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(a)
——PﬂﬂMlﬂﬂ-Lﬂhﬂtﬁ——K-iLf_m_is_nead.

ABSTRACT

This study divides itself into three parts. The opening chapter
sets out the textual position. Most of the material here is well
known, but.additions to it can still be made. Since text, as a
selection from a group of variants, and interpretation, as a
justification and understanding of that selection, are always
associated both in method and in exegesis,] the first chapter also

presents an attempt to trace the history of the interpretation of

Romans 12.11c, particularly in its earlier, less well-known stages and

The second chapter, the backbone of the thesis, presents in
detail the lexical materials, which show how Kau.f-— often

appears in other writers in company with one or other of the words

c ) i '
found in the Pauline context (especisally &Tou o ;\ , OKV’]?Og
}

TwVeLpd, s, OT¢is awd Xpeia

in vv. 11-13) or with their cognates. My conclusion can be put in
this interrogatory form: If this word occurs elsewhere in.Greek
literature (and with necessary changes in Latin literature) in similar
company, should we not reconsider the possibility of 1{§ originality

in Romans 12.11c? .

Chapter three assumes this originality and suggests an exegesis
-~ M C /
of Romans 12 which gives Tw Kalt P w EovNe VOVTEG
t (8
its proper weight within its context, especially within chapters 11-

15.

é

1. Even the reading in the earliest extant MS may represent a choice
from amongst existing variants or be an emendation, and so itself
be an interpretation.

-2 -

.yttt e Yv g o o e ame v



Nihil sub sole novum

Si quem dura manet sententia iudicis olim,
Damnatum aerumnis suppliciisque caput:

Hunc neque fabrili lassent ergastula massa,

Nec rigidas vexent fossa metalla manus.

Lexica contexat, nam caetera quid moror? omnes
Poenarum facies hic labor unus habet.

J. J. Scaliger

I know of no more enjoyable intellectual activity than working on a
dictionary. Unlike most research, lexicography rarely sends one in
fruitless quests; one does not devote days, months, or even years to
testing an hypothesis only to decide that it is not tenable, or to
attempting to collect evidence to prove a theory only to have to
conclude that sufficient facts are no longer in existence to clinch
it. It does not make one's life anxious, nor build up hopes only to
have them collapse. Every day one is confronted by new problems,
usually small but absorbingly interesting; at the end of the day one
feels healthily tired, but content in the thought that one has
accomplished something and advanced the whole work towards its

completion.

J. R. Hulbert



I send you now by the Carrier Martin, ye papers I promised. I fear I
have not only made you stay too long for them, but also made them too
long by an addition. For upon ye receipt of your letter, reviewing
what I had by me concerning the text of 1 John 5.7, & examining
éuthors a little further about it, I mett with something new
concerning that other of 1 Tim 3.16, wch I thought would be as
acceptable to inquisitive men, & might be set down in a little room;
but by searching further into authors to find out ye bottom of it is
swelled to ye bignesse you see.

I. Newton
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PREFACE

This thesis was many years in the making, having been overtaken and
interrupted by changes professional and domestic. Hence my gratitude
to the Faculty of Divinity and to the Regdlations Committee of the
Faculty of Arts in the University of Durham for their patience. I am
indebted particularly to Darlington College of Education, sadly now
ctlosed, and to the Uﬁiversity of Hull for the two periods of study
leave that launched this investigation and helped to bring it to port.
I am grateful to the Rev. Professor C. K. Barrett for his trust and

steady encouragement and to my typists, Miss Anastasia Pallis and Mr.

Jannis Panagopoulos who worked on chapter two, and Miss Karen Petch,
for their careful work. Above all I am aware of how much I owe to
those editors whose concordances have helped so considerably to make
chapter two of this study possible. As for chapter one I slowly
became aware of the men behind the variants and behind the discussions
these provoked. Their errors show only their humanity and are
blemishes on giants' work which has laid the foundations for all

advanced study of the biblical text.



ABBREVIATIONS AND OTHER CONVENTIONS

AE See bibliography under Erasmus

art. cit. In article already cited

BC Before Christ

Bud€ Volume in the series Collection des Universités de France

publiée sous le patronage de 1'Association Guillaume
Budé (Paris)

c. Century or centuries

c. Circa

cc Volume in the series Corpus Christianorum, series
Latina (Turnhout); reference is to volume and page
number

3

chitsH—Chapter<s)

col. (1.) Column(s)

CR Volume in the series Corpus Reformatorum (Halle)

CSEL Volume in the series Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum
Latinorum (Vienna); reference is to volume and page
number

D-M See bibliography under Darlow, Moule

ed. (d.) Editor (s)

esp. Especially

ET English translation or Expository Times

etc. Et cetera

f. (f.D And following page(s)

ibid. Ibidem

id. Idem

in loc. On the verse in question

JTS Journal of Theological Studies

LB See bibliography under Erasmus

1.1 Line(s)

LXX SeptWagint

MS (S) Manuscript (s)



n. (n.) Note(s)

ns New series

op. cit. In work already cited

p- (p.) Page(s)

PG/PL Volume in the series Patrologia Graeca/Patrologia Latinas,

edited by J.-P. Migne (Paris); reference is to volume
and column number

PLS Supplementary volumes to PL, edited by A. Hamman (Paris)
pt. Part
SC Volume in the series Sources Chrétiennes (Paris);

reference is to volume and page number

sc. Scilicet
6———Sub-voce
Teubner Volume in the series Bibliotheca Scriptorum Graecorum

et Romanorum Teubneriana (Leipzig)

TS Volume in the series Texts and Studies (Cambgidge)
TWNT Theologisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testament

v. {v.) Verse(s)

viz. Videlicet

v. 1. Variant reading

vol. (s.) Volume(s)

vol. cit. In volume already cited

WA See bibliography under Luther.

W-w Either J. Wordworth and H. J. White, or their Vulgate

Romans (Oxford 1913)

ZNTW Zeitschrift fur die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft
und die Kunde der &lteren Kirche

i 222 22222

Where a date is given in brackets after an author's name, a preceding
dagger () signifies that it is the year of his death. Years of birth

are not generally given since they are less significant, even when



they are known. Dates without the dagger refer to the century or
centuries of the author's life, as given in such standard works of
reference as A Greek-English Lexicon, edd. H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, H.
S. Jones and R. McKenzie (Oxford 1925-1940), A Patristic Greek
Lexicon, ed. G. W. H. Lampe (Oxford 1961-1968), and The Oxford
Dictionary of the Christian Church, edd. F. L. Cross and E. A.

Livingstone (Oxford 19742). Dates without a following BC are AD.

The abbreviations of book titles in chapter two are those adopted in
The Oxford Classical Dictionary, edd. N. G. L. Hammond and H. H.

Scullard (Oxford 19702), pp. 1ix-xxii. The volume, year and page or

column references in periodical literature are given in the form: JTS
28 (1927) 98. Supralinear numbers after years of publication refer to
editions of books subsequent to the first. As with the word domino I
have been parsimonious with capital initials, especially in book
titles. I have not italicised extensive quotations from Latin

authors.

/
Ko P -—— means the wordgroup of which Kgu,fog is a member;
C

similarly U (S‘OL—— etc..



INTRODUCTION

The text of Paul's letter to the Romans 12.11c is in considerable
disarray. A mass of copies in Greek and a dozen other languages,along
with several quotations in the works of early Christian writers,

A - S /
supports T Kop L ou A eccocvTEG. A much smaller body
N ~
of evidence, most of it with Latin affiliation, reads —Tw KoLLPoJ
(3 T
[ "
S. . At least two MSS pass straight on from §£ov*reg to
~ b / g
T'V\ €>\1‘\'| t . These, not checked but taken from
L

Tischendorf's apparatus and his sigla modernised, are 1834 and 1912.

Was it because of the homoeoteleuton with —OV YT EC . or_because
~ ~

of the difficulty of T w0 Kou(’ W in their exemplars?
L (8

What did Paul write at this point? That Christians should serve
the Lord or serve the time? On the face of it the latter is the
harder reading, but is it so hard that it 1is impossible?] G. B. Caird
once said to the writer that it was not only lectio potior but lectio
‘potty'! Yet the evidence for Kat P é; is not inconsiderable,
‘though certainly circumscribed, and there is further evidence, of two
types, that argues in its favour. It can be shown that in the
Mediterranean world of Paul's day time-serving could be encouraged,
though its dangers were fully understood (I do not wish to suggest
that that necessarily was what Paul had in mind), and secondly it can
be shown that many of the words that encircle Romans 12. 11c, and their
cognates, accompany K ol e Cé and its cognates in many strands

of earlier, contemporary and later Greek.

1. See C. E. B. Cranfield's comment belgw in the discussion of the
reasons for the hardness of Kd;() W,
[

- 10 -



In fact it is the assumption of this thesis that a consideration
of the textual data alone cannot resolve this crux, that the evidence
is too finely balanced (quantity and geographical distribution over
against intrinsic probabilities) and that we must consider other data

like the two types mentioned above to aid us in our decision.

But why is it universally admitted that K xu Pu’;) is a hard
reading and harder than Kwu P\/\:: ? The only answer that has
been given, whether by its critics or by its champions, relates to the
ethical implications of TL’:‘) Kot p \?ﬁ Sou)\eJov-reg. As we

shall see, Athanasius challenged the propriety of such a course of

action for the Christian ( O?J TF'P!e'lTeL ); Erasmus, a
champion, was aware of its place in pagan ethics; and amongst recent
scholars Cranfield, who alleges: 'K o f é; is not only lectio
difficilior (that it certainly is), but also lectio impossibilis',
interprets the phrase pejoratively as '“opportunism”, “accommodating
oneself to the circumstances", ”time-serving“‘.] In 1977 H. Schlier
wrote: '... K oo Q :\:) Sao)eSew ...1ist in der Antike eine
anst3§sige Redensart im Sinn von Opportunist sein. Es ist der,
welcher der Zeit nachlauft und ihr nach dem Munde redet, was ja nicht
gerade als Weise der selbstlosen Hingabe betrachtet werden kann. Das
Erbarmen Gottes mahnt geﬁiss nicht dazu, dem Zeitgeist und den
Zeitverhaltnissen sich anzupassen und ihnen zu verfallen',2 and in
1982 U, Wilckens said: ‘"Der Zeit zu dienen" war eine égngige
Redensart in'prononciert negativer Bedeutung eines

verabscheuungsdﬂ%digen Opportunismus‘.3

1. A commentary on Romans 12-13 (Edinburgh 1965), p. 44 = A critical
and exegetical commentary on the epistle to the Romans, vol. 2
(Edinburgh 1879), p. 635.

Der ROmerbrief (Freiburg etc. 1977), p. 376 f..

Der Brief an die Romer, vol. 3 (Zurich etc. 1982), p. 21.

w

- 11 -



A n e

I doubt very much whether T Kat (’b:i So vI\eJ e Viand
tempori (bus) servire) was so uniformly pejorative as these last three
scholars believe, but it is still ethical considerations which have
always controlled the decision. I suggest that there were other
reasons which in addition might have predisposed copyists and editors

s /
to alter an original WKott ( W to Kv Pl w
s [§

Firstly, there is the link with pagan religion and polytheism.
In the second century the Greek antiquary Pausanias (5,14,9) reported
/
the presence of an altar to Ko{\,(,og at Olympia and the

/
composition of a hymn to KdL og by Ion of Chios (4 C. B.C.),
p y y

in which Kal\,?olg is represented as the youngest child of Zeus;
Himerius (4 C.) wrote that the sculptor Lysippus (4 C. B.C.) 'enrolled
Ko'(\, ()olg among the gods' (Ecl. 14,1); Palladas (4-5 C.)
applauded Menander's (4-3 C. B.C.) description of Kd L ()0/5 as
a god (AP 10, 52,1): and even Ausonius (4 C.), a christian poet, in a
Latin paraphrase of Posidippus (3 C. B.C.; APl 16, 275), can without
scruple make Kol\, pols say: Sum dea quae rara et paucls
Occasio nota (Epigramma 33). But that is exceptional. Monotheists
cannot speak of the god Kaln Pég with approval. Philo twice
refers slightingly to this pagan deity and its cult (Post. 121; Q. 1In
Gen. 1,100), and Christians follow suit, Procopius of Gaza (6 C.)
actually quoting the latter of these two passages (PG 87.292C). Other
allusions to a pagan god Kd*’eols in christian writers include
Athenagoras (2 C.; PG 6. 937AB), Gregory Nazianzus (4 C.; PG
37.10284) and Paulinus of Nola, disciple and close friend of Ausonius,
mentioned sbove, (4 C.; PL 61.230B). Had Paul's Romans reading Kd\,f\,::)
or tempori fallen into the hands of one or more of these three,
correction of the text would have been regarded as a religious duty

and would have happened as surely as happened with Jerome when an Old

- 12 -



Latin Romans and/or an Ambrosiaster reading tempori was decontaminated

and made to read domino see p. 28f..

Secondly, there is the assocliation of K,ou.()ég and astrology,
in contexts that sometimes contain Jewish elements, yet an association
that would still be antipathetic to christian theology and much
christian sentiment. I have observed four places in the ancient
sources where Kot PO,S appears in astrological and magical
texts, though three of them (2.-4. below) are textually insecure, and a 8o
two other references, in the secondary literature, where scholars have

/
suggested an astrological understanding of Kalt ()og.

1. In Les Mages hellénisés (Paris 1938) J. Bidez and F. Cumont edited
a text attributed to the Persian sage Ostanes, in which K‘“fés
appears as the god of a decan (vol. 1, p. 177f.; wol. 2, p. 273).
They suggest that it is the representation of KoLL ?'-/’S in Greek
art holding a balance, hinting at a connection with Libra, that is the

/
reason for the presence of Ka& L Q o¢ here.

2. There is a text attributed to Apollonius of Tyana (1 C.) but
probably coming from the fourth century, which may not only employ
/
Kole Po < in an astrological context but also be a new parallel
~~ ”~\ s
to the Pauline expression T'bl) Kd»()ul go o ELOVT ES,
\

1
It was edited twice in successive years by F. Nau and F. Boll. Nau
\ ~ > ~ ~n > 4 -~

(p. 1385) read: tre()u TwvVv OVOrxol.Sva Twv oL'YYc—Auv Twv

7 > \ / / <
g°°>\eugvrwv &ig Toug '(‘&'KQ’J.(’GLS \(oLLpouS' ot
’ 7 _ J / c\ Palt \
ovoPcLSwLL LWV oLYYé)\wv O\ &005(006“ TOovVv

1. Edd. I. Parisot, F. Nau, M. Kmosko, Patrologia Syriaca, pt. 1,
vol. 2 (Paris 1907), pp. 1363-1392; ed. F. Boll, Catalogus
codicum astrologorum Graecorum vol. 7 (Bruxelles 1908),
pp. 175-181.

- 13 -



_ 7 b) <
uPNT‘ov Katefov SV duTdr®

Two comments are appropriate here. The decline of the dative and its
-]
replacement by inter alia @1§ + accusative are well known in late
Ve
KO!\/V] ,] so that the final phrase of the first sentence may
serve as a new example of the Pauline phrase in Romans 12.11c. Paul
-~ b
himself may offer an example of gOo)eUbJ + €\g rather
’ s >

than + dative, at Philippians 2.22 : € SOO)\ EVSEV ei5

\ 3 / X ) ~
TO €V o{\{\( e>\ tOV . The second comment refers to 101 K OVG |
in the second sentence of the extract. It may suggest that service of
the four seasons need not involve the grovelling that some of the

/ ~ ~
champions of K\)Pw‘d see to be the problem with T KoLt_()w

E\-o o ) 6:9 cVTES - Serving, even slaving, does not exclude
e
Slolv(v. €1g , administration. However, in his edition published
\ /
the following year Boll printed Tou s S oliovg instead of
2 \ g\ /
G\g Tov( K ol pous (p 180), a reading found in some

MSS and recorded in Nau's apparatus. But the context favours

/
Kol fous and I would follow Nau's text.

3. Published amongst Papyri Graecae magicae. Die griechischen
Zauberpapyri, vol. 2 (Lelpzig/Berlin 1931) is a famous Leiden MS,
papyrus 13, in which the abbreviation \(fog occurs twice (pp.
96, 112, 11, 188f., 508f.). Though A. Dieterich reads this as
K(’gVOS , in which he was followed somewhat tentatively by R.

2
Reitzenstein, the editor, K. Preisendanz, followed by

1. Cp. A. T. Robertson, A grammar of the Greek New Testament In the
light of historical research (London 19193), p. 535, where other
examples are given.

2. A. Dieterich, Abraxas (Leipzig 1891), pp. 11, 18; R. Reitzenstein
Die GOttin Psyche in der hellenistischen und frihchristlichen
Literatur (Heidelberg 1917), pp. 30f., 37ff.; 1id., Die
hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen (Stuttgart 19273), pp. 359,
217.

- 14 -



- /
A -7J. Festugiére and very recently by Morton Smith, read K «t fo S .]

/
Few though they be (see below p. 88f. ) abbreviations of Kd‘f°5
pd
are known, of KQOVOS , as far as I know, none is found; so again I
/
support the expansion Kot\fos in these two passages. If this
is correct we have an astrological, magical text, dating from the
/
third or fourth century, where KOL\ (705 enjoys a very lofty
eminence amongst gods and angels. A few lines further on (pp. 91,
/ c_\ \
114f., 11. 71ff., 583ff.) the magician claims: gou) Evw Vo Tov
\ / ~ M 9 /
Sov Kosr;\ov TwWw €W oLYYe)w. The editor says that the
¢ 8 (8

/
angel here is Kd\?os . If that is so then we have here another

instance of the Pauline phrase in a slightly modified form.

4. Finally, if we can accept the emendation of the editor, we have
/
K ote ?og incorporated into the barbarous name of a demon in the
’
Testament of Solomon 18,8, as KdteNZdVOV P dov . This name
is mentioned twice and the demon is the one that causes ears to be

blocked up! 2

As for the secondary literature, A. Bouchg-Leclercq described
! 7 e /
Kaltpos as 'idee fondamentale de la theorie des Kond.p)(au'
(the propitious moments when alone new ventures should be undertc.aken),3

~ /
and in connection with Galatians 4.10: Tl’at(’ ot T4 () &6 B¢ ... watd fovs

Reitzenstein referred to the late Jewish belief that Michael and

1. A.-7J. Festugie\re, La révélation d'Herme\s Trisme%iste, vol. 1
(Paris 1944), p. 302; Morton Smith in The Greek magical papyri in
translation, ed. H. D. Betz (Chicago/London 1986), pp. 177, 185.
Preisendanz and Reitzenstein disagreed quite explicitly about the
more likely way to expand the contraction; cp. the former in
Deutsche Literaturzeitung 38 (1917) 1431, in a review of the
latter's Die GOttin Psyche (coll. 1427-1433), and the latter's
response in Das iranische Erl&sungsmysterium (Bonn 1921), p. 177,
n. 3.

2. Ed. C. C. McCown, The Testament of Solomon (Leipzig 1922), p.
52#f. .

3. A Bouchg—Leclercq, L'astrologie Grecque (Paris 1899), p. 9, n. 2.

- 15 -



Gabriel were the angels of winter and summer, and he appeared to
suggest that some such angel worship is presupposed by the Pauline

phrase.]

For all its variety, it seems quite clear that WK ol ec,s ’
whether as god, angel or demon, enjoyed an important position in
popular Greek magic, and any idea of service rendered to such a one
would be regarded only as blasphemous by early Christians. Rather
than trust Paul and allow his risky expression to stand (even though
knowing that whatever he meant, he could never have advised service of

demonic forces), some early reader or readers sanitised his text with

o~
the unexceptional Kuf‘\:\ , much the easier reading.

Lastly and most tentatively, it may be, as I shall suggest later
(p. 36f.), that the heresiarch Marcion (2 C.) read tempori at Romans
12. 11c and that it was his support for a phrase already risky and so
suspect that finally alienated readers from it. But clearly this view
remains only a hypothesis that the present state of the evidence does

not allow us to demonstrate.

1. R. Reitzenstein, Poimandres (Leipzig 1904), p. 287f., esp. p. 288,
n. 1.

- 16 -



CHAPTER ONE

THE HISTORY OF THE PROBLEM

(a) The MSS

Though later I shall deal briefly with the earliest evidence for
the variant Ku ‘)./;:) (p. 4.0, n. 1), I shall concentrate on the
variant Kol 9::) , describing in greater detail the witnesses
supporting 1t and the interpretations which have been offered. The
reasons for this unbalanced treatment are these: where the meaning of
K\)P !/09 is clear, that of i ott P:;) is not; few would

M
dispute that it is Ke&t?\?) that has to justify itself, because

of its ambiguity and weaker attestation, rather than Koy p L'LJ
\ L

There are only four Greek MSS which read WKollt ‘):‘:s , the three
Greek-Latin bilingual uncials DFG and the minuscule MS 5. D, codex
Claromontanus, is usually dated to the sixth century, but H. J. Frede
expresses certainty that it is a fifth century work.] On p. 69 of the
standard facsimile edition prepared by Tischendorf (Leipzig 1852), the
original hand has written, in unbroken uncials:

T WKl () w XO\J)\e uov‘T‘GS' temporiservientes.

Subsequent correctors have altered both versions to KoV Pit:) and
domino, but a sixteenth century corrector restored the Greek side to
w cL\fﬁ:} (see Tischendorf, op. cit., p. 546). It is not clear
whether this change was the result of the restorer's being able to

recover the erased original or of collation with another M5 or &

1. H. J. Frede, Altlatelnische Paulus-Handschriften (Freiburg 1564),
p. 22f., where he follows E. A. Lowe, Codices Latini antlquiores,
vol. 5 (Oxford 1950), § 521. Cp. Tuillier's article mentioned on
p. 106.

- 17 -



printed edition like Erasmus's second of 1519.]

F, codex Augiensis, dated to the ninth century, unlike D, has the
Latin on the left side and the Greek on the right side of the page.
Only the Greek side supports Kol () :;) -y reading the three
words of the phrase with a dot between each, according to Scrivener's
facsimile edition, p. 36.2 The Latin side (f) reads 5;3 (=domino),
but over the Greek word V(OL\v?;; the Latin tempore (sic)
has been written. It is not clear whether this is a translation of

N
KA f (e because the Latin side offers no help, or the result
4

of collation with G. It is probably the latter.3

G, codex Boernerianus, again dated to the ninth century, presents
the Greek and Latin evidence differently from both D and F. Here the
Latin (g) is placed over the Greek, rather like an interlinear gloss.

Following Reichardt's Lichtdruck (Leipzig 1809, p. 16, we have:

1. H. J. Frede, Ein neuer Paulustext und Kommentar, vol. 2 (Freiburg
1974), published a transcription of a Latin Apostolicum from
Budapest, written c. 400, copied c. 800, which, he says, agrees
with Claromontanus in 86% of its readings. However at Romans
12.11c (p. 81) it reads, unlike Claromontanus, domino servientes.
The ancient commentary that accompanies the text has no note on
the phrase. We shall return to this MS when we examine the
evidence of Pelagius. Unfortunately Frede's earlier (re-)-
discovery, a fragmentary Latin Apostolicum from Monza near Milan,
written ¢. 900, does not contain Romans 12,11. Its text is said
to be entirely Old Letin and akin to Ambrose's text. It is
tantalising to speculate whether the great bishop of Milan read
tempori or domino, cp. Frede, Altlateinische Psulus-Hand-
schriften, p. 248. In Die alten Ubersetzungen des Neuen
Testaments, die Kirchenv8terzitate und Lektionare, ed. K. Aland
(Berlin/New York 1972), p. 465, n. 25, Frede reports agreements
between Ambrose and this MS at Ephesians 4.8; 16; 18.

2. F. H. Scrivener, An exact transcript of the codex Augiensis
(Cambridge/London 1859).

3. Scrivener, op. cit., p. xxix. W. B. Smith, 'The Pauline
manuscripts F and G. A text-critical study', The American
Journal of Theology 7 (1903) 452-485, 662-688, does not deal
with Romans 12,11c in his argument that F and G are not
immediately dependent on each other
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tempore servientes

Tio. ‘/seu()u Sou) EVCVTES

Before we leave these Greek-Latin bilinguals we should note that
the fourth member of the Pauline Greek-Latin bilingual quartet, Ee,
codex Sangermanensis, usually considered to be a transcript of D, here
does not follow D, but reads K Ufl/bj and, like Frede's
Budapest Apostolicum and f, domino. So reads Belsheim's edition of E
(Christiania 1885, p. 12). Further we should note that Frede has
argued that the archetype of these four bilinguals can be dated to

about 350.] The significance of this will be clearer when we come to

the first Latin commentators on Romans.

Before we leave the Latin biblical evidence we must note the
witness of the Old Latin capitulation of Romans. According to the

Wordsworth-White edition of the Vulgate Romans (p. 56f.; henceforth

1. Altlateinische Paulus-Handschriften, pp. 94-97. A more recent
discussion of the archetype is in N. A. Dahl, '0230 (=PSI 1306)
and the fourth century Greek-Latin edition of the letters of
Paul', in Text and interpretation, edd. E. Best and R. McL. Wilson
(Cambridge 1979), pp. 79-98. For Frede's detailed codicological
description and assessment of Dd Ee Ff Gg see op. cit.,
pp. 15-87.
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W-W), MSS AF entitle capitulum 42 de tempore serviendo,] and MSS OV
give the same title to capitulum 49. The retention of an 0ld Latin
capitulum in many Vulgate MSS without any adaptation to the Vulgate's
reading is very curious and is another witness to the persistence of

0l1d Latin readings long after the text as a whole had been revised.

The degree of curiosity and the strength of the persistence are
heightened when we consider the ages of AF and the circumstances of
their preparation. A was copied c.700 as a presentation copy for the
Pope, and F was copied between 541 and 546 for the bishop of Capua.

In other words they can be assumed to be carefully written,

1. A (Amiatinus) and F (Fuldensis) were edited by Tischendorf
(Leipzig 1850) and Ranke (Marburg/Leipzig 1868) respectively.
Tischendorf (p. 256) and Ranke (p. 198) give the reading of the
verse (domino) and Tischendorf (p. 242) and Ranke (p. 178) the
inconsistent cepitulum: 42 de tempore serviendo. J. B. Lightfoot
dealt fully with both A's and F's capitulations in Journal of
Philology 3 (1871) 193-214, 'The epistle to the Romans', esp.
196-203, where he shows just how many MSS follow A. This article
was reprinted in Biblical Essays (London 1893), pp. 352-374, esp.
pp. 355-362. Lightfoot was expanding a brief mention, which
F. J. A. Hort had then criticised; cp. Journal of Philology 2
(1869) 266; 1ibid., 3 (1871) 66f., 80 n. 1 (Hort) = Biblical
Essays, pp. 289, 337f., 351 n. 1. Lightfoot saw the importance of
this for Romans 12,11c. Another discussion of the capitulations
and of their importance for Romans is in P. Corssen, 'Zur
Uberlieferungsgeschichte des ROmerbriefes', ZNTW 10 (1908) 1-45,
esp. 20-31; on p. 27f. Corssen lists examples additional
to Romans 12,11c where the Vulgate text does not agree with the
text implied by the capitulation, and on pp. 24-27 demonstrates
that Tertullian was familiar with that text. Much more briefly,
W-W, p. 43, dealt with the agreements between A and F in their
capitulation (capitula I-XXIII (sc. of F) forsan ad codicem
quemdam veteris versionis pertinebant), and thirty years earlier
Corssen had said of F: F per omnes Novi Test. 1libros tantum
proprii et singularis habet, ut non tam Vulgata corrupta quam
antiquior quaedam versio ad Vulgatsem accommodata videatur esse
(Epistula ad Galatas (Berlin 1885), p. 21f.), and B. Fischer
draws attention to the mixed character of F's Pauline text in F.
Bolgiani's Vittore di Capus e i1 'Diatessaron' (Turin 1862), pp.
49ff.. The phenomenon of disagreement between Old Latin and
Vulgate at Romans 12, 1ic was first noticed by Franciscus Lucas of
Bruges ($1619) in a book published in 1580; see below, p. 95.
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official objets d'art; and yet they can preserve an old reading that
formally contradicts and so makes a nonsense of their text! As for

MSS OV, they are even further removed in time from Jerome and so their
preservation of the 0Old Latin capitulumL?ll the more interesting. V s
is a ninth century MS and a leading representative of the revision of

! In the case of O2 we

Jerome's Vulgate attributed to Alcuin tso4).
have an 0l1d Latin Apostolicum which has been partly revised by
collation with a Vulgate text; I say 'partly' because it still

retains 'many cases' where 'it agrees with d almost or quite alone:

1. Cp. S. Berger, Histolre de la Vulgate pendant les premiers siecles
du moyen 8ge (Paris 1893), pp. 187-203, 413, esp. 202f..

2. Dated by O. Pacht and J. J. G. Alexander, Illuminated manuscripts
in the Bodleian Library Oxford, veol. 3 (Oxford 1973), p. 2 § 12,
to the first third of the ninth century.
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e.g Rom. 1ii. 14, 16, 11i. 22, 26, x. 20, xv. 13, 23, 27, 30'.] In

the retention of the Old Latin capitulum de tempore serviendo we have
another example of the connection between O and d, though it is only
in d's text; there is no capitulation at all ind e f g (cp. W-W, 2

44),

MS 5, now in Paris, is a medieval minuscule which Hort described

1, B. F. Westcott in A dictionary of the Bible (London 1863},
p. 1696, at 'x2' (= W-W's 0). This judgement about O and d was
endorsed by H. J. White in the fourth edition of F. H. A.
Scrivener's A plain Introduction to the criticism of the New
Testament for the use of biblical students, ed. E. Miller (London
1894), vol. 2, p. 87. Had White already by this time collated O,
as he certainly had before 1913 when he assisted Wordsworth in
bringing out the Romans fascicule (cp. W-W, p. 62)? Wordsworth
who had died in 1911 must still be regarded as the chief editor of
the Romans fascicule, though both White and G. M. Youngman made
considerable contributions to it; c¢p. White in E. W. Watson's
Life of bishop John Wordsworth (London 1815), p. 154: ‘'the Romans

represents a great deal of his (sc. Wordworth's) work, indeed of s/
his very best work', and p. 402 where Romsans is included in
Wor#worth's bibliography, and p. 143f. for the tribute to {/

Youngman., W-W was reviewed at length by M -J. Lagrange in Revue
Biblique ns 13 (1916) 225-238, 'La Vulgate latine de l'éthre

aux Romains et le texte grec'. Lagrange did not deal with Romans
12, 11c in this review though elsewhere he did; see below, p. 93(.
Strangely W-W was not reviewed in JTS. One comment that might
have been made was that one or more of the trio of editors dealt
unevenly with the new material made available to them by their
French collaborator Samuel Berger. In his Histoire de la Vulgste,
p. 139, nn. 2-3 Berger had reported four readings from Romans from
a fragmentary tenth century Monza Apostolicum (8.38; 9.25;

15.30; material 3 propos 16, 25-27), of which the W-W editor(s)
chose to incorporate only two (see W-W, pp. 145s, 150b), under a
siglum which is not included or decoded in the Elenchus Codicum
(p. 62), viz. codd. Modoetin. 1 2/9 or Modoet. 1 2/9. This
Apostolicum is of course the one rediscovered by Frede (see above
p. 18, n. 1). Berger reported, loc. cit., three other readings
from the Apostolicum in the MS, none of which was taken up by the
editor(s) of the relevant fascicule, and he gives further details
of it, op. cit., p. 395.
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1 ”~

as 'a cursive of the first rank'. It reads Kol ?w , and is the
[ 8
only monolingual in any language out of the thousands of MSS that
attest Romans so to do. Another witness to Kau(’:» which has
been very tentatively proposed is the Rockefeller McCormick New Testa-
ment, Greek minuscule 2400. At Romans 12,11c it reads K ar TW
Sou 2
K\)Pu.d OVAEVOVTES .“ In his review of the second
volume of the editio princeps (JTS 34 (1933) 168> F. C. Burkitt, who
”~

had already declared himself an adherent of KoLLQvO (ibid., 28
(1927) 98, n. 2), said, 'I do not know any other MS that inserts Kdi
here: it is a pleasing fancy that it may be a relic of Kd.\()w )

the old Western reading'.

The only Greek evidence for chL\.(’:‘ll other than the
bilinguals and 5 that has ever been quoted in an apparatus criticus
was that made available in the very first apparatus to be published.
In 1550 Robertus Stephanus published his splendid third edition of the
Greek New Testament in Paris, and at Romans 12,11 (part 2 p. 23),
against W ()C;) in the text, he has in the inner margin§ Kuf?a/t:).
ol . S. €. 9. L.t . By consultation of his introduction one may
deduce that there were in his view three other MSS, viz. (5 ) §) LY)
which support KoL\.f:;) in the text. Attempts to identify
Stephanus's sigla have been many, but a consensus seems to be that

though it is difficult to establish what all of them refer to (even

were they accurate) headway has been made with most. B is universally

1. Journal of Philology 3 (1871) 70, n. 2 = Biblical Essays p. 341},
n. 2. For details of this MS see in addition to the handbooks
W. H. P. Hatch, Facsimiles and descriptions of minuscule
manuscripts of the New Testament (Cambridge, Mass., 1951),
p. 254f.. Though the non-gospel part of this MS is late
(fourteenth or fifteenth century) its text of Paul is 'Western'
according to Hatch; as with D Colossians precedes Philippians.
Stephanus made use of it.

2. See vol. 2 (Chicago 1932), p. 73.
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equated with codex Bezae, which, of course, 1is not extant for Romans.
Or is (3 a misprint for S. which is now 5 (see above), has been in
Paris for a long time and so might have been available to Stephanus,
and pace Stephanus does read WKt Q:‘: ? 1In Gregory-Aland's list
is 8 and LY’ is 388. But 8, like codex Bezae, does not include
Romans, and 398, which does, reads ;(—p—o !] The fact that it was

Stephanus's teenage son who was responsible for the collations may not

be irrelevant to all this inaccuracy.

But even if the solitary witness of 5 were found to be confirmed

~
by some new Greek discovery, the case for Kdt(’t;‘a would hardly be

strengthened in the eyes of those who reject it. It is not primarily
on the grounds of the documentary evidence that the case here is won

or lost.

(b) Latin writers to c. 450
-~
Since the only non-Greek support for Kal\.(’vg we have so far
seen is in Latin, the Latin sides of Claromontanus and Boernerianus

e
(dg>, along with Augiensis' (f) glossing Kau.(’u with tempore
t

1. I em grateful to the Rev. Dr. W. J. Elliott for checking the
reading of 398 in Cambridge University Library.

2. The chief discussions of Stephanus's four editions of the Greek
New Testament and of his MSS known to and used by me are: J.
Mill, Novum Testamentum Graecum .., (Oxford 1707), pp. cxvi-cxx,
cxxv-cxxvii, with corrections in an appendix separately pagircmated,

% 46; = (Lelpzig 17232) pp. 117-12%1, 125-127; J. Bengel, n Kd’“"’\

tabnwKn (Tibingen 1734), p. 654, = (Tubingen 1763%), p.
334; J. J. Wettstein, v} Kadivn gtdqu"l , vol. 1
(Amsterdam 1751), pp. 142-146; E. Reuss, Bibliothecs Novi
Testamenti Graecl... (Braunschweig 1872), pp. 49-54; Scrivener,
op. cit. 2, p. 435-439, = op. cit.4, vol. 2, pp. 188-192; (C.
Tischendorf-) C. R. Gregory, Novum Testamentum Graece, vol.

3 (Leipzig 1884-1894), p. 2i2f.; E. Armstrong, Robert Estienne:
royal printer (Cambridge 1954), pp. 136ff.. Of these Bengel
criticised Stephasnus's accuracy (we have seen good grounds for
this); Mill and Scrivener, the latter followed by Armstrong,
attempt to identify the MSS he used.
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and the Old Latin capitula in some primary Vulgate MSS, we shall not
be surprised to find that as we now move from continuous texts to
quotations and allusions in early Christian writers, the evidence for
AL P’v;) continues to be Latin. That is the only reason for
the otherwise mistaken method that I adopt, viz. to deal with the
early Latin patristic tradition before the Greek and, particularly, to

deal with Rufinus and his version of Origen before Origen himself.

Peter Brown has described the final years of the fourth century
so: 'the last decades of the fourth century in the Latin church could

well be called “the generation of S. Paul"‘.] I would not be

surprised if the archetype of the four bilinguals mentioned above, Dd
Ee Ff Gg, 1is another product of this revival of interest in Paul in
the West,2 but that must remain hypothetical though pleusible. What
however is clear is that in the seventy years from c. 363 to c. 430 no
less than seven men in Italy and North Africa (two of whom
incidentally were laymen) produced commentaries on the whole or on

part of the Pauline corpus.

The first was Marius Victorinus, the christian Neoplatonist who
wrote commentaries on Galatians, Ephesians and Philippians. He may
have written on Romans and he may have been Ambrosiaster's teacher,

but the commentary is no longer extant if he did write one and we

1. Augustine of Hippo (London 1967), p. 151. Cp. B. Lohse,
'Beobachtungen zum Paulus-Kommentar des Marius Victorinus und zur
Wiederentdeckung des Paulus in der lateinischen Theologie des
vierten Jahrhunderts', in Kerygma und Logos, ed. A. M. Ritter
(Gottingen 1979), pp. 351-366.

2. If not its instigator!

3. In discussing these I shall include mention of those who accept
domino rather than tempori, since the protagonists of each
reading were often inter Bcting with their predecessors and
opponents.
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cannot assess too precisely or fully his influence on Ambrosiaster.]

But it is still worthwhile outlining Ambrosiaster's setting because it
is he who is the first writer certainly to quote Romans 12,11c in the
form of D#d* F(f) Gg, the first writer to discuss the textual position

and the first writer to offer an explanation of serving the time.

As is well known 'Ambrosiaster' is the name first used by Erasmus
for the anonymous Latin commentator on all the Pauline letters, who
wrote in Rome between 364 and 375. His general reputation has always
been high. Souter called him 'one of the truest Romans of the fourth

century', and JUlicher and Harnack spoke of him as the best expositor

n

(of Paul: Julicher) before the Reformation (in the West: Harnack).”
He produced three editions of his commentary on Romans, the only

letter to receive this careful reconsideration.

The relevant features of each of the three editions are as
follows (I adopt H. J. Vogels' sigla): recensiool: tempori
servientes is to be understood in the light of Ephesians 5.16 and
Colossians 4.5-6, where two reasons are given for heeding the

injunction to redeem the time: the days are evil, and the need to

1. P. Hadot, Marius Victorinus, recherches sur sa vie et ses oeuvres
(Paris 1971), believes there was such a commentary (p. 287) which
he dates *363?' (p. 303). For his influence on Ambrosiaster see
P. Séjourné, Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 15/2
(Paris 1950), coll. 2898, 2936, 2950.

2. Cp. M Zelzer, 'Zur Sprache des Ambrosiaster', Wiener Studien,
Neue Folge 4 (1970) 197; A Souter, 'Reasons for regarding
Hilarius (Ambrosiaster) as the author of the Mercati-Turner
anecdoton', JTS 4 (1905) 609; 1id., The earliest Latin
commentaries on the epistles of St. Paul (Oxford 1927), p. 44.

In this latter book Souter refers to Romans 12, il1c. and
Ambrosiaster on p. 63. Other brief references to this verse in
this commentator are to be found in H. J. Vogels, Untersuchungen
zum Text paulinischer Briefe bei Rufin und Ambrosiaster (Bonn
1855), pp. 9, 27; 1id., Das Corpus Paulinum des Ambrosiaster (Bonn
1957), pp. 15, 53; and particularly A. Pollastri, Ambrosiaster:
Commento alla lettera ai Romani: aspetti cristologici (L'Aquila
1877), n. 96 on pp. 33ff..
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know how to respond to a questioner.] The reference to evil days
introduces a new third reason from Ambrosiaster: he feels that the
phrase that Paul has just used, fervent in spirit, might be
misunderstood by some unbalanced Christians who could scandalise non-
believers by their intemperate championing of Christianity. To head
off this possibility, Ambrosiaster says, Paul adds temporl servientes
be diplomatic in your advocacy of the faith. In his comment on 12.12
spe gaudentes, rejoicing in hope seems to be regarded as compensation
for the silence and even for the fear occasioned propter iniquitatenm

temporis; these two reactions appear to be ways of serving the time.

Recensio @ adds three features to this very interesting
exegesis. Clearly in the interval between recensiones o and ﬁ, the
church had entered upon a greater measure of peace. One wonders then
if recensio O was prepared during Julian's brief reign (361-363) when
relations between church and court were.more than a little strained,
when Marius Victorinus who, as we have noted, may have been
Ambrosiaster's teacher, was forced to resign his public position.
Recensio ﬁ; inserts into recensio & two references that imply a
transition from harassment to peace. Ambrosiaster's point in ﬁ; is
that even in more settled times non—Christians.can be provoked to
blasphemy by tactless preaching so easily facilitated by a new

tolerance. Secondly, in this interval Ambrosiaster has become aware,

1. This is dealt with much more fully in Ambrosiaster's notes on
Ephesians, 5.15-16 and Colossians 4.5-6.
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through hearsay (dicitur),] that the Greek rendering is -."u} Ko f',‘t’
i‘oo)eéovves , and so he now prefaces his whole comment on Romans
12, 11¢c by saying that KU,P(‘I’ does not fit the context. The
context is full of particular commands; T;:J Kuf\/ttJ goo)\e\fov‘res
is a general injunction that covers them all. The third addition in
recensioegupports the practice of time-serving by adducing Paul's own
example of time-serving: the circumcision of Timothy and his own
purification in the Jerusalem temple (Acts 16.3; 21.26). But the
addition is clearly an afterthought that has not been satisfactorily
incorporated: 1in saying nam et ipse servivit tempori, quando quod

noluit fecit; i1nvitus enim circumcidit Timotheum etc., Ambrosiaster

introduces a tension into his comment, because recensio & had said

that time- serving should be cum honestate.

Recensio Y differs little from (é; , but as only two MSS have the
reference to the examples of Paul's time-serving in Y , it is
possible that it is not original in Y but a contamination from ﬁ and
that Ambrosiaster withdrew it after the publication of .6 . Perhaps

he had come to find it too embarrassing.

Before we turn to other representatives of the revival of Pauline
studies who wrote commentaries on Romans, we must pause to introduce
Jerome into the chronological sequence. In 384 he wrote a letter in
Rome to his friend Marcella (ep. 27), complaining about & critic of
his recently revised and published Latin gospels. The basis of the

complaint was that while his critic cleerly preferred the Latin

1. 1If, as Zelzer concludes (art. cit., p. 213), Latin was not
Ambrosiaster's mother-tongue, and if, as we see here, the writer
does not seem to command firstehand acquaintance with the Greek
tradition (cp. Pollastri, art. cit., p. 35, n. 97), the old thesis
that he was a convert from Judaism may be strengthened.
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versions, Jerome insisted upon the superiority of the originsl Greek.
It is curious that to prove that superiority he turns for his examples
to the Pauline letters. One example is Romans 12.11c. Jerome says:
1111 legant: spe gaudentes, tempori servientes, nos legamus, spe
gaudentes, domino servientes. It has been plausibly argued by Vogels]
that Jerome's critic is Ambrosiaster. He it is who is one of the
homunculi, the bipedes aselll, who dare to criticise the new version
put out by the Pope's secretary. Thie identification would explain
Jerome's choice of examples. Since Ambrosiaster's work did not
certainly2 extend to the gospels, Jerome consults the work his critic

has done and exemplifies the principle he is fighting for, the

superiority of the original Greek over derivative, self-contradictory
Latin, in the part of the New Testament that Ambrosiaster has dared to

lay his hands on.3

The third and possibly the greatest of the seven commentators on
Paul we are considering is Augustine. Sadly, though he undertook to
comment on Romans in two different works, in neither does he deal with
Romans 12,11. In his Expositio quarundam propositionum ex epistula ad
Romanos., written in 394, he jumps from 1i.1 to 12.20. In his
Epistulae ad Romanos expositio, written in 394 or 395, he does not

proceed beyond 1.7.

In passing we note that Augustine showed himself familiar with

1. ‘'Ambrosiaster und Hieronymus', Revue Béﬁéﬁictine 66 (1956) 14-19,
esp. 17-18.

2. This statement depends on how we assess A. Souter's claim that
Ambrosiaster is the author of & fragmentary commentary on Matthew;
cp. Souter, 'Reasons for regarding...'.

3. Jerome's defence of his scholarly methods to Marcella is taken up
500 years later by Florus in his collection of passages from
Jerome that illustrate the New Testament; cp. Revue BénEdictine
94 (1984) 203 § 56, and p. 49f. below.
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Ambrosiaster's work, in 405 calling him Ambrosius (CSEL 34. 376)] and

c. 420 sanctus Hilarius (CSEL 60. 528). Assuming that the former name
refers to Ambrose of Milan, we gain some idea of the respect in which

Augustine held Ambrosiaster and our disappointment that we do not know
how Augustine answered 'Ambrosius's' understanding of Romans 12.1lc

is increased.

We have already noted (p. 18, n. 1) the fourth commentator on
Romans, the man responsible for the text and commentary published by
Frede. As with Jerome, Augustine, Rufinus and Pelagius (see below, p

31>, domino is preferred.

In 4063 Rufinus finished his translation and adaptation of

Origen's Greek commentary on Romans, written c. 160 years earlier.
Judging from the opening words of Rufinus's comment, Domino

servientes. Ille Domino servit, qui potest dicere: nobis unus

Dominus Jesus Christus, per quem omnia, et nos per ipsum nec ultra el
aut libido aut avaritia, aut inanis gloria dominatur (PG 14.12190),

and judging from the reading in MS 1739,4 Origen himself read K\JP;:?

at Romans 12,11c. It is Rufinus5 who 1s responsible for the

1. J. H. Baxter, 'Ambrosiaster cited as “"Ambrose" in 405', JTS 24
(1923) 187.

2. Augustine quotes Romans 12, 11c with domino twice and possibly
thrice; cp. CC 41. 297 (v.1.); CC 32. 147; CSEL 12. 204, in
the years 400-405, 426 and 427..respectively.

3. So C. P. Hammond Bammel, Der Romerbrieftext des Rufin und seine
Origenes—Ubersetzung (Freiburg 1985), p. 104. This is now the
fundamental study. Romans 12,11c is dealt with in various places
in this book; see the biblical index. According to p. 495
Rufinus does not quote Romans 12, 1lc elsewhere in his works.

4. 0. Basuernfeind, Der ROmerbrieftext des Origenes nach dem Codex von
der Goltz (Leipzig 1923), p. 114. See below (pp.40f.) for
further discussion of Origen.

5. Cp. B. F. Westcott, in A dictionary of christian biography, vol. 4
(London 1887), p. 131: 'The remarks on the veriations of Latin
MSS. are interesting in themselves but foreign to Origen', and

p. 116f..
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observation that follows dominastur: scio sutem in nonnullis Latinorum
exemplaribus haberi, tempori servientes, quod non mihi videtur

convenienter insertum, nisi si quis forte ita dictum putet, ut in

aliis idem Apostolus ait: Tempus breve est, superest ut qui habent

uxores, tanquam non habentes sint; vel ut 1llud dictum est:

Redimentes tempus, quoniam dies mall sunt (op. cit., col. 1220A).

Rufinus's return to the West had (re-)acquainted him with the Old

Latin reading tempori, but he had elected to follow his original,

Origen, and, as it happened, Jerome, anﬁ(disagree with Ambrosisster. }( (5
It is impossible to say whether it was Ambrosiaster's commentary or

Jerome'é letter to Marcella, or what, that had reminded Rufinus of or

introduced him to the Old Latin reading, but I think that Ambrosiaster
is the most likely source. Ambrosiaster had sald that it was

&f\)? (1T) that did not fit the context (domino servientes,
quod nec loco ipsi conpetit); now Rufinus says that it was tempori
that did not fit (quod non mihi videtur convenienter insertum).
However Rufinus does not dismiss tempori outright. He allows that it
might stand if it is understood in the light of 1 Corinthians 7.29 or
Ephesians 5.16. Ambrosiaster had used the latter verse in his
exegesis of tempori servientes but not 1 Corinthians 7.29. This use
of parallel passages shows that Rufinus's concern with tempori was
theological, like Ambrosiaster's, 'What does it mean? Uhat could it

mean?', not as with Jerome, historical and linguistic: ‘It is

]
7
'g,(u()u:) that is found in the original'.

Sixthly we have Pelagius, writing shortly after Rufinus's Romans,

between 405 and 410, and, it is often said, influenced by it. In his
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very brief note on Romans 12, 1ic he writes (TS 9/2, p. 97]), Domino
servientes, Non saeculo nec vitlls, sed omnla propter dominum
faclentes. Though his inclusion here is thus not strictly necessary,
I wonder whether his phrase non saeculo (sc. servientes) implies a
hostile awareness of tempori servientes? But I notice that sseculum

had already been used twice in his earlier notes on the verse.

Certainly from the way about twenty years later a member of the
Pelagian circle (he is my seventh commentator) interpolated his
master's commentary on Colossians 4.5, we can see that tempori

servientes had come to be known in that circle. Immediately after

quoting the Pauline lemma tempus redimentes (TS 8/3, p. 66) the
interpolator bursts in: iflle ‘redimit tempus' qui non servit tempori
sed tempori dominatur.2 Only then is Pelagius allowed to continue:

de malo tempore bonum tempus vestra prudentis facientes (TS 8/2, p.
471). It is strange that the interpolator has not indulged his
outburst in his comment on the earlier and parallel passage, Ephesians
5.16. Here the Pauline lemma and the Pelagiasn comment stand first (TS
9/2, p. 375): Redimentes tempus. Vestra sapientia vel cautels; then

follows the interpolation: Item: ‘Redimere' est dominari tempori (TS

1. T5 8/2 and 9/3 in this paragraph and the next one refer to the
second and third fascicules of vol. 9 in the series edited by
J. A. Robinson, Texts and Studies. Vol. S, edited by A. Souter,
is Pelagius's expositions of thirteen epistles of St. Paul.
Fascicule 2 (Cambridge 1925) contains the text and apparatus
criticus, 3 (1931) the pseudo-Jerome interpolations.

