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A.D. 1200, i.e, at the time of the beginnings of preaching to laymen
and of the translation of the Psalter and the Gospels into the
vernacular tongue — we think of course of Lambert le Bégue and
the Flemish translation of the Psalms he mentions!) — that at
this time in a translation evidently intended for the benefit of
lay people, a translator of Lk. xii. 32 would be thinking so
exclusively of monasteries and of their members as inheritors of
the Kingdom of God, that he could substitute so naively the
word convent for grex? I hardly think so. And if he did, could
he expect to be readily understood? Evidently not : for the scribes
of S and H have altered this convent either after the Latin, which
may have been at their disposal, or merely from Flemish purism,
into menigte and sameninghe. This question deserves spe-
cial attention. Though certainly the Dutch texts originate in one
early Harmony of about A. D. 1200 (see the diagram in Frings’ study,
Lit. Bl, Kol. 152), some cases of divergence seem to suggest
an early revision after the Old-Latin copy used by the first
translator. An Amsterdam Ms., however, evidently revising after

1) I may quote from his Apology preserved in the Glasgow documents
the following passage, which is also important for the history of the Dutch
Harmony (printed for instance by A. Fayen, in: Compte Rendu des séances de
la Commission Royale d’Histoire, Rome 68, 1899, p. 352 f.): “Unde et
ego bonis eorum studiis cooperans virginibus vitam et passionem beate
virginis et Christi martyris Agnetis, omnibus vero generaliter Actus Apo-
stolorum ritmicis concrepantes modulis, ad linguam sibi notiorem a latina
transfuderam, multis loco congruo insertis exhortationibus, ut videlicet
haberent quo diebus festis, mundo in rebus pessimis exultante, a venenato
ipsius melle sese revocare potuissent.

Et hoc est, quod preter scripti sui accusationes queritur iste, me scrip-
turas sacras indignis aperuisse, non remorans quod predixit Dominus
regnum Dei dandum genti facienti fructus eius, neque notans quod quem
portabat nec manducabat puer panem discipulis suis tradidit ut illum turbe
apponerent. Est preterea apud eos liber psalmorum cum om-
nibus glosulis suis et auctoritatibus eas roborantibus, in
vulgarem linguam a quodam magistro flandrersi translatus.
Quare de eo non queritur? Propterea forsitan quia nemo propheta acceptus
est in patria sua. Ille vero magister de patria eius non fuit”.

It seems to me that this important testimony deserves more attention
than it has hitherto received.
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the Vulgate, corrects convent into /herte, grex. So it seems ex-
cluded that the Dutch translator sponte sua would render a
Latin grex by a ‘Dutch’ conwvent, and we shall be obliged to
assume that he found in his Old-Latin text conwentus, and, as
in a great number of similar cases, simply transliterated it into
a ‘Dutch’ convent.

We are then, however, confronted with the task of explaining
how and when this Latin conventus came into the Latin text as
a rendering of the Greek wofuvioy. Conventus in medieval Latin
may mean as in medieval Dutch: a monastery, and also the
brotherhood living in it. Du Cange (Glssarium, vol. ii, 1842,
col. 582 s.v. convenius quotes a very remarkable passage from
Ordericus Vitalis, lib. 5, p. 542: “Utgreges duorum coenobiorum
permitterent adunari, Deique ad laudem :sub uno Abbate et sub
una regula unum conventum effici”. This passage shows that in
monastic language the words. grex and conventus were sometimes
synonymous. But even so it is inconceivable that the scribe
should change the grex of his original. There is however another
consideration which makes it very unlikely that a twelfth or
thirteenth century scribe (this is, as we have already remarked,
the time of the revival of Harmony use and transcription) can
be responsible for the alteration: all the Harmony texts in Latin
that we possess show a deliberate tendency. to correct the text
after the Vulgate. Ever since the sixth century Victor’s Vulgate
Harmony had existed, and it was not the only copy of a Vulgate
text in his days. I think we may safely say that after the sixth
century and certainly in the thirteenth century the reverse pro-
cess — deliberate alteration of a Vulgate text — is impossible.
Accordingly the word must be pre-vulgate and if so, we may
say it must be early christian. The easy explanation of Vogels
is unsatisfactory and we shall have to look round in early Chris-
tianity for facts to account for this variant.

