordfare)
vourselves from idols. v, 18, 21,

I have written unto you, young
men, because ye are strong, and
the word of God abideth in you, and
Fo hure overcome the evid one (row
worgpor).  Liove not the werld, neither
the things that are in the wordd. il
14, 15.

{4) The parallel in St Luke xxii. 31, 32:

Sr Jonn.

While I was with them, I kept
themn....] guarded them....7 proy (-
pard)...bhat thou shouldest keep them
from zhe evil one.

St Lukr,

Simon, 8imon, behold Sefon asked
to have you, that he might sift you
as wheoat; ont 7 made supplication
{¢8enbny) for thee.

But if, as these arguments appear fo prove, e Tod mwoesnpoed is

masculine, is it possible to disconnect the prayer which the Lord
taught as the typical Christian prayer from the prayer which He
Himself prayed ? Ts not the one the best guide to a true under-
standing of the other? And indeed, however great the difference
a8 to surroundings and form of expression, there are striking points
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of contact between the two prayers.

realities lie at the root of both,

Our Father which art in heaven,

IIallowed be thy name,

Thy kingdom come.

Thy will ha done, as in heaven, so
on earth,

Pring us not into temptation, but
deliver us from tho ovil one (dmd To

wowgpol ).

The above table indicates some of the resemblances,

111

The same great spiritual

Father {(m. 1, 5, 21, 24), Holy
Father {» 11}, Righteous Father
(v. 25).

T manifested thy name (2. 6}

Keep them...T kept them, in thy
name which thou hast given me (en,
11, 12).

T made known unto them thy name
{w. 26)L,

Gilorify thy Son, that the Son may
plorify thee: even as thon gavest
him authority over all flesh... (v
1, 2).

T glorified thee on the earth, having
accomplished the work which thou
hast given me to do...the glory which
T had with thee before the world was
{wo. 4, 5).

I am no more in the world, and
these are in the world {z 11}

Even as thou, Father, art in me,
and I in thee, that they also may be
in ug: that the world may belicve...
{w 21)-

I kept them,, T guarded thom (.
12).

...Lpray...that thou shouldest keep
them from the evil ono {(éx rof wowmy-
pov) (z, 15)

No such

mechanical arrangement however can lay bare the one spirit which

quickens both prayers.

The conjecture might be hazarded that in the Gospel and
Epistle of St John we have a Johannine form of the clause of the
Lord’s Prayer under discussion, in which Tjpnoer or $irafor
{comp. 2 Thess. iil. 3 dpridfe amd Tob movnpod) takes the place of

1 Qomyp, wdrep, Sbkucby cov 74 dropa (John xil. 27). Chryeostom commenting on
the Lord’s Prayer says: 74 yip, dyimotire, roire borw, Sofas@itw (vii. 250 c).
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piioat, and the preposition éx the place of the dmé of the Synop-
tists L

But, however this may be, the cvidence derived from the
Gospels themselves—the account of the Temptation, the Lord’s
Prayer, the history of the Ministry and especially of the Passion—
seems without any shadow of uncertainty to warrant the conclu-
sion that Christ taught His Church in the Lord’s Prayer to pray
for deliverance from the assaults of the devil,

(i1). Evidcoce derived from the Epistles,

Reasons have been given for thinking that in the earliest days
as now the Lords Prayer was in familiar use. The Apostolic
writers who so used it would sometimes cousciously, sometimes
unconseiously, mould their language after the model of its words.
But the indications which suggest frequency of usc are also proofs
that as yet the Prayer had no such stereotyped form as it as-
sumed a little later. Without this warning a slight variation of
phrase in the Apostolic writings might throw us off onr guard, and
we might pass by unnoticed what is in truth little else than a
quotation of one of the petitions of the Prayer.

We proceed to discuss cortain possible referemces in the
Epistles to the last clause of the Lord’s Prayer.

(1) 2 Thess. iii, 11, 76 Aewwdy 7pocevyeabe, aBehdol, mepi
puay...lva puvaloper dmo Ty arémev xai movnper dvlpdTor,
oV ydp wvTwy B wioTis. miaTés 8¢ doTiv & xipeos, d¢ orypifer
vpds xat puhafer dmo Tob mornpot  We ask two questions—What
is the interpretation of the last elausc? How far may a reference
to the Lord’s Prayer be considered certain ?

In regard to the first question, St Paul certainly usecs the
phrase ‘the evil one’ in wdrra 7d Béin Tob wovnped Td TemUpw-
wéva (Eph, vi, 16, comp. Tas pebodias Tod StaBorov 2. 11, and con-
trast ra wrevpaTwea Ths wornpias v 12). In the present passage
the context clearly points to the masculine. For here we have
a good instance of that dovetailing of ideas and phrases familiar
to the stadent of St Paul:

I The {nvestigation into the nsage of the Greek Bible (p, 71f.) has shewn that
these two prepositions arc interchangeahls,
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¥ ) L3 L4 I L) L) r r
ov yip wdvrev 1 wioTs, mTes 8F foTv & Kuptos.
bra puodoper amd ampifer dpds xal Puhdier dmo
Taiv dromey xai morppar drdpodmTwr. Tol wovipoil.

The correlation of clauses would be impaired if the personal
agency of evil men werc made to balance abstract evil® (vo morn-
pov Rom. xii. 9}. Moreover in St Paul's mind the thought of
evil men lay very near the thought of the evil one, their inspirer
and instigator®.  Thus in this Epistle (il 9), ‘ He whose coming is
according to the working of Satan’; again, ‘Even Satan fashioneth
himself into an angel of light; it is no great thing therefore if his
ministers also fashion themsclves as ministers of righteousness’
(2 Clor. xi. 14 £); *The spirit that now worketh in the sons of dis-
obedience’ (Eph. ii. 2}, Again, the choice of words favours the
masculine interpretation—ornpifer and dviufer taken together®
are morc appropriate if' the ememy is a person. The metaphor is
drawn from war, Compare mwpos 76 dvwacla: dpds orivar mpos Tds
ueboblas Tob SiaBéhov.. . lva Suvmbite dvricTivac...otivai. oThre
odv (Eph. vi. 11, 13, 14), 6 dvridexos vudy SiaBohos...d dvricTyre
orepeol T mioTer (1 Pet. v, 8 £), avriocTyre 8¢ 7g 81afddhyp (James
iv, 7). Once more, the position of the phrase in the Epistle is
remarkable. The Apostle beging what he means to be the con-
cluding paragraph of the letter with 70 Mesmwdr (iii. 1). The
paragraph, it will be noticed, corresponds with the closing zontences
of the first letter to Thessalonica. In It there are four main
thoughts: (1} A request for prayer on the Apostle’s behalf (v, 1,
2): s0 1 Thess. v. 25. (2) The assurance—meoros 8¢ dovwr 6 xdpios:
so 1 Thess. v. 24 (weords 6 kardy Dpds). (3) An expression of trust
—& mepayyédhoper kal woeite kal womoere. (4) A benediction-—
0 8¢ xvpios warevBivar krh: 30 1 Thess. v. 23 avros 8¢ ¢ Beds
Ths elpijyns ayudoar vuds. Here then the Apostle had meant, it

1 8t Paul starts in v. 1 with the idea of help and hirdrance in work. Comp.
événopev fuis & Zararfis (1 Thess, ii, 18),

2 Comp, the Jewish Prayor (Derakoth I #): ‘May it be thy will, O Lord
our God,..5o deliver us from tho shameless, and from shemelessness; from the
evil man, and from evil hap, from evil yeger, from evil companion, from evil
neighbour, and from Satan the destroyer’ (Dr Taylor, Sayings of the Jewish
Futhers p. 142). For similar prayera in the Christian Liturgies see below, p. 144,

2 Contrast rapakeddear Judy vis capdlas kad cropliat év moaprl Epyyw xal My dyafd
(ii. 17; 1 Thess. iii. 2, 18}, '

C. 8
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would seem, to close, But the refercuce in & mapayyéiioper (v. 4)
may be misunderstood: it nceds further definition. Hence yet
another paragraph is added (iii. 6—16 ; comp. Phil. iii. 1 £, iv. 8),
Thus, according to St Paul's intention when he wrote the words,
the assurance ¢urdfer dwé ToD movypod would have stood atb
the very end of the Epistle. If we adopt the masculine interpreta-
tion, we find a parallel in a similar propheey of victory over the
devil at the close of the greatest Epistle of the next group—é &8¢
Beds Ths elpnvns agurrpirer Tov Tatavdv mwé Tovs wodas sudy év
Tyer (Rom, xvi. 20).  Among the Epistles of the First Captivity
the ‘Ephesian’ Epistle cnds with the picture of the Christian
soldier equipped in ‘the whole armour of God,” able to ‘stand
against the wiles of the devilt’

But may the words ¢vhdEer dmé rod morqped be taken as a
direct reference to the clause of the Lord’s Prayer? It is hard to
refuse an affirmative answer. If St Paul had written poaerar amd
Toi maynpod, the reference would have been beyond dispute. As
it is, even if we put aside the quite possible supposition that a
current version of the Lord’s Prayer had ¢idafor in place of
phoat, we may account for St Paul’s substitution of ¢gudafer by
the fact that pvefduer had been used just above and that ¢guldfes
harmonises better than pdeerar with ergpifer®.

(2) 2 Cor, xil. 7 £ €860y poc oxchoy® ™3 o'a;pm, aryfyehos'
EETHV& U'?TEP TOUTUU TP-‘.Q TUT)‘ !CUP-‘-OU 'JT(I-,OGJ‘C{!XEG'“ wa a'JTOG'T?} G'?T
éuod, The remembrance of the Lord’s thrice repeated prayer in
Clethscmane perhaps inspires the vpis...mapekdreca. Further, as
aroctirar in the New Testament is only used of personst, the
subject of dmoats is dyyeros Zatard (comp, Matt, xxv, 41, Apoc,

! Comp. 1 Pet. v. 81, : 1 John v. 18 ff,

2 The Anticehenes however do not support the masenline. Chrya. passes over
the word. Theced. of Mops. paraphrases—fab omni diseedentes inconvenienti aetn,’

4 The passages where the word ocenrs in the rzx., viz. Kumb. zxzziii. 55,
Ezck, xxviil, 24 (owéhoy wwplas xai drapfe 680wy}, Hos. i, 6, seem to shew that
it bears the later (Alexsndrisn) sense of thorn (not stake). See especially Field
Otium Norvicense iil, p, 115.

4 Le. ii, 37, iv, 13, viii, 18, xiii, 27, Acts v, 88, xii. 10 {dréerry & dyyehos), Tv. I8,
Xix. @, zxii, 29, 1 Tim, iv.1, 2 Tim. ii. 19, Xeb, iii. 12, The rendering of the Syrine
Vulgate connegts together Luke iv, 13, the interpolated elause in Luke xi. 4, and
2 Cor. xii. 8. Buf the Syriac word ueed is & very common one.
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xii. 7, 9, Barn, xviii, 1), The parallel in Luke iv. 13 (4 3caBokos
améorn ar avred) i3 remarkable, and we possibly have here one
of the links which conncet St Paul’s Epistles with the Pauline
Gospel. However that may be, St Paul tells of a prayer of his for
deliverance from the power of Satan, and it is a plausible con-
jecture that the Lord’s Prayer was in his mind,

(3) Gal. i 3£ Tyood Xpearon, Tob Sévros éavrov vmép (v. 1.
mepl) TOV duapTidy Npdy bmes eEEAyTaL yuds ék Toll aldvos Tob
évecTdTOS TOYNpOd Katd To Béanua Tol Peol xai maTpds Hudv.

Two interpretations may be given of the words rod aidves Tob
&veardTos movnped, and in cither case a reference to the Lord’s
Praycr scems to me probable. The ideas common to this passage
and the Prayer are—our Father, the will, forgiveness, rescue from
evil {or the evil one).

(i) The words may be translated, ‘ the present age, evil as it
is, movnpet being emphatically added to deseribe its character’,
a kind of tertiary predicate. 'When it is remembered that éEeréofac

in the XX, shares with pvoacflas the duty of representing B’EH
{comp. p. 78), and so might well be a translation of the Aramaie
word meaning ‘deliver’ in the last clause of the Lord’s Prayer,
and further that ‘this age’ and ‘this world’ are represented in
the New Testament as being under the dominion of Satan (2 Cor.
iv. 4, Eph. ii. 2, vi. 12, John xii. 31, xiv. 30, zvi. 11, 1 John v. 19},
the conclusion that herc there is an indirect reference to the
Lord’s Prayer becomes probable. The emphatic wornpoi finds
thus an explanation,—the character of the age corresponds fo the
character of its god, its ruler. The general sense will be illus-
trated by John xii. 81, xvi. 11, Col. i. 13, ii. 15, Heb. ii. 14.

{ii) But is it not more natural to take the words rol} éveordros
movnpodl together as defining to whom or to what the age belongs?
For such a genitive compare Eph. ii. 2 xara 7év aldva Tob xéapov
rovrou (where the idea of the personal cvil power comes out in
the next clause xard Tév dpyorra x7\.), Barnabas xv. 5 éxfuv o

1 Comp. Eph. v. 18 &favyopaueror v xaipby, S ol hpudpar rorypel clot, Barn,
ii. 1 huepar afw obodv movnpde kat abrol Tob dvepyatwros Exorros Thr éfovsiav, vili 6.
Contrast Barn. z. 11 & Sicates kel & Tobte 7 kéopug wepurarel kul Tov dyior aiwva
éxdéyerat. For the construction in this enso compare 1 Pet, i. 18 évrpdfiyre ér wis
porales buov drasrpodfis Tarparapadéror,

82
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vids avrod xaTapyjoer Tov kawpov Tob drdpov (on the reading see
p- 99). The converse is found in 2 Cor. iv. 4 ¢ deos 700 alivos
rotrov. Further, it is Important to ohserve that not only in St
Paul’s Epistles but also in the rest of the New Testament and, T
believe, in other early Christian writings the literal equivalent

(ofros 6 aiwv) of the Hebrew phrase MM D‘)ﬂy.‘! is used; the
word évestds does not cccur, so far as I have observed, in this
eonnexion,

If this construction of the words be adopted two questions
arise, (@) What is the gender of wouypod ? (b) What is the exact
force of évecrdirTos?

{a) What is the gender of rod...7ermpot? The neuter is of
course possible. But there are weighty arguments against it. The
masculine interpretation is implied in a passage of the Clementines,
Epist. Clem. ad Jac. 1., referred to by Bp Lightfoot on Gal. i. 4,
ofitos avrés (sc. Ilérpos) id Ty dueTpov mpos dvlpdmovs arepyry
capis, Syuoaly, émi Tol éveoTdTos wovnpod, Tov doouevor dyabiv
e 76 xéope pgricar Baciréa, péypes dvraifa 1§ Pouy yevo-
pevos krh, At all events,” writes the Bishop, ‘a possible inter-
pretation is thus suggested.” But I venture to think this ‘possible
interpretation’ becomes probable in the light of two considerations.
‘This age’ in the New Testament is never connected with mere
abstract evil, but always with the tyranny of a personal evil spirit.
Such too, at least generally, is the usage of sub-Apostolic writers.
Again, this passage must be taken in connexion with other pas-
sages in St Paul’'s writings wherce reference to the Lord’s Prayer
is probable.

(6) Is the probability, which may be claimed for the masculine
interpretation, disturbed by the presence of the word évesrdTos?
What is the exact force of the word? It is commonly taken in a
temporal sense, presens, Thus Bp Lightfoot says of the passage
in the Clementines that the writer “appears to have interpreted
the words ‘ from the @on, the dominion, of the present evil ene.””
The word édveares has, it is true, this meaning; but I believe it
is used in a strictly temporal sense only when the context, as in
the Clementines (vdv éodpevor), defines the meaning. Thus Rom,
viii. 38 (ofite dveocTdTa olte wéAlorra), 1 Cor. il 22, Compare
Polyb. xviii. 38. 5 {to which Bp Lightfoot refers) ¢ yap mpoetpy-
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uévos dunp xard Tov warépa péy, #Ti veos div...Suolws B¢ xara tov
dvearara Bacinéa. This temporal sense however is sccondary,
and the primary thought is rather of imminence, often of some
threatening power®. Comparc c.g. Lycurg. 148. 32 6 viy éreoryeds
ayav (where the addition of #iiv is o be noticed), Plutarch Laeull.
13 v avris evarnoouevor T Puyli ueTd vewr ameorarxer, and (in
the Greek Bible) 1 Macec. xii. 44 srorépov w1} éveoTnxdros Hulv,
2 Mace. 1il. 17 76 xaTa xapdlav éveoris dhyos, Vi 3 Ty dveardaar
Tararmrwplar, 3 Macc. i, 16 Sonfeiv T4 dvesrdoyn avayxy, 1 Cor,
vil. 26 8uit T dveaTioar avayxknr, 2 Thess. il, 2 dvéoTyrer v juépa
Toi} kupiov, 2 Tim. iil. 1, Heb. ix. 9; so Ep. Clem. 55 Aosuixod Tivos
évaTavtos katpot. In the passage under consideration this appears
to be the meaning. The word points to the imminence of, the beset-
ment of men by, the evil one. The following passages will be the
best commentary, Ps. cvill. 6 8iiBohos oTiTw éx Sefidy avTod,
Zech.iil. 1 kai 6 8edBoros efomrixet e Bekidy avrod Tob davrixeiobar
av7e, Hiph. il. 2 Tod wredparas Tob ¥iv dvepyolrTos év Tols viots TS
ametdias, 1 Tim. v, 14 undeuiar doopuiv di8évac 76 avtirequéve
(. 15 émiow toi Satavd), 1 John v. 19 ¢ koopos dres v o
movypp weirae. Compare also the idea suggested by Col. ii. 13
amexduaaueros Tds apxas kai Tas éfovaias.

To sum up, in the light of other passages St Paul's meaning
here secms to be that Christ died ‘to rescue us from the age of
the evil one who bosettcth us’; and, if this be his meaning, his
words are probably a reminisecnce of the Lord’s Prayer.

(4) Col. i, 12 ff. evymptorodyres vQ marpl T¢ lkaveoart:
Nuds els Tiv pepiba Tol kAqpov TwY dylwy év ¢ boTi, & épvvate
Nuds éx Tiy éEovaias Tol axoTous xal peréorTnaey els Tiv Baciieiny
Tob vied Ths dydmwys alTol, v @ Eyoper THY ATOAUTPOOLY, THY
dpeaiy Ty dpapTitdy.

In this passage four of the leading thoughts of the Lord's
Prayer are found side by side— the Father, *who delivered us
out of the power of darkness’ ‘the kingdom, the forgiveness of
our sins,’ It can hardly be urged that this is a mere coincidence.
The Prayer had worked itself into the Apostle’s mind and habit

! The word ia used of a logical dilficulty which eonfronts  line of argument in
Plato Phaedo 77 v (&0 évéoryner § viv 57 Eéfins Ereye).
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of thought, and the reminiscence, even though it be unintentional,
is full of significance.

Two questions arige :

First, is the refercnce in 4 éfovain Tob axdrovs necessarily to
the personal power of evil? Such an Interpretation, it would
appear, I8 clearly required by the antithesis—éx iis éfovaias Tob
oxoToUS, €15 THY Sactheiar Tob vied. Further, a passage from
the companion Epistle is strongly on the same side: wpés 7as
apyds, wpos Tas éfovaias, wpds Tods KoTuorpaTEpas TOU GKETOVS
rotrou (Eph. vi. 12), Compare also Acts xxvi 18 vof émiorpéras
dmd crdrovs els ¢pads xail Tis éfovains Tod ZaTavd éni vov Oeow.
These parallels seem to establish a reference to Satan.

Sceondly, could St Paul have written, ‘He delivered us from
the power of darkness,” if he had understood the Lord’s Praycr to
ask for deliverance from Satan? For is not the assertion of an
emancipation in the past wholly incompatible with the remem-
brance of a petition for deliverance? Here we touch upon an
objection which has been most strongly and confidently urged
against the masculine interpretation of the clause in the Prayer.
Such an interpretation, it is argued, misrepresents the position of
the Christian man. He has been rescued, he has been brought
clean out of the range of Satan’s power. He has no need to ask
for what is his already.

The passage of 8t Paul which we are considering itself shews
that such an argument proves too much. St Paul speaks of the
transference of men into the kingdom as a thing already achieved,
an act of the Father in the past (ueréornoer). How then, we
might ask, can Christian men pray ¢ Thy kingdom come’ ?

The answer depends on an appreciation of the difference
botween a state which is ideal or potential, and a state which is
actuasl., It is possible to conceive of the ‘consummation of the
ages’ {curtéheta rdv alwvwy) as alrcady attained ; it was reached
when the Lord died and rose again (Hebr, ix. 26). On the other
hand ‘the consummation of the age’ (4 ovrTéleta ot aldvos) is
still future. The Lord’s retur will nsher it in (Matt. xiii. 39, 40,
49, =xiv, 8, xzviii. 20). So in one sense the Lord’s work is
complete (tetéreorar In. xix, 30); the victory is won (c.g. Jn. xvi,
33, Col. 11. 15, Heb. i1. 14); the reconciliation of all things to Ged
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is achieved (Col. i. 20). In another sense the results of the vietory
have still to be made good (1 Cor. xv, 25 ff.); in ‘the regeneration,
the restoration of all things’ we sce a goal still unattained (Matt.
xix, 28, Acts iil. 21). And with this twofold view of the work of the
Redeemer there corresponds a twofold view of the position of the
Christian man. St Paul can say dwefdvere, yet in the same breath
vekpdoare oty Ta péy Td émi vis yis (Col. dil. 3, 3); dowbnuey
(Rom. viii. 24), yet cwlyoipefa (Rom. v. 10}; ourelwomoinaer
TS YPLITH...kal Tuviyeper kal cvvexdlioer év Tols émovpaviols
év Xpiorg "Inood (Eph. ii. 5 £), yet év avrd &8daybnre...ava-
veobofar 7¢ mwyedpate Tob vads Vudy, kai évdiaactar Tov rawoy
&vBpwiray (Eph. iv. 23); &youev Ty drordtpwew (Eph, 1 7), yei
dapparyiclnre els Huépav drodvrpdoems (Eph. iv, 30, cf. Rom, viii
23). And in the same way there are two different ways of
speaking of the relation of Christian men to Satan. 8t John, for
example, writes in his Epistle vevuciicare Tov wovnpdy (il 13, 14),
d wovnpds ovy dwrerar avrod (v. 18). St Paul, speaking from a
diffcrent point of view, summons men to a conflict which will

' tax all their powers (Eph. vi. 11—17, compare Jas, iv. 7, 1 Pet. v.
9), and encourages them with the hope of God's speedy vietory
over the enemy (Rom. xvi. 20).