2. This is in exact sgreement with Frede's Budapest MS; cp. op
cit., p. 279. Does the Pelagian know Cicero, ad Fam 9,7,1: non
desino apud istos qui nunc dominantur cenitare. Quid faciam?
Tempori serviendum est?
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9/3, p. 57).] The interpolator has no comment at all on Romans
12. 11c. He Jjumps from 12.6 to 12.19 (TS 89/3, p. 23f.)>. Did he
annotate Colossians before Ephesians and Romans? But, to summarise,
the interpolator certainly, Pelagius probably, are witnesses to
tempori at Romans 12.11c, but, like Jerome and Rufinus, hostile

witnesses.

”~
Thus far the evidence for K o(\()w is D#d# F(f) Gg 5 2400(?7?);
the Old Latin capitulation fossilised in primary and other Vulgate
MSS; Ambrosiaster; Latin MSS known to and rejected by Jerome,

Rufinus (with qualifications), the Pelagian interpolator and probably

Pelagius himself. The reading cannot be definitely traced back before
c. 350; though the Old Latin capitulation probably pushes the date

further back, how far is not clear.

There is however material which may take back a hundred or a
hundred and fifty years the terminus post quem of the evidence for
K ol (’ \::) . Cyprian has often been regarded as alluding to Romans
12,11c. In his fifth letter, written early in 250, he says: circa
omnis enim mites et humiles, ut servis Dei congruit, temporibus
servire et quieti prospicere et plebl providere debemus. In the

famous Oxford edition of the works of Cyprian (1682) John Fell saw the

1. The Budapest MS does not have this; cp. ibid., p. 244 and the
textual note. The 'itew of course implies that the interpolator
is adding one of Pelagius's own definitions, but I do not find it
in the master's work on Paul. However tempus redimere is found at
TS 9/2, p. 101 in a note on Romans 13,1, and Souter, at TS 8/1
(Cambridge 1922), p. 115, sees in dominor + dative a
characteristic of Pelagius's vocabulary.
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sentence as an allusion to Romans 12,11c..] as did Hans von Soden and

M. A, Fahey in their monographs.2 But more recent editors, E. Baluze-
P. Maran (Paris 1726), W. Hartel (Vienna 1871) and L. Bayard (Paris
1925 = 1961) have not recognised 1t even as that.3 It is difficult
to decide whether Cyprian is echoing Romans 12, 11c, but as neither
Paul nor Romans in general is mentioned in the context and as we have
temporibus rather than the 0ld Latin temporl, what evidence there is

points away from a conscious recollection of Paul. Sadly we have

nﬂtontrol over the subconscious possibilities.

In a letter written the following year Cyprian uses rather

similar language in a similar pastoral context: necessitate temporum
succubuisse, necessitate succubuit, sgain without any perceptible
reference to Paul.4 However I think one can argue that two later
christian writers did think that Cyprian had referred to Paul and

Romans 12, 11c, in letter 5. The first is Athanasius, with whom I

1. Fell's note (p 2, p. 11 = PL 4. 1193C) also includes mention of
Rufinus on Romans 12, 1ic, of Ignatius to Polycarp 3,2 (he is
probably following his friend Henry Hammond (+1660), whose
commentary, published in 1653, had made much of Ignatius in loc.)
and of the abbreviation-solution, from Erasmus or Beza. On all
this see below. The English translation of Cyprian, prepared by
N. Marshall (London 1717), pt. 2, p. 14, follows Fell

2. Das latelnische Neue Testament In Afrika zur Zeit Cyprians
(Leipzig 1909), pp. 57, 591; Cyprian and the Bible: & study In
third-century exegesis (Thbingen 1971), p. 435.

3. My copy of Hartel contains the marginalia of a former owner, Pere
M. Bévénot; he supports a reference to Romans 12,1lc. Letter 5
was first published in 1563; one can only conjecture how Erasmus
might have deployed the phrase in a note on Romans 12,1lc (see
below).

4. Ep. 55,7; 11. May the language be a reminiscence of the
Metamorphoses by Cyprian's fellow 'Tunisian', Apuleius of
Madauros ? Cp. 8,7 religiosse necessitatl subcumbens and 3,9
evictus tandem necessitate succumbo. Another pagan parallel
comes to mind for temporibus servire ... debemus: 1in the
anonymous Laus Pisonis (first century AD ?) 155 we have
temporibus servire decet. In general cp. Franz Schubert, 'Die
pastoralen Grunds&tze in Cyprians Hirtenschreiben aus der
Decianischen Christenverfolgung', an essay in Weidenauer Studien
pp. 255-297, especially pp. 270ff.
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shall deal later on (see p. 41f.); the other is Ambrosiaster.] In
his comments on Romans 12, 11c, already noticed, there are what may be
interesting echoes of Cyprian's letter, 5,2. Using the lineation of
Hartel's edition for Cyprian (= C) and Vogels' for Ambrosiaster (= A),
we have the following picture:
enthusiastic Christianity (visiting Christians in prison
in large numbers: C 11. 7-10; tactless evangelism:
A 1.10f.)
can be misunderstood (invidia conciteturs C 1. 11;
scandalum excitarent: A 1. 11f.)

and must be restrained (cum temperamento: C 1. 13;

moderate.. aptis et locis et personis apto tempore:
Al 13f0)
Christians ought to serve the time(s) (temporibus servire..
debemus: C 1. 18; tempori servientes: A 11. 1, 12,
21f.; cp. 11.6,17)
the result will be better relations with non-Christians
(minuit invidiam C 1. 16; sopiret inssniam A 1. 20)
Whatever Cyprian had in mind, Paul or Apuleius or neither, 1t looks as
though Ambrosiaster, who had already quoted Cyprian on a textual
matter at Romans 5, 14 (Vogels p. 176f.: the status ofr;é).z is now
paying one of the veteres the compliment of accepting his advice, its
setting, its method and its results in the exegesis of what he at

least took to be Cyprian's basic text, Romans, 12,1lc.

As we have noted, the possibility that Cyprian himself is

1. A Souter, A study of Ambrosiaster (Cambridge 1905), pp. 212ff
had discussed Ambrosiaster and Cyprian.

2. Therefore Fahey is misleading when he says: ‘'He (sc. Cyprian)
never refers to Rom 5: 12-21 about which so many of the Latin and
especially Greek fathers wrote exegetical comments' (op. cit.,

p. 429). Cp. Hammond Bammel, op. cit., p. 219f.
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alluding to Romans, 12, 1lc, whatever Athanasius and Ambrosiaster
thought he was doing, is not very likely, but the possibility that
behind Cyprian, Cyprian's magister, Tertullian, reflects knowledge of
KAt ( @ at Romans 12, 11c has not been argued, to my knowledge,
before. We have already noted Corssen's demonstration that Tertullian
was acquainted with the text implied by the capitula of Romans found
in certain Vulgate MSS.] Now we turn to the evidence that may be
implied in the adversus Marcionem As in book 4 Tertullian had
deployed Marcion's Euangelion against the heresiarch, showing how even
his own defective edition did not support his conclusions, so in book

5 Tertullian turns to Marcion's Apostolicum with the same purpose in

mind. He works through the letters of Paul along with Marcion's
comments, one by one, and in chapters 13-14 comes to Romans. In
chapter 14,11-13 Tertullian has tackled Romans 12 and quoted vv. 9b;
10a; 12ab; 14b; 16bcd; 17a; 19&;2 and 18b (Evans, p. 602). His
purpose is still to show that these extracts still contain echoes of
the Old Testament repudisted by Marcion. His conclusion is that if
the text that Marcion is prepared to keep does echo so much, it is
inconsistent with Marcion's principle and so condemns it. My question
is: Why does Tertullian not quote Marcion's form of Romans 12.11;,

domino servientes (ex hypothesi)? It would have doubly suited

1. Cp. 'Zur ﬁberlieferungsgeschichte...‘, pp- 24-27, and p. 20,
n. I, above.

2. Hans von Soden, 'Der lateinische Paulustext bei Marcion und
Tertullian', in Festgabe fur Adolf JUlicher zum 70. Geburtstag
26. Januar 1927, edd. R. Bultmann and H. von Soden (Tubingen
1927), pp. 229-281, shows that v. 19c is & quotation from
Tertullian's Old Testament and not from Marcion's Romans (pp. 236,
251, n. 1). 1In general, Tertullian's text of Romans 12 is
displayed, with greater degrees of refinement, in H. Ronsch, Das
Neue Testament Tertullian's Leipzig 1871), pp. 345ff., 668, T.
Zahn, Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons, vol. 2 pt. 2
(Erlangen 1892), p. 518f.; A. Harnack, Marcion: Das Evangelium
vom fremden Gott (Leipzig 1921), p. 107#%, = (ibid. 19242 ), p.
109%. As for Marcion, see the bibliographical details in the
notes to p. 328f. in B. M. Metzger, The esrly versions of the New
Testament (Oxford 1977).
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Tertullian's purpose to do this, because he could have easily quoted
many Old Testament parallels, as he is doing continually throughout
this section (e.g. Exodus 23.25; Deuteronomy 10,12) and so could have
convicted Marcion of using of Jesus the word used in the 0ld Testament
of its god. 1 suggest that Tertullian did not make use of such a
polemically valuable text because his copy of Marcion's Apostolicum
did not read domino, that it therefore read tempori, and that he did

not use it becsuse there is no parallel to it in the Old Testament.]

Of course this is an argument from silence, but if it be granted,

as I argue it can, then we can push back the knowledge of tempori to

the early decades of the second century, locate it in Asia Minor and

possibly think of it as existing in Greek.

I beljeve that Priscillien's name can be added to those who
support w dd.e:; at Romans 12,11c. A set of ninety canons to
the Pauline letters is attributed to him; it is an attempt to
classify under ninety theological and ethical rubrics the passages in
Paul which deal with them, in fact an early topical concordance to one
part of the biblical canon. The procedure was to divide the Pauline
corpus into short sections which are numbered - and this enumeration
is found in the margin of at least seventeen MSS of the Vulgate New
Testament - and then these sections are distributed under the
appropriate rubric. As W-W p. 57 shows, section 96 in Romans is
Romans 12.11c -17a. Romans 96 is categorised under two canons, viz.

2
41 (W-W p. 25) and 49 (W-W p. 26). It is canon 41 which is the more

1. Tertullian does not seem to have used the expression tempori (bus)
servire in his extant writings; cp. G. Cleasesson, Index
Tertullianeus (Paris 1974-76).

2. Cp. the edition of G. Schepss in CSEL 18. 127, 130f. =
PLS 2. 1401, 14083.
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significant. It is a mosaic of 1 Corinthians 9.22b; 10.33-11.1;
Philippians 2.16; 2 Thessalonians 2.17; 3.7; S. I realise that

Romans 96 covers more than 12, 11lc, but the only overlapping between

any part of the substance of 12,1lc to 12,17a and any part of canon 41 is
at the point of 12,11c and 1 Corinthians 9,22b, and only when tempori

and not domino is read in the former, i.e. omnibus omnia fierl =

tempori servire. In his review of H. J. Vogel's edition of
Ambrosiaster,] H. Chadwick drew attention to several 'curious links
between Ambrosiaster and Priscillian'. Their agreement on tempori at

Romans 12, 1lc would be one more link.2

JTS ns 27 (1976) 225f..

2. On the Priscillianist canons see B. Vollman in Paulys Reslency-
clopgdie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft, Supplementband 14
(MSnchen 1974), col. 551f., and H. Chadwick, Priscillian of Avila
(Oxford 1976), pp. (xiii), 58-62.

[
.
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(c) Greek writers to the tweyﬁh century] /(F
The picture here is much simpler than in the Latin West.

Preachers and commentators either comment on ‘(;,Poig 2 or have no

comment at all, whether because the transmission of their work is

fragmentary or because the annotation is not a continuous verse-by-

verse one.

These writers do not comment: Eusebius of Emesa (tc. 359;
86.561C), Acacius of Caesarea (+366), Apollinaris of Laodicaea (tc,
390), Diodorus of Tarsus (tbefore 394), Didymus of Alexandria (+398),

Severian of Gabala (tafter 408), Theodore of Mopsuestia (+428;

66.862D), Cyril of Alexandria (444; 74.852B = Pusey's edition of
Cyril's St. John, vol. 3, p. 244), Chrysostomica (51. 155-208;

59. 663-674;64,1037BD-1038BD) and Photius 8%81; 101, 1249D; 1252AB).

According to the apparatus criticus of the three editions of the
Greek New Testament published by the United Bible Societies (1966,
1968, 1975), the earliest evidence for K\b?:%) is Theophilus
of Antioch (tafter 181). This is a2 mistake. I was not able to find
any use of Romans 12,11 in the work of Theophilus, and then B. M
Metzger, one of the editors of these editions, kindly confirmed that
the assertion is erroneous and suggested that it probably arose out of
confusion with Theophylact. So with Theophilus removed from the

/
reckoning, the earliest witnesses for V(L}fl&J date from c

1. Apart from Euthymius my information is drawn from PG and from K.
Staab, Pauluskommentare aus der griechischen Kirche (Minster 1933
= 1984 reprint). Where no reference is given after the writer's
death date the source is Staab. Otherwise it is PG. The two
lists are arranged chronologically. Inserted into the second list
are the four writers who are not commentators, who quote
Ko uf N viz. Clement of Alexandria, Athanasius, Basil and
Antiochus of Mar Saba.

2. Marcion, we recall, may be the exception, and a witness to V(altroJ
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200 to c. 245 and are Egyptian: Clement of Alexandria (fafter 215;
8.676C) and Origen in his Romans commentary CFc. 254; 14.12190).]
After Origen Athanasius ¢373; 25.525C) and Basil #+379; 31.8134)
quote KU(—’(‘:) ; thereafter we are in the hands of the
commentators: John Chrysostom (+407; 60.605 fin. = p. 365 Field);
Theodoret ¢rc. 466; 82.189CD); Gennadius (+471; not at 85.1720C,
but at Stsab p. 405). Antiochus of Mar Saba ¢after 618) quotes
Ku ?\/ag three times in his ethical works: 89.1543B; 1701D;
1760A. Then we return to the commentators: John of Damascus &ec.

2

749; 95.541CD); Ps. -Oecumenius (8-10 C.; 118.568B; 572A);3 Arethes

of Caesarea (9-10 C.; Staab p. 658); Theophylact (14C.; 124.508B);

Euthymius Zigabenus (12 C.; Calogerss (Athens 1887), vol. 1, p. 1475?ﬁ

I wish to make four comments, about Origen, Athanasius, Basil and
Ps. -Cecumenius. As we have already seen, our detailed knowledge of
Origen on Romans 12 is provided by Rufinus's Latin version. Rufinus
inltranslating also abbreviated his original, and so Origen's comment

on 12,1ic at PG 14.1219C may well be a truncated version of his

1. This is confirmed by MS 1739, which in Romans uses the lemmats of
Origen's tomoi in that letter; cp. Bauernfeind, Der Romerbrief-
text, p. 114. Papyrus 46, reading T ®Kw , is a third witness
compatriot and contemporary with Clement and Origen; cp.
Repertorium der griechischen christlichen Papyri, vol. 1 (Berlin/
New York 1876), ed. K. Aland, pp. 273-276. Aland assembles the
dates that have been suggested: from 'etwa II' (century) to 'III
E(nde)'. Of the other important witnesses that are often
associated with Egypt, MS B reads & Ko , and N Tw Kw
like papyrus 46. o

2. M Geerard in Clavis patrum Graecorum vol. 3 (Brepols- TurnFut
1879), catalogues this work amongst John's dubia, p. 524.

3. According to H.-G. Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur Iim
Byzantinischen Reich (Munchen 1959), p. 418, the author 1s not
the Cecumenius of the Apocalypse commentary and is to be dated to
the end of the eighth century; cp. Geerard in Clavis, vol. 4
(1980), p. 256: ‘'catena (of Ps.-Oecumenius) primaseva concinnata
s. VIII exeunte ab auctore ignoto, s. IX et X aucta videtur'.
Both Beck and Geerard sre dependent on the work of Staab.

4. UYettstein adduces Euthalius but this has not been confirmed from

Zacagni; cp. p. 1038,
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interpretation. If there has been abbreviation here, it could well
have been to accommodate what follows (1220A), the textual comment
about the situation in the Latin MSS, which certainly comes from
Rufinus. Another point sbout Origen: according the Biblica
Patristica, vol. 3 (Paris 1980), p. 377,] Origen quotes or alludes to
Romans 12,11 eleven other times outside his commentary on the letter,
but it is usually for the sake of ‘n?) WV E S}Aai‘rl ge,/ovreg
or, twice, for T\a ‘TYO\)S;:\ )4:1 ;KVV\POIL, never for Ku(h,v:)

" 2
or !/\d»\.()v\) ]

I have added Athanasius to the list because he is often adduced

Fan |

\

not only in support of Ko(’ »:) but alsc as a witness to V(dt(v:i.

I tend to agree with this. These are the facts. Before the Easter of

354 or 355 Athanasius wrote to his friend, the monk Dracontius, who

had recently been elected, not yet consecrated, bishop. Athanasius

hoped to discourage him from declining the appointment and from

remsining in hiding. At one point in his argument (ep. 49, 3)

Athanasius declares oi ﬁ‘?é'ﬁ“&- T(‘/:l Ki\-‘@:\:’ S\ou} e\,)(-\‘v ;l')‘)\c;
T’v\:! V(U() \/\23 I am disposed to think that Athanasius here has Romans

12,11c consciously in mind, not only because he can cite the two

variants with the verb in question in 49,3, but for three other

reasons.

”~
Before this passage he had already made use of the b{ai_,u;(’ss

theme to describe Dracontius's hesitation: 1in 49,1 there are the

1. One allusion has slipped through the net of the compilersﬂof this ,
volume of Biblica Patristica, viz., PG 13.1457A, where Te? T«'Véu}k&n

}éov'res is found.
2. In the apparatus criticus to the United Bible Societies' editions
*Origen8T' is alleged in support of KO P . I do not know

what passage is in mind, unless it be MS '1739, which however has
already been adduced and so should not be repeated.
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N (4

phrases T\\DV Kdrpov O?Gv Ta and ‘\JVO()::)vTog
Tov KauQdv  and in 49,3 init. el r\ev BV TOV Kan f‘\"’
)évct’o (35]9 ns . The emphasis on & Wovu grl' that we have

in Romans 12, 11a is found frequently in this letter: 49,7 chge...
pvlv(e/‘h {>fd~ffu/vuv 7 49,10 S'n-(—,Cfe 5‘; )Aa))\ov;
particularly close is 6Ttougvl "t)l ZDKVE’\\V in 49,4, of
Paul's travel plans.] Thirdly, when in 49,4 Athanasius speaks of the
reward of Paul's missionary labours as To,u\ thcoo ‘i%v

jres Qov }AE(ZOVOL Llrco')a/tﬁn , and (49,7) describes

/
~
Dracontius's faithful ministerial colleagues as TOW KaL}Aal'tou

“ ~
TovVv },\\690\/ ‘Tpof SowW WS L, he seems to anticipate

part of John Chrysostom's interpretation of ‘rw KU()N‘J
go \s)\ (:\)OV‘I‘(:S thirty or forty years later.2 If we could
assume that John borrowed this idea from Athanasius, then we have
another trace of an extended exegesis and application of Romans 12,11
in this letter.
: ~

The source of Athanasius's knowledge of Kl P-t) is
probably Cyprian. Elsewhere3 1 have argued that especially in 49,3
Athanasius is quietly correcting Cyprian ep. 5,2, which we have
discussed above, circa omnia enim mites et humiles, ut servis Dei
congruit, temporibus servire et quieti prospicere et plebi providere
debemus, and probably repudiating the Old Latin reading which he
believed Cyprian was relying on for his prudential ethic, tempori
servientes. Athanasius is witness to Cyprian's Bible more than to his

own. He probably became familiar with Cyprian's oeuvre during one of

) / AN
Cp. 49,10 init., €Weéwou — WKd rw‘ HL\)\(:
2. Chrysostom's comment is \,(,,u wg OLu‘“og €eu
werovO Wy oVTW €o. ToV Pt 6 B&v )°Y"“'°“-
3. Cp. Studia Patristica 17 (Oxford 1982), ed. E. A. Livingstone,
pp. 1024-1028.

—
.
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his exiles in the West and cannot be used as a witness to the earlier

N
existence of WKadu ()\1-3 in Egypt. ]

There may be an obstacle to adducing the evidence of Basil. The
Regulae morales, where. KV f!, ‘-3 is quoted, is a catena of
quotations from the New Testament arranged under the heads of
different ethical themes. In the prologue to the Regulae (PG 31.652A)
Basil says that he has identified the relevant New Testament
quotations by affixing a number to them that corresponds to numbers in
the Testaments available to his readers.2 In other words he has not

written out the New Testament texts; he has used a reference system

that makes that unnecessary. But if he has not transcribed the texts,
then the texts we have in Migne are somebody else's, an early
scribe's, who supplied the texts referred to. We cannot then be
absolutely sure that the texts so supplied reflect in every respect

Basil's version.

Since Antiochus also was compiling a catena of biblical passages

1. This does not prejudge the issue about the place of origin of the
archetype of the four Pauline bilinguals. Egypt has as much claim
as the West; cp. Dahl, art. cit., p. 79f., especially p. 80, n.1,
and now A. Wouters' work on a Greek-Latin lexicon to the Pauline
letters, written on papyrus by a Greek speaker in Egypt. See his
preliminary reports in Scriptorium 31 (1977) 240-242, and Actes du
Xve Congres international de papyrologie, edd. J. Bingen and G.
Nachterga@l, vol. 3 (Bruxelles 1979), pp. 97-107; cp. p. 105:

‘... the Latin text ... contains ... a high number of readings
that are typical of the Vetus Lastina tradition. The latter is not
unexpected if we accept a date for the codex in the IVth century';
as far as its text of Ephesians is concerned, it approaches most
nearly that of D and Frede's Budapest MS; cp. art. cit. p. 106.

2. It must then have looked something like the English translation of
the Regulae as set out by W. K. L. Clarke, The ascetic works of
St. Basil (London 1925), pp. 101-131 (Romans 12,11 on p. 120, 1.
4). But how can Clarke feel that he is doing a worthwhile job
when on pp. 25ff. he collates the Benedictine text against
Souter's Greek testament? Cp. J. Duplacy, 'Les Regulse Morales
de Basile de C€sarfe et le texte du Nouveau Testament en Asie-
Mineure au IV® sidcle', in Text=Wort=—Glaube, ed. M. Brecht
(Berlin/1980), pp. 69-83.

N 2. 34%«
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under similar headings, the same caution should apply, though in his

case he does not tell us how he worked.

At Romans 12.1-2 Ps. -Oecumenius (PG 118.561D = p. 403 Staab)

/
glosses Paul's r‘v\ o'uo’xv”«at1-|§csee Tw atu..\v\ ‘rowrw

with r\y] Gurre‘rdﬁa{))csec [VL }«eraﬁa})esee)

“\"0\{ \(aL\PO\S .]

But in view of the absence of any

”\
reference to K &t (v? in the comment on 12.11, I regard this
gloss as irrelevant to 12.1lc. In fact had they been asked I suspect

that the Greek commentators would have seen the prohibition in 12.2 as

[a)
making K oA f v:\ at 12.11 quite impossible!

MS 5 and Athanasius show that Kot pwd was not unknown in
the East, but the almost complete silence, unbroken even by an
~ /
endorsement of Athanasius's disapproval of WKalc (’w go\-‘k eu(-,-cv)
' [8
is very loud.

)
Other Greek patristic and even secular evidence for I(-IL(’ bzl

has been alleged, but, desirable though this would be, it does not
seem to bear the weight imposed upon it. It concerns Ignatius,
Gregory of Nyssa and Palladas. As we have already noted (p- 34, n. D
and as we shall see again (p. 100), it was Henry Hammond (+1660) who
first introduced Ignatius's letter to Polycarp 3,2 into the discussion
of Romans 12,11c. Here Polycarp is bidden ﬂ)\ éov SWougd?OS
'Y\/VOU o/f; e?., ‘m:)s ch(otsg Kx‘nc/\-\ﬁtv Bove,
Hammond noticed the parallelism between
: Sad ! ol ¢ T2
STWov o¢ \PCUS in Ignatius and G"ﬂ‘ouc? /

A
K o\ (7 «  in Paul, and argued for the originality of Kodolc ? 3
[ \

on that basis (which exemplifies the approach I shall adopt in chapter

1. The same phrase occurs in Diodorus Siculus 20, 64,2, where Libyan
troups who might desert their comrades are described o‘u’*,‘era -

pag'))oraevmm dev 1ol Kau()o\s.
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two of this thesis). Hammond seems to adduce Ignatius not only as a
parallel to Paul but as an adaptation of Paul. On this point I am
quite undecided, tempted thought I am by the suggestion. There does
not seem to be sufficient evidence and the question may have to be

resolved at the level of Ignatius's general knowledge and use of Paul]

Wettstein, followed by Griesbach, reported two quotations of
"
Romans 12, 11c with WalL f \t’ in Gregory of Nyssa's two encomia
of St. Stephen.2 These however have not been confirmed. 1In his
commentary on Romans Fritzsche wrote: locum male laudatum frustra

quaesivi (vol. 3 p. 71 n. #), and Tischendorf: quod Wtst habet ... ex

errore flux1L3 I too cannot find them but have a suggestion to make

which may explain the origin of this mistake. There are two examples
~ S' ~

of el fov 00)‘05 in the works of Gregory of

Nazianzus, the namesake and friend of Gregory of Nyssaﬁ' Has

Wettstein or his source confused the two Gregorys and transformed the

1. Cp. the review of the question of Ignatius and Paul in H. Paulsen,
Studien zur Theologie des Ignatius von Antiochien (GGt tingen
1978), pp. 32-36, where, apart from 1 Corinthians, scepticism
about any considerable specific use appears to be the dominant
mood amongst scholars. J. B. Lightfoot, The apostolic fathers,
pt. 2, vol. 2, section 1 (London 1885), p. 343, says the link
‘has not much weight'. W. R. Inge did not include either passage
in his treatment of Ignatius and Romans in The New Testament In
the apostolic fathers (Oxford 1905), p. 69f., and H. Rathke,
Ignatius von Antiochien und die Paulusbriefe (Berlin 1867), does
not appear to refer to them.

2. 'G. Nyssenus H. in Steph. bis, probantibus Erasmo et J. Millio',
vol. 2, p. 80. In fact neither Erasmus nor Mill mentions Gregory
of Nyssa. The Greek text of these encomia was not published till
1698; «cp. PG 44.37B; 35C.

3. Dr. James Brooks, Fort Worth, Texas, USA, who has worked on the
New Testament text used by Gregory, has kindly confirmed that he
does not quote Romans 12, 11c in works so far critically edited.

0. Lendle's edition of Gregory's first Encomium in sanctum
Stephanum protomartyrem (Leiden 1968) does not record any
reference to this verse.

4. PG 35.585C (accurately noted by Wettstein); 37.1148A; cp.
sou). edew Kot % untpo?g at PG 35.625AB; 37.1078A, and
K.zgeo?o veee B&pawovTés at 37.1234A, All five passages
are pejorative. Cp. section (g) (i) at the end of ch. 2.
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cognate idioms into two quotations from Paul ? A variant of this

explanation makes sense of the reference to Stephen. Closely

following G. Budaeus's Commentaril linguae Graecae,] Henricus

Stephanus, Thesaurus linguae Graecae,2 writes: 'Idem Bud. Sos)ov o fos
interpr; Servientem statul rerum, in Greg.'. Then follows the

quotation from PG 35.585C. 1 suggest that someone3 prior to Wettstein

had referred to Stephanus's quotation from Gregory as 'Greg. in

Steph.', and that Wettstein or his source had misunderstood 'Steph.'

to mean St. Stephen, which meant that 'Greg.' must be Gregory of Nyssa

since Gregory of Nazianzus had not written anything on St. Stephen

whereas Nyssa had (PG 46.701-736)!

As for Palladas, the Alexandrian schoolmaster who towards the end
of the fourth century and at the beginning of the fifth penned & large
number of cynical and sometimes venomous epigrams, the claim has been
made that he makes Heracles allude to Romans 12, 11c:

Kdteq) S.O'v‘)\é\’Jfb\v Kcl\\ ee;g c)\;v g}‘deov
(Greek Anthology 9,441). Wettstein had quoted the line as a parallel
to the phrase in Paul (not, I think, to suggest any imitation), but
thirty years ago there was a flurry of interest amongst classicists in
the line and in its possible indebtedness to Paul.4 Georg Luck said

that Heracles's words had 'often been compared with the textus

receptus of the epistle to the Romans 12,11'. He himself remained

(Cologne 1530), p. 176; the first edition is Paris 1529.

2. Edd. A. J. Valpy and E. H. Baker (London 1816-1826), col. 46874,
the first edition is Paris 1572. C A

3. This was not Bengel who correctly says: “‘oo KR ?ou tooNov
dicit Gregorius Naz..

4, G. Luck, ‘Palladas - Christian or pagan?', Harvard studies in

classical philology 63 (1958) 459ff.; C. M Bowre, 'Palladas and

Christianity', Proceedings of the British Academy 45 (1959) 261;

A. Cameron, 'Palladas and Christian polemic', The Journal of

Roman studies 55 (1965) 17f.; C. M. Bowra, 'Palladas and

Christianity', On Greek margins (Oxford 1970, p. 258.

—
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doubtful about the likelihood of borrowing. In the next year Maurice

Bowrs, probably following Luck, wrote: ‘it is tempting to think that

Palladas makes use of the phrase of St. Paul in Rom. 12,11 T;

A /

Kole 3 £ ool ed CNTES ... Palladas need not necessarily
have known St. Paul's words in their original setting, but he may have
heard them quoted and turned them to his own purpose here'. Six years
later Alan Cameron brought the flurry to a close by claiming that the

attestation for VCL’P:,hf by the great Greek uncials, the early
versions and the Greek fathers demonstrated its originality, not that

-~
of Kol {’m: ; ‘1t is scarcely likely, then, that the

Alexandrian Palladas should have alluded to a varia lectio in the text

of Romans not to be found in editions accessible in Alexandria'. This
may well be correct though it assumes the sbsence of a Latin
Apostolicum in Egypt, something that now seems very unlikely (see
above p. 43, n. IL and Palladas's inability to read it. However when
Bowra reissued his essay in 1970 he altered his text at the
appropriate point, apparently to accommodate Cameron's textcritical
observations, by omitting the sentence 'Palladas ... here ', and
substituting ‘unfortunately the best manuscripts read not WKalt r:%

r'd

but Wov piw , and we must take their word'. There the
\ 3

discussion of Palladas and Paul has rested.

We can now repeat for the last time the evidence for Kdtfl?‘
in Greek: D# F G 5 (2400??) Marcion (??) Athanasius (?)
in Latin: d# (f) g Tertullian (??) Cyprian (?) Ambrosiaster
Priscillian (??) Pelagius (?) Pelagian interpolator
0ld Latin capitulation
Latin MSS known to, quoted and rejected by Jerome

and Rufinus.
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(d) Latin writers from c. 450 to c. 1450

The Latin tradition_of exegesis and simple quotation in
thﬁhillenium between 450 and 1497] (when John Colet lectured on
Romans) can be analysed under four heads: writers who mention neither
domino nor tempori; those who quote or comment on only domino, those
who show knowledge of both readings; those who recognise chiefly
tempori. The first group includes Eucherius ¢rc. 450; 50.804D),2 who
Jumps from 11,7 to 12, 20; Cassiodorus (+583; 70.1329B), who jumps
from 12,4 to 13,1; but he may allude to domino in his note on 12, 4:
Christo Domino debere famulari;3 Claudius of Turin ¢c. 827; 104.

9250);4 Alulf of Tournai (+1141; 79.1121AB-1122AB = 1304BC), who

jumps from 12,3 to 12,16; Lorenzio Valla ¢+1457), of whom something
more must be said. It is not difficult to regard Valla as one of the
bridges between the learning of the Middle Ages and the learning of
the Renaissance, Reformation and Counter-Reformation. His purpose was
to confront contemporary Catholic learning with the ‘purer' standards
of christian antiquity, and, on biblical matters, to contrast the
Latin of the Vulgate with its Greek sources. He compiled two sets of
notes on the New Testament. The later set, the work of the years 1453
to 1457, was discovered by Erasmus in a monastery near Louvain in 1504
and edited by him the following year. The earlier set, published by

Alessandro Perosa, was prepared in 1443. It is a great pity that

1. I am indebted to the Vetus Latina Institut, Beuron, for five of
the more arcane references from the earlier part of this period.
For the later part, W. Affeldt, 'Verzeichnis der ROmerbrief-
kommentare der lateinischen Kirche bis zu Nikolaus von Lyra',
Traditio 13 (1957) 369-406, is still indispensable.

Unless otherwise stated, all references in this section are to PL.
See under Ps.-Primasius below for more Cassiodorean material.

4. But much of Claudius's work remains unpublished.

w
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neither set shows any knowledge of tempori.]

The second group includes Petrus Chrysologus (fc. 450; CC
24A.723); Salvian (Tafter 470; SC 220.304); Graecus (c. 500; CC
64.397); Fulgentius (tc. 527; CC 91A. 505); - Ps.~Ambrose (sixth
century; PL 17.562C); Ps.-Primasius (= Cassiodorus, + 583;

68. 4954), who repeats Pelagius but replaces omnia propter Dominum
faclentes by Redemptori.v This may echo the understanding of
Colossians 4,5 (cp. on Ephesians 5,16) shown by Pelagius's
interpolator: 1lle ‘redimit tempus' qul non servit tempori sed

tempori dominatur. But the redemption-language is now read back into

the basic text in Romans and applied to the Lord. Other members of
this group are Sedulius Scottus ¢after 860; 103.113C), who repeats
Pelagius verbatim;2 Florus of Lyon¢(fc. 860), the 'Bede' of
eighteenth and nineteenth century scholarship on Paul,3 for whom
there are three pieces of evidence: at 119.312B at a lemms spiritu
ferventes, domino servientes, he quotes two passages from Augustine,
but neither of them deals specifically with domino; 1n Revue
Bénédictine 94 (1984) 203 § 56, against the same lemms, Florus quotes

almost the whole of Jerome's letter to Marcells, obviously for the

1. Cp. vol. 1, p. 859 in the 1962 reprint of the 1540 edition of
Valla's works, and p. 190 in the Perosa edition of Valla's
Collatio Novi Testamenti (Firenze 1970) for the comments on Romans
12. The problems connected with the two sets of notes are
outlined in the review of Perosa's work by Maristelle de Panizza
Lorch in Renaissance Quarterly 26 (1973) 44-47. R. Stupperich
seems to show no knowledge of Perosa's work; cp. his contribution
tolfext~Wort=Glaube, 'Schriftauslegung und Textkritik bei
Laurentius Valla', pp. 220-233. 1In general see J. H. Bentley,
Humanists and holy writ (Princeton 1983), pp. 32-63.

2. It is well know that just as Cassiodorus worked over the Pelagian
commentaries on Paul so Sedulius worked from them; cp. H. J.
Frede, Pelagius, der irische Paulustext, Sedulius Scottus
(Freiburg 1961). But Sedulius does not follow Pelagius at
Ephesians 5,16 (Frede, p. 146f.) and does not comment at all on
Colossians 4, 5.

3. See appendix A for the problems connected with ‘Bede’
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‘discussion' of domino and tempori which we have already noticed (p.
28); finally, in the same journal, 87 (1977) 358f., we have an

extract from Florus's Latin translation of Ephraim Syrus's work on
Blessedness of Soul. It contains the injunction ut efficiamur liberi,
servientes domino intente absque ulla distentione, nec concupiscentiis
temporalibus vanissimi secull serviamus ... (p. 359).] Though the
structure 'serving a and not serving b' is a fairly obvious one to any
moralist, Florus's Latin does remind me of Pelagius and excites the
interesting question of possible indebtedness of Pelagius to Ephraim (¢
373)! Other members of this second group are Haimo of Auxerre (fc.

865; 117.474D), who also appears to be in touch with this exegetical

strand: non divitiis neque vitils, sive delectationibus. I111 Domino
serviunt qui eius praecepta servant; Luculentius (c.900 ?; 72.817D),
who simply has eius praeceptis obedientes; Hatto of Vercelli ¢961;
134, 253BC), who seems to be answering the criticism of domino put by
Ambrosiaster: would Paul include a general command amongst particular
ones? But this fairly obvious question might have occurred to him
independently of Ambrosiaster; his reply_- propter Dei tantum
servitutem faciendum - recalls Pelagius's omnia propter Dominum
facientes; Lanfranc (+1089; 150.145-146);2 Ps. -Bruno (eleventh-
twelith century; 153.103CD); Peter Abelard (t1142; 178.941AB); [F
William of St. Thierry (+1148; 180.674A);3 Herveus of Bourg-Dieu «t
1150; 181.770A), who, like Pelagius, Juxtaposes service of vice and
service of God; Radulph (c. 1150; 155, 1741D); Nicholas of Lyra («t

1349; (Douai-) Antwerp edition (1617) vol. 6, col. 159), who may be

quoted, representing as he does the most important biblical exegesis

1. I have not been able to check the accuracy of Florus's Latin
against Ephraim's Greek in Assemani.

2. Cp. M. Gibson,, ‘Lanfranc's "Commentary on the Pauline epistles
JTS ns 22 (1971) 86-112.

3. Similarly, in his non-exegetical work, at SC 301.114
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of the Middle Ages: Domino servientes. Ut hoc (sc., I think,
sollicitudine non pigri) principaliter propter Deum: et sic el

exhibetur obsequium.

In the third group is Rabanus Msurus (+856; 111.1552BC), who
records Rufinus's comment and a large part of recensio ﬁ of
Ambrosiaster's comment; he does not decide between the two, though
his lemma is domino servientes, and it is Ambrosiaster who is inserted
with notandum quod alia editio habet. The Glossa Ordinaria, which is
composed of & marginal gloss and an interlinear gloss, both to the

Vulgate, and is associated with the school that gathered around Anselm

of Laon in the first half of the tWe¥}h century, belongs to this
group. The Pauline glosses are attributed to Anselm himself $1117).
The importance of the Glossa is reflected in the remark of Samuel
Berger: it was 'le pain quotidien des thgologiens du moyen sge'.]
The texts of both glosses to Romans 12.11c do not seem to be securely
based. I have consulted three editions, the Strassburg c. 1480, the
Lyons 1528 and the (Douai-) Antwerp 1617. First, the marginal gloss:
the Strassburg and Lyons have domino vel tempori servientes, followed
by words from Ambrosiaster, expounding, of course, tempori. So
eventually does the Antwerp, but not before a quotation in Latin from
Theodoret has been introduced, which, as we have seen, reads
K\)P{sf. Its absence from the two earlier editions shows that it
cannot be an original part of the Glossa. As for the interlinear
gloss, the Strassburg and Lyons have over domino, vel tempori, and the
Antwerp has In tempore. Clearly the text of the Glossa Ordinaria is
not critically established. I suspect that what Affeldt says is the

case elsewhere is true here, that the Glossa Ordinaria tradition has

1. Histolre de la Vulgate, p. 134. The Glossa was printed nesrly
always with the Postillae of Nicholas of Lyra (see above p.S50 f.).
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been contaminated by later accretions.] But what seems to emerge from
this notice of the Glossa is that both domino and tempori were
acknowledged in this seminal work and that tempori could not be
suppressed. Such was the authority of ‘'Ambrose’', bishop of Milan.
Another member of this third group is Thomas Aquinas (+1274), who,
lecturing on Romans c. 1270, said:2 tertio quantum ad externis
obsequium, cum dicit, domino servientes, scilicet servitute latriae,
quae soli Deo debetur. Deut. 6.13: Dominum Deum tuum adorabis, et
1111 soli servies; Psalm 2.11: servite Domino in timore. Vel
secundum aliam literam, tempori sevientes, ut scilicet Dei servitium

congruo tempore faciamus. Eccle. 8.6: omni negotio tempus est et

opportunitas. We observe that tempori servire is sti1ll understood

within the context of domino servire.3

To the fourth group belongs Peter Lombard ( 1160; 191.1501AB),
who against a lemma domino, vel tempori, first interprets tempori by
quoting Ambrosiaster and then, much more briefly, deals with domino
along the lines of Ps.-Bruno (and others): service of neighbour is
service of God. Then there is Ps.-Hugh of St. Victor (tweqfh
century), who has no comment at 175.502D-504D, but at 898D in a final
and in his context not entirely relevant comment on the lemma spiritu

ferventes says: Verbum Del passim non est disseminandum, sed tempus

1. Art. cit., p. 373. The Theodoret quotation is one such
contamination. _

2. Parma edition, vol. 13 (1862), p. 124, = Turin edition (1953),
p- 183.

3. For bibliographical details about Thomas's work on Paul, where one
scholar, Weisheipl (see below), can speak of 'the corrupt state
of our printed editions', see E. Gilson, The Christian philosophy
of St. Thomas Aquinas (London 1957), p. 399 (by I. T. Eschmann),
and J. A. Weisheipl, Friar Thomas d'Aquino (Oxford 1975),
p- 372f.. On pp. 247-250 Weisheipl disputes Eschmann's dependence
on Mandonnet's chronology of Thomas's commentaries, states his
preference for Glorieux's dating of the John and Romans
commentaries (1270-1272), bewails the corrupt state of the Thomas
text and eulogizes his Romans.
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opportunum est observandum. This seems to show an awareness of
tempori servientes as understood by Ambrosiaster. Finally there is
John Colet (+1519) who is important both in his own right and as a man
who by his example encouraged Erasmus in his programme of reformation
of the church from within by scholarship. He had lectured on Romans
in Oxford in 1497 snd has left two commentaries on the letter: an
Exposifio which breaks off after ch. 5, and an Enarratio, which reads
at 12. 1lc. observacionem temporis} As we have just seen, Ps.-Hugh of
St. Victor had said tempus opportunum est observandum. Is he the

origin of Colet's phrasing?

1. P. 194 in the editio princeps prepared by J. H. Lupton in 1873.
The same editor was responsible for the Expositio in 1876. 1In
general cp. the essay by C. A. L. Jarrott, 'Erasmus's Annotations
and Colet's Commentaries on Paul: a comparison of some
theological themes', pp. 125-144 in Essays on the works of
Erasmus, ed. R. L. DeMolen (New Haven/London 1978).
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Appendix A on 'Bede’

In his edition of the Greek New Testament (1707, p. 450) John
Mill reported that Bede referred explicitly to Romans 12.11c. Mill's
words are: Primasius, Sedulius, Beda, (qui probatissimos quosque Gr.
Codd. P<u)?{~3 legisse asserit.) Latini omnes, excepto Ambros.
inquit Estius. Bede is mentioned again sixteen lines further on. I
have consulted several of the editions of Bede to which Mill could
have had access (Paris 1522, Basel 1563, Cologne 1612 and 1688) but I
cannot find this statement or indeed any comment on Romans 12.11. It

could of course have been made at another passage but that seems

unlikely. Amongst earlier commentators only Erasmus mentioned Bede
(ad loc. in the third edition (1522) onwards), but in a different
connection and quite hypothetically, as the source of the double
reading Ku f’t/tf and Kol (’:} in the Glossa Ordinaria
(see below under Erasmus). Estius (#1613; see below), to whom Mill
refers, does not mention Bede, nor does Lucas of Bruges +1619; see
below), who, however, is the first to mention Primasius and Sedulius.
I suspect that Mill has taken Primasius and Sedulius from Lucas, whom
he knows andy uses, and the mention of Beda and the statement
attributed to him rest on a confusion with Beza who similarly spoke
(see below ad loc.) of probatissimis quibusque codicibus! The only
other scholars known to me who adduce Bede, apart from Erasmus and
Mill, are Sabatier (+1742; see below) and Bengel ¢t1752; see below).
Sabatier, who knows and uses Mill, does'not (p. 641, ad loc.) repeat
anything like qui probatissimos quosque Gr. Codd. Kv p(w

legisse asserit; he reports Bede's reading of sollicitudine non
pigri, spiritu ferventes, domino servientes (similarly thirty-two
lines further on). This, I imagine, is simply Florus (PL 119.312B).

/
Bengel also refers to Bede twice, in support of KoV Pu:ﬁ (p. 334,
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~ /
1. 4), and showing knowledge of both  Ka\[(w and ¥V Preg

along with Peter Lombard and the Glossa Ordinaria (1. 16). 1 guess
that the first reference is based on Mill, his chief source of

information; the second is clearly Erasmian.

It is possible, I suppose, that Mill is not quoting & printed
Bede (= Florus; see Affeldt, art. cit., p. 378f.) but a genuine Bede
in MS. But according to Affeldt's register (p. 375f.) there is no
Bede MS on Paul in any British library. This is by no means
conclusive but I suspect that the Beza/Beda confusion provides the

answer.

1. The genuine Bede on Paul remains unpublished (cp. Affeldt, art.
cit., p. 375f., and Margaret Gibson, art. cit., 95f.) but its
substance, extracts from Augustine, is given in an analysis by
I. Fransen in Revue Bénédictine 71 (1961) 22-70; p. 34 revesls
a jump from 12.2 to 12.16.
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(e) Renaissance and Reformation

With Erasmus (¥1536) we are not only in a new century but we seem
to be in a new age and confronted by a new method. Indebted though he
was to Origen and Jerome, to Valla and Colet, it is to Erasmus's
credit that out of old materials and perceptions he elaborated

something that seems almost contemporary.

Although, as we shall see, the years 1516 to 1518 are but the
middle of the story as far as Erasmus, Romans and tempori servire are
concerned, it is there that we must start. In the first edition of

his 1atin—Gr9ek_Neu_Iesiamenirz_puhlished_in_MQrch 1516, at Romans

- 7 ~
12. t11c Erasmus had read Youv K\JP'\OU (in error for 'l‘t:l

\(u() l,bz) )3 and his new Latin translation read domino. There was
no comment on the phrase - it hardly merited one - in the accompanying
annotations. But all Erasmus's subsequent editions (1519, 1522, 1527,
1535) were to read Tb’;) Kolt P:‘f and tempori, though,
curiously, always against the lemma domino servientes! Their
accompanying annotations in their different forms will be examined
shortly, but already in his paraphrase of Romans, written in May-June

1517 and published that November, we see that in little more than a

year Erasmus had made his change. The paraphrase runs (LB 7.818F-

1. I shall deal at length with the work of Erasmus, Luther, Calvin
and Beza because of their huge influence on later debate and
textual decisions. Erasmus and Beza are the scholars, Luther and
Calvin the exegetes. Apart from later discoveries little escaped
them. For Erasmus the best treatment I know is J. H. Bentley,
Humanists and holy writ (Princeton 1983) pp. 112-183; cp. E.
Rummel, FErasmus as & translator of the classics (Toronto 1885);
id., Erasmus' Annotations on the New Testament (Toronto 1986).

2. That ‘Latin-Greek' is the correct way to speak of Erasmus's
intention and work in the years leading up to 1516 we have been
taught by the pioneering scholarship of H. J. de Jonge; cp. JTS
ns 35 (1984) 394-413.

3. Is this parablepsis due to the first syllable of the next word

Coudledevreg ?
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819A): Ne reluctemini malls, sed tempori servite, rebus praesentibus
vosmet ipsos accommodantes, et si quid inciderit incommoderum, vel
declinantes, si liceat commode, vel tolerantes, non mo” esti interim,
quod est diffidentium, sed in rebus asperis spe futuri praemii
gaudentes et alacres. (Illud interim cogitantes, si quid cui
conceditis aut condonatis, id vos Domino condonare, nimirum cum
foenore reddituro.) The last sentence, bracketed, was added fifteen
years later in the 1532 edition and, again, seems to reflect the
sentiments of John Chrysostom ad loc. (see below). The whole passage
is expressed quite elegantly: note the wordplay with accommodantes,

incommodorum and commode. The second clause, vosmetipsos

accommodantes rebus praesentibus, appears to echo the opening sentence
of Adagia 1.1.91 (LB 2.62CD: servire scense): M Tullius servire
scenae dixit, pro eo, quod est servire tempori, et rebus praesentibus
sese accommodare. This adagium was first published in 1508 and we

shall return to it later.

In two letters written at the same time as the publication of the
Paraphrase Erasmus alludes to the phrase tempori servire and shows his
new sensitivity to it and how he applied it to Paul and to himself.

In letter 710, which is his preface to the Romans paraphrase, Erasmus
explains why Paul only hints in Romans at the mysteries of
Christianity: his readers were only recently converted. Erasmus
describes this reticence as Paul's time-serving (AE 3.138 init.; this
opinion was to embroil Erasmus in controversy with Natalis Beda nine
years later; see below p. 66). In letter 740 Erasmus seems to be
justifying his scholarly work, whatever the reaction of his friends:
temporl serviendum. The church's parlous state requires it. The

sentiment is ascribed to Paul: etiam Paulo autore (AE 3.170).
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After the paraphrase and these two letters there was the
inevitable introduction of tempori/KaL\,Q§ into the second Latin/Greek
New Testament, published in March 1519, but completed a year earlier
after eighteen months' revision.] To justify his change of heart he
has a note in the annotations, which, like the Adagis, underwent
changes in successive editions. I give the final 1535 version as
reprinted in LB 6.631F; 632 BC, and then indicate how in the previous
sixteen years it grew to its final form This diachronic analysis

will be followed by a synchronic assessment.

Domino servientes.) Origenes sut certe huius interpres, indicat in

nonnullis exemplaribus scriptum fuisse, Tempori servientes: et accipi
posse, diligenter utendum temporis occasione, quandoquidem breve est.
Mihi videtur recte intelligi, boni consulendum, si quid pro tempore
inciderit incommodi: nam id, opinor, est servire tempori. cum hoc
cohaeret quod sequitur, Spe gaudentes. Si quis exigit tributum,
pende: si quis vectigal, solve: si quis exigit honorem, redde: si
quis affligit, patere:: nec ea res tristem reddat, sed spes erigat in

malis animum.

Item quod praecedit, Spiritu ferventes: fervor enim spiritus

contemnit obstacula, et rapit omnem occasionem benefaciendi proximo

Testatur et Ambrosius sibi narratum fuisse, in Graecorum codicibus

~ A C ) /

haberi, Tw v(oL\(’vJ CLOVAEVOVTES .  tempori servientes.
¢ ¢

Atque obiter admiror quum Graece sciret, cur non ipse potius

consuluerit Graecorum exemplaria.