I suggested in A4 Further Study p. 29f. that conventus was
the term for the Christian community in which the Latin Diates-
saron was read, and I think we may now go a little further
into the matter. If the suggestion is right, we shall find traces
of the use of the word as an equivalent of ecclesia in, let us say,
Tatianic circles. On the other hand, if we really find the word
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there, this will account for the fact that in the West, where
early Latin Christianity has been influenced in considerable
degree by the Tatianic encratism, the word convent came to be
used in the sense of monastery, — the celibates there, like the
b'ne ¢'iama in Syria, being the real ecclesial).

We have remarked that conventus, the equivalent in the Vul-
gate of the suvaywyy of the LXX and of James ii. 2, has in
Latin a flavour of heresy or schism, like our ‘conventicle’. In
early Christian writings however cuvaywyy occurs a few times
as a synonym of éxxAycie, without any reference either to Ju-
daism or to heresy: so in Jamesii. 2 (who uses éxxAyciz in v. 14),
in the Pastor of Hermas, Mand. xi. 9, 13, 14 and once or twice
in Ignatius, Justin, Irenaeus and Theophilus, 4d Awtolycum.
Perhaps Zahn is right in suggesting for these cases Semitic in-
fluence (Einleitung, 3 Aufl., 1906 S. 67). At all events the use
is extremely rare in Greek. In Latin we find synagoge used once,
by Commodian, /ustructiones xxiv. 11 as a synonym of ecclesia:

Quid in synagoga decurris saepe bifarius ?"
Ut tibi misericors fiat quem denegas ultro? _—
Exis inde foris, iterum tu fana requiris? '

It may be noticed that Commodian probably is North African
and this might account for his use of the word. But at all events,
these are only isolated cases. _

It is however entirely different in the East. Epiphanius says
(#aer. xxx. 18) that the Ebionites call their communities not
éuxhygia, but cuvaywys, i.e. NI, In Mt. xviii. 17 Sysin uses
~hraia for the Greek éxxAysiz. This can only mean that
~hraia was the official term for the Christian Church. It is
scarcely admissible to regard (with Burkitt in Zv. Da-Meph.,

II, 275) the use of the word here “as denoting not the Holy
Church but some less august assembly”. It is a pity that Mt.

') On this subject I have made some remarks in the Zzsck. f. d.
Neutest Wiss., 1923, S. 7. See further in an article on the Celtic ascetes
by Louis Gougaud: Mulierum Consortia, étude sur les syneisaktisme chez
les ascetes celtiques, in Eriu, the Journal of the -School of Irish learning,
Dublin, p. 147—156, to which Prof. van Hamel drew my attention.
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xvi. 18 is not preserved in Sysin, But both verses are extant in
the Palestinian Lectionary ed. Lewis and Gibson, which reads
»a not only in Mt. xviii. 17 but also in Mt. xvi. 18 where
there cannot be a shadow of doubt as to the solemn meaning.
That it has really been in common use is shown by the Syro-
Palestinian fragments edited by Land in his Anecdota Syriaca,
Vol. IV, where it is not only used in Mt. xviii. 17 but in four
other, not Biblical passages; for instance r<3\waias AT
is simply: “the people in the Church”.

That the use of the word, however, is not confined to the
Syropalestinian Church is shown not only by the instance of
Sysin, but also by the inscription of the Marcionite Church
in Lebaba and by the Baptismal Creed of the Aethiopic
Church.

The earliest inscription of a Christian Church we possess is
that found by Le Bas and Waddington at Deir-Ali (Cf. Zzscr.
Grecques et Latines recucillies en Gréce et en Asie Mineure,
Vol. III, 1870, p. 582 f. nr. 2558):

CTNAT'QTH MAPKIQONICTQON KQM(ys)
AEBABQN TOT K{uvpto)T KAI C(wry)P(0s) IH(sou) XPHCTOT
TIPONOIA TIATAOT TPECB(urepou) | TOT AX ETOTC

Harnack who discusses this inscription, dating from a. D.
318/19 in his book on Marcion, 1 Aufl. S. 263 f., rightly observes
that the designation of a Church as suvaywyy is “doppelt auf-
fallend bei den Judenfeindlichen Marcionitischen Christen”. But
it is explainable by the Syriac usage of ~<wwaia and the
Marcionites must have been very influential in Syria, or Ephrem
would not have been so. intent on opposing them.