There is nothing strange then if St Paul translated his
remembrance of the prayer for deliverance into the declaration of
a past emancipation. The prayer for deliverance is only possible
because the deliverance is ideally an accomplished fact.

(3) 2 Tim. iv. 16ff. év 1§ wpdTy pov dmodoyia ovdels pot
mapeyévero...6 8¢ kUpids por wapéaty xal vedvvapwaéy e, va O
uod 76 kfpuyna TAnpepopnli xal dxolcwsw mwavra Ta vy, xal
dovofiny éx aTduaros Néovros. praeral pe o KipLos amé wartos
Epryou Tovmpod rai cdoes els Tiv Bacikeiay avTob Ty émovpdriov
& 7 Sofa els Tovs alovas Tdv aldvwr, duiv. Here in the close
juxtaposition of dwd wavrds Epyov movnped and els Tiw Bacirelav
avtod the reference to two clauses of the Lord’s Prayer seems
clear. But is not the passage equally decisive for the neuter
interpretation ? To answer this question some discussion of the
whole passage s necessary.

éptalyy éx aréparos Moevros. The phrage is evidently derived
from the Old Testament. Cowmp. Aaveh.. ppvaby éx oTiparos
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redvrwr (1 Mace, i, 60), cBadv ue éx oréuaros Aéovros (Ps. xxi.
22); so Amos iil. 12, Dan. vi. 20, 27. It is possible however that
an expression drawn from this source may have a particular
application, and may refer to Satan. The absence of the article
does not imply that the danger was vague, but rather fends to
emphasise its character’. If then this reference be allowed, we
should have a close parallel in 1 Pet. v. 8 & dvriSicos duavy
SiaBoros ws Mwy dpuouevos Tepimarel {nTdy xaTameerv. In this
latter passage the words in the context e avrd Tév malnuariy
(v. 9), oxiyor wabévras (v. 10, of i 6) shew that persecution, not
temptation to sin, is here regarded as the devil's work. Two
figures are cmployed to deseribe Satan as the persecutor of the
Church. On the onc hand the Apostle uses the image of the
unsatisfied savagery of the lion, an image not uncommon in the
Old Testament (Ps. xxi. 14, Jer. ii. 15, Ezek, xxii. 25, Zeph. 111, 3).
On the other, using the name &izBoros and the term ¢ avribixas,
which elsewhere in the New Testament retains its proper meaning
of an ‘opponent at law®’' he seems to describe the devil as
prompting false accusations against ‘the Brethren’ before ruling
powers (comp. ii. 12, iil. 16 {f, iv, 14 ff.). Thus the two ideas
of savage attack and of accusation beforc rulers are common to
2 Tim. iv. 16 ff. and 1 Peter v, 8°

1 Comp. e.g. & vip {Hebr, L. 2), & wdfea dinfwe (Ignat, Hph. 1),

¢ Matt. v. 25, Le. xfi. 58, xviii, 8. In Clagsical Greek the word deridues is used
of & party in g lawsuit, whether the plaintiff or more properly the defendant. It
is only in & poetical passage (Aesch, dg. 41 Ipduov péyas drriduos, Meréhaos dral
%8" TAyoufuvey) that the word seems at first sight to bear a more genersl sense,
and aven here its primary meaning gives foree to the passage. In the Lxx. it is
used four times a3 equivalent to words connected with the root 2™ (1 Sam. ii. 10,
ls. zli, 11, Jer. 1. 84, Li, 36). In Prov, zviii. 17 it i8 used to translate [, but the
metaphor i# & judicial one. Thus the nsage of the Greek Bible is consistently in
fuvour of the strict rendering.

3 Comp. of palher aluores, dxyfpalvorres fulv xai Tals rotevrovs Sikasras Exorres
Imoxeiplovs wal Aarpedorras, by oiy dpyorras Sowporidvras, gowedsr THpis Tapaciey-
diovae (Justin dp. il. 1, so dp, L. 8): § 8¢ qrrifahes enl Sdoxavoes xal mornpds, & derixei-
pevos T yéver Taw Sicalwy ., SméSake ... Nucjrgv ... druyelv ry dpxorre (Hart. Polye,
ch. xvil.). The use of the figure of a lion to describe Hatan may not have been
unknown among the Jews. Justin Mariyr, in his exposition of $wo passages of the
Pualms, is very probably following traditionsl exzegesis, though it is possible that
in the former of these passagos he is rather thinking of 1 Pet. v, 8. In Dval, ch.
103 ho is commenting on the words frofar ér’ éud 74 arbua abrdv O3 Adwr & dprdfur
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Persecution is {raced to Satan’s working notably in the case of
our Lord’s Passion. And in Apostolic and post-Apostolic times
the same explanation of persccution prevailed . If this interpre-
tation be adopted, a fuller force is given to the words ¢ xdpiss pos
wapéory xai évedvvapwaér pe®  Chrysostom characteristically
glides from the interpretation commonly quoted as his (Adorta Tov
Népwvd ¢noi: so Eus. H. E. ii. 22%) into that which I have sug-
gested as possible. After explaining ‘every evil work’ as equivalent
to ‘every sin’ he adds xai ydp xai Tobro, 70 Svvnivar wéypus
alpaTos dvTikaTacThvar Twpos THY auapTiav xai py évdolvac,
éTépou Méovrds éori pooacbar (v. | pvabivar), Tod StaBdrov.

If Batan is referred to, as I have suggested, in the earlier
clause, it i3 quite natural that the reminiscence of the Prayer
in the second clause should be indirect, Further, there is, 1
think, some evidence that the phrase ams wavrss wornpoed (dpyou,
mpaypaTos) was current in Greek Jewish prayers (¢f 2 Tim,

xad gpubueves (P, xxi. 14), He applies the worda to the Messinh. After saying
that the lion may mean Herod, he adds § Adovra tdr dpvébueror én’ adror heye Tdw
SidBohor.  Again, in chapter 105 he explains the words which ceour later in
the Psalm (r. 21 £.) of the Lord’s Passion (sdaér ue éx orbuaros Adovros), and he
concludes thus: He prayed fve, fuice fuels wpds v €568y roil Slov ywouefa, T4 avrd
alr@uer Tov Pebu, Tov Suvdpevor dmorrpdfar wdwra drerdyi [this refers to ér xerpds
xvpgs] mornpdy dyyehor ud AaSéofar fudr THs Yuxis. As to Rabbinie writers, I
merely transcribe a few words from Edersheim Life and Times il, p, 759: *In
the time of 18zza, the ohject of Israel’s prayer (Neh. viii. 6} was to have Satan
delivered to them. After a three days’ fast it was granted, and the Yetser lLa
Ra of idolatry, in the shape of & young lion, was delivered up to them...(Yoms,
69 b’

1 Compare Apos, ii. 10 and much of the later chapters of tha Book. For Iater
times wee tho passages quoted above and the references given in Hagenbach Hise,
of Doctrine, Fug. Trans., i, p. 200,

2 Compare érdwapodots & xvplp (Lph. vi. 10) and the succceding context, If
the ordinary interpretation be adopted, Ta. oviii, 81 (wupéery dx Scbicw wévnros,
Tof vwom & TO» Swwkbrrwe THY Yty mov}l is an apt parallel.  Comp. also Pas
Solomon xiil. 3 Onpla émédpanoy airels worypd, év Tois édobery adrdv Erdhor sdpras
avrdy, Kai év ol wihais atrdy E0hew doTh aividy: kel éx TolTwr drdeTwr dppbeara Hpds
kOGS,

* Comp. Esther iv. 10 (xiv, 13} 835 Abyor elpuuor eis to erdpe pov dvdmiov Tob
héowros (i.e. Ahasuerus), Joseph. dntiy. xviil. €. 10 Mapodas 8¢ ol "Ayplmmwov o
drededfepos mvdoperos Tifeplov i rehevrip.. . yhdooy 7 Efpalwr sélvgrer & Aéwr
¢mete, These passages, referred to by Grinfield, certeinly support the first of
Chryacetom’s interpretationa.
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ii, 11).  In the liturgical portion of the Didaché (x. 5) the words
oceur ot pucasfac avriv dwé wavros wormpoir: and in an earlier
passage (iil. 1) we read dedye dwd mavros mornpod. Similar
phra.seq are found in the Liturgies; thus in that of 8t Jarses,
propevos nuds dmé wavTos -rrov'qpov 'rrprxry,ua'roc {Bwainson p. 2381,
Hammond p. 32), elc dmorpomnr mavros wornpod wpdypatos
(Swainson p. 320 f, Hammond p. 52)". Such phrases should be
compared with the Hebrew prayers quoted by Dr Taylor, Sayings
of the Jewish Fathers, p. 142 f.; and in their Greek form they
appear to be liturgical *1daptat10ns of such passages of the
LXX, as Deut. xxiii, 3 ¢viafp awo mavros phparos mwoevnpod,
Job 1. 1, 8 dweyopevos dme mavros mornpod mpdyuatos, Ps. oxx. T
kUptos ¢puhafes oe dwo mavTds kaxod, comparc Wisd. xvi, 8 ¢
€l & pudpevos éx mavtds waxed. If then St Paul weaves into his
words a well-known liturgical phrase, he gives it a special appli-
cation. ‘The Lord has rescued me from the cnemy once, we
may understand him to mean, ‘He will deliver me, if need be,
again. One uefodeia SiafBérov 18 past; others will follow; through
the help of God all will fail.’

According to this view the reference to the last petition of
the Lord’s Prayer is spread over the two clauses, though the key
words {pveetas...dms... wovppod) occur only in the second. If this
explanation be accepted, the passage as a whole may be thought
to support the masculine interpretation.

(6) 1 John v. 18 f oi8auer dre wrds & ryeyevvnuévos ée Tob
Oead ovy duaprdver, arX’ o yevvndels € Tod Geod Tnpel avrir,
kai 6 TovNPos vy GITETAL avTob.

Here 6 yewwnfels refers to the Iternal Son. The close con-
nexion of this passage with Christ’s prayer for His Apostles
recorded by St John (xvii.) has been already pointed out (p. 110).
This close connexion carries with it the probability of a reference
to the Lord's Prayer.

To sum up this stage of the discussion: the references fio the
clause of the Prayer which I have pointed out in the Epistles
are not all of them beyond dispute. But in each case probability

1 Comp. Test. xif. Patr. Dan 6 diarypirare ol duvrods,, dmd warvés Epyov morgpod,
For such phrases in the ‘Clementing® Liturgy see below, p. 144,
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has, I believe, becn reached, and it must be remembered that
the combined force of several probabilitics far exceeds their simple
aggregate. Each fresh probability not only adds to the number
of probabilities, but increascs the strength of each of those to which
it is added. The evidence therefore derived from the Epistles
confirms that derived from the Gospels and supports the maseuline
interpretation of dwo Tov wovnpod.

Oy THE LocarLiTy IN WHICH THE LoORD’S PRAYER WAS GIVEN,

In St Matthew’s Gospel the Lord’s Prayer is ombodicd in a carcfully
fratued discourse, which containg many passages which are found scatterad
throughout the other Synoptic Goespels, 8t Luke (xi. 1), on the other hand,
distinctly describes the occasion on which the Prayer was given. With regard
to the locality he uses a striking though indefinite expression : ‘It came to
pass as He was praying in a certain place’ (dv 7 ebvai adriv év vome tovi mpoa-
cuyouevor), or, 24 it may be perhaps more literully rendered: ‘It came to
pass as He was n o certain ploce praying” s there any possibility of
identifying the locality from the context ?

The incident recorded in the verses which immediately precede is the
story of the two sisters;, Martha and Mary, This 19 introduced by an equally
vagus torm : “And as they journeved He entercd into o certain village’ (els
kduge rwd). Bub we know from 3t John's Glospel (zi. 1) that the actual
residence of Mary and her sisfer Martha was Bethanyl. And Bethany, the
same Gospel tells us {xi. 18), * was nigh unbo Jerusalem, about fiftcen furlongs
off’ It was on the other side of the Mount of Olives. The *cerfain village’
then, which for some reason 5% Lule does not name, was one which played an
important purt in the (lospel history. It wuas the scene of the raising of
Lazarus from the dead : it was tho home of our Lord during the last week
before tho Passion : it was the spot fromn which Ha agecended from carth to
heaven. .

The ‘certain place’ in which our Lord was praying just before He gavo
His Prayer to the Disciples muy well have been as definite and as interesting
a spot, although 8t Tauke does not rocord its name. The context leads us to

1 When we compare this passage in Bt John, Ad{upges dms Byfavlas éx 5 xduns
Meplas xal Mdpflas 7is dSehgfs alris, with the words of the same writer (i. 44),
nw 8¢ & Pihermwos drd Bydraidd, & 145 mihews (i.e. probably Capernanm} ArSador xal
1lérpov, we may perhaps, with Bp Westcotd (ad loc.}, regard the prepositions as
contrasting their *actoal residence’ with their ‘true home.' FEut this does not
seriously affect the argumoent. Bethany itsclf ie called a xdun by St John imme-
diately afterwards (xi. 30),
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look for it in the ueighbourhood of Bethauy, the Mount of Olives, and Jeru-
salem. May it not have been ¢ the garden of (Jethsemane’

The name Geothsemane occurs in Math, xxvi. 36, vire &pyerar per’ alrdw
¢ 'Ingots els ywplor Aeyopevor Uellonuavel, and Me. xiv. 32, xat &pxorrac els
xwpior ob 6 dvopu Tefonguavel. The word yeplor occurs seven tircs clsewhere
iu the N. T, John iv. 5, Acts 1. 18, 19, iv. 34, v. 3, 8, zxvill, 7; and in evory
cage it has the definite meaning of a parcel or plot of land belonging to a
private owner. Wo must suppose therefore that Gethsemane was an enclosed
picce of ground to which our Lord and His Disciples had some special right
of entry. This is borne out by John xviil, 1, ¢E4Afer odv Tois pabfyrais adrod
mépay Tob yepappov tev Kélpav Gmeu fv kimos, €is ov eioqifer adrés kai oi
pabyral afrot.  fBe 8¢ kal “Tvidas...rér Témov, Fre moMAdkes vurdxfy ‘grols fkel
pera rar pafprdy auvrol,

When we turn to 3t Luke's aceount of the Agony we find the same vague-
ness about the localibty as we huve seen already in his Gospel : Y. xxii, 39,
kal éfeAdor emopeifly kard w0 os els 6 Opos Tév 'Ehardrt dradov@noay 8¢
avrg kai of pafnral.  yevdpevor 8¢ éml Tod TdTav elmev adrois Hpomedyeafe ui)
elreddelv ely meipaopdy. s it too much to suppose that the very prayer which
He bids them pray wus immediately suggested by the associations of the
actual locality in which Tlo had said te them beforo: &ras mporedynafe,
Aéyere...M7 elcevéysns dpts els mepaopdy? It has been already pointed out
(see p. B1) that the coincidencs is far more striking in the Syriac Versions,
which may be taken as represonting fo us approximately the original form of
the words : for in those Versions the two words, ¢loeh@eiv and eloeréyuegs, are
but the two voices, \9,55.1 {Pealy and é;f_ (Aphel) of the same verbl,
It hus also been demonstrated that other words of the Prayer were in our
Lord’s mind at this supreme moment {see p. 108 f£).

To return to the word ywpior. In Matt. xxvi. 36 the Latin Versions vary

i The want of a cansative voice in the Greek language fo correspond io the
Aphel of the 8Syriac reccives a parallel illustration in the case of the root LA,
*to go forth,’ éZehfeiv. In the following among many othor passages the Aphel of this
verb, <to make to go forth,’ corrceponds to the Greek éxBdAXew, a word which in
the light of thia correspondence will not bear the atress which s sometimes
laid on it. Mt. ix. 88 Smwws &efdhp épvdres (mend forth® A, V., R. V.), xii, 33
¢k roil dyefol Fyoavpel exPBdhhe Td dyadd {‘bringeth forth’ A, V., B, V.), Me. i, 12
70 wrelua avrov éxdMher (“driveth him* A. V., ‘driveth him forth’ R. V.), i. 43
e0fls éféBarer airor (‘sent him away’ A, V., ‘sent him out’ R, V.), Lo, x. 35
exPaldw Bda dyrdpie (*tock out’ A, V., R. V.), Tn. x. 4 78 Bix wdera éxPdAp
{*putteth forth* A. V., “hath put forth’ . ¥.), Acts xvi. 37 Adfpg fuds éx@dMhovav
(‘thrust us out” A. V., “cusk us out’ R. V.}, Jas, ii. 25 érdpe 85y énfatoloa {fsent
them out’ A. V., R. ¥.). Notably in two of the above instances, Mt, ix. 38 and
Me. i. 12, commentatora have frequently been misled by the apparent strength of
the expression in the Greek., It is worth while fo compare with the latter passage
Mt.iv. 1 dufxfn...0md 7of wredparor, and Lo, iv. 1 §yero év 79 wvelwar:, phrases which
seem to yepresent two efforis to escape from the harshness of éeBdhAsc
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between fuillam’” (Vulg), ‘locum’ (Brix.=#) and fagrum’ {(Bezac=). In
Mo, xiv. 32 it Is rendered by ‘praedinm. Tt is posaible that St Tako pur-
posely chose the vaguer word réros both in 3. T and iIn zxii. 40 in preference
ta the more definite ywpior, which would have involved a further deseription
of the sito. Tn thiz case two alternatives would probably have presented
themselves to his mind : either to give the natne Gethsemane and follow it
by u translation ; or simply to say that the name of the place was * (Jil-press,’
28 in xxiii 33 he says dre fAfav émt viv riwor rov Aeyopevor Kpaviow. DBut
apparently ho considered that he had sufficiently defined the locality by
saying émopeufn kara o §0os els 16 "Opos éy 'EAmidy. In the omission of
the name Gethsemanc his account iz in harmony with that of St John, who
contents himself with saying that the efmos was u place where ‘Jesns oft-
times assernbled (ocwalyfy, a word suggesting gatherings for prayoer or teach-
ing) with Hiy disciples.’

A suggestion of this kind is not eapable, with the evidence at our disposal,
of exact proof. It must remain as a suggestion : but I am glad to have heen
allowed to mako it in connection with the line of argument which has been
adopted in this essay. []. A. R.]

(iii) Evidence derived from carly Christian literature.

Early Christian exegesis is not infallible. It is always devout,
often suggestive; yet sometimes criticism convicts it of grave
mistakes. It cannot therefore of itself be taken as decisive on
such 8 question as that under consideration. But, though not in
itself docisive, it has a twofold value. It has an historical or
archaeological value; for it cannot but he of the highest intercst
to ascertain in what sense the carly generations of Christians, to
many of whom Greek was a spoken language, understood the
disputed clause. Again, early cxegesis, so far as its verdict
coineides with the conclusion which is based on a consideration of
the modes of thought and expression current in the time of our
Lord and His Apostles, may be regarded as supplying confirmatory
evidence as to the original meaning of the disputed clause. The
cogency of the primary evidence which we have already discussed
will be strengthened, if we see that it harmonises with the view
which prevailed at a later date. What this view was will appear
all the more distinetly if we bear in mind the incidental nature
of the allusion to the last petition of the Lord’s Prayer in many
of the passages now to be discussed.
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(1) Didaché x. mpo mavrev edyapioToduéy oo bre Suvatds el
ot col 7 8dka eis Tode aldvas. uviolyti, kipie, Ths énikAnoias
oov ol ploaclar alTiv dmwé wavTds mornpol kal Teneidaar avTy
év T dydmy cov, kal ovvafor avTiy dmd Tdy Tegodpwy avépwy,
iy dytacBeioay els v oy Bacielay, fv jrelpacas avth BTe
ool dorew i Svvauts kai 1 8éfa eis Tovs aldvas.

Many questions about the Didachd must still be treated with
great caution; none more so than the problem connected with the
liturgical element in thiz document. As yet our kmowledge of
ancient Synagogue Prayers and of their relation to the eurliest
Christian liturgies is too slight to warrant anything more than
provisional conclusions, In what follows I wish wholly to dis-
claim a desire to dogmatise.

The passage quoted above forms part of the Eucharistic
formula, which the Didachist incorporates in his manual, and to
which I have had occasion to refer more than once (see above,
pp. 161,331} The whole thanksgiving seems to be the resultant,
as I have already suggested, of two converging forces, Jewish
prayers and the Lord’s Prayer. The first section of this formula
answers (se¢ above, p. 34) to the clauses in the Lord’s Prayer
which speak of the divine Name and Kingdom and Will. The
sccond section refers to the petition for ‘daily bread.” There is
nothing to correspond to the prayer for forgiveness. And thus we
are bronght to the last two clanses of the Prayer as those to which
this thanksgiving (edyapiaToduér oot &r¢ x.7A.) and this prayer
(uviatyre.. .movmpot) refer.