1. For details of the second edition see AE 2. 165; 183f.; 3.387;
A. Bludau, Die beiden ersten Erasmus-Ausgabe des Neuen Testaments

und ihre Gegner (Freiburg 1902) pp. 23-33.
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Quin et Glossa quam vocant ordinariam, admonet duplicis lectionis ex
Bedae, opinor, autoritate. Divus Hieronymus in epistola quadam ad
Marcellam, praefert hanc lectionem qua vulgo utimur, nec tamen ullam

reddit causam cur praeferat.

Sit cuique liberum quod volet sequi. Mihi magis arridet, Tempori
servientes. GSed ea sententia, quoniam ethnici philosophi nomine vulgo
circumferebatur, et vafriciem quandam praecipere videbatur, offensus
aliquis mutavit, in Domino servientes: non satis animadvertens,
Domino servientes, cum toto sermonis huius contextu non perinde

congruere. Quanquam autem in vocibus Latinis, Tempori et Domino,

Va
nulla est affinitas: tamen in Graecis est nonnulla, K alv (7 »:) et

7
Kof\u?'

maxime quum scribae soleant in pingendo, decurtare syllabas.
Chrysostomus et Theophylactus legunt et interpretantur Domino
servientes, atque ita connectunt, amantes, honorantes, et adamantes

invicem, domino cultum gratissimum exhibebitis:
quod quicquid officii proximo impenditur, ad ipsum dominum pervenit.

Chrysostomus notat emphasim, seu potius epitesim, in singulis verbis

quibus hic usus est Paulus. Non enim dixit tantum rbe'rot fu’go'rc— '
\ S ) 7

id est Impartiamini, sed ‘Aer. ol\.‘)l €ld g, hoc est Largiter

ode
et alacriter. neque dixit T\’()G\GTJ-CBG , 1d est Providete, sed addit

\ Sl\ > A
‘\*GT"L SWosong . 1d est Studiose. nec dixit ENeeiTe ,
’ A
id est Misereamini, sed d.'Y AWl Te . 1id est Diligite, idque
D) - 9 g ~
sine simulatione. neque dixit ol'il‘é—/‘cf € TWY KawKwyv ,
id est Abstinete a malis, sed }A\S&TTG . id est Odio habete.

n ~ H
neque dictum est éx [ Ge TwWvV °LY ,Le .:;V , 1d est Adhaerete
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”
bonis, sed WKoA)\LS Be . 1d est Adglutinemini. neque tantum

~
ait (Dn)ewre , sed addidit 4)1)0(1’3({»45' . 1d est Amico
affectu. neque dixit simpliciter snouscige-re , 1d est
\ J "~
Curate, sed addidit o oKV Py . 1d est Non pigre. neque

A ”
dixit TVEVMHL exo\l‘rég ) id est Spiritum habentes, sed

Ve s
TVEVL LT ?C—ov‘reg , 1d est Spiritu ferventes.

Diachronically the spaced layout isolates the additions
(apparently Erasmus deleted nothing of his earlier work on Romans
12.11c!). The 1519 note extends from the lemms to KO piid |

\ S

without the two sentences Item-proximo and Quin-praeferat (see below).

The latter was added in 1522 and contains the evidence of the Glossa
1 2
Ordinaria and Jerome. The 1527 made two additions which together
will comprise nearly half the final length in 1535. The first, Item
~ N r

proximo, further embeds Tu:) '»(cup»:: goa)\ cvovteg in its context
~ ’

by showing its connection with what precedes, Tw Tr\/é\J)A o Ty
L

7
g(—ov TES ; the second, maxime-ferventes, is the longest

-~
addition, claiming that the similarity of V(oL\,{’vJ and
[

1. Cp. H. J. de Jonge, 'Erasmus und die Glossa Ordinaria zum Neuen
Testament', Nederlands Archief voor Kerkgeschiedenis 56 (1975-76)
51-77. On p. 61 de Jonge mentions 'Origenes und Ambrosius' on
Romans 12.11c as well as the Glossa Ordinaria but does not refer
to Erasmus's opinion about Bede as its source at this point.

This addition to the 1522 edition had been signalled two years
earlier (AE 4.284, 11. 28ff. and note). Since Bede has been
shown above to be something of an i1gnis fatuus in the scholarship
on Romans 12.11, it is interesting to note that Erasmus himself
seems to have been unable to correlate what the Glossa attributed
to Bede with his own texts of Bede. He suspected the publisher
Badius of abbreviating Bede; cp. de Jonge, op. cit., p. 70f. and
n. 61, p. 68, n. 43 for this and for Erasmus's notes on Acts 1.14;
23 in his fourth edition of 1527.

2. In the two editions of Jerome's letters annotated by Erasmus that
I have been able to consult (Basel 1524, Lyons 1528), there is no
note on epistle 27 with its mention of tempori servientes and
strongly expressed preference for domino servientes. I wonder
why. A colleague, Mr. T. S. Pattie, of the British Library, has
consulted the Erasmus editions of Jerome published in 1516 and
1534, and confirms that letter 27 does not have a commentary.
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Kuc\’st) is even more pronounced when they are both
abbreviated, and then adducing the evidence of Theophylact and
particularly Chrysostom. The only 1535 addition is to this second
long 1527 pendant and represents more from Chrysostom. It is the
parallel in the annotations to the addition made to the 1517
paraphrase republished three years before 1535, in 1532, si quid cul

conceditis aut condonatls, 1d vos Domino condonare (LB 7.819A).]

Synchronically, Erasmus's long note is composed of four sections:

~ ’
the evidence for WK ol. 0":) and Ko P (R ; Erasmus's
[
choice; two reasons for the change to Kupt’h’ ; the evidence of

Theophylact and particularly of Chrysostom's study of Paul's rhetoric.
In assessing the note one should say immediately that this is the best
and longest comment since Ambrosiaster's treatment 1150 years earlier,
and superior though Ambrosiaster was to all prior to Erasmus, Erasmus
is superior to Ambrosiaster. Erasmus deploys the available patristic
and scholastic evidence (Origen-Rufinus, Ambrosiaster, Jerome,
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Glossa Ordinaria, Bede) and on three
occasions shows himself aware of the importance of locating a text
within its context for understanding it (cp. cohaeret, cum ...
contextu ... congruere, connectunt) and he has worked out the
possibility of error through an abbreviation wrongly expanded. But
there are faults in Erasmus's presentation. There is some inaccuracy:
Ambrosiaster is misreported in that he does not say that some Greek
codices read ‘serving the time'. What Ambrosiaster says is the very
opposite: in Graeco dicitur sic habere; domino servientes. Where

Jerome is said not to give a reason for his preference for domino,

4] > \ b \ ) \
1. OGS Y.,Lp oL'v n-osulcrvls Gt TOoV x&e\#ov,Cﬂg Tov

Sesworqv sou Sia b ulve (PG 60.605 fin.). The 1527
contains many new references to Chrysostom; cp. on Romans
12.13a; 15a; 16a.
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in fact he does, basing himself on the purity of Greek MSS over

against the corruption and divergencies of Latin MSS.

This leads us to Erasmus's second weakness. Though he is
familiar with patristic exegesis and was ever on the alert for good
MSS of his favourite authors, he betrays no knowledge of having
consulted a variety of Greek MSS of the epistle to the Romans. He
obviously used MSS in the construction of his text,] but he does not
seem to have cast around for MSS that might support the reading
temporl to which his Latin sources bore witness. Another omission is

his silence about Ambrosiaster's exegesis of tempori servientes. He

can misreport him (see above), he can quibble because Ambrosiaster had
not personally consulted Greek MSS (!), but he tells us nothing about

Ambrosiaster's own understanding of the phrase.

Thirdly Erasmus has not organised his materials as well as he
might. His own interpretation of tempori servientes could have been

delayed until he had declared his preference for it; and in giving

~ /
the two reasons for the change from Kolt (’w to Ko (hw
B b ? L
~
(the offensiveness and pagan support of Wl Pw , and the
~N /
similarity between wWols ("w and KuP\V‘J when both were
[

abbreviated), Erasmus does not show that only one of these reasons
could have originally been operative in that the former explanation is
a deliberate one, arising from the conscious recognition that WK o« P;
is morally indefensible, and the latter one is not deliberate, in that
though ¥WW  and V&(’“’ are similar the moral feeling would still

predispose one consciously to keep W and to avoid K‘r)w . So

the change is involuntary and so it does not sit well with the

1. Cp. Bo Reicke, 'Erasmus und die néutestamentliche Textgeschichte',
Theologische Zeitschrift 22 (1966) 254-265, and AE 2. 164ff..
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voluntary moral reason.] It is one or the other; it cannot be both.
A third instance of poor organisation is the position of Chrysostom
and Theophylact. Properly they should be alongside Jerome, but
Erasmus, who cannot help introducing him where he can, added him at
the end and has thus unbaianced his note bykncluding this summary of
Chrysostom's view of the intensity of Paul's expression at Romans
12.8-11 that amounts to a third of the whole! He probably did not
wish to upset his printer by insisting on a great deal of dislocation

of copy.

Whence this large insertion from John Chrysostom in 15277 As I

have just noted it is only one of several observed just in the
immediate context of Romans 12.11. In the preface to his fourth
edition of 1527 Erasmus implies that he has made use of newly acquired
commeﬁtaries of 'Athanasius' (= Theophylact; cp. AE 3.339 n.8;
6.466ff.) and of Chrysostom, partly because their biblical quotations
agreed with his (Erasmus's) text.2 (Romans 12. 11c is one case where
this is not true!) Now Erasmus had already read and used Chrysostom
in his 1516 annotations (AE 2.167, 1. 4; 169, 11. 125ff.; 290, 1.
65), but it is not clear whether he was working from Greek MSS or
published Latin translations or both. As far as Matthew is concerned,
'both' seems to be the case (LB 9.134C-135A). As far as Chrysostom's
Romans in Latin is concerned, it had been available for use since
1503, with later editions in 1504, 1517 and 1522-1525 (AE 9.3f.), but
the Greek was not published till June 1529, more than two years after

the appearance of the 1527 fourth edition. Erasmus made use of the

1. Cp. AE 8. 344,11. 61ff. for another reference to the problems of
abbreviations.

2. AE 6.466, 11. 1ff.. In AE 6.379 Erasmus called Chrysostom's
commentaries Croesi thesauros. In general cp. AE 10.356, 1.
45: Graecorum lectio petenda est ex Graecis auctoribus.
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1529 Chrysostom in the 1535 fifth edition as his notes on Romans 14.9;
I Corinthians 6.20; 14.33; Colossians 1.2; 12 make clear. However
Chrysostom in Greek had been very much in the air as easrly as 1520.

In that year Erasmus complained about the lack of & Chrysostom on
Matthew in Greek and the uncertainty of the Latin translation (LB S.
140F; cp. 141C),] and in March 1523 Erasmus was urging the house of
Aldus in Venice to produce a Greek Chrysostom (AE 5.253 11. 21ff.) and
sixteen months later Erasmus himself was urged to do the same (AE
5.491, 11. 152ff.; 7.426, 11. 81ff.; 6.49, 11. 175ff.). From a
Greek MS (or MSS) from Italy now in his possession (AE 6.381, 1. 22f.;

cp. 466, 1. 1f.; 478, 1. 14f.) he translated and published, as far as

the New Testament is concerned, the Greek of Chrysostom's Philippians
in 1526 (AE 6.378; suspect: 381. 1. 25f.), and the following year
his Galatians (AE 7.95ff.); also in 1527 some of the homilies on
Acts, whose authenticity however he suspected (AE 6. 186, n.9; 491).
In 1530 Erasmus was to publish.2 Corinthians (like the Acts similarly
suspect: AE 8. 322, 11. 15ff.; 344, 11. 34ff.; 391, 11. 8ff.) and
more on Acts,2 but never the Romans (AE 8.376, 11. 156ff.) though by
1528 he had had a Romans copied for him (AE 7.79). We need not doubt
that it was from this Italisn Greek MS (or MSS) that Erasmus could
derive the Greek text of his references to and quotations from
Chrysostom in his work on the fourth edition which was already under

way in July 1524 (AE 1.14, 1. 20f.; 6.68, n. 19).

Erasmus who detested conflict was frequently involved in

1. I wonder what Greek MS of Chrysostom's Matthew Margarets, the
‘gifted wife' (AE 2.41, n.2) of Conrad Peutinger, was able to
consult as early as December 1521 (AE 4.608, 11. 33ff.)7? Both the
Peutingers wrote to Erasmus about Margareta's problem, but if he
replied, his reply is not extant. Erasmus referred to the issue
ten years later (AE 9.310, 11. 63-102)..

2. Erasmus's translations of Chrysostom on Acts, 2 Corinthiens,
Galatians and Philippians are to be found in LB 8.1839-326.
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combatting his critics. His work on Romans 12.1l1c, both in his 1519
text and annotation and in his 1517 paraphrase, provoked attack and
in turn counterattack.] First it was the Englishman Edward Lee
(1‘1544).2 Lee was a younger man whose zeal for Greek Erasmus had
approved (AE 3.20), though its cause, to confute Erasmus, had not
escaped the older man (AE 4.198f.). From a letter to Lee written in
1517 (AE 3.203) we can conclude that Erasmus had been offered some
notes on the New Testament by Lee which, Erasmus says, he had been
prevented from using. Lee had become an enemy and after some abortive
attempts had got his hostile notes on Erasmus's 1516 and 1519 Latin-

Greek Testaments published in February 1520. Lee seems to have

claimed the credit for drawing Erasmus's attention to Jerome's
knowledge of and support (though uncertain) for v(au‘)u? , and
that Erasmus had replied that he had now (fam) added it to the
annotations that would accompany the second edition.3 Lee was clearly
hurt that when the second edition came out, in March 1518, Erasmus had
not acknowledged his assistant's contribution. Erasmus replied that
since he had already come across Koltl f;§ and informed his
public of it (in the Parsphrase, I assume), only Lee's zeal needed to
be acknowledged. If Lee had caught Erasmus in a lie, then, Erasmus
ironically continues, we would have to be very grateful to Lee (LB

9.216EF). I suspect however that Erasmus did reply fam eddideram

1. Cp. Bludauy, op. cit., p. 58: ‘Mit der VerdYffentlichung des Neuen
Testaments begannen zugleich die Streitjahre des Erasmus’

2. For further details cp. AE 3.203; 4.108-111; Bludau, op. cit.,
pp. 86-125; W. K. Ferguson, Erasmi opuscula (The Hague 1933),
pp. 225-234; Opera omnis Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami, vol. 9,
pt. 2 (Amsterdam/Oxford 1983), ed. H. J. de Jonge, pp. 10ff..

3. Annotationes Edouardi Lee in annotationes novi testamentl
Desiderii Erasmi (Paris 1519), folium 60, annotatio 149; nothing
is added in a second set of notes on folia 94, 101, 113.
Unfortunately Lee's case immediately collapses because it is
Rufinus not Jerome who translated Origen's commentary on Romans;
so Jerome's support for domino is not divided; he knows tempori
but firmly rejects it, as we have seen above.
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annotationibus mels, but by iam meant already, i.e. without Lee's

notes, not now, 1.e. as a result of them.

Earlier when Erasmus was classifying Lee's 243 annotations
underharious opprobrious headings he included annotation 149 under the
rubric fucum facit (sc. Lee), gloriam captans. The whole quarrel was

unedifying and neither man emerges untarnished.

Erasmus's second critic was the Frenchman Natalis Beds (41536 or
1537), who chose the 1517 Paraphrase as the basis of his attack.]

Beda had disliked Erasmus's reference to Paul's use of hint and

suggestion rather than candid exposition when writing to the Romans,
in the dedicatory letter to his 1517 Paraphrase of Romans (AE 3.138, a
passage we have already noticed), and Beda had published his comments
in May 1526. Erasmus replied twice in a series of apologies against
Beda. In the Divinationes ad notata per Beddam2 Erasmus defended his
understanding of Paul's motives with references to Jesus's injunctions
to the apostles not to divulge his messiahship on their preaching
tour, and to Paul's claim to have heard secrets which could not be
uttered, his possession of a secret wisdom which only the perfect may
hear and to his being all things to all men. This, he says, is to
serve time. In another part of his attack on Beda, Supputationes
errorum in censurls Beddae (so LB S. 6560-6590),3 Erasmus continues to

deal with the general themes of Paul's language and pastoral approach

—

Cp. AE 6.65ff.; 258; 286, n. 38 for details.

2. So LB 9.467AB. This title does not appear in the definitive list
of Erasmus's oeuvre in AE 12.29. 1In his Bibliotheca Erasmiana.
Répertolre des oeuvres d'Erasme (Gand 1893), Ire Serie, p- 178,
the editor, F. vander Haeghen, registers Supputatio calumniarum
Natalis Bedae, whose prologus was published in August 1526, and
Supputationes errorum in censuris N. Bedae, published in March
1527. The word Divinationes first appears in the collected works
in 1540 and is repeated hence in LB.

3. Cp. AE 6.65ff.; 7.7, n. 68.

- 66 -



without specifically using the time-serving idiom, but cp. LB 9.658CD:
Sic pro illo tempore decebat Apostolum scribere, me Paraphrasten decet
aliter scribere, praesertim hisce temporibus. Non omnia congruunt
omnibus ... Tractavit Paulus mysteris, ut tum pro temporum qualitate
Spiritus sanctus tractari volebat. We shall return to Beda and

another criticism of Erasmus later on.

The third and last critic to fasten on Romans 12.11c was the
Franciscan Scripture lecturer Francis Titelmann (T1537).] He had
lectured on Romans and published his notes in May 1529. Erasmus

replied publicly in October, in his Responsio ad collationes cujusdam

Juvenis gerontodidascali.2 Like Lee Titelmann was another young man
who, as Erasmus's title implies, should have known better than to
criticise his elders (and betters!). But Lee had been c. 37 in 1519 -
Titelmann was c. 32 in 1529. It seems from Erasmus's reply (col.
1010D) that Titelmann had informed Erasmus that Origen and Ambrose
were both familiar with Koo e:l: as well as Ko P‘/b:),
Erasmus replies that he already knew that, and that the source of

Titelmann's information was - Erasmus!

Towards the beginning of this section on Erasmus I said that for
Erasmus, Romans and tempori servire, 1517 and 1519 were but the middle
of the story, though clearly the Paraphrase of Romans and the second

edition of the New Testament represent the most important chapters in

1. Cp. AE 7.68; 8.258; and T. H. L. Parker, Commentaries on the
epistle to the Romans 1532-1542 (Edinburgh 1986), pp. 11-14,
216f., for bibliographical description of his work on the New
Testament. I regret that I have not tracked down Titelmann's work
on Romans, so my summary is dependent on Erasmus. 1 feel however
that Erasmus can be trusted since he does not misrepresent Lee or
Beda. (Erasmus's most considerable opponent in biblical matters,
Stunica, does not seem to have assailed Erasmus at this point;
cp. de Jonge, op. cit., Ppp. 174€€..)

2. So LB 9.967F-1016C.
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that story. In concluding this examination of Erasmus I shall
illustrate how long before 1517 Erasmus had interested himself in
ideas that were to find expression in these two works, and how after
1519 these ideas persisted and how the character that expressed itself
in these dangerous ideas appeared to Luther, the next interpreter of

Romans in our survey.

A cursory examination shows that from early in his adult career
/
Erasmus was attracted by the idea of K & (os' and of Paul as
vafer, 'sly, cunning, crafty, artful, subtle', according to Lewis and

Short, s.v.; early too was his view that temporl servientes was

correct.

In one of his earliest letters (AE 1.135, 1. 16), from 1494,
Erasmus quotes the second line of a famous distich attributed to Cato.
The two lines, in the edition of M. Boas (Amsterdam 1952) p. 134, are

Rem tibi quam scieris aptam dimittere noli:

fronte capillata, post haec occasio calva.

This description of a head, hirsute at the front, bald at the back,
derives from earlier descriptions of Lysippus's bronze statue of
K > QYW QO/S .] It is repeated in the middle of Adagia 1.7.70
(Nosce tempus; LB 2.289A-290D), an adagium which contains some of
these ancient descriptions, the earliest by Posidippus and one by

Ausonius. The whole adagium is important for our understanding of

1. It is necessary not to ignore non-documentary sources,
especially when one's author lived at such a fertile time
artistically speaking as the Renaissance. For the main features
see R. Wittkower, 'Patience and Chance: the story of a political
emblem', Journal of the Warburg Institute 1 (1937) 171-177, esp.
174 and n. 4; 1id., ‘Chance, Time and Virtue', ibid., 313-321,
esp. 313-316; J. Manning-A. Fowler, 'The iconography of Spenser's
Occasion', Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 39
(1976) 263-266, esp. n. 3.
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Ve /
Erasmus and KL ()OS . K oL (703 or occasio is hirsute at

the front of the head so that it can be grasped as it passed the
observer. But once passed, the bald rear makes grasping impossible.
This morality Erasmus had taught in another early letter written in
1500 (AE 1.327, 1. 75). He tells his friend Jacobus Battus that he,
Erasmus, must act: nunc maxime mihi videtur K ol ()C'I_S ille
capillo arriplendus, cum tam honesta offertur ansa. On the next page
(p. 328, 1. 117), he speaks of Battus's misplaced humour as c)l,K aupol.
A month later he quotes (AE 1.335, 1. 12) the Greek proverb o)l}K au(’c,g

> \ 3 7
elol euSev GKGP‘U {.d@,c_\oe,, which is also the title and

theme of Adagia 1.7.68 (LB 2.288D-2894A). ] It was clearly a favourite.

It is found in a letter of 1528 (AE 7.494, 1. 17). In Adagia 1.1.91
(LB 2.62CD>, which appeared in the Adagia for the first time in 1508,
we have the phrase tempori servire, the only place I have found it in
Erasmus's nonbiblical work. The adagium, entitled Servire scenae,
begins: M Tullius servire scenae dixit, pro eo, quod est servire
tempori, et rebus praesentibus sese accommodare. This last phrase we
have already noted (p. 56f)in the 1517 Paraphrase of Romans 12.1lc.
After dealing with its origin in the theatre and its application,
Erasmus quoted the good parallel passage from (Ps.-)Phocylides,

N /
K At (7».(\ ')\ &T(’&U(:-(V KT)\ . I do not recall this being
quoted again until Wettstein nearly 250 years later. These are the
passages 1 have been able to find (undoubtedly there are more) that

f
show Erasmus's early and unwavering interest in Kal\{)os .

1. I have not been able to discover when Adagia 1.7.69 (Intempestiva
benevolentia nihil a simultate differt) and 1.7.70 (Nosce tempus)
were added to the expanding work, nor when 3.9.67 (Premends
occasio: LB 2.930EF) was incorporated. 4.10.39 (Capere crines
LB 2. 1170E) was added in 1517. 1 am indebted to H. Rildiger,
'Gottin Gelegenheit: Gestaltwandel einer Allegorie', Arcadia 1
(1966) 131, n. 29 for this last reference and date.
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The last passage (Adagia 1.1.91) with its specific use of tempori
servire provides a suitable opportunity to say something about
Erasmus's earlier biblical work and an early version of Romans 12.1lc.
In AE 2.182f. Allen traced the beginnings of Erasmus's own Latin
translation of the New Testament. The epistles were completed at the
latest by the autumn of 1506. The MSS to which Allen referred
remained unpublished till 1982 when they were published by H. Gibaud.]
Like Allen Gibaud accepted at its face value the colophon of the
British Library MS containing Erasmus's translation of the epistles,
dating the completion of the work to October or November 1506.2 Each

page of the MS contains two columns. One has Erasmus's new

translation and the other Jerome's old Vulgate. The latter is not
written out in full, but only those words or phrases which differ from
Erasmus's. At. Romans 12.1lc (Gibaud, p. 341) Erasmus has tempori
servientes; the Vulgate opposite reads: temp.) Domino. It looks as
though Erasmus was working with a copy of the Vulgate which contained
the Glossa Ordinaria and that the interlinear gloss, properly written
superscript, is now adscript.3 But the biggest puzzle is why his

first edition (1516) reads domino/Kue\ou(=-w ).
.

As for the characterisation of Paul as vafer, it was in the

greatly enlarged 1508 edition of the Adagia that, as we have seen,

1. Un inédit d'é;asme: la premigre version du Nouvesu Testament
copiéé par Pierre Meghen 1506-1509. Contribution & 1'établisse-
ment d'une édition critique du Novum Testamentum (Angers 1982).

2. See Gibaud, p. 531 for the facsimile of the title page, and p. 19¢%
for its transcription.

3. The palaeographical reexamination of these MSS by A. J. Brown,
‘*The date of Erasmus' Latin translation of the New Testament',
Transactions of the Cambridge Bibliographical Soclety 8 (1984)
351-380, who dates them to 1514, does not affect our case that
Erasmus knew of and preferred tempori servientes before 1517,
even if he is correct. Both John Colet and the editio princeps of
Ambrosiaster had been available from the 1490s. In private
correspondence (15 October 1986) Dr. H. J. de Jonge says he
believes that Brown's date can be taken back to 1512.
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1.1.91 (Servire scenae) is first found. It is also the first of a
series in that edition (1.1.91-1.1.95) which seems to be thematically
linked. Their titles speak for themselves: Servire scenae; Ut}
foro; Polypi mentem obtine; Cothurno versatilior; Magls varius quam
hydra. While they are all relevant to the general theme of these
final pages on Erasmus, the need for accommodation, it is to the third
and longest (1.1,93: Polypi] mentem obtine) that I now turn.

In LB 2.63DE Erasmus gives as examples of the mentality of the octopus
Alcibiades, Ulysses, Brutus, David and - Paul: Quin et divus Paulus
Apostolus, sancta quadam jactantia gloriatur, hac pia vafricie sese

usum esse, atque omnia factum omnibus, ut omnes Christo lucrifaceret.

It is curious that in his note on these last phrases, obviously taken
from 1 Corinthians 9.22, in his Latin-Greek New Testament, Erasmus
does not use vafer of Paul, nor in the paraphrase on that epistle (LB
6. 708f; 7.890D). However in his notes on Romans 1.12 and 12.11 he
does (LB 6.561CD; 632B), as well as at Acts 17.23, where (LB 6.501E)
years later he got himself into hot water with Natalis Beda (LB

9. 715F-716C). In this last passage he defines the meaning of vafer:
qui novit simulare ac dissimulare, vafer est. This is very similar to
the dissimulating characters listed twenty years earlier in Adagia
1.1.93. Finally from 1519 comes a letter (AE 3. 480-49}) which is
really Erasmus's preface to the Paraphrase of the Corinthian letters
Lines 364-402 are particularly interesting. Here are two samples.
Cum Paulus noster ubique vafer sit ac 1ubricus,2 in his tamen dusbus
epistolis sic polypum ac chamaeleontem, sic Proteum ac Vertumnum

quendam agit, ut cum Corinthils plusquam Graecis agens, quodammodo

1. Cp. D'Arcy W. Thompson, A glossary of Greek fishes (London 1947),
pp. 204-208, esp. 206f.. The Greek line, quoted three times by
Plutarch, is TroudOwoSos Voov XE€X¢ ToAuv)pPoou;
the last word is the adjective Erasmus translated as vafri.

2. Cp. AE 3.292, 1. 11f.: Sed Psulus 11lic (sc. in Romans 7) adeo
lubricus est ut nunc huc respicist, nunc 1lluc.
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\ ~ 4
iuxta vetus proverbium Trpos '(f"|7‘* K?"I T‘ge\v videatur,

in omnia se vertens quo illos transfiguret in Christum (11. 364-369);

tanta vafricieg&,non credas eundem hominem loqui (1. 392f.). Aest

It is proper to conclude our notice of Erasmus with an irony.
Few students of his life will dispute that temperamentally he was
personally predisposed to serve time, to accommodate to circumstances.
It is not difficult to see this predisposition encouraged by what the
classical tradition has taught him about Kﬂl\—(?ol.s /Occasio and by what
the biblical tradition had taught him about Pauline vafricies, and

then not difficult to see this predisposition finding expression in

his 1506 (or 1514 ?), 1517, 1519 choice of tempori servientes &t
Romans 12.11c, and in everything that Luther called his amphibolia.

The irony is that his personal motto was CEDO (or CONCEDO) NULLI!]

But it was not the spirit behind CEDO NULLI that impressed itself
on Martin Luther. Two years after his death, Luther summarised his
perception of Erasmus in this way: Erasmi propositio et status fuit
serviendum esse tempori.2 As far as I have been able to discover,

this is the only time in the Tischreden that tempori servire is used

1. Cp. AE 7.430ff., and for the Renaissance background E. Wind,
'Aenigma Termini', Journal of the Warburg Institute 1 (18937)
66-69; E. Panofsky, 'Erasmus and the visual arts', Journal of the
Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 32 (1968) 200-227, esp. 214-219;
B. C. Bowen, 'Mercury at the crossroads in Renalssance emblems',
ibid., 48 (1985) 222-229, esp. 224f.. In Erasmus in English 14
(1985-86) 7-10, 'Concedo nulli: Erasmus' motto and the figure of
Paul in the Paraphrases', R. D. Sider attempts to use the motto
in the interpretation of Paul. He does not refer to Romans 12.

2. Weimar Ausgabe (henceforth = WA) Tischreden § 3963. A German form
is slightly fuller: Erasmi Proposition und furnehmste Lehre ist,
man soll sich nach der Zeit richten und den Mantel nach dem Winde
Hgngen, wie man sagt.
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of Erasmus,] but there was another probably synonymous wordgroup that
Luther regularly used of him. In order to denounce and vilify him
Luther rang all the changes on amphibola, amphibolis, amphibologls,
amphibolice, amphibologice, along with their German equivalents
(Tischreden §§ 446, 699, 811, 821, 1139, 2205a, 3010, 3284, 3302ab,
3327b, 3392ab, 4893; cp. §§ 523 (ambigue), 4905 (bilingues ... et
simulatoresz), 5487 (ambiguus et cavillator), of Erasmus, and, in

general, cp. § 254-lab.3

Luther himself (+1546) can be deslt with much more quickly. He

lectured on Romans 12 in the summer of 1516, three or four months

after the publication of Erasmus's first edition. A page of his
lecture notes must have looked rather similar to a page of Nicholas of
Lyra‘s Postillae: a few lines of Latin Vulgate text, especially
composed with plenty of room between the lines and in the margins for
interlinear and marginal glosses. The difference between the two
commentators is that Luther's scholia are much more extensive than
Nicholas's and they were taken into the classroom separately to be
dictated with the glosses to his students.a At the Vulgate reading
domino servientes Luther's interlinear gloss was, non vobis, nec que

vestra, querentes.5 The longer scholium is an original note (WA vol.

1. Yet elsewhere Luther could, just like Erasmus, use the
description of the Lysippus statue of kﬁx;r‘j found in the
Disticha Catonis in & constructive way; see fronte capillata post
haec occasio calva in WA vol. 43 p. 349 and Tischreden §8 3137ab,
3958, 4801, 4837, and 7050 where the whole is very relevant.

2. Cp. the Erasmian definition of vafer; qui novit simulare ac
dissimulare. 1 have not found vafer in Luther.

3. R. H Bainton, Erasmus of Christendom (London 1969), pp. 261, 362,
n. 39, both mistranscribes rex amphiboliarum from Tischreden §
3392b and mistranslates it as 'king of Amphibians'!

4. Cp. Luther's works, vol. 25 (Saint Louis 1972), ed. H. C. Oswald,
pp. ixff., and WA vol. 56, plate A opposite p. 528.

5. 1Ibid., p. 121. WA vol. 57 reprints students' notes of Dr.
Luther's lectures; p. 104 shows that someone had been listening:
in his omnibus non vobls servientes neque (que) vestra sunt
querentes. There is no marginal gloss on this verse.
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56 p. 464): Hoc non tantum Contra eos, qui Avaritie, seculo aut
ventri suo serviunt, Sed multo fortius contra pertinaces in opere
bono, Vocante eos alio obedientia. Hii sunt Sicut 111i, qui asinum
subiugalem habent et non sinunt eum solvi, ut Domino serviat, hoc est,
suis studiis se fatigant et ad alia sese avocari nulla pletate Vel
causa Dei permittunt. Ideo potius sibi serviunt quam Domino. Quia
non sunt parati ad omnem voluntatem Dei nisi a sese electam, hoc scil.
sese excusantes: Non est bonum reliquere, quod modo ago, Et illuc
operari. Ex horum numero Si principes pertinaces in Ecclesia Aut
pontifices in Aula dixerim, forte non mentiar. Ut Fridricus, dux

noster, Et officiales, Qui, si querantur, nolunt Inveniri; Vocantur a

Deo Et dicunt: hei! oportet me orare et Deo servire, Adeo
insipientes, Ut propter obsequium Dei recusent obsequium Dei, Quiea
nesciunt, Quid sit Domino servire, Scil. indifferentem esse, quocunque
Dominus Vocaverit, et in nullo fixe ac pertinaciter stare. Luther
sees the command to serve the Lord fulfilled not simply at the obvious
levels of self-discipline (avaritis, seculum venter), good works or
christian devotions by themselves, but in the service of God only at
the place which God ordains. There seems to be some particular
contemporary complaint at the back of this exegesis. Luther’'s own
prince and his courtiers are specifically mentioned in an
uncomplymentary way. It sounds as though they had kept Luther

waiting!]

Six years 1ateQ£ translating the New Testament into German from Z\ A sart i

Erasmus's second edition (1519), Luther followed Erasmus's newly

A
adopted Kol\fv: and translates or paraphrases it: Schickt euch ynn

1. The scholium does not seem to have been noted down. Was the
student shocked by his teacher's historicising interpretation that
was politically tactless? Was it & piece of heavy-handed humour?
Cp. WA vol. 57 p. 222f..
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die zeyt (1522), that becomes the familiar Schicket euch in die zeit
in the 1546 German Bible. | (Similarly in his 1529 revision of the i
Vulgate Luther reads tempori.9 This'German rendering seems to have
endeared itself to Luther, since he came to introduce it into his
translations of ’eng"(‘igg}*e"o‘T;V Kot fO,Vat Ephesians
5.16 and Colossians 4.5 as well. In the editions of his German New
Testament published between 1522 and 1527 Luther had accurately
translated the Greek by loset (or, loeset) die zeyt, no doubt inspired
by the earlier German translation, erloest das zeyt, that goes back as
far as the editio princeps of the German Bible published in 1466. But

after 1527, from 1530 onwards he adopted inexcusably his rendering of

Tv::? Katue% Soo)eiovn; in Romans 12 at the other two
Pauline passages, in the form schickt euch jnn die zeit, which in
1546, the year of his death, became: schicket euch in die zeIL3
However, as the German marginal gloss against boese zeit in the 1546
edition shows, loesen was still in Luther's mind (ibid., p. 205).
Similarly, in a sermon on Ephesians 5. 15ff. preached on 18 October

1545 there is the macaronic phrase: loset tempus.4

1 know of only one place in his voluminous writings where Luther

1. Cp. WA Deutsche Bibel vol. 7, pp. 68f.; 569; 656 (eight lines
from bottom) where Freitag comments on Luther's new rendering and
its antecedents.

2. Cp. WA Deutsche Bibel vol. 5, p. 645 on p. XII Eberhard Nestle,
as edited by his son Erwin, classified the change from domino to
tempori under the rubric: Besonders an dogmatisch wichtigen
Stellen finden sich Anderungen, meist In Ubereinstimmung mit dem
Deutschen auf grund des Griechischen.

3. Cp. WA Deutsche Bibel vol. 7, pp. 204 and note; 205; 234; 235
and note; 596 and 602. The new German translation in Romans not
only infiltrated Ephesians and Colossians but influenced other
German writers as well; cp. the Grimms' Deutsches Worterbuch

vol. 8 (leipzig 1893), col., 2651f., s.v. Schicken 2d), where after
the reference to 'Rém, 12,11' the editors add: 'hiernach sprichx-r'g’;it
lich und formelhaft', G. Biichmann, Geflfigelte Worte (Berlin 1926°'),
p. 67, and, for further bibliography about Middle High German usage,
WA vol. 41 (Revisionsmachtrag, 1974), p. 218, 11. 27=30.
4 cp. WA vol. 51, pp. 60-67, esp. p. 65, l. 15, and,for another example,
JA vol. 41, p. 448, 1. 21: loset die zeit, in a sermon preached on
18 October 1535.
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comments on the meaning of schicken euch In die Zeit.] In sermon
notes on Romans 12.6-21, prepared for his preachers for delivery in
January 1525 (WA vol. 17/2. pp. 32-60), there is an extended note in
German on 12.11c (p. 47f.). Luther states the problem about the two
readings, says that both make good sense and, like Erasmus six years
earlier, leaves the choice to the reader: 1ich weys auch noch nicht,
wilchs das beste sey.eyn iglicher neme, wilchs yhm gefellet. After
interpreting “L\)Pflf , without any reference to its context in
Paul, he declares: aber ich bleybe bey dem 'schickt euch ynn die
zeyt', and on the basis of Ecclesiastes 3.3ff. and Psalm 1.3, he

paraphrases: sey frey und an keyne‘zeyt gebunden, das du thun miigest,

wie und was dyr fur handen kompt. He applies this against the
Werckheyligen, whose scrupulous observance of fixed hours for prayer
and meals makes help for the needy (who, presumably, come
unexpectedly), impossible. Luther adds that even their own
preoccupations turn sour on them because the unpredictable timeliness
of charity is more important than the prompt and punctual performance
of piety. The comment is an interesting parallel to the 1516 scholium
about Luther's inability to find his prince and court officials when
they were needed and about the excuses they offered. The passage as a
whole is much more a comment on schicken euch in die Zeit than on

'1'::: Kol Q :;) gOu\ (-,-Jc VTES. One would have supposed
that sey frey und an keyne zeyt gebunden was just about the opposite

of the Greek.2

1. In a sermon on Ephesians 5.15f{f. preached on 29 October 1536 (WA
vol. 41, pp. 704-707) the phrase lies scattered about without much
comment or integration into the message; cp. Ppp. 704, 1.9; 705,
11. 21 (with raubt zeit!); 36; 707, 1. 21. Luther appears never
to have preached on the parallel in Colossians 4.5.

2. In what I regard as a retrogade step the modern revision of
Luther's Bible has dropped Zeit in favour of Herrn; cp. E. Gess,
‘Conclusion of the revision of the Luther New Testament', The
Bible Translator 8 (1957) 155-160, esp. p. 157.
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Philip Melanchthon (t1560) wrote three works on.Romans: &
Dispositio (1529; CR vol. 15, coll. 443-492), Commentarii (1532;
ibid., coll. 495-796) and an Enarratio (1556; 4ibid., coll. 797-1052).
These followed an early set of Annotationes which Luther had published
without Melanchthon's knowledge or permission in 1522. But'in none of
the three approved publications did Melanchthon touch upon Romans

12.11.]

ral
But Martin Bucer (t1551) did recognise and comment on Kot f? 2

In his massive Metaphrasis et enarrationes ..., (Strassburg 1536; I

ha

have-used—theBasel-1562—edition)he—peraphrasesRemans—121lei—1n
occasionem officii intendite (p. 529) and in the Expositio he
introduces, I believe, for the first time, a reference to Lysippus's

/
famous bronze of Kdt(’os into the debate (p. 543C-544E). 3

John Calvin (+1564) published three editions of a commentary on
Romans, in 1540, 1551 and 1556.4 As far as Romans 12.1lc is
concerned,5 the first two agree in & short note that combines Spiritu

ferventes and tempori servientes that also takes account of studio

[y

Cp. T. H. L. Parker, Commentaries, pp. 1-7.

Cp. ibid., pp. 34-62.

3. Cp. p- (2 and R. P. Kinsey, 'Was Paul thinking of a statue?', in
Studies presented to David Moore Robinson, vol. 2 (Saint Louis
1953), p. 1247f.. Kinsey is dealing with Katfds at Colossians
4.5. The testimonia relating to this statw@ are collected by
J. Overbeck, Die antiken Schriftquellen zur Geschichte der
bildenden Kinste bel den Griechen (Leipzig 1868), pp. 276ff., and
discussed by Gerda Schwarz in Grazer Beitrgge 4 (1975) 243-276.
Both however have missed the descriptions in Cyril's commentary on
John 7.34 and in Evagrius 3.26 (PG 73. 741B; 86. 2650B-2652A).

4. Cp. T. H L. Parker, Commentaries, pp. 71-77; 1id., 'Calvin the
exegete: change and development', in Calvinus ecclesiae doctor,
ed. W. H Neuser (Kempen 1980), pp. 33-46; ed. T. H. L. Parker,
Johannis Calvini commentarius in epistolem Pauli ad Romanos
(Leiden 1981).

5. Cp. id., Calvin's New Testament commentaries (London 1971),

p. 119; ed. 1id., op. cit., p. 273f..

N
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non pigri: nam si Spiritu Dei accensi simus, ille nos satis
excitabit, ne pigrescamus. Neque ab iis alienum est tertium, ut
serviamus tempori. Multum siquidem in ea re positum est momenti, ut
noverimus nos tempori accommodare: sic tamen, ut in qualibet
inclinatione rectum gursum teneamus. Quod autem alicubi legitur,
Domino, id est prorsus extraneum. We observe that Calvin has no time
for domino and that compliance without compromise is his understanding
of tempori servientes. But between 1551 and 1556 the note on the two
clauses was completely recast and was expanded in length more than
three fold. Quod autem additur, Spiritu ferventes, exprimit quomodo

prius illud assequamur. Caro enim instar asini semper torpet, ideoque

stimulis opus habet: solus autem est spiritus fervor qui pigritiam
nostram corrigit: ergo benefaciendi sedulitas zelum requirit quem
Spiritus Dei in cordibus nostris accenderit. Cur ergo, dicet
quispiam, ad hunc fervorem nos Paulus hortatur? Respondeo, quanquam
Dei donum est, has tamen partes iniungi fidelibus, ut torpore excusso
flammam Divinitus accensam conciplant: sicuti utplurimum contingit
Spiritus impulsum nostra iniuria suffocari et extingui. Eodem
pertinet etiam tertium, Ut tempori serviamus. Nam ut breve est vitae
curriculum, statim effluit bene agendi opportunitas: quo nos alacrius
ad officium properare decet. Sic slibi iubet Paulus redimere tempus,
quia dies mali sunt. Potest etiam esse sensus, ut noverimus tempori
nos accommodare: qua in re multum momenti positum est. Sed mihi
videtur Paulus cessationi opponere quod servire tempori praecipit.
Porro quia in multis vetustis exemplaribus legitur KWV ? (vt) )
licet videri possit primo intuitu extraneum, prorsus relicere non
audeo. Quod si lectio illa placet, non dubito quin Paulus quae
fratribus praestantur officia, et quicquid alendase charitati servit,
referre voluerit ad Dei cultum, quo plus animi adderet fidelibus. We

observe Calvin's openness to change in his palpable unwillingess now
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to reject domino out of hand and in his readiness to offer an
interpretation of it (in terms that remind one of John Chrysostom).

He still prefers tempori however, but not the earlier understanding.
In the 1556 edition he has implicated the phrase even more closely
with the first two clauses in the verse and sees serving the time as
the opposite of laziness: since life is short, time has to be served
(and redeemed ~ he quotes Ephesians 5.16) if good is to be done. I
suspect the influence of Rufinus and of Bucer here. Calvin further
speaks of tempori servire as he goes on to gloss spe gaudentes: Sunt
et haec tris Inter se coniuncta, ac quodammodo videntur pertinere ad

illud, Tempori servientes. Ille enim se temporl optime accommodat, et

occasione utitur ad strenue currendum, qui in spe vitae futurae
gaudium suum reponit, et tribulationes patienter sustinet. Here the
phrase et occasilone utitur ad strenue currendum is an addition of the
last edition to the earlier two, and agrees with the other 1556
changes in the interpretation of tempori servientes, viz. the

reference to life as a short distance race and the need for speed.

when Calvin's Romans was translated into French and when, from
1546, Calvin began to revise his cousin P. R. Olivetan's (+1538)
French Bible of 1535, the rendering at Romans 12. 11c was always

servans au temps.

It is not clear what caused the change in Calvin's mind about
domino, whether it was renewed reflection on familiar materials or the
discovery of new materials or what. What we can isolate however is

the fact that between 1548 and 1550 two men made their way to Geneva

1. Cp. CR vol. 85 pt. 1 (Braunschweig 18397), coll. 404, (377f.), and
D-M 8§ 3710, 3716. Calvin appears never to have preached on
Romans; cp. T. H. L. Parker, The oracles of God (London 1947)
pp. 160-166. Can this be correct?
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as refugees from Parisian religious intolerance, men who were in a
position to influence Calvin in the period before 1556, viz. Robertus
Stephanus (¥1559) and Theodore Beza (t1605). One is tempted to see
the change in Calvin's estimate of domino stemming from one or other
of these two new scholar friends. Beza spent a year in Geneva, from
October 1548 to November 1549, before being called to Lausanne, less
than 50 miles away, where he was professor of Greek for nine years and
where he conducted Bible readings on Romans on behalf of his fellow
exiles. After publishing his splendid third edition of the

Greek New Testament in 1550 in Paris, in the same November Stephanus

fled to Geneva where, very probably, he published the fourth and last

3

edition the following year.

But both men were not only busy around Calvin with their own
work. Both involved themselves with Calvin's commentaries on Paul.
From Lausanne Beza wrote a preface to the 1551 edition of the
commentaries on the Pauline epistles and Hebrews, and in Geneva the
scholar printer Stephanus was the publisher of Calvin's commentaries
on the Pauline and Catholic epistles and Hebrews in 1556. So which of
the two was it who might have influenced Calvin over domino? I
propose Stephanus. Stephanus's third edition of 1550 with its rich
apparatus criticus in the inner margin was to Calvin's hand; in it
Calvin could see the evidence for Ku?\/tg ,2 but Beza's work on
the New Testament still lay in the future. No doubt his lectures on
Romans in Lausanne took note of the text and apparatus of Stephanus's
third edition, and, as we shall see, he was always to read VC\)f(vg

/domino, yet he published nothing until after Calvin's third edition

—

7~
All four editions read W et ( W
2. As we have seen on p. 23f., Stephanus quotes in support of
Kopiw ol. (the Complutensian Polyglott), & e, .
(thrée Paris MSS) and 9. Lo, (two MSS from elsewhere).
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was published in 1556.] Though that does not preclude oral contact
and Beza was already2 involved in & new annotated Latin translation of
the New Testament,3 the evidence strongly favours Stephanus as the
(inadvertent) cause of Calvin's improved appreciation of KL)P:‘f )
particularly the support for it explicitly set out in the apparatus of

his third edition.

As I have already said, over against his older friends and
colleagues Calvin and Stephanus, Beza always read KAJP:Q /domino in
his numerous editions, large and small, of the Greek New Testament.

His long comment is worth careful consideration.4 Compared with

Erasmus's note, it is set out in & much more orderly way, and,
compared with Calvin's, it is a piece of scholarship as well as of

exegesis. It runs: Domino servientes, <w Kuf&w S-O\J)\euov‘l‘es_

1. Cp. P.-F. Geisendorf, Théodore de Beze (Geneva 1949), pp. 64, 68
for Beza's preface and the lectures on Romans.

2. It was in the press by July 1555; cp. Correspondance de Théodore
de Béze, edd. H. Aubert, F. Aubert, H. Meylan, vol. 1 (Geneva
1860), p. 167.

3. Geisendorf, op. cit., pp. 68-74 and E. Armstrong, Robert Estienne,
royal printer (Cambridge 1954), p. 232f., discuss this first
venture of Beza into New Testament criticism. More genersally cp
1. D. Backus, The reformed roots of the English New Testament.

The influence of Theodore Beza on the English New Testament
(Pittsburgh 1980), pp. 1-13 on Beza's New Testament and patristic
resources.

4. I work from the first of the four folio editions of his Greek New
Testament, the 1565. This particular note is identical with the
one that appeared in 1556/57, apart from the absence of the
mention of the Vulgate rendering in the 1556/57, which however has
a very strongly worded statement towards the end: denique hanc
sententiam vix putarim tam commode posse accipi quin a
Christianismo prorsus dissideat, that is later dropped. The
1556/57 note is identical with the note in the pirated Beza
(Greek-)Latin Testament of 1559/60 (Zirich/Basel). Cp. E.
Armstrong, op. cit., pp. 239-247, for the complicated printing
history of the 1559/60 and its relationship to the 1556/57, and
D-M 68§ 6140, 4627. I owe my knowledge of the content of the notes
in the 1556/57 and 1559/60 editions again to the kindness of
Mr. T. S. Pattie. As yet unedited and unpublished are Beza's
lectures on Romans delivered in 1565-66; cp. Luc Perrottet,
'Chapter 9 of the epistle to the Hebrews as presented in an
unpublished course of lectures by Theodore Beza', Journal of
medieval and Renalssance studies 14 (1984) 88, n. 1.
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Recte hoc subiunxit Apostolus, quo Christianae charitatis praecepta a
philosophorum monitis distinguuntur: et ita in probatissimis
quibusque codicibus vetustis et Graecis scholiis legitur. Sic quoque
convertit Vetus interpres, et ita legunt Chrysostomus et Theophylactus
et Basilius in Ethicis, definitione 68, et Clemens. Erasmus tamen

~ e
interpretatus est, Tempori servientes, id est Ko fu:l go\. )‘éu OCVT EC.
quae lectio annotatur etiam ab Originis interprete, et Glossa
ordinaria quam vocant. Explicatur autem tribus modis. Sunt enim qui
existiment hoc dicto moneri pios ut si quid incommodi acciderit, boni
consulant, ut hoc cohaereat cum eo quod sequitur. Alii vero putant

praescribi fidelibus ut pro temporis ratione sese accommodent

fratribus, sicut dicit Apostolus se factum esse omnibus omnia. Alii
demum Keu(}gv accipiunt pro occasione: quod velit Paulus nos
studiose omnem iuvandi occasionem captare. quae interpretatio mihi
maxime probatur prae ceteris. Sed utcunque accipias, non expresseris
significationem verbi Sou\eseav , quod plus est quam sese
accommodare tempori, aut occasionem captare: neque puto ullum esse
locum Scripturae in quo simile dictum occurat. Itaque potius legendum
esse puto T\; KUP\,t?‘ , et ab iis corruptum esse locum qui compendium
i1lud scribendi K:?) putarunt KsLuf::J declarare: idque eo

verisimilius est quod etiamnum hodie apud Basilium eo loco quem ante

citavi, eo compendio literarum scriptum invenitur.

