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374

FURTHER STUDIES IN THE EPISTLE OF ST.
JAMES, CHIEFLY SUGGESTED BY DR. HORT'S
POSTHUMOQUS EDITION.

JAMES i. 5, el 8é Tis Dudv Aelmerar codias, aitelrw mapa Tob
818dvros Beod waoiy amAds kai py) dverdifovtos, kai dobroerar
avre. H.,withtheA.V. and R.V.,here interprets amias by
the English ‘‘liberally,” “graciously,”” and quotes many pas-
sages in which a corresponding sense attaches to the cognate
adjective (amhods) and substantive (amiorns). Inmy note
I went too far in denying that the adverb ever bears this
meaning. H. instances Polyb. xxxii. 14 (Scipio resolved)
mpos pév Tods dANoTplovs Ty ék Tol vouov axpifBeiav Typeiv,
Tots 8¢ Pilows amhds ypfigbar kai Sixaiws; and we should
probably give an ethical force to the same adverb in
Prov. x. 10, b5 mopeverar dmrds, “ he who walks in single-
ness of heart.” But H. himself allows that, in the passage
which presents the nearest verbal parallel to this text
of St. James! “dwAds is not ethical at all, but retains
its common classical meaning, ‘absolutely,” i.e. (in this
connexion) without a substantial equivalent.” H. adds
that, in St. James, the need for adopting this, the logical
meaning, is removed by the sufficient evidence for * gra-
ciously,” and further that it is excluded by the contrast
with ‘ upbraideth.”

A single instance can hardly be considered to prove the
point, when it is a question of probabilities, and- H. only
provides one instance of the meaning ‘‘graciously.” I
am rather inclined to think that St. James here had in mind
such words as we may read in Matthew v. 45, * Your Father
which is in heaven maketh his sun to rise upon the evil and

1 El3¢ drAGs didbrros AaPeiv odx edhoyor, Tws of wAéoy 8re undd wpoixa, *“ If

it |is unwise to accept an unconditional offer, hbow much more & mere

bergain.” Himerius, Eclog., v. 18.
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the good, and sendeth rain on the just and the unjust,”
with which we may compare Acts x. 34, xiv. 17, xvii. 15
foll. ; Luke vi. 35; Isa. lv.; Philo, Alleg. M. i. 50, ¢iAo-
dwpos dv 6 Beos yapiletar Ta dyabd wiot kal Tols uy Tehelos,
Hermas Mand. ii. 4, wdagw varepovuévors 8idov amhs, uy
Sirtdfwv Tive s 1§ py 8ps, mdow 8ov. This passage
from Hermas, who was certainly acquainted with our Epistle
(see my Introduction, pp. lxxxiv. foll.), might seem to be
written to explain the am\@s of St. James, which, thus ex-
plained, may be taken to represent a higher degree of the
quality implied by Dr. Hort’s interpretation.

It may, however, be objected that, though the blessings
of nature are given to all without distinction, it is not so with
the blessings of grace. In ch. iv. 3 we are told (1) that ““ we
have not, because we ask not,” and again (2) that *“ we ask
and receive not, because we ask amiss,”” and in i. 6 we are
told (3) what it is which makes our prayers unavailing, viz
our want of faith, our doublemindedness. But might not
a similar objection be made to the phrase wdgw &idovros
(which Hermas makes use of as explanatory of dmAds), and
also to uiy dverdilovros, since we are told in Matthew ix. 20
ré7e Npkato dveldilew Tds morews . . . 8Te o0 peTevénoav, and
in Mark xvi. 14, dveldigev T amiariav kal orxinpoxapdiav
(of the Eleven). As God gives unconditionally, so we
have examples of man asking unconditionally in the
prayer of Socrates (Xen. Mem. i. 3. 2), edyero mpés Tods
Ocods amrAds Tayala 8idovat, ds Tods Beods kdAAioTa elboras
omola dryafd éoTivl