In the Aethiopic Statutes of the Apostles there is preserved a
very archaic form of a Baptismal Creed which Von der Goltz has
done into Greek thus: mworetw. .. cis Ty dyiay cuvaywyyy, play
naforinyy €xxAyciayv. 1 have argued L. 1. that the addition wiay
xaforixyy éxxAyciay must be secondary and that the original form
only contained a profession of faith in the Holy Gathering. At the
same time I remarked that the original language can scarcely have
been Greek. The foregoing facts suggest a Syriac origin, which in
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connection with other facts (cf. Bulletin of the Bezan Club,
nr. IV, p. 18) is quite probablel),

To conclude:

1° The word conventus in the Liége Diatessaron is not of

medizeval but of early Christian origin;

2° its original as a name for the Christian Church is not in
the Greek ouvaywyy which is very rarely used in this
sense and where it is so used in early writings is suspect
of being under Syriac influence ; ‘
its Syriac equivalent is found widely spread in early Eastern
Christianity as denoting the Holy Church. That it was used
by Tatian may be gathered from the testimony of Sysin,
The Greek cuvaywyy in the Marcionite Church inscription
can be explained only as a translation from' the Syriac:

o

3

1) Later the word seems to have acquired the connotation of forbidden
assemblies, cf. tke Aethiopic Didascalia, ed. and translated by Th. P. Platt,
London, 1834, p. 103:

“XI. That it is unlawful for Christians to enter the Assemblies of the
Heathens. . ... neither associate with the assemblies of the Gentiles. ... It be-
hoves the faithful to separate themselves from the assemblies of the wicked”,
thus developing a meaning similar to that in orthodox Latin circles. In the
Syriac Didascalia the combination as in the Aethiopic Creed is found in
cap. ix (ed. Achelis u. Flemming p. 44, Syriac of Lagarde p. 36): ,Hort
dies also auch Ihr Laien, du auserwihlte Kirche Gottes, zwar auch das
frithere Volk ist Kirche (K&\;&.) genannt worden, ihr aber sei die
katholische heilige und vollkommene Kirche, das konigliche Priestertum, die
heilige Versammlung (t(.:-.!.n m) Cap. xiii (p. 70 of Achelis, p. 58
Lagarde): ,Belehrung an das Volk dass es an der Versammlung der Kirche
cifrig teilnchmen soll (rvisay ~xaas asacden . comaa).

«++. das Volk dass es bestindig in der Versammlung der Kirche sei
(!'(a\.‘&ﬂ ~<Zx1a) sei und sich nicht zuriickhalte, sondern dass es fort-
wilhrend versammelt sei (t.;!u), dass niemand die Kirche (Ka\.th.)
vermindere, indem er keine Versammlung besucht (M)". The word
is used also of Gentile and Jewish “congregations” (AcH. p. 71, LaG.
P- 59: “Sie (the Gentiles) kommen bestindig zusammen (taxa&m)

«ee... und ebenso auch die ohne Grund so genannten Juden feiern
einen Tag nach je sechs und versammlen sich in ihren Synagogen

(eomdraias pnad=)”.
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It may be that we did not expect this result, but I do not see
how it can be avoided. For a more detailed history of.the word
conventus in the West the new Du Cange will possibly furnish
us with the necessary material. Perhaps we may find one link
in Sermo xii of Caesarius Arelatensis quoted by Du Cange, Vol.
I, 5. 2. conventus: quia vos ad audiendas lectiones divinas video
ad conventum fratrum vel ad ecclesiam fideliter accurrere.

We proceed to another instance:
The Liége Diatessaron omits Mt. i, 25, the Greek of which
runs thus:

xal oUx Eywdoxey alrtyy Ews o0 rexey viby, wel ExdAsoey TO
Svopa avTol ‘Iyooiy 1),

The Vulgate is:
et non cognoscebat cam donec peperit filium suum primogeni-
tum et vocavit nomen eius Jesum.

The omission in L is scarcely accidental. The Strassburg Ms. (S)
gives as usual a literal rendering of the Vulgate:

ende en becander niet tote si gebaer haren eersten gebornen
sone ende hiet sinen name Jhesus.

There has been extant however a different rendering in me-
dizeval Dutch ‘as may be seen from Maerlant’s Rymbybe/ which
reads here (ed. David, II p. 392 1. 21. 185):

Hi trouwedse na der wet sede
Ende bleef met hare in suverhede.

We should be inclined to see in this rendering merely a poe-
tical paraphrase if we did not notice that the text of Ephrem
and of the Curetonian Syriac reads exactly as Maerlant:

et sumpsit eam (in uxorem) et in sanctitate habitavit cum ea

We notice also that not only the second verse but also the
first of Maerlant correspond exactly with the Syriac and represents
the Tatianic view of the casusposition as we shall see presently.