We may note the structure of the comment: 1. a general
observation: domino servientes is a necessary addition to precepts

1
which without it are hardly distinctively christian; 2. statement

1. I presume that the reference to philosophorum monita is made in
response to the reason given by Erasmus for t’he change from the
difficult Ko(\()u to the easier, pious KuPie : ea sententis,
quoniam ethnici bhilosophi nomine vulgo circumferebatur, et
vafriciem quandam praecipere videbatur, of fensus aliquis
mutavit,...
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1 /
of evidence: MSS and patristic material in favour of Kur\b_J ;
ﬂ -

. . _ “
writers in favour of v(al.\(’\:i ;3. the three ways in which T Ku{:o
goxJ)\eJoV-res might be understood; the first is straight from
Erasmus; the second was in Erasmus and was Calvin's preference in
1540 and 1551; the third was Calvin's final choice in 1556. Beza
prefers the last of these but finally feels that none of them deals

Q / ”~ ~
Justly with the force of covAevewv and that the phrase Tw R
(% (3
g
Soo ) €00V TES is unscriptural. These are the two reasons for

~
his choice of Kvu p(u_l ; KaL»(’u arose out of a misreading of the
-t ¢

/
abbreviation for Wwvu p\ w.

The three later editions of the folio Greek New Testament (1582,
1588-89, 1598) show the aging scholar always at work: as far as
Romans 12.11c is concerned, the evidence of the Peshitta (published in
1569) and of Jerome's letter to Marcella (which he could have included
in 1556/57 or 1565 from Erasmus's 1522, but probably adopted from
Lucas of Bruges who published his notes two years earlier in 1580) -
these are added into the scales against Katuf:é . Beza becomes more
and more convinced that K\)?rcg is correct: 1565's potius legendum
becomes omnino legendum!2 Finally we have a gratuitous anti-Catholic
jibe: quam epistolam (viz. Jerome's to Marcella) vide, quaeso,

lector, ut qualis fuerit olim tum Ecclesia illa Romana cognoscas. Did

i. These MSS include what he, like Calvin, found in Stephanus's
apparatus. In the preface to the second folio edition of 1582
Beza claimed that they had now been supplemented by use of Syriac
and Arabic evidence, and by more use of codex Bezae and much use
(plurima) of codex Claromontanus. But the latter's reading of
Kanf v /tempori at Romans 12.11c goes unnoticed. Cp. B. M
Metzger, Historical and literary studies. psgan, Jewish, Christian
(Leiden 1968), ch. 13, 'Codex Bezse and the Geneva version of the
English Bible (1560)', for details about Beza's MSS. See appendix
A for the influence of this part of Beza's note on the creation of
an erroneous reference in later writers to Bede, and appendix B
for the history of the abbreviation hypothesis.

2. But omnino had already been read in the 1556/57 and 1559/60
editions.
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et

-

Beza mean that in Jerome's day (olim tum, unlike the present) there
had been a lively, uninhibited biblical criticism in the Roman church

where the superiority of Greek was acknowledged?

Only chauvinism can justify a notice of the textual decisions
taken by the early English versions of Romans 12.11c¥ but they do
help to illustrate both the impact of the more recent scholarship, as
represented by Erasmus and Beza, on English Protestants and the
continuing influence of the old Latin Vulgate. John Wiclif, or his
school, had c. 1380 translated 'Lord', after the Vulgate. Following

Colet, Erasmus and Luther, William Tyndale (1525 = 1534) had

translated 'Applye youre selves to the tyme', and he in turn weas
followed by Coverdale (1535)] and the Great Bible (1539, 1540).2
Beza's influence is seen in the Geneva New Testament and Bible(1557,
1560), the Bishops' Bible (1568) and the 'Authorised' version (1611),
all reading 'Lord'.3 Rheims (1582) bf course followed the Vulgate

with the same translsastion.

1. Coverdale's later versions (two in 1537 and the 1550) revert to
‘Lord'. 1In his 1538 Latin-English polyglotts domino/Lord are to
be found. Cp. J. F. Mozley, Coverdale and his Bibles (London
1953), p. 122f..

2. For the explanation of the symbol of a hand that appears in text
and margin of the Great Bible's version of Romans 12.1lc, cp
B. F. Westcott, A general view of the history of the English
Bible, rev. W. A. Wright (London 1905), p. 75 and n. 1. For all
this paragraph cp. F. H. A. Scrivener, The suthorized edition of
the English Bible (1611), Its subsequent reprints and modern
representatives (Cambridge 1884), p. 251.

3. Not only Beza's Greek and Latin texts but also his note on Romans
12. 11c influenced English Bibles. We might expect a Geneva Bible
to show sign of this, but varieties of the 'Authorized' version
also contain it. A Geneva Bible printed in 1640 in Amsterdam has
a marginal note: 'This piece is well put in, for it maketh
difference betweene Christian duties and Philosophicall duties'.
This is a fair paraphrase of Beza's opening sentence in his
annotation of the verse. An ' Authorized' Bible printed in 1683,
probably also in Amsterdam, has the same marginal comment. On
these Bibles cp. D-M §§ 424, 616. ’

- 84 -



Appendix B on Abbreviations

Since as we have briefly seen both Erasmus and Beza made use of
the phenomenon of the abbreviation] of Greek words to account for the
problem of Ku?a/?) / K&tf{:) y 1 propose to consider at this point
the available data a little more widely. We recall that the final
form (1535) of Erasmus's comment is made up of two parts. In 1519 he
concluded his first note on Romans 12.11c with the remark: ‘although
there is no similarity between the Latin words Tempori and Domino,

A ’
there 1s some between the Greek Kah-()w and t:(upu:) ‘. But this was

not developed and rather inconsequentially it remained undisturbed
through the 1522 revision. But five years later Erasmus added in the
fourth edition of 1527 the clause: ‘especially when copyists are
accustomed to shorten syllables in pingendo’. I am not sure what in
pingendo means. Does Erasmus mean, when scribes paint, i.e.
illuminate, the initial of or the compendium for the Greek nomina
sacra? But this would apply only to %TO (= Ko(’(tt} ), and further,
as far as I know, only the initial letters of sentences or even of
books were so decorated, and then not always. But accepting Erasmus's
observation as true, he has still not developed and applied his

knowledge of MS decoration technique to the case in point.

Thirty years later (1556/57) the view of Beza was that the

1. Cp. PL 106.1278CD for a ninth century reference to the phenomenon
in Latin. It was of course practised daily in all medieval
scriptoria, Greek and Latin. As a matter of interest I note that
the contractions dns (= dominus) and ds (=Deus) were often
confused; cp. W. M Lindsay, Notse Latinae (Cambridge 1815),

p. 405; cp. p. 399. This will probably explain the presence of
deo in place of domino in some Latin MSS of Romans 12.1lc and in
some MSS of Ambrosiaster and of the Gothic Breviary in loc.

(PL 86.714C).
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original @ (= KV (7 l/\:\ ) 'had been corrupted by those who thought
that @/(sic) represented Kals? S ‘. In other words it was a
mistaken expansion of the abbreviation, in one sense not deliberately
perpetrated. Beza felt himself confirmed in his analysis because in
his copy of Basil's Ethica' the abbreviation b?ﬁ:) (= K"f“/ﬁ.‘} ) in
a quotation from Romans 12.11c was to be found. Though if I
understand him correctly this seems to be either a non sequitur or a
petitio principii, at least Beza has attempted an application of a
palaeographical datum in defence of his choice between K ol ‘)@

i 2
and Wvo Qwo .
[ 9

How justified were Erasmus and particularly Beza in their views?
How do these look in the 1light of the information available today?
The evidence indicates that when it was abbreviated Ku!’);og was
almost always abbreviated F<'§ .3 The father of the modern study of
the classical nomina sacra is Ludwig Traube. His data are derived
from 93 documents (papyri, inscriptions and New Testament vellum MS5)
and are set out on pp. 56-86 of his famous book, Nomine sacra (Muinchen
1907). His conclusions for K:?uo;‘ are presented on pp. 91ff..
They are that KG()wg ~ is always abbreviated y-c?: 'Wirkliche

Varianten hat es nie gegeben. KPC sauf einer syrischen Inschrift ist

nur eine irrtumliche Lesung'. Here he seems to be following

1. The first edition of the Greek text of Basil's Ethica appeared in
Venice in 1535.

2. Wettstein was to criticise Beza for his recourse to this type of
explanation of difficulties in the text of the New Testament YV\MX
adducing Romans 12.11c amongst others as an example;

e v {Ld.@b’l :  Novum Testamentum Graecum, vol 1
(Amste:sam 1751), p. 3 _—

3. In this appendix KuP\os and XS are my shorthand for all

cases and both numbers of the noun.
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Deissmann's reading of the inscription rather than its first editors',]

probably correctly. After Traube there is the work of M. Avi-Yonah
who published in 1940 a catalogue of 'Abbreviations in Greek
inscriptions: the Near East, 200 B.C.-A.D. 1100'.2 He was not able
to add anything to the evidence known to Traube and Lietzmann over
thirty years earlier. His catalogue (p. 78) records only the
inscription reported in the Byzantinische Zeitschrift (whose reading
he seems to accept) and the one adduced by Lietzmann. The interval
had thrown up no other instance of ;:?;;.

J. 0'Callaghan in 1970 and 1971 could adduce no exception to XK §

when v<<:f~°5 is abbreviated in his two surveys of third to eighth
century New Testament papyri.3 But in the much more comprehensive
survey conducted by A. H. R. E. Paap, which 'includes, in
chronological order, all such Christian and related Greek papyrus

texts as were published since Traube's book appeared, came to our

1. M Freiherr von Oppenheim, H. Lucas, 'Griechische und Lateinische
Inschriften aus Syrien, Mesopotamien'und Kleinasien',
Byzantinische Zeitschrift 14 (1905) 32 § 25; A. Deissmann,
'Verkannte Bibelzitate in syrischen und mesopotamischen
Inschriften', Philologus 64 (1805) 477. In his review of Traube's
book Lietzmann followed Traube in this rereading of the
inscription, but does refer to a genuine example (the Jordanian
inscription below); cp. Theologische Literaturzeitung 34 (1809)
334.

2. The Quarterly of the Department of Antiquities 1n Palestine,
supplement to vol. 9. It is reprinted in A. N. Oikonomides,
Abbreviations in Greek inscriptions.. papyri, manuscripts and early
printed books (Chicago 1874).

3. "Nomina sacra" in papyris Graecis saeculi III neotestamentariis
(Rome 1970), pp. 52ff.; ‘'"Nominum sacrorum" elenchus in Graecis
Novi Testamenti papyris a saeculo IV usque ad VIII', Studia
papyrologica 10 (1971) 99-122, esp. 113f.. Similarly
S. Jankowski, 'I “nomina sacra" nei papyri dei LXX (secoli II e
III d. C.»', ibid. 16 (1977) 98-104; and K. Aland, Repertorium
der Griechischen christlichen Papyri, vol. 1 (Berlin/New York
1976), p. 423f., records only one exception - see below
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knowledge and were accessible to us',] there are a few exceptions.
These are the facts. Of Paap's texts, 421 in all, 247 contain UQSPxog
where it occurs, abbreviated or unabbreviated, 'sacral ' or ‘'profane'
(cp. p. 5), 2587 times. Of these v((:(\os is abbreviated 2431
times, 2423 times as V?S_,_, once as @ (fourth-fifth century), three
times as 12. or K* (fourth (?) century MS of Ps.-Barnabas) and four
times as iirf (all in one third century papyrus MS of verses from
LXX Exodus 40.5—27).2 I shall now concentrate on ;??; because this
is the abbreviation of KG(’\OS , Where the F is preserved, which
is closest to Wolr (’35 .3 In addition to Peap's four examples I

have discovered four more. From the fifth century there is an example

in the recently discovered Mani-codex 18.11, and one on a Jordanian
inscription.a From the following century there is an abbreviation in
a Christian letter that is probably relevant: KF = KUf‘W .5 From
the ninth century MS of the Pauline epistles, codex Augiensis (F),
there is an example at 1 Corinthians 9. 1.6 This makes eight examples

r'd
of KfS = Wufiog in all. Though there are probably many more

1. Nomina Sacra in the Greek papyri of the first five centuries A.D.:
the sources and some deductions (Leiden 1959), p. 4. In his
review (J7S ns 11 (1960) 410) C. H. Roberts says that Paap's list
‘does not include any biblical or theological text in which no
nomen sacrum occurs'. This must be based on private information.
My statistics are my calculations based upon Paap's materials on
p. 79ff. His own discussion is on p. 101f.. Paap's presentation
of his materials is clearly based on Traube's.

2. Cp. Aland, op. cit., p. 88, and J. van Haelst, Catalogue des
papyrus littéraires Juifs et Chrétiens (Paris 1976), p. 39f..

3. The origin of the - P - form may be by analogy with the second of

the two abbreviations of )(PIG'TDS‘ , viz. Xs and X¢fs
0'Callaghan, op. cit., (19702, pp. ,68ff. and Paap, op. cit.,
p. 94, provide the data on ()m"(‘os . But Paap, p. 102, n. I,
says: ‘'the insertion of the P may reflect the influence of the

cursive script'.
4. Cp. C. H. Roberts, Manuscript, society and belief in early
christian Egypt (London/Oxford 1979), p. 35, n. 1; H. Lietzmann,
An die ROmer (Tlbingen 1910), in loc..
Cp. Paap, op. cit., p. 102, no. 1.
Cp. F. H. A. Scrivener, An exact transcipt of the codex Augiensis
(Cambridge/London 1859), p. 72.

o o
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instances, even in the important early period, I very much doubt

whether they would seriously modify the tentative conclusions I reach

below.

As for Woalrn folg , my sources are Griesbach, Preisendanz
(probably) and chiefly Scrivener. Scrivener, ] who alleges thirteen
instances from five Old and New Testaments MSS dating from the fourth
(six examples from codex Sinaiticus) to the eighth centuries, shows
that WKalt Q<’>S could be abbreviated to %?os , Just as Kazwq/v

in 2 John 5 was sbbreviated in codex Vaticanus to lquv

\ ;
Griesbach’ adduced Ko TR Kfc'vl (= KdTd Kot fOV ) from a

ninth centuryJ addition in the margin of codex Ephraimi Rescriptus
(C), a fifth century palimpsest, at John 5.4. Finally we should

/
probably add the two abbreviations of WKalt ()05' noted earlier from

the Leiden magical papyrus (see p. 14f.).

1. Cp. id., A plain introduction to the criticism of the New
Testament (Cambridge/London 18833), p. 16, n. 1 = (London/
Cambridge 1894%), vol. 1,p. 16, n. 1. I say 'allege' because
though the six examples from codex Sinaiticus have been confirmed
from the photographic facsimile, I have not been able to consult
facsimiles of the other four MSS, even if such exist, and I have
reason to doubt whether the pair quoted from codex Rossanensis
(Z.) are abbreviations of Kd\pég rather than simply of WKal ;
cp. O. von Gebhardt, Evangeliorum codex Graecus purpureus
Rossanensis (Leipzig 1880), pp. xii, xiv = id., Die Evangelien des
Matthaeus und des Msrcus aus dem codex purpureus Rossanensis
(Leipzig 1883), pp. xxi, xxiv. In general, for the serious short-
comings of Scrivener's third edition, see the devastating
criticisms collected by E. Abbot, C. R. Gregory, J. R. Harris and
B. W. Warfield and edited by J. H. Thayer as a Critical Appendix
to The Andover Review 3 and published separately (Boston/New York

1885).
2. Symbolae criticae ad supplendas et corrigendas variarum N. T.
lectionum collectiones ..., (Halle 1793), vol. 2, p. 124. This

has been confirmed from Tischendorf's edition of C (Leipzig 1843,
p. 329). These examples from X and C will be the basis of

Tischendorf's comment at Romans 12.1lc: Kd\,(’w passim iam in
edd. uncial. invenitur sic scriptum P(D. 1s Lietzmann simply
borrowing from Tischendorf when he says in loc.: KoLk(’vJ =

W pw st ublich ?
3. This is Tischendorf's dating.
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/
Although WelLfPeg could be contracted in another way,] we shall

concentrate on the datea of Griesbach, Scrivener and Preisendanz since
they are earlier and preserve the kappa which alone makes the
hypothetical confusion with KUP,/w" possible; Just as we should
concentrate on those forms of K(J fu og that preserve the rho. Once
again, while there must be other examples of KOLM(’JS abbreviated as

Ky o I do not think my conclusions will be significantly altered.

When we juxtapose what best suits the Bezan hypothesi:s,2 K&PGS

and Kfs‘ as the forms of the two words most similar to each other and

so most exposed to confusion, one feature immediately presents itself,

their infrequency. K‘ecs is attested sixteen times in seven

documents, six times in one MS; K?S is attested eight times in
five documents, four times in one MS. In each case the abbreviation
represents an infinitesimally small proportion of the total number of
the instances of the word. Kolt pég was only very very rarely
abbreviated in any guise; KS()-'og was very often abbreviated when

used in what Paap called a 'sacral' sense, but overwhelmingly as X g .

e
To overlook O'Callaghan's third century New Testament MSS where Wou Piog

is always KS in favour of one (admittedly contemporary) LXX MS with
its K(?S 1s wrongheaded. To base & hypothesis on the conjunction of

two extremely rarely occurring forms of abbreviation is in

1. Cp. T. W. Allen, Notes on abbreviations in Greek manuscripts
(Oxford 1889), p. 18, n. 2 and plate V; the Kai-syllable in five
words in three tenth and eleventh century MSS was abbreviated .
Neither Avi-Yonah, O'Callaghan (1970; p. 38) nor Paap (p. 14f.)
can offer any example of abbreviated \(oLLf‘f in the inscriptions
and papyri they have investigated. ,

2. By this I mean the view that /Kd-u(’ ¢y is somehow, usually palaeo-
graphically, derived from Ku{"'os . The evidence available does
rﬁ/support the particular conclusion that Beza himself drew, that
\((2) could have been read as WKali(pw at least deliberately.
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statistical }erms highly dubious.] Further when we note that the

evidence for the two abbreviations is not evenly spread but that of
the twenty four examples of I(TS and v&()OS ten occur in only two
documents, the unlikelihood that the hypothesis is probable becomes

almost an impossibility.

I appreciate that I have been trying to argue logically and from
evidence in an area where the impossible can happen and where accident
(caused e.g. by tiredness or illness or interruption) may be the
factor that is at work, accident that is often neither predictable,

2
diagnosible nor quantifiable. We know that accidents happen and that

is all that can be said. But if we choose to cling to the raft of
argument from evidence and probabilities, I think we should conclude
that either KG?\OS is original and Kaufig has been accidentally
but not palaeographically, derived from it (I say accidentally because
christian morality would forbid the reverse) or V(dA—p;s is original

,
and that K\)!\OS has been deliberately introduced as an obvious,

improving and sanitised correction.3

At least three scholars after Beza have seriously addressed the
palaeographical possibilities at Romans 12.11c. John Mill (t1707),

()
who accepted uCaupu? , has a long note in loc. on the transcriptional

1. To base it, as is very often done, e.g. by B. M Metzger, A
textual commentary on the Greek New Testament (London/New York
1971), p. 528, on two less similer forms, not KP»J/K‘F&J but Ww /
K¢, makes it that much less likely.

2. -But these are the issues that make textual criticism such fun!

3. Obiter visa: in the apparatus criticus to the Gottingen LXX text
of Deuteronomy 9.20 (1977, p. 152) two Latin MSS of the sixth and
seventh centuries (cp. ibid., p. 20) are recorded as having
substituted dominum for the third Ka{ in_the verse, Is this an
accidental misreading of ¥ (= Kal) as KV (= w5 ("OV >? In
the apparatus criticus to the G3ttingen Baruch 1. 14 (1976‘; ,
p. 452) the Peshitta implies an alteration of Kd\poc to XV P‘GU 3
cp. E. Nestle in ET 10 (1899) 284.
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likelihoods based on his own observations sbout scribal conventions in
the MSS. Agsinst Beza who believed in an accidental change from

Ku ()\/\3 to Kad pv? , Mill says that all the MSS he is familiar with
use the compendium K\:’ (sic) for Ku_{’(w , and continues: vocem

K AL 0::3 , quoties in N. T. occurrit, plene describunt, quod memini,
usquam. This should be augmented with the pertinent sentence from the
Prolegomena (p. CXL (1707) = p. 140 § 1321 (1723)): Fecit non
compendiosa quidem scriptura (neque enim Kau(’-;i unquam contracte

scriptum puto) sed obscuritas lectionis, ut Kd.L(’\:J mutaretur in
+

Ve
KU.P‘VL)'

Eighty five years after Mill J. J. Griesbach (+1812), who in the
last edition of his Greek New Testament (London 1810, p. 204) was like
Mill to read Kdt?:; , included in an earlier work in a long note on
the verse a clear exposition of the possibilities and impossibilities
of the arguments from abbreviations.] After dealing with the variants
on the assumption that the change was deliberate (si consilio mutatus
fuilt textus) he proceeds to examine them on the assumption that the
change was accidental: si autem casu orta est lectlonis diversitas,
vero valde est dissimile, librarium errasse in legendo sut scribendo
vocabulo notissimo Kv f\vJ . Sin denique e scribendi compendio enata

———

est varians lectio, nemo ¥ sexcenties In N T. occurrens confundere

potuc€ cum .K(’»J admodum raro; sed in explicanda sigla parum usitata
m, eo facilius lapsus est librarius, quo planior et melior el
videbatur sensus verborum K\A‘J gOu‘\ €EvOVTES, et quo saeplus
legere se iIn sacris litteris meminerat g\oo)\ EV GV eéw sive
X()\(T\:’ sive (Act. 20.19) VW KU?iw . This I believe

states the whole position quite admirably.

1. Op. cit., p. 123f..
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The third scholar is M. -J. Lagrange (11938), who seems to have
been unable to make up his mind about Kau(s; and Kuf\/f’ . The doubt
is already there in the first edition of his commentary on Romans
(Paris 1916). At 12.11 (p. 303) he says of \(upég and its context:
‘l1a liaison des idées est donc satisfaisante', and a paragraph later:
‘le contexte est donc aussi satisfaisant avec cette legon' (sc.
Kolte:} ). He goes on, and this may explain in part his
unwillingness to decide: *‘S. Thomas donne les-deux sans se
prononcer'! But what is more to the point about the palaeography is
that in the introduction to the commentary, in a textual note on

N /
12. 11, he says of Kdo P»t) (and rvetd\g in 12.13):

‘s’ expliquement probablement ... par une erreur de transcription' (p.
1xx). In the last edition of Lagrange's Romans, posthumously
published in 1950, but containing a note (p. vi) dated 1930, we find
the 1916 notes on pp. lxx and 303 repested unchanged, but on p. 400 an
addendum: 9(~>?(;3 still makes excellent sense but Lagrange cannot
understand the reason for the change to KaLg.{h? . Now recourse to
transcriptional error will not suffice: 'L'idée ne pouvait venir ;
personne de resoudre une abrévation Ww en Kdeps ', So, one

/\
suspects, in some desperation Lagrange attempts emendation: TEQ

"¢ 4 ¢ o & (O } ¢ .]

g()\vf oV Thf Kulb‘)bz COU A €EVOVTES.," The abandonment of
explanations that involve transcriptional error is repeated in the
second volume of the second part of his Introduction a l'étude du
Nouveau Testament, entitled Critique textuelle: II La critique

rationelle (Paris 19351, p. 484); over against Lietzmann

1. This may be the place to recall the only other emendations of the
clause that I have encountered: Hitzig's \uJ w f
reported in the third edition of Meyer's commentary thtingen
1859, p. 434, n.) and Alexander Pallis's -ru.) Wotf }Aq
X-oo')\eu O0vTes , published amongst other notes on the letter in
Liverpool in 1820, p. 139, and translated on p. 184: ‘not
obsequious to this world'.
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i
(+1942), Lagrange expresses his view that 'un lapsus de copiste' will
not explain ' Kdtpw pour Kupiw ' '‘car la confusion n'est pas
aussi facile, et il n'est pas tellement aist de se prononcer sur la

vraie lecon'.
$

1. Lietzmann's name is not used but Lagrange's examples are
identical with his; cp. EinfUhrung in die Textgeschichte der
Paulusbriefe (Th'bingen 1913), p. 15. This pamphlet was prefixed
to Lietzmann's An die Romer from the second edition onwards.

- 94 -



(f> Counter—~Reformation to the Present

After Protestant reformers and English Bibles we return to a co-
religionist and fellowcountryman of Erasmus, who, unlike all his
predecessors in sixteenth century textual criticism, is underrated
today if not virtﬁally unknown. Yet of his importance there should be
no doubt. I refer to Franciscus Lucas of Bruges (+1619), who in 1580
published in Antwerp his Notationes in sacra biblia, quibus variantia
discrepantibus exemplaribus loca summo studio discutiuntur.] He has a
long note on Romans 12.11c2 (even longer than that of Erasmus) in
which he makes large additions to the stock of information about the

variations in that verse. In addition to Erasmus's evidence (Rufinus,

Ambrosiaster, Jerome, the Glossa Ordinaria, Chrysostom and
Theophylact) he adduces Theodoret, Oecumenius, Pelagius, Primasius,
Sedulius, Haymo and Anselm, but he fails to mention the new evidence
from Basil and Clement of Alexandria adduced by Beza in his 1565
edition, or the material from Cyprian's fifth letter available since
1563. But he is familiar with Stephanus's 1550 edition; he says that
most Greek New Testaments currently available read UCA»?:§ , but,
drawing upon Stephanus's marginalis, reports that the Complutensian
Polyglott and five Paris MSS read Ko?lft) , Lucas's most important
contribution is the report of his discovery in ‘'Belgian' libraries of
Vulgate MSS that read domino in the text but preserve the 0Old Latin
capitulation in ch. 12 which readg'de tempore serviendo. He does not

explicitly state his preference but the general momentum of his

comments seems to favour domino.

1. This is a young man's book, Lucas having been born in 1548 or
1549, but there is evidence that the work had been underway of f
and on since before 1574. It had been promised for inclusion in a
Latin Bible published in that year, but Lucas had misjudged how

long his work would take.
2. Reprinted in Critici sacri (London 1660), vol. 9, coll. 3401f.
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In 1603 Lucas published a set of very brief notes on biblical
verses where Latin MSS varied. The note on Romans 12. 1lic reads:]
Domino servientes. Olim, ante Hieronymianam correctionem, Latini

libri fere legebant Temporl servientes.

Contemporary with Lucas is Roberto Bellarmino ($1621). Lucas's
dedication of the Notationes (coll. 3129-3134) to Cardinal Sirleto, of
the Society of Jesus, includes a handsome recognition of the co-
operation of the Rector of the Jesuit college in Louvain,2 an old
colleague in work on the Antwerp Polyglott (1569—1572),3 John

Harlemius (#1578). But it is perhaps rather strange that there is no

mention of another Jesuilt, Roberto Bellarmino, a slightly older
contemporary of Lucas, who, like Lucas, worked in Louvain, at the
Jesuit College from 1569 to 1576, and who, like Lucas, was interested
in the textual criticism of the Latin Bible. However, in his De Verbo
Dei4 book 2, after confronting Protestant claims particularly about
the status of the so-called Apocrypha, Bellarmino turns to the
versions and especially to the Latin Bible. In 8§ 7 (de editione
Graeca Testamenti novi) he grants that the original language of the
New Testament was Greek (Matthew, translated probably and Hebrews
possibly from Hebrew, and Mark, possibly from Latin, were
exceptions) and he grants the general purity of the Greek text. But

its purity is not such that deviations from the Greek in Latin M55 are

1. Romanae correctionis in Latlinls bibliis editioni vulgatae, fussu
Sixti V. Pont. Max. recognitis, loca insigniora (Leipzig 1657),

. 50.
2. Cp. ibid., col. 3441, 11. 51-67, where acknowledgement is made of

MSS loaned to Lucas by the College.

3. Cp. D-M 8§ 1422, 6161.

4. First published in 1586, based on lectures delivered in Rome from
1576; 1its contents were probably known in Louvain before 1576,
the year Bellarmino left there for Rome.
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necessarily errors.] He repeats Erasmus’'s misrepresentation of
Ambrosiaster (Graeci non habent Ku()u,vto sed (&LP‘S } = this
was to implicate Bellarmino in a lot of controversy - and he goes on:
et tamen nostram lectionem esse verissimam, patet tum ex Hieronymo in
epistola ad Marcellam ... ubi dicit, 1n emendatis Graecls codicibus
haberil non K,}.L?v’:\) sed Kuf\,v:) , tum ex Origine, Chrysostomo,
Theophylacto, et aliis Graecls Patribus, qui sic legerunt, et
explicaverunt in suls commentariis. He uses Jerome2 and Greek fathers
to show that even in the ancient church some Greek MSS required

emendation and to show that the Latin is not always at fault.

It is well knowathat such was Bellarmino's formidable scholarship
that university posts were created in Protestant countries in order to
resist it. Even James VI and I of England wrote against Bellarmino!
So it will be no surprise to learn that at least four scholars had
comments to pass on his treatment of Romans 12. lic. Three3 of them
agree with his conclusion (that V‘U(’!,V‘J is original), but not

with his method of arguing.

In 1609 J. Urbanus criticised Bellarmino for generalising from
the particular case that is demonstrably flawed: some Greek MSS do
read Kot f::; . In 1618 Daniel Tilenus made a similar point: most
ancient Greek MSS read KU.P";;J , a few read v(ri\-(’\;i , through a
misunderstanding of the abbreviation KP% (sic). His indebtedness to

Beza is further seen in his reference to the abbreviation in Basil and

1. Cp. Quod sutem non sint ubique incorrupti, sed aliqui interdum
errores irrepserint, saltem negligentia librariorum, et non sit
tutum semper Latina ad Graseca corrigere: aliquot exemplis planum
fiet (op. cit., IngolTstadt 1596, col. 106B).

2. Jerome's importance at this verse is repeated, op. cit.,

col. 108A.
3. Glassius is however less certain. Ames does not tackle the point.
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in his views about gou)eSew, The fullest reply was published
in Jena by Salomon Glassius in 1623.] In the second tractate of book
1 Glassius dealt de Integritate et puritate Graeci N.T. codicis (pp.
152-234) and in the second section of its second part tackled Dicta
Scripturae N.T. Graecae, quibus corruptelae inesse, vel quibus ipsae
N.T. Scripturae corruptae esse videntur (pp. 184-234). He worked
through twenty passages adduced by his opponents, including the seven
quoted by Bellarmino. The fourteenth of these twenty is Romans 12.11
(p. 221f.). He follows Urbanus on the logical point, Beza explicitly
about \(u()t/.,:) in Greek MSS and fathers. This Greek attestation

undercuts Bellarmino's sole reliance upon the Latin Jerome. Other

Latin witnesses do read tempori and the Vulgate may be wrong. Finally
Glassius suggests that Ambrosiaster makes a good point against domino
that he (Glassius) would interpret tempori in terms of v. 15 (gaudere
cum gaudentibus, flere cum flentibus). As an alternative
interpretation he quotes the last of the three that Beza had listed.
The fourth protagonist was William Ames (¥1633). In Bellarminus
enerv.s:tus2 Ames comments only on the claim: Graeci non habent Kuffq
sed l(gu."c; . He protests: Hoc aperte falsum est, si de omnibus

Graecls exemplaribus affirmetur, si de quibusdam tantum, vanum,
It is not known whether Bellarmino replied to any of his critics.
Two other Catholic teachers addressed themselves to Paul and

Romans 12.11c at this time; both commentaries appeared in 1614.

Willem Estius (¥1613) had his commentary published posthumously at

1. Philologlae sacrae, qua totius sacrosanctae veteris et novi testa-
menti scripturae, tum stylus et literatura, tum sensus et genuinae
interpretationis ratio expenditur, vol. 1 (Jena 1623).

2. Oxford 16293, p- 21 = London 16334, p. 15; first published in
1628. '
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Douai. At Romans 12.11 there is a lengthy note which gathers together
the findings and views of his predecessors (Erasmus, Lucas, Beze).

His only original contribution is the reference to the witness of
Peter Lombard. Although he finally states his preference for domino,
Estius shows himself alive to the non-pejorative possibilities of
tempori. Cornelius a Lapide (T1637), another Dutch Jesuit, has a very
much briefer comment that mentions only Ambrosiaster and Erasmus and a
couple of interpretations of tempori. He silently corrects his great
Jesuit colleague Bellarmino (.'. Graeca passim legunt non v(o\xfs; ’
sed Ku?\,vii ).] His only contribution is the reference to the

P
dictum of Pittacus, one of the Greek seven wise men, wac»ce

-8

w4
K fov ,1’ though Poole (see below) quotes it from Toletus

(+1596), another Jesuit.

Seventeenth century England produced two huge repertoria
summarising the biblical scholarship of the previous hundred and fifty
years, viz. Criticl sacri and Poole's Synopsis. In Critici sacri
(London 1660) vols. 7-9 the views of several European scholars on the
New Testament are systematically listed. Vol. 9, coll. 3135-3440,
reprints the notes on the Bible by Lucas of Bruges that we have already
considered. Of the eleven scholars whose comments on Romans 12 are
catalogued in vol. 7, coll. 2749-2768, seven simply pass V. ilc by

without mention; perhaps Erasmus, who is quoted in full (coll. 2750~

1. This was the point that Bellarmino's Protestant critics also most
readily fastened on.

2. As we have noticed, comparative material had already been alleged
by Erasmus (Ps.-Phocylides in the Adagia is probably the ethnicus
philosophus of the Annotationes) and by Martin Bucer (Lysippus's
statue of Kat f‘S ). Erasmus had already used this dictum in
the Adagia without naming Pittacus.
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2757), was felt by his successors to have said what needed to be saidﬂ

But one of these eleven, silent here, did comment on tempori servire
elsewhere. 1In vol. 8, col. 1760, J. Drusius (¥1616) treats the phrase
at Romans 12.11c as a biblical proverb and draws in the Vulgate, the

two Glosses, Erasmus and Beza.

Matthew Poole's Synopsis criticorum aliorumque s, Scripturae
interpretum (London 166S9-1676), a work not produced without some
tension with Cornelius Bee, one of the publishers of Critici sacri, is
the second compendium of earlier biblical scholarship to be prepared

in this country. In vol. 4, pt. 2 (1676), col. 273f., there is a

pastiche of opinion summarised from commentators from Erasmus to Henry

Hammond (t1660). 3

As one who has been thought worthy of ‘the title of father of
English biblical criticism', we shall begin to bring this first part
of the investigation to a close by noting the independent observation
of Hammond. In 1653 his 'A paraphrase, and annotations upon all the
books of the New Testament briefly explaining all the difficult places
thereof (London) appeared. 1In the paraphrase (p. 526), where the text
reads: ‘serving the Lord', the margin reads: 'or, serving the

season, so other copies read', and the paraphrase itself of the whole

1. It is strange that, like Valla, the great classical philologists
of the period did not comment on ¥i) wWKaepd SouhebsvTes
J. J. Scaliger t1609), I. Casaubon ®1614), H. Grotius ct1645),
D. Heinsius &1655).

2. Proverbiorum classes duse..., was first published in 1590 in
Franeker. We recall that servire scenae appeared in another
volume of 'wisdom literature', in Erasmus's Adagia. Drusius also
corrects Bellarmino's statement about W&o (}ff in Greek MSS.

3. As far as Romans 12.11c is concerned, these two repertoria overlap
only in three authors: Erasmus, Lucas and Grotius. That is some
measure of their importance in the eyes of their successors.
Neither uses Calvin or Bucer. The neglect of the former is
particularly strange.
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verse runs: 'industrious and nimble to doe any thing that belongs to
your calling, and having that earnest affection to God's service, that
shall inflame and set you most ardently about it, and accordingly
doing those things that in respect of the circumstances of time and
place, wherein now you are, may most tend to the honour of God, and
building up of the Church'. The words 'the circumstances of time and
place, wherein now you are' make one wonder whether Hammond is trying
to preserve de?::’ alongside KOP(‘?) ! This is confirmed on p.
527 where we have his interesting note which clearly shows his
preference for Kott P:;’ . It is argued solely on the basis of the

parallelism between Romans 12.11c and Ignatius's letter to Polycarp 3

A I X .Y £

G‘Troug;uos R A ov...Tovy Kattpou] Kd‘ral,-«d.vea(ve'is exactly
agreeable and parallel to' T4 o TON e N Swv PO\l -

P e 1 11 “

~ e}

‘T\?l Katv(’b:l Sov >\€:UOV""€S 'and may well seem an
imitation of 1!:'.1 Hammond later refers to Romans 12.11c in his note
on Ephesians 5.16 (p. 665). He did not express any second thoughts in

a volume he published three years later.2

Hammond's Paraphrase and annotations proved very popular, and in
1698 Jean le Clerc translated it into Latin and with it published &
set of supplementary notes that was translated into English in 1699.
At Romans 12.1lc 'he supported Hammond's preference for Ko(LP b?)
with an argument similar to Ambrosiaster's. Paul is making use of a
well-known proverb (Erasmus and Drusius had considered the Latin
phrase in this way), and Le Clerc introduces comparative material from
Ps. -Phocylides, Cicero and the Laus Pisonis (cp. p. 34, n. 4) to

illustrate its currency.

1. Cp. p. 34, n. 1.

2. &8¢ u-réfu\ (ovn’&s , or, a review of the Paraphrase and
annotations on'all the books of the New Testament, with some
additions and alterations (London 1656).
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The relationship between this work of Hammond's and another
example of the same genre from the very end of the century is
notFlear. I refer to John Locke (+1704) and his posthumously
published Paraphrases and notes on five Pauline epistles (London 1705-
07>. Locke's library included a copy of Hammond (in Latin, Amsterdam
1698) and of Le Clerc's supplement (in English, London 1699),] but his
own work on Romans 12. 1lc betrays no idea of what was at stake.
Locke's paraphrase of the verse runs: 'not slothful in business; but
active and vigorous in mind, directing all the service of Christ and

the gospel'. There is no note.

Greater than either Hammond, Le Clerc or Locke was Richard Simon
+1712), 'the father of biblical criticism'. But his unindexed works
make use of them almost impossible. But I find a reference to Romans
12. 11c in his Histoire critique du texte du Nouveau Testament
(Rotterdam 1689), p. 270, where his preference for K\’V(ﬁ, / domino

is stated. The basis of his argument is the misreading of an original

KQ .  He appears to have worked from codex Sangermanensis (E)
because it was more legible than Claromontanus (D), to which he also

had access.

Still at the end of the seventeenth century we have what is, to
my knowledge, the only monograph ever devoted to the variants, viz.
Andreas Jacobi, Roman. XII, 11. Tntt) KdLe"/}\’ 5\0\))\&60\/7&9
Tempori servientes (Strassburg 1695). This gives a very full, though

disorderly, survey of opinion, concluding that the phrase in the

1. J. Harrison, P. Laslett, The library of John Locke (Oxford 1965),
§§ 1382, 772; cp. p. 43 on Le Clerc as Locke's ‘'closest friend

when he (sc. Locke) was in exile'.

- 102 -



title is original.]

Another survey similar to Critica sacri and Poole's Synopsis is
found in J. C. Wolf, Curae philologicae et criticae ... (Basel 1741).
Wolf is more compact than the former volume and more readable and
bibliographically precise than the latter. He too like Jacobl argues

~
for Kolt‘)v\)
4

I conclude this review by referring to four great collections of
material that were prepared in the first half of the eighteenth

century. The evidence that is mustered appears in the apparatus

critici of three editions of the Greek New Testament and of an Old

Latin Bible. The former are all entitled ¥y W diVy] e Bhywy
and were edited by John Mill (+1707) (Oxford 1707), J. A. Bengel (T
1752 (Tﬁbingen 1734)2 and J. J. Wettstein (+1754) (Amsterdam 1751~

52). The fourth is the work of Pierre Sabatier ®1742) and was
posthumously published in '1743', really in 1749 in Reims, under the

title Bibliorum sacrorum latinse versiones antlquae seu vetus italica.3

Mill's contribution lies in providing information about the
readings of Greek MSS available in Oxford; as we have seen, it
appears that it is Mill who is responsible for the betise Beda pro

Beza, which then muddies the waters for well over a century. Unlike

1. This monograph is found in library catalogues and elsewhere under
the author's name of Isaac Faustius. But Faustius was the
academic promotor not the author, as the full title in the
bibliography shows.

2. The critical notes were reprinted in 1763, augmented by notes from
Bengel himself and from others, as Apparatus criticus ad novum
testamentum. A recent appreciation of Bengel is by K. Aland in
Bericht der Hermann Kunst-Stiftung zur Forderung der neutestament-
lichen Textforschung fUr die Jahre 1985 bis 1887 (Minster 1988),

9-22.

3. ggr further details on these four editions see D-M 8§ 4725, 4741,

4753, 6263.
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Ve
Mill Bengel prefers vCL>Pa.g9 . His new material includes the
readings of the Armenian and Coptic versions and of Augustine,

Chrysologus and Salvian. Nowadays Wettstein's work is valued

chieflykor its huge stock of lexicographical and conceptual parallels.]

But textcritically his contribution was to adduce the evidence of -
Gregory of Nyssa (wrongly - see above p.43(.), Athanasius, Euthalius
(though this has not been confirmed) and Antiochus. Like Wettstein
Sabatier did not pick up Chrysologus and Salvian from Bengel, and

'Beda' still flourishes unchecked.2

After Griesbach it is neilther possible nor particularly fruitful

T
to keep a full recordj of the decisions about KHJP\UP and

"
K oLL(hA in nineteenth and twentieth century editions of the Greek
Y

1. When I began this thesis it was Wettstein's collection that was my
first port of call. Wettstein, who was Le Clerc's successor at
the Remonstrant College in Amsterdam, did not follow his pre-
decessor in his preference for u:da-evé nor include his example
of tempori parere from Cicero.

2. I do not include the work of the other great eighteenth century
critic, J. J. Griesbach ($1812), since I mentioned it earlier in
this section; cp. D-M §§ 4763, 4782, 4786.

3. Not that even the earlier work has been, or could be, fully
enumerated and evaluated in this chapter.
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1 2
New Testament, 1in commentaries on Romans, and in other

1. For these and earlier editions recourse can be had to a very
curious, complex and complicated book: Bibliotheca Novi Testa-
menti Graeci cuius editiones ab initio typographise ad nostram
aetatem impressas, quotquot reperiri potuerunt, collegit,
digessit, illustravit Eduardus Reuss Argentotarensis (Braunschweig
1872). This is an analysis of a thousand variant readings, with
the purpose of showing how the printed editions belong to
different families. KU P{U? / KRLPW  is one of the selected
variants, and use of Reuss's index (p. 309) will show which
editions have which reading. It is clear that it is chiefly
editions which have a Lutheran origin that preserve de}“

or ¢t

2, p. 175, n. 1; D-Mpt. 3, p. 573. Reuss does not clearly show
~ that the editions of Colinaeus (1534) and Edward Harwood (1776)
” both read KaktPQ . Undoubtedly there were others.

2. Over and above those mentioned in the first chapter and those who
are uncommitted or think Kdl'? only possible, the following
are the commentators consulted by me who accept it (chronologi-
cally arranged) T. Belsham (London 1822), vol. 1, p. 271;

H. Olshausen (KSnigsberg 1835), p. 406 (= ET Edinburgh 1846,

p. 392); C. F. A. Fritzsche, vol. 3 (Halle 1843), pp. 71-78;

H. A W Meyer (G8ttingen 1859), p. 434 (— ET Edinburgh 1881, vol.
2, pp. 248f., 265); F. Godet (Paris/NeuchBtel 1879-80: unseen)
(= ET vol. 2 (Edinburgh 1881), p. 296); J. T. Beck (GUtersloh
1884); W. G. Rutherford (London 1800), p. 56; T. Zahn (Leipzig
1910: unseen), =(ibid. 1925), p. 549f.; E. Kthl (Leipzig 1913);
K. Barth (Berne 1918-19: unseen) (= ET (heavily revised) London
1933, pp. 450, 457); but by 1946 he had changed his mind in
favour of Kvu ivf : Die kirchliche Dogmatik (Zollikon-
ZUrich), vol. 2, pt. 2 (1946), pp. 769-818, esp. p. 803: ‘'als
Dienst fUr den Herrn' (= ET Edinburgh 1857, pp. 713-732, esp.

p. 719); id., op. cit., wvol. 4, pt. 3/2 (ibid. 1959), pp. 691,
1083 (= ET ibid. 1962, pp. 603, 842); id., Kurze Erkl&rung des
R&herbriefes (Minchen 1956) (= ET London 1959 p. 154): perhaps
he smarted under the attack of his old teacher Adolf JUlicher who,
in Die christliche Welt 34 (1920) 453-457, attacked inter alia
some of his pupil's textual decisions, including v<aL»P°° ;

A. Pallis (Liverpool 1820), pp. 139 (adding r\ﬁ' 1), 184; A
Schlatter (Stuttgart 1948), p. 210; 1id. earlier in Gottes
Gerechtigkeit (Stuttgart 1935), p. 345; H. Asmussen (Stuttgart
1952), pp. 257, 369; G. Dehn, Vom christlichen Leben (Neukirchen
1954), p. 49f. (I am indebted to Professor C. K. Barrett for this
reference); 0. Michel (Gottingen 19551, pp. 268(?), 271if.; =
(ibid. 19785> pp. 381(?), 385; W. Barclay (Edinburgh 1955 h =
(ibid. 19759, pp. 163, 165; K like Barth Barclay later changed his K bk
mind; F. J. Leenhardt (NeuchBtel/Paris 1957), p. 177 (= ET London
1961, p. 315); H. W. Schmidt (Berlin 1962) pp. 212, 214; 0.
Etzold (Metzingen 1870), p. 233; E. Kasemann (Tdbingen 1973),

pp. 327, 330f. (= ET London 1980), pp. 343, 346; J. C. O'Neill
(Harmondsworth 1975), p. 202.
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studies.] By 1800 most of the evidence had been uncovered and
evaluated, all the arguments for and against the variants proposed and
attacked, all the explanations aired. No decisive point had been
made. There was an impasse that was not to be cleared at the

textcritical level.

1. These studies and mongraphs accept KaL\.(’: (again
chronologically arranged): J. Weiss, 'Beitrdfe zur paulinischen
Rhetorik', in Theologische Studien, edd. C. R. Gregory et al.
(Gottingen 1887), p. 244 (= p. 82 in a Sonderabdruck published in
GSttingen in the same year); F. BUchsel, Der Geist Gottes im

Néuen_1bsLameni_iGuiensloh~1925af_p*_3A2+__E«_c«_BunkittT_JJSLzs___—_____.__

(1927) 88, n. 2; D. Bonhoeffer, Sanctorum Communio (Berlin/
Frankfurt 1930: unseen); = (Minchen 19603), pp. 175 and n. 4,
276 (= ET London 1963, pp. 161, 191 (where there is a serious mis-
translation), 238. n. 123); G. Delling, TWNT vol. 3 (Stuttgart
1938) p. 461; 1id., Das Zeitverstandnis des Neuen Testaments
(Gutersloh 1940), p- 154, cp. p. 152; O. Cullmann, Christus und
die Zeit (Zollikon-Zurich 1946), pp. 36, 200 (= French translation,
Paris/Neuchatel 1947, pp. 30, 162), (= ET London 1951, pp. 42,
225); E. Fuchs, Hermeneutik (Bad Cannstatt 1954: wunseen); =
(1bid. 19633, p. 269); C. Spicq, Agape dans le Nouveau Testament,
vol. 2 (Paris 1859), pp. 141-157, esp. pp. 142 and n. 2, 146f.,
146, n. 6 and 147, n. 1; id., Théologie morale du Nouveau
Testament, vols. 1 and 2 (Paris 1965), pp. 58, nn. 1-2, 511, n. 2;
cp. pp. 56, nn.3 and 5, 57, n. 5, 510, n. 5, 511, n. 1, 521, n. 4
(a moment's hesitation!); W. Schrage, Die konkreten Einzelgebote
in der pasulinischen Paranese: ein Beitrsg zur neutestamentlichen
Ethik (GUtersloh 1961>, p. 40 and n. 118; J. Dupont, Le discours
de Milet (Paris 1962), p. 53, n. 3; 1. Rodriguez, 'Del “KairGs"
c18sico al de San Pablo', Helmantica 15 (1964) 107-126, ,esp. pp.
121~ 126 A. Feuillet, 'Les fondements de la morale chrétienne
d'aprés 1°' épftre aux Romains', Revue Thomiste 70 (1970) 357-386,
esp. p. 374f. ‘la lecture servir le Kalr (?55 ees Jjouit aujourd'
hui d'une faveur croissante’'; V. P. Furnish, The love command in
the New Testament (London 1973), p. 104f., blows hot and cold;

J. Baumgarten, ;Paulus und die Apokalyptik (Neukirchen-Vluyn 1975),
p. 185, n. 30; A. Tuillier, 'La valeur du Claromontanus (Paris.
gr. 107) pour le texte du Corpus Paulinien', Studis Evangelics
vol. 6 (Berlin 1973), ed. E. A. Livingstone, pp. 541-555, esp. p.
550f. he translates ‘*servant au bon moment'; F. Festorazzi,
'Originalita della morale cristiana secondo San Pablo',

Dimensions de la vie chrétienne (Rm 12-13), ed. L. de Lorenzi
(Rome 1879) pp. 237-259, esp. 246f. the most recent treatment of
the variants known to me is F.-J. Ortkemper Leben aus dem
Glauben, Christliche Grundhaltungen nach Romer 12-13 (MUnster
1980), pp. 93-96, who refers, in addition to my own collection, to
K. H. Schelke and K. Kertelge as supporting W ¢~P°‘ ;

cp. p. 93, n. 91,
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CHAPTER TWO
KAIP- IN COMPANY

This chapter consists of a dossier of over four hundred extracts
from all periods of ancient Greek literature, covering nearly two
thousand years and 120 authors from Hesiod to Eustathius and extending
from a single word to more than a whole page. Its first six sections
show how one or other of six words that accompany Kae (U:.‘ in
Romans 12.11-13 («ﬂrous}’,, <’>u<v-1po's 1Tve3)~u f:-}m';
92 lPls' Xﬂ 6! o ) accompanies it in these other sources as well.

The conclusion is that just as WK ol €°S is found naturally

associating with one or more of these words or their cognates
elsewhere so their association in Romans 12 suggests the originality
of Kalt (’0?' at v.11lc. 1 cannot say which of the three words
preceding Kot (\?’ triggered it off in Paul's mind, but it was
the recurrence of 6’\1'00{4 (in the most frequently found
combination) in extracts I was copying out for another purpose (that
later I realised was not relevant to the argument of the thesis) which
first alerted me to the value of the approach I now see to be the

answer to the textual cul de sac.