1 It may be well to add here ;some further ‘quotations from Heisen’s
thesaurus in illustration of ax\ds, Aelian V.H. ix. 32 (speaking of the
statue of Phryne erected by the Greeks) otk épw 8¢ dwhds Tods “EXhyras

. 4\ ol rav ‘ENMjvwr dkparéorepor: Plut. Vilge p. 90 (of Solon’s
legislation), of iy dwhds Tas Sboews épfixer, dAN' el ph véowv Evexev kA Inm
relaxing the old law of inheritance Solon did not allow the estate to be

unoonditionally distributed in presents, but only under specm.l circum-
stanees. The word ocours also in Wisdom xvi. 27 75 Jwd wupos u3 ¢pleipbpevor
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I. 7, 8, uy yap otéobw 6 dvBpwmos éxeivos 87s MjureTal T
mwapa Tot Kuplov, avip 8lrvyos, deardoraTos év wdoais Tals
o0dois avroi. In my edition I have followed the R.V., trans-
lating, ““ For let not that man think that he shall receive
anything from the Lord ; a double-minded man, unstable in
all his ways,” taking dvnp Sijrvyos as in apposition with
&vfpwmos éxeivos, the doubter of the sixth verse, which forms
the subject of Ajuyrerar. H., on the other hand, under-
standing o dvfpwmos éxeivos of the man who lacks wisdom
in ver. 5, makes avip 8(yrvyos the subject to Aduyrerar,
translating, ‘ Let not that man think that a man of two
minds, unstable in all his ways, shall receive anything
from the Lord.” The reasons assigned by H. for his inter-
pretation are (1) that the obvious way of setting aside the
last person (i.e. the waverer of ver. 6)and pointing backto
the person before him (i.e. 6 Aeimwduevos godias, of ver. 5)
would be, in Greek, the use of the pronoun éxeivos. But
the following passages will show that the use of éxeivos
is not limited to such references, but is often employed for
emphasis, as in Mark xiv. 21, oval 8¢ 7@ dvfpdme éxelvep &'

9 o N L4 I3 A 9 -~ 3 ¥ 3 4
o? 0 vids ToU gvlpodmov wapadiotal kakov adTe €l ovx éyeviify
6 avBpawrmros Exewos: Matthew xii. 45, yiverai 7 &oyata Tod
avfpamov éxeivov yeipova Tdv mpwrwv: John i. 6, éyévero
dvlpwmos dmeotaluévos mapa Ocod, Svopa airg Todvys
odros I\Bev els paprupiav, va paptuprian mepi Tod PwTos,
va wdvres moTebowaw & adrod. ovk v éxeivos TO Gis,
drAds vwo  Ppaxelas durivos HNov Oeppavduevor érfrero (when it was just
warmed by & faint sunbeam), 2 Macc. vi. 6 #v & ofire capBuriiew offre
warpous dopras Owaduhdrrew, ofre dxAws "Tovdalor Suohoyely elvar (nor abso-
lutely to confess that he was a Jew). Priceeus, in Critici Sacré, quotes
dx\Gs oot wpospépesbar from Antoninus (without further reference) for the
meaning ‘generously.’ Itoccursin xi. 15 s xifdyhos 6 Aéywy, éyd wpofpnpac
d&xAis oo mpospépesdar (but this should have been stamped upon his brow),
8 dyalos xal dwdols xal eduerhs év Tois Bpuacw Eovor roiiro, where I prefer
the meaning °‘straightforwardly.” This also seems to me the best