I have already suggested {p. 16) that the word Suvards thus
applied absolutely to God is borrowed from Greek Jewish prayers.
The whole phrase Suraros et ot (where the emphatic od 15 to be
noted) scems most natural if the thought of vietorious conflict
with the great spiritual enemy of the Church is implied. This
conclusion is to some extent supported by the comparisen of a
petition put into Esther's mouth, but probably based on some
liturgical formula [Esther iv. 16 (xiv. 19), see Fritzsch Libri Apo-
cryphi p. 51]: xai viv Svvarss dv éml wdvras elodrovoor dwvis
ammimicpévay kat phoar nuds éx yepds Tov wovnpevoutvey éd’
#uds. Here the reference is to personal enemies, Further, this
idea would be obviously in harmony with many passages of the
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New Testament, such as Apoe. xii. 10 ff,, xv. 3£, xix. 1 £, Eph. vi,
10 ff,, Rom. xvi. 20, Le, xi. 22 (]| Matt, xii. 29, Me, iii. 27).

When however we pass from the thanksgiving to the prayer
which follows it, we find in the dwé martés wovmpot a different
interpretation of dwd Tod mwornpod suggested.

The Didachist has already used the same phrase, Téxvor gou,
$pedye amro mavres wovnpod (iil. 1, comp. v. 2 pueleinte, Térva, dmo
TolTwy dwravTev). Probably in both places he is repeating some
current liturgical formula, either divectly borrowed from, or based
upon, Greek Jewish prayers, The passage will then be closely
akin to 2 Tim. iv. 18 (see above, p. 121 £). Assuming therefore, in
the present state of our knowledge as to the liturgical sources of
the Diduché, that there is a reference to the Lord’s Prayer in this
Eucharistic form, we conclude that, though the Didachist in the
word durardés appears to hint at the thought of the great spiritual
conemy, yet in the phrase dwd wavrés movnpod, which is probably
derived from some well-known formula, he gives the neuter in-
terpretation of the last petition of the Lord’s Prayer.

(2) Ep. Clement 60. vai, domora, émipaver 76 wpbowmov
gov éd’ fuds els dyala év elpivp, eis 1o oxemachivar Nuds i
yeipl gov TH wparaid xal pvelivar dwé mwdays auaprias TE
Bpayiovi gov Te TYnAG xai phoar fuds amwd TEv pooivTey
Huds adlkws. This passage is quoted by Canon Cook. ‘Im his
notes on this passage,” he writes (Second Letter p. 57), ‘the Bishop
marks distinctly the words taken from the Old Testament ; but
he does not notice the striking fact that, whon these words are
omitted, the petition is in accordance with the closing words of
the Lord’'s Praycer, the same phrase, phoar nuds dmd,  deliver us
Jrom,” being used at the elose; and further, that the power from
which deliverance is eraved is not that of Satan, but of @il &n and
of human encmics: presenting in a comprehensive form the sense
which I have throughount maintained to be expressed by the words
rof wovypoed.” This position would perhaps have appeared stronger
if Canon Cook had noted some words a few lines earlier in the same
chapter of the Epistle which might seem to be a refercnce to
another petition of the Prayer: d¢es duiy tas avoplas jusdy rai
ras adiclas xai Té mapanTduara sai wAnuuelelas, A reference
however to Trommius” Concordance seems to shew plainly enough
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the ultimate source of Clement’s words’. Compare (a) Gen. 1. 17
&es avrois THy abwiay xal Ty dpapriav avrdy, Ps. xxiv. 18
dipes mhoas Tds duaprias pov, Numb. xiv. 18 ddaipay drogias ral
aduxias xat dpaprins: (b) Ps. xvil. 21 ploeral pe éE éxlpdv pov
Suvardr xai éx Tdy peaodvrev pe, xxx. 16 ploal pe ék yepos
exBpiy pov, xxxvil. 20 whnlivinear of mwaodyrés pe adices,
Ixviil. 15 puafelpy éx 1dv pigolvToy pe, cv. 10 Eowger alrovs
& yepdy piootvrev: (¢) Ps. xxxviil, 9 dwo wacdy Tav dvomdy
pov pheai pe, Ezek, xxxvil. 28 pioopar adTots dmwo wacgay TV
dvoptdy adTdy dv nudpreoay v alTal.

These three groups of passages put it beyond a doubt that
Clement cannot be claimed as a witness in this discussion.

(3) The Ancient Homily (formerly called the Second Epistle
of Clement) xviil. #at vdp aitds wavfapapTorés’ dv xal pimw
prydy Tv mepacuiv, AN Ere ov év péoois Tols dpydvels Tob
StafBérov, orarbdie Ty Swatoaivgy Sidkew.

We scem here to have a rhetorical reminiscence of the last
two clauses of the Lord’s Prayer®, which perhaps had just been
said in the assembly.

Besides the ceincidence of ideas, the form of the sentence
suggests this conclusion. There is the familiar juxtaposition of
words weipacudr, arhd.

It 13 moreover to be noticed that the preacher very frequently
quotes sayings of our Lord in a form which somotimes agrees
with, but sometimes divergoes from, the text of our Gospels. Ex-
amples will be found in Chapters i1, iii,, iv., v., vi, viil, ix., xiii, If

1 T4 is yvemarkable that both in regard to words and thoughtz Clement has at
this peint much in eommon with the Benedictus (Le. i. 681l., see esp, ve. T1, 74,
74). XKote the phrase év dowdryre kel Sieatosdey (Le, i, 75, Clem, 48, 60). 3t DPaul,
it should be remembered, has the reverse order in a familiar passage (Eph. iv. 24).
Sec note A, p. 147,

2 Comp. rarfapdpryror JHd, v 2,

3 Bhortly after the publication of Bp Lightfoot's letiers on dwd rof mormpel I
noticed this pasesage and venfured to call the Bishop's attention to it. In the letter,
in which with his usual thoughtful kindness he acknowledged the snggestion, he
wroate, ‘1 am certainly dispored to think that the preacher had the Lord’s Prayer in
his mind.’ Latcr I stumbled upon the ecoincidence with the Lovd's Prayer in
the Letter of Fienne and Lyons noted below, and communieated it to the Bighop.
From his reply I gathered that he aceepted this reference alse. Thess parts of the
discuesion therefore have, at lernt for myzelf, a special intersat.



‘DEIIVER US FROM THE EVIL ONE. 129

there are some quotations from apoeryphal sources (iv., v., xil), one
phrase from our Gospels is introduced by the formula, xai érépa
0¢ rypachy Néyer (il)%

Three leading ideas of the Lord’s Prayer—the Fatherhood, the
Will, the Kingdom of God —are clearly favourite thoughts with
the preacher, and are associated together in his mind. Thus
mooouey 1o Béigua Tod garéocavtos fuds (ch. v.), worodvTes To
Oénnua Tob Xpiorol evpriaoper dvamavaw (Vi), moujoarTes TO
Béxnpa Tod marpos (viil), éxdeywuea ody xal dpav Tiv Bacdielay
Tob Beod {xil.), émepwTnbeis...o xipios.. . moTe #Eer avTod 4 Baciheln
(xil), éredoerar 1 Baciheia Tod martpds mou (xil), moiodrTes TO
Béngpa Tod maTpés Hudy (31v.).

But whether the reference to the Lord's Prayer be concedod or
not, the passage is of importance from another point of view.
‘T am greatly mistaken,’” wrote Canon Cook? ©if in any of the
earliest and best of the Fathers, traces can be found, I will not
say of the new interpretation of the petition, but of a condition
of spirit in which Christians of all ages, in every stage of spiritual
life, are found praying for deliverance from Satan.’

It is remarkable that the preacher of the earliest Christian
sermon which has come down to us tock a widely different view.
He, like 8t Paul, is profonndly conscious that he has to contend
against supernatural foes and that “there is no discharge in that
war. It is of course true that the Fathers not unfrequently
follow the example of St John and, taking an idealistic view
of the Christian man’s position, speak of Satan as already con-
quered®, Thiz idealistic conception was perhaps all the more
natural to them because they felt the contrast between the purity
and peacs of the persecuted Church and, on the other hand, the
foulness and the inhumanity of the dominant paganism. Some-
times also—for then, as now, piety and exact thought did not
always go hand in hand—we find in early Christian literature
teaching on this subject not of the soberest order. Several
passages in the ¢ Shepherd ' fall under this category. Thus, ‘Turn

1 Comp. xiv. (vd SfMa kol ol dwbrrolo) _

2 A4 Becond Letter to the Bp of London p. G1.

® Hes, for example, the passages collected in Hagenbach ITist. of Doetrines, B. T.,
i p. 204,

c 9
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ye, ye who walk in the commandments of the devil, in hard and
bitter and cruel lasciviousness, and fear not the devil, for in him
there is no power against you. For I will be with you, I, the
Angel of Repentance, who have dominion over him. The devil
kath nought but fear, and his fear hath no force. Fear him not
therefore, and he will flee from you...The threatening of the
devil fear ye not st all ; for he is without force like the sinew of a
corpse’ (Mand. xii. 4, 6). This strain of teaching runs through
the whole book. It would however be as unfortunate to take the
‘ Bhepherd’ as a standard of the sober doctrinal conelusions of
the Church in the Second Century as it would be to assume
that the Pilgrim’s Progress is an index of the belief of English
Christians in the Seventeenth. Both books alike are illustrations
of, and tended to perpetuate, certain popular fashions of religious
thought. To what unbalanced expressions such popular views
of the Christian position led is seon in the request for baptism
put into the mouth of the heroine of a religious romance current
in Tertullian’s time, which, however generally inferior, is yut not
without its peints of resemblance to the ‘Shepherd, <Only give
me the seal,” cxelaims Thecla, “which is in Christ (i.e. Baptism),
and temptation shall not touch me’ (povor 8és por v év Xprarod
odpayia rai ovy dretal pov wepacpss: Acte Paul. et Thecl. 25,
comp, 1 Jn. v, 18),

But there are not wanting passages in early writers, even in
such a writer as Hermas himself, which shew that the practical
instinet of Christian huwility asserted itself. One such passage
from an early Christian sermon has been the starting point of
this discussion, Similarly we read in the Epistle of Barnabas
a warning ‘lest haply, resting as those who have been ecalled,
we fall asleep in our sins, and so the cvil ruler (6 wornpds dpywr),
agauming his power against us (T xal jude éfovoiar), thrust
us from the kingdon of the Lord’ (iv. 13)". Again, the revelation
given to Hermas shout ‘the angel of cvil’ (o dyyedos Tis
wovnpias) is significant. ‘His works are evil, overthrowing the
servants of God. When thercfore he eometh into thine heart,
know him by his works...When anger or bitterncss assaileth

1 Comp. e H. (Huepir oiv olrdy mopgpir kal abrel toff évepyolvros Exorros miw
étovoiar), and the passage from Athenagoras Supplicatio qunted above p. 100,
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thee, know thou that he is within thee...When these lusts come
into thine heart, know thou that the angel of evil is within
thee...If a man be very fuithful and yet the thought of this angel
cometh into his heart, that man or woman must sin’ (Mand, vi, 2;
comp. iv. 3, 4 ff, xil. 4 f). Hence the anxious humility which
inspires such words as those of Barnabas (ii. 10), “We ought,
brethren, to be excoceding circumspect (dxpiSedestfat) in the
matter of our salvation, lest the evil one should craftily effeet
an entrance issuing in crror and should hurl us forth (éeoder-
Soriioy} out of our life’ Two later writers, both of whom under-
stand the petition under discussion fo refer to Satan, may be
taken as the hest exponcents of the combination of wise fear and
chastened confidence, which was and is, I believe, the character-
istic of sober Christian teaching on this subject. On the one hand
Cyprian, the earliest Doctor of the Western Church, in a passage
(de Oratione Domaniea) which will call for closer investigation
presently, uscs the following words in reference to the closing
clauges of the Lord’s Prayer, ‘Quando autem rogamus ne in
temptationem veniamus, ddmonemur infirmitatis et imbeeillitatis
nostrae dum sic rogamus, ne quis se insolenter extollat, ne quis
sibi superbe atqne arroganter aliquid assumat, nc quis sibi aut
confessionis ant passionis gloriam suam ducat...adversa cuncta
quae contra nos in hoc mundo molitur inimicus; a quibus potest
esse fida et firma tutela, si nos Deus liboret, si deprecantibus
atque implorantibus opem suam praestet'’. On the other hand
Cyrit of Jerusalem, holding that in the Lord’s Prayer we pray
against the assaults of Satan, uses language (Catechesis xvi. 19),
when speaking of the Holy Spirit as °the ally and champion sent
from God,” hardly less confident than that of the ‘Shepherd’:
ut PofBnlduer Tods OSaipovas pyre Tov SudBolov peillwv rydp
& Hudy vrepayoviaTis: povoy dvolfouey avTd Tas Hipas.

(4) Hermas Mand. xii. 6. éav émigTpadire mpos Ty wipiov
¢E Baps Ths wapdias Sudw...kai Sovielonte aidTd dplds xava

1 Comp, the intensely practical fraet de Aleaturidus 5: Quam magna et largs
pietas domini fidelium, guod in futurum praescius nobis coneulat, ne gnis frater
ineautng denuo laguels diaboli eapiatur, Sollicitos esse jussit et providos adque
eruditos, quoniam hostis ille antiquus eircuit pnleans dei pervos non uno genere
temptans,

92
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6 OéAnua avrod, wonjocer lacw Tois wpoTépois Updy apapTy-
pacs, kal Efere Stvausw Tob rxataxvptedoar Tdy Epywr Tol Sta-
Borov. Comp. ib. 4, éyd ydp Evouar pell vudy, 6 dyyehos THs
peTavoias, 6 kararvpiedoy alTob.

It would be wrong to assert dogmatically that the writer
here has the Lord’s Prayer in his mind. But the agrecment
of the three ideas—God’s will, forgiveness, power over Satan—
with three petitions of the Lord’s Prayer is worth attention.

(5) The letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyouns (ap. Eus,
H E v.1§6). drreocrpariye 8¢ § yapis Tob Beod, cai Tovs peév
g Beveis éppreTo’ dvTimapéTacae 8¢ oTVAovs é8palous, Surauévous
Sia TS Umopovfis mwacar Tiv dpuny Tot wovnpod eis éavTats
Encdaar, of wal (pcoe dydpovy [avTd], v eldos ovediopol xai
kohdaews drexybpevor.

A reference to the Lord’s Prayer seems very probable (éppvera
...7o0 movnpoll). But is rod weryped masculine’? Any remaining
doubt as to this point is dissipated by a study of other passages in
the letter, It was ‘according to a device of Satan’ (var &védpar
7ot Xartard) that the household servants of certain Christians
invented lying stories against them (§ 14), The fury of the
governor and crowd and soldiers was kindled to excceding frenzy
because it was ‘Batan’s ambition’ (phoripovuérov Tol Zarava)
that some of the blasphemous slanders should be spoken even
by the holy martyrs (§ 16). In the martyr Sanctus ‘ Christ
suffered and wrought out His great glory, bringing the adversary
(Tov avreceipevov, compare T Tim. v. 14 £, Zech. 1ii, 1) to nought’
(§ 23). When Biblias had denied Christ, the devil, wishing to
consummate her condemnation, brought her again to torfure
(§ 25). When ‘the blessed ones’ stood firm ‘the devil invented
fresh tortures’ (§ 27). At a later stage of the trial Maturus
and Sanctus ‘endured every torment of the amphitheatre, as
though they had suffered nothing heretofore, but rather had
in many previous conflicts driven back the adversary’ (vov dvri-
warov, § 38). When all was over, ‘the wild and barbarous tribes
incited by the Wild Beast’ (vmo aypiov Onpis) sought to rob the

1 Compare the words of Eusebius (H. K. il. 14) 4 fefo xal dmepovpditosr xdps...
drawroubenr Tol wornpol Thy Ghdya §f rdyos feférru. The words just above (3 uréne-
hot wui s drépdway érfBoules awrmplus wornpd Straus) define the meaning,



‘DELIVER 1S FREOM THE EVIL ONE/' 133

Christian of the bodies of the martyrs (§ 57). Throughout the
letter the agency of the devil is traced in every detail of the per-
secution, aud thus the reference in the earlier passage is fixed.

(6) Clementine Homilies xix. 2 (Migue P. (. 2 p. 424). «xai
6 Tlérgos® ddiwvatdy dati poi poviv Tob éuod dpwioacbar Sidac-
wdhov, 810 Kal GuONOYG elvas TOV Townpov, OTE wOANAKIS @UTOM
vrapyew 6 mivra dinbeboas elpnre Sidoraros... b1t édpake Tov
movnply e doTpamiy meoorta éx Tol ovpaved éSHAwae...xal
waMp® Wi 86Te wpodacy TG wornp@. AAAG xai gupSovielwr
elpniev €oTe Cpay TO vai, val, kai 16 off, o' 76 8¢ mepiaaov
TovTwy €k Tob mwornpod €oTiv. aAAd xai év § mwapédwrer elyi
éyoper etpnuévoy pioar nuds diwre Tol wovmpol. See above
p- 100.

The verdict of this passage is clear as to the interpretation
of the petition of the Lord's Prayer. Canon Cook, however,
questioned its validity. ¢Those spurious and heretical writings
lay altogether outside the scope of my argument...I should have
shrunk from an attempt to Iutroduce them into any controversy
touching our Lord’s tcaching or the mind of the primitive Church’
(A Second Letter p. 56). The case is materially altered when the
passage from the Clemcutines is viewed in connexion with the
body of evidence from the Apostolic and sub-Apostolic writings
which we have collected and reviewed. It does not stand alene
as the isolated utterance of misguided separatists. It does but
state explicitly the interpretation which we have found te be
implied in writings which are above the suspicion of heterodoxy,
And further, the one witness outside the New Testament, whose
evidence is equivocal, If it be not adverse to the interpretation
raaintained in this essay, becomes here of special importance. The
Didaché is a document with strong Jewish affinities. Whether
or no it be an adaptation of a purely Jewish manual or purely
Jewish manuals, 1t speaks with the voice of Jewish Christians,
who, at the time of its composition or shortly afterwards, were
regarded as standing upon, if not cutside, the extreme limnits of the
Catholic Church. Its evidence therefore shews that the maseuline
interpretation of dmo T mornpos was not the characteristic and
proper possession of the Judaising Christians.

(7} Tertullian, In two treatises, one of which is placed
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among his earlicr, the other among his later Montanistic writings,
Tertullian discusses the last clause of the Lord’s Prayer.

(@) de Oratione viti. Ne nos inducas in temptationem, id
est, ne nos patiaris induci, ab eoc utique qui temptat®. Ceterum
absit ut dominus temptare videatur, quasi aut ignoret fidem
cujusque aut deicere sit gestiens. Diaboli est et infirmitas et
malitia., Ipsc a diabolo temptatus pracsidem ct artificem temp-
tationis demonstravit, Huuwe locum posterioribus confirmat, Orate,
dicens, ne temptemini. Adec temptati sunt dominuin deserendo,
quia somno potius indulscrunt quam orationi. Ergo respondet
clausula, interpretans quid sit, Ne nos deducas in temptationem.
Hoc est enlm, Sed devehe nos a malo.

Throughout Tertullian is cager to justify God’s ways to men.
To the devil therefore he assigns a double part in regard to
temptation. He both leads men into temptation (induci ab co,..
artificem temptationis) and he tempts them (qui temptat.. prae-
sidem femptationis). It is for this rcason {bccause, that is, the
occasion of the temptation and the femptation itself are to be
traced to Satan, net to God), that the explanatory clause iz added,
Sed devche nos a malo. If malo were neuter, the addition ac-
cording to Tertullian’s exegesis would be without point®

(8) de Fugae in Persecutione ii. In legitima oratione, camn
dicimus ad Patrem, Ne nos inducas in temptationem (guae autem
major temptatio guam persecutio ?), ab eo illam profitcmur acei-
dere a quo veniam cjus deprecamur. Hoc est enim quod sequitur,
Sed erue nos a maligno, id cst, nc nos induxeris in temptationem

1 Comp, ade. Mare. iv. 26, Quis non sinet nog dednei in temptationem? Quem
poterit fempiator non timere, an qui a primordio temptatorers angelum prae-
damnavit? On the gloas ne ros patiaris induct sce above p. 64 i,

? Canon Cook's interpretation (Second Letier p. 85) of Tertulliun's words seems
to me fo leave oub of sight individnal expreasions {e.g. qui temptat) and the general
thought which binds together the whole chapter. ¢ Whether [Tert's.] exegesis is
right or wrong,” he writes, ‘it is cvident that ho understands that prayer to menn,
Let not Saten lead us into a position where we ghall be in contaet with evil gnd be
in danger of overthrew; and when he adds that the last clause corresponds to this
petition gnd interprets it, se. Sed devehe nos e malo, his meaning must be, Instead
of suffering us to be led by Safan into such contact, do Thon lead ns away from

evil, in other words, keep us out of the way of every evil which might imperil our
galvation,’
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permittendo nos maligno. Tune enim eruimur diaboli manibus,
cum illi non tradimur in temptationem.