Further work has shown me that I should have taken much fuller
’
account of another word further removed from vv.11-13, sc. IAA‘ "'(OV
(v.3), but I have incorporated into ch. three some of the material 1

belatedly collected.

I have followed a chronological approach in listing the extracts.
Because of the indigestible nature of this chapter I have tried not to
overcrowd the page and have underlined i(dl{)—‘ and the relevant

word. At the end of the chapter I have provided a summary in tabular
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form. In several of the extracts more than one of the six words (or
seven with »e'rp-—) are found alongside &« d\e— . These are
clearly bonuses for my argument and have also been underlined. I have

tried to eliminate repetition but not always successfully.

Section seven records the extracts in which WK &« f\?/ K‘dt‘oo?g
gOO)éc’étVand tempori(bus) servire are to be found. The former is
the fullest list known to me of Paul's Greek phrase and the latter is
the fullest list of the Latin phrase, which, I shall suggest, is the

one Paul may be working from.

No doubt knowledge of the prehistory of the Greek language would
reveal the reasons for the conceptual links between these seven or
eight words (in some cases it is still obvious; cp. 6'11'0\15.-,
6\(\/—- , Wati— >, but in the relatively late stage of the
language represented by our texts, even by Hesiod, most links are not
easily perceived (cp. TfVéG)Ad and W &P — ). The linking is
nearly always subconscious. The generation of one word by another is
spontaneous. Changes of meanings in the various words do not seem to
influence the tendency of a word to generate one or other of its old

associates.
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(a) KAIPOZ AND ZIIOTAH

Theognis (6 BC)

401 ff.

pnaev &%av oneVSELY* xacpos 5’ &nd nawcv achTos
Ebypacev .73 6pbmwy* moAddaxt &’ els &pcrnv
onedsel &whp kfpdos Silffucvos,...

Herodotus (5 BC)

1, 206, 1

) < ”
o Baochev Mnawv, navauc oneLdwy ta omebdeLs® ov Yap ov

»
eldelns € tou ¥s Kacpov Fotal talra TeAedpeEva.

Hippocrates (?) (5 BC)

Internal Conditions 28
n
ﬂv 7ap peevoen napa Kacpov n Aayvevrn 7 aAAo Tt no¢n¢n pn
chtﬂéeLov T0, Nmap ;napaxpnpa 7Lverat axhnpov avtew Ka
OL6€€L nac oduleL yno tns 666vns Kol nw TL anevan, "rovéet
eganLvns o 7 op kal TO oo &now.

¥

Precepts 9

pera tovrwv Se n&vtwr peya &v rsxpnpcou ¢avetn ovv Tn o0

™ texvns, e¥ TLs KaAws tntpevwy npoouzopeﬁaaos tocad%ns 1)

&nocrafn, Kchevwv Tolot voo{bvat naev &&Aefoﬂac KOT&
Suévoraw &v rw oneddeLy a¢LK£09aL &s naLer owtnpfns

Sophocles (5 BC)

Philoctetes 637 ff.

n ToL, KaLpLOS anovén névov
Angavtos Tmwov nav&navhav NYaYEV,
ovnovv ey nvevga TovK npwpas &vﬂ
toTe oteAoducv viv yop avtaoaratéf
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Euripides (5 BC)

Telephus (?) fr. 149
onedsev yap &v Kot pd eV,
Thucydides (5 BC)

6. 9. 3

1
ws 8¢ ovre ev Kapr cuevaete ovTE paaca SGTL natacxeLv €¢ o
Spunove, Tolta SLSKEW,

Aristophanes (5-4 BC)

Plutus 253 ff

~m
w noAAa Bn 19 6eanorn tavtov evuov ¢ayovtes

p 4
av&pes ¢LA0L kol 6nporac Kac oD HOUCLV ,EpaoTat,

LT eynovecte oneVde0’ KoL pos ovxL usAAeLv
000\’ got’ &m’ adThs -rns ouqms )ﬁ 3el napom: &pvvew.

Isocrates (5-4 BC)

Helen 11

SGTL 7ap va pev TOLoﬁ%wv avyypapuatwv pLa LS oaos nv ove
evpecv ovte paeecv ovte ucunaaceac 6voxoh6v COTLD‘ ot &¢
kotvol Kol nLcTOL kal TolTOLS 5uoco¢ twv Aowwv Saa moAAGY
18edv kol KoL plov SUOKXTAUOOTTWY evchxovtaL e Kal Aeyovtaa,
xal toaoﬁ%w xaAenwtepup ¥xovot tnv cvveeocv aaw nep 10
ceuvvveceac TOU oxdntely kol 10 cnovaagecv 700 naccetv
encnovwwepov goTLv,

Helen 29

accﬁavouac S’ euavtov Eiw ¢epopev0u v Kacewv xaL Seaocna
yn Teo Sogw nepc toUTov MEAAOV OTL ovaageuz ) nepc ns tnv
apxnv vneecunv

Panathenaicus 86

”'nv 38 xal napa Tols xapcecraroas Tov axpoatwv evaonapnctLv

N ¢ackuaL nepc &perﬁé uev Tols Aéyovs nocoﬁpevos, onws 8¢
Todtns a&uws epw uaAon ova&%wv n nepc rnv TOU Aoyov
UUEESTELGD, kol ravra aa¢ﬁs €Ldds rnv pev nepc TOU Aowov

\
oLplav aaoEorcpov cus nOLnaoanv ,Tnvlae nept s npaEeLs
EBouAZav adTovs Tovs enabvovpevovs wpeAnoovoay °

- 110



135
ecTac 6; ) Aoyos Tols usv néews &b axovaaac .o oﬁéa &ﬁat 0S
Ax od tpos ... tols &8 ph xaLpovow T0ls peta nokkﬁ§
anovaﬁs ccpn%Zvoas...

Demonicus 31

nae napa ta 7eA0La ovaééwv, pnas napa To. omovdaia TOLS
yerolors xalpwv (to yxp @t pov navtaxov AumnpoY ).

Plato (5-4 BC)

Politicus 277a

\ P > \
aAAa xaeanep avapcavtonOLOL ;Fapa KaLpOV FVLOTE OMEUVSOVTES
nAeLw Kol petgw T00 asovtos €KaOTH TWY Epywv eneuBaAAEuevon
Bpaéuuovow, Kot vov nusus .es

Demosthenes (4 BC)

20. 166

xd; TS ap ehen noTE KoL os odk anopnasre oV eeexnaovtwv
vncp vuwv xcvavvevetv. 5nep odv tovtwv anavtwv oL pat Setv
vuas ovaagecv Kot npooékecv v voly &nws un BLaoBNe’
apoapTely.

23.182-183

& »
nv ov exet tonov oaTL; ouaev vuwv, 003’ €kelv’ ayvoec ttvos
elveka nacpov nepLHEHOLnTaL Kal SLeomoUdaoTal un AaBely 6uas

Alcidamas (4 BC)

Soph. 13

OOTLS 63v entevusa pntwp 7eveoeac SeLvos uaAon n HOLnTnS
Aoywv {kowos kal Bovketac p&klov rous KaLpPOLS xpnoeac Kakws )
IOLS ovéhavc Aeyecv axpcBws xac rnv evvoLaw oV a&powuevwv
CHLKOUpOV ovaagec paxhov n Tov ¢eovov avrawaLoTnv,...
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Aristotle (4 BC)

Politics 1,4,5 (1259 al4)
\

Enetsn 8’ o naupos nxe, nohhwv Cnrovpevwv apa Kat e at¢vns,
expcaﬁovvra 155 tpénov nBovketo TOAAR xpnuata cvlhe&avra,
encaeLgac oTL pchov CGTL ,nhovtecv TOlS ¢LAoco¢ocs ow
Botawvtar, &Ar’' ob TobT' eotl mepl O oTOVSALOVOLY.

Rhetoric B8 1386b 4-5

> - 4 "

KaL pahcota TO omovdalovus elvar v Tols ToLobroLs KaLpoLs
dvtas Erecivdy.

LXX (2 BC ?)

Ecclesiasticus

2,1-2

TCKUOV el npoctpxn 6ovlevecv Kupiw,
etoauacov ™mv wvxnv oov els mELpaopoV
cvgvvov TnvlﬁapaLav oov xa? KapTCanOV,
kol i onedons &v kaipd My Wy TS,

- r

20, 18f
oALaenpa ano 86a¢ovs paAon n ano 7Aw¢¢ns,
ovtws HTthS KoKy xatauonovanu n&ec
avepwnos axapts, pveos AKXL POS.

38, 10

omeVoOY xacpov KoL pvnoﬁnrt opxtouov
Kol ErSLnynoRodwoay Ta MEYOAELE ocov.

43,5-8

peyas KUpLOS o no¢n0as avrov,
/’
Kat qv AoyoLs avtov KXTEOTIEVUTEY nopecaV°
kal 7 oeAfivn &v mdolv els naceov qyrns,
\ “ s~ avaaetgtv APOVWY
Kol OMUELOV QLWVOS.

Jeremiah 8, 15

P > > s [N 5 v > / > ~ 27
o—uvnxenpev ELS ELPTIVTV, K&L OUK MW a;roceou ELS KOLPOV LAOEWS,

\ > \ ~
kot L30v omoudn.
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Ezekiel 7, 11-12
\
Ko O’thpl.ﬂeb nnpua'pa ow’ouo\v ncoc}. ov pc'ta eopoov ovde p,z:‘ta
omoudns. TMKEL O KaLpos, LSov 7 nuépe.
3 Maccabees 4,14-15
owpeBAweevtas 88 tacs napnzzehpevaLs acxcats TO ters

a¢avLoaL pc&k Sno Kaceov nuépas ew(veto uhv ovv 7 TolTwy
anozpa¢n ueta TLKP omoudTs kal ¢LAoerov npoacapecas

Aristeas (2 BC?)
4

nv (sc nPeoBcf&v) Sn Kol enocncuyeea npecs anovan, AaBovtes
S o=
natpov TPOSs TOV Baachea

Wak ol 200 | | ‘c
STG 1A®A% L
—

Py \ , LI > / E \ ~ P
.oTOUdNS Kkal @PLAoTLplias ovBeEY EVAELmwy® £V S TWL TMapOVTL

Katpbe. ..
748 IS
4 0 ,
omovdas nac ¢LAQ3L#€GS oveev evALnovres vnep wy Kac nop
0DTOVS TOUS K&Lpovs «a TMoOALS evxapactovau
OGIS 735
\ 3 \ /

>.ovtova?)s ket ¢trotiplas ev  oUBEVl KaLpBL  TAPOAELTWY

oveep*

Polybius (2 BC)

1,44,1

7 N ~
cEaneareLAau KaTO onovanv, CUTCLAaMCUOL U KOTQUEAANOAL,
xpna&pevov 88 ovv ka LpB rﬂ'rolun

1,60,9

A Y 3 ~
SLOHCP erLve un napecvaa ToU evecrwta Kaceov ocwtLdwr S Tas
7
tdv nmoreulwy vods LaTLOSpouovaas avyeTo ucta omoudfs.

2,26,1

~ N ~ > ~ 2 Ve V4
napﬁv BomBwy KaTa OMOUVSY EVUTUYWS ELS SEOVTA KALPOV.

- 113 -



2,37,9-10

6La TO un rns xocvns eAeveepLas evcxev aAAa tns v¢erepas
swwaoctelas ydpLv exaotovs n0LeLoeaL Tnv omouvd v,IOLavrnv Kol
rnkcnaﬁtnv év TOLS nae nuas Kaceocs 3 € npononﬁv Kot
cwtéreLaw ToVTO TO uépos GoTE. . .

3,69,3-4

N ~ ~ > 7, N € N\
...MPOS o u7. . . oaneAnteLy. . . TOUS ,umo acewv
_——_ Vi
KataAauBavouevovs. Toy &€ TmpodoTnw etcpnas usyah

*
EkKaAETaoBaL cnovSanv...

3,82,7
3 - pe z N 4
...,ov xaaeo , ou Tomov mpoopbucvos, povov 8¢ OoMEVIWY

ouuneceTy TOTS neruLozs,...
3,86,3

. I&uov Kevrhviov Kara onovanv Sovs tetpaxccycALovs LnneLs

—
npos&aneorcche, Bovh6ﬁevos, Seocve of KaLpOL. npo ™s
aStoD mapovelas Tobtous KoTATAXETD .

3,105,5

N \ \ 1y A 7, ~
keta 8¢ TOV Katpdy ToUTOV d4BLos, fcwpwy to 7Lvopevov KaL
»
SLaTwVLacas M o¢aA6¢L Tols 630Ls, #¢€fye Tds Swvduets kal
KOT& OTOUSHV eBonBeL toTls kLvduvvelovat.

4,22,2

vvrepnwas 8¢ Tov natpov anfotele BLBALa¢0povs npos navtas
———— <
Tovs ovuuaxovs, napaxahwq\nepnetv enaoTovs nap avrwu Kata
anovanv els Kébaveov TOUS Bovkevaopevovs vnep oV KOLvn
—_—
oVUPEPOVTWY .

4,30,4-5

> \ ~ & 4
onep Axapvaves év tols mrelotols xaceocs ovaevos Ty EAAnvwv
nTTOV ebploxovTal aaatetnpnxores Kafnep ano uLkpls Gpuducvor
Suvauews. ols ovx dkvntéov nar& Tas nepaor&&ccs KOvavcfv
npoyubtwy, omevotEoy Of MEAAOV, el kal TLoww €tépors ThY

‘EAApw.
5,4,1

”, > , 7 b 7 <., € N
.. xPpas €UKAlpwS KELPEVTNS, EOMEVSE XELPWORUEVOS VP’ aUTOV

noLHoaoBal THY vioov.
9,8,3

C ~ 7 ld > 7 N
L.o.wS TNS napatagews AAPLY  OMEVSWY  EVKALPOUS  TLVAS
nponataAaBeaeac tonovs,..
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9,8,10

of 8’ Aenvacoc xara rov xacgov TovTOoV anovaagovres ueraaxecv
00 ﬂpas Tods enBolovs ayGvos. . .

21,20,7-8

oi 7ap KaLpOL rnv £K nvpos Baaauov euoL uaAon n Keva
npooiyov. CAvtibxov 7ap cnovéaCovtos anv evyatspa Solvat. ..

29,18,7-8

> A

€L MED 7ap T Elhqywv x&bcv enpeoBevov, execvov OLKCLOTCPOV
é?vac rov KoL 5v ote llepoevs tnu <ov Ellnvwv xwpav EnopBCL
xac Tas nerLs oTpaToneéeﬁbv pev £V esrtahfa cxe&ov el S’
evcavtovs... Tb 58 napevras exetvov TOU xaLQBv VoY napecvac
onov&aCovtas BLaAveLv TOV noAsuov ote napepBeBAnnorwv va
nperepwv atparoneawv eLs Ma&e&ovgav cvyxexkeccpevos o Hepcsvs
olczas navTENACLY eAnidas €LYE TNS owrnpbas,...

|

o~

m & £ N s TN TR W 1 Ca ) RO
Testament—of Naphthalt 2—BE™)

2,9ff.
e 7 o o o~
O'UT(DS OUU CO’CO)O’(XU TCKUO’. #OU mxvta T ep'a'a VMHWY ... u’nae ng

KoL pOD avtov. orc gav eLmns tw o¢9apr, %xove, o? avunacr%y
oltws 0568 v oxbdteL ovtes 8vvaves nouefb epwa ¢wtos. un ovy

ovSagerc ) nAeoveELa SLageelpat TS npaiecs vuwu, .
Philodemus (1 BC)
nept'ozxovoufas col. 17,8 6f,
Q
FotL yop 87 Tis Funeipla Kol avvapcs xal nch xpnpatLapou ns

od KOvavﬂ&ec oTovdot oS }wnp, 0dde TOUS , Kot pous
naparnpﬁacc, ueo’ 5v ) ﬁ ToLaUTY SuvauLs xpnaLun ylvorTo.

Julius Caesar (1 BC)

de bello civili 3,79

His de causis uterque eorum celeritalsi studebat et suis ut
esset auxilio, et ad opprimendos adversarios ne occasioni
temporis deesset.

- 115 -



Diodorus Siculus (1 BC)

5,4,5

,:gns pev 'awcp Kopns 'r'nv KaTUyWwyhy euocno-av-ro nepc -rov :cou.gov e

¢ 'rbv To0 m.'tov napnbv tetekec'l.ovp?noﬂw. owEBaLYE, xouf

ety v  Gvolaw kol mawiyupLy peTd TOOWUTNS ayvelas xal
ov&_qs gnLTeroVoLy, . . .

11,65,3

7/ \
6¢.a B'n 'tow'tas 'ras ou.'ruxs aAAorprs Gl.oucet.uevoc, naAoch pev
\
Fomevdov ocpou. t'nv wbrv, ToTE 3¢ Kot pov edoetov £xeLy
ev3uc§ov, v

13, 45,4-5
\ A VO > o ,
Kol 'wv npanw'rwv oUS MEV ETL Tas npwpas enec’rncrev, ovs 8
2 <
3348 't'\ns 'n';s evnat.gws gta&ev. ot & H\envou.oc KOTX nokhnv
omoudNY KatanAeVooawTes. . .

13,50,3-4

oc 8¢ He?\onovvnﬂoc nepcxapets Sbres 'mco)\oveovv KaTe: o1tov6'nv
ws vLkOuTes. & 38 ’MKLBL&ans enez.s\ 't'ns nérews aﬁovs
anéonace uopﬁm’epw o o-va'a'npov 'n&pev * 0V 7evneexnos, ol pet’
>AAKLBLESOV 'rpt.'npet.s egauﬁvns 1tpos tva xou.eou enerrpcwow. ..

13,110,4

OL TE 'Jocp Zucektw‘rat. Sca tov ned{ov nopevouevoc mxeva‘tepovv

<y
Ty  Kalply, (oL T pe'ra Acovvo{ov MLO‘90¢6POL tl.ﬁ'ﬂ.s
acenopezovro Tds xa’rh Tnv néacy bdols, ol Swwdpevor kata THY
18Caw mpoalpeoiy emomedoocs

13,111,6

A A \ b ’ [
enecan 'rnv a-euvornta nou, -r'nv MPOS TOUS &AAOTPLOUS O
KQLpOS oc¢'npel.'co. mxpom?mcnws 3¢ kol 'ro't.'s npeoﬁvr&roc.s
CUVNAYOUD, BAenovtes TapQ. ¢vcrw avaafnacoucvovs apoc tols
Eucp&t;ovcnv EnLonedSeLy.

14,8,2

eLweuaow arocp af 1[67\8(.8 a%\uu ococ'c eKELVOV th KO’.LEO
TpL'l}pBLS n)mpovv oVK eAa'rTous oarcSomcov-roc &s t6te 1dls
svpaxocloLs of mbrers anenec?\ow, onedSovoat a‘uvemAaBeoeaL
Ths ticveeplas.

14,52,6-7
Kou, pcoa:a)\aBopevos LV TomOoV e:)':caceov napeaéxe'ro Tovs

nepz. -tbv Acovvcnov. ol && Mo-rvoccoc TO 7e'yevnp.cvov o’z\weoucvoc
mxpocv‘ruca peta uao—ns ova'_qs napeBoneovv Kal TOV Ko pwy
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€ ~ >N A € v \ ’
VOTEPOVVTES ovdcev NTTOY VUmeEOoTNOXW TOV KLvdvvov.

14,56, 1
’Ipf?uc’wv 8 ... napsmccvaCcro 't’nv o—tpoc‘u&v &v&'a'ew ::m:
Meoomvns, oneOSwY ocv'rns xvpn.evcrac Sk 'l:nv e{ucou.ez.ow v
8nw.

14,72.4

\ [3 ~
ococ'ra-rocxoﬁ gvoL 5 oo s o&v'tm:os 700 ncou.gov TNy EaUTWY
oTmovd Y €L YoV ompouc'tov.

14,100,1

7

... Atovvoros one 08wy 'rnv ;cata 'tnv vmrov 5vvac‘ruav Kou. 'tovs
xot’ ’I'ra}uow ﬁ?mv npocrAaBeoeaL 'tnv uev kat’ ékelvous
:cow'nu npa’reww els etepov tcou.eov &veBaAe'ro

15,23,3

\ \ ~n N, / o > N\ "

———— \ i
Aouceaoccuow.wv mrepovwgv KOTOAEYBNVaL. SLO KAl KQTO TOUTOVS
Tovs :cou.eovs TAELOTOV ToYuoow Aouceaoccpovcoa >

16, 46,7-8

50 6La -ro npmov c?vw, 'rov'ro KoL ualurra kelpevov EUKALPWS.
e¢povpovu 8¢ ™ xwplov c'rpauw'taa nevtoaxktoyxlAtoe,
o-cpoz'cmrovv'cos <1>¢,A6¢povos 00 o-rpoc'rmrov. of 3¢ enBatot
omedSovtes apLoToL powival. ..

16,66,7-67,1

\ 3

') \ \ > 7 N 2 & _r "~
ovTOoS €V OovY xart\x omoudMY E€TEAEL TOV €LS PnyLov miowv.
~ -~ 4

Kapxndoviotr 8¢ Bpaxyv nps to%‘rwv o Katpwy muboucvot. ..

18,17,3
\ " P 2 7 4 2
'u\ov 68 KoL py natcnewou‘rwv Waykefovto ovyKaTHBALVELY ELS
b s N Ué
TOoV vm:p TWY ohwv Kwavvov. eoctocgavtes 8¢ Tiw SVvaply kol

\
onebdovtes Sia TOV Lmnfwy Kplvat oV no?\euov, ..

18,73,2

\'caroctaxovuevos 8’ vno o naLewv oweCeugcv gk TS ‘4owflc'ns
Kou. awc ™ns Ko‘[hns vat,as npoﬁ'ae HETX s va&uews, onebdwy
Tov ww Ae'a'opcvwv O'atpanecwv oql:ocoﬂa(..

19,583,1

... omeddwy Me&owapov Tov _ ToAvenéy A0V TOS e:cBaAew erc tns
== n

l'Iernovv'ncrov' outos ';ap 'nv Aoutos pETX 6vvocuews TWY

avu npozrtovrwv, Kol  KaTELANPEL mérets tTe kal TOMOUS

€HLKGLEOU .
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20,82,1
onelswy avToUS anoauacat ™ms npos éxeCvov encnhonns, to

uev npldrov npeoﬁevras ancaTeLAe ka8’ Bv xaLQBv vnep s
KOnpov Scemorfuet npos Htohepacov,

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (1 BC)

Thucydides 45
5 > , € N Y . ~ >
nv 38 7€ oix n cen evpsows avtn Kab govTIY aELa omovdys, el
pn kol TOls npawpavuv een npocwnovra Kal TOTS mpoohmoLs Kal
Tols xaceoas kol ToTs aAAOLS dmaoiy.

Demosthenes 42

, ”, 3\ \ e A 14 /
VOV 8 e&etpyouat OMEVSWY EML TQ MPOKELMEVA Kal apo SoEaw
v¢opwpevos axacpaas

Strabo (1BC - 1)

17,3, 17
Scatelver 3¢ péap dacvpo T va aunwrewv naen Kac tav

nlnpuvptawv, nae’ ov  KkaLpdv enc tnv efpow  TWY Cx80wv
EnLmndGoLy ol mpboywpol KaTa omoudny Bfovtes.

Livy (1BC - 1)
22,39,21
Armatus intentusque sis; neque occasioni tuae desis neque

suam occasionem hostl des. Omnia non properanti clara
certaque erunt; festinatio improvida est et caeca.

Memnon (1)

ap. F. Jacoby FGH 3B p.345 1.22

2 < 7/ ~ \ / ~
Tvvxavec s onovSns, €V opololS KOLPOLS K&l XPELALS TNV
auocan vnocxouevos
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Paul (1)

1 Thessalonians 2,17
npecs 68 aﬁek¢o¢ anop¢avcaeéﬁtes a¢ vav npos naaeov wpas

npoawnw oﬁ xapaca. neptovvrcpws ecnov&aaagev TO mpOoWNOV vuwv
HE ) noAAy enuevuca.

Philo (1)

Leg. 201

og%OL napa twv SHL¢OLTwUva axovovtes, oan omovdn Kexpntat
Facos nepl tnv 1slaw 5necwccv kol Os &Akorpcwrata 6Laxeatac
npos &now TO Iovaabnbv ysvos xacebv encrn&etov eis enloeoLy
uapanentwnevat VopLCODTSS.“

Moses 2,33

bs & nnov, %n{ gevcav xAneevtes Aéyoas &ochocs Kol
omouvdaloLs fbv EOTLatopa evwxovv &vte¢801vates' ) Ev,y&p
EneneLp&to tns EkdoTov 00¢Las xatvas aAA’ ov tas €v €BeL
Cnrnctcs npotefvwv, oi 6’ evoTost Kol evevBkos, oﬁn
EnLtpenovros panpn7opecv Tov xaueov naeanep dnogoeyybucvor T
npoTaBEVTA SuLexdovro.

Spec. L. 1 79

7/ 2 Id ) ’ ”~ ~ ”~
can zfpas awdpayablas Kol @¢LAoBeov gToudnNsS TouTL AcBovow,
4 LA
KoB’ OV KOLPOV, , .

1,186

Staw 8 6 teros evoTn KoL os v T® eBSouw unvu Kot LcnpepLav
uetonwpcvnv, gv apx EE fepopnv[& azerau npoaayopsvouévn
gylncyzwv, nepl ns EAExOM nporepov 8enarn 3 1 UUOTCLa nebl
fiv omovdéxaoctiy. ..

2,23

e Id
...eavuaCOUtgg ra pnaeuLas agca onouSns kot Ta ¢doer Tluia
o — ”
yeADVTES* ocs 0 Lepos Aowos opKov gv od SfovtTL KoL pw
/
TOLOVUEVOLS ov ustpbws enctaua Kkal oveLdtlere

2,64

e vacns ovdéva xacpov anpaxtovs ca rovs xpwpevovs avrov
TaLs LepaLs v¢n7nv€acv'&lh’ énetan cvvecTnpeu ex wvxns Kol
awuatos anéveLue xat tw awpatt T ocxeta Epya xal Tn wv ™
enLBaAonra Kol e¢eapevetv T erepa Tols etepocs
eanov&accv,...
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3,188

...€ls xacng va etncwwv 7eveanv 6:; (cJ.) ta nata
tehea¢opd‘tac Kol npos TOUTOLS uvpca Hara eavp&bwa. xat
ngpl.aepno-ow'a kath TE 'rm) Kol Katd OFattow Kol uepa Tdde
TwTA TW VW peta ouan eneaeciato.

4,31

els yap TO avanoaetxtov exatepos oneddeLy eOLnev, o usv e
Aaen dovUs, 6 68 e ayvo nTaL Aanv patw ae npazuarL OV TWS
aopatos pevutevec eeos, ov, ecxos o au¢ocv uaptvpa xalecceac,
ol usv Gs &modboovtos Otaw amoLtiTAL, Tob &' v KaLpw
koutovuévou.

QOPL 89
nohhwv xata naceovs enavaaTavtwv rn xwpa 6vvaatwv naL ¢voe¢t

naL upoaLeeccvt xpncapevwv SdtagpepovoaLs - ot usv 7ap npos T0
atlBaoov aypLoTnTa enpcwv EKVLKNOAL OTIOUSXTQVTES, . . .

Plant 161

\ * 7 ”~ ”~ 2 7 L -~
... KXt €t 0¢poSpo TOU MPATTELY EMEOTMEUSOV OL KALPOL,...

Abr. 20

\ N ~ -~
vnovBaLOLs 78AOLa av’puyvvs, dta TO pn menaLdevobaL TO EV
e ——

KaLpw KaAAtoTov, novxLav,...

233

- (Y

- -~ » \ Pl >
OUVTELVWY owy £0MEVSE undev TOXoUS aQVLELS, Ews
Kaepo¢vkaxﬁ3us...

Somn. II 83

'z 1% ¥ -
;- oool nappnccav akatpov {(MSS. ametpov) omoudalovoiy
ena&eunvvcﬂac,...

In Flacc. 103

> > -~ \ Pt 2 -~ . ~ ~ \
... €€ apyns Mev omoudaowTWY, EMNPELXK SE TOU MPOEOTWIOS TNV
Kot pLov énfSeLELv PaLpebEVTWY. ¢

Josephus (1)

AJ 11,171

e \ /
1[0’.0‘1’) O‘I[O'U5‘n xpwuevovs O’UUCXCLU 1.'0 ep'gov ws 7€ K(!LEOS TOUTOV

Lacos E0TLY.
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14, 257

Fmel TO npos T 6ctov evoeBes Kot ootov &V snawTL Kacgw sLa
0novans exopev

15, 224-5

€ \
Kar’ tkelvov TOV KoL pov ecancpncc Starefopevov. o &8¢
MLOWwds oo Kal HETE OMOVAS elonsa,..

186, 101

- naeaav ovK evcxnuovovvtos ov6£ 1oV KaT& nappnccav Aozov
npos v karpby, €l péAdotey tk Blas &el kal kot oToUSTY
ehewxeav nEMAWNUEVOD.

. 262

-~

> S\ L
ELS TOV KALPOV ... omeuvdovTa ..

18,173

avaatpo¢ns avtocs oV 6c60uevns nacgw , &v ols nAnpeLs OL
npoeahn¢ores 7evopcv0L vn06L80Lev T€ Oﬂovan s eni Tw
AauBaveLu Sia To anv eV Ka Lew 78V809aL peTaotival.
19,194

> o~ > LN
. XMOONMEVSOVTES. . . ELS kKaLpov..

20,76

[N > 7 L Y - > ’ s
KaLpov emLTnéeLov £LNTouw SLkMY cLonpafacbat omevdovtes nap’
abt%ﬁ.

Onasander (1)

42,20

ct z
- OOTE. onevaeav anorteepevov ;S ot 7ap oEscs KaLEOL ™y

) >
vcowm) arvw;mv powepov odk &doL ylyveodor -
L.A. Seneca (1)

Ep. Mor. 108,24

Qui grammaticus futurus Vergilium scrutatur non hoc animo
legit illud egregium Fugit irreparabile tempus: 'Vigilandum
est; nisi properamus relinquemur; agit nos agiturque velox
dies; inscii rapimur; omnia in futurum disponimus et Iinter
praecipitia lenti sumus.’
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Epictetus (1-2)

Ench. 33,10

L4 ’ »
€L oé¢ HOTC KaLEOS eLn, MHGCDL ovsava ¢aLUOU n UC&UTw

”~

Tovut’ CUTL 0fhe ylveoBal pdva T& FLvbueva kol ViKY uovov
\

oV vikbvtar

Diss 1,11,27

D}

> / >
...UGT eznalvnrecﬁac TOU LﬂHOU TPCXOUTOS ? CGHOUG“KCL, ELTA

e - a—_
vexnouvrés ToTE napakowws onoszv Benoac aUTy  TPOS tb
auaAn¢9nvaL Acnowvxovvra. TL ovv 0010 eatcv- 70 pcv
axpLBes ob 100 mapbvTos xaceo rvxov‘

Dio Chrysostom (1-2)

29,9

Sokel ap epocye tn wvxn ¢LoncxncuL npos TO owua K%L
onovdboar onws R 6L& ravrnv evaogérepos yévnTon. 7vovs ouv
pyr— N\
Twv mpos avspecav & FWY Kahlcctov apa Kol Encnovwratov rnv
aehnng emd Taﬁrnv nheev. Tov uev 7ap TOAE UL KDY o te KaLEOS
ovk MV 7N te Goknois EAadpoTEPQ.

31(14),7

rovs 7ap onovdalovs ovras nepL TOUS evepyetas Kal TOLS
nyannxoow GLKaZws xpwpcvovs navres nyovvtat xaparos aEfbvs
xaL Bovkoct av enavtos w¢eAeLv KaTa ™ cavrov vaaucv' £x
ﬁe T00 nolhovs CXCLV TOUS cvvoovvras xd! cvunpatrovras oTow

n KaLeos, kol WOALS mMAow KoL Lécwtns aa¢aleorepov Suayec.

32(15),75-76

11 op68pa oUTw KUKAoBe; TLS ﬂ oTOVST; 1fs ° &755' ov wap
Herw eoch 5 6Lwnwv, 055’ OLvopaos ovéc Mvptchos, o psv
Sevrepos ano ALos 7870vws o 68 Epuov nals, ovae nepc
Bawulscas Qv&e 7vvagn3é ov68 eavatov npoxettaL xpcats, aAA’
eo—tw o agrwvnavapcmo&:gv vnep o0 'rvxov'tos a.pafvpl.ov vV pev
nrtwuevwv vy Se VLKWYITWY, ael rwv oavThr. €L Aeyot ravra
<l CPCLTC, n 6nkov oTL ova’ anovotoes nop’ eKeLvov Tov
KaLeov oUd¢ &v avtTos %pcv 0 TOV Hernos aaaléznraL npoyovos-

34,36

" .
TOV MSVTOL 7€ HOALT€UOM£VOV TnS EUUOLaS THS ﬂpOS vuas KaL TnS

vncp v koiLvdy enupskecas Kol cnovans un pa Ala xaceov TLa,
egaLpetov EXELY, . .
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45,3

©
wy 70'.p VU!) ‘CTUxOM.CU, TOT€ Bg'm) TaUTa CXCLV th TU napovu

KalLpd mpds etépas xexpﬁceac awpeas &nel 6’ ow vnnp&e nop&
ToUtov $LAowepunia kal omovdy tooaltn mepl npas Gon. ..

Plutarch (1-2)

Dion 26,1

> N\ (6 ¢ 7 [N 7z
... QUTOL OMEVSOVTES QApTacaL TOV K&LPOV,

Romulus 8,1

avtos 68 ™ vxa¢nv xoeLva exwpet npos Tov Nopnropa cnovans
kol 8€ous MEOTOS v dLa TOv KaLpov.

Demetrios 42,1

» \ > ~ by > A " N O \ \
NP OV MAPELYE Kt pov :.ucu,(cyv, —YEAEROS—NY KA —TPEAYUS

Ll

evrqu&voth. ’Aenvacwv ueu yop, mepl obs domovdaxel pEALOTAX
- T —C—

Twv EAANDWY, etn 8o npeoBelaw Kkat€oyev:

Moz 68CD

n 68 uappnoca onouanu exétw KaL neos av S’ vnep p8L§ovwv n,
KaL néBetL nal oxnpatTL Kal Tovw ¢wvns ) Aoyos agcontatos 801w
Kl KLDNTLKOS. o 58 naceos év navrl pEv napeeecs ucyala
BAantsL péALoTa 3¢ ™s nappnoias 6La¢eeLpeL T0 xpnvLuov.

138F
AN [4 P
ovfovv Kol 7vvn ¢uvAos Kol QKOLPOS n naLCSLv HEV wppMUEVOY
Kol ¢¢Ao¢povaa€at oV avapos eaxvepwnaxvta omovdalovtos &¢
ot ovoa KoL 7elwaa.

147F

ov 7ap vs azye?ov nncu xopccwv eavtov epnhnaut npos TO
Seanov 6 vovv exwv dAAX xac omovdaoar TL xat naLEaL Kac
aKovaaL Kol ecnecv os 6 KaLPOS TAPAKOAEL tovs ocwbvtas, €t
pehhovob pet’ aAAnva nacws goeoBaL .

804C
7
Karwv &€, nepL wv ovx PATLLE nELOELY 10 nponatexeoeaL xachL

Kac anovaaus‘fou Gnuov h Tnv,Bovlnu ¥reye T nuepav oAV
QWoOTOS KA TOV xaceov ovTws €E£ekpove.

Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta 3,160 (7?)

. \ -~ » b
Tov 8¢ omoudaLov. . . oVTA. . . S'UKGLEOU
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Ignatius (2)

Ep. to Polycarp 3,2
a o A \ P \
nAeov 0Tov3aLoS 7cvov OV EL. TOUS KQLPOUS KaTQUAVOawe, TOV
vnep KoL e5v npooaona,...

Isaiah ( Aquila (2))

60, 22

» N\
EYW KUPLOS Kara K.(ZLEOU CTTLO"HCUO"(«J av‘r'nv'

Ps.- Barnabas (2)

4,8

pa¢ecv ecnovaaaa nepLWnua 5p5b 6Lo npoatxwuev ) taLs
ecxaracs nuZpacs ovacv 7ap w¢sAnaec npas o nas xﬁbvos s
nlotews ﬂuwv, fow pn vvv sv rw avopw xaLgG KalL TOLS pEAonwcv
oxavd&roLs, ws npEnet viols @sov avrcarwpev,...

Solinus (2) 26,4

Lucinae illis properatius tempus est: quippe uterum
trigesimus dies liberat.

Galen (2)

De totius morbi temporibus 7

»

SLG’ egns exavtov tovs 18lovs entoxewac Kat ovs avayxacovs
”~

vnapxovtas els Tnv oy BonenuiTWY ebpeoLy, #s Svexa Tulv o6

Aoyos 3 st cnovaagetab

Ps.- Lucian (? 2)

Amores 33

enetan ae ol uev ecnevcuevac xpsLaL nepas ecxov, OL 58 TV
encycwvopevwv asa AoycchL rﬁs QU EyKns a¢eeeures nvnacpovv
encvoenv L TOV KPELTTOVWY, €K tolTov kat’ dALyov enLoTHUOL
cvvnv&ovto
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Lucian (2)

Quomodo historia conscribenda sit 49

~ & \ < 7 A
Kot npos navra onebdeTw xaL ws avvatov _OHOXPOVELTL _ Kot
peranetecew o’ %pusqégs pev CLS Mnsaav, eKCLGCV 8¢ poc(nuatc
eVL ecs IBanav, eLT €ls IraALav, ws unaevos naceov
amorelnoLto.

De Vera Historia 1,1

woﬂep ¢povtcs . rns xata KOLPOV FLVO vns aveoeas - .-
ovrws 31 Kkal rocs nepa TOoUS Aoyous eanovaaxoccv n7o§hac
npooTKELY ustq tnv nolAnv fﬁv onovaacorgpwv avaqvwcav
&vcevat TTE TN abavOLav Kot TWPOS TOV EMELTA KOUXTOV
axuaeorepav napacnevaCecv

Acts of John (2) 58 (v.1.)

Julius Pollux (2)

1,43
Aeye e nepc oV un'Bpaavvovros erocuos npoxecpos npoevpoa
aonvos taxvs oEvs cvrovos“evepwos\ anpo¢a0cvros tw KoL PO
xpﬁue vos evpnyopws omovdalos, OUSEV vneptceeuevos oudev
UNEPBAAAOUEVOS.

1,112

[ 4 - P ~ LY LN ” \
VTOLVLTTIETAL S TL TOLOUTOV naL o0 _svo¢theLoQ, TO
’ ~ -~
gnovdafovtos oV Geov el pn apa TO mweLy €k Ths NS OQWENOY
OVUTWS ELPTNKEY os els avaywvnv xaueov flvat.
Babrius (2)
Fabula 88,11-12

ovnw xacgos COTL vvv ¢sv1€cv-
os 7ap ¢Lhocs n€moLBeY ovK ayav oncv68L
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Irenaeus (3/57)

Haer. 3,16,7

Nihil enim incomptum atque intempestivum apud eum, quomodo
nec incongruens est apud patrem. Praecognita sunt enim omnia
a patre, perficiuntur autem a fillo, sicut congruum et
consequens est, apto tempore. Propter hoc properante Maria ad
admirabile vini signum et ante tempus volente participare
compendii poculo, dominus repellens eius intempestivam
festinationem dixit:.

Herodian (3)

1,4,2-3

vvv 68 xaLpos CUKaLpOS euOL TE atoeeaeat un patnv £s vpas
toooUTOU XPOVOU TLUW TE Kol ovanv katatedelodot, . .

2,11,1

0vvrov@ 58 omovd™ Kot 7euvacocs novous Tnv 080V cneraxvve,
unte nov evBLatpbﬁwv, e 5L30Us xabpov avanalAns, . .

P. Flor. 3,338 1.8ff. (3)

ry » /’
aAonﬂyap omovdaiov ovx exwuev usta TOUTOV wote, OSEAPE,
omovdaoov Kot gvv raxa N on onovan Kol ¢LAo0TOPYELQ
R A—————
KOTQVELKYon THY €un. . aLBeLav
L 4

Origen (3)

fr. 18 on Luke

npoaxovaus epaaucov npazua o Zaxapuas eavrw pckhecv COtoﬂaL
» el

OUK EOTEVOE TPO Kaceov Spapety npds 10 Sodvar 068ov rn

npo¢ntecq,

fr. 500 in Comm. in Matthew

e z\_ . -~ 7 N\ 7 \ > Ve > \
atl 68 Buerels pwpal, TOV TPOONKOVTA KALPOV QoAoaoot €ls T
-~ L
TWY uatafwv omovdny.

ap. catenam in Ps. 119,30 ( SC 189 p. 240 )

[4
TOU OTonv TovTOV epsc uovos o nara¢povwv pev TV Blenopevwv

Js mpooxalpwy, mcomov ae 'ta ) BAemsz:va ovs alubro kal uovoc
xvpiws aanen, kel en’ eKeivo omeldwy.
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c. Celsum 3,47

1o 8¢ peTaTLeevra tnv wvxnv ce Bcaaoxovra Kara¢povccv psv ws
PN

npooxalpww wvTWY va acoentwv naL Bkenopevwv oneGdeLy 3¢ &nl
TE zzpata kol oxomelv T& uh Bkenopeva,...

Philostratus (3 or 4)

VS 1,21 (LCL p.80)
[N N , & - N e > /.
Kot TOv MEB' TNUEPAY KOLPOV NTTOV £0MOVSALED,. ..
2,1 (LCL p.160)
aELov 58 . unae rovto napexes?v A670v nap& Tols

omovdaloLs a&eovuevov nv uev y0p €v Tols ¢avepocs omovdalos ¢
avnp 06135, Movawuaa> 68 'no TvpLu) npoa¢LAoao¢naas £00KONWS

\
8Lx€ 'L'(l)l) anoxpw'ewv K(X,L TO CHanpL oy Kou.gw CTICTT)GCUCU’

n—_an | 1. D990
&, IU ULUCL P.act])

napascswxoros 68 avtov TOLS 1¥wptuous TO pnae wov 1OV norov
2/
KaLpov wiévae, 0AAX KAKET TL £MLOTTOVSALELY, . . .

Aristides Quintilianus (3 or 4)

2,5 (p.58 Winnington-Ingram)

rnv eepanecav npovayeav £8etL xpnatuovs dv xabew oTovd NS
tovs moAlras &nepyagopcvovs

Didymus the Blind (4)

On Genesis 4,25

ov tov napovtos 6e naceov tnv BvaccBn tavtnv ScekezgaL
aLpeoLv Lva pun 0 Abyos unnvvcrac ol. ]vopeea 58 KaL tov
Aoyov t9s Ebas é&nep papTUplow etvar o0 Tponov Tov Zne awtt
70p oTMOUVSKLOV TOD ABer odtos £pumvevdpevos ToTLO pos

4,19-22

o \ ~ 7
TO oA XL OV ovn e&o&ca napavopou eLvaL ovae Tols omovdaloLs
- —_—
Svo 7vvacnas e%guv~ s 6La60xns 7ap ket Tod TANO0VUS TWY
avepwnwv xatgos n.
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Themistius (4)

Oratio 7 (p.128 Schenkl-Downey)

A ~ 7 ~ ) e
TOV RalLpov u&ihov Tvyxavely tor Alow €omovdaxdTwy.

Greg ory of Nazianzus (4)

Oratio 4,79 ( SC 308, p. 202 )

Ta uEv dgb oAA@ TOLS BovAopEbous fcropefv TE Kal 7pégecv
napncw Tov Aozov oneDdovtos, noAXOLS 58 oupac
omoudaodroectaL o0 t6t€ KoL PO tnv eLte tpawacav xpn Aezetv
z?re xwpwaaav, ocs pspos evoeBelus 60€8L onw B&klecv tov
aALtnpcov ws xac TOLS eneLta napaaoenvac npayua TocoDTOY Kal
nKLOTa 00 AaBelY a&cov-

27,3 ( SC 250, p.76 )

Aet 7ap tw oV TL oxohauut, xac 7vwvac egov, xaL "oTaw Aanucv

KoL pov, xpavecv eevozbas evevrnra Tio Se, ols 1o mpayux

—r

dLa omovd”s, Kac ovx és év T va aAva kol tovro’¢hvapCL1aL
A

naews uet§ tovs LHHLKOUS, xac T& Gsarpa. Kol To aopata, Kol

™ yaoTEp, Kol T& o yROTEPR®

John Chrysostom (4)

Homily 4,3 in Uzziah ( SC 277, p. 154f. )

?&A' ent Ta xpea P Tnv xataBoAnv onsvﬁwuev Kot e7eveto
6\ ’—7_"-—
TOU ev¢avtov ov aneeavev OCLas 8 Baaaksvs MeAAw Aewecv GLa

TL é npo¢ntns encvnuacvetac tov KaLpov® ecnrovuev 7ap xees,
”~

l Snnore TWY npo¢ntwv anavrwv 1§v KoL pov rns cwn§ oV

Baotkewv eLwddtwy Afyelv, kal adToDU TOUTOV, vtalba TO £60S

A0,
Eusebius (4)
HE 5,1,6
df Kt ta TOAAG olcya nyovusvoc £0TEVSOV npos chatov gbrws

2 el ———r—p—
enLaevauuCDOL oTL OUK asca & naenuara ToU vV xacgov Tpos
tnv peAonUav Bogav anonalv¢6nvat €Ls nuas
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Makarios/Symeon (4)

18,1,5

xou, TIOAAO‘U SCLTGL KQLQOU KaL TIOVO‘U K(ZL cp'younas occu, O‘I'[OUST)S
xcu. nlotews.

Athanasius (4)

Life of Anthony praef.
> Al \ ~ \ <
enetdn de yap kat 6 KaLpos va nhwcuwv vuvexkece xaL o
7pauuato¢opos Fomevde: oSta TOUTO anep aUTOS TE 1vacxw
(noAA&kLs 7ap aZTOv %épaxa) Kat @ paeecv navvﬂénv nap
cw'rov oucoxoveno-as av'rw xpovov owc ohwov ocou. emxewv o wp
KT xeT pas avToV, 7pawac rn euAaBeLa Opiv e0TMOVS a0

Apollinaris 49

ap. catenam in Ps. 119.111 ( SC 183, p. 370 )

’
enetecve tnv evSecgtv tns nepL vopov ovans onore xAnpov
L6Lov e¢n teBeloBar TOV vouov, ov mpos KdLEO , aar’ els
&naw, . ..

Libanius (4)

Epistula 99,3 (T.)

ov 7ap rovrwv YE OAvanos, aAA’, ecnep th ayaeos xaptros k£

anopvnpovevouc Kal TTNpNTaL xaueov ayocBwv KaL gmevoal
Lad

AaunpoTepoy &modovval .

402,3 (T.)

~ . \
eneL8’ éxdvtes euavnxauev s oToUdTS, Televtwvtes 1> npos
Tovuavttbv xpducoa f% cnovan KoL pov clval oot vopa{ovres KT
xGpow uevecv

1321,3 (T.)

» \ <« Y} \
LOWS Cl) o (11[0 TOL&UTT)S OT(OU&T]S 781)0(.1.' (X.D 'I.'l. Kot TC'AOS

dfov e6érecs: ec 8’ dgb Loxvp3repos 5 aacuwv g*n - KaLTOL

Gaupaatau el un nepL5017 TOU KaLEOU el & oW pELCwU o
Khvawv rﬂéﬂ rexvns, aAA’ uets 7€  oov ™hy mpoalpeoiy

o &y panTov EEOUED.
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1527,4 (T.)

o—v 3’ ev p.ev o;wwt,s avtw u'n Bo*nenoucs KOLPOLS, ;ma?: go?.p
7ev0Lto xaceos napankﬁ&Los= tas 3 ev Tn 7aA%vn TLpas old’
orc naoas tnunatcs n&haa tavtnv uepehernst ushcrnv nSe0BaL
tals omovdols ails o nepL Tovs aeitovs ) owSpv Enaaecgn

Julian of Cilicia (47)

On Job 33,12-13

7 \ o ¢/
TOLU.UT(X. £¢687§w ‘tpaxea ‘l:axvva(. ovsang ™MV auokKpLoLy m!.p’
~ \
aJ"rov WQ‘Z’VOUS oTL KQLQOV av‘cos OLaCU

Basil (4)

Moralia, Reg. 13,2

I ~ /’ LN 174 C -~ 9 \ AS ~
gtL 86l mawTa KaLpov evBeTov fyeiobar eLs THY gMOVdWY TWY
£ Katpov grovony

apeoKOVTWY TH BEW.

Vegetius (4)

3,6

Si adversariorum imperitia vel dissimulatio occasionem nobis
dederit, non oportet omitti sed explorare sollicite...

3,11
hoc ergo tempus est quo tanto magis duces debent esse

solliciti...

Asterius of Amasea (4-5)

Homily 10,6

navtes 68 KaLpot erurtova’twv ano 7ns 6wpwv xal BAacTnpatwv
T& T%P aywvacTzv ToLS eopthovaL/xapLC%ytaL aanynpatq, os €L
rcs nv 0TOVd 0L 0S Tov HXpTUPWY @LAOS, eBero 3¢ ¢povTLda tocs
va kou navnyvpreLv néoeoLv, ok a npépav napﬂkeev oy
gviavtol avsﬁptaotov.

10,8

oK auegeov 68 tnv CLS avtovs onovanv encaecxvgyeea, aAAa tns
MPOoOTOoLAS bty TNS npos Beov &noAavopeu eneLdn 78p ovK
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&pxe? 'n mu:tepa evx'n ava'wmpo'ac. 8cov v nacpa &vofamns )
ovp¢op&§ - ﬂ 7&p S&nos nuwv ob napaxknwfs RoTLy, &Aka
auaptnuatwv vnouvnoms - 6La ToUTo TOLS ayanquVOLs napa 00
Sdcondtov oposovkocs npoa¢ev70uev, U’ CKCLDOL ev TOLS isioLs
xaropeﬁﬁaoc o npstepa eepanevawac nAn pehnuara. notov oﬁb
Yykanpe, ST TLpbvTes pfpTupas Kol abrol omoud&Lopev xpeoxety
few ;

12

\

ucnpov\napfeptvas xaraALne Bcov T aLpov KaL oMEVoOY npos
5 .EL_______ el dbadd

Cwnv TN atdLov Kot &téreoTov.