Maerlant has known the Dutch Diatessaron as I pointed out
in 4 primitive Text, p. 31. Accordingly not finding any other
source for Maerlant’s rendering (Comestor has a similar para-

1) I doubt very much whether it is right to omit #pwréroxov as spurious./
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phrase but too different in' wording: accipiens sponsam in uxorem
cum virgine virgo permansit) we are justified, I think, to regard
the lost verse of L as Maerlant’s source. It is important to notice
that this- Tatianic rendering: ef in sanctitate habitabat cum ca,
extant only in the Old Syriac and in Maerlant, is wanting not
only in Greek but in the whole of the rest of the Latin tradition,
in spite of its obvious doctrinal value. It would be interesting
to know whether more traces of the same rendering are extant
in medieval Dutch.

The first part however of Maerlant and the corresponding
renderings in the Syriac deserve special attention. The Greek says:

xai mapéAafBey TYy yuvaixa avrol.

In connection with the angel’'s message in vs. zo this can
only ‘mean that Joseph who had married Mary, did not send
her away but took her with him. In Maerlant however Mary
is Joseph’s bride and he marries her after the angel has so
instructed him. That is also the meaning of vs. 24 in Comestor:
the angel has bidden Joseph ‘wz acciperet eam in conjugem’
and Joseph obeys the command: ‘accipiens sponsam in wuxorem
cum virgine virgo permansit’. We notice the expressions acci-
peret in conjugem and accipiens in uxorem, and shall
come back to them presently. Zachary of Besangon is of the
same opinion: he explains his Vulgate text: noli timere accipere
Mariam conjugem tuam, in his note (Migne, P. L. vol. 186,
col. 71 C), said to be taken from Rabanus, thus: Zal est hoc ac
st dicat: Accipe tibi in conjugem Mariam sponsam tuam. And he
explains vs. 24 (in col. 72 B): Accepit igitur eam ad nomen conjugis.

This is the Tatianic view. Ephrem explaining the Diatessaron
rendering of Mt. i. 24f says (Moes. p. 25): “In sanctitate
habitabat cum ea. Praepostere dicta sunt verba. Nam
prius sumpsit eam et postea habitavit cum ea in sanctitate; sed
ita legitur: Habitavit cum ea in sanctitate et sumpsit
eam.” Ephrem evidently means to say that what was done first
is said last. Joseph took (i.e. married) Mary first and in his
further life lived purely with her. Accordingly the mapéAaBey of
the Greek is understood as married. This agrees with the
Old-Syriac and the PeSitta. In vs. 20 the Cureton Syriac (and
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the Harclensis) read ¥28=9, the Sinaitic and the Peditta .a0a>a.
In vs. 24 all Syriac versions (Harcl. included) read cmi=x.
Both these words mean simply to take but are used constantly
for to marry. We see how obvious and simple the process
was in Syriac, but when we find the same exegesis in the West
we shall have to ascribe this to Tatianic influence, especially as
the Vulgate dimittere in vs. 19 is evidently contrary to the
Tatianic view. These views of his are widely responsible for
textual variation and there is a great confusion in the texts
between the words sponsa or uxor said of Mary, but Tatian
himself is quite consistent: he says sponsa before, uxor after
the message of the angel. Accordingly Sycur and Liége read in
vs. 20 instead of yuwaixa: desponsatam; in vs. 24 Sycur reads
instead of Tyv yuvalxe atrov ‘Mary’, a reading which, conflated
with the original text, is found in sah boh #2? and in Ne, In Lk.
il 5 instead of the conflate reading : T4 pepvyoreupévy avrd yuvauxi,
Sys© reads only Mary his wife.

We found in Zachary and in Comestor the expression acci-
pere in conjugem (uxorem)and Maerlant makes it probable
that also Liége in Mt. i. 24 read originally: nam Marien te
wive, instead of: nam Marien met hem.

Mindful of Frings’ warning against rash and groundless reaso-
ning I consulted our fellow-member Prof. Van Ginneken as an
expert of medizval Dutch and asked him whether in medieval
Dutch the expression: wif nemen or te wive nemen, is
the only possible rendering of the Vulgate: uxorem ducere,
nubere, etc. He replied: “that uxorem ducere should be
translated by wif nemen, te wive nemen is conceivable;
but that this should be the only form, I see no reason at all.
It would be equally possible to translate: te (huis)vrouwe
nemen, huwen, trouwen”. I may add that the Strassburg
Ms. sometimes uses bruden, and also the literal rendering
wif te huus voeren, the heimfihren of the German pa-
rallel texts.