A study of the whole chapter, of which the most important
words are quoted above, shews that Tertullian follows here the
same general linc of thought as in the de Oratione. In both
placcs he discusses the relation of temptation to God and to
Satan, only in the later treatise he is led by circumstances to
regard temptation under the special form of perscention ; in both
he refers to the illustration of the Disciples In the Garden; iu
both places he adopts the same view as to ‘nc nos inducas...’
In the de Oratione his gloss is ‘nc nos patiaris induci ab
co’; in the de Fuga it is ‘nc nos induxeris...permittendo nos
malignol’

Canon Cook indecd, maintaining that in the de Oratione
Tertullian 1s a witness on his side, finds in his conversion to
Montanism a speeial reason for his supposed change of mind.
But in point of fact, had Montanism influenced Tertullian at all
ir the matter, it wonld have influenced Lim in the opposite
direction. As a Montanist he claimed to be in an especial
scnse under the immediate gnidancc of the Paraclete; he and
his were “spivitnal men’ Had he hesitated before, still more
would he have hesitated now, to pray for deliverance from the
cvil one?,

These two passages are clear as to Tertullian’s interpretation
of the petition of the Lord’s Prayer. It remains however to
collect passages in Tertullian’s writings in which ‘malus’ even in
the oblique cases is used as a name of Satan. It shouid be
noficed that such an absolute use of the simple adjective is against
the Latin idiom, which would rather require ¢ malus ille, a phrase
which we find in de Cwify Fem, 1, 5 {Christianus a malo illo
adjuvabitar in aliquo?) and in Zeno of Verona Tract. 43 (Migne

1 The carc and sobriety of thought which mark the whole chapter are worth
noting. To lake a few sentences— praecedere dei volunfatem circa fidei proba-
tionem, quae est ratio perseentionis, sequi autem diaboli iniquitatom ad instrumen-
tum persecutionis, quae ratio cst probationis... Nihil Satanse in scrvos Dei vivi
licebit nisi permiserit Dominus.’

! It will be remembered that the Catholics of Asia with singular simplieity
proposed that they should try upon the Montanists the effects of exorcism, a
proposal which the Monianists rejected (Eus. II,E. v, 16, 16).
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P. L. 11 p. 496, omnes sagittas illius mali). The following
passages seem to be decisive as to Tertulllan’s usage. (a) de
1dololatria =zvi. Sed quoniam ita malus circumdedit seculum
idololatria, licebit adesse in quibusdam, quac nos homini, non
idolo, officiosos habent. Two early cditions have ‘mnalis’ for
‘malus’ (see Ochler), The whole scope of the passage however
is in favour of ‘malus’; for the universality, not the evil, of the
symbols of idolatry is the point {comp. de Pufientia Xi. quoted
below). Further, compare ¢. xviil. Tu si diaboll pompam ejerasti,
quicquid ex ea attigeris, id scias esse idololatriam: e xxi. per
quem te malus honori idolorum, id cst idololatriae, quacrcbat
annectere. (b) de Patientia v. Porro cum deus optimus, diabolus
¢ contrario pessimus, ipsa sui diversitate testantur neutrum alteri
facere, ut nobis non magis @ maels aliquid boni quam a bono
aliquid mali editum videri possit...Quid primum fuerit ille
angelus perditionis, malus an Impatiens, contemno quacrere,.,
[Mulier] traducem [Adam] ejus, quod = malo hauserat, facit:
c. xi. Lata atque diffusa cst operatio mali, multiplicia spiritus
ineitamenta jaculantis...Certemus igitur quae ¢ malo infliguntur
sustinere, ut hostis studium aemulatio nostrae aequanimitatis
eludat...Undique igitur adstricti sumus officio patientiae adminis-
trandae, quaque cx parte ant erroribus nostris aut maeli insidiis
admonitionibus domini intervenimus: e. xiv. Quid ridebat Deus,
quid dissecabatur malus, cum Job immundam unleeris sui redun-
dantiam magna aequanimitate destringeret? Elsewhere (Apol.
xxii.,, de Test. Animae iii, sce Ochler’s notes) Tertullian repre-
sents the common pagan exclamation mafum as an unconscicus
reference to Satan (cf. adr. ITermog. xi. erit mali finis cum pracscs
ejus diabolus abierit in ignem). I'bus the usage of the father of
ecclesiastical Latin secms beyond the reach of controversy,

(8) Cyprian de Oratione Dominica.

In the case of Cyprian, as in that of Tertullian (see p. 27), it
is of interest to collect the clanses of the Prayer.

Pater noster qui es in eaclis, Sanctificotur nomen tunm, Ad-
veniat regnum tuum, Fiat voluntas tua sicut in caelo et in terra,
Panem mnostrum cottidianum da nobiz hodie, et dimitte nobis
dcbita postra sicut et nos remittimus debitoribus nostris, Et ne
patiaris nos induci in temptationem, sed libera nos a malo.
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Cyprian’s exposition runs thus:—Et ne patiaris nos induct
i temptationem’. Qua in parte ostenditur nihil contra nos ad-
versarinim posse, nisl Deus ante permiserit, ut omnis timor noster
et devotio atque observatio ad Deum econvertatur, quande in
temptationibus nihil male liceat, nisi potestas inde tribuatur....
Post ista omnia in consummatione orationis venit clausula uni-
versas petitiones of preces nostras collecta brevitate concludens.
In novissimo cenim ponimus, Sed libera nos e malo, comprehen-
dentes adversa cuncta quae contra nos tn hoc mundo molitur ¢ni-
micus; » quibus potest esse fida et firma tutela, si nos Deus
hiberet, si deprecantibus atque implorantibus opem suatn praestet,
Quando autem dicimus, {fbera nos « wmelo, nihil remanet quod
wltra adhuc debeat pestulari, quande semel protectionem Det
adversus malum petamus; qua impetrata, contra omnia quac
dicholus ef mundus operantur securi stamus cf tuti. Quis enim
vel de seculo metus est cui in seculo Deus tutor est ?

The words which I have italicised put it beyoud a doubt that
Cyprian's verdict, like Tertullian’s, is for the masculine interpre-
tation of @ malo, In the last senfences indeed he speaks rather
as a rhctorician than as a careful interpreter. But here the
diabolus et mundus is explained by the in hoc mundo...inimicus
just above®, The closing words are justified by their cpigram?,

The importance of the treatment of the point at issue by
Tertullian and Cypriant is partly literary and partly religious.

1 On this clause see above p. 64 £

? Thexe in probably a reference to the formula of renunciation at Baptiam ; eomp,
Tert. de Cor. 3 (contestamur nos renuntianre diabolo et pompae ef angelis ejus),
Cyprian Ep. vi. (seculo renuntiaveramus cum baptizati sumus), de Lapsiz 437 (qui
jam diabolo renuntiaverat et seculo),

4 Canon Cook, elaiming the support of Cyprian as of Tertullian, (1) nnwittingly
overlooked Cyprian’s comment on ne patioris nos induci; {2} lnying the whole
stress on adversa cuncta...c guibus, he divorced these words from the definiug
clauke quae malitur infmicus.

4 That Cyprian's cxposition was regarded as authoritative is clear from the
following passage of Hilary of Doictiers {Migne P, L. 9 p. 943), ‘De orationis autem
gacramento nocesaitate nos commentandi Cyprianus vir sanctae memoriae liberavif.
Quamguam et Tertullisanug hine volumen aptissimurn seripserit; sed eonsoquens
ervor hominis detraxit seriptis probabilibus auetoritatem.” Hilary himeelf else-
where appears to give, ag do Chromatius and Pseado-Augusiine, the masculine
inferpretation ; #ce above p. 67 £
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On the one hand, their evidence 1s elear as to the current
interpretation of ¢ malo when the Latin versions of the New
Testament were still in the process of formation, On the other
hand, they give a singularly noble expression to the feclings with
which thoughtful Christian men may regard the prayer for deliver-
ance from the spiritual enemy.

(9) Origen. In three passages of his writings, as they are
preserved to us, does Origen give his interpretation of the last
clause of the Lord’s Prayer.

(¢) de Oratione 30. The date of the treatize iz doubtful,
but it appears to fall within the Alexandrian period of Origen’s
literary activity (Bp Westcott in D). €. Biog. iv. p. 103). ‘No
writing of Origen, says Bp Westeott (D. . B, iv. p, 124), ‘iz
more frec from his characteristic faults, or more full of beautiful
thoughts.’

Sowel 86 pot 0 Aouxds 8ud Tob My elcevéyxys sjuas els wei-
pagudy, Suvduer Sedidayéval nal 7o ‘Phoar fuds amd 7ol mornpot.
Kai €lcos ye wpos pév Tov palnriy, dre 8y ddennuévor, elpniévas
TOV KUptov T émiTopwTepoy, TPGS O Tovs wActovas Beopévovs
Tpavotépas Sidasraiias T cadéorepov. pretar 8¢ nuds ¢ feos
dmo Tob wovnpod, ol 0TE ovdauds Yuiv TpogeiTty QrTITalaiwy
o éxbpos OF olwy Ofmore pebodetwy éavrod xai vmypeTGy Tob
fersipatos atitol, dAN OTe vikdper dvdpsivs loTdpcvor wpds Td
cupBaivovra.

(b) Selecta in Psalmos. Origen deals with Psalm xxxvi, in
a series of Homilies, The date of these Homilies is eive. 241 A.D,
(Bp Westcott . €. B. iv. p. 104). They are only preserved to
us in the Latin translation of Rufinus, who, as appears from the
language (e malignum vel malum), to some extent paraphrascd
the original.

(1) Hom.ii§4. ‘Quia qui nequiter agunt, exterminabuntur ;
qui aufem expectant Dominum, ipsi haereditate possidebunt
terram.’  Apparct quia nequitia alia quidem species mali est,
praeter cetera peccata. Unde ct hic sermo divinus alium describit
peccatorem, et alium nequam, sicut et ibi simili utitur distinctione
cum dicit: Contere brachium peceatoris et maligni, id est, nequam.
Sed et Dominus in livangelio diabolum non dixit peccatorem
anturnmodo, sed malignum vel malum, et cum docet in oratione,
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vel dicit : Bed libera nog a malo. Et alibi: Malus homo fecit, sive
malignus., Definiunt quidam mowvnplav, id cst, nequitiam, spon-
taneam vel voluntariam cssec malitiam. Alind est enim per
ignorantiam mala agere, ct vinei a malo; aliud cst voluntate ct
studio mala facere, et hoc est nequitin. Unde et merito diabolus
hoc nomine mwownpds, id est, malignus vel nequam appellatur.

(i) Hom. v.§7. Venit enim ad unamquamque animam de
hoc mundo exeuntem princeps hujus mundi et acreae potestates,
et requirunt si inveniant in ca aliquid suum....Et singula quacque
eorum similia si invenerint, suac partis est, et sibi eam defendunt,
et ad se eam trahunt....Si vero aliquis imitatus est illum qui
dixit: Fecce veniet princeps mundi hujus, et in me non habet
qmidquamm, et si se aliquis ita observavit, veniunt quidem isti
peccatores et requircutes in co quac sua sunt et non invenientes
tentabunt nibhilominus ad suam partem vielenter enm dotorguere,
sed Dominug cripiet eum a peccatoribus. Et forte propterea
jubemur cum quodam mysterio etiam in oratione peterc dicentes:
Sed libera nos a malo (comp. Justiv Dial. 103, quoted above p, 121).

These passages, belonging as they do to different periods of
Origen’s life, shew that he consistenily accepted the masculine
interpretation of the clausc. The theory of Canon Cook (4 Second
Letter pp. 80, 62) that Origen was misled herc by his love for
*mystical expositions,” and that this interpretation ‘was probably
first introduced, as it was certainly first urged upon the Chureh,
by Origen,’ is disproved by the evidence for the general currency
of the masculine interpretation which we have reviewcd, and
further by the fact that in the passage from the caslier treatise the
interpretation is introduced by Origen, not as a novelty, but
incidentally and in a matter of fact way. It is true that in the
third passage quoted above he uses the phrase cum quodam
mysterto; but tho mysterdum applies not to the Interpretation
itself, but to a particular application of it

(10) The greatest of Origen’s pupils was Dionysius, his
successor, thougl not his immediate successor, as head of the
Catechetical School, afterwards Bishop of Alexandria, In a
fragment on Luke xxii. 48 (Migne P. G. 10 p. 1599) Dionysius
deals thus with the Iast clause of the Lord’s Prayer:

kai wpaoelyeatar 8¢ wakiy édiagwe wij dumedeiv els wetpao-
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pov' Kkal 84 xal py eloevéyrns fuds els wepacudy' TovréoT
uy édoye nuds [1 Cor x. 18] éumeceiv els meapaoudy bri O¢
TotTe v ov TO0 wn wepaclivar, pvsdivar 8¢ emd Tol mornpol,
mwpooéfnker, akka ploar nuds dmwo Tob wormpob* kai TL Sie-
vijpoyey, lows épels, 76 mewpaclivar xkal TO €l mepacudy
éumecely nroc eoehlelv; o6 pév yap nprrnfeis vwo Tob wovnpel
(nrryfiaerar 8¢ e uij dywvilorto, vmepacwilor 8¢ avTol xai &
feds), eis meipacuov oltos Evémese, xai €is wepaouoy elogibey
kal éorw & avTd, kai vw avtob damwep aybels aiyparwTos' o
8¢ avrioyay kai Ymouelvas memelpagTar pdy o0T0S, oU Ay €is
mwepasudy elanhder firor évémeaer. avixln wyobv o Inools vmo
Tob MyevpaTos, ovk els wewpacucy eiceAbeiy, dAAa wepacival
vmro Tob SraBorov...kat avTis 8¢ 6 wvpios émeipaler Tovs palyTas
o péy gap wovnpes wepalwr els Tobs weipacucts rabéike:, ola
melpacTis Kakdy' 60 8¢ Peds wepdlwy wapadéper s ameipacros
kaxdv' ¢ yap Oeds, Pnoiv, amelpactis éaTt kakwy™ 6 péy qdp
SedfBoros ém Shefpor Exov Bidferar, 6 8¢ feds émi cwrTnpiarv
yuuvdalwy yerparywyel. The passage is consistently in favour of
the masculine interpretation, Two points may be noticed. (1) In
an earlicr part of this fragment Dionysius gives the neuter inter-
pretation of 1 John v, 19, xat ydp dblvatoy pakiota uév lows kal
Tavti avfpdme 76 TavTEAdS dyevaTov yahewol Tiwes StaBibrai.
o5 wap, pnoily, & koopos év TG Tornp® KELTAL Kai TO TAEOY THY
nuepdr Tov dvfpdiov kémoes kal woves k.h.  This interpretation
iy certainly erroncous, for, whatever be the gender of év 7 wornpd,
the reference must be to moral evil, (2} In the latter part
of the quotation weipaarys xaxdr cannot be, as Canon Cook
translates, © a tempter of the wicked! The following clause shews
that xax@v is neuter, ‘a tempter to that which is ovil’ It is in
fact vxplained by én’ §heflpor in the next sentence.

(11) The next witness is Peter, Bishop at the beginning of
the next century of the same great see as Dionysius.  Some
Canons of this Bishop have been preserved to us dealing with the
questions conunected with the Lapsi. They are printed in Routh
Religuine Sacrae iv. p. 23 ff. The opening words tell us that
they were drawn up when the persecution, which began in the
Yebruary of 803, had reached the fourth Easter. In the 9th
Canon the Bishop says of those who had courted persecution
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that they are to be received to communion though they had for-
gotten Christ's words—un mpecéyovoiw avrod Tols Noyors Sebd-
okovres, mpoaevyealar i} elcerbely els mepacpudy, xal wakw év
etyit Meyew ¢ matpi Kal pi eloevéyays fuds els mepacpby, dAra
plicar juds dmo rod wovypot. 'The interpretation of this petition is
hinted at in a later passage of the same Canon, where the Bishop
again refers to the warnings of Chuist: waieov deovoper avTod
Néyorros Kab brav Sudkwow duds év mF mwéker Tadty, devvyere els
v érépav: o0 ydp Odher adroponely nuds wpos rovs BaBdlov
vwacmioTds wai dopudipors ... aAN éxdéyeafar wal Tpogéyew
éavrols, yonyopelr T xai wpovedyeobar, e pi doérBoper els
mwetpagpév, Compare the following passages of these Canons:
{1) Routh L¢. p. 24, those who had fallen under torture should fast,
like Christ before His temptation, forty days; after which they
should more earnestly watch unte prayers, karapeler@vres To
Aeyduevoy vmo Tob kupiov mwpos Tor wepalorta avrey fva wpoo-
kuvjoy avre, "Traye Zartavd. (2) p. 25 wofobures Avrpwlivar
dme Tis mixporarys atyperwaias Tob diaBdhev. {3) p. 38 dvpyoi-
HEVOC KaTaTONEUGoaE TOV Unmepaipbpevor xal dvTikeluevov.. Umép
rov év 7@ aydwe prrnlévrer Umo e woANGs Bias Tod xaxoumyi-
vov SiafBérev. The masculine interpretation, though not explicitly
asserted, is implied by the language of these Canons,

(12) The ‘Clementine’ Liturgy (4Apostolic Constitutions vii.
5—15). The date of the other Liturgies and of their several parts
is a matter of debate, and the problems connected with their
interrelation are complieated. No such difficulties however hamper
the student, in an appeal to the ‘ Clementine’ Liturgy., It stands
apart from the rest. Tts integrity is guaranteed by its place in the
Apostolical Constitutions. ‘It represents fairly the pre-Constanti-
nian Liturgy of about the middle of the 3rd century’ (Hammond
Liturgtes p. xxxviii}, and it is probable that portions of it, as its
frequent coincidence with the liturgical element in Clement’s
Episile seems to indicate, reach back to a yet earlier date. Canon
Cook (A Second Letter p. T4 ff.) rightly lays stress on the evidence
which it yields; but his review of this evidenee is incomplete and is
not free, I venture to think, from serious misinterpretations. The
best course will be to set forth with some fulness those portions
which may with any plausibility be thought to bear upon the
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interpretation of the last clause of the Lord’s Prayer, and then to
draw the deductions which they may scem to warrant. The text
I have used is that in Hammeond's Liturgries, and the references are
to the pagoes of that book. I have however compared Hammond’s
text with that in de Lagarde Constitutiones Apostolorum (1862),
and have noted onc or two slight variations in the latter text,
designating them by L.

(a) ‘The Bidding Prayer for the Catechurmens’ (p. 31). Ha...
pronTat 8¢ avTovs awd wdons doeSelas, kai py OF TOTOV TG GANe-
Tpig Kat aiTdw.

(b} (i} ‘The Bidding Praycr for the Energumens’ (p. 5).
drrws. .. progTal Tovs avrod (réras (3o Iu, v. L eixéras) dwd Tis Tob
dAdoTpiov katabvraoTelas' 6 émiTyioas TH heyedye Ty Satubvew
kal T6 apyenare StaBole, ériTiwioy avTes Kal viv Tols dmeord-
Tats THe eboefeias xal puonTar Te favtob wAdopaTa dmwo THS
dvepyelas avrod (L. avrav). Comp. (h) below, (1) ‘ The Collect’
for the same (p. 6). peydrov mwatpds vié, émiripnaoy Tols Tornpois
wretpadi, kai pooat Ta &eya Ty yeipdv cov ék TiHs Tol dAlo-
Tpiov wreduaros évepyelns,

(¢} The Bidding Prayer’ for the Penitents (p. 6 £). 6wros...
curTpiry Tov Zatavdy vmd Tovs wodas alTdy €v Tayel, kai AuTpa-
anTac avTovs ame Tis weyidos Tobh SiaBohov kai Tie emmpeias TdY
Buiporvor, xai dEéiyrar altods dmd mwartds dPepiTov Adyou, xai
wdans arémov wpd fews, xai movypds évvoias.

(d) *The Deacon’s Litany’ (p. 9). (i) vmép tédv mpeoBurépmv
nuwr Senbaper bres 6 Kiptos pronrat avrols dmé wavtos drorov
kai Tovnpod wpayuares. (1) Ymép dANjAev denlducy, bmws &
Kipios myprion (L. Siaryprian) gpds cal pvhaly T4 avrol ydpers
els TéNos, xai plonTal fuds Tol wovnped xai TavTEY TV Crardd-
nov TOv épyalopéreor Ty dvopiar.

(e) ‘The Prayer of the Faithful’ (p. 10). Adrpecar [T6 woiu-
vidr oov TobTe] Tdans dyvelas xai mormpds wpafews... picar av-
TOUS TACYS vOoOV xal wdaous paharias, warTos TapATTpaToS,
wdays émnpeias xai dwarys, dwé GoSov éxbpod kT

() ‘Commemoration of the Work of Redemption’ (p. 17).
améfaver...kai érdagn...fva wdfovs Aon xai Bavdrov ébérnra:
TovTous 8¢ ols mapeyévero, xal pifp vd Seapa Tob SiaBoiov, kai
panrar Tobs dvfpdmwovs éx Ths amdrns avTod.
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(g} ‘Invecation’ (p. 18). ira of upeTaraBovres avrod Befauwo-
Oéar wpos evaéfeiar, dféoews duaprnudrev Tiywer, Tod Sa-
Bodov xal THs mAdvys avTod puobdoe, myvedparos dylov wAnpew-
8o,

(k) “The Great Intercession’ (p. 19). &7 mapaxuroiuéy oe...
vmép Tav yeqpalopévay dwé Tod dhhoTplov...Smws...xabaplons éx
7is (L. om. éx Tijs) évepyeias rod wornpod.

(k) ¢The Benediction’ (p. 23). evAdynoor rols oot kexhindras
Tovs éavTdy atyévas...dylagor avTovs, ppovpnooy, crémador, drTi-
AaBoi, phoar Tod dAAoTpiov kai mavTds éxPpoi.

A review of these excerpts from the Liturgy warrants the fol-
lowing conclusions,

(1} Prayer for deliverance from Satan is offercd, not only
on behalf of those who are not in full communion with the
Chureh, the Catechumens, the Energumens, and the Penitents,
but also on behalf of the Faithful. This appears from the passages
(d) (i1), (g), (k). The occurrence of a praycr of this kind in the
‘Invacation’ (g) is especially noteworthy.

(2) 'The term ¢ mormpos is nsed of Satan'. The name is
implied in (b) (if) 7ols wovnpals wrevpaci...Tob dAAoTplov myes-
paros. Further, there can be no doubt as to the use of the term
in (h), for it is interpreted by the scope of the petition and by the
words v Tod aAhorpiov’, and further by the parallels in (b),

1 It iz necessary to emphasise this point, for Canon Cook (4 Second Letter p.
76} writes, <1 cannot but think it [i.e. & dAxérpos] would not have heen used here,
had 7ol wownpof beem then generally understood as the regular designation of
Hatan: thai derigoation does not occur onee in this book," i.c. Apost. Constit. vii.