Jerome (4-5)

ep. 85,4

2 s
oKoL pOOTOUS OO TOL

Cyril (4-5)

Comm. in John 65,1

\ \
ovxovql enccnep ovn £v anv ra ex o Kacewv peTa TOUS
KoL pOovs, napovat toes ayaeocs un encvvo¢a£wpcv, ezpnqopwpev
38 p&ﬁlov, naL pn ore To Cnretv avw¢ehes, 0 enpaooaL 10

w¢ervv dovvETws onovSagwEev.
10,2
snecan 58 anoSnpec npos oV natépa rﬁb va eoeoeac

”~
npocaoxwpcvgv anapaatntov a¢c€cv cEnzecrac xpnowuws xac cv
(4
KoL po T™w npenovru. et 7ap xac NUCY avTOLS TO TOU KaLpod tov
-~

npenovros a#aptavecv fomov3aoTaL , nws oux av u&khov evat
ecw- Ko os ou  apa cLOTAS WY &v  apxals, ovnw TOU xpiaL
uaesfv [3 woykns eloBalvovTos.

Comm. in Haggali 1,2

>

aAA’ otov entuek§va wanimTtovsLy OUK €v xaLew npos o
paevpov Kot Jb nw CLKOS 2onovSaousvny morefobot ¢povtL8a,
rovtwy odtdy o petpluws n¢ec6nxoo¢v.

Thalassius (?) (5)
Cramer’'s Catena 1,208

o 58 onovanv napexouevos SLS TO xpaoeac rw rns BuaacxaAcas
xapw'pau npbs iy ToL nlmnov w¢e?\ez.av nAeLova ENLOMACETOL
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7 P
Ka(. 'l."lw Bwpeow cucovo-wpev TOLVUU 'rwv pnuatwv tovrww xou. O)S

Totl KoL ds, cpzacwueea tﬁv owmnpcav juwv Kot Aanuev racov

Gawahes els Tas Aapnaaas kol €ls omep, EAaBopcv TeAawTOD,

TovutéoTtL xapuoua, enepzacwueea. tovs nhnacov adkvws

napaxahovvres xac vovBsTolvIES efs 10 a7a90v~ Kat e?s

npoowavcau omovdatot yLvducvor: &v yop Sxvioawtes €vtaldbe v
—_—r \ > —_——

boyla Sidywpev, ovdels fuds Exenoer Aotmov Exet, x&v pupla

6pnvbuev.

Hephaestio (5)

Epitoma 1,165,4 (T. vol.2 p.39)

el &8¢ cwovan enq, pn ovvrpexovac Se nwte Ta npoeLpnpeva,
xpnaréov Tols nAe[bcw KAl KoTa xateov Svvatols.

Petrus Chrysologus (5)

Serm. 112,1

Magnum divinae scientiae desiderantibus nosse secretun,
noster sermo non sufficit, qui ad praesens festinationi
deservit et tempori.

Socrates (5)

HE 3,20

> D \
IovSaLOL 58 KoL pov SpaEaaeaL oA aL enLevuovvtes, € W To
LCpOV avrocs npos TO 8deLv avocxo&ounenastaa t6Te omovdalot

ptv mpos to Epyov €ylvovto.

Agathias Scholasticus (6)

Anth. Pal. 9,768

5€L 7ap unte novecv ev aevppaat, unte T, naftcuv
&v cnovap K ew 8’ Lot veueLv 10 MPENMOV .

Anth. Plan. 16,332

’
8s 3¢ co¢ocs uvBOLs Kol nhavpacc xacpca Acgas,
naLva £V oTovdT, neloet exe¢povZeLv
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Justinian (6, but this law dates from 473)

Code 4,59,1,1 (p.186 Krueger)

% Tous KATX KoL pOV nchBAénTovs ﬁe¢epev6aptovs anecpatovs
Baackcnns KLUNoEWS Katakefwgyev, ci ) AOLnov tocavtas TLvas
npovaeiwutaL SCHUCLS n TOLOVTW rcvc anovanv cvveuorvc7x0Lev ﬂ
vnaqopevov‘res 1; vnocmpaw&mvoc n covyyeoTLOooLY nexpnpevoc 2
aAAnv T ponnv n Zescav CUVELOPEPOVTES.

Antiochus of Mar Saba (7)

Homily 87 (PG 89.1700D)

[ \ N CO) /’ ~ \ d 7P
n KOt Beov o-novan EV MOV TL xou,ew Kot TPOyMXTL KQAT) EO0TLY.

Photius (8)

Epistula 1,8,105
noAons gBAawev evrpanehca' &n5 7ap 7v6ﬁns SLeKneaoﬁba

naLcovvns, Kkotplo TNy 7eyove Tols aaanaLxeeLva kal Bpaxeta
tcpwea v emLTUXSVTWY, pewakas giexev exepas tdv omovdalwy.

Suda (10)

3,84

Kaceos- %paawo¢avns' Kaceos 7ap, oanep avépaot ueycaros epyov
Mo TOoS eaT anatarns avrc TOU c¢ énaotov npayuatos T0
kalptov nac xpnaauwtatov ¢ kaLpds eoTLY* OOV KAl T& omovdala
Tapa KaLpov FLVSpEva odk amodéyovtaL.

Symeon the New Theologian (11)

Theological and Ethical Treatises 12 (SC 128, pp. 388-90)

ovxL oc eunopevfuuchL uev tov Kaceov egnqopaagvfg g ovag,
T™ tw KQLpW TPEMOVTX | epyaoupevoc Kot nepaos EKELOEV €QUTOLS
neanocncuusvoc, o, 3¢ nepuepwaCopevos Ta aAAorpLa KoL un
npayuatevaauevos, CL Kot ovunv ovToLs, eCn Lwon rov Kacpév,
pnaev £K TOU evp envaL eLs Tnv navﬂyuva w¢elneecs, Ec 68
xal Aoc uev oaveLs Tn npoc&onca rov xépéovs Kot Anova
e¢0d0v Kal n6nov 660¢nop¢as Kot uaxpas oaov nata¢povovaev s
d¢, ¢on todtwy BaAAoucvos, k& Ono mdvTw napa&akntac
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cvvoGOLnopnauL avtous xau vnocxoucvovs ¢vkartecv avtov axovn
&nd Tov npoaaonopévwv avtw Kaxwv, oV npoacpectac axolovencut
abTOLs Kol aneAGCLv npaxuatevaaaeaL per oabTor  &v rn
tawnyUpet, ovxL ol pugv xaceov eEnzopaouvto, xalﬁs
npayuatevo&hstL xal Kepaﬂ&uvres, 6 58 toltov agpbvuws
£CnuLdon, ¢goBnbels enec ¢oBov oD odk nv $6Bos;

obtw roazapo%v CGTL kal 2&nt naon npaLet nal épyacia
nvevuarcnn ‘btav 1ap Aot ev tals evroAaas nopcvwvrac T0
@eov kol TS apetas nacas peta anovans xaL eepuns epyanvraL,
npecs ¢ €v apekeca Kol apyca aaaywpev, exeTvol pev
e€n70pa0avro {pv Kacgov xal Ta’pcycata w¢chn9n0av ﬁuecs 5t
nac eavtovs Kot rgy Kaceov anwheaaucv A yap gt 1o vonpa
egetaowpev T{ ovv ¢noLv*

Eustathius (12)

Comm. in Iliad 1,258

6L6aaKeL S nocnrns Kot evtavea ws yevoetal mote Kota KoL pov

o0 omovdalos Kaeanep 6 Neotwp fvTatba.
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(b) KAIPOZ AND OKNOZ

Hippocrates (?) (5 BC)

Precepts 2

. 9 A \ “« 7 < A b ?
HT) OKDELY d¢e opa LOLWTEWY LotTopeLYy, MY TL GOKn OUDOLOCLV €S

”
KaLpdY Bepanelns.

Sophocles (5 BC)

Electra 21-22

2veado T3
. ws EVTALO epev
>
v’ ovket’ oxvetv KaLpos aAX’epywv axpn

Hyperides (4 BC)

6,4

» < 7/ <s
olUte © KaL{pos] apporrwv tw uaxpohozscv ovTE paacov eva
 tm——

p L4 \ \

ovTa  TOOXUTAS KOl tnhcnavtas npqgecs Sceseheecv Kol
~ ?> -

HUTMHOVEVOAL . enl kegaralov 3& ovk OKVNOW eLMETY MEPL QUTAS.

Demosthenes (4 BC)

80, 6

~

T 8 els avapecau xaa rnv %}Anv apetnv navra uev KOTOKDW
AcyeLy, ¢vharroucvos pn unxos KoL poy e-ratvnrau tw onw‘

Proem 38, 2

“© b IAN >
ovs, gav ace 5UUKOAQLDHT€, OKDSLV avLoTaceaL ﬂOanCTC

Theocritus (?) (3 BC)
1d. 25, 65-87

aw 3’ OKkvw norc xeLAos eAapBave uveov Lovta,
ph Tl oL o0 KaT& Kaugov &nos mpoTLuLVBTTALTO
gmepxopEvoY”
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Ps. - Plato (3 BC ?)

Definitions 416a 3-6

o&vos ¢v7n novwv SetAle avtthnnrcxn ogpns
KoL pos eV w tkaotov envthdetov mabelv 7 noLnoaL .

Polybius (2 BC)

4.30, 4-5

(4] >
omnep Axapvaves cv TOLS nAeLcTocs Kaagous ovaevos va EAAnvwv

nrrov SUPLUKOVTaL 6Laternpnnorss Kaanp ano HLKPAS oppwpevoc
Swluews. ots OUK OKUTTEOV ... GREVOTEOV 3&

Philodemus (1 BC)

nepl c;parn’é p. 66f. (Wilke)

eV TOLS neru ots K[at TOLS ava]AoyoLs KoL poLs 7 o[vx CL]UaL
npoa¢speoﬂa¢ xw[pcs] opyns 9 eapeeLv note(T] xaL nhwta OKkvOV
agalelpeltar  kal Seualaw kall] awikfitws moiel péxple] Kot
Bovdtou pfveLv-

Ecclesiastes (1 BC?)

10, 17-18

c\ 5y
uaxapca cv zn, ns o BaaLAevs Jgov yos eheveepwv,,

>
kol oL &pYOVTES 00V TMPOS Kaceov payovtar, ev avvapeL Kot

s s oUK aucxvvenaovrat
£V _OKUT laLs tanetvwenoeraa n SochLs
>

kol 2v apwaa xebpwv oTa&eL n otkla.
Josephus (1)

BJ 1, 375

ors yap eepaovveoes nepa oD 680Vtos Kac Kara rwv exepwv napa
tnv eynv 7kunu eEwpunUate KaLeov ecxev n AenVvaos eve&pa‘
vaL 68 o &kvos vuwv kol TO S0KOVY aevuov av¢alccav epo¢

vikns eyyvataL
AJ 18, 70
Tols au¢L rov XaLpeav vnepBoAaL TO ke’ nuepav naav oxuovvrwv

TOAAGY . ov 78p Xacpeas exwv eLvaL rov npaoatcv &vaBoAnu
2nocelTo, mavta Kabebv 8HLTn68LOD Tn npaEeL vopLva
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Philo (1)

virt. 16-17

\

>

r'd
stanS s ocu . katpos naALNgweLv ov GLKaLw TOUS MEVTOL 7
MOKVODUTOS GAAX BLX cnovans tceeucvovs evrvwxavecv TolS npo

ToUTwy BLBAoLs 3ct voijoat, ...
83

A Y P AN \ . Py b) 7/ \
kat  mpoTpemel um 6La TouT’ avaaveaeaL Kot oquaAAeLv
OKVTPOTEPOV, aAA' avecpevacs xepcc kol 7kuaas paAcvra uev
xapaCeoeac TOLS Beopevocs, AoyuCopEvovs OTL nai o xapas
tponov tcva Savecov COTLD. &noéoenwoucvov ey xacew Bextlove
<dvev> avaynns eKovaw SLaBtoet Ttol AaBovros e

Mos. 1, 321

[ 4 > \ A
o &¢ voutaas avTous M npoeapca rnv Saavounv To 1€ 7epa npo

Kaapov AauBavecv aguovv n npos Tovs uéArovtas noheuovs
&nokvety, ...

Plutarch (1-2)

Mor. 804 A

» A \ /
osecs Tap naceo Kat noAAa ¢epovres sv TaLS TMOALTELOALS

N
ac¢vL6La 5LO kot Anpooﬂevns nhatrovro TOAAGY, &% oL, mopo
OV KoLpov awadvSuEVOS Kal KATOKDOV®

Dio Chrysostom (1-2)

1 (1), 31
7’ N . > ”, ~ 4] P N\ % /
TLS HEVY YOp aonvoreeos MoveELY, OTAWY TOVUTOV KQLBOS p, ¢LAOU;

2 (2), 2

evcore ugv oo rapattovcev ev W ébyw aca T%U veornta nac T
encevpaav ¢eeyyopevou npo TOU naceov Kol TO eanov avLGTavTCS'
evcore <ye> pnv eLon avTOL nponnanouvrss Toaavra CKELUOS
enow'xe 'ro‘ npan:ov, wrte Kol tns ev Xou.pwvec‘a uax‘ns TEe nac
unxns paotly aUTOV olTLOV yevéoBoi, TOD MXTPOS OKVOUVTOS TOV

kl{vsuvvov.
44 (27), 10

()

s 7 > sy A
... OTOD y KaLEOS, OUK OKVHU@ napaKaAeLv.
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Aelius Aristides (2)

Leuctrikos E (Dindorf 1.698)

!
aAA el Tww aAva ovtw npovoecoee, woT ', ec Kl nerueLv vnep
/
avrwv 8€ot un KQXTOKVELY, nws oY vnep Vpov ye adTdy pExpt TOL
ol 1

un kLvdvvedoal mapa xaceov TPOVoNoeooE;

Julius Pollux (2)

1, 43

~

Aeye Ge nepL rov un Qpa&vvovros etocpos,... &bxvos,... Tw
xaaew xpwpevos eypnyopws oToudalos, . . .

1, 178-178

AN a » LS (N \ ’ ] ’ ~
nepL GTpaTnygp - yoBov KoL M7 TOLOUTOV: gKvnpos ... TOVUS
\

KOLPOUS TXPLELS,

Vettius Valens (2)

Anthologiae 7, 3, 53 (Teubner p. 259)

AN’ ouws eaw ueta aerBeLas s Cntn, ov Scawevoenostac tns
dwpeds N kal ToradTys prns nata&awenctrac oanv ot va
kot podlAwy LS eaﬂiov KoTe tnv s 7evéosws vnocTaULv. talto
ée JEV TOls ep%ytov’nsnecpast e&ﬂkwca vae ov Ssa u£u¢eqeac
TOUS xpovovs OUTE E€UAVUTW OUTE Tn nposzaet oaAAa xarauaeovta
10 péyedos tﬂ§ eavrov 7evé&ews ovUTpateveoeaL Tols kaLpols

EvvaLws nac aAUTws  (0VSEY 7ap qwiel uoxenpws 6La7wv Kol
etcpwv rvxaLs e&tcovaeac Bovhouevos éavrév) e&ecv 8¢ Kkata
voOv to ToLoTrov:

ayov 68 Ty w Zev nac cv 7’ n nenpwpevn
6no¢ noo’ uucv CLpL Seatsrawpevos

2!
és gwopat 7’ aOKUOS v 38 un Gshw
/
KOKOS YEVOMEVOS aUTO TOUTO neaaouac

Ps. Lucian (2 ?)
Amores 31-32

] <
ouws taknees ov npoawoousu eLEavres OKDW. Povov nufb ov,
Salpov ovpauae KaLest napaarneL PLALAS EVYVWHWY,
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Ps. Lucian (2 ?)

Demosthenis Encomium 37

< > ”~ AN

ws €L TOUTOD rov avepwnov onva ane¢nvav Kaa JUEWY KAl

OTpatoneawv»KaL Kacpwv Kot xpnuatwv xﬁpcov owi un nepc Tns
——

Maxkedovias aw KOTEOTNOE MOL Tov A670v

Dionysius (3 ?)

Ixeuticon seu De Aucupio 1,6

\
CTCPOL de ap'yoroc'ro«. KaL npos TQ'.S TITT)O'CLS OKV&)&CLS wo-re

Tp€¢€06aL nop’ ftepwv eeehscv KoL owe T00 kot poU mpds awpav
opuav Kol Batpayotrs enctlOeobaL uov0Ls

Achilles Tatius - (4 ?)

1, 5, 7
N\ \ ~ A Y > A \ > e ~ \ V'l
oV 8€ OKVELS, K&KL aLdM, KUl OKXLPWS OWPPOVELS; un kpeLTTWY
I,\ A T —— 4
€t Tov BeoV;

Libanius (4)

Epistula 1208, 5 (T.)
’AAeEavapos vov uev ena nAeLatov nnwv eva Se els Seov

I
pwuevos, wnALouevos 3¢ Aoyots OKVov St KpCLTTwD Katpov
<se> Seopuevos €Ls 8HL5€LELD aperns

Cramer’s Catena 1, 209 (?)

N« > N\ \
Kol WS €0TL KXLPOS, ep'a'aowpeeoc 'rnv o*w‘rnpt.ocv nuwv K(lL Aanuev

éAaLov aawukss €ls TasS A« naaas Kol eLs onep eAaBopsv
takavrou, TovtéoTL x&pcoua enepyaawueea ToUs nAnvLov abkvws
napaxakovvres Kot voueerovvtss €LS 0 dyo8dv - Kac eZs
npocTaULav omovdatol FLVOuevoL® av 7ap oxvﬂcavrcs EVTAVOX EV
apyag GLaywueu

Cyril (4-5)

On the Trinity 6 ($88 b)

oxvov 58 aueLvovs nueLs §a8 6Leppb¢9w uelhnacs KO POV
&AneeE

napaenyovros £ls to ety eheaeaL kel vOv ToOls Tns
nuas ocuvaBANTaL 807uac¢v.
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Procopius (5-6)

Wars 7, 15, 5

nepwavres TE napa Béooav agbcs qrcwvto uev onvnatv TLVa ov
aeov avtw éunentw&cvac. coxvpcgdheUOL 88 ws 3At7w vctepov
etepau enenépounv cs Tovs noheucovs nocnoovrac napex&Aouv Kol
adTov &s xaceov Tots BapBipoLs 'enLOETOaL Suvduet Tn naon
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(c) KAIPOX AND TINETMA

Hippocrates (?) (5 BC)

Epidemics 7, 10

e & N\ ~ [4 €/ \
mpolovons 8e_THS nuépns, 0 e aon nAeva KaL aAvouos, KoL

welpo optxpw nvnv6repov- KoL epacvrepov kol @LAogpoviTepov
To¥ Katpod npoan76psve kot e8e€LolTo.

Illnesses 4, 44, 3

\
KO erc eepun%_tns KOLALns eovans eepporepov TOU KOL POV ro
nvcvpa T avepwnw npoovcvnrac ov eavua dote ToV avepwnou £k
70D ToLo¥Tov nvpeTNYaL”®

Regimen in acute diseases 58
/ \ 4 ’, > AN b4 \ V4
MTVAAOU Yap OoWoyWwYov €0TLY Kol EVNVOOD. KOLPOUS MEVTOL
b _-— Katpovs
TOoLOVUOSE £xEL”

Sophocles (5 BC)

Philoctetes 637 ff.

7 oL kalpLos omovd) novov
An&avros 6ﬁvou n&v&ﬁavkav nyayev

-~
ovnovv eneLday medpa rovn npwpas an,

*>

1701.’8 O'I.'CAO‘UU.CV viv Tap (XJ)TLOO’I&TCL.

Euripides (5 BC)

Orestes 698 ff.
cz 8’ novst TS agrov evtelvovTe usv

xa)\wu onelkot :cougov evhaBovuevos
Tows aw ekmvevoel -
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Demosthenes (4 BC)

18, 308

s

CLT enl ToUTw tw Kacew pnrwp e§aa¢vns ek ™s novxcas wcnep
N\

e’ e¢&vn, Kol ne¢wvacunnws Kl cvgechost phuata kal

AD70US ovvecpeL ToUToUs CaPws Kol QMVEVOTL, ...

Aristotle (4 BC)

Meteorologica 1, 4 (341 b 22)

IY] ~

/ ¢ N > -
SOTL 7ap n ¢Ao§ ey aros Enpov ceacs D o ow uaALoTa
cvnaLews exn n Totalty oUoTaoLs, OTAY LMo TS nepLpopis
KLVNOT mws, #kKk&eTal.
[}

1, 7 (344 b 286)

ST A . \ 7 ~ 7 et \
ou¢screpov 8’ €povpEy KoL TEPL TOUTOU TOU TMaBovS, OTOY Kol
’

nepl nvevgarwv AfyeLy % KoL pos.
Problemata 26, 13 (941 b 25)

> N 7’ 7 21 I'4 ¢ <, N
6(.(! TL EZTIL Qpcwvl,. yLvovToL aLoAotL H.(XALO’L'(X oL MUEPpaL KoL
oucoct,pc oL TUV TMVEVUATWY ;

Politics 7, 14, 7 (1335 a 41)

(4 ~ / [4 ~ rd \

oL Te yap LanOL tovs KALPOVS TV CWUATWY LKAVWS AEYOUOL, Ko
~ ~

nepL va nvevgarwv ot ¢UULKOL T Bépeca v  votlwy

EMALVOVVTES uaAov,
Theophrastus (4-3 BC)

De Ventis 31

N >

OTL 5e ovaaLveL nara rﬁv wpav TOUs eTnoLas enaLpeoeaL Kol
tnv rponaaav nveLv nepl Maxeaovaav w«nep vvunrwua eereov
navraxov yae tﬁs uecnuﬁpfds anohnyec T TWEVHOTA 6¢a TOV
ﬁhcov Ao Se tn Sechn TOALY aLpetac cquaLveL Y5 Kata tov
avtov xaaeov tnv tehponacav npos Tols amoyelals avpacs Kol
Tovs ernabas enacpeceac ALY ®

Polybius (2 BC)
1, 61, 7

> 7 > -~ > A ~ N s
evrvst nac napaaoiws €K uetaBoAns QUTOLS TPOoS Tov JeovTR
KaLpov TOV medpatos cvvepyioavTos.
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LxX (2 BC?)

Ecclesiasticus
39, 28 '
> 7/ [T > 7 »
€0TLY TMVEVUATY & ELS enacnnauv cntc01ac,

xac CU evuw vty eaTepewvav paOTL7aS avaV'
KaL CD Kacew UUVTCACLQS LUXUV CKXCOUULD [

Jeremiah

4, 11

-~ > 7 »
&V tw KOLPW EKELVW epovaav Tw Aaw tovtw KoL rn Iepovvaknp

Mvedpo Mo foews £v tn epnpw ¢

Diodorus Siculus (1 BC)

3, 40, 7

OL pEv 7ap ev axapec xpovw fb nvevua tn aovvn ¢vaeL neALY

aneawnav

14, 68, 6

\
MSTQ d¢ Tnv vavuaxLav psyalwv nvevuarwv enbzevopevwv KdL va

—_— .
Kapxnaovcwv avawnacesvrwv vewAkfoatr TOV oOoTOAOVD, Kateov ecxe
100 vik&y KEAALOTOD.

17, 52, 2
AN rd
gukaLpdTaTo pEV KELPEVTY (sc ’AAsEavSpeLav) mAnolov TOU
d&pov  Acufvos, TH &’ evatoxca rﬁé Supotoulas HOLnaas
Stamvelodat rﬁu néALv tocs STHULOLS avepoLs Kol tovtwv

T EovTWY pév 6La o0 peylotov meAkyovs, katayuybvTLY 3€ TV

KaTd T moALv afpa, ...
cp. Cicero (1 BC)
In Verrem 1, 3, 8

ut, quoniam criminum vim subterfugere nullo modo poterat,
procellam temporis devitaret.

cp. Strabo (1BC - 1)
5 1, 12

\ A >/ > '
mpos anauras 7ap Kol povs aepwv apTeYEL R
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Ps. - Phocylides (17)

121

7 7 2
Kaapw AXTPEVELY, un 8’ TLIEELY aveuocoLv.
—_— —_—

Philo (1)

Somn. 2, 81
< > e > / - V4
... 0 aotelos ocaev ooov stee weLY avaynn, VXN, KOLPOos,
PliAchds »
Bca SuwvaoTtelo, xaL oaas vnoecacLs Kot nALKas eunpaylas
U4
amreveTt Spapodoas axpas ovpavov KaTéoELoaw Kol KateppoEay.

85

- > \ > L
'EO'.UT CO‘L’L ‘tnS oucou, ov mxepnowas 'coc em.xel.poc. O'U mxppncrwcs

Tapk ye €V ¢povpvac KpLTALS, 0AA’ evneetas Kot ¢pevoBAaBecas
Kot uehayxohcas aVLatov 78#091&. Tl Aéyecs; xetuwva TS opwv
a&uaCovra Kol Bopd nvevga gvowtiov

Abr. 82

~ A
... TOV CU HOT(XIJ.O'U T(l(. S TIAT)HIJ'UPO’.L s AL MD(X.O‘(XDTOS CV Kot pw TX
_—

nssca v 8¢ ... nvevg&twv, e

Jos. 32-33

" \ 7 e [} \ Ve ~ ~
.. KOLPWY KoL TOMWY SLogopals. WOMEP yop KUBEPYVNINS TALS TWY

TwevpdTeY HETABOAALS ovuueraBéAAeL ce

In Flace. 152

, st \ d ¢ e P e > N\ 7
... KXB’OV KaLPOV ... LV’ AL TOTE OENTUUEVAL TOAELS QUTOV HEYQ
v _—
TEOVTU ...
Post. 113

Kaeauep ovv eiLtnAoc 7pa¢ac, ov xpovov aneL pabov [db]
aceppvncav aAAa Kot Kacpwv o&sf&cs peraﬁohacs cxnenvevnaacv
glot &’ ovs ota xecugzpov ¢opa nhnpuvpovtos efal¢vns
eMLKAVCQOo® n¢avLoav.

1 Enoch 16, 1 (?) (Syncellus’s version)

N 2N €< g
Kal Qmo TMUEPAS xaLpov o¢a7ns KaL anwkccas Kac Bavatov va

—_—r

7L7aurwv va¢nAcLP ol Loxvpol tns 7ns ot pequOL ouopaaroc
”

T TwevpaTa T exnopevoueva ano rns Yuxns QUTOV, ©S €K TNS

oopKos goovTal, a¢avc§ovta xprs Kpcaews
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Testament of Solomon (7?)

5, 8-12

~ ~\ 7~ ~
Kol npoe¢ntevce uot 7o uvevga Aeyov' TQUTQ pEV oV, Bavchev
Zorouly, mwoLels ﬁﬁav. HETQ 8¢ xpovov TLVR paynotta( oot 1
Bacchcf& oov, Kol nalcv ev naLew 8Lappa7naerab 6 vaos 53105
Kol ovaevaenaeraL nava IepovaaAnu amno BaaLAews Tlepoy naL
Mnawv kot Xoadalwr® kal T& axcvn TOUTOU tgv vaov dﬁ oV HOLCLS
SovAaedoovotL Beols. peb’ v &v Kol navra T azyeLa ev ols nuas
Katankececs onwﬂﬁ&outaL vno xecpwv avepwnwv Kt TOTC ﬁpecs
e&ekevooueea TV nohkn avvaueL Eveev Kol eveev nal eLs Tbv
x6auov nataanapnoqyeea. nac nhavnaousv ndoaw tnv ocnovugvnv
uexpc nohhov KLPOY EwS tov eco? 6 ULOS Tawvodn cnc §vhov'
Kol OUKETL 7ap ¢ eTaL_ rocovtos Bacbhevs opocos avtw o nawTas
ﬁuas KaTapyOy, ov 7 unrnp avapc ov uawﬁ&etac. xac th AaBn
toaavtnv eEovacav KOTX TVEY atwv el un CKCLDOS; Jb o npwros
aLaBvos neepaoac Cntnaec Kat ovK chvoec npos aurov, ov %
¢n¢os rov 6vouatos xus & 2ot ’ Epuavovnk Sia TOUTO
Baochev thouwv' 0 KaLpds ooV novnpos Kol T& E%n 00V HLKPX
Kol novnpa Kol tw Sovkw oov Goenccrac n Baowheca oov.

17, 1

Kol snckevau napeavat pot etepov evga. Ka{‘%aee wevpa
avepwnov uop¢nv exov oxorecvnv Kol o¢9ahuovs Aapnovras Kot
énnpé&naa aﬁtov’leywv' ov t{s ef-' 5 se 3¢n e7w eLpL
oxeL KOV mwevua avepwnov ylyowtos &v a¢a7n teTeAEUTNKOTOS €V
tw KaLph TV FLYWTWY.

Paul (1)

Galatians 6, 8-10
\
... 0 &8 auebpwv eLs 10 medua en TOU nveﬁéaros eepfbac Cwny
2 A b 2
oldviov. TO ae xaon noLOVYTES pn ewnaxwuev KaLpw yap L
eechgyev pn eKAvouevoa., apa oty ws KaQLpov €YOMEV
épyanpeea 0 awaeov npos navTas,

Paul (?) (1)

Ephesians 6, 18

It > h) A ? 7
... TPOOCEVYOHEVOL €V TAVTL KALPpW €V MVEVUATL ...
A3

1 Timothy 4, 1

A ~ < A ”~ e! ’ L4 / ~
TO 68 WCUECX pm:ws AC}CL oTL E£p VOTEPOLS KaLQOLS
... npocrz:xovres SUEG’.O‘LV TAQVOLS. . .
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Luke (1)

Gospel 4, 13-14

\ ¢ / [ 3
N o Gbaﬁohos ancctn an aUTOD axpc xacgov Kot gﬁCOTpcwev o
> Incols ev tn 6vvaue¢ oV MVEVUATOS £LS Thw ToAtAalaw.

12, 55-56

\ «a VA N
KaL oty vorov nveovra, Aeyete OTL Kavawv COTaL; Kot VLVCTaL.

—_—
UmokpLtal, TO mpoownov tns 7ns naL TV ovpavov',ocaate
SokLpaleLy, Tov naceov St ToUTOov mws OUK oLdaTe SokLpaleLy;

Peter (?) (1-2 ?)

Letter 1, 11

> ~

[
epavvqgtss eLs rcva n noLov Kacgov eanon To #v avtols nvevga
XpLOTOU MPOUOPTUPONEVOV . . .

Dio Chrysostom (1-2)

17 (87), 19

> 2 e A > A

oAA’ EV TmuLY QuToLs, CL va Tns ¢vcews pepwu exacrov eeelou
TAEOVEKTELD, 509 onws TOU Bpaxﬁ%atov Kaaeou 5LapeLvaL
avvnooueea \Aeyw 3¢ ofbv ec nAeov tcvi TOU ovggergov afua
ybyvocro n vn Aaq 0 Twevpx To espuoa o T Bﬂnor v nuLv
Emetelvor mapd TN oVppETpPOV KAl TNV npoofikovoaw, ovXL
peybras Enlotacde kol Yoremds &k tovtwy &mewtdy véoous;

33 (16), 5

3]
%HCLG' vuecs &xoﬁbvres fB uév eEeraCcav ka8’ exaoTov %
ancorecv avapL oo¢w ¢a3kov nxeccﬂe Kac Akt ov, aAAws 8¢ tn
ewun KaL Tn raxvtﬁtt TV Aozwg{enaLpecee Kok navv X pete
aMUEVOTL ivvetpovros T?GOUTOU q}kov pMuaTLY, ﬁgc nenovluaTe

E#OLOU TOLS OPUO'L TOUS LTMOVS TOUS «AmOo pv‘rnpos BeovTas *

34 (17), 37

\ & n ) ~ 3>\ A /
vvv de woTEP OL TOoLS anoycLocs paAon 58 TOLS ano Twy, yvo¢wv

T ELPAOL nAeovTes ,,ovrws ¢epecﬂe, avapes Tapatcs ovte Tns
tOLa%rns noALreLas our sxeLvov rov TAOD BcBaLov ovs’ ao¢akes
exovtos ovéev. Bcapxecau uev 7ap dxpt mowtos [T Scaotnpatos]
ovx ofar T€ CLULU al TocavtaL npocﬁolac noAbkLs &

katédvoaw axalpws (cj.) mpoomecodoul.
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Plutarch (1-2)

Mor. 133 F

b
petgov 68 tov Kaceov ro tns Tpo¢ns KaecoTapevns aTPEMN KoL

vvgnveovgn Tnv neyLy eynpatn 7ev€aeat Kot vnepGeELou

Babrius (2)
Fabula 60
prov xurpn pvs euneowv anwpawrw »
KaL rw ALneL nvtgouevos exnvewv ' ndn

Bchwna ¢naL kel méTwKe Kat n&oms
tpugns mémAnopoar® korpds eotl pot evnmcew.

Julius Polluxv.(é)

1, 105-106
~ 2 > / b) /
MAOUS €VSLOS,. .. avpas enaneovgys, .. avepov ... EMLTVEOVTOS
npoanvéovtos . €TMLKALPOV KaTaBaLvovtos SK 7HS Tov MV EVHQTOS |
PR éK npﬁuvns éHLHUEOUTOS Kata npvuvav Tov nvevgatos
SOTnKOTOS ... Vnoméwy Tn Geovn ... meodvTos TOU eﬁgatos
S ———— ('Y -~
1, 110-112
\ /
aveuos Bbatos OKANPOS ... nvev XTOS aveearnnoros, avrcov
/

mwéovTos TOD TWEVUATOS ... p Twr Bvtww TV cvgatwv
awtLmwedvTwy ... A&Bpou ovros Tov nvev xTO0S ... MWE anéovros
v Kacgov paxopevov e vnuLVLTTCTaL ot TL TOLOUTOV kal To

-evo¢wvtebov, TO anovaa ovTos rov @eov eL un apa }p ety
£k yfs &vepov oVtws £lpnkev, Gs els dvaywyny KoL povy eLval.

Maximus of Tyre (2)

13, 7a (p. 166 Hobein)
awCeL 8¢ avrnv ov pouov KvBepvnrov texvn, DAd kol nvevpatwv

katpol, kol vnnpeoca voutdy kal ebkoAla Spydvuwy, kol BaA&TTnS
¢30cs.
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Philostratus (2-3)

vs 2, 33 (LCL p. 310)

nolvpaens 5¢ & Aondoros Kac noAvnnoos Kac 0 pev xacvonpenes
EnaLvidy, es &necponaluav 3¢ ov6a 0¥ exncntwu dmo rov év nacpw
xpnaeaL ofs wtvacxea. TOUTL 8€ mov nac ev povoLKn KpaTLUTOU,
ol 7ap KkaLpol TOV TOVWY Avpa TE ¢wvnv eawxav Kot ablw Kac
Aw&aav o aevoav encpelneecs 3¢ tol Sok(} ws TE Kal odv
a¢eAeLa eppnvevetv evgaros Te Kot nepLBoAns npeknoc, cen

Aristides Quintilianus (3 ?)

1, 21 (p 43 Winnington - Ingram)
Tov 7&p AoL Ty 57p6b xat& EPSCULV nvevgatos en¢wvovucvwv rovfo
u6vov eu¢ &%tovtes nuwv TOUS TOpPOUS K¢wveLv QLaCQFCSa' Kata

an tov aVUTOV  KaLpoOv evavrconaeovv 70 PwunTLKOY bdpyavov ovk
ameLkdTws KoroDeL v rns ¢wvns oualornta.

Themistius (4)

Oratio 22 (p. 73 Schenkl - Downey - Norman)

u§t&boca, e¢n, Bpa&eta nac ov o¢oapa svxacgos Saapwv opws
8 TLvas OUK e& napnav vno Tov epnet v nouv(nenvac AN’

» ¢
avLoTNoLY CTL WCOVT(XS KaL OLK&SS (ZT[OO'UCCL

Gregory of Nazianzus (4)

Carmen de vita sua '7086.

o L i
6 Plevouev KGLEOLS TE Ka A v nOGOLS
&l 8L30vTES T™w mwfovTL TO oK&gos,

Hephaestio (5)
Apotelesmatica 1, 20, 31 (T. vol. 1, p. 50)

QMOTEALOTLKOS 3€ :cou. 'rwv nepL tov Lepoctucov Ao'aov :cou. TQ'.S 'rwv
eewv Gpnoxecas Kol Tas Baathunas npoaoéovs Kol Tns Tov eecpwv
n vouLuwv nar& xaeeovs evaAAocwccws 1n npos Tovs Enaarore tﬁv
aorcpwv cvygpuvea, npos 68 TO nepcexo% pakhov §npos v xaL
evxcvntos Sta 88 Tnv npos tov Lov eyyvTNTA KaL 70 taxos Tns
avaxvnlnotws MEURETWY QTaKTWY Kal oEewv Kol evustaBkov
p.oc)u,o-ra :cwm:ucos vm{pxu, Bpovrﬂ')v Te eLKkOTWS Kol npno—tnpwv
Kot XOXTUETWY Kot ctccpwv Kot &chanwv anoreAeOTcxés, R
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1, 21, 3-4 (p. 52)
~ \ > ’
Twy 8¢ avsuwv ot p.ev an a.pm:ov wéovtes n kel erepov
yepovs o0 opf(oytos ev 'rw KoLp® TNS ’3;11[1(00'8' ws  Kal yov”s
EKELVALS TalsS xwpou.s 'tomewwo-w oML vovot xab’ V  EYTUS
ovowv mwedoeLaw. ev 68 'rn pcoce&pa'u s encAcu/lews Aot
MeloawTES TOS vg’ adTovs xwpas av€ffoovoLy, ...

1, 25, 11-13 (p. 78)
\ \ N

Aap.nporepoc Hey 7¢xp Kol uecCoves opwuevo«. noepa TAS cruvneeas
¢ocv1:acrwcs 07, ea.s omotovéifnote pépos ovres &véuovs toz.‘)s ano
w00 otkelov ‘tOTtO'U 6Laa—nuafvovm.. Kat  Twp ou.&.wv 8¢
ve¢ehoec6wv o'vo—tpo¢wu olov TS d?oc‘rvns Kot TOV ououov em;w
ateplas obYons al o'UO't&O'eLs & owpou, nai &mep a¢owel.s
nenazvuévac fcwpvTIL , ¢opocs Vdatwy elot dnAwrtikal, xaeapou.
68 Kou. nod\h6pevou. o—vvest TOAADY nvevm’xrwv , émw 68 'rwv
oca'repwv WY Ty e:coc‘rep(x TT)S datvns va :cootovuevwv ‘Ovwy o uev
Bopet.os a¢auns 'a'evn‘wc BopEav nvedool a’r)pat.vet,, ’cav 68 5
v6'tt.os, 'rov v61:ov Kou. ‘rwv enwwouévwv 68 Kom‘x Kou.povs ev
'ro\t.s uetewpo:.s a«t pe,v WY Koum:wv wnpocﬁaa mxvrore aﬁxuovs
Kot owepovs Tpoonpatvovot KoL TOoOUTW ;u:agovas oow av CK
nAeLoku KOLL em. no?\v g truo-caacs 3'evn'tou. ou. 58 GcaapouaL Kol
oc oucovuo—poa 'rwv oarrepwv el uev ocno pwcs 7evow1:o ',rww.ocs
'rov an’ cnecvns avepov dnAovoLy, eL 86 amd TV euowuwv
akatootaciow m)evE&'cwv, .o

2, 24, 8 (p. 185)

) ~ N b} N ~
€V 68 'rocs oTe €0ls SLa KPTUVLOUWY KoL m;evuoc'rwv €V Se ToLs
'cpom.:cocs Kol Lmuepwms 3.’ EvdeLav TWY émtn6etwv psra 'tov
vocrccv eV ae Tofs avepwnoecacm Sux Anc‘tnpuwv kol
enLBovhwv t’:v S¢ 'ro:,s xepcrou,m.s St eanwv n cret.auwv, Eppov
S npoovwouevov :cou. sua oca‘c'nzopcwv £tL &8 epne'twv xou
LoBkov. 'rocs &8 emcrnuounas 'rov <1:c:'1‘)> Esm’tevew :cou.pov
KXTROTOYXOTEOD €K TNS TOV KaT& YPOVOUS EMEUBXTEWY noLdTyTos.

Epitoma 4, 20, 2-7 (Teubner vol. 2, p. 180)

tds € owaBameLs Kol a'lIOBd.O‘CLS 'cwv vaarwv ev 6eovu K.O'.pr Kou.
Kot Aoarov nuveL, ouocws TE xou. Tov mtopov Kot Ta Aouta.
o1<o1:ewov 8¢ 1OV oarcépos owatet.)\ow'cos oy -tovvowtfov eo-coa.
:coct Ta 3revv1moc‘toc eV o-mxvec. xoci ou, pcvovcrou,
e:crpwa'ourw.. Em‘ret.?\as 8¢ o oca'n)p ue'aras\ 'cou, Aawtpos Bopeov
nwéovtos Kal TNV owocBao-Lv Ty v6a1:wv Kot Ao'a'ov nou. -ca Aouta
em,: oquSepov,u ;mvvec T)'L'OL c'nopovs emtnaecov’s Kol ev¢opcava
T TE ™s, xwpocs Bocow?\ec vucnv Komx 'rwv ocvunakwv pucpos ¢
nou‘, crrvarvos owon:e«.has Bopeov ouocws mwéovtos smm:poa:evoeoﬂac
'r'n xwpoc tovs exTos Kal amx?\koc&jew ov :cocAws tnv ,TE avaBow'w
'rov Neonv cotoeou KaTl Aoarov Tos 68 up.ocs cAcxrwenvaL
uezras 38 Kol Aoqmpos ALBos 2 vorov mwéovtos &w.&cas TE xac

I'd
eowon:ovs METPLAS TE owoaB&O'eLs Kol Atpov unvvsc avatechas
58 ue',yas Kat Aoqmpos Bopeov 'g oarn?u,wrov mwéovTos 'rov Boccn?tea
'r‘ns xopas katoAetyeLy Tov B8povov aVTOD Kot E o) 7evna~eoeac
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\ Vs 1} ~ \ ? P4 ” \
KoL ngheuov'ecta'ea,c', Hekpoy Gt,: avosru?\av‘ros Bopegv Kot
w\mhu;xrov' MYEOVTOS awaBoactv Kata J\oz'gv eo'ec‘ﬂa,c., xplarnenvac. d¢e
v ALOiLonwy vum TLV0S dvvatov. . pueas &8¢ o\wa‘rec?\as AoLpuor
noLeT, Awpos 8¢ véoous, rwppss 3¢ nﬁ?«euov Kol o'¢a3ra's.

Cyril (4-5)

On the Trinity 4

Y \ ot L > ” ~
KoLpovsS Kot mpoowna Baocavt{eLv OUK &vexouevoc, noL ¢e§:eaﬂe,
”~ ”~
Tl Spkve, 5 mxvti nveﬂgau TovNPw napapopotl Kal GAWLUOL;

Ignatius Diaconus (9)

Tetrasticha Iambica 1, 45

a e A 7 7
Spuv 7Mye petLBpov MVEVUAOLY BeBAnuevnv *
ofitn 8’ EALEL kal d0vafL medbeTo,
nds glow o'peof,. “rveduaoiy aovlov'peea-
ntdots &' ekelbwy £oTLV THOD 1 oTdols.
[BL’? K(X.LEOS un dwrtitdtresol )
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(d) KAIPOZ AND EAIIIZ

Hippocrates (?) (5 BC)

On Fractures 35

,n

\

cv Tololy ovw TOLOUTOLUL pruacc ToUs uev KLvavvovs ov xom
7 A Y

Aneecu énocol TLVCS CLUL, KoL npohewecv xpﬁ npds ToUs

Kacsovs €L 3¢ avavnaCOLo pEv euBaAAeLv, ekncgocs &8
HB&AAELY,

Aeneas Tacticus (4 BC) 23,3

\ ’ A / > y 244
., KOLPOV TNENOaVUTES KoL £nc{cABOVTES EMEBEVTO TMap’' EAMLOX
“ , hZALLLAA S
tols moAeplols kal KaTWPBWOAV.

Demosthenes (4 BC) 15,2

> - D, N
€V vucv povoas ™ns avrwv cwtnpaas exeLy  TaS
Anf&as a&cov S’ ncenvaL Tw napovtc natew'

18,298

>
.. eu OUTS Kaceos ovTe ¢Lhav9pwnaa Aoywv ovt Enaquhcav
ueyeeos o¥t’ EAmis ovte ¢6Bos ovt’ DA’ ovsev ennpev .

57,2
. .eappefv Kal TOAAGS g&ecv Ekniaas"nalﬁs awwvgffoeaa,
}Bv KaLébv 8¢ kal 710 mapwEdvBar T néALy TPOS TaS
anoymgloers ¢oBelodaL
Epicurus (4-3 BC) [ge) 10 (Arrighetti)

< A 2 V4 < b >
ws yop E€ANMLE0S O KaLp6s eleéen ..

Polybius (2 BC) 3,67,1

C \
ot ¢ avoTpatevouevOL KcArou rocs ¢Pupatots eewpovvtes

enunvaeoTepas tas Tov Kapxnaovtwu eAncaas, ovvra&achOL npos
aAAnons aceov énetnpovv npos £ntéeoLy,
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3,69,3-4

L Gecyua Bovhopevos en¢ébccv ™s a¢etepas npoatpcctws npos
to un 886L6%as aneanlCeLy THY nap’ adtol owtnplow tovs ono
v katpdy naralapﬁavouébovs, oV BE\ npodSTny ‘eTlunoe
peyarelus, exnaheaaceac ova&va TOUS Enl npazu&twu
rarropevovs npos tas Kepyndoviwv Anidas.

4,51,3

& o¢ Hrokeuacos napawevopsvwv va npeaﬁewv eBovAeveto uev
napaxarexecv Tov Avdpbuayov, eAnngv avtw xpfioeoBat npos

KaLEOD e
5,75,7

e \ ~
nAnv 6 uev Axacos nns npos rov Kot ov oL &t ZeAyels
ovpucgavres avtw ueyalas eoxov eanldoas ws Bhocxepovs TLVOS
Tev€ducvol ¢LAavepwnLas

--5,104,7-8

-~ ~ ~
i..cva 7evouevos e¢eapos ep¢pwv Egcpaep qvv Kot NS TWY
OAwY avttnotnoaoeac avvaorecas eLvaL 8¢ TOV fveotTlrTa Kaceov
obk &Rhotpbov s &anldos tavrns.

8,19,7

...KOvaoupevos map’ avtov rov KoL POV tn 7vvatxc Kol nocnaus
Sta T napaaogov ™Y Aaoatnnv ¢pova, xpovov pév Two
ALopdy TAvTNY KAl KoTampodvwy Tols npoaaonwpgbacs Zanlot
TpocekapTEPEL, ...

g,8,6-7

\ ~ > \ -~
e Kot TWY Boneovvrwv napayevopcvwv eLs ToV  TNS
KoTtoANpews Kaaeov ToUTNS pEV s ean{dos ane¢¢ahn, .o

9,14,11

o pev 7ap vnsp&pas Tov wpccpsvov xacgov avtns anorvzxaveb tns
Eanldos-

16, 22a,5-6

ey Kt axeaov aweaniotov rns awtnpcas on xovons ans
vavrcoyuevocs ngos ™ opuny Kgc Bcgv ™mv AAeEavapov, Hovol
TWY KOTO vaLav uneotnoow Kac TOO0S egnleygav tas eanlsas. TO
3¢ napanAnULov enofhcav xac KaTd TOUS EVEOTOTAS KL ols -
ovéev 7ap anelecnov Tov evaexopébwu, onovaagovtes StaguAk&al
rnv npos oV HterpaLov nloTLy.
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Dionysius of Halicarnassus (1 BC)

Antiquities 3,20,2-3
TaOTa <6n> Scavoneecs ws ecxe Taxovs e¢ev7€ Kol ovueneqtv

avTh un Baauapteuv tns eanddos. 6 usv 7ap CTCpOS va MBavdy
ovaeufav exwv TANY Y Kafgcov eS8 wKkey aUTOV €K noSos,..

Diodorus Siculus (1 BC) 3,15,7

7~ -~
navra 7ap n xpELa Stéaonet rﬁv ¢UULV, olkelws Tols
vnoxscuevous KaLEOLs apuo(ouevnv npos o &k 1fs tanlsos
evxpnotiav.

4,32,3

" avvapbv agtdﬁoyov ovvawayecv egenksucen 6La rn% oEvtnta
WU Kot ov, aapofcas &' boous &dv%vato, ueta TOUva nheev enc
Tas vavs, eAnngy el tavtas Eumpnoele, tfros EmLONOELY Tw
neruq.

Philo (1)
Plant 161

Kal €0 o¢63pa oV npartetv eneanevaov ot nacpoc n&brws
avéﬁcvov ovn ael rb taxv T00 Bpaaeos nyobuevor KpetTTOV* od
npounees pcv 70p  T&YOS Bhaﬁepov Bpaavtns 8¢ puet’
eveAnLot{as WPEALUOY.

Spec. L. 1,78-79

. awovs s EATIL S0 eKaOva napaneuwoures' gv 7&p Tals
uguLuq}s anapxacs ol rwv evotBoﬁvrwv 2anlses SLULV dvAaal
uev CLGL tov sevovs 8w6€xa pca 8’ &k naawv apLOTLvanv
enLkpLBioa Leparab,\wepas &vSpayaecas Kac‘¢choecov oTOUSTS
Tovtl AaBolow, KaB' ov KoL pOv £d0&cv n nANBUS. .

Moses 1,32

s se nannwas apxns oovv 0vSETW 7eyovws EATTLOL tafs
ndvtwy 6caaoxos kal Tl yap oA’ % F) veos BaaLAcvs
npoaayopevopsvos, v ovyyevaxnv Kal npoyovcxnv eCnAwot
naLaeLav T ueu WY ecanoanvapeku xyab&, kel €1
Aaunporepa kotpols, »é6a etvol broraBdY,

- 153 -




virt. 30

...ovtws ot nepc voucyov 7vvacxos 7 oiklas B xwpeov Etnatws
nounBevres Kat 8oov ovnw Tﬁ 2an{s. voulZovtes els Tov ekdorov
s xphoews agtyBat kaLpdy, ...