translation in two other passages of Ant. iii. 6 dx\Gs xal élevfeplws Nob 0
xpeirrov xal Tobrov dvréyov, and iii. 16 dxAd's xal aldpubves xal ebfbuws Piol.
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d\N va papTuprian wepi Tol pwrss: Mark vii. 20, 76 éx Tod
avBpdmov mopevduevov, éreivo xowwoi Tov dvfpwmov: John xii.
48, 6 Noyos by ENdAnaa, éxelvos kpwet alrov év T éaydry Nuépa.
In the parable of the houses built, one on the rock, the other
on sand, which closes the Sermon on the Mount, both are
referred to as 1 oixia éxelvn, by way of heightening the
contrast between them. In the present case I think the
reader would naturally interpret 6 &vfpwmos éxetvos of the
man spoken of in ver. 6 : it seems to me unnatural to put the
warning intended for the waverer into the mouth of him who
lacked wisdom, and whose rdle in the argument comes to
an end when he has connected ver. 4 with ver. 6 through
Aevrépevos and ailreirw, I think, too, that Alford rightly
questions whether the writer would have introduced a rare
word like 8ivrvyos as the subject of a new clause. If it is
merely added in apposition to the preceding o 8axpwouevos,
a clue to its sense has been already given.

H.’s next argument is derived from St. James’ use of the
word dvfpwmos, which occurs six times in the Epistle, but
‘nowhere with a trace of reproach.” But is there no
reproach in & &vfpwme kevé (ii. 20) ? Elsewhere we read
6 @vbpwmos Tijs avoplas (2 Thess. ii. 3), dvfpwmos pdyos xal
otvomrorns (Matt. xi. 19), see also Jude 4 wapeicedinady Tives
avbpwmor aceBeis, 2 Peter iii. 7 els Huépav dmwkeias aceBdv
évbporwyv. H.maintains that, wherever dvfpwmos occurs
in St. James, it is in emphatic opposition to other beings,
here to the Lord, in ii. 20 to devils, and probably also
in ii. 24. We may allow this characteristic of the word in
iii. 9 xarapdueba Tods avlpwmouvs Tods xal Spoiwav Oeod
eyovoras, but I think there is something arbitrary in the
distinction between dwip and dvfpwmos which H. makes in
his notes on the passages where the words occur. For in-
stance, in the note on i. 8 he insists that dijp is wholly with-
out émphasis, while of was dvfpwmos in i. 19 he says the
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expression is ‘‘ not equivalent to wds standing alone, but
calls our attention to every one of the human race, that race
which is God’s offspring, endowed by Him with a portion
of His ownlight.” On the other hand, of épy% dv8pés in the
next verse, he says, ‘“ It is not exactly the broad distinction
of human, as against divine wrath (which would require
avbpdmov or Tav avfpdmwwr), but a single man’s anger, the
petty passion of an individual soul.” On 7ékecos dvijp in
iii. 2 the note is, ‘ avijp cannot have the sense that é&vfpwmos
would have had ‘ one showing the perfection of humanity ’:
it is simply ¢ one that is perfect.’”’ On iii. 8 T9v 8¢ yAdooar
ovlels dapdoar Svvarar dvfpeémwy H. offers two renderings,
*“ The tongue no one can tame—no one, that is, of men "’
-(which I consider t0 be the true rendering, reminding us of
Mark x. 27 mapa dvbpwmors ddbvatov, GAN' oV mapa Oeg) ;
but prefers “ No one even of men, even of those beings so
highly endowed, of whom he had just been speaking.”

In my noteoni. 8, I have distinguished between St. James’
uses of dvijp and dvfpwmos, as follows : dvijp is generally
accompanied by some characteristic epithet, such as &(-
Yuyos, paxdpios, Spyr, xatavody, ypvaodaxTtihios, TéAeios,
while dvfpwmos, as a rule, either stands alone, or is
accompanied by some quasi-pronominal word, such as
éxeivos, mas, ogdets. This agrees fairly with the use in
the LXX., the Gospels and the Acts, while, in the other
Epistles, dvfp is generally opposed to yuvs.