? Canon Cook (p. 76) points out {(a) that ¢ dANérpeos, characteristic of this
Liturgy, ‘is not, so far as I remember, common in other aneient writings’; () that
it haz 'a special force,’ represeniing ‘Satan as wholly alien, in the speeisl senas
that he is without place, power, or influence within the region of which Christ is
king.’ He appcars to me to be mistaken in the sceond of these positions. The
word & d\Mbrpos is rather equivalent to & éxfpbs which is twice umsed of Satan
(comp. Le. . 19} in this Liturgy (pp- 5, 10, sce (e)). This iz clear from (k) rod
dxhorplov kai wawrds éxfpol. This meaning, which arose when a foreigner was
regarded as a natural enemy, belongs to the word d\Aérpies in Classical Greck from
Homer onwards. Comp. Hehrews xi. 34 (wapepSords Exhway didorplwr), There ia
an interesting passsge in Justin Martyr Diel. . 80 which explaing the word from
one point of view and which is decisive as to the view which the early Christians
keld in regard to tho doctrinal question involved in the use of thesc prayers. Ii
rune thus: dre 82 kal aivebper aivdv o mwrrelorres els abrdv, ra dwd Tor dXhorplor,
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where the prayer is also for the Energumens, dmwé ths évepryeias
avTod, éx THs Tol dAMhetpiov wrevpaTos évepyelas’. This passage
carries with it (d) (ii),...xal pUonTac fuds Tob movnpob, where the
reference to the evil one is followed by a reference to ovil men as
in the Liturgy of St Jamcs (Hammond p. 20, Swainson p. 225)
phoat quas amo mavtos wetpacuod dcaBorikod Te kal avbpwmivov.
The sense in which the term & worgpds is used in this Liturgy is
perhaps indicated by the epithet gpyéxaros which twice oceurs in
it—d dpyérakos SuaBolos {p. 5), 6 dpyéxaros dges (p. 15).

(3) There are clear references to the last petition of the
Lord’s Prayer interpreted as a petition for deliverance from Satan
in (b} (i) (i1}, (d} (1), (g}, (h), (k). Only less clear is the refercnce
in {c), (f); the words {va pnfy Ta Secpa In the last passage are
a comment, at least from one point of view, on pdoac®. This
interpretation of amé Tol wowvnpotr becomes all the more note-
worthy if my conjecture (see p. 121 £} be true that in the Greek
Jewish forms of Prayer such phrases as are found in this Liturgy
itself (p. 9 awe mwavros arémov Kai wovnpol mpdyuaros, p. 10
mompds wpdfews) were common,

(18y Cyril of Jernsalem Cat. xxiii. Myst. v. § 18, aard poar

rovTérTey drd rar morppdy kel TAdror wrevpdTew, ouerapley Huas, ds dwd wpoodror
&ros Tow els alror moTevirTey aympaToTonieas § Adyos Tis Tpopyrelas (Pa. xviii, 14)
Aéyet, maeL pavegor éorir.  AWD yap Tov Seuporiow, & dor aMAdTpa Ths GeoseSelas Tob
feobi, ol widhaw wpogexvralier, Tov fedv del Sid "Tysol Xpiorod avwrypy@ivar Taparaied-
pev.  Justin's mode of reference to tho petition {alrofuer, wapaxadofuer) sug-
gests that he is quoting a prayer from a very early form of the Liturgy, which is
pubstantially reprodueced i later Liturpgies.

1 Compare Lit, of St James (Hammond p. 82, Swainsen p. 289), drd.. . mdeys
SaBodwiie Evepyelas, Lit. of St Mark (Hammond p. 171, Swainson p, 4) w&oer
garavichy dvépyear kai avfpdwey morgpdy dmiBovisr,

2 Such phrages are common in the Liturgics. A ¢lose paraliel is found in $he
Fmbolismus of the Litwrgia Coptitarum S, Cyrilfi (Swainson p. 63), libera nos a
malo; setiones diabolicas s nobis remove: inaidian per consilia improborum homi-
num omnes inutiles eifice.  Bimilar petitions will he found in Swainson pp. 21, 47
{Satanam. .deprime sub pedibus noeiris velociter: scandala of eorum sutores
compesec), 563.

& The conefruction of jdearfar with & simple genitive is characteristic of this
Liturgy. It cocurs in the comment of Gregory of Nyasa on this clause (p. 174
and in words of Chrys. quoted above p. 121, Comp. Mrpwraet adrods 785 mahwis
rhdeys (Swaingon p. 180}, 7dv.. Aady ehevPepdoas draffapefas (id. p. 184). I have
noticed it also in the newly recovered Greek text of the Apology of Arislides e, xii.,
etwopnoe pvardas bavror Toll favdrov.
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nuds @mo Tod movypod. wWovnpes 8 6 avTixeluevos Saipwy, ad of
puobivae evydueda. Cyril is here expounding the Lord’s Prayer
in its place in the Liturgy between the Great Intercession for the
Living and the Dead (§ 8 ff, elra perd TadiTa Ty evyny Aéyopey
éxelvmy, #iv 6 cwTnp Tapédwre Tois olxelois alTed pabprais § 11)
and the eall of the Bishop (or Priest, ¢ lepeds), Ta &yia Tols drylois.
Further, he is explaining it in the regular course of catechetical
instruction. Thus his evidence is of special interest and import-
ance. In the first place catechetical instruction commonly followed
traditional lines of thought and of exegesis. In the second place
an exposition of the Lord’s Prayer as used in the Liturgy could
hardly be at variance with the general tone of the actual Liturgy
itself. We are therefore enabled to judge what was the teaching
of the Liturgy in use at Jerusalem in the middle of the fourth
century on the relation of the faithful to the temptations of the
devil; for it is to the faithful that this petition of the Lord's
Praycr when used just before the actual Communion must refer.
With this evidence of Cyril we must conncet on the one hand the
‘Embolismus’ in the Liturgy of St James {p. 153), which seems in
sonie form to have been in nse at a later time in Palestine (Ham-
mond p. xliii), and on the other hand the evidence derived from
the ‘Clementine’ Liturgy. The coincidence of two distinct lines of
liturgical cvidence, the < Clemcntine’ Liturgy and the exposition of
Cyril, scems to afford a fair indication what was the tendency
of thought in a very early archetypal form of Liturgy, and to
enable us to discern what interpretation the devotional instinct of
the early generstions of Christians gave to the words dwé Tod
movnpoi .

This is a convenient point at which to break off this catena of
early expositions of and references to the last petition of the Lord's
Prayer. To follow the stream further would necessitate the dis-
cussion of Augustine’s position as an exegete; and would thus in-
troduce us into a fresh region of Church History, that of later
¢ Latin Christianity, We have examined thirtcen witnesscs, Some
of these, Clement, Hermas, the Clementine Homilies, Tertullian,
Cyprian, Origen, Dionysius and Peter of Alexandria, the ‘ Clemen-

1 On farther evidenec to be derived from Liturgies see note B, on p. 151,

C, 10
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tine’ Liturgy, Cyril of Jerusalem, have indeed given evidence
before, but have been dismissed before the whole truth had been
elicited from them. The rest, viz. the Iidachd, the Ancient
Homily, the Letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyous, have, so
far as I know, spoken now for the first time™.

Their evidence may be thus summarised. One witness, that
is the Didachd, is doubtful, if not adverse to the view maintained
in this essay; some explanation however of the adverse part of this
evidence ecan be given. The evidence of one witness, who has
beon brought forward on the other side, that is Clement, is now
seen to be irrelevant, One witness, viz. Hermas, is not consistent,
but perbaps on the whole favours the view here taken. The
remaining ten give clear and ample testimony o the interpretation
which we have already arrived at from a study of the New Testa-
ment. They represent different parts of Christendorn. *The
Ancient Homily, as it would appear, speaks from Corinth (see
Bp Lightfoot Clement ii. p. 197 ff). The Letter of the Churches
of Southern Gaul shews ug the mind of these Churches, which
were offshoots from, and in close correspondence with, the Apos-
tolic Churches of Asia Minor. The ¢ Clementine Homilies” give us
the traditional view held by Jewish Christians, those probably of
the East (Dr Salmon in D. €. B. 1. p. 577). Tertullian and Cyprian
speak from Carthage; Origen from Alexandria and afterwards from
Palestine. Origen’s view is repeated by his pupil Dionysius, and
by Peter, both Bishops of his early home. The last two witnesses,
the ‘Clementine’ Liturgy, with whatever Church it is to be con-
nected, and Cyril, who takes us back to the Mother Church of
Christendom, combine to represent to us a very carly devotional
tradition. Tt is hardly too much to say that the unanimity of these
witnesses, combined with the variety of their character and origin,
iz conclusive as to the mind of the Church of the first three
centuries,

1 Unlees I may except a short note {p, 124) in my eassy on ‘Chrysestom’
{1887).
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A, Note on the ‘Songs’ in St Luke's Gospel in velation to ancient
Jeuwnish Prayers (see p. 128 n).

A comparizon of the Benedictus with Clement’s Epistle (sce above, p. 128 n.)
snggests a larger problem of great interest, closely connected with the subject
of the relation of the Church o the Synagogue discussed inn the Introduction.
Bp Lightfoot (Clement i. p. 392 ) has shown tho affinitier bebween tho
Lipistle of Clemont and the ‘ Righteen Penedictions” 'The further problem
at once confronts us—Is there any connexion betweon the *Songe’ of 5t
Tke’s Gospel (for the whole series must be considered together) and aneient
Jewish Prayers?

For the porpese of comparison E take those parts of Jewish Prayers
which appear to have been In most frequent use from very early times, viz.,
the Introductory and Concluding Benodictions of the Shema, the Eighteen
Benedictions, the Kadish and the Kedusha (sco Dr QGinsburg’s art, Synagogue

in Kitto-Alexander Cyclop. of Bibl. Lit.).

Passages the test of which seems

doubtful T have marked with an asterisk,

(1) The Magnificat,
Le. i, 49 éroineér po peyakn & Svpa-
ros.  Comp, v 51, émafyeer kpdros.

1 Lo 3 -
Kitd 57:’.01" TG OVGLA aUTOU.

51 f. Bierxdpmiaer dwepnthdvovs Bua-

; . ;o ,
voig kupblas avTer sabeider Svvamras
adnt dpiver kal Prager Tamewnis, we-
vévras évémhnoey dyabiy xal whovreby-
Tas éfaméoreiher kevovs,

b4 dvreldfero 'Iopadh walds aU-
Tob, prgodivar déovs, xafds Endiyoer
wpds Tobs marépas Hudv, TH ABpudp
xai T owéppare avreb els Tov aléra.

The Highteen Penedictions.

2 Thou art mighty (M1 for ever,
0 Lord...0 Thou of mighty acts
(rvas Sem),

3 Thou art holy, and Thy name is
Loly.

*12 Let all proud men perish in a
moment....Bow them down speedily
in our days. Blessed art Thou, O
Lord, that breakest the ensmies in
pleces, and bowest down the proud.

13 Tpon the righteous and upon
the pious...let Thy compassions, we
pray Thes, be moved.

16 Bend us not away, our King,
cmpty from Thy presence.

1 That bestowest gracions benefits
(B"0M)...and rememberest the picty
of the fathers (MINX MOM)...0 Lord
the Shield of Abraham,

2 Fulilling His truth fo them
that sleep in the dust.

102
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{2) The Benedictus.

Le. 1 68 edhoypros Kopus 6 Oeds rod
¥ - LJ 3 I 1 3 r
Topadd, ori émeaxirare xai émoinoer
Mrpawcw ti had alroi.

69 xal Fyeper xépas complas duiv dv
olkar Arveid madde adrob,

71 awryplav £ éxOpav fuav kai e
NEIPOS WAVTWY TOV LTOTFTWY RS oo
74 vob Sotrae quiv dPiBus ék yepds
L] - r r
ExBpav praferras...

72 f, moifoar fheos perd r@y warépoy
- . - s e,
Auey wal pepordivec Swaficgs  dyies

1 - 4 " b1 2 by
atrob, dprov by dpemer wpds "ABpadp
ToU TATEPY TGP,

— i' s - Py +

75 horpedey avrd v saubmnre gai
dikaoatey drdmov udrol whmas Tals
fuépars Huar.

&v dpéores dpapride adrdr (v, 77

THE LORD'S PRAYER IN TuUE EARLY CHURCH,

1 Blessed art Thou, O Lord, our
God and the (lod of our fathers, the
God of Abraham, the God of Isaae,
the God of Jacob,..Even He that
briugeth & Redoemer unto thoir sons’
sons for His Nume's sake in love,

2 Betting at liberty themn that are
in honds,

#7 Redeom us with a perfect re-
demption..., Thou, O God, art a
atrong Redeemer. Blessed art Thou,
0O Lord, tho Redecraer of Tsrael.

10 Bound a great trumpet for onr
frecdom ; and lift up a banner to
gather our captives... He that gather-
eth the outcasts of His peoplo Taracl.

14 Establish in the midst of her
[Fornsalom] speedily the throne of
David,

15 Cause the shoot of David Thy
servant to spring forth ; and let hiz
horn bo exalied in Thy salvation.
Blessed art Thou, O Lowd, that causest
tho horn of salvation to spring forth.

See the passages from the 12th
Benediction quoted above as parallel
to Le. i, 81 £

See the passages quoted above as
parallel to Le, i, 54,

13 Upon tho rightoous and upon
the pious....

5 Turn us again, O Father, to Thy
law; and make ug draw near, our
King, to Thy service ('in'n:uﬁ); and
Lring us back with a perfect ropent-
ance to Thy presence,

17 May the service (NT3Y) of Thy
people Lsrael be pleaging to Thee per-
petuallyl

1 This Benediction iz probably subzeguent to the destruetion of the Temple,

But it may incorpoerate an earlier formula,
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77 rob dovear yrdow comgplas TG
Aag avrod.

> s s < -
€v dPéger Guapridy aiTor.

78 8id awkdyyra éréovs Oeoll Nudr.

L 1 - - 1 ’ by -~
70 dripivar Tols €v oxoTer kal gxd
Quriroy kafnuévors, Tol xarev®ovar rovs
r L3 - k LY R ¥ r
widus nuov els oddr elpivms,

{3} The Gloria in Excelsis,
Le. ii. 14 3éfa év dfriorors Ocsi xkal

roN - T 7 A h ) r £ ’
€mi yis elphey év dvfporrows etdokias.

Comp. Le. xix. 38 év odpard eiprivg
xai Sofa év tyrioTors.

(4 The Nunc dimittis,

Le. 1i. 29 viv dwoddes ror Sutior
aov... € elpivy.

31 ére elfor of sdpbadpo pov ro Fo-
TPV Tov.
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4 Thou graciously givest fo man
knowledge, and teachest man under-
standing. 8o graciously give unto
uy knowladge and understanding and
wisdom,

6 Pardon wes, our Father, for we
have sinned. Forgive us, our King,
for we have transgresued.

13 Upon us lot Thy compassions
(7M7) be moved, O Lord our God.,

*19 (irant...grace and mercy, right-
eolsness and compassion unto us.

*#1% For in the light of Thy counten-
ance Thow hast givon to us, O Lord
our Ged, the Law and life,,. blessing
and peace, May it be good in Thine
cycs to bless Thy people Israel with
abundant strength and peace.

The Benediction at the beginning of
the Shemae: Blessed art Thou,..who
createst light...who makest peace...
He in mercy causeth the light to
shine upon the earth and the in-
habitants thereof.,

The Koadish! May He who makes
peace in His high places ("9Y333) con-
fer peace upon us and upon all Tsrael.

The Aedusha: We will sanctify
Thy name in this world as they [the
Angels]sanctify it in the high heavens
(B 1Y as it is written by the
prophet {Is.vi.}....Blessed be the glory
of the Lord from His place.

2 Loosing them that are in bonda,
*9 May its (the vear’s) close be...
peuce.
17 May our eyes behold when Thou
returnest with compassion to Zion.

The great root-theughts—salvation, mercy, deliveranee, henediction— are,
it will be seen, common to the Jewishk Prayers and the ¢ Evangelical Songs,’
The Prayers and the ‘Songs’ are of course both ultimately based on the 0ld
Testament ; and in this and other aspects the parallels which I have pointed
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cut above may be compared with those which have becn found between the
Lord’s Prayer and Jewish formulas. The suggestion which seems implied in
these resemblances, viz., that the utberances of the Virgin Mary, Zacharias,
and Bimeon, at supreme crises of their lives were largely based on familiar
formas of devotion, is psychologically natural. They spoke as ‘filled with the
IMoly Ghost® (Le. i 67); for thoy gave a ncw meaning to current thoughts
and expressions. The Angelic Song took s form which would not be wholly
unfamilisr to plous Israelites.

Tho “ Bongs’ however come to ug in a literary formn and in & Greek traps-
lation, The question then arises, May not the Greek version of Jewish Prayers
used in the Hellenistic Synagogucs underlie the “Songs’ as they ave given
to us in 8t Luke's Gospel? There is one piece of evideuce upon which I
wish briefly to touch, viz, ‘the Psalns of Solomon,” Professor Ryle and
Mr Jumes in their recont cdition of these Psalms have in their Introduction
{p- xoi L. collecterd a considerable number of instances of the #similarity in
phraseclogy batween cur I’salms [ie. the Psalms of SBolomon] and the ¢Songs’
in Luke i, ii.” To these instances add I's. viii. Bl elSor of sharpol adrdy
(2 gpder) compared with Le. ii. 30, Pa. zi. 2 fAégrer & Oeds "Topagh v 73
emoronf avréy compared with Le. i, 68. But the XEditors do nof offer any
explanation of the phenomenon which they notice. May not the explana-
tion bo found in a common source whence the phrases in these Pualms
and in the Bongs of the N, T. are derived, viz, the Greek Jewish Prayers
of the Hellenistic SBynagogues? As Prof Ryle and Mr James have not, so
fur as I have noticed, touched on the subject, I venture to add a few notes
and references in regard to the rclation of fthe Psalms of Solomon’ to
ancient Jewish Praycrs. (1) The two Editors draw attention (p. ) to the
references in the Psalins to the doctrire of retribution and to that of the
resurrection. The second Benediction (fThou causest the dead to live...
quickening the dead in Thy plenteous compassion. Blessed art Thou,
O Lord, that bringest the dead to life”) should be compared; it, like the
Psalmyg of Bolomon, was probably directed against Sadducean doctrine,
(2) Compare Ps. Sol. ii. 35 f, iv. 28 £, vii. 4 ff, xil. 8, xiif. 10f with
Benedietions 12, 13; s iz 12 f, with Benediction 5; Pa. xvil. 23 with
Benedictions 14, 15.  (3) The close similarity of thought between the Psalms
and the Benodictions will be shewn by s study of the following pavsages
of the Psalms, ii. 41 (sthoymros «ipios els Tov aldve dvomor Tav SotAwr adrod,
words which close the Psalm), v. 16, 17, 21, 22, vi. 9 (edhoygris «dpeos o
oy Exeov rols dyardow eirdr év dinbely, words which close the Pealm),
viil. 87 £, 1x. 20, x. 4 £, xi. 9, xvii. 25 F, xvili. 1 i1 (4) I have suggested (sce
above . 18) that the phrases rois dyemdow (abrd), Tois dwopévouaie (adrdw)
are derived from Greek Jewish Prayers: compare Pa. Bol. iv. 29 (yévours,
kipre, 70 Eheds @ov i wdvras Tobs dyawarras oe), Vi 9 {(quoted just above),
x. 4 {rd Eneos kuplov éml Tobs dyawdvras alréy v digfein), xiv. 1 (merds xdpros
Tols dyamdow avrov dinbelg, Tols Umopsvove: mabelmy avrel). I have also

pointed out (see above p. 18) how frequent in early Christian liturgical
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fragments iz the petition for the gathering together of the scattered, a
petition which seoms based upon the 10th Benediction : compare Ps. Sol,
viil. 34 (rvvdyaye v Staowopde Tepaih per’ éAéov kal xpnoréryros), xi. 3L
It will be remembered that the starting point of this investigation was
the fact of a certain resemblance between a passage of Clement’s Epistle
(which cortainly is closely counected with Jewish Prayers) and the Bene-
dietus (sec above p. 128 n.).

To sift tho matter with real thoroughness would require amoug other
things an attempt to attain to A critical text of the Jewish Prayers, a careful
examination of the Hebrew of these Prayors and of the passages of the O, T.
in the original Hebrew and in the LXX, on which the Jewish formulas arc
ultimately based. Such a work lies outside the scope of a note like the
present. T venture however to hope that I have shewn that there is a
problem connected with the ‘Songs’ in 8t Luke's Gospel which invites
thorough treatment.

B.  Note on the bearing of some of the Offices and Liturgies on
the interpretation of dmé Tob mownpot (see p. 145).

While 1 fully recogniso that only a thorough liturgical scholar can appraise
accurately the valuc of the evidenco of the Liturgies on such a matter as that
under discussion, I think that & collection of passages bearing on the point
may not be without interest and importance.