Well, the Lieége Text uses always, without any excep-
tion wif nemen or te wive nemen. For this exclusive use
the Dutch idiom does not account. Let us compare the Syriac,
and consult the table on the opposite page.
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GREEK VULG. OLD-LAT. SYCUR SYSIN SYPES ‘ L HARCL.
Mt. 5. 32 Yauysy duxerit k + capi p. uxorem AP f a0 APTS 458 nemt (conjungitur) NOIW
Mt. 19.9 yapysy duxerit a0 [ Qo) 2 | 1399 nemt o
Mt. 19.9 yapudy duxerit om. om,. asey | 139° nemt S\ 0
Mt. 19. 10 | yapjoa nubere ‘ ~hdu .amm i hdurd amen [ hdu o= | 13910 wyf e nemene a) o>
Mt. 22.24 | émiyapBpeioet | ducat ; { ZZZ;W {.mcu.nd .. asdh i.mcuud ..~amd 2 | 17317 nemen madudn
Mt. 22.25 | yypas uxore ducta ; ;"' (:;:Zf’ Z B : ~hdued am ‘ —_ APTS 17318 nam en wyf one
Mt. 22.30 | yapolow nubent ¥ aam) | 2 TR ¥ ao = i e\ o1
Mt. 24.38 | yapolyres nubentes — (,.im <) 203 | 21515 om. — (S: brudende) | (.L\OJM
Me. 6. 17 Eyduyoey duxerat | a: nupsisset — mam) .03 9913 Ladde ghenomen [onr’
Mc. 6.18 | &ew Ty yuv.| habere uxorem | s ~hdurd 2w avh 9718 nemene . wyf ~omd
Mc. 10. 11 | yapuyoy duxerit — i) <om Qs - j 0
Mc. 10.12 | yauyoy nupserit k: nubet = a0 "\ ~amd | = i‘ p\c\.“&\
Mc. 12.19 | AdBy ™9y yuv.| accipiat-ux. — a0 2003 — i 2003
Mc. 12.20 | éAaBey yuy. accepit ux. S A am | hdur’ am ‘ e i a0l
Mc. 12.21 | éAafBey altyy | accepit eam | — st canoy 1731 nam Mo
Lk. 14.20 | yuv. &yypua uxorem duxi i dham ham ham 17134 ¢ hebbe wyf genomen oo
Lk. 16.18 | yauay ducit ; :l{ Z:Z;s : — M) S0l - —
Lk. 16. 186 | yapay ducit ! - S Qs | — , —
Lk. 20.28 | AdBy-tyy yuv. | accipiat-ux. | l‘ hdurd am ‘ i am (Bdue .. am — | a00)
Lk. 20.29 | AzBwy yus. accepit ux. ‘ ~hdu oo ‘ Ahdure o | amy ; - a0
Lk. 20. 30 \aPey avtyy | accepit illam 1 mam | mame) | cmamy | 173V nam maoa
Lk. 20.31 | éAafev altyy | accepit illam ! mao) mag) oy | 173% nam mam)y
Lk. 20.34 | yapotow nubunt ‘ ~<x) 003 ¥y proa) <3} ey 17327 nemen wyf e Gl
Lk. 20.35 | yapotow | nubunt | <33 a0y ~n a2l <zl a0 1751 selen . .wyve nemen o Gl
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The above list is highly instructive. It shows with complete
clearness’' the continual agreement of the Dutch and the Syriac.
The most usual word used in Syriac is =3, % Zake; once in
Syeur and twice in the Pefitta Max., equally meaning %
take, is used instead. In Mt. xxii. 24 the Old-Syriac,
evidently wishing to render ériyapBpsioet by a different word
uses yomawre) . .. ~omd, but the Pesitta keeps to the natural
amy. That =gy is really the vernacular word is clearly shown
by the Harclensis, who — wanting to render the Greek with a
painstaking exactness — uses -\QIW, conjungitur; but some-
times (Mk. x, 12; Lk. xiv. 20; Lk. xvi. 18) falls back on the
native usage and writes .am3. We may be sure that in those
passages where the Greek Gospels use AzpBévery (Mk. xii. 20 sq.;
Luk. xx. 28 sq.) they reproduce the original Aramaic.