75

~\ [4 \
ce. ROOw ... at npos TOZ napovra KoL POV voveeccac KU
ow¢pouuruou » repat v€oeLs ,ou. npos 'tgc/ uehkovta L xpno—rwv
eAnLGwv, LS EMOKOAOUBELY avaynaLov atoLa rehn.

123

< \ N Ve ~ N\ ? &/
oL 3t un chec ﬁovAOL xpnotns SAHLBOS n ecs ooy
&uocpCLtwaav AN’ , LTwoav enl Thy Moy adsetaw, hs 8Ll

KaLEOUS aBovlntovs ecrepnvto

In Flacc. 15-16

¢ \ \ kd / [3 Pl

otTe Katl tovs €K TPWINS nALKcas Kaceos annAaoe naa
A e

6L8§€v§ev \ enel 6’ ow Kol \Tovrov eva npocavnpnpevov o

dr&kKOS, THW AOLnnv 2anlsa kata To mavteAds &meyvbrel ...

Josephus (1)

BJ 1,4-5

..’Iovsacwv 69 10 vewrept{ov TOTS retapazuevocs enaveatn TOLS
katpols axpaCov nata Te xelpa Kol xpnpavcv, ws s’ vnepBoAnv
g g ’

B8opvUBwY tocs uev ev EANLSL KTNoEWS rous o] ev a¢acpeotws Seea
wuueoeaa ta npos tnv zvatohnv ..\nac nohhovs uev Baa}AeLav
& kaLpds aveneceev T OTPATLWTLKX st npa ueraBoAns EATILSL
Anuu&twu'

3,204
y ™ 7, s 7 y N P €r . 5.\ > °
v Katpos’ ELTwy, apYcoBalL MAYMS, OT' EANMLS OUK E0TL
thnpfas.’

5,29

KatanAnEcs 88 Secvn naxlgeos nv ToLs 7qnococs Kac ovte Bovhns
KaLpos eLls petaBoAnv ovTe OUUBXCEWS Eants oblrte PurNs Tols
8€AovoLp.

7,76-81

A 7 ~ > 7 € \
.MOAV HEPOS Fcpuaku enuvnen npos anootaatv, ots Kot
[ 4
FedaTdy ot nAnccov 0vu¢povn0avtes KOLDn uezalas eAnLdas
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avtoas ovveeecau ws Kol rﬁ% %wuacwv anaAAa&opevOL aecnorecas

cnnpe 68 Tovs Feppavovs awaceac s anootooews Kal TOV
neruov e&eueyxecv npwrn ucv n ¢6&Ls ovow Aoyccuwu Eﬁnpos
&7aewv Kol METX ucxpas gEAnt Sos %Tocuws Sawova6vvos- eneLta
3¢ kal ufoos o upos TOVUS xpatouutas. eﬂec povOLs Coaot
Pupalors 0 7evos Oty Govhevetv BeBcaopevov. ov pnv &Aha
u&AcaT& vE navrwv é Kaceos adrols e&paos venolnoev* opwvres
7ap tnv‘Pwuacwv apxnv ta?s ouvexEot va abtoxpat6pwv aAAayacs
&v eavtn tetapayuevnv, oY TE uébos s un’ avtols OLKovpevns
nvaav5ﬁevo¢ uetewpov ecvac Kal xpaaafbeceac, tovrov 0¢L0Lv
aUTOLS apLOTov Sno tis execvwv xaxonpaxtas KoL vtaccws KoL POV
wnenaav napaéssoceac evnwov ¢ T Bovleuua KoL ravtats
adTovs racs EanloLy erv¢ovv KAaovadé TS Kac Kcochcos twv
nap’ avtols [3vtes] nyeuovwv, ot aﬁ)ov MEV ws éx paxpov
Tadtns e¢(bvto rns vewreponoucas ono rov xaueov Se eaponeac
npoaxeevres Tnv aUTOY 7vanv e§e¢nvav° epehhov 8¢ npoBVuWS
Stoketpfvors rﬁv neTpav Tols TANBETL npoc¢ébscv.

7,193-184

necpa 8¢ nporepov eBodﬁovro tas vnep tov Sta¢ev§eaeat tnv
noALopdev exnldos ekexgaL. Sua TOUTO Kol npoeﬁpws enoaovvro
Tas e&oaous awa  moow npepav KaL 1ocs xovca ovynkexopevoc
noAAOL uev eeunoxov noAons 68 va Pwuava avqpovv. et 8¢
00 KpATELY o Kacgos eBpaBevev enatepocs e

AJ 2,211

A rd > ~ ° 14 )
“es aovvaL T’ anaAAaznv avTols wv nap CKCLDOV EROKOTTOBOVY
Tov Kacgov kal Ths en’ anwkeca 100 7evovs oabtdy eanddos.

15,183

omevSwY npos Kaaaapa xac unaev Eanioal nepc va avrov
npazpﬁtmv SVvducVos xpnvtov EK _TWS 7evopevns avrw npos
’ADTwVLOU ¢LA(as vﬁontov uev ész rnv AAeEavSpau gn tw
Kot pd cvvenceeuevn T0 TE nAneos anoatnan Kac oraocaan ™ nepc
v Baoctielow npawpara

15, 232

;rvveewpnauou 65 TOD kot 50U n AAeEavapa kol SLOTL ucxpas
eAnLSas ngL un Kol avrn TV opOqu eE“praov TUYELYD,

16, 80-92

‘5, SL0 Kal Kaeanep e¢86pov JTLva Tov Ayrunarpov etonyazev

OLouevos 0p00s npovoebv Kot KaraaTaAévtwv réb uabpaniwv
egeuvaa evxafpws xpNoBaL BeArLowev. o &' odx wcncp evoncev
aneBn~ TOLS Te 7ap nacctv ovﬂpsrgcws £30KeL Kexpnceau ™ npos
adTovs ennpeta Kol aecvos wy TOoV tponov %ernarpos, neLan
appnolas revos EK tns ov nporepov ovcns eAnLdos
&urenocnoato, uLav ecxev vnoeevcv KOKODY TOUS a68A¢ us Kaf
pn napaxwpeuv Twv npwtelwy, AN’ &yeoBaL TOD naTpos, 187 pev
nhhorpcwuevov Tals StaBoArdls, evupetayetplotov &’ dvtos els
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* N ’ ~
onep evnov&axeb. TOAY xakenwtepov aet 7cveoeac ToLs
SLchBAnugvocs. ncau oﬁb oV uap avtod pbvov oc Aoyol,
¢vAartouevov S’ avtov Bosaa ta TtoLalTa xatapnvvecv, aAA&
uahhov expnro avuepwocs t0ls wundnToLs Kan sLa tnu evvouav
Tnv npos tov Baachea nLOTevenaouEVOLs avto moLETY. nan 8¢
nAecovs eyezoveccuv oc K&KETVOY e¢ ots Mamlket eepancvovres
Kal TOV prénv &k tov Sokelv kat’ eUVOLav T TOLOUTA AEYELD
vna76uevoa Kol rovtwv nohvnpoawnws nac ncoTas SAANAOLS
0vva7wvc§ouevwv eTL xac uaAon ol napa v %gcpancwv &poppal
npovewcvouro Kol 7ap Kal Saxpva MoAAGKLS w Kot enﬁbetav
v nrtpaCovro Kol tns pntpos &vaxhnaLs KoL tov natepa
?avepws hén npos Tovs ¢Lons ov Sfxacov ehezxecv enern&evov.
anep anavta Kaxoﬁews no va nepc oV ADTLﬂanOU
Kol ¢vhaxovpsva xat uet{ovws npos oV pranv sangehhopeva
npo Bacvev ob pLKpaD anepwaQopeva o tns OLKLaS oTROLY.
axeopevos ap o Baackevs Tals GLaBoAacs naL TameL oot
Bovxouevos TOUS £k Tns MapLapuns, pellova aeu nws erﬁv
’Aurcnarpw napecxev, Kol TEAOS TNTTNBELS 8R€L0ﬂ7a78 rﬁv
EKeLvov unréba' KaavapL 58 moAAGKLS 7pa¢wu vnep avtov KaL
L5La GUULUTn cnovaaaoregov. ‘Ayplmna ye pnv awidvros els rnv
*Poumw peta Thw. SLolknouy v ént Tﬁs Aotas dekaeTh
xeveunuevnv mAevoas ano Ths Touvdalas Kol cvvrvxxavwv uovov
e, Tov Avt[hatpov enny&ysto Kal nape&wnev ecs Pwunv
avayeLv uera noAva 6wpwv Kacoapa ¢Lon eoonevov wcts nan
navra 5oxeLv e’ eneavw Kal Tape@obaL MAVTETACLY £k TS ApxS
o peLpaxca

- o

Hpos usv owy tLunv Kol TO npwtou eLvat SOKELV Aurcnatpw
npovxwpec Td KQT& THY anoanutav kal yap €v- rn ?Upn, naaav
enevtahxoros'ﬁpwaov rocs ¢EX0LS 8Lacnuos ﬁb- nxeeto 3¢ ") pn
napcevac unae ey eE evKaLQov 8LaBaAAeLv ael tovs a68A¢ovs,
KaL u&kxov eaeao(kec psraBoAnv TOU narpos el TL Kol Kae
avrov aécwotcev encecneoTepov €LS TOUS &k TNS MapLaupns
¢poueLv Tavra 68 5L evvoaas exwv OUK a¢L¢Taro tns eavrov
npoaLpecews aAAa xaxeteev, ore avcaasuu T Kac napogvvecv
nAnLCe oY narega Kot va a68A¢wv avvsst EMEoTEAAED,
np%¢a¢av usv ws vncpazwvcwu avTo?, ro 3¢ dAness a¢ S ELYEV
?UGEL Kaxoneeaas Tnv eAnlda uezalnv nae’ eavrnv ovaav
epnopsvopevos, £ws ELS Totro nponwawe rov pr6nv opzns KaL
6v09vpcas ws nén uev exeLv Svouevws tocs uecpaxcoes, STL 68
KQXTOKVELY SLS TOLOUTOV éanvaL naeos s 8¢ pnr auehwv unt
EK nponeteeas apapTaDOL xpeuwov Tynoato nAevcas €LS ?anv
CKCL T naaawv Karnyopenv napa Kafaapt Kot Pnaev avrw
TOLOUTOU enctpenecv 0 kal BLa peqceos rns aaeBccas vnontov
. Os S ownAGer els TW ‘Pwunv 87€V€TO ueu gexpn tns
%Kvkncas MOAEWS Ka(capc ovvrvxecv enetxopevos Zxowv &' eis
Aoyovs KoL KoL POV acrnwapevos nt ueyahocs ofé ééénec
6U¢ruxecv napecr%ouro pcv Tous naLSas, nTLaTO 8: s
anovoCas Kot rns enaxecpnocwgg ws exepws exovccv Mo TX
Tpdmov fomovdakétes MLoelY TOV fauToy TaTépa ueraxeLpLoaaeaL
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Plutarch (1-2)

Mo~; 804 C
Kotwy Ge, ncpc wv ovn Ana € netacuv ﬂuTﬂmxawexecﬂaL zapcvc

kol omovdols tbv Snuov tnv Bovhnv, ehcwe Tnv nuepav oAnv
wWaoTas Kal Tov Katgbv oUTWS eEerove

Dio Chrysostom (1-2)

34(17),4

tc not’ ovv ean{oas xau T Bovhneecs napeAnAvea toLoDToS u&
ev KoL po TOLObTw pavaas 7a TOUTO ahnetuns 3EL pnaevos
a«UTOS azouac nap vuwv, AL ™s vpetepas w¢eAeLas Eveka
gomovdaKa.

Herodian (3)

1,4,2-3

£x 7ap 5; avros SLaKeLuaL npos vuas, apOLBacav evv0Lav
euctS'rws nknuca VoV 68 ocou,L‘ ev;cou.pos euof TE ou,oeeoecu. m\)
patnv Es uuds Tocoltov  xpovov ttunv e  Kal onovaﬁv
KarareeefaeaL,.

1,10,6

’ P LY > N \
eSoEe 6n Tw Matepvw Kaceos enmLTNéeLosS €LvaL €S TO TN
enLBovAnv Aaeecv nAnLoc Y0P,

Aelius Aristides (2)

Sikelikos B (Dindorf 1,587)

\ er ”~ » - \ , € A I , [ 3 ~
KL OmMov Vuv WKYNOE NLKL(XS TX TP VMwy, TL noo 1)3’170’€T¢XL
P ——p— ’ e o~ L) - ”n
nebotoeaL aevtepas ean{Sos VROV QpopTOUTWY; ovrwslon
» -
vc&naovras neunsre n ezrepov ov Bovhouac npooﬁecvac €V oLs
~

3¢ eyw Afyw nawTo e¢ vucv HETQ 0D xaaeov ylyvetae, . ..
Lucian (2)
Cataplus 11

~ > la] 3/ 14 \ \ A}
n Eanlow TavTa eapwv TNS oPYNS OVTIES GLAOL KAL TPOS TOV
KaLpOU MOBAETOVTES;
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Vera Historia 2,28
’ b P4 21 ~ 2 \ ~
tovtwv yap av pepvyuevov eATIL S EXELY TS €LS rnv vnoov

EATLORS
a¢L§ews. rore ugv ow TX ,TEpL TOV_ mAoTy mepeokevaoauny, Kol
enel nacpos nv, oUPELOTLOMNY aUTOLS.

Vettius Valens (2)

Anthologiae 6,2 (T.p. 233)

% - ~ Ll ”n \
CTSPOL (4% xalen;n KoL pov nepl OT(X.O“CL TYEVOUEVOL n Kol

aoroxncavres t@ B w Kot unSepLav &7a6ﬁb eanldu
npoodokifoavtes,

(T.p. 236)

\ 2 > A ? / > - N \ -~
... KOl ELS QXMOYyPWwoLYy TASs EAML NS OVATUNOVUEV OV dLa THY TWY

~ ”
Kol E&)U KoKLap,

Dion Cassius (2-3) 13,54,3

xax tovrov KaL tols koavpols enc nAecoTov avepwnwv Kaa TOUS
Aoyovs KaL tas npa&ecs g¢ﬂpuo§ev &te kol v tw ouocw 16 e

onbpyov kal 2 eAutcoEevov notoluevos.
21,70,8

are 7ap unBev aAoynvrws unae c& opzns n Kac Ssovs nozwu n Kol
Aeywu, aaa’ ek TOU @gﬁalov va Aozcapwv upos TawTe T kalpta
erocpos Wb, Kol Ta avepuniLva Lkaw(s exhochopevos, KoL MNTE
TL awéAnLoTov nocovusvos,...

42,1,4

\ \ ~ N
KL Sta Tavt’, enecan TQXLGTG evcxnen, SELVUS eEenAazn Kac
L
ovte TU Bolisvua kalptov ouT eanlda BeBalav €s T0
> ~ > —_—t pdAdihdod ol
AV oKLVSUVEVCAL ECYEV.

63,5,1-2
~ /7
chLacauevos 0 ¢povnua Tw g £ Kapr Kol ™  XPELY
eaovkevae undev ¢povtloas CL Te TAMELVOV ¢6€7€aLTO npos TNV
eanlda v Tevgocr gLme yap obrws, eyw,\&eanora, “en oos Y

oﬁié eLuL. kal M8V e npos o€ TOV euov esov npoaxvvnvwv
o€ ws Kal TOV Maepav, Kol eaouac to0to 6 TL &V oV sncnkwcns~

-

oV ydp pot kol polpa €t kol TOYm.
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Libanius (4)

Epistula 165,2 (T.)
nKeL 6n naceos epywv Kol BeBaLov tas eanldas epoc TE xaa
TOUTw

Vegetius (4)

3,11

Hoc ergo tempus est, quo tanto magis duces debent esse
solliciti, quanto malor speratur diligentibus gloria et maius
periculum comitatur ignavos, 1In quo momento peritiae usus,
pugnandi doctrina consiliumgue dominatur.

Paulinus of Nola (4-5)

Epistle 16,4

Unde et Spes, et Nemesis, et Amor, atque etiam Furor in
simulacris coluntur, et occipiti calvo sacratur Occasio et
tua ista Fortuna lubrico male nixa globo fingitur.

Julian of Cilicia (47?)

in Job 22,23-25

5

orav ovv ouLvauqs cavrov, aa¢aAeLs eEeLs Tas emt tns gwns
Ianldas &s o emt uetpas evtanyuevos Kol nhnoenan CyaBDY WS

3 xebu: pouSs Zov¢np v Kaaew veTod.
34, 5-6

npo Kateov eavrov avaxnpvrtwv KaL napa T ncnpaypeva avtw
TETL HWPpNOoBaL S CoyupLLducvos Kot anoteTeUYOaAL TGV elncawv

John Chrysostom (4-5)

On the Incomprehensibility of God 3
( SC 28 p. 222f. )

7 > (N -~ ~
n0Lav cEeLs owrnpcas eAnLSa ELTE pMOL, KATK TOV KOLPOV
h At of, Katpov

gxelvov, ayamnté;
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Asterius of Amasea (4-5)

Homily 10,6

egecttv 8¢ Tols anLOTOLS Kal nepc ™s uehkovans ehncaos npwv
LanL oo
au¢LBaAon0Lv &no Twv €v tqée tw Bcw npartouevwv Ths &yadns
npoaaoxcas nuwv AaBeLv BeBaca T evexvpa. €§ov 7ap nenhnpwwac
i&s tns otnovuevns kOkAos TOV @BANTOY TOY XpLOTOU xaL nas

\
tonos exec rwv azcwv ™y uvnpnu;_n&btss Se KoL pol ertttova
oy &md 7ns Swpwv Kot BAaaTnuatwv Ta TOV E7wVL01wv Tols

eopr&CovaL xopllovtar Sunyfuate.

"Strategemata" (?) (ed. J.A. de Foucault 1948 p.66)

(14 A b ’ ¢
..Lva ‘tp 'L'OLOL'U‘CT) eAn{st uucpov vnavaxwpno-av'rwu TIOAC}J.LwU

eUpLoL natgov eloeABeTy ot ovpayol.

Hephaestio (5) _

Preface to the Epitomes of the Apotelesmatica
( T. vol.2 p. VII )

Eheav els rocaﬁias EATIL Sas pvoenoerau cnec 65 ol uev
anoppocac T awTepwv TOoV napwxnnora Kaaeou ol 58 ovva?an
oV ueAonta 6nono¢v, 5pwu€v rov 1pnv Ths TRLov anoppocas
Kpatovvra KaL Aevopev npo rns 7eve¢ews tns napoﬁ&ns g€
EMow o TEOEGY TLVWY % voaov apecnns 0¢06potepov
KALuaxranoenvaL Tov nat&pa CGTL naxvucpws eraouL Mpo S
Cva s napovans 7evecews Kak cneL o hlcos 6 To natpcxbv
enexwv npoqynov npos ™ tov Acos KaL Eppov enauaprvpuav Kac
Kokhnaev ¢eperac SGTLV evtvxLas eanls: psta yap ern L7 nhnpn
Kal npepas —3 o TOU Acos Enepxerau Tw nALaxw tonw Kol
GOTLV 6 KaLpOS TNs enspxouevns CvSLKTLGVOS 7’ nepc oV
OKTprLOD‘
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(e) KAIPOL AND GAIVIZ
Aesop (?) 32

>\ - -~ ¢ 7/ I \ a“? o ¥ /

ETL TOLS eALBCPOLS VUTOUEVE® TOVTX YOp lcou.ew LtéLw EYEL YXPLY.
———— ¢

LXX (2 BC?)

Psalm 9, 10-11

o ) 7 L4 7
Bon63s €V e%xac LaLs €v OALYEL
~ » Q——— P \
Kol EAmLodTwoaw &mL o€ oL YLVWOKQUTES  TO
ovoua oov,

9, 22 (10,1)

) > - > 7
€V EUKQLPLALS EV BALYEL

\
cp. Aquila (2) eLs KoL pov eAfwews

Symmachus (2-3) &v kaipots OALyews

31, 6-7
€ N \ AN A
umep tavrns npootvgetaL nas OULOS MpoS 0€ o KoL pw
eve Tw*
nlnv ev Karanlvapw vaatwv TOAAGY npos avrov ovK
eygcovcuv

cv pov et xara¢v7n ano GALgews tns nepcexovans e
Ecclesiasticus

6, 8

>
eoer zap ¢LAos ev xacpw avrov
Kol 0V un napauecvn T npepa GALwews oov.

40, 24

> AN N /s > N 7
adcAgol Kot BombeLa €LS KaLpov BALYEWS
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51, 10-11

yn 11> eynarahcneLv sv npepacs ekcgew
ED. Kacew Omepnpow L v aBonenafas

Isajah 8, 22

\ 9 v D A ¥ VR
xac Laov anopea oTevn Kot oxoros Gkuwcs KaL Ochoxpra Kat

pdidd A4S
UKOTOS wote un BrEmeLy, Kol ovK &nopnenasrac o EV OTevoxpra

o
wv EWS mxceov

Jeremiah 15, 11

~

> ~ ~ ~ y ~ > Bl 4 >
EV KOLPW TWY KOKWY QUTWY KoL €V KaLpw BALYcws autwy ...
LI

Daniel 12, 1 (Thdt.)

»
£0TAL KaLPOS GALwews)

1 Maccabees 13, 5

> by ~ i
€V MAVTL KOALPW BALYEWwS
LY

Judges 10, 14; Nehemiah 9, 27; Esther 4, 17r; 8,
12 's; Ecclus. 2, 11; 22, 23; 35, 24; 37, 4; Isaiah
33, 2 (all LXX); Jeremiah 14, 8 (Aquila); Ezeklel'
35, 5 (Aquila, Theodotion) all use the phrase &v Ko pw

BALYews.

SIG (ed. 3 wvol. 2 (1917) p. 275) 685 (2 BC)

/ \ LAY A
GALBoueUOL KOTO TLVOS KOLPOUS UNO TWY napopovrwv (sic)

TMpatotwy ..
Athanasius (4)

Ep. 49, 1

\ \ \ \ > 7 7 a
avvopwvtos TOV KOLPOV KOUL TOS EMLKELHEVAS BALYeELS T7
———— e — 19

eKKAnaLa

- 162 -



(f) KAIPOZ AND XPEIA

Aeschines (4 BC)

3, 141
N ~ Vs N Vd 7 2 b 7
KaLpOS Kot ¢oBos KaL YPELE CUHUOYLOS, 0AA’ ov AnuooBevns.

N /
{cp. 3, 239 natezs Kot ¢5Bos Ka: zgefa CUUMOYWD )

Demosthenes (4 BC)

21, 101

>/ . N /
eav TOU KOLPOS N YPELX napaarn

47, 30

¢ e 7 PR <ot

o 6; @eo NUOS xpovov sywswevnpsvov. omote auTov MKW
anaarocnv, eueAAe ¢na€tv anoSeSwnevaL, Kat rovroas Tenunpcoas
Kataxpﬁbtoeac ws anoSéBwKev 0 KoLpo, tn ela, Os ovn
nALGLos %b 008’ oig~ ¢LAos avra 7evouevos ovden TMOTE wot’

EMLOYETD *
P. Tebt. 3/1 (1933)

(3 BC) p. 75f.
P xata TOUS KaLQoﬁé n uovov %pcegpv exovon& (sc
awopac) aAAa Kac SeaonLuaouevaL Kdi SHLTHGCLQL npos, - T&s

N
pecas enunopsvov de Kac ent ra‘y¢avreLa €y oLs T« oeovca
$¢afverac nac tnv nAcLoTnv gTMOoUdNY TMOLOV tva maelota TOY

‘Lotéwy Zvepya n,
Polybius (2 BC)
2, 13, 2

\
nept\ns nuecs ev¢vsvtepov xaceo Aaﬁovrcs vnoasbgopev rnv
ecoLy Kol rnv Zeetav

- 163 -



2, 48, 7-10
> ~ D> -~ > 2>

eow uev ouv AL-wAOL 't'nv €K Twv AyoLwy eLs avTOvsS 7evevnuevnv
evvoeav ev 'rot,s nara Anpm’pcov vcou.eoas evtpenéuevou ™
na'vxt.‘ow” az'ew vnoncpwwvv:aL, xaeanep Kol vvv" no?\epno-ew
aUTOUS e¢oco-ocv Tovs Axou.ovs npos TOV KAeopevn' Kaw udv n 'rvxn
a-vvem)tauﬁownraa, u‘h dclodat xpsfas Twv Bonenaovrwv' av s’
own\,m.nrn Ta s -wxns, AL'chof Be wvemuewvtaa. npooExeLy
autov nape:ca)tovu Tols npazrpacrw, Tva npom:w. TOUS Katpous,

€TL 6% 6vvapevoz.s o-w(eo-eou. He?\onovvno'coas emxpneo-n- nepL
58 mo—tews KO’.L xapt,'ros anodo0ews paevuew av'tov wou-co detv*
'rns 'a'ap ctas enwe?\ovyevns ow'r v evpno-ew rov "ﬁpatov
evSoxovuevas‘ ;1¢ov:epo¢.s vmo-xvouuto nw'tec.s. opotluws &'
e¢ao-ow kal Tov nacebv ™hs Boneelas odToY vnoaec,&jcw.

2, 67, 1
b N, € N N - e
eneLdn &’ 0 MEV KXLPOS MKE TNS ZpPeELAS, ...

3, 101, 11 - 102, 1

5 - 2 E

eixe 'yc\xp ‘tOtS n?\ew—ms ehmaas TT)S avtov 6vvauews €V 1:2) 'rav
Lmtéwv raypa‘u. Kag’' OV 63 KoL pOv Mocp:cos o-uveewpnous 'to
no?\v uepos Tov ﬁnevavuwv em Tas npoecpnpévocs elas katd
'rns xwpocs mceaocvvvpevov, AocBwv OV oucpat.o-coc'cov Kou.e3v ™s

npepas e€mye ™w dveey, ...

5 2,5

\ A
HPOS TE 7&9 TOoUS €D 7n KLV&UUOUS CK napata&sws 7CUDaLOTaTOL

6 N X efat ¢ { 5
MPOS TE TAS KATA e aTTOY K TOU xaepov pe s CTOLMOTQTOL

5, 2, 8

</ > P > A ~
woT' eKeLVovs uev crvpnocpovtas en’ avTLy T KoL pwy

see?to:coucew kot Avpoatveodol T&s TOD Bow't.?\ews xpeuxs .

8, 75, 6

N \ \ ~N v
0 S’ em:t. pao-rov uev 'twv ovTwY, pszrw‘ras 68 mxpexetac xpecas

ev Tols emcrdwz)\sow Kou,pms

8, 5, 8

\ N\ N -~ -~ N
... Kot 8€ TOV TNMS YPELAS KALPOV ...

9, 13, 3

2 , & [4 ~ € 7 Ve ~ » I
GAA’ OTQV O TNS E€KNOTOV YPELAS KALPOS enavaykaln.
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Diodorus Siculus (1 BC)

3, 15, 7
P [N < / ’, \ > ’ A
MowTH yoUp N XPELQ cacaaaKeL ™mp ¢6¢Lv, OLKELWS TOLS
SmokeLpfvols kolpots oppolduevny mpds THY Sk Ths Eanldos
evxpnotlow.
17, 48, 6
\ < ’ ’ ~ L4 7 ~
, Tos apuolovons  YPELAS TOLS  UMOKELUEVOLS  KOLPOLS
TaPEL XOVTO.

Cicero (1 BC)

ad Fam. 4, 9, 2

Primum tempori _cedere, id est necessitati parere, semper
sapientis est habitum.

Ps. - Caesar (1 BC)

de bello Alexandrino 13

Postremo non longam navigationem parabant sed praesentis
temporis necessitati serviebant et in ipso portu confligendum
videbant.

Strabo (1BC - 1)

2, 1, 30

e . > - < (4 N ~ ~ e ’
XPWHEBX 3 OLKELWS €KaTepax TOV Katpov Kol ™y qpeLay
~ &

OKOTIOUVTES,

Memnon (1)

ap. F. Jacoby, FGH 3B, p. 345 1.22

V4 ~ an bd < ”~ ~ AN r'd \
L LpOLS KoL gLaLS TNV
TUYX@VEL TNS OMOU3WS, €V OHOLOLS KaLp KoL xp ™
ool BNy vmooxbuevos.
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Ps. - Longinus (1 ?)

32, 1

[ ~ / N\ P
0 TS xpELAS 8t kaLpos,

Q. Curtius Rufus (1)

7, 7, 10

Discrimen, inquit, me occupavit meliore hostium quam meo
tempore. Sed necessitas ante rationem est, maxime in bello,
quo raro permittitur tempora legere {or, eligere).

Philo (1)

Spec. L 2,76

\
. pn tonov§ ec BanAoc n LSpOL, un ,katpovs eL 8nLTn5€LOL,
157 avrovs €L naeapoc owya Kac wvxnv, ] o npaxpara el
uezaka un Tas xpelas el aoyKatal npoﬁegeracaures

112

'3
enscan 7ap KoL pol noAhaKLs ﬂpOOHLHTOUGLV aBovAnroc 6L oUs
Y
awaykaovtal TLVES ncnpaaxscv & Udta, KoL THS £V StovTL
xpelas tobtwy mpovwémoe ...

Paul (1)

1 Thessalonians 5, 1

\ ~

N \ n 7 ~ ) ¢ ? / pJ]
Mepl 8€ TWY YPOVWY KAL TWY KELPWY, GSEAPOL, OU XPELOV EXETE
UPCY yphpeoBal

Josephus (1)

AJ 4, 283

?epe Kol nepL TOUva Bpaxea npooﬁtata&wpev, ws av HpOCLBOTCS
o xpn nocecv ev tn ela TOV UanprU evnopnte nac un 1oTe &
3¢t nouscv encanovvres anapackevaoToL ToLs nacgons
neaneonte.
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15, 98

3/ > \ N / / 7 7
... €L TLS QUTIOV KOLPOS N XPELX KATAOXOL TOLOVTWY SEMNTOUEVOV.

15, 201

~_, > N\ \ /
';:ov‘r aUTOD K(EL M(XAAOV 8 L S 112 O’tL v C'UDOL as K(X.L npoeauc as
ENL O’IJUL oTn, KO TAELOTOY nveynato T'n xpel.a Tol KaLpov 1.'0

eyoXoyuyor apubous.

Epictetus (1-2)

Diss. 2, 23, 15

. 44 »
norepov 5' eutet.v (X.}LCLVOD 'n oL wnnmu K.al. oOVUTWS ocpet. VOD n
CKS L vws ncou. TO‘UTO 1[p81[01) ‘n O‘U npz:nov ocou. ‘COU KoL EOU SK(lO‘TOU

Kot tnv Zeeuav Tls aAAn Aewec n n npoatpcrcxn,

Prutarch—t1+=2)

Mor. QOF
exepov Se xac 0 tcuwpcav napakcnecv ev Kacgu> napaoxovros
SHLCLKSS E£0TL. v & KaL ntaf&avtc cvunaenvavra Kot
Geneeer ovAAaBouevov KaL oL oLy exepov naf oiLkeloLs
upayuavav £v xpsca 7evouevocs onovsyv _ Tl Kot npoevucav

”~
evaecgapevov oowcs ovK ayana tis copevelas ovd’ EmaLvel ™
xpnoTéTNTA, EKELVOS

. e£ aaapavtos
n ataapov xcxalxevtaL peEAGLVOW kopd{ow.

454 A

(4] [ ~ - > L 75
OTOw O TNS YPELUS aPLKNTOL KOLPOS .

Herodian (3)
4, 14, 3
napsAaBe 8¢ tnv Bawclscav o Maxpcvos ovx ovtws cvv0La xac

1[(0‘1'8(. 'wv o—rpa'uw'rwv ws owawcn K(XL XPELU TOU napov'tos Kou.pov,

Lucian (2)

de mercede conductis 13

\ PN 3 ~ A / 2 / ? ¢
KoL TOUTOV EV KULPW TNS YPELAS ANPUY OV WS anodtdooBatl ...

L
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Saturnalia 33

> - N> ~A A ! & s s ¢
£keLvOLS 8€ €V KaLpw TNS XPELAS T S00LS AELUYNOTOS.
¢

Clement of Alexandria (2-3)

Paedagogos 2.1, 13, 2

> - N A - -~ N / T e -
aKpooOLUS YAP TNS HEYLOTNS OUYXELY TOVUS Kol EOUS, WY ot YpnmoeLs

&odppwor. T 7T
Plotinus (3)

Enneads 1, 4, 16

A \ V4 </ \ \ Ve “ 7’ > N
Sovs MHEY TOVUTW 00x TMPOS TNV XPELOAV KOl dwatatl, oVToS
. > l __ ) A -~ \ 2 7/ 5 N P

. 8L
N . 5 e el a . EP

1)
t/

L7 O OO0 D DO UVO O OUTO

4, 4, 17
&r 2 Y Ve N [ / (%4 < / '
06ev @Ado TO BovVAeupa Kal TPOS KOLPOV, OTE 7 XPELX TAPEOTL
V4 >f ’ »
kol oupBeEBNKEY €€wOBEY TOUTL, E€LTA TOUTL.

Iamblichus (4)

de vita Pythagorica 181

6‘ \ /. \ ~ A N ~ A V4
glval 8€ MOLKLAMY TLVX KoL TOAVELSN TN TOV KALPOU xpeLav’

Achilles Tatius (4 7?)

4, 14, 2

, € 7 e ~ % > 7 € A A \
KaB’' €EKxoTNW scwpgxa AWHA EXOVOLY Atyvutcot, WS av un mpo
”~ ' d - e e A AT S '
KXLPOU TTNS YPELAS UMEPEXWY O NetAos T™nhnw ynw eanAvap.

Priscillian (4)

Tractate 2 inik,

temporis necessitate cogente ..
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Libanius (4)
Epistula 586, 2 (T.)

cvveBn 58 tnv gnccToAnv 6La va TOU eecov xecpwv ecs nuas
tAecly, avapos o«btod pev nnccta naLQeLv eL80tos, o€ 52
voui%ov;os,usta’rov kacpod Tobro morelv. Ak vlv e ov
KaLpos Ev £meLyovom T? xpEL®

Themistius (4)

Oratio 5 (p. 96, Schenkl - Downey)

>
o oucoctow-lcevao-tov xeLpoTOoviow, nv & ou.eos en,tmqbc{e'ro, npos
nv n xpeca exeLpaylnet.

Oratio 8 (p. 170, Schenkl - Downey)

nvaa emL vaeas oTpaTeveL Bavchevs, nvcxa execpec neruov
&Kpac¢vn, xac ottoduevov ovx 5pccpeva, od 7ap &7anntbv £l un
tn xpela naL npooofoopeu xaL 7&p aHLOTOD CL T tas eua¢opas
7 Kataoyovow avaynn 8thaotavee vvv Se & Kot nepcovvcav
aitobvte Sambwvns els ™ apxaaav axpcBeLav %p&s Enowkyees,

Oratio 22 (p. 64, Schenkl - Downey - Norman)

3318 ool navta focv anoppcnteov Tov '3kvov Kal xocvwvnteov
ﬁﬁvwv TE xaL aypvnvcwv, KLwdvwy te a% Kal 6anavns Kol
atbucas ov Khnenvac &vauevovru eils tnv Kocvwvfav, AN’
avropatw eéovtL xdl npopavrevopevw ToD Katgov noAA&KLs Kdi
nepruev% npos exacrnv Ieecav To0 ¢£on T0 TPooWNOV oLKETOV
peToAauBaveLy,

John Chrysostom (4)

Panegyrics on St. Paul 5, 11

xaL TO 6n naALv eavuaarorepov orc ov uovov eEecnev &Ah& naL
uexpL Tns xpecas ecfn ov 7ap ws tov KoL pol napexovros VT
noAAnv ™ Ebec , AUETPWS TOALD tw TPXYUXTL expnauto, AN’
eva uexpL 5] npoeABely HEY

On the incomprehensibility of God 1 (SC 28 (1970),
p. 100)

» N N \ P A \ c A P
€LS KOQLPOV JEp TO YePLOMATE TOUTX TNV EQUTWY  XPELAY
——l A .
MAPACYOVTX TMULY,
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On Vainglory 69 (SC 188, p. 168f.)
orav pev 7ap Tas nvlas erc noopqecv, xelvww rwv a¢eksctepwv

2x ela, otag' &¢ ecocheovras Tovs moAlTas vauchpev, Kol
TovuTwy TOV vwnAorepwv xaLgos 6Lnynuatwv

Vegetius (4)

3, 26

Boni duces publico certamine numquam nisi ex occasione aut
nimia necessitate confligunt.

Cyril (4-5)

On the Trinity 3

>

< > - a Vi - P (N £ L
"y WS €V KOLpWw TE KAl zgsca KOOTKEY €QUTOV E€ELS €EKOVOLOV
KEVWOLY;

Comm. in Joh. 10, 2

\ > / \ 4
KOaLPOS EKOAEL KoL YpELQA,
Procopius (5-6)

epistola 113 (p. 576 Hercher)

ovx £0TLY auepwnov dvta upartecu oo th Bovheraa aAA avayn

T cneoﬂac naL Sovhcvebv T ela kal neLecoeaL tw nacew o
ap TIXP Y ’
3¢ 6L6wacv ovx doo TS eeeAeL s Soa npos ™ xpcuav oawayK”n

ESTES

“Strategemata" (?) (ed. J.-A. de Foucault, 1849, p. 115)

> ~ \ /’ Q e’ .« ? 7
€V KOLPpWw Yop YAPELAS KUl OUTOL TOAAX w¢€AHODUULD.

“Naumachica" (?) (ed. A. Dain (1943))
p. 21

n 7ap nata TOV  KOLPOV eLa npos rnv oV avrapaxouevwv
noAeplwy SUvopLy, ws a anactnvn kol TO mMANBos Ty 6pouévwv
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p- 94

\ N 7 \n 2 ~ - [ 4 [N . -
... MPOS TNV APELXY TN aNOLTOVOCWD TOTE ELS TOV Kou.eov “en
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(g) (1) t? xacp§ SovAcvovtes (vel sim.) in Greek literature

Cp. Diodorus Siculus (1 BC) 14,67,3

oxeaov ecn_pev tw tns av&%nns KoLPB * vsv 82 z&b 5%va
nvpcevovtes nac Tovs avuuaxovs apa Boneovs Kol eeatas exovres
™s &perns, pn TMOPAYWPTICWLED SANG, nocncqyev ¢avepov ds aca
xaceov ov 8t’ awoardplaw 6neuebvapev SovAgveLD.

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (1 BC)

Antiquities 11,18,4

paeovtes 8tc ov TOLS Tpaypaoty ot KALPOL SOUAEVOUSLY,
ahha Tols Kaceocs o npayuara

Plutarch (1-2)

Aratus 43,2

’
aAha opwv anapattntov encxecuevnv avayxnv xat Tov KoL pov,
’ ’—-

b SovieUovoLy ol Sokolvtes apxecv, exwpet npos TO SeLvov.

Dio Cassius (2-3) 63,5,1

Enecta atwnns KnpvxeeLcns Eneeébpnat TE xac eKBLaouuevos
) ¢povnpa 13 e KoLpd xal tn ela anvkevce, unaev
¢povTLoas €L TL TAMELVOV ¢6£7€acro mpos T AL OV
teﬁEOLto.

Ps.- Apollonius of Tyana (4 ?)

Apotelesmata 7

(N ~
Ht}pL TWY 8!)0’.1&0‘(, wy 'rwv an*e?\wv -rwv 5OUA€UODTUV CL S TOUS
) < P
‘teg‘crapocs KoL QO‘US aé‘ ODOM&O’L&L va an'ehwv oL 5LOLKO‘UO’L ’!.'OI)
TPWTOV KoLpOv €LOLY avTaL”

( This is the reading of F. Nau, who then translated serviunt

uatuor sic) temporibus (anni). F. Boll read d&ovAegvovtwy
TOUS GLKacovs V. p. 13f. above for details.)
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Athanasius (4)

Epistola 49,3

LY - e’ > / A ~ 7 > \ P
KoL MOALOTQ, OTL OV MPEMEL TW KoLpw SOUAEVELD @AAQ TW
y [}

kuplw. : N

Gregory of Nazianzus (4)

Carmen de vita sua 11. 708f.

aovlevoggv xacgocs TE xac Aawv noeots

SL86vtes ™ méovTL 10 ox&gos,
cp. 11. 1719f.

Sovla Katew zap daot
T mMowTOL.

Orat—4,;83
~N

eneLSn uscnv BaSLva 6 Tov eevgvs apxwv rov Kaceov Kac
va vépwv - tw pev 78p SOVAEVELY wsro delv, Tous oF ggrecws
naxvvcro - .

cp. 65

A -~ ’ 2
ufx)\hov 8¢ Tov c'tpa-um:mov _ Mepos ouk e)\ocx:.o—cov x’ou. ocrov

\
ebpe caepov Kab voowGes. To0 KaLpov SodAov Kol TOTE Kol
npoTEPOY, OV 2 pcv SedovAwto, TO o BZHLQCD

Palladas (4-5)
Anth. Pal. 9,441,5-6

VUKTL 88 peLabowv pe eeos npoctetne TRPXOTES *
xacgy SouvAedeLy kal 0eos Wb epaeov

Procopius (5-6)

Epistola 113 (p. 576 Hercher)

> ¥ >
ouK €oTLY, avepwnov ovta nparrecv oaa s Bovletac aAA
avaynn napeneaeac KaL SOUAEVELY tn ela naL nc(bsaeac tw

Kacpw o 3¢ 6L6wvcv ozx ooo TLS eeeACL oAN oo npos ™

ZECL&U (X.UO'.’XK.T) EEZTECL
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(g) (1i) tempori/temporibus servire (vel sim. ) in Latin literature

Cicero (1 BO)
In Verrem 2, 3, 199

Imponitis decumas, patiuntur; alteras, temporibus vestris serviendum
putant; dent emptum praeterea; dabunt, si voletis.

ad Q. fratrem 1,2,4

Pertaesum est levitatis, adsentationis, animorum non officiis sed
temporibus servientium

pro P. Sestio 6, 14

sed agam moderate et huius potius tempori serviam quam dolori meo.

pro Caelio 6,13

Illa vero, iudices, in illo homine admirabilia fuerunt, comprehendere
multos amicitia, tueri obsequio, cum omnibus communicare quod habebat,
servire temporibus suorum omnium pecunia, gratia, labore corporis,
scelere etiam, si opus esset, et audacis, versare suam naturam et
regere ad tempus atque huc et illuc torquere et flectere, cum
tristibus severe, cum remissis iucunde, cum senibus graviter, cum
iuventute comiter, cum facinerosis audaciter, cum libidinosis
luxuriose vivere.

ad Atticum 8,3,6
cum sit necesse, servire tempori et non amittere tempus cum sit
datum.
10,7,1

Ergo hac in contentione neutrum tibi palam sentiendum et tempori
serviendum est.

ad Fam. 6.12.2
Quod si mihi per me efficiendum fuisset, non me paeniteret pro ratione

temporum ita esse molitum. Sed nihi)l est a me Inservitum temporis
causa, veteres mihl necessitudines cum his omnibus intercedunt.
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97,1

Itaque non desino apud istos qui nunc dominantur cenitare. Quid
faciam? Tempori serviendum est.

9,17,3

Nos enim 1114 servimus, ipse temporibus. Ita nec ille quid tempora
postulatura sint, nec nos, quid ille cogitet, scire possumus.

10, 3,3

Scis profecto (nihil enim te fugere potuit) fuisse quoddam tempus cum
homines existimarent te nimis servire temporibus.

Tusc. Disp. 3,27,66

Ergo—tn—potestateest—abicere dolorem—ctum velis;—temport servientem
An est ullum tempus, quoniam quidem res in nostra potestate est, cuil
non ponendae curae et aegritudinis causa serviamus?

Cornelius Nepos (1 BC)

Life of Alcibiades 1,3

Cum tempus posceret ... temporibus callidissime serviens.

Cp. Ps.-Caesar (1 BO)

de bello Alexandrino 13

Postremo non longam navigationem parabant sed praesentis temporis
necessitati serviebant et in ipso portu confligendum videbant.

Laus Pisonis (1 ?)
155

Temporibus servire decet

Cp. Irenaeus (3/5 7)
Heer. 4,13,3

gratiam magis praestantes in proximos quam necessitate servientes.
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Cyprian (3)
Letter 5,2

Circea omnia enim mites et humiles, ut servis Dei congruit, temporibus
servire et quieti prospicere et plebi providere debemus.

Lactantius (3-4)
Divin. Inst. 5,2,10
Omnes tamen id arguebant, quod illo potissimum tempore id operis esset

adgressus quo furebat odiosa crudelitas. O philosophum adulatorem ac
tempori servientem

Osius (4)

PLS 1,195

Tempori servi.

Petrus Chrysologus (5)

Sermon 112,1

Ita et magnum divinae scientiae desiderantibus nosse secretum noster
sermo non sufficit, qui ad praesens festinationi deservit et tempori.

Ps. -Jerome (5)
On Col. 4,5 (TS 9/3 (Souter) p. 66)

Ille ‘redimit tempus' qui non servit tempori sed tempori dominatur.

Martianus Capella (5)

9, 867
Numerus est diversorum modorum ordinata connexio, tempori pro ratione

modulationis inserviens, per id quod aut efferenda vox fuerit aut
premenda,
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I conclude with a summary of the whole chapter in a single
tabulated form where the letters S O P E T C represent the six Greek

words that accompany Kdtff in sections (a) to (g).

Aesop (?) T Testament of
Theognis S Naphthali
Herodotus S Philodemus SO
Hippocrates (?) S O P E Caesar
Sophocles SOP Ps. -Caesar C
Euripides s P Cicero P
Thucydides S Diodorus Siculus s PE C
Aristophanes S Dionysius of Hali-
Isocrates S carnassus S E
Flato S Strabo S €
Aeschines C Livy S
Hyperides 0 Memnon S
Demost henes SOPE C Q. Curtius Rufus
Alcidamas S Ps. -Phocylides P
Aeneas Tacticus E 1 Enoch P
Aristotle s P Philo SOPE
Theophrastus P NT: Paul P
Epicurus E Ps.-Paul (?) P
P. Tebt. S c Luke P
Ps.-Plato o Ps.-Peter (?) P
Theocritus (?) (S0 Josephus SO E C
LXX: Isaiah T Onasander S

Jeremiah s P T L. A. Seneca S

Ezekiel S Epictetus S c

Daniel (Th.) T Testament of

Psalms ET Solomon P

Eccles. o Ps. -Longinus C

Ecclus. s P T Dio Chrysostom SOP

1 Maccabees T Plutarch SOFP c
3 Maccabees ) ‘Stoica' S
Aristeas S Ignatius S
S16G S T Aquila S T
0GIS S Vettius Valens 0 E
Polybius SOPE C Maximus of Tyre P

Ps. -Barnabas S
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Galen 5 Priscillian C
Symmachus Apollinaris
Aelius Aristides 0 Libanius SO E C
Solinus Julian of
Irenaeus Cilicia E
Clement of Basil
Alexandria Vegetius S E ¢
Lucian s Asterius of
Ps.~Lucian SO Amasea E
Acts of John S Jerome
Julius Pollux SO Cyril SOP C
Babrius S Paulinus of Nola E
Herodian S Thalassius (7) SO
Dio Cassius Hephaestio S PE
Dionysius o) Petrus Chrysologus S
P. Flor. S Socrates S
Plotinus Agathias Scholasticus S
Origen Justinian S
Philostratus | Procopius of Gaza
Aristides Quin- Procopius of Caesarea 0
tilianus s P Antiochus of Mar Saba S
Didymus the Photius
Blind * Suda* S
Themistius SOP Ignatius Diaconus P
Gregory of 'Strategemata’ E
Nazianzus S P *Naumachica' C
Achilles Tatius 0 Symeon the New
Iamblichus Theologian
Eusebius S Eustathius
Athanasius )
Makarios/Symeon S
John Chrysostom S5
L K B 3R SR B
This list may also serve as an index to the chapter. Long though

it is, the consolation is that it would have been immensely longer if

the Christian periéd could have been more thoroughly combed.
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CHAPTER THREE
~ ~ 8‘ Ve
T(:) Kolt p|.:> ou)\euovre_; WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF ROMANS 11-15

I must now try to exhibit the function of T(?J Kalt P&?)
$0UN € JOVTEC at Romans 12.11c within its context. I assume
that in spite of the laconic nature of some of the material in ch. 12
and its apparent lack of connection, the frequent asyndeta, the
mixture of constructions - imperatival participles, adjectives and
infinitives - and the omission of main verbs (e.g. v.6b), there is a

train of thought, and I assume that its elements can be bonded into a

. 1
continuous, coherent expositionm —These assumptions are fournded om

others, concerning Paul's good-will and good-sense.

My understanding of the chapter is based upon vv. 3, 16 with
the hardly accidental repetition of the wordgroup 4}?0\,_ .
(& - ~
In v. 3 there are four infinitives: urre( <PFOV60V, ‘PPOVé‘V
”~ .
(twice), 6&¢P°V6'V i in v. 16 (t)QchGVTeg (twice),

¢ QéV\ rAOL . Paronomasia with ¢rov- is very widely

1. Contrast A. Pierson, S. A. Naber, Verisimilia: laceranm
conditionem Novi Testamentil exemplis illustrarunt et ab origine
repetierunt.., (Amsterdam/The Hague 1886), who attempt (pp. 166-
169) to show just how mangled Romans 12 is: omnia obscura, quod
in capite hic, ut verum fateamur, pasraenetico minime
exspectaveris. Cp. E. K&semann, New Testament questions of today
(London 1969), p. 189: 'an exact articulation of the passage (sc.
Romans 12] is not easy, and the individual injunctions (at least
from v.9 on) are connected not logically, but at best within a
framework of juxtaposed fragments of tradition’.
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attested in Greek of all periods,] and 13.1f. further illustrate

'S e -
Paul's ear for these jingles ( UTTOTAGE C§ Gw, TéToL\(I-\CVd-L
> -~ - 2
ANTV\TAETSMeveg, Bl Ta Yy )° but the clesr echoes of
v.3 in v. 16 and the resumption in both of important elements from ch.
11 and from earlier chs. (see below), suggest something more than a
pleasing (?) rhetorical device. I shall argue that (1)?0\/.,~
focuses what Paul particularly has in mind in vv.1-2, especially in

”~
using vouvg , and what he exemplifies in 12.4-15 and 12.17-13.7. In
< "

particular I consider the contrast between uﬁep¢rovcw ond chppove',‘v

(12.3) to be central in this part of the letter, and shall argue that

ai
behind this contrast is the ancient Greek contrast between U@th

(especially in the form of boasting) and €w¢€o€6vq.