In dealing with synonyms, however, it is not only neces-
sary to ascertain their different shades of meaning, at any
given period of their development, by comparing the pas-
sages in which they occur : we must also endeavour to trace
back the later meaning to its original. It is plain, to start
with, that the concept “human being,” expressed by
dvfpwmos and homo, is & more general term, has a wider
extension and a narrower connotation than the word amjp
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or vir, which excludes the woman, the child and the slave,
and stands for the head and protector of the family, being
supposed to possess the qualities which belong to that
position, courage, endurance, self-control, forethought, ete.
These qualities are often known by names derived from
the word for * man,” as virtus, avbpela. Hence we read in
Herodotus (vii. 210) moAMoi pév dvfpwmor, dhior 8¢ dvdpes ;
hence the citizens of Athens were addressed as dvdpes
AbOnvaioc, the early Christians as dvdpes adehgpoi. Hence, I
think, we have uaxdpios avijp ini. 12, in consequence of the
manly quality of endurance by which that blessing had been
won (8s Umouéves mepacuov). So we read of pyn dvdpds
because, as Plato tells us in his Republic, anger is the raw
material of courage. In iii. 2 awp is joined with ré\eios
probably because the word dvijp implies full age (as in 1
Cor. xiii. 11). “‘In Homer it is used chiefly of princes and
leaders, but also of free men, though, to mark a man of
rank, a qualifying word is mostly added, as dvyp BovAnddpos,
dvip Bacinels. In later Greek dwmjp was commonly joined
with titles, professions, etc.” (L. & S. s.v. dwjp). Perhaps
this may account for the phrase dvjp ypvoodaxtidios in
ii. 2, for dvip wpodrirns used of Christ in Luke xxiv. 19, for
dihogodos dvip in Plato, Phaedo 95 c., dvip wdyos in
Aziochus 371. Such complimentary additions, like our
“ Mister ”’ or ‘‘ Esquire,” soon lost their meaning, as we
may see from the comic dvdpes feol, and such phrases as
was avip, which scarcely differs from rds Tes.

There is a similar degradation of &v8pwmos from its highest
mark in Psalm viii. 4, in which the Son of Man stands above
all other created beings, as the image of God, till it becomes
used as a contemptuous term for a woman or a slave, especi-
ally in the vocative & dvfpwme. While used, like dv7p, of
the title or profession, it does not in general add dignity
(though we find d&vfpwmes Bacireds in Matt. xxii. 2), but
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the reverse, as in d&vfpwmos yons. Both lines of degeneration
meet in the dvfpwmos duaprwids of John ix. 16 and the avyp
auaptorss of Luke xxiv. 7.

I 17, mav Swpnua Tté\ewov dvwblév éarwv xaraBaivov
amo Tol matpds TEY Pwrwy, wap @ ovkx Evi Tapaiayn.
This verse establishes the truth of ver. 13, that God tempts
none. ‘‘It is good, good of every kind, that flows from
Him.” The contradiction involved may not be strictly
logical, since it leaves it possible that evil also may proceed
from Him (see Isa. xlv. 7). In my edition I have called
attention to the probability that we have here a poetical
quotation, in which strict logic is out of place. H. follows
Erskine’s interpretation : ““ Every giving is good and every
gift perfect from ‘its first source, descending etc.”” But
gifts may be bad, as well as good,.e.g. Pandora or the Trojan
Horse. H. is therefore obliged to explain that St. James
must mean by ‘every gift ”’ every gift of God, which is
really assuming the point at issue. Nor can I think that
dvwley is to be understood here as in Luke i. 3, when we have
two other passages in this Epistle (iii. 15, 17), where it is
allowed that dvwfer can only mean ‘ from above.”

Uses of évi and évear.