(1) Baptismal and kiodred offices. (¢} In a Gresk form for making a
catechuen (Assemani Cod. Létwrg. i, p. 110) there ocours the petition, od
€€edhov v ruyte Tob dodhov gov éx roil mornpov...un cuyyepioys mreluart Tan
momp@ xaépav v adrd fxew’. () In a Greck ‘ Confirmation’ office (Assemani
Cod, Fiturg. iil, p. 57} we find the prayor plaa dod rob wormpob ket mdvrov rde
emrgbevpirer adrob.  The torm *the evil one’ oecurs in the Syrian Baptismal
rite given in the Offices of the DPatriarch Soverus (see above p. 37), ¢ Gratias
agimus tibi hac de cansa quod dignos effeceris servos tuos ut ad sancturn
baptisma accederent ot abrenunciarent malo (L._._g)’ Comp. Cyril, Migne
L, . 33 p. 1069 {dwordaropai on, Saravd, gol 7¢ mompd kol dperdre Tupdire),
Jerome Com. ¥n Mat. xzv. 26 (renuntio tibi, diabole, et pormpae tuue et vitiia
tuis et mundo tue, qui in roaligno positus est), though in both these passages
the term in question may bo an addition of the writer,

1 In the Test, xii Patriarcharum the phrase omhdyyxra éidovs (Le, i, 78) ocours
in Zab, 7, 8. With Le. ii. 32 compare Denf. 11 (yvdoiv cawdpy gorifor mdera T4
Evy, pos yridosws ErepBalrov 7% Topaih év cwrnpla).

2 Qyril of Jerus. {Migne £.0:. 33 p. 1030) 70 émoprerrdv Toliro Earov...Slvauy
Tyhiadryr AapBive, Gore...wdaas dopdrovs Tol morypei ixdidkew Ty Srrdpss,
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{(2) The Liturgles proper. It will he best te colloct separately three
groups of passages, vim (@) passages in which the neuwter interpretation is
definitely assumed; (4) phrases which bear some resemblance to the last
petition of the Prayer, and which may be in some cases indircet references to
it; (¢) passages which clearly support the smasenline interpretation. The
references given are to Dr Swainson's Greed Liturgies (unless it is other-
wise stated), as that is the nearest approach fo a critical edition.

{0}  Neuter interpretation. (i} Tho Coptic Liturgy, Anaphora of St Basil
(ITammond p. 223), ne nos inducas in ternptationern, neque permittas ullam
Iniguitater in nos dominari, imo poting libera nos ab actionibus inutilibus,
carumgue cogitationibus, carum motibus, aspectibus earum, illecebris carum ;
temptationemque extingue st repelle » nobis. (11} The Roman and Ambrosian
rites (Hawmmond p. 344), the Gregorian and Gelasian Canon (Hammond
p. 372 £), Libera nog, quacsunms, Domine, ab ommibus mally praeteritis,
praesentibus, et futuris. The Loerd’s Prayer had preceded. (iii) Mozarabic
rite (Hammond p. 348) : after the Lord’s Prayer the Presbyter says, Liberati
a male, confirmati semper in bono,  (iv) The Gallican rite has a varying
formula succeeding the Lord's Prayer. Hammond {p, 345) gives that for the
Nativity, Libera nos, omnipotens Deus, ab omni malo, et custodi nos in omni
opere bono,

(I Possible reforences und puraphrases.  There are many petitions in the
Troacon's Litany and elsowhere in the several Liturpies which seck for deliver-
ance from various cvils, e g. Zdt. of 8t Jumes p. 230 £, dmép rad fvaffeue dpas
and wagns Ghijrews, dpyis, rwbtrov xal dedykns, alypelesics, mikpel Havdrov,
kai Ter dvopdy fpar. Similar prayers will be found on pp. 125, 166, 224,
234, 200, 280. Not unfrequently petitions begin with the words fear fuas,
‘which yet can hardly be thought $o be expausions of the clause of the Lord’s
Prayer. Thus Liz. of the Presunctified p. 175 dhka proa quis €& marrov Tov
Onpevivrar tas Yruyas fpdy, Lit. of St Jumies P 331 ftoar fpds duwd mhs PoPepis
kai avefoxymdoroy kal (pikriie quépas THs kpleews. Again, there are other
petitions of which the following may be conwidered a type: ghom gjuas dwd
warros wetpaopet GuaBokikot Te xai dvBpwmivou (Lit. of St Jumes p. 2241, wdrra
8é PpBover, mdvra werpacudy, wager cerapy érépyear, xal delpdrey Forgpdy
émiBovhify, drodiwbor 4’ fudy (Lit, of Alexundrio p. 4), These and such like
petitions together with what secms to be, If my suggestion (p. 121 £.) be true, o
Jewish liturgical pbrase, viz. dmd wavrds mownpob (mpayparos), must be taken
into account in considering those passages which seem to make for a neuter
interpretation. They would always create a tendency towards expanding the
simple expression of the musculine interpretation und se diluting or elimina-
ting it. In this connexion the following series of passages is vory significant :
(i} tho Beriptural source Rom. xvi, 20 (6 8¢ Bedr s sippms cvvrpirer Tév Zoras
vay vmo Tols wobas vpéy v rdye): the meaning here cammol be questioned:
(i) Bom. 4 o s quoted (with necessary adaptations) in the ‘Clementine’
Liturgy {ITammond p. 6): (iil) Lit. of dlewandric p. 46 £, rov Saraviv gal
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witocay avTod THY €vipyeiay kui morpar Svvapiy mirTprfor vrh Tols wodus Hpdw.
(ivy Lit. Copt, S. Basilei p. 21, universos eorum hostes visibiles et invisibiles
vontere et deprime sub vestiglis eorumn velociter: {v} Canon Universalis
dethiopum p. 21, omnes hostes et adversarios eorum subjice et contere sub
pedibus eorum velociter. Thus the primary reference to Batan, which in this
case i certain, is lost in process of liturgical development.

(¢) Museultne interpretation. The following passages are clear: (f) Lt
of dleeandria p. 6 (Cod. Lossanensis), dAAd ploac guds drd Tod wownpoed xai €k
rav Hpyer avrod. (1) b p. 62, dAAG Prom Apds amd ToU wormpov...ov yap
Bokas jptv efovalay mareiv émdve Seor kal oxoprivy ral i wicar iy Strauy
Toi ExBpov. (iii) Lit, of St Jamesp. 306 £ (all four M3S. given by Dr Bwaingon
give substantially the same reading}, dhAé ploa fpds dwd rov wovgped, kai éx
Téy Epywv adrol, kai wdans dmnpelas xai pedobelas avrob, rai Téyms kul dwdrys
adret. The Syriae (Hammond p, 78) has a much simpler Fmbolismua,
{tv) The Coptte Liturgies. (u)y Zit. Copt. S, Busilid p. 5, omvem invidism,
omniem temptativnemn, omnpem operationem Batanac et consilium hominum
improborum, impetumgue hostium tam  cccultorom quam  manifestorom
depelle s nobis.... To enim Ipse es, gui dedisti nobis potestatem calcandi
serpentes et scorpiones, omnemqgue virtutern inimici. Et ne nos inducas in
temptationerm, sed libera nos o malod. (&) Lét. Copt. S, Cyrilli p. 63, sed libora
nos & malo: actiones diabolicas » nobig remove : insidias per consilia impro-
borum hominum omnes inutiles effice. () b p. 73, libera eos ab operibus
talis diaboli, et contere omnia opers ciug sub pedibus ioum velociter,
(v) The Syrian Litwrgy of SS. Adeeus and Maris (Hammond p. 280), sed
libera et salva nos & malo et ab cxercitibus eius.

To arrive at an approximately cortect ostimate of the valuo of this
evidence the following points must be borne in mind : (1) Tho evidence for
the neuter interpretation is found almost exelusively in Tatin Liturgics,
which either in their original formation or in their subsequent development
would not bo outside the influence of Bt Augustind's teaching. (ii} The mascu-
line interpretation is found in passages, notably in the different forms of
the Embelismus, where the reference to the Lord’s Prayer is direct and cerfair.
(ifi) The variety of the witnesses is a noteworthy fact. The evidenes cotnes
to us from the Church of Alexandria, probably in the Greek Liturgy of 5t
Jumes from the Patviarchate of Antioch, from the Coptic Church of Egypt,

1 With this If is very Insbructive to compare the parallel passage in the
Ethiopiec Canon (p, 5}, omnem invidism, omnem dolum, omnemigue operationem
Satanae, omnem mschinationem hominum improborum, insuliativnemygie Enimict
secrebam et mandfestam procul fac., . quis tu s qui dedisti nobis potestatem ealcandi
serpentes et scorpiones, vmnemque virtutem inimici, Xt ne nes induces, Domine,
in temptationem, sed Libera et eripe nos ab omni male, The reference here o
Hatun’s enwmity in the introduction to the petition is plainer than in the Coptie
Lit, guoted above In the text; in the actusl pelition however the reference is lost in
a pursphrase.
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{rom the Church of Eastern Syria iu the Liturgy of 58 Adueus and Maris,
Again, the passuges quoted above from a Baptismal and a ¢ Confirmation’
Office are at one with thoso cited from the Liturgics. (iv) Thoese different
pieces of cvidence, the sevoral dates of which 1 have not attempted to aseor
tain, must he taken in connexion with tho liturgical evidence derived from
the ‘Clementine’ Liturgy and from CUgril of Jerusalem. ‘These two latter
authorities, the respective dates of which are within cortain limits fixed, and
whose agreement, as we have scon, points to still more anciont liturgical
usage, shew clearly that in their interpretation of the last clanse of the Lord's
Prayer the later Liturgies are not intreducing an innovation,

(iv). Evidence derived from the Early Versions.

(@) The Syriac Versions.

The importance of these Versions has been insisted on more
than once in this Hssay (sec p. 39 n.), on the ground that they
represcnt approximately the original Aramale of our Lord's
utterances.

The Old Syriae, inserting the petition for deliverance in
St Luke, has in both Gaspels the following rendering :

[P |

the-evil (-one) from deliver-us  but

The Syriac Vulgate has the same translation in St Maithew,
and 1t 13 again repeated (except in regard to the translation of
‘us’) in the Jerusalem and the Philoxenian Versions. In St Luke
the Vulgate Syriac introduces another verb.

The main points in regard to the cvidence of these Versions
may be briefly stated thus:

1. Iu the two passages in the New Testament where in the
Greek the ncuter interpretation is certain, viz. Luke vi. 45 {arpo-
¢épes 7o mavmpov) and Rom, xil. 9 (dmoegrvyodvres 76 mwarnpdy), the
Vulgate has the definite feminine (14.aa.m), the number of course
depending on the pointing, The former passage is wanting in the
Curetonian fragments of the Gospels.

2. In the following passages, wherc the masculine is gram-
matically certain, viz, Matt. xiii. 19, T Cor. v. 13, T John ii. 13, 14,
v. 18, the Vulgate Syriac has laao  The Curetonian fragments
shew that in the first of these pussages, which is the most
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important, the Vulgate is but ropeating the rendering of the
Old Syriac. These passages indicate that the simple word (with-
out the addition of s 2 in Luke vi, 45) was felt to be a clear
and sufficient translation of the phrase ‘the evil man' or, when
that required to be represented, ‘the evil-one.

3. In two passages the word faae is gratuitonsly introduced
wherc it 18 not required by the Greek and whore the interpretation
is certain,

In St Matthew xiii. 38, 39 (va 8¢ Lfaved elow of vioi 7ol
mwovnpob, 0 8¢ ExBpos o omeipas avra éaTiv 6 SizBoros). The Old
Syriac has laao not only in the first clause but, as the
cquivalent of 6 8:dBoros, in the sccond also

In Acts x. 38 (tovs karaduvrasrevouévovs vmé Tod SeafBdhov)
the Yulgate Syriac represents to? SiaBohov in the same way.

These two passages were pointed out by Bishop Lightfoot.
Canon Cook however in his reply passed them over in silence.
They are manifestly of crucial importance. For in the first place
this rendering of Matt. xiii. 39 clears up, as far as the Syriac is
concerned, the meaning of the ambiguous word in » 38, and with
it, it can hardly be questioned, that of the other passages in
St Matthew commonly considered doubtful. The Version which
(unless indeed there was some variation of reading in the Greek,
other evidence for which has disappeared) introdoced the word as
a name for Satan in xiil. 39 could hardly have intended to express
a diffcrent idea by the same word in vi. 13. And iu the second
place the two passages together shew that laao was current as
a rceognised name for Satan among Syrian Christians from the
second century and onwards, and thus form a link between the
acknowledged usage of later Syriac writers (see Payne Smith
Sy Thes.y and that of our Lord’s time which is the ‘unknown
quantity’ in the problem.

4. The facts reviewed above scem fairly decisive as to the
gender of Lea o in those passages where the meaning of the Greek
must remain uncertain to the scholar who confines his studies to
accidence, viz, Matt. v, 37, 39, xiii. 38, John xvil. 15, 2 Thess. iii. 3,
Fph. vi. 16, 1 John i1l 12, v. 19, The passages in St Matthew
here referred to are happily included in what remains to us of the
Old Syriac Version.
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Tov sum up, while in forming a judgment we must make allow-
ance both for our tendency to Western over-refinement and
rigidity in interpreting Semitic modes of thought and expression
and alse for the fact that Syriac usage in regard to the way of
expressing the neufer fluctuated, yet it does not scem too much
to say that the evidence of the Syriac Versions certainly favours
the masculine interpretation of dwé Tod movnpoi.

(t) The Latin Versions.

The materials accessible at the present time to the student of
the Latin Versions are not sufficient to insure absolute complete-
ness in results. Still in the investigation which follows I hope
that the evidence collected will justify an opinion as to the bearing
of the Latin Versions on the point of interpretation under dis-
cussion which will not hereafter require serious modification.

{1y The 0ld Testament.

The group of passages in Denteronomy xiil. 5, xvil. 7, 12, xix.
19, xxi. 21, xxi, 21, 22, 24, xxiv, 7 is worth study in the Latin
Versions. The type of rendering given in the LXX. is €fapels Tov
movnpor €€ vumr aevtdv. 'The Vatican MS. has rov wrowmpdr in
each passage. The variant 76 7rovgpdr however would be liable to
arise in all the passages as it has done in xiii, 5, xix. 19 (sce Tischen-
dorf). It is of some importance to notice that St Paul {1 Cor. v,
13) in a general reference to these passages has rév wornpér, and
that Aquila has oy wormpdr in xxiv, 7 (scc Field Herapla), the
only passage of the group of which any rendering of the other
Gireek -Versions has been preserved. We may therefore conclude
that, though the neuter reading existed, the reading gcenerally
current was Tov wornpdy.

Putting aside the Latin rendering of the verb as unimportant
for our present purpose', we note four renderings of the noun in
the Latin Versions, :

(1) Malwmn is the commonest rendering.  So Tert. adv. Mare.

1 The verb used is the future or imperative of tellere or guferre. In xxii, 22
however the reading in Zieglor’s Fragmenta is eradicabis.  Jerome adv. Helvid, ¢. 4
has eradicabitis, At firat gight this word seema to imply the ncuter interpretation.
But usage doos not confirm this impression. Thus the Specnlum {ed. Weihrich,

Corp. Serip. Keel, Lat. xil. p, 537) reads in Deut. xviil. 12, eradicabit eos a ic
| Vulgate, delebit eos).
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v. 14 (comp. adv. Hermog. 11), Lucifer de Suncto Athan. i. (ed.
Hartel p. 75) quoting Deut. xvii. 12, and the Speculum {(cd. Weih-
rich p. 460) quoting xvil. 12. This rendering is consistently
followed by Jerome in the Vulgate. Tertullian (loe. ¢st.), it should
be noticed, takes malum as neuter; for arguing against Marcion’s
dualism he asks, Alind est enim apud crcatorem Auferte malum
de vobly, et Decling a malo et fac bonum %

(ii) Malignum is given as the rendering in xvii. 7 by Lucifer
(ed. Hartel p. 75), in xxii. 21 by Augustine Quaest. in Deut.
(Migne P. L. 34 p. 762), in xxii. 21, 24 by the Fragmente Hona-
censte (Zicgler Bruchstiicke einer Vorkieronymianischen Uber-
setzung des Pentuteuch, Minchen, 1883), in xxiv. 7 by Augustine
(Migne P.L. 34 p. 764). Augustinc (sec below p. 164) takes
malignum as masculine.

(iii) Nequam is found in xxii, 22 as given in the Fragmenta
Monacensia.

(iv) JIniguum is found in Lucifer (ed. Hartel p. 77) who, it
will be noticed, gives three renderings of Tov wornpdr (76 mornpdv)
in as many pages. The whole quotation runs thus: Testificatus
est iniqua .. facite el guemadmodum nequiter egit facerc adversus
fratrem suum, et anferes iniquum cx vobis ipsis (Deut. xix, 18 £),
1t seems clear that iniguum 18 herc masculine,

This group of passages is of special interest as giving all the
renderings of 6 wovnpds which are found in the New Testamont,

In Job xxi, 30 where the Vulgate has els nuépav amerelas
xovpilerar 6 mownpds, the Old Latin as given in Sabatier’s
represcntation of Cod. Majoris Monasterii (scc Bp Westcott
art, Vadgate, Dict. of the Bible ifi. p. 1692) and the Vulgate {(Cod.
Amiatinus) both read, In diem perditionis servatur malus, In
such a context it would be very natural to take malus as referring
to Satan. Thus in the interlinear Commentary on Job printed
with Jerome's works (Migne P. L. 23 p. 1437), assigned by some
to his friend Philip {sce D. C\ Biog. iv. p. 357), there is the gloss,
antiqui hostis vel impii in hoe mundo. Again, Gregory the Great
Expositio in beatwm Iob sew Moralivm Libri (Migne P. L. 75
p- 1117) writes thus on v, 31: Beatus Tob dum de omnium malo-
rum corpore logueretur, subito ad omnivmn iniquorum caput verba
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convertit: vidit enim quod in fine mundi Satan hominem ingredi-
cus, &c., where the reference at least in part is to v 30. 1If then
we could be sure that this part of the Old Latin rendering of
the Old Testament was pre-Christian (see Bp Westcott art,
Vulgate, D. B. iii. p. 1691), we should have grounds for arguing
that the passage supplied an Important precedent for the trans-
lation of 6 wewypés In the New Testament. In any case we

see the associations connected with the term malus in the Latin
Bible,

(2) New Testament,

In the Gospels the evidence as to the Old Latin is fairly
abundant. The greatest assistance, cspecially in regard to St
Matthew, 13 found in the first volume of Bishop Wordsworth's
edition of the Vulgate. To this volume (p. xxxiil) and to Dr
Hort's Introduction (p. 81) I must refer for the classification
which is adopted in the following table of the Mss to which T
refer.

(1) ‘African text’: (i} Cod. Palatinus=e¢ does not contain
the earlier chaptors of St Matthew; it begins at xii. 49. The
portion containing xiii. 19 is detached and is given in T. K.
Abbott’s edition of Cod. Z. (ii) Cod. Bobiensis =k contains parts of
St Matthew and St Mark.

(2} ‘Buropean text’: (i) Cod. Vercellensis =, according to
Bp Wordsworth, has a ‘ European’ text in St Matthew, a ‘mixed’
text in the other Gospels. (i) Cod. Veronensis =b6. (i) Cod.
Claromontanus=h. (1v) Cod. Monacensis=q does not contain
Matt, v. 25—vi. 4,

(3) ‘Italian text’: Cod. Briwianus = f.

(4) ‘Mixed text’: () Cod. Vercellensis=a (see above). (i1)
Cod. Colbertinns =¢. (iil) Cod. Corbeiensiz 1 = ff,. (iv) Cod. Cor-
betensis 2=ff,.  (v) Cod. Sangermunensis= ¢, (vi) Cod. Bezae
(Lat. vers)=d.

(5) ‘Vulgate’: (i) Cod. Amiatinus=A. (ii) Cod. Dublirensis
{(*Book of Armagh)y=D. (ill) Cod. Egertonensie=E. (iv) Cod.
Fichfeldensis=L. (v) Cod. Kenunensis { Book of Kells)=@Q,
(v1) Cod. Rushworthianus (* Gospels of Mac Regol’}=R.
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Matt. v. 37.

(1) (D) () {(5) a malo; so Tert. de Praeser. Haer. 26, de Carne
Cheisit 23, adv, Praz. 9.

(4} a malo.

de malo d.  So Hilary én loco (Migne P. L. 9 p. 940).

Matt, v, 30,

(1} non resistere adversus nequam nequam (sie) &.

(2} (3) non resistere malo.

(4} non resistere malo.

malum g,

(5) non resisterc malo.

a malo EGQ.

Aug. de Serm. Dom. iil. (Migne £. L. 34 p. 1258) has: non
resistere adversus malum.

Matt. vi, 13.

(1) (2} (3) {4) (3) ibcra nos a malo,

Tertullian de Orat. viil. devehe (vl. evehe) nos a malo; de
Fuga il erue nos & maligno. As the phrase ‘a maligne’ does not,
so far as I know, oceur in any other authority for the O, I, text,
it is probable that Tertullian here gives an original rendering, as
he not unfrequently does (Dr Hort Tatroduction p. 78). <Erue’
however is found in Le. xi. 4 1n 7,

Matt. xii. 35.

(1) necquam homo de nequa thesaure emittit nequam 2 So
Cyprian Ep. 35 (58).

(2y (3) (4) (5) malns homo de malo thesanro profert mala
(mala profert 4).

Matt. xiii. 19

(1) maluse nequam k.

(2) malus ¢ b g malignus b

(3) malus £

(4) malus ¢ ff1 ff, .. malignus d g,

(5) malus plerigue. malignus DLQR.

Matt. xiii. 88,

(1) fili malignie f mali k.

b A gecond ms, taking its namo from the Abbey of Bt Germain, sometimes
cited by Habatier,
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(2) f nequitiac a. f maligni Ag  f inilqui b (so Augustine
in the Speculwm, Mai Patr. Nova Biblio. 1. Pars ii, p. 112).

(3) £ maligni £

(4) £ nequam f. f nequitiae ¢ ff, g.. f maligni d.

(3} f. nequam plerigue. diabuli nequam Q.