The Liége Text has always the rendering accipere
uxorem or in uxorem 1), This cannot be accidental, as is
shown clearly by the twin translations of L. which in several
cases give different renderings instead. We might think, as Prof.
Symons remarked, of a personal idiosyncrasis of the translator,
who having once chosen the expression, sticks to it consistently,
but this is excluded by the fact, first that he uses the expression
where the Latin in agreement with the Greek has habere
uxorem viz. in Mk. vi. 18, Here the Dutch has like the
Syriac nemene wyf. And secondly by the fact that traces of
the early Latin rendering have been preserved in the Old-Latin:
in Mt. xxii. 24 #1 reads accipiatl. ducat, in Mt xxii. 25
e reads accepta uxore l. uxore ducta. The most interesting
case however is Mt. v. 32 in 4. The second part of this verse
is omitted in Mt. v. 32 by Codex Bezae, 2 @ 4. In Mt. xix. 9
by a considerable number of witnesses. 1 can explain the omission
only as due to the belief that any second marriage was essentially

1) Prof. Wensinck has remarked in the discussion that in Syriac there is
also found the construction with . It is quite possible that this con-

struction has left its trace in the te wive nemen of L and in the in
uxorem accipere of Zachary and Comestor, but as'the construction is
also Latin, no stress can be laid on this coincidence.
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condemned as carnal lust, and so a case like that presupposed
in the omitted clause must eo 7pso be excluded. The scribe
of £, however, has read the omitted clause in his Latin text for
he writes thus:

practer causam fornicationis facit
uxorem capi mechart

I have restored the stichometry which, according to the dots
in %, the scribe found in his original. It is clear that he wanted
to write:

praeler causam jfornicationem jfacit
eam mechari,

But he found evidently in his original (or in the Latin text
he was using at te same time) the addition

et qui dimissam
uxorem capit adulteral.

He overlooks however a line and has written wxorem capi when
he sees that he is wrong and that the second part of the verse
is to be omitted altogether. He leaves the wxorem but cancels
capi. The mistake is instructive for two reasons: first because
it shows that the Old-Latin (we may say now the Old-Latin
Diatessaron) had here the expression wxorem capere which we
are discussing; secondly because we find in the omitted clause
the addition wxorem, after dimissam, as in L:

‘ende so wie dat wyf nemt die en ander ghelaten heeft.

I think the proof is conclusive. To speak of accident here is
to give up scholarly research, We must leave a margin for acci-
dent- even in scholarly work, but here it seems precluded. If
the  thesis of a Syriac origin of the Old-Latin Diatessaron is
rejected, we are justified in asking for one that better accounts
for the facts, but we cannot accept that from accident.

One instance more may be given. It will show that the pro-
blems are more complicated still, though the fundamental solution
has been found.

In John vii. 35 the Jews are discussing the question wither
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Jesus is going that they will not be able to find him. They
suggest that he will possibly go “to the dwamopd 7@y "EAAjvwy
in order to teach the "EAAyres”. We are not now concerned
with the question as to what is the meaning of the Fourth
Gospel in this passage. It is the Latin translation of the Vulgate
which puzzles us. The Vulgate reads:

numquid in dispersionem gentium iturus est et docturus
gentes?

Accordingly "EAAyves is rendered by gentes. In John xii.
20 "EAAyves is rendered as gemtiles in Vg. and the Syro-
phoenician woman (Mk. vii. 26) is also called gentilis. The
Liége text renders John vii. 35 by /eidine and keidene volk.
In John xii. 20 it has a curious reading which states that
they were “vremde liede ... die nin. behoerden tin yodschen
volke”, foreign people ... not belonging to the Jewish nation.
This looks more like a rendering of alienigenae, &AASQuUAoL
and should certainly be compared with the PeSitta where
Acts x. 28 is rendered as wom ~ly aiaqy ~xar’
m~ole 3o, “a foreign man who is not a son of his race.”
We leave this for the present, only remarking that we cannot
say that the rendering gentilis is such an obvious one. In both
passages of the Gospel of John it seems that Jews are meant,
and not Gentiles;they are evidently Greek Jews from the Diaspora,
the so-called Hellenists. Even if pagan Greeks were meant, the
rendering gentilis is not a matter of course. In the Pauline
Epistles even when “Jews and Greeks” are contrasted clearly
as “Jews and Gentiles”, the Vulgate, with only two or three
exceptions (Gal. ii. 3; I Cor. x. 32z; xii. 13) uses graeci and
not gentides. In this as in other respects, the Latin tradition of
the Acts is decidedly on the side of the Gospels as distinct from
the textual tradition of the Paulinae. In Acts the rendering is
generdlly gentilis, and graeci is in the Vg. an exception.