*Ev: is simply the Ionic form of the preposition év, but
often stands for éveare, both in the earlier and later stages
of Greek, just as wdpa, &va, péra, méps are used, with in-
verted accent, for mdpeaTi, etc. Its simplest use is to denote
the position of one material object within another, as in
Odyss. x. 45 dpyvpos doxg évearw, Herod. vii. 112 év 74
(oUpei) xploea évi pérarra, Xen. Anab. v. 3, 11 & dérg
«pp xwpe xai dhan. A derivative use is that which denotes
feelings or faculties existing in a person,as in II. xviii. 53
éu@ évi kidea Ouud, Od. xxi. 288 & goi Ppéves odd fPasal,

Thuec. ii. 40 & Te Tols avTols oikelwv dua xal mOMTIKDY
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émipéhera, Diphilus Synir. dyabds Badeds &veatw v 1¢
wardip, Luc. Tox. 35 ueyatovpyov év airois % avdpetov vt 0ddév,
Aristoph. Nub. 486 éveori dfita gol ANéyewv év 1§ Pioe ;
Néyew puév odx éveor’, dmoaTepely & &, Soph. El 527
(Clytemnestra avows that she slew her husband) 7Towé’
apvnois obx Eveati po. (“it is not in me to deny it ), El.
1031 (Electra dismisses her sister with the words) drenfe
aol yap dpérnasovk én, to which Chrysothemis replies
&veoiv: aANG ooi updfnois ob wdpa (where éve, é&veoTiv
and wdpa have much the same force), Herod. vi. 109 év ool
vov EoTwv 4 katadovidoar ABGijvas ) —, where év ool EoTiv
has the same force as évt goi, “it lies in you.” Epict.
Diss. ii. 21. 7 évi 1€ kal 7@ {phoTime T0D axovaiov, Test. xii.
Patr. p. 733 dmov vyap &ve ¢oBos To okoTos damodibpdarer,
Acta Xanthippae (in James, Apocr. Anecdota, p. 70, Camb.)
Aeyétw 0 Kxvplos TO dvap, kal dwuev el Evi Sidhvois év abrd
(if it affords any key to its interpretation). The third
use of & is where it denotes not the presence of one
material object in another, or the relation of thought or
feeling or faculty to a living person, but therelation of fact
or thing, whatever it may be, to the nature of things in
general, the order of the world, or some other abstraction,
where the verb is often impersonal, as in Isocr. De Pace,
p. 187, &veori & év Tols TowilTows Tpdrypacty fuds Tuyelv Tis
TipfisTavrns. “‘In such a state of things it isincluded as a pos-
sibility (involved as a necessity), that we should obtain this
honour.” The words o7, éyyiveras, évdéyeras are similarly
used. I think scholars have sometimes been too ready to
assume that this was the only possible use, even where the
verb was personal, and where a simpler meaning gives all that
is required. Thus L. & S. translate éveora: ypdvos (Thue.
i. 80) *“ time will be necessary,” where the literal ‘ there will
be an interval of time” gives the thought more exactly.
Again, in Soph. El. 527, which I have cited above, and in
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all similar cases, they translate oix & or é&veorw by
“It is impossible,” where “ it is not in me ”’ seems truer to
the Greek. In Plato, Phaedo, 77 E, lows & Tis kal év fuiv
mais! (referring to Socrates’ words spoken: just before on
the childish fear of death, Soxels 8ediévar 16 Tawv maldev)
L. & S. say that év. means “ possible.” As this passage
is also adduced by Hort in support of his theory that &w
“adds a playful irony (‘ perhaps it is not impossible that
even amongst us, etc.’), and can never become a bare equi-
valent of és7w,” it may be well to give Stallbaum’s quota-
tion from Themistius (Orat. i. 13), as showing that the latter
understood it in the manner objected to by Hort : &t
yap Tis év fulv o mals, &s ¢now o IMdrov, aAN oléy Tes
ebryevys veavias,