Compare Iren. iv. 66, 67. Rursus in zizaniis ait: zizania sunt
filii maligni,. juste scriptura eos qui in abscessione perseverant
semper filios diaboli, ¢t angelos dixit maligni. The passage is of
importance as shewing {z} the interpretation which Irenaeus gave
to the 7ob wownpol, and () that the translator deliberately
adopted the form “filii maligni’ when the context of his author
required that ‘maligni’ should be the genitive masculine.

Luke vi. 43,

{1} malus homo de malo thensauro cordis sul malum pro-
feret e. wvacat k.

(2) malus (homo ¢) de malo thensauro (cordis sui g) proferct
(profert ¢) mala b q.

(3} malus homo de malo thensauro cordis sui profert malum £

(4) necquain de malo profert malum ¢.  malus horo de malo
(thesauro cordis sui ¢) profert malam ¢ ;. malus de malo froferet
(ste) malum d.

(5) malus homo de malo profert malum.

Tuke xi. 4.

(1) vacant e k.

(2) Cod. Vindobonensis {sce Bp Wordsworth Pulgate p. xxxii)
has: eripe nos a malo.

(8) eruc nos a malo f (ef Tert. de Fuga i1). All other
authorities appear to have: libera nos & malo.

John xvii. 15,

{1) ut serves eos a malo e.

(2) ut serves eos a malo b.

ut conserves illos a maligno ¢.
(3) ut conserves eos a maligno f.
(4) ut serves eos a malo ¢ [
ut serves eos de iniquo d.
(5) ut serves eos cx malo.

When we turn from the Gospels to the Epistles we become
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conscious of the lack of evidence as to the Old Latin texts. ‘The
delusive habit of quoting as Old Latin the Latin texts of bilingual
Ms8,” Dr Hort remarks (Inéroduction p. 82), ¢ has obscured the real
poverty of evidence” Tt will be sufficient for my present purpose
to record the rendering of the Vulgate (Cod. Amiatinus), and to
note some of the more important variations as they appear in
Patristic quotations. The greatest belp is derived here as else-
where from the monumental work of Sabatier. Unfortunately
none of the passagos in the Pauline Epistles, to which I have
occasion to refer, arc found in the Freisingen Fragments (Ziegler,
Htala-fragmenta, Marburg, 1876}, which appear to give an * Italian
text” (Dr Hort, Iutroduction, Notes on Select Readings p. 5).

Rom, xii. 9 odientes malum. Tert. adv. Mare. v. 14 odio
habentes malum.

1 Cor. v, 18 auferte malum cx vobis ipsis. Compare the group
of passages from Deuteronomy (see above, p. 136 f.). Compare
Tert. adv. Hermog. 11 frustra laboramus de auferendo malo ex
nobis ipsis, That Tertullian took ‘malum’ as maseculine is clear
from de Pudic. 13 incesto...quem scilicet auferri jussissct de
medio ipsorum. The same interpretation is presupposed by the
words in de Aleatoribus 4 Apostolus iterum dixit: eximite malos
e medio vestro,

Gal. 1. 4 ut eriperet nos de pracsenti saeculo nequam, Jeromo
i loco has de...malo. Augustine in loco and in de Peco. Mer.
(Migne P. L. 44, p. 135) has de...maligno.

Eph. vi. 12—18 contra spiritualis nequitiae (2. 12),..in die
malo (v 13)...omnia tela nequissimi ignea (v, 16).

In v, 12 spiritualia nequitiae is as old as Cyprian, Test. iii. 117,
and Tert, c.g. adv. Mare. v. 18, But there arc the following
variations (i) hostes spirituales nequitiae (Tert. adv. Mare. iii. 14,
(i) spiritualia malitiae (Tert. ade. Marc. iv. 24, de Jejun. 17).
Compare : malitia spiritualis (dpol. 22). (iii) spiritus nequitiae,
Cypr. Ep. 55 (38). (iv) spirituales nequitias, so Hilary often, sce
eg in s bv. (Migne P. 1.9, p. 890). (¥) nequitiam spiritualium
(Ambrosc de Parad. xii., Migne P, L. 14, p. 802),

In » 13 Cyprian [Test. it 117, Ep. 53 (58)] has: in die
nequissimo; Vigilius Thapsensis de Trinitate xii. (Migne P. L. 62,
p- 320) in die maligne,

C. 11
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In 2. 16 (1) Cyprian has: omnia candentia iacula nequissimi (Test.
iil, 117); (i) Amabrosc (de Sp. Suncto iil. 7, Migne P, L. 16, p. 786)
omuia tela maligni ignita; Leo (Serm. 39, Migne . L. 54, p. 266)
omnia tela maligni ignea; (iii) Zeno of Verona (T'ract. 43, Migne
P. L. 11, p. 496) omnes sagittas illiug mall. (iv) The following
glosses should be noticed. Tertullian hag: omnia diaboli ignita
tela {ade. Mare. iii. 14), tela diaboli (de Fuge 9). Hilary in an
indirect reference has: ignita diaboli tela (én Ps. cxlii., Migne
P.L 9, p. 838).

2 Thess. ili. 3 qui confirmavit vos et custodiet a malo (v. 2
ut liberemur ab importunis et malis hominibus).

2 Tim. iv. 18 liberabit me Dominus ab omoi vpere malo, _

1 John ii. 13f vicistis malignum, Ambrose Enarr. in Ps,
xxxvi § 52 (Migne P. L, 14, p. 992) has: vicistis malum.

il 12 ex maligno erat...opers eius maligna erant.

v. 18f malignus non tangit eum...mundus totus in maligno
positus est,

The readings in 1 Ju, iii, 12, v. 18f. given above arc those of
the Freisingen Fragments (Ziegler, ftalo-fragmenta) which in this
Epistle probably represent an ‘Italian’ text (Dr Hort, Notes on
Select Readings p. 5). These fragments unfortunately do not
include 1, 131,

It remains to review the evidence of the Latin Versions, so
far as it has been here collected.

(1) Passages where the neuter is grammatically certain : malum
is used in Le. vi. 45, Rom. xil. 9, compare Tertullian’s eormnent on
the passages from Deuteronomy (sce above, p. 157); nequam is
used in Matt. xii. 35 (1).

(2) Passages where the masculine is for some reason certain:
malus is used in Job xxi. 30, Matt. xiii. 19, Le. vi. 45 (2) () d,
1 Cor. v. 13, 1 John ii. 13f (Awbrose); malignus in Dent.
xxiv. 7 (Augustine), Matt. xiii. 19, 38 (translator of Irenaeus),
1 John ii. 13£,1ii 12, v. 18f; nequam in Mast. xiii, 19 (1), Le.
vi. 43 {4).

(3} In one or two cases where the gender is grammatically
uncertain, & gloss is inserted in the text which witnesscs to the
hold obtained by the masculine interpretation. Such glosses are
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diabuli nequam in Matt, xiii. 88 (5), the insertion of the word
diaboli in Eph. vi. 16 (see above). Against these must be weighed
the filii pequitiae in Matt. xiii. 38, which, it should be noticed,
oceurs in representatives of two groups of MSS,

(4) Threo words, iniguus, nequam, malignus, are used in
some anthoritics in passages where malus is also found. (¢) ini-
quus is so found in Dout. (see above, p. 157), Matt. xiii. 38 (2),
John xvii. 15 (4). The rare use of the word in this series of
passages, in none of which is the maseuline interpretation gram-
matically certain, has little or no interpretative value. (b) nequam
is s0 found in Deut. (see above, p. 157), Matt. v. 39 (1), xii. 35 (1)*,
xiit. 19 (1)¥, xiii. 38 (4) (5), Le. vi. 45 (4)¥, Matt. xii. 35 (de nequa
thes.), Gal. i. 4. In the last two places the word is applied to a
thing, expressed by a noun; in the passages marked with an
asterisk 1t is certainly masculine. The word is somewhat more
naturally used of a person; note the gloss of Q in Matt, xiii, 38 and
the usc of the superlative, which can hardly be used of abstract
evil, in Eph. vi, 16. Hence the ocenrrence of the word as an
alternative rendering in Matt. v. 39, xiii. 38 slightly inclines
towards the masculine interpretation of the doubtful phrase in
these verses. (¢) maligpus is the most important alternative
translation of mwovmpés. It is found in (i) Matt. xiii, 19 (2) (4) (3),
xiil. 38 (translator of Iren.), 1 John ii. 18, v, 18 where the masculine
1s certain; (ii) Gal i 4, Eph. vi. 13 (Vigilius), where it qualifies a
noun denoting a thing; (iii) Matt. vi. 13 (Tert.), xiii. 38 (1) (2) (3)
(4), Jobn xvii. 15 (2) (3), 1 John iii. 12, v. 19, Eph. vi. 16 (Ambr,
Leo), where the gender is grammatically doubtful, though in the
last passage the masculine is generally admitted for exegetical
reasons to be certain. In 1 John iii. 12, v. 18 the gender is
masculine, but here there is no evidence that malus was used as
a translation. As to these passages, in the first place we notice
that the use of malignus to ropresent wovnpds is not confined to
any one class of anthorities but occurs in cach in turn, Secondly
we ask the question why the word so often takes the place of
malus as an equivalent of worgpds. An answer to this question
will be found (=) in a brief study of the use of the word malignus
in the Latin Bible; (b) in two passages from Augustine.

When wo turn to the Vulgate as given in the Cod. Amiatinus

11—2
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we find the word used (1) of persons: Job v 12, viii. 20, Ps.
v. 6 {non habitabit juxta te malignus), ix. 15 (brachium peccatoris
et maligni), xiv. 4 (ad nihilum deductus est in conspectu eius
malignus), ¢ 4 (declinantem a me malignum non cognosccbam),
exviil, 115 (declinate a me maligni), Le. vili. 2 (curatac ab
spiritibus malignig); (i) of things: Ps cxliii. 10 (de gladio
maligno), Baruch i 22 (cordis nostri maligni), Jas. iv. 16 (omnis
exultatio talis maligna est), 2 John 11 (communicat operibus illius
malignis), 3 John 10 (verbis malignis garriens in nos). To this
lagt group of passages the following given by Riusch Ttala .
Vulgate p. 333 should be added: Prov. xx. 8 non adversabitar ei
quidquam malignum Cod. 1. 1. 18 (dissipat omne malum Vaulg),
Jor, xxiii. 22 a malignis cogitationibus Wirceb. (a cogitationi-
bus suis pessimis Vulg.), Jon. iil. 8, 10 de via sua maligna (mala
Vulg.)...a viis suis malignis (via mala Valg) Weing, Mic. il 3
quoniam tempus malignum est Fuld. (pessimuin est Vulg). A
review of these passages shews that Biblical usage agrees with a
priort probability, and that malignus {=maligenus), the opposite
of benignus, is naturally and properly used of persons; in the
Psalms the word ‘malignus,’ like the word ‘sinner,’ has almost a
technical scnse. If the word is applied to things, it is almost ex-
clusively when porsonal qualities are transferred to them,

The two following passages from Augustine shew that this
characteristic sense of malignus was explicitly recognised by
Latin writers: (@) Quaest. in Deut. 39 (Migne P. L. 84, p. 764),
after quoting 1 Cor. v. 13 (auferte malum) he continues: nam
Graecus habet 76y movnpdy, quod etiam hic scriptum est. Hoe
autem potius malignum solet interpretarl quam malum, nec ait o
wovypov, id est, hoc malignum, sed 7év mernpév, quod est, hune
malignum...Quamvis aliter illad apostolicum possit intelligi ut
unusquisque malum vel malignum [note the order in which the
alternatives arc placed] ex se ipso sit jussus auferre. Qui sensus
acceptabilior esset, si hoe malum vel hoc malignum, non autem
hunc malignum in Gracco invenirctur. Nunc autem credibilius
cst de homine dictum quam de vitio. Quamquam possit eleganter
intelligi etiam homo auferre a se malum hominem (Eph. iv. 22
veterem hominem). (b) Aug, in Gal. i 4 (Migne P. L. 35, p. 2108),
seculum praesens malignum propter malignes homines, qui in co
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sunt, intelligendum est, sicut dicimus et malignam domum propter
malignos inhabitantes In ca.

Thus, in passages where malus iz found in the obliquc cases,
the occurrence of the corresponding case of malignus in other
Latin authorities becomes a strong argument for the masculine
interpretation. In Matt. v. 37, 89, Le. vio 43 (malum), where
an obligne casc of malus occurs without malignum as an
alternative rendering, the neuter is the certain or the almost
universally accepted Interpretation. In 2 Thess. iil. 3 the «
mulo was probably looked upon as a quotation from the Lord’s
Prayer, though it should be remembered that with our present
slight evidence for the Latin texts of the Pauline Epistles we are
unable to assert that no other rendering was ecurrent. Thus
we are brought to Matt. vi. 13, Le. xi. 4. Here threc points
arc to be noticed: (1) the rendering o male was, we may belicve,
carly fixed by devotional usage. It was the obvious translation
of the Greck word and seems to he a precise example of the
‘gimplicitas interpretationis’ of which Tertullian speaks (adv.
Proaz. 5, corap. de Monogum. 11). (i) Tertullian, who discusses
the petition in de Uratione and in de Fuga (see above, p. 134 £),
while in both Fracts he adopts the masculine interpretation, in the
second of them, which is of later date than the formoer, character-
istically gives the revised rendering @ maeligno. His attempt fo
introduce this new rendering brings into prominence the inter-
pretation which he had alrcady given of « wmalo; his failure
indicates how strong was the hold which the old translation
had on Christian men. (iil) The translation a malo must be
viewed in the light of those pasgages of the New Testament in
which the word is certainly masculine, and of those in which
the use of an oblique case of malignus in some authorifies sup-
ports the masculine intcrpretation of the corresponding case of
malus,

To sum up, the evidence of the Latin Versions taken as a
whole, and the decisive evidence of Tertullian and of Cyprian,
whose interpretation is repeated by several Latin writers (see
above, pp. 67 f., 137 n.) on whom probably the spell of Angustine's
influence had not rested, are the two sides of an arch which,
meeting together and mutually strengthening each other, firmly
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support the conclusion that the early Latin-speaking Christians
held the lasgt petition of the Lord’s Prayer to refer to Satan,

It remains to bring together in a brief statement the main re-
sults of this lengthy discussion of different classes of evidenec,
The record of our Lords life and teaching in the Gospels gives
what T cannot but think is & conclusive confirmmation of the view
that Christ taught His followers in the closing petition of the
Prayer to ask for deliverance from Satan in his manifold enmity
against man. The Apostolic teaching of the Npisties of the New
Testament, the witness of writers of the early Church, several of
whom happen to be typical writers, the choice of words in certain
passages in two of the carliest versions of the New Tcstament,
supply evidence which powerfully supports the verdict based on
the testimony of the Gosgpels, Two passages, however, one from a
Pauline Epistle (2 Tim. iv. 17 f.), the other from what is perhaps
the earliest Christian document cutside the New Testament {see
above, pp, 119 ff,, 126 £), may be considered as ambigucus or even as
adversc. The utmost however which can be said seems to be that
these iwo passages indicate that the neuter interpretation, which

1 T have not the knowledge requigite for the discussion of the Epyptian Versions,
On two points however I may briefly touch. (i} Canon Cook {4 Second Letter p.
44}, o far as I can judge, makes good lis contention, that the Memphitic version has
in 1 Jn. v. 19 ‘lieth in evil {wickedness),” Dionysius of Alcxandria, as we have
already seen (p. 140), gives the nenter interpretation of that passnge. Should we
not connect the Interpretation given in the Memphitie version with that of
Dionywing? In the same way the difficulties which Dionysius felt as to the
Apocalypec may refleet the position which the Momphitic and Thebaie versions
took ag regarde this Book (Bp Lightfoot in Scrivener's Introduction p. 348, ed. 3).
Avyhow the example of Dionysiug shews that it is possible to affirm the neuter
inferpretation of 1 Jn. v, 10 and the masculine interpretation of Matt, vi. 18, The
interpretation of the former passage in the Memphitic does not raise any presump-
tion as to its interpretation of the latter. (i) Canon Coock, elaiming the Mcmphitie
Vereion as a witness on his side, admita that there iz some probability that the
Thebaie Version is against him. He secks however to break the foree of this adverse
evidenee by the suggestion that the masculine rendering is due o the influence of
Origen, The answer to thin suggestion is two-fold. On the one hand it has been
clearly shewn that the masculine interpretation is not the invention of Origen.
On the other hand, in the une clause of the Prayer of which the geniuns of
Origen did, ap it seems, give currency to o new interpretation, both the Thebaic and
Memphitic Versions embody en carlier and simpler interpretation {‘ coming bread,’
tbread of tomorrow’).
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clearly is grammatically possible, was not absolutely unknown in
early times, With these two exceptions the tenour of early evi-
dence is ome. In particular the consideration of the liturgical
evidence, where many lines converge towards one point, leaves no
doubt as to the way in which the last petition of the Prayer was
interpreted in early times or rather, as I think the whole body of
evidence clearly shews, continuously from the first, by the devotional
instinet of the Christian Church.



VIIL

[FO7i co¥ cTiN H BaciAeis Kal H AYNamic Kal H AUZa eic Toyc
AIGONAC, TAMHN (81 Marruew), ]

THAT the true text of St Matthew’s Gospel has no doxology
at the close of the Lord’s Praycer cannot be considered doubtful
The authorities which add a doxology differ as to the exact form.
The theory, which finds an explanation of some of the problems
connected with the Lord’s Prayer in an adaptation or cxpausion
of the Prayer for liturgical use, has in regard to the doxology its
most obvious application. Nowhere except in the petition for
“daily bread’ has early liturgical usage made so deep and lasting
a mark on the Lord’s Prayer as in the addition of the doxology.

A brief statement of somc of the facts about the use of
doxologics in the carly Chureh may be useful. The complete
discussion of the subjeet would require thorough knowledge of the
liturgical forms of Jews and Christians alike,

In 1 Chron. xxix. 10f we have a point where liturgical
streams which afterwards flowed widely apart are united. The
passage runs thus in the LXX.: edhoynric e, Kipie 6 Beog Tapaii,
6 waTip Hpdy dwo Tob aldves kal Ews Tob aldves. ot (so Cod. B;

voor

Cod. A aoi: Hebr, '?r?), Képie, 4 peyarwovvy wai 1 Sdvauis xat
T kavypa kal 1 viey xal g loyts.

Here side by side are two types of doxologies. The first
doxology begins with the word ‘Blessed” Such a form occurs
frequently in the Old Testament, cspecially in the Psalms, It is
the essentially Hebraistic type. It is found in the New Testa-
ment (Le 1. 68, 2 Cor. 1. 3, x1. 31, Rom. 1. 25, ix. 5, Eph. 1. 3,
1 Pet. 1. 3), and Instances of its usc in the worship of the Temple
arc given in Lightfoot's Herae Hebraicae on Matt, vi, 13, It is
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very comwmon in Jewish Prayer Books. Tts absence, so far as 1
know, in the liturgical portions of early Christian literature®
suggests that it had not so prominent a place in the formulas
of the Hellenistic as in those of the Hebrew Synagogues.

T'he second doxology 1s of the kind familiar te us in connexion
with the Lord’s Prayer. Such passages in the Old Testament as
Ps. xxviil. 1, xev. 7, cili. 31, 1 Chroun. xvi. 27 should be compared.
This type of doxology is very common in the New Testament.
Bp Westcott (Hebrews p. 464£) has collecied the passages and
has brought out many poeints of interest in regard to them. Out-
side the Apostolic writings, it is very frequently found, its exact
form varying, in the liturgical portions of the Didaché, of Cle-
ment’s Kpistle, of the Martyrdom of Polycarp. The phenomena
are all explained if we suppose that this liturgical usage passed
over from the Synagegues of the Hellenistic Jews into those of
the Christian ‘ Brethren” The evidence for this will, at least in
part, appear in the following discussion.

In this forme of doxology there are normally four clements:
(i} The reference to God-—aoi, goi, avrd, . (i) The verb, which
is always, I believe, in the indicative, éoriv, e.g. Didaché viil, 2,
Clem. 58. The verb however is commonly omitted, always so in
the simplest forms. (iii) That which is aseribed to God, ‘ glory,
‘power.” (iv) The description of eternity.

Thus the simplest form is:

(i) ool ()

[(i1) éoriv]

(iil) % 8ofa

(iv) eis Tovs aidvas (raov alwvwr) (auqv).

This form is found in Gal. i. 5, * Ron. xi, 36, 2 Tiwn. iv. 18, Hebr,
xiii. 21, Did. ix. ¥2, *8, x, *2, *4, Ep. Clem. 38, 43, 45, 50, ‘the
Ancient Homily’ 20 (where the simple formula atTd...sums up
an elaborate preface 1@ pove B¢ dopare x.r\.), *Clem. Hom. (ed.

1 Ign. Eph. 1 can hardly be considered an exception. It is however found in
the Liturgies, e.g. ‘Clemcntine’ Liturgy (Hammond p. 16) dyees...m5s 86&ns alroi
eBhoynTds efs Tods alfmas’ dpefe. Lit. of St James (Hammond p, 26, Bwainson p. 218)
e ob etheynros €l xal dedofacpdvos otv 7§ Tavayiy xal dyaf xal fwomowy Fou wred-
part, viv vol del kel els rods aldwas. dudv. So in Lit, St Chrys. (Hammond p. 119,
Swainaon p. 136)). Thus the ancient form wus elaborated and Christianised,
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Dressel p. 9), The passages marked with an asterisk have the
simpler efs rovs atdvas. In all the passages except those in the
Didaché dpny i3 added’. This last point is of itself sufficicnt to
mark the formula as liturgical.