Accordingly we are justified in putting the question : where and
when was the contrast Jew-Greek felt as the contrast Jew-Pagan
in such a degree that the word Greek became simply a synonym
for Pagan? The answer cannot be doubtful: it began during, and
persisted after the Maccabaean wars, when a strong reaction
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against the peaceful and afterwards forcible invasion and infil-
tration of Greek civilization arose in the religiousand nationalist
circles of the Jewish people. Hellenism menaced not only old
national customs and traditions but also the religion of the
chosen people, and since that time "EAAyy and ‘EAAywiopés are
equivalents of ‘Pagan’ and ‘Paganism’ in Palestinian Aramaic
and in Syriac generally. A convincing instance is furnished by
the comparison of the Syriac translation of II Macc. (ed. La-
garde) with the Greek:

IT Macc. vi. 8: &is tas .. 'EAAyvidas méAeis, sy.: hairsa)
~Ssasy .

II Macc. vi. 9: peraBaiveiy éri ta "EAAyuixd, sy.: o QAo
haaisey sl '

II Macc. xi. 24: 77 7oy Tarpds eis Ta "EAAyvixa peraIéser, sy.:
~haais) oy miani),

II Macc. iv. 10: 7pds 1oy 'EAAyuixdy xapaxtijpa, sy.: TR
~haaiuy.

II Macc. iv. 13: dxpy 100 "EAAyviapo0 xai wpéoBasis dAAoQuAio-
pod, Sy, r<haaicay K&\cu),:.cs ~haaiey halaas
omasy haas)a.

IIT Macc. iii. 8: "EAAyvag, sy.: ~Z=aAas..

An early instance of this meaning of "EAAyy is found in Mk.
vii. 26 where certainly the Syrophoenicissa is meant to be de-
noted as a pagan woman. Accordingly the Sinaitic Syriac reads
~\=i<¢ (a scribal error for ~3umnirc) and the Pesitta reads
w<hais. I think we may be sure also that in Lk. iv. 26 Well-
hausen is right in suggesting ~<3uusnie< instead of =i,
Xx4px, but not to denote ‘Syrian’ but ‘pagan’l). This must also
be the meaning in the next verse where the point is not that

1) A trace of this exegesis in the Liege Text p. 977: butenslands, and
in Zachary, col. 238B: exterae gentis vidua.
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Naaman is a eZa=n¥r<¢, a Syrian, but that he is ra=nYr,
a Pagan.

The: constant contrast in the Pauline Epistles of 'Iovdaios and
"EAAyy as: ‘Jew and Pagan’ is a witness to Paul’s Aramaic edu-
cation and mother-tongue.

It may be useful to append the complete comparative list for
the- use of the word in Greek, Latin and Syriac. I have added
also the Gothic to which Prof. Symons drew my atténtion. It
is important because it has the Vulgate gentilis in the Gos-
pels. So it is either a witness for the existence of this reading
in the Old-Latin texts by which the Gothic has been influenced,
or it shows that the Gothic is under Vulgate influence. If Jerome
is to be made responsible for the Vulgate genti/is in Gospels
and Acts, where did the Gothic, which shows the same diffe-
rence between Gospels and Paulinae as the Vulgate, get its
gentilis from?

The table, printed at the end of this paper, is very instruc-
tive: in one case only is "EAAyves rendered in the Pesitta by
~2a3a, (Acts xiv. 1). In one other case where this rendering is
given, Acts xvii. 4, it is qualified by the addition oeBduevor, which
evidently excluded the translation ‘pagan’. In all other cases
1AL is the rendering for "‘EAAyviorai evidently understood as
Greek-speaking people, cf. Acts ix. 29 Pes.: r-l-r( ~aroma
dh<ia. com ea>-tan, where ‘EAAyviords is explained by
Chrysostom as: tovs ‘EAAywiori QPbeyyopévous. In all cases where
the word "EAAywes is really understood as meaning ‘pagan’ it is
rendered by rZals, ~A0 I, gentiles, or SIS, gentes.

It is certainly curious that in all these instances as far as the
Gospels and Acts are concerned, the Vulgate follows the Syriac
very closely, With the Pauline Epistles the case is different.
The contrast is so clearly marked that a different textual tradi-
tion must be assumed.