I proceed now to examine the passages in which év: occurs
in the N.T. and to give my reasons for dissenting from ren-
derings supported by the combined authority of two such
scholars as Lightfoot and Hort. The passages are Galatians
iii. 26-28 wdvres viol Beod éore Sua Tiis mioTews év XpiaTe
‘Incob. daoeryap eis Xpiorov éBamriaOnre Xpiotov évediaaobe
ovx évs “Tovdaios ov6é " EAAyy, ovk & Sodhos 008é énevbepos,0tx
& dpoev kal On\i’ wdvres yap Vueis els Eare év Xpiarg Inaobd.
Lightfoot explains this in terms with which I entirely agree.
‘“In Chtist Jesus ye are all sons, all free. . . . The con-
ventional distinctions of religious caste or social rank, even
the natural distinction of sex, are banished hence. Ye are
all one man, for ye are all members of Christ.” Where I
disagree, is in the note which follows on odx &y, *“  there
is no room for,” ‘ no place for ’ ; negativing not the fact only

“but the possibility.” I see no reason why we should not
keep the ordinary meaning of the word &:. ‘‘In the body
of Christ distinctions disappear, Jew is not, Greek is not.”
What more is needed ? If we will go out of our way to

! Compare the lines of Diphilus quoted above,
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introduce the idea of impossibility, wé must change the
personal to the impersonal construction, odx éve Tovdaioy
elvar 098¢ "EXAqgva tov év XpioTd 'Inoed. St. Paul repeats
in Col. iii. 9-11 with slight variation what he had said in the
Epistle to the Galatians, and Lightfoot gives the same ex-
planation as before.

The next example of & occurs in 1 Corinthians vi. 5,
where St. Paul blames the Corinthians for appearing before
Gentile courts, and asks whether the Church is so entirely
wanting in wisdom, that they could find no man who would
be able to act as an arbiter in cases in which Christians were
concerned, oftws odx éve év Uuniv oldeis aodés, bs Suviceras
Siaxpivar dva péoov tol ddeddol adrod ; Lightfoot nowhere
touches on this passage (though, in his note on Gal. iii. 28,
he cites James i. 17 as an instance of the denial of a possi-
bility) ; but Hort refers to it in his note on James, and gives
to the simple question * Is there no one among you who
could act as an arbiter ? *’ what seems to me the artificial and
exaggerated shape, ‘“ Is it impossible that there should be
among you, etoc.”” He ends his note with the words, ‘ There
is no reason to think that év. ever becomes a bare equivalent
of éorw.” 1should rather say that, wherever & is accom-
panied by a pleonastic év, as in many of my citations, there
& may be replaced by &rw. Compare the quotation
from Herod. vi. 109 given above.

We have still to consider the passage from James i. 17
wap ¢ ovk év wapallayy. Here & is personal, having
for its subject waparraysf, “In the father of lights there is
no variation.” This would be perfectly regular if 7apd were
replaced by év. We have seen a similar irregularity in
Soph. El. 1031, where Chrysothemis replies to her sister’s
taunt, ool ydp dPéAnois ovx &ve, with the retort, éveorw.
&M\a ool updbnois o wapa. Thisuse of wapd is not uncom-
mon in the O.T.,and is explained by Hort from the Hebrew
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instinct of reverence, which preferred the expressions ‘‘in
the presence of God,” “ with God,” to “in God.” He in-
stances Psalms xxxvi. 10 wapa goi 7y {wfis, Psalm cxxx.
7 wapa 16 Kuplp 70 E\eos xal moAly map’ alTd AMiTpwos, ete.
See the following quotation from Job, where uerd is equiva-

lent to év.t '
It may be worth while to cite here the instances of &
and its equivalents in the O.T. Job xxviii. 14 ABuvcoos
elmwev ovx Eveatw (al. &aTiv) év éuol 7 codia, xal Odracoa
elmer ol éveari per’ épod, Sirac. xxxVil. 2 odyl Avwy &w
&ws OavdaTov pihos Tpembuevos els éxbfpdv ; “Is there not
in it (friendship) a grief unto death, a friend changing
to hatred ? >’ 4 Macc. iv. 22 (where & is impersonal) “ He
heard that the report of his death caused the greatest pos-
gible joy to the Jews (67¢ & & yalpoiev).
' J. B. Mavog.

1 On the construction of verbs compounded with prepositions, see Winer,
Gr., pp. 520-540. ’