Rach of the elements in this normal form admits of variation
and claboration. The variations in (iv) are not of great importance,
In the Didaché the severely simple eis Tods aidvas is throughout
adhered to. In Clement 64 we fiud xai viv xal els wdvras Tovs
aivvas TOv aldver, in Mart. Polye. 21 dmd ryeveds els ryeveav
(cf. 14). Still more elaborate forms occur in Hph. iil. 21, Jude 25,
2 Pet. iiL. 18,

The elaboration of (iii) gives rise to very various forms. When
06£a stands alone it always has the article.  When another word
is added, usage varies, but the variations can be left out of
account. In 1 Tim. vi. 16, 1 Pet. iv. 11 (comp. v. 11), Apoe. 1. 6
(76) xpdvos, in the Diduché (viil. 2, ix. 4, X. 5) % Svvapes is added.
Longer forms are found in Jude 25 (86fa peyarwatyy xparos
kai éfovaia), Apoc. v. 18, vil. 12 (y evhoyia xat % Sofa xab %
copla xai 7 eUyapioTia kal § Touy xal n Sivapts xei B loyvs),
Clem. 64 (86fa xai peyahmavvn, kpdaras, Teus, comp, 61, 65, Mart.
Polye. 20, 21).

There is no variation in regard to (if), unless the éyévero of
Apoc. xil. 10 should be noticed in this connexion, until we turn to
the Liturgies, Thus, to take & single example which will also
illustrate the claboration of later doxologies, in the Litnrgy of St
James (Hammond p. 48, Swalnson p. 324 1) we find the following
forin: ool vyap mwpémes xal émodellerar waps TadrTwY NuGY Tdoa
Soferoyla, Tius, Tpookliyots, kal ebyapioTia, TG TaTpi Kal TG
viK Kai T ayly wrevpaTy, viv kai del, xai eis Tovs aivvas Twv
aldrey,

The variations in (i) have a special importance, for through
them the ancient form, inherited, as 1 suppose, from the Jewish
Synagogue, became Christianised. This new stamp was given to
the doxology in one of three ways. (a} Sometimes the divine
glory is ascribed to the Son. This is the cage in 2 Tim. iv. 18,
2 Pet. iii. 18, Apoc. 1. 6, Mart, Polye. 21. 1, 4, and perhaps in Clem,

1 But when the doxology of Did. ix. 3 reappcars in Constit. dp. vii. 25 and in
Athan. de Virgin, 13, ihe apiv is added.
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20,50. (b) Sometimes Christ isrepresented as the mediator (8¢ of),
as in Rom. xvi. 27, Jude 25, Didacké ix. 4, Clem, 58, 61, 64, 65,
Mart. Polye. 14 (the Martyr’s prayer), 20. (¢} Sometimes the
Three Persons of the Trinity are named. I do not think that
this form occurs earlier than the prayer of Polycarp before his
martyrdom, 8¢’ off oot alv avrd xal wredpare dyip 4 8dfa (14);
so 22, 3 (& 7 8dfa avv waTpi xal dyip TrebuaTi).

In the controversies of the fourth century about the doctrine
of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, the varying forms of doxology,
which fall under the last head, werc degraded into the watch-
words of theological strife.  For this stage of their history it must
be sufficient to refer to the locus classious in Hooker's Eeelesiastical
Polity v. 42. TH2

The earliest doxologics, to pass to a subordinate matter, appear
to begin with a personal pronoun (gof, ood), or with the relative
{¢). The insertion of 7o (¥7i ool éoTwr xmA) is as old as the
Diduchd, where it i1s nsed to introduce the doxology at the close of
two Eucharistic formulas (ix. 4, . 5), and also at the cnd of the
Lord’s Prayer (viil. 2). Though the form of the doxology at the
end of the Lord’s Prayer varied, yet (so far as I have observed) it
always commences with 67¢% It may be added that, when the
doxology came into use as a formula complete in itself, or, espe-
cially in the Western Church, as the constant ending of the Psalms
recited in worship (Bingham Anfiguities Bk. X1v. ch. ii), the
first element of the normal form was eliminated altogother. This
adaptation is probably to be traced back through the Gloria in
Excelsis (Apost. Constit. vil. 47) to the Angelic Hymu (Le. i1, 14
86k év vrigrors Oe x.mX). The grace after meat in Athan,
de Virgin. 14, a tract which preserves very ancient forms,
contains perhaps the oldest instance of this usage. It is as
follows: éxefjuwy rxai olxrippwy ¢ xiptos, Tpodiy EBwke Tols

1 Comp. the very remarkable form in Eph. ifi. 2 (aérg 5 8fn & v éxadneig wal
&v Xpiorg Tugod),

* The familiar words of the ¢ Constantinopolitan’ Creed (v gdv warpl gal vig...
surfofefdpevor) are of course a relic of this atrife.

3 Thue the dozology was tsken in close connexion with the petition for de-
liverance from Satan. Thus Chryaostom in loco: odxele el airor dorw 7 Pagiiele,
oiddve Bedoxérar xpv, dre oiderds Swros Tof drBirrapéeov, Kkai wpds adror THY dpxd
Siarepopdvov,
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r * I ’ k) L) o LY T f A
poPovucvors aurov: 86fa marpt xai vip xai dyle wrevpate xal
~ LA \ 3 [ad
vy kal det kal €05 ToUS ai@vas,

From the form of the doxologies we turn to the position which
they occupy in early Christian writings, If we put aside the
Apostolic Epistles, it is true to say that they are found with but
few exceptions in a liturgical context, This becomes clear as to
the prayer of Polycarp when the words which precede the doxology
are quoted, ‘For this cause, yea and for all things, I praise Thee,
I bless Thee, T glorify Thee, throngh the eternal and heavenly
High Pricst, Thy beloved Son, through Whom to Thee with Him
and the Holy Spirit be glory both now {and ever] and for the
ages to come. Awen’ Here Bp lightfoot draws attention to
the close parallel between these words and the Glorie in Ewcelsts
as given in Apost. Constif. vii. 47, and notes the liturgical
complexion of the words which follow, dvaméuyravros 8¢ adtot 7o
duny (comp. e.g. Justin Martyr Apel. 1. G5, 67). Polycarp in fact
is represonted as using when he came to dic a form of prayer
clogely akin to that which he had often used as & wpoeords, to
quote Justin’s phrase, in the congregation.

What Polycarp did in the hour of his fiery triumph, Clement
dovs all through his letter. In the prayer at the closc of the
Epistle, in which two of the doxologies referred to above are
found, ‘his language,’ says Bishop Lightfoot, ' naturally runs into
those antithetical forms and measured cadences which his minis-
trations in the Church had rendered habitual with him. DBut
this is not all. * The litany at the close is culy the climax of the
cpistle, which may be regarded as one long psalm of praise and
thanksgiving on the glories of nature and of grace” (Bp Lightfoot
Clement 1. p. 386).

Even more instructive i the study of the doxologies in the
Didaché. Here thore are three forms of doxology. (@) The simple
form cot 7 60fa els Tovs aidras. This occurs in the thanksgiving
over the cup (ix. 2), over the bread {rd xhdoue) (ix. 3), twice (=,

1 Two points in detail may be noticed, {a) three doxclogies ocenr in gloss con-
nexion with the mention of the divine Nuamce (43, 45, 64); (b) the parallel between
oliros.. EX\dyeuos EoTay els Tou dpfude TOr ocwlopévar 3 T Xp., & ot k.. A, (58, uew Bp
Lightfoot’s note) and Mart, Polye, 14 (7ol hafely pe pépos év dmilug riv papripur),
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2, 4) in the Eucharistic formula after Communion (uerd 796
éumanolivar). The substantial identity of this form with that
found in the Apostolic Epistles and in Clement has already been
pointed out {p. 169). (5) The longest form in the Ihdaché (ool
éorey 7 Sofa rai n Svrapts Sia Inood Xpiorol els Tovs aidvas)
occurs at the close of the remarkable prayer that the Church may
be made one as the bread is one (ix. 4). (¢) The intermediate
form (ool éoTw 7 ddvaus xai 1 défa el Tovs alwvas) closes the
second prayer for the gathering together of the Church® (x. 5) and
also the Lord's Prayer (viii. 2).

Regarding these passages together, we learn that the liturgical
usage of the Christian Church, inherited no doubt from the
Hellenistic Synagogues, was to close a prayer with a doxology,
The passages in the Didaché and in the Martyrdom of Polycarp
arc obvious examples of this custom, A doxology cnds the great
prayer in Clement’s Epistle (59—61) and the prayer in c. 64.
Hence the additien of a doxology to the Lord’s Prayer was the
simple following out of the prevailing use.

This conclusion is fully corroborated by the evidence sup-
pliecd by the Didachd. Here the same doxzology which closes
the post-communion form of thanksgiving and intercession (x. 5)
closes also the Lord’s Prayer {viil. 2). No testimony could be
clearer or more o the point than this. It might further be
suggested that the frequent conmexion of a doxology with
liturgical forms belonging to the Kucharistic Service of Holy
Commuuion (DHdaché, Clement, Prayer of Polycarp) points to the
purpose of the addition of the doxology to the Lord’s Prayer, viz
the adaptation of the Prayer for use in that serviec®,

1 The formula in e, x. may be said to contain in an embrye form what appeared
in later liturgies ag () the Grest Interccesion (e.g. Hammond p. 18); (¥} the ex-
pansion of the Lord’s Prayer (Prefaco, Embolismus ; e.g. Hammond p. 47£); (¢} the
formunls 74 dyia Tols ayiows (ef Tis dyws doriv, dpxdofw Did.; Hammond p. 21, where
ae in Did. the words doarrd 73 vig Aepls have a place in the context). |

¢ It should be noted however that in the Liturgy to which Cyril of Jorusalem
withesses (Catech. zxiit. 18) the Prayer closed with dpsy without a doxelogy. Itis
remarkable that in two passages where St Paul sesms to be referring to the laat
petition of the Lord’s Prayer {Gal. i. 4£,,2 Tim, iv. 18 ff., see above, pp. 115, 119) he
pasees Into a doxclogy, using the same form in boih placcs. The immediste oocasion
of the thanksgiving no doubt is the thought of deliverance, gencral {{zal. i, 4) andg
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One point remains to be considered, the variation in the form
of the doxology which is attached to the Lord's Prayer in different
anthorities. The fact that such diversities exist of itself confirms
the conclusion at which we have arrived. A consideration of
some of these variations still further strengthens the position.
We will confine our attention to the third element (i) in the
doxology, which is indeed its kernel.

The Old Latin Cod. Bobiensis (k) has: quoniam est tibi virtus
in saecula saceulorum. If virtus here represents 7 Svvaues, this
form in which the simple 5 Svwaues takes the place of the simple
7 86fa is, so far as I know, unique. The simyple 16 xpdros (Vulg.
imperint) is found in 1 Pet. v. 11.

The Thebaic Version has: quoniam tuum est robur et potentia
in aevum aevi. Here also, if the Greek text represented is 7
Svvapis kat % loyds (Dr Hort, Introduction, Notes on Select
Readings p. 8), we have a unique form. # loyds however has a
place in I Chron, xxix. 11; combined with a preceding % Svvaues
it ends the long series in Apoe. vil. 12. This may be considered
sufficient evidence for the supposition that this form was current
in the worship of the Hellenistic Synagogues, Gregory of Nyssa
(Migne P. G. 44, p. 1193) ends his cxposition of the Lord’s Prayer
thus, @md Tol wornpod 1ol v 7O Koo TolTE THY loyUY KekTy-
pévor, ol puaBeinuer yapire Tob ypiaTed, bre avTe n Stvauss kal
n Sofa &pa T@ warpl kal TE aylp wveluati vir xai del Kal els
Tovs aivas TOv aldver durv. The passage is a good illustration
of the combination of elaboration and conservatism which is
an important clement in liturgical history, The kernel of the
doxology (5 Sdvapes xui 7 Sofa) is identical with that of the
doxology which ends the Lord’s Prayer in the Didachd (vii, 2,
X. 5).

The Old Syriac, which presupposes a Greek text 5j Baciiela
xal 7 8dFa, is, so far as I know, the earliest form in which ‘ the
kingdem’ has & place. It would appear probable in view of such
passages as Ps. cxliv. 11 (dofar tis Bacieias oov épodaiv), 12
that this doxology is an independent form. However this may be,
it is remarkable that § Basdeln does not occur in the doxologies

personal (2 Tim, iv. 18). But if the doxology was already in uee at the end of the
Lord's Prayer {(cf. 1 Cor. xiv. 18}, devotional habii may have prompted the addition.
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with which we have at present dealt. The nearest approach to it
is in the doxology with which Clement ends his letter, 8ofa, Tepy,
kparos kai geyahwovvy, Opoves aitdvios' (so Mart. Polye. 21).
The extraordinary richness in this respeet of the Apocalypse
supplies & dowologicel form containing the word, dpre éyévero 3}
cotgpia wal 1 Svaps kai n Baciiela Tob Beod HJuidv kel %
¢Bovaia Tob ypioTod avrod (xii, 10, comp. xi. 15, 17). This
passage, taken in connexion with the fact that the Hebrew of

1 Chron. xxix. 11 is HJSDDH M "[l7, which is represented in

some forms of the 1.XX. by goi, Kipie, 7 Basireln (see Ficld
Hezapla, in loco), tends to shew that a form of doxology with a
reference to ‘the kingdom’' may have been current among the
Jews?; the combination of authorities—the Hebrew text of the
Old Testament, the Apocalypse, the Old Syriac—suggests that the
form was Hebrew rather than Hellenistie,

The doxology, which closes the Lord’s Prayer in the familiar
English use®, and which may be a conflation of the form just
noticed (9 Baciieia xai v Sofa) and the form witnessed to by
the Didaché (5 Svvapis wai 4 Scfa), 1s first, I believe, found in
the Apost. Constie. iil. 18, vil. 24% It occurs in Chrysostom’s
Commentary on St Matthew (vil, 253 D), at the close of the
Embolismus in the Liturgy of St James (Hammond p. 48,
Swainson p. 309} and in other Liturgies, e.g. in the Anaphora of
St Basil (Hammond p. 126, Swainson p. 167), thougb in the
Liturgics a reference to the Holy Trinity and a more elaborate
description of eternity are added. The fact that it gained a place
in the “ Syrian’ text explains its almost undisputed supremacy in
later times.

If the further question is asked why copyists and translators
and commentators add a doxology to the longer form of the Prayer
found in 8¢ Matthew’s Gospel, the answer is not far to scek, and it

1 Pa. xliv. 7 & 8povos sov, & deds, eis aldva aldros, Comp. Hebrews i. 8f,

2 Qomp. Dan. vil, 14 xai adre 4868y 4 dpyh kel 7eph kal § Bacthela (Theod, ; so
Chald.); wai é8afly avrg éfovela kol Touh Basduky (LEX).

% It is worth notice that while the A.V. has the kingdom and the power and the
ylory, the rendering in the Prayer Bouk has the kingdom, the power, and the glory.

1 T refer to Lagarde’s text. The Fditio princeps (see Lagarde’s Preface p. iv.)
in the latter place has simply 4 Buedheia.
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supplies one more confirmation of the theory that the doxology is
a liturgical accretion. At least when the period of purely oral
transmission was over amd the CGospel of St Matthew and that of
St Luke were in general eirculation and were seen to present two
different forms of the Prayer, a longer and a shorter, the natural
desire for fulness and completeness would ensnre the longer form
as given by 8t Matthow being employed in the public Prayers of
the Church and being as time went on embodied in the Liturgies.
Thus to this longer form the doxology would become regularly
attached. This obvious conjecture as to the earliest devotional
usage of the Chureh s confirmed by the evidence of the Didackd
Thus even from sub-Apostolic days liturgical custom would
suggest the interpolation of a doxology in St Matthew's Gospel
alone, '

To sum up, the evidence which we have considered seems to
shew that several different forms of doxology, ultimately fo be
traced to the Old Testament, wers in common use in the earliest
years of the Church’s life; that the public prayers, especially those
of the Eucharistic Service, genorally concluded with one or other of
these doxologies; that from the first the Lord’s Prayer, like other
prayers, had attached to it now one doxology, now another; that,
as the Didaché in particular seems to suggest, the Lord’s Prayer
was in this way frequently adapted for use at the Service of Holy
Communion ; finally that one form of doxology, which appears to
be a conflation of two distinet forms, was added to the Prayer in
the * Syrian’ text of St Matthew’s Gospel and so has remained the
common coneclusion of the Praycr since the fourth century.
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Gregory of Nysas, 24, 107 n,, 174

Hebrews, Epistie to; v. 7, 81

Hebrews, Gospel according to; petition
for duily bread, 52

Hermas, 8hepherd of, 130 L

Hilary; gloss on petition against temp-
tation, 66 f.; on dwd rod wownpet, 67,
137 n.

Homily, the Ancient; on dmd 7ot worsn-
pot, 128 1.

Hort, Dr, 24, 35, 41, 68 n,, 158 ff,

Hymne, Latin Pentecontal, 38

Qs (VM) 55

James, Bt, Epistle of; rcferences to
Christ’s sayings, 48; i. 2 (Byriac),
62; i, 21, 48 n.; u. 15 {8, 47 £,

Jerome; on émwdows, 49, 52; gloss on
peiition sgainst tempiation, 67

Jewish Authorised Prayer Book, &1 £,
391, 41

Invoecation; forms of, 23 ff.

Job, Book of ; xxi. 30 (in Latin Vergiona},
157

INDEX.

John, 8t, Gospel aceording lo; xit. 27,
80 £.3 xvii, 15, 109 f.: First Epistle
of, v. 18 f,, 122

Taainh, Book of; lxiii. 1611., 81

King’s Book; petition agsinst tempta-
fion, 69

Eyrio eleison; origin, 15 n,

karTarkgroiv, B4

Lighifoot, Bp; on liturgical element in
Ep. Clemn,, 17; in Mart. Polye,, 172;
on émiedaios, 44 1., 49; Letters on dwo
Toi wowgpob, 71

Lion; image of Satan, 120

Liturgies; evidence on glosses in petilion
sgsingt temptation, 68 {.; on dwe 7ol
wovypo, 141 ff.,, 151; forms of dox-
ology, 170, 175

Lord’s Prayer; origin aceording to Matt.
and Le., 11; rule ag to ifs uwee in
Didaché, 12; original Aramaic form,
13; order of clauses in Tertullian, 27,
litureieal adaptations, 28, 335, 456 i,
63 ff., 66 ff., 168

Luke, 8i; i. 74, 78; xxii, 288, 108 £
Bee  Hongs’

Mark, Bt; =i 25, 57; xvi. 15, 19 £,
p. 21

Marshall, Prof.; on Synoptic question,
1%; on Aramaic original of pefition
for forgiveness, 59

Matthew, 8t; v. 87,89, p. 85 1.; v 14 £,
57; xiif, 28, 97; xiii. 38, 155, 159 1, ;
sviii, 35, 57 n.

péNas, &; & nawne for Satan, 99 o,

Malignus; neaning and use, 163 £,

Name, the divine; invocation in Bapiism,
35 1.
Numbers, Book of; xvi., 21 ff,, 8L 1.

Old Latin Version; glosses in Lord’s
Prayer, 23 n., 64 f.; classification of
MB3.,158; rendcring of ropypos, 159 £.;
doxolopy, 174
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Origen; on dmd reil worypoll, 188 .

dpferuds mornpds: meaning of phrase,
93 n.

aipavds, ovpavol, 23 n., 41 n,

Page, Mr L. 13, 5n,, 11, 43, 55

Peter of Alexandrin; on dnd rot wovnpot,
140

Philo; fragmenta of Greck Jewish
Prayors in his writings, 1% n,

Tolycarp: Epistle of, on petition for
forgiveness, 56 f.; liturgical frag-
ment in Martyrdem of, 172

mownpds;  etymology, 89; woclal and
political meaning, 90 f.; cxplanation
by Aristotle, 92 n.; Hebrew and
Syrise cquivalents, 81 ; usoin NI,
93; applied to spiritual powers, 93;
mesning of § wewnpos, 94; Latin
renderings of, 166 1

Eomans, Epistle to; vil. 24, 78; xvi.
251, 9n.

M;: meaning of root, 91

poeodas; conatruetiony after, T8 £, 14d n.

Sibylline Oracles; on evil powers, 87

Holomon, Psulms of; compared with
Jewish Prayers and *Hongs’ in Le.,
150

‘Bongs' in 8t Luke’s Gospel; compared
with Ep. Clem. 128, with Jowish
Prayors, 147 ff.

Bynagogues; in Jerusalem, 1 f.; among
Christian Hebrews, 2; and Helle-
nista,

Byriac Versions; approximatoly repre-
sent Aramaic original of Christ's

179

gayings, 39 n.; renderings of értetaios,
51 f., and of petition against tempta-
tion, 61 f.; on dwé rov movqped, 154 £, ;
form of doxzology, 174

OQDe 51

kiAo, 114 n.

aveayyd, 31

Tatian's Diatessaron; Avabie Version,
5O 1.

Temptation of our Lord, 103 if,

Tertullian; order of earlier clanses of
Prayer, 27; on petition for Loly
Hpirit, 26 f.; on petition for forgive-
nesd, 58 f.; on *ne nos inducas,’ 65,
134 £; on *a malo,’ 134 f.; usec of
‘malas,’ 135 1,

Test. xii. Patriarch,, 88 n,

Theophilug ad Antol., 87 n.

Thessalonians, Wirst Epistle to; i. 10,
78 f.; Second Epistle to; i 1 ff,
112 1.

Timothy, SBecond Epistle to; iv. 17 f,,
T4, 119 ff., 173 n.

Td Beldpara, 39

Vicnne and Lyons, Letter of, 100, 132
Vulgate MBH.; plosses in Lord’s Prayer,
23 n., 65 rendering of woenpds, 159 F.

Ways, the Two; compared with ‘the
Two Impulses,’ 102

Westeott, Bp, 1 n., 49n., 97 0., 157 I,
169

Wigdom, Dok of; ii. 281., 87

Wordsworth, Bp J., 64, 158

Yetser ha Ra, 89, 101 fi.
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