One thing however is very puzzling: we should expect to find
in the Old-Latin tradition the rendering gentilis and in the
Vulgate the more literal graecus. The case is just the reverse;
and occurs in the Acts as well as in the Gospels. Even in
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the Western Text of Acts xx. 24 we find in & gig Zuc the
rendering graecis, D: "EAAyoswy. This observation deserves, I
think, close attention. I do not think it is inexplicable, though
for the present we simply state the fact, only mentioning that
the case is not without parallel: compare for instance the beautiful
rendering gratia plena in the Vulgate preserved from the
Syriac whilst the Old-Latin ¢ gives the literal gratificata. It
shows that, though the main solution has been found — and
the overwhelming evidence does not seem to admit the possi-
bility of any other conclusion — the tradition of the Latin
Gospels, especially its earliest history, is so complicated, that it
still requires a research, that will be both extensive and exact.
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GREEK ]< VULG. OLD-LAT. SYSIN SYCUR SYPES HARCL. ; GOTH
Mec. 7.26 ‘EAAyvig gentilis graeca: dabecff?q i hiat ~<haie ‘ ~hais | haipno
Joh. 7.35 (dwor.1.) EAAyywy| (disp.) gentium | graecorum: abdef2lrg I AT AT LTy <Zatas. Qi | biudo
» "EAAYvag gentes graecos: abfi2lq (eas: ¢) om. om. <Al ‘ Qi | biudos
Joh. 12. 20 | "EAAyves gentiles graeci: abcdeff?rs e hiat AT g L N l‘ Al | piudo
Act. 6.1 ‘EAAyyicTOY graecorum ‘ graecorum: / ex graecis 4 i L AT-W ‘ AT
Act. 9. 29 ‘EAAyvicTdS : g;ﬁ;‘;s Vg codd ¢ % ad graecos: ¢p gentibus: ¢ ‘3 s com et ‘ Y- : - Chrys. Tous éAAyuioTi PSeyyopévous
S 'EM\ywarée | . ‘ . ;
Act. 11.20 ¢ "EAAyvag d2¢ 34 g graecos craecos: @ <t [ AT |
8 d5* I¢! arm. - ‘ - ‘
Act. 14. 1 ‘EAAYywy graecorum graecorum: @ ria. AT W
Act. 16 1 | 7marpds 3¢ "EAAyvog| patre gentili graeco: d gig LATW ‘ Al
Act. 16.3 "EAAyy gentilis graecum: d gig i | <oaw Ephr.: gentilis
Act. 17.4 (ceB.) 'EAAyywy ’ geantilibus ( g;aeg(;(;;?: :edgig xT- XY-N Ephr.: gentilium
Act. 17. 12 | ‘EAAyvDwy gentilium | | i, 1
‘EAAYywy: 3§ graecorum: 4, grece: gig s | Ephr.: e graecis
Act. 18.4 "EAAyvas Xg Zzgg f::.ecos graecos: de gig, grecis: £ Al <Al
Act. 18. 17 | "EAAyves om. graeci: de gig & Al ~alss cf. Ephr., cat.
Act. 19. 10 | "EAAyvas gentiles graeci: d gig i | <Al
Act. 19. 17 | "EAAyot gentilibus graecis: d gig A= L1 ~aly Ephr.: gentiles
Act. 20. 21 | "EAAyot gentilibus graecis: d gig Luc. i XY
Act. 20. 24 ! E(I;::l?;fwgéti. Mg ! — graecis: 4 gig Luc. - — ‘ Ephr. : gentilibus
Act. 21.28 | "EAAyvag gentiles graecos: @ gig ‘ e ot
Rom. 1. 14 | "EAAyot graecis ! ~ad, T
Rom. 1. 16 | "EAAyw graeco | =N Al
Rom. 2.9 "EAAyvos graeco a1 IR
Rom. 2. 10 | "EAAym graeco ‘ 2L ST
Rom. 3.9 "EAAyvas graecos =y aly
Rom. 10. 12 | "EAAyvos graeci | graeci atque gentilis: #'me = (ad a1y | krekis
1 Cor. 1. 22 | "EAAyreg graeci " graeci e | <Al ! krekos
1 Cor. 1. 23 3 izj‘ll/.sa-"lEAAylm gentibus graecis: Ambr.? | A= \ r¢aly | Piudom
1 Cor. 1.24 | "EAAyot graecis gentibus: Aug. } ~a0 1 r<aly | piudo
1 Cor. 10. 32 | "EAAyou gentibus graecis: Hil. < ~als
1 Cor. 12.13 | "EAAyves gentiles graeci: Ddeflg ‘ A0 1 Al
Gal. 2.3 "EAAYy gentilis A a1 | kreks
Gal, 3.28 "EAAyy graecus =1 Al | kreks
Col. 3.11 "EAAYy gentilis a1 <Al ‘