Some of these ¢pov- cognates have already been used in ch. 11,
though in a slightly different context. In explaining how the failure
of the Jews as a whole to believe has turned to salvation for the
Gentiles, Paul anticipates the tendency of the privileged to pride by
warning the Gentile Christians amongst his resders not té ‘crow' over

the Jews (v. 18:Kdr¢LKal\)x2°’9aLt twice), not to ‘have ideas above

1. In addition to the five examples collected by Bauer, s.vv.
swefovéw , (e rovéw , I have isolated sixteen
instances of ¢ pov— ~clusters, all with Srre(¢'puv'67\/, the
focus of my search: Aeschylus Pers. 820-837; Euripides Heracl.
386-388; id. fr. 545; Thucydides 2.62.3-5; 6. 16.4;

Aristophanes Nub. 225-236; Plato Alc.1l, 103b-104a; Hippocrates
[ep.] 17 init.; Plutarch Mor. 19d; Aelius Aristides 46 (p. 325
Dindorf); Cassius Dio 37.5.3; Aelian VH 1.25; Marcus Aurelius
Meditations 10.8.1; Philostratus VA 5.29; id. Imag 2.13.1;
Plotinus Enn. 2.9.16. These are the cognates to tie found with
S we | $ po V= in thesg passages: gpoveN, ¢pSvaha, Q‘?OVT"S, 4‘,.1/‘,
¥ 4 /]
ebq\»‘uav, x(}?uv’;zq)()ovwg’ 6w <'>()ove?v' 6w¢f0v(§elv,
SSdpuv, TG Pvus, o’\T}MWwv' KT ot Gpovely, Watd -
s

$povaps. Kav ¢pdvasis, T $povely, FEpiGpoveiv

~ P4 '
!‘A&Ya.4>(?ove.v, }*"Y*) Sppuv, reyoﬁ)ob(o’vus,re\ Ao $poves Tepov.,

2. Cp. 14.22f., wpivwv gLaxe}vépevog' KT KEWPI TdL,

and 2 Corinthians 10.12-15, 'eywi?wac) S“YV‘ ?’Vd\.’ quKefvovT&S,'
perpobvres, :ere“t‘(’dk' €T pov, }Aérfou, A peTpu
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their' religious ‘station' (v.20: mn \)\P V‘A 0—/U \P 1 Ao <Ppov€|)

for fear their estimate of their religious privilege be based on their
) ¢ e e

own view of the matter (v.25: €V €aVTO(S (PronrODor, Paul might

have said, on their own righteousness (cp. 10.3).

Paul attempts to do this in several other ways: to underline the
divine initiative he speaks of God as the agriculturalist who has full
control over the olive tree (vv.17; 20; 21; 23: NB the passives); he
emphasises the dependence of Gentile Christians upon the root (v. 18);
he points to the character of God, which is what is revealed in the

s
conversion of the Gentiles: in that one may observe the XFV,GT‘Oqu

J 7
and AAWOTO }A\ot of God, the latter in not sparing even the
privileged Jews (v. 22); also God's unchangeableness (v.29) and pity
2> Ve >
(v.32); but no-one can hope to plumb them (v.33: otV egefalu\lv]'c‘d.) \L\lég-—
/ / / > A
|'XVloL€Tol) or contribute to them (v.34: T 1§ G‘U}«Fou)og QLLTOV
> !/ ~
eYGV €ETO ) or turn them to one's own advantage (v.35: Tig§
—_ 7 2 ~ \ > g Ve 3 ~
N ()oeng(ev dUTW Wolt SV TdTo oeqser.u aqr.,::).),

It is God and God alone who is the source and means and goal of

creation and salvation (v. 36).

Both (b(OV- and Kal ux—- have ,been used even earlier in the
letter. In developing his ethical &d (’? / ’lTveGert
antithesis Paul had spoken of the mind or mind-set of the believer and
non-believer: in 8.5-7 he had used an old idiom where ¢ poV&?v T:L
Tos fé{‘va means to belong to, be devoted to, be loyal to X, in order
to define men's decisions and their results. In 2.17; 23 Kdu;(:(‘fol\
was used twice of Jewish boasting over God and the Torah, in a passage
which criticises the Jews, not for boasting but for the distance

between their boasts and their behaviour. But in 3.27 and 4.2 an

unspecified but unacceptable boasting is mentioned, though a boasting
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based upon some obedience to the law is probably meant. There is too
a christian boasting (5.2; 3; 11), acceptable because it 1is
christologically determined (15.17), and this might just include the
Gentile christian boasting of 11.18, where the emphatic complex

Kol Tol Katu)( 2694( is twice used. By itself it is not mistaken,
as the Jewish boasting in 2.17; 23 was not; but it can be
dangerous{because it may tempt one to take the credit for what God has

done or to misunderstand it (cp. 2.4: KaTda 4>(ov&?$ ).

One more passage remains to be mentioned, viz. 1.30. Though

neither ¢(ov - nor Kd.u)(—- is used, some interesting parallels

are. Amongst the twenty-one adjectives or adjectival phrases used to
C 7 < P
describe the Gentile world, there are ufSpisTas, UTepPavess,
> - ’
oL oLKov ¥y .  We should note particularly that these three,
Yy /
along with the whole catalogue, are symptoms of the ol goK. r»og
N\
voug (v.28) which is the fundamental result of the divine
Jjudgment. If these traits are to be tackled, the rebellious, punished

\/OGS must be tackled first.

It would be too much to claim more than this, but this can be
claimed: boasting is one of the themes of Romans. Paganism boasts.
Judaism, though possessing proper objects for boasting, boasts also
and wrongly in its religious achievements. The pagan become Christian
(and the Jew become Christian) also has much to be proud of and boast
of, but could be tempted to boast of what he may not, how he came to
be included within the people of God. Part of Paul's purpose in
writing Romans can be seen to be deflating the pride of unbelieving
pagans (1.30) and Jews (3.27; 4.2) and even of believers, providing a
context for legitimate boasting, for Jewish boasting (2.17; 23), for

Gentile christian boasting (11.18) and for all boasting (5.2; 3;
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11; 15.17).

The origin of boasting lies in misapprehension, a mistaken
analysis of one's status and capacities, a misuse of mind. Some idea
of the importance of mind can be obtained from 8.5-7, and if the seat
of the problem is there, then the way forward will be in a renewal or

re-creation of mind.

In other words, i1f we look behind 12.3; 16 and examine cognate
and related material in the previous chapters, we are already being

prepared for 12.1-2, the place where we would expect to find the

antecedents of 12.3.

Before we concentrate on ch. 12 (pp.19k4 ff.) I wish to raise a
general question, and raise it at this point because its substance
helps to explain the presence of particular items already noticed in
the earlier chapters as well as features of chs. 12-13. The substance
of my question is this: 1s not Paul really talking about S(":f.g

~ <
when he uses words like ( KdTd ) KdvXa§ Bat , u\pq) o-—/
f)\.l? V\)\:k ¢{)0V c;\v) ‘\'J!'l'“&{)dDPOV&TV 2! The atmosphere is redolent
of S@(}.g , as I shall try to show below. Paul (or his source)
has used f)(ge\GTa{g in 1.30, a passage, as we have seen, that

introduces an important element in Paul's letter, the godless, fleshly

X <
1. The Onomasticon of Julius Pollux regards u\p-—\) oCP(cv- and
fnt'e(’CPeo“«- as synonymous (9.145; 147),
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mind (1.28; 8.5-7) and its irresistible capacity for boasting. !

&
But more evidence is necessary to establish this claim about U(g()xs
than an inner conviction. In fact the evidence is both considerable

and, I suggest, cumulative, and can be divided into seven sections.

1. A survey of Greek literature has isolated eighty-five
C ~
instances of Ve (’ct)()owleuv and cognates. In sixteen of these
(4]
passages I found - U [>fs or one of its cognates. 2 I shall give
four of these. The first and in many ways the most significant is in

< ~ <f
Aeschylus Pers. where we have not only UT&((P(OV&N and V ﬁp.g

but also an extended ¢FOV— cluster and a cognate of Tclu— R
relating to a point I shall make in a moment. Having spoken
prophetically of the Persians' defeat at the battle of Plataea as
¢ Y] S’ /
u(l(ews o/ TTDIV A Kde&h\v ¢FO\/‘1)A¢(TNV (808) Darius
goes on (820-831):
¢ oo ) >/ \ -~
WS x U‘TT-,(?C‘) Ev Vvl'rov ovVT L 7‘?'1 <Nov&\v,

U@?‘s \{oL() Cidveooo’ éKoL()Trwsev c"r.,L?‘uv
ol‘t'v‘g, oeev T[c:L'YK)\dUTCV e%dyd QC‘)os

1. But why does he not continue with UFP‘- in chs. 2-4, 11-157
We have no way of answering with any plausibility questions about
a speaker's language patterns; I suggest that Paul prefers
vwe <P ov- because only that word allows the paronomasia that
renders elegant (?)> and memorable the point he wants to make.
Further he may not wish to use such a grave word with Christians
whom he does not personally know and whose support he needs in his
mission to Spain. There is the possibility that UTE ¢ pov—
is not irretrievably peJorative, so that its ambiguity makes it a
little less offensive than vfAipts . It is possible to be
highminded (see the remarkable passage in Marcus Aurelius
Meditations 10.8.1); it is only dangerous to be too highminded,
i.e. to be ambitious, conceited and hybristic.

2. The whole 1list is: Aeschylus Pers. 821, 825; 1id. Sept. 406, 410;
Euripides Bacch. 1311, 1325; Thucydides 3.39.4-5; Polyblius
6.18.5; 7; Josephus AJ 1.194; Dio Chrysostom or. 12. 36;
Plutarch Mor. 827A; Maximus of Tyre 18.1c; Philostratus VA 4.33;
id. Imag. 2.13.1; 1id. Hero. 27.10-11; Schol. in Lucian (p. 114
Rabe, 11. 15-16).
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Tolx 30’ o(nov-res TAvSe Tum i pd
‘ke,,\v.qse "Aeqvuv E)\) -Lgog T¢ r\.,l gé TIg
Utre(’#"ovﬂo’ag "‘ov uolccVTuL Sm}w o

)\)wv c()eLéeeu 0)(50\/ GK}GV’ reY.w

Zcus IO\ ol>\ uLSTu]g UT'EPKO)«'\INV oL'YoLv
d)()ov./w\d'rwv e*rrc&-rcv euvo( @a \,5

TrQos TaoT CKeoVov Gwcp()vvcw VC,)W.,U*QV‘W
TivieKet’ eo>\oxous‘ vouGe-rwl/}Aa.cs.v

)51‘3*‘ Geofi\xf’)oo\IQ un-EFmo}«tn‘o ep;“‘_

At AJ 1.194 Josephus is describing the arrogance of the men of Sodom:

W)\;\e‘e—\ Kol} }«éygeeu X()ﬂ)«drwv UB’EP(P()QVOUJT&S

e)llg TE dvgpuu—ous Vl€otv U(Lfkcr.u K,t\ 'rrr)og "‘o ee:ov
eio'é(é&:l\s y+.. At or. 12,36 Dio Chrysostom like Aeschylus and
Josephus uses t)“—t—,€¢pove?v of an attitude towards the deity:
ST694>?0V035. T:L ee-?o(’ Ko‘.\l )u/otv fgpu cr:rn.évm
XoL\ }Acvol TDVleo\lv Kal\\ 11‘01(‘1:\'/ Tf 4>v1/v TIv o

v\ Pol u}.uol'v Tro>\>n1v Kotr ave‘r\equ u(’().v
‘Hgov.‘\/ GWOVOfAuLEOVTC{ ‘Yuvoub(e(alv “,4 ov

9&-0\/’““701'\}.‘@6\ |/\oL\ 9&(&1?&\)006\....

(The use of another ‘rur\——
cognate in WPoT )A\AS\ will be noted, in view of ‘i‘l’«vl in
Romans 12.10). Finally in a fragment on government Plutarch Mor. 827A

again brings ‘\‘)(' and UK‘C(#D(/OV— together: craLv

\ \
@a.cf).c—(«t r«ev U(Q?w éVféKvl Koy TO iVUTéUGUVOV

D)I’Y&PX\& g u’re()cb()oc‘uv»«\v KoL\ TS Bu’cg
’
Bqposperia B Gyafplar, Hotrs 8 dpuerien
1O T

(In view of r;eT‘()cv T('l STEWS in Romans 12.3 Plutarch's

ol‘.«e't'e\dv will also be noted.)
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2. Though to my knowledge the fact that :)We(’cppov— and 5?‘)..—
are virtually synonymous has not been remarked, the fact that GWC‘)(OV-—
and 3@(’0— are classical antonyms has been known for a long time.
6\»4’(0\/ ef\/ is of course actually found at Romans 12.3. A few
examples from the collection I have been able to make,] in addition to
the lines from Aeschylus Pers., already quoted, are these: Xenophon
Cyr. 8.4.14: T:L ‘u\,v \(:LQ ) (Qp.v ng Tl'O)\)ons
'?Te GwC‘?(}oo’uvwlv ‘“0\g ToLs\v é,—\ucnc,\ 5
Philo Spec.L. 2.18: :\v VOuees'\,olv u(ﬂ v eV vor./_
\5006\ K.L\ T‘{’og \ov o( (5()0 gt oL ToVv NGOU}&EVO\ £‘°V

ol)\oYouct va Sv\)Cb(oquva 'Y(,:')\wtok Kt XA&UVIV

uee)uevm Tczg ¢(iov»16(.u&g K«L)xg )\us\ﬂ)cs‘mmg

Philo Legat. 64: é) Se 1“(70 S G(Jew; ToLS [Oq>'1le CELS.
vouBesiag >“‘/“‘ ['sawuv TW TV Twy ore € Qaty
Cb()owrku)"rol'ﬂg K,u €w¢(lav&6'rol 0¢ e‘r\ Se
oLVS(?é(OToL'\-Og ef:vdd Kol\ gu.(d.::)—rd.ﬂg

'xga(\qe ,-AoL'A)ov 'rwv ofw)oxou}aev WV
TOMN € ymw To\:g TS w6 wov TUS.

3. One particular aspect of cwod Pos :N»‘ should be emphasised

here, given the proximity of Romans 12.3 and 11.33-36. Before Pope
reminded his readers that the proper study of mankind is man, the

Athenian tragedians were pressing a similar restraint upon their

audiences and warning them of the folly of the opposite course of

1. Theognis 39-42//1081-1082; 377-380; Aeschylus Pers. 821, 8289;
Sophocles Aj. 1258-1259; id. fr. 718; Antiphon Tetr. 3.4.2;
Plato Phlb. 45DE; id. Leg 906AB; Xenophon Cyr. 8.1.30; 8.4.14;
id. Apol. 19; id. Mem 3.10.5; Isocrates Pax 119; Philo Post.
97-98; Conf. 46-47; Mut. 196-197; Jos. 73-74; Spec.L. 2.18;
Praem 52; 137-140; Legat. 64; Maximus of Tyre 18. 1c;
Philostratus Imag. 2.13.1; Iamblichus Vita P. 171; 174; 195; 210;
Josephus AJ 1.200-201; 2.56; 69; 5.200; 255-256; 15.219; 17.243-
247; 277-278; BJ 2.416; Ap. 2.195 (v.1. 1in Naber).
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action. Quoted by Aristotle Rh. 2.21.6 and attributed by Richard
Bentley to Epicharmus is the saying Gv.«.-r: Xf:l ‘TSV evq'r;v

.- CP?OV&?\/ , and in two of his plays Sophocles expresses the same
thought. In AJ. 777 (cp. 761) the hero 00 Wat’ &vE@pwmov
(‘)eov C:v and in Trach. 473 Lichas expresses spproval of Deianeira:
9\/4 Tv‘l‘/ ¢POV0’\‘)<'0LV QVV\T:L KO{)K &Y\/‘S)’\OV‘*. Euripides
Bacch. 396 has the chorus equate Ts‘t'e r\}'l e\/vl“‘}’L CP{’OVé?V with
shortness of life, ] referring back to the mention of Pentheus's Sﬁp.;

in 375. One later appearance of this sentiment occurs in 2 Macc.

rd
9.12: STk otrov vWOTAE S € Oty -rC‘:: Ge{a‘ ol ,M%

evVngv OvTa \‘.)Tl'&!)vidakvx Q()ove&. One is du/c‘zeu! when
one realises the limits that humanity, or God, imposes upon men. One
is hybristic when like Ajax or Pentheus one refuses divine help (Ajax)
or refuses to honour the god (Pentheus), something that Dionysus likes
to receive no less than men (319ff., 342). Something like this lies
at the back of Romans 11.33-36 where, as we have seen, the sole origin
of salvation and all else is ascribed not to man but to God, in a

liturgical form which is clearly intended to honour him.2

4. Not only is 3(4():; linked with t)mfcppove?v and per
contra with 6‘\,.14) ?o\le:\v and with thinking only human thoughts,
but also with boasting, which is, as we have observed, a prominent
theme in the earlier chapters and in ch. 12. This association comes

through very clearly in Aeschylus Sept.. In less than 165 lines Kor‘!r-

>

1. If this line runs on without break to 397, ﬁ{’dxsf WV,
See E. R. Dodds' note in loc.. The sense is not seriously damaged
if a stop is read after Ppoveiv,

2. Cp. W. A. Meeks, 'The man from heaven in Johannine sectarianism',
Journal of Biblical Literature 91 (1972) 53 and particularly his
comparative material in nn. 36 and 37. I suspect that Ps.-
Callisthenes, twice quoted by Meeks, has been infiltrated by John
3.12. I cannot find these two passages in the latest edition, by
Trumpf (1974).
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4
is used twelve times. After UF{f(P(av in 387 we have in lines
o < s
391, 404, (406: o%plv ), (410: urre()4>(ovdg ), 425, 436, 455,
464, 473, 480, 500, 538, 551, 554 the following cognates of
/ [ P é V4 4
KO ‘,\n—e...; , I boast: ure()xo},smug) uu-e(JKc)umv' ©
- g') > ) Y e - 4
Ko r&mg ouv Ko7 olV ew'WOV ¢‘70V(=\, Ko)n’ftxzov?d,
[ ” — — Pd P4 7
V) tve—()Koyuw?, )AU\( \v\(o»Co].aro\S‘ Ko).d'rov. Ko)-«notge'
7/ - » S e 7 b
Korﬂ’dgel o d\(O)A“OLSTDS" Ko}t\ﬂ“olo’),\olfcv, 2o pmltog.
Ci ’
This steady beat, enveloping U@P\g and ;Tl—eetf«(uv , 1s
<
surely saying something about one of the characteristics of u@().g ,

how it often expresses itself. 1In Sophocles Ajax and 1in Euripides

Pentheus also boast in their (:.J (ép\g. In AJ. 766 the hero's
[ 7 L4 7
reply is given u&P 1Ko )«'\ng KoldD(onJg i 1n 770 Ajax

2, / -~
?océvg GKO)AT("Ec ’Aueov. In the Bacch. Pentheus is warned against

/ >
boasting like his cousin Aktaeon (337-340; cp. 340: KO,«"T A SalvT);
PN ~ N\ /
he is bidden honour the god (cp. 342: TwJ Ge? T ).W\v £\ gou ).
LY
This injunction comes at the end of Teiresias's long and Cadmus's
short appeals to Pentheus in which a whole cluster of 43?0\/_.
cognates makes its contribution to the argument; cp. 268, 269, (271:
” »
VOUV ), (310: dUxer ), 312, 314, 316, 318, (326: r«cz(ve\ ),
~N ’
(329: ’r\yufw >, 329, 332, using < peveIV, ¢Pevég)
~ - . /
cP poverv, § W povev ( Bree), Swdpwv, swd fovels,
~ A e
CP()OV WV, CP(GV(‘:\S', In such a context oS wCP(oo‘uvwl
will mean being modest about one's position and achievements,

humility, gratitude and showing respect and honour to others.

5. I shall later suggest that b A2 &N Pl 1-.}4.{ and
Y /
WOV 8:\ in Romans 12. 10f. are three different facets of oL’Yol i?v,

”-
(12.9). 43!} PRy @ iol can readily be seen in this way, but can
7 7 C
™ 'AV\ and S Troug-q ? I shall now argue that € Wwo v 9

/ .
and T‘rvl (especially ?x\‘«r«-— ) are introduced because they
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(4]
are associated with U@e.g , the concept at the back of the

Pauline OTE (4) fovety.

a 2
The fundamental passage for o(geus and atTl}A— is
b 7
Aristotle}l?h. 2.2,.5-6. Having defined anger ( oe’Yv‘ , 1ibid.
\ / /
2.2.1) as oee%tg P\e'r,,{ ) uttv‘; T‘rw()\ LY CPaLWo-
rd 6‘ \ P b / ~ b
t,\evqf -3 q)ol\voP\e\/vlv O)(‘wa’(dv Twv Eig
5 A\ N N 0(’ ~ - 7') ~ \ /
VTV 1N TWv vToy | Tou © ‘Y‘"’(’e“’ r\.vl Tl"[)ofvlv(ov‘l‘bs)
Aristotle adds that anger is with an individual, and that it is not

without some pleasure, because of the contemplation of revenge. But

his main concern is to define %)\awa)\’d , which he subdivides
into three types: Kol'rul#) fcfvu,s‘\g : )e-rw\e(: aLCfAOIS and S(Q@g
S(LC'S describes the injurious, annoying actions of those who,
feeling superior to their victims, express their superiority only to
degrade ( u&iGX Sv “1 ) eand for no other reason, not even for
revenge. It is a wanton display of power for its own sake. (The
exclusion of revenge is strange after the definition of the general
concept which included revenge.) Aristotle goes on: g(&c cuw g S-e\
D,LT\r\\,ol i s a’LT\er,liwv oA .Yu/’(:?' o \(3.() r«vlfevgg
&i‘w O\,lger\<olv Z-'xe\ r\yw{v ’ out’ dy 2868 o¥re Kawdl.
He clinches the connection between ?) (éess and Tt ru’»l with two

quotations from Homer.

To summarise: one is angry because one has been slighted in
public; one form that slighting can take is to have t\ ‘%P\S
inflicted on one. ?) > eag stems from a sense of superiority and
from the wish to display it. 1Its goal is not revenge but the pleasure

of dishonouring and humiliating the victim
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Aristotle is formalizing what had already been expressed in
earlier Greek societies. S(Q(\ —_, T r\- and f)'tl'&f(’) {)ov-—
are associated in Aeschylus Pers. 808, 821, 823, 825; id. Sept. 406,
410; Euripides Bacch. 1311, 1320, 1325; Thucydides 3.39.4-5; Dio
Chrysostom or. 12.36. 6(&‘.- and T r— are combined at
Demosthenes 18.205; 21.23; Isocrates Ad Nic. 16; Ps.-Plato
Definitions 415012, O g *Sikla Wég AT iV ¢é/foo €at ;
Philo Fug. 30; Dec. 126; Spec.L. 3.168; QOPL 55; Cont. 42; In
Flacc. 77; 79; Josephus AJ 3.266; 4.136; 9, 256-257; 17.46; 18.356~
358; LXX Proverbs 11.2; 14.2~-3; Isaiah 23.9; Wisdom 4.19; Ps. Sol.

4] v
2.29-32 (Swete); Testament of Benjamin 6.5, u(éeewg Kd\\ ™ p1s

Marcus Aurelius Meditations 2.6.

Part of hybristic behaviour is to dishonour, degrade, and so, I
shall suggest later, the christian counter is not only to honour, but

to go out of one's way to honour (12.10: TV\ iy \,.A-\ °L'x) vlkovs “rIOr]YDU-

Pevo.ocP 13.7, a("toior& .- Tu v]v’t\}uvlv xv]vu’.m\v

/

6. Similarly I shall argue that the unexpected & TWOU 3_-1 '

devotion .to another's interests, as in 2 Corinthians 7.12; 8.16, 1is
> /
introduced to counter o)\n’y»d()\q{ , belittling of, contempt for,
another's interests, which functions »in the background of chs. 11-15,
'{]
and of which v (L(NS is a possible type. Since I shall not deal
in detail with the material in chs. 14-15, I note here that in the
2 - /

word e§oueevw (14. 3; 10) we have a Kocvv' equivalent

> ) 1 er
for O)UYO\J(VJ , and so a continuation of the theme of uﬂ()cg .

In ch. 14 it is the weak brother who feels he may eat

f\
1. OXD , which is translated O'>\|Y in Proverbs
3.11, is frequently translated by eioo eV or é?oueevw
in LXX, cp Judges 8.38. In Testament of Benjamin 9.3 we have

ewet K\)P\OS u(’e\seqcerm Kol 2Z0uOevmbserar.
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only vegetables who is in danger of being despised and who 1s being
championed by Paul. In both verses the verb is parallel to K()\/vw
and we recall the very frequent use of that verb in connection with
human judging in this letter (2.1; 3; 14.4; 13), and because the
superior judge is tempted to boast, it looks as though one could draw
human judgment into Paul's understanding of \LJTrachfov ef'v,
I recognise the danger of wishing to see S(L(ug everywhere in
Romans and so shall say no more about KQ {V €\v ! but I
propo‘se that 'ﬁ.a CTFDGS:T rv\l I,JVCVVI (m/ is specifically a counter

to hybristic oA a'wa(a(

I wish to draw attention to material that links section 5
(‘:); (é{h- and (:()Tt r\~ ) and section 6 (Jews who judge). Not only
are pagans hybristic (1.30) and so, ironically, dishonour themselves
(1.24; 26) but Jews are behaving hybristically when they plunder
temples and thus dishonour God (2.22-24), and so they render their
claims to be judges that much less plausible. To be able to plunder
and desecrate assumes superior strength and plundering is a
demonstration of one's complete disregard for the deity and the
worshippers within the temple. That would be dishonouring enough, but
when to that can be added God's prohibition of such activity, then
there is a double Sﬁp.g ., a deliberate flouting of the divine
will (cp. Deuteronomy 7.25-26). They are guilty as the Persians were
guilty, according to Aeschylus, when in their ‘\; (‘b(hs they
O\’) eé::v ﬂeér,)

/

b4 A ~ > ~\ /
V\tg-oov’ro Sudxv oufe rr\r‘lt()uu/g\ N EWg:

\ b
C)w r\.m

L€ Tot & o }Aévwv g’ .‘S()Cruura(
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‘TV;({)'Y"( 4.,,/{,5.7\, ,enggsrpawrm (ga{e(wv.

(Pers. 809-812)]

‘ 7. Finally I propose that it is the 1’eruJP-‘- wordgroup,
cognate with T\ ’*"/l . that is behind the whole section 12.17-
13.7, so that it is possible to draw this long section within the
overall argument that the bulk of Romans 11-15 is directed against
:(6>p\§ in its various manifestations. The earlier chapters of
Romans have sﬁown amongst other things how inappropriate it is for
human beings, even for enlightened Jews, to sit in judgment upon their

neighbours. Their own light is broken and their practice is

inconsistent with their preaching. Only God is just and so only he
can judge. Man's inadequacy, his flawed perceptions, his eagerness to
see himself as the source of wisdom (2,17-20; 12.16) are the reason
for the long section that follows 12.16. 12.17-21 deals with
retaliation and the Christian's avoidance of this and his better
alternative to it. Retaliation even by Christians must be unjust
because it must be based on too slight a knowledge of the facts. Only
God can deal with evil because only he possesses the whole story. In
saying Zro: éKgl/l(Vlo-ls Paul might have said ;}m\. ftrw{)-.,/ag ,2
but the Old Testament lay closer to hand (Deuteronomy 32.35). 13.1-7

is linked with the previous verses in a number of ways. 12.17-21

leaves unanswered the question about the punishment of evil in the

1. Disobedience and hostility towards the gods are also regarded as
tiﬁ,pls i Hymn to Apollo 278-279; Euripides Hipp. 474-475;
id. Supp. 495-499; 1id. Bacch. 375; 516; 555; 1297; 1347;
Aeschylus PV 82; Aristophanes Nub, 1506; 1508; cp. 2 Macc. 9.12
quoted in 83 above and Josephus BJ 4.150.

- ?

2. The closest approximation I find in LXX ig Ezekiel 5.15; 17: €v T
~ ’ ’ 3 / ” e

"IO\‘\QG&\ Ke v A ‘K(’\rdrd \ev e;(é“ncv\e’e\ 9\)},\00\ Mo,

v\ elLhosTeND €Em sé (prov Vall 6-1[)(-{ Kov [ W ot

?|r\u()v~'6'oy\d\ 6'6,

but Josephus AJ 14.369 and especially Phil Det. 169 treat them

almost as synonymous.
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interval between the now of christian non-retaliation and forgiveness
and the future when God will avenge evil. The question is, does evil
remain unpunished before the eschaton? 1Is it enough for it to be
overcome by good (12.21)? Paul's answer is that God's viceregent, the
‘state', has this intermediate task to execute, and the Christian's
response is to pass private maltreatment to the ‘state' for redress.
There must be no taking of the law into one's own angry, hasty hands.

The 'state' can be trusted to apply the law. 1

In short the 'state' is the divinely instituted organ for

b rd
retributive justice; without exhausting the divine © PY™ (12. 19

it is its agent in the present. By executing upon disobedience this
T r\wﬂl/vk God's "‘tr\VT as expressed in his laws for the
world is recognized and enhanced. The capacity for dishonour in
S{Sp\s is forestalled. So too is its capacity for disobedience.
Perhaps one reason for Paul's setting his remarks about the ‘state' as
the (only) punisher of wrongdoing (13.3-7) in a general statement
about the 'state' and its relationship with God is that in addition to
the c\;(@pm-—ru)«:l "‘-‘f““’f){‘* ) theme there is the Uﬁp.g,
(dis)obedience theme. Greek literature frequently links 3‘3P.5 with
civil unrest and disorder. To that Paul oﬁposes, as a feature of
swc’) ()oggv.,] . e)u‘:‘dgfol i cp. gLaLT al'Yr/‘ in 13.2 and
the whole Ta&€6~ group. Solon fr. 6 says that the people obey
thelr leaders best when there is not too much wealth about to produce
:5(3f«s. Creon in Sophocles Antigone describes the heroine in

this way (480-483):
<t Y ep . A ’ ’ /
olvT S- u(l ge & » -g
T4 (’: v rA v ToT G qﬂ‘tGTolTo)

1. This lipk between the two passages is cemented by common words:

Wo KoV (12.17; 21; 13.3-4), oty e©dy (12, 21
13.3-4), Tt -  (12.12; 13.8), Ofy4 (12.19;
13.5) and  qwo & &~ (12.17; 19; 13.7).
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[ 3 P \
\/Or\oog UTC(G«'\VQ\)G« Toug TYcKen)Aevoog
(l()\g { e——e. SC—S(’GLK&V qfc g&u"—e(’d
TDOTD\S Grdoxénv Kau S-(:g()AKUcaLv 'YC>\a(v.

Further we note the expression here of 'g(é(’c{ in boastfulness

\
( emloxeav ) and we are reminded of Romans 1. 32, oo ‘.,uovcv ol\.)

T\‘O\O\)G\V aL'A) oL v(ou Suv euv gov(o\) 6\ *ng [y goLGSQo & \V,
“In the Ajax Menelaus (1052-1090) points out the connection between

S (L P\S , the wilful disobedience of the privileged individual and
national ruin.] Paul then not only counsels :JTto‘l‘nl‘YVT because

in this way evil is punished and God's honour preserved but also

because the fabric of 'state' and society is protected from

G
disintegrating U (é ((g.

I now return to ch. 12. If vv.3; 16 represent the core of what
Paul wants to say, what do they mean and how are they connected to
vv, 1-27 :)n"&f'cppo‘\l&:\v , which is found only here in the New
Testament (never in LXX if we exclude 4 Maccabees) and which
therefore is probably used with special intent, means to have an
unreal evaluation of one's powers, to accept an assessment that does
not correspond to the facts. Its basis is a sense of personal
superiority and is akin to ‘&.) @P\g . The Pauline hope is for
¢€ov Y , even for S‘w<}>()0Vé:\V ,2 which marks that sober,
modest self-assessment that makes arrogance and ambition impossible or
maniacal. If so then rc,fi*(’w in 12,3, coming immediately after
GM‘F ?GV&:‘V aﬁd &uc{::(ove/\\v , almost certainly means

r'd
limit, with WIS TEWS being objective: God has placed limits

1. Cp. Theognis 1081-1082: Josephus AJ 15.219-220; Plutarch Mor.

826F-827A
2. Only here and at 2 Corinthians 5.13 in the undisputed Paul; also
only twice in LXX if we can exclude 2 and 4 Maccabees.
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on each man's faith. l The believer is not a Promethean individualist
defying all restraint and capable of anything. He is limited by his
faith and faithlessness and further by his humanity, by his belonging
to the Body, to a corporate group all of whose other members are
equipped, in equally limited but different ways." ’A!‘:’P(ov 1{‘\/6"\"6-\-)5'
is very similar to Z(Volk OYri 'P‘:l"*’ ““/GTNS (v.6) and, I

believe, Kolv(’OS (v.ll).2

The link between €w¢(ov— and ru‘:‘l“?- is an old one in
Greek life and literature; compare Plato Resp. 399b; Ps.-Plato

Definitions 411e6f.; 415d8; Euripides fr. 893; Isocrates Areo. 4,

Aristotle Eth.Nic. 1179a9ff.; Josephus AJ 2.56; Philostratus VA

5.29; 36 Gregbry of Nazianzus (PG 37.677A). This can be matched

with the contrast between S(S(h— and }dﬁ‘()-— at Philo Spec.L.

2.83; Josephus AJ 2.56; 7.172; Plutarch Mor. 827A; PRyl. 150, 1. 8-
9; Philostratus Hero. 27.11. ‘Lfﬂ‘f‘ 1s found slongside (\'JTE-{74’(W—-
in Plutarch Mor. 827A; Philostratus Hero. 27.10-11; id. VA 5.29;

7.28; Plotinus Enn. 2.9.16; Clement of Alexandria QDS 1 (med.), r.éﬂs

C
is found with uws(i%gcv— in Aristeas 122.°

1. 1In Cranfield's analysis of the possibilities it must be option
(£), (g) or (h); cp. New Testament Studies 8 (1962) 347f. = pp.
23ff. (1965) = pp. 613ff. (1879).

2. The idea of amounts or degrees of faith is found in Mark 11.23;
Matthew 8.10; 9.29; 17.20; Romans 14.1-2; 21; 15.1;

1 Corinthians 13.2.

3. I do not wish to introduce Wot{ °$ rematurely and lay myself
open to the charge of seeing it, like u@ 'S , everywhere,
but I cannot help reporting my observation of the combination in
various ways of p&xp— es— and WKef-—  1in many
periods of Greek 11terature: Hesiod WD 694; Pindar 0l. 13.47-48;
id. Pyth. 4.286; Aeschylus Supp. 1059-60; Euripides IT 419-420;
Med. 125-128; fr. 893,Isocrates Ad Nic. 33; Plato Pol. 284e6ff.;
Aristotle Eth. Nic 1096a26ff.; Hippocrates Aer. 10; Dionysius
of Halicarnassus Lys. 11; Plutarch Mor. 9898 (+ Gwchpoo'u\lv‘ )
Anaxarchus in Clement of-

Alexandria Strom 1.6.36; Menander Monost. 273 (Meineke);
Polybius 27.20.1. I have gathered more than fifty other examples.

g
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N
Paul's plea then (v.1: 'lToL(’aL K& Xw ) is for that realisn,
7~ \
fellow-feeling and sense of common cause (vv.15-16a: Xouf(mv hé?)\

Ve - ,\\ 7 \ 2 .\ A
xa-‘)ovmv, K'A A t1Ev P,e(al K}aUOVTNV e VO AVWTO .. ¢(ov0u\n—eg)
which do not allow pride or flights of religious emotion or fancy

\ ¢ A c !
(vv.3; 16: A1 UT&?‘P?°V6'V, U+V‘ A& ) to remove one from
where one's brother is, whether in joy or grief.] One's rationality
and wisdom depend in general on Christ (i Corinthians 1.30; 4.10) or,
as here, even on one's brother and the circumstances of his life,

P il < fal

certainly not on oneself (ru\a\ Y\’vesﬁe ¢povl}u>\ ‘(Talp' edu‘ro.s').
Though the word is not used here, it is TolTl_elVOP(OGSVV',

self-effacement, another ¢qov- word, that Paul has in mind here

Pal /
(cp. v.16: TOIS TATEIVOIS GUVLToLYOREVOL  ; can

this mean, share the life-sentence of the humble?).2

If then Paul is concerning himself with the christian (1)().,/'\,
or $peves), how the Christian views himself in the light of
the new experience of Christ against the backdrop of the church, we
shall not be mistaken if we see in the renewed VOGS . of v.2 the
word in the opening verses that is particularly relevant for the
sequel, and the word that is at the centre of wvv.1-2. 4>(v;v is
uncommon in Paul, being found only twice, both times at 1 Corinthians
14. 20, where, as in Romans 12, two mentalities are being contrasted,
the childish and the adult. The cognate concrete noun, 47 (évq},\d ,
almost equally uncommon in Paul, is found in Romans 8.6-7 in another
ctontrast, similar to that in Romans 12.1-2. As we have said earlier,

~ \ ~ -~
in Romans 8.5-7 Paul uses a classical idiom where C’)povenv Tol TOV SénVo{

() c /
1. Josephus AJ 17.209 contrasts Uﬂ o and Opovocex

2. Contrary to the analysis a?d advice of Epictetus as reported by
Arrian in Disc. 3.24,1, Ov ya CUV TaT 6,“V°3" oy Téd)du(ds'
oUTe SUVaTUXETV 2NAd  guVELTUXELV. cp. Ps.-
Oecumenius at PG 118. 564D.

- 196 -



means to belong to X's party, in order to contrast those who support

the S‘o{f% and those who support the TFve.S!Ad\ . But in
Romans 12.2 for some reason d)(va or 4)(6\/»1)»&0\ is not

used. Possibly VOCS is used because it is still fresh in

Paul's mind from 11.34 and it is then replaced in v.3ff. by an implied
be?ﬁv / 4>pc:/ves because only that word will allow the
alliteration of four cognates in vv.3; 16. But Vo’\;g and 6‘05¢/wv
were regularly used together in Greek literature, ! and we have an

Ve Ve
example of the reverse move in vv. 16-17: 4)()0V\}«Ot -» ‘ITTOVOOUr*EVOS.

If then it is & christian rationality and self-assessment that

are the key to Romans 11-15 we shall not be surprised to observe other
‘mental® or 'cerebral' language inw.1-2, rather than emotional
language; e.g. TWwufea W 2AD ) 0y , $ea , AoYaxﬂ/\/' Soer:tge:v’
ee/>\r”.4aL are words belonging to the language of argument. 2
Nor shall we be surprised if Paul wishes to move his readers away from
an assessment of themselves and their capacities which focuses
attention upon themselves as the origin of their capacities. The
basis of his appeal to dedication is the mercies of God, not their own
achievements; 1its goal is the discernment of God's will, not some
flight to dizzy experience removed from the brother in need, the
Td‘u‘e\vgg , the ;LG‘QeV»«],g. The language of sacrifice
itself conveys, amongst other things, the implication of ‘the Roman

P d
Christians' being at the disposal of God; )\OY\KVP/ implies that

1. Cp. Sophocles AJ. 1264; Euripides Andr. 231; 235; 237; 4
Maccabees 1.35; 2.16; 18; 3.17. 1In Plutarch Mor. 470D we have
another instance if the las!{ two words are defining (v-'«Pfc'Nd
¥ ye VooV Exwv Swumipid @Ppovedvrd .

2. Again though I do not wish to introduce Kd.tfgs prematurely I
have noted it in relation with discrimination, judgment and
related notions at Pindar Nem 7.58-60; id. Ol. 8.23-25; 13.48;
id. Pyth. 4.286-287; fr. 168; Sophocles El.usﬂC-,Euripides IT
419-420; Alex. 23.
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there is nothing unnatural or coerced about this self-sacrifice - it
should have the endorsement of his readers' judgment and will. It is
the proper response of thinking people to a legitimate claim that God
has upon them. V.2 continues the appeal: the 'world' ( dz“SV )
which must not determine the form of the readers' faith and practice
is the world of disjointed, inflated values. As the Christian's mind
is being renewed the whole being is transformed and the will of God in
all its facets can be discovered. The repetition of the adjective

€ G c/( (’ €5 ToV also turns the eye away from human achievements to

God the judge. The adjectives and the adjectival nouns render the

whole discourse completely moral and theistic. In short this

-~

commitment is a voluntary ( Wol () ol ‘TV, 6 o (), thought out
”~
( >\OY\ WYV ) surrender to God, who is merciful
\ P’ ] PN b / 6

( gtd TWY OW'KT 1()ru-o\(, picking up 11.30-32: VI'A ev' V,Te
b / ) Py > / 1
6) EEN ,é) &q@wS\,e')e'/] 6‘\3 ), and totalitarian

- ”~ > / ¢ /
<90€¢AV, AATPETAVY), and meticulous (€U af esTov, aydw.
As it is thought out at its beginning, so this dedication continues to
be thought through in relationships with christian brothers and with

socliety and 'state’.

Paul's role (vv.1l; 3) is to help them to think correctly. He
exhorts them (v.1) and he speaks to them (v.3) only as the grace of
God makes it possible for him to speak (cp. 15.15), and only in the
recognition that it is God, not Paul nor msn, who has initiated the

< ’ /
life of faith and thought <ev<a.s'-rw;) e WS T EWYS),

> > ”~

1. The move from €A€— to owC'r‘lferg is probably to be
explained by the fact that eEAeos is rarely used in the
plural; never in the New Testament and only twelve times in LXX,
out of four columns in Hatch and Redpath's LXX concordance, and it
suits Paul's purpose, to emp,hasise the abundance of the divine
pity, to use the plural. Ot KT:Q[Aés is used in-the plural
in thirty-one cases out of thirty-nine examples in LXX.
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Paul is speaking quite generally, to all (T"*V"} Tt?) VT év
lj'«f\/ > and not only to the obviously gifted. God has granted each
individual ( ;K:LGT? ) faith and spiritual capacities. So God
is responsible for the less spectacular gifts and all need to note
Paul's plea for realism, since even the meanest gifts can make one
arrogant. But the address to each and all is partly in readiness for
the simile and its application in vv.4-6a: the body is one entity and
has many components and so different functions; so the church has
different functions and they all have their origin in God's grace.

There can be no room for pride. Vv. 6b-8a list four ‘'cerebral' gifts

in the church, prophecy, ‘ministry', teaching and exhortation. Only

the second is unclear, but its position amongst three definitely
'‘cerebral' gifts suggests that here we are dealing with the ministry
of the word, though how that might be distinguished from the other

three is not clear.

Those who possess a particular charisms are instructed to
exercise that particular one, and, by implication, no other; to do

that would be 31ve(z¢(ove?v

These four ‘cerebral’ activities are followed in v.8b-d by three
practical and philanthropic ones. One may enquire whether with the
move from prophecy, ministry, teaching and exhortation to the next
three, there is a momentary slackening of interest in deflating pride
and a more general concern with the proper discharging of religious
duties and capacities within the church. However if vv.6b-8a are
instructing the readers to concentrate on the gifts they do have and
not to hanker after what they do not have, v.8b-d may also instruct
the readers on the proper way to perform certain duties, which if done

will not leave them the time or the energy to envy their neighbour his
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gift,

Unlike the four ‘cerebral' gifts, where hypocrisy is probably
more easily detected, the three practical gifts can be exercised for
7
reasons that are less than worthy. The re’l'd- Y gou; can ‘have
e
ulterior motives, the opposite of or different from f(‘iA °oTvys,
7
hidden away in his heart; the Wfo. 6 Tatp€EVOG  can do what
he has to d02 without his heart being in it, the opposite of
/7 > A
G‘Ttoo{v‘ ; and the EAEWY  can stitch an artificial warmth
'd

onto his face, hardly real ( ) aLf °cTM S - Hence the appeal that

uLY OL“V\ , the origin of the motive for rv\ ET A g\gévda,

> ~ 4 7
lT(’OHS'TaL6eoL\ and EACEV  be lvoToKfiTosy
no fiction, the genuine article. It would not be authentic if

- \
Christians were those who in their hearts &WOQ'TU Ycuv Tes To
> - 7 ~ ~
oy alov, KodASpmever Tw  ToVAP W, . If the
general principles of hatred of evil and attachment to good are
followed, love will be genuine and the particular applications like

7

sharing, committed championing (like Paul's of the T2l TWZIVOy,

Qc eeve?g ?) and lively compassion will be possible.

? Ve
In vv.10-11sa, olYolﬁvI , introduced in v.9, is analysed into
) <, e —_ -~ . Ve
three of ite elements: G A LTeAP{d | TipT, cwoud
P 2 / > v
If ¢ A otge'>\¢ wd  after oL'Y olm»' , means, when DUY"LWW
is considered socislly, love for fellow-believers as though they were

brothers and sisters, (as in fact they are; cp. 8.15; 23:

1. The three phrases, each 1ntroduced by ev , formally continue
the pattern from vv.7-8a (&v "1 fLéKov\oL etc.), but the
discontinuing of tr}e article Tcl and of a word cognate with the
participles (keT.Lfoc’ts trfof‘relfld and e')\&os lay to
hand) may suggest that materially the three phrases are purely
adverbial.

2. The colleoquial 'minder' in the English of the 1980s, who looks
after by protecting, combines the two meanings of the Greek.
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/ -
U\oees‘\.{ ), then make sure it i1s real family affection that is
-~ 7
demonstrated. ( d)\’) OGTO‘TYog and its root ST‘L—{)Y&N are
often found in descriptions of family ties.) Where there is that

(4}
brand of loving within the community, Uﬁ(tg is impossible.

< el
Earlier I suggested that it is Paul's polemic against UT('E-?CP fcve.v/

[4]
Ve
9] (’)P\S which has determined his selection of T\r\v?

~

and GTTOUSV‘/. T‘a ‘l‘\rkt:l ;L)\’/\ vl)o\;gl Trrowl-Yogrevc|

ensures that all feel accepted and respected; that their past (were

some Jews?) was not held against them or that their gifts (were they

. ”~
not very spectacular?) were not despised. Similerly Tul S o 08.9‘
(3 3
AN 7
oK Vv pct is intended to say to all what v.8 has said to
&
particular leaders: do not drag your feet in your commitment to
christian brothers; do not seem to take them for granted or without
”~n ”~ 7
proper seriousness. Tw TVELMUAT §e~o VTES says
. !

positively what the previous injunction has formally said negatively.

7
;L-You'rv' calls for whole-hearted commitment to all members of

1. The unparalleled accusative could be a mistake (Paul's or
Tertius's?) because of the preceding ;&)\kv\) ous , Or a
Latinism, with antecedere in mind. It is interesting that there
may be more Latinisms in the chapter: diad 4+ genitive in v. 1 18
sometimes seen as such ( cp. per); Pallis thought that & Tov 1y
in v. 11 could be as specific as study or teaching, and supported
this with evidence from Philostratus and I notice in W. Schmid,
Die Atticismus In seinen Hauptvertretern, vol.4 (Stuttgart 1896),
p- 424, that < TWou € a{ = studia in Philostratus is regarded
as a possible Latinis:g‘ to anticipate a little it is possible
that (w v(aL\Qw Aebovrtes is another example;
certainly tempori (bus) servire is much more common in Latin than
the Greek phrase in Greek; cp. M. Dubuisson, Le Latin de Polybe.
Les implications historiques d'un cas de bilingualisme (Paris
1985), pp. 177f., 227, and cp\gl'lu}.. The evidence might . suggest

that T KMN cVA &S ovTES is a Latinism that Paul
has not understood or has deliberately modified, so that
v(aLv(’ S is not taken temporally (as tempori(bus) had to be)

but in the earlier gnomic sense common in popular Greek ethics, as
due measure (see below). In some parts of the early church it was
believed that Romans had been written in Latin. Was Paul himself
responsible for both a Greek and a Latin version of Romans?
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the community, an almost restless enthusiasm that resembles the

constantly moving surface of a simmering pan of water.

y 7 ,
Yet ul'\fcl\Tv] in this chapter is subordinate to c’ao({)(od‘u v
y 7 e
and so the three components of oLYeLTv, T r\wl , STov S.«,’,

D At Terpia >! must always be aware of KcL\—FéS , which I

do understand to mean the correct amount, the right degree, 2 and to be
/
themselves they must observe it strictly ( {o u>\ EVONVTES ).
c 7
The danger is that, careful about not being found u‘l‘tov(fh'h,, S

(v.9), the Christian goes to the other extreme, to such a whole-

hearted commitment that might become fanaticism and boasting. In

r LA rd
other words T Kd—&a() W SouA EVvoNTES preserve sanity
[N N
and balance; they mean 'not going over the top' whenever the
emotionally charged injunctions listed in the four previous clauses

are obeyed.

It is possible that a passage in an earlier letter of Paul throws

~ n < )\ r'é

light on the meaning of Tw Kd—g‘(w oOlVAeveNTES . At 2
8 LS

Corinthians 10.12-18, in addition to formal elements in common (the

alliteration in vv. 12-18 has already been noted) we have several

features shared with Romans 12, e.g. the emphasis on God's measure

(vv.12; 13; 15; cp. Romans 12.3) and an explicit emphasis on boasting

(vv. 13; 15; 16-17) which I have argued is implicit in Romans i12. In

. \
particular I wonder whether oV e (:\)g TR &'r\el’{)d Kolvxvls-;f«éea(

7

1. If SWou s could be regarded here as specifically as
P\ o Fek'}af-c and T} and 1f po Swvafcl
could be regarded as a litotes, the third of these four clauses
need not be considered less colourful than the others. Might we
translate: ‘Whenever something requires application, volunteer!'?
We have just seen how specific Pallis, a native Greek speaker,
thought it could be.

2. Cp. J. R. Wilson, 'KAIROS as "due measure"', Glotta 58 (1980)
177-204.
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7
-
(v.13; cp. v.15: Ou WK .. Kd.o)(w‘}-« €&ve) is an application to

~ ~ C 7
boasting of the principle expressed by Tw Kd-\(v: SovdeLovres.

f.
As we have seen there are many passages throughout Greek literature
which show that h G‘PP— , rxeC— and Ko\ f— can be synonymous

or belong to the same semantic field, and I suggest that the clauses

in 2 Corinthians 10.13 and 15 and Romans 12.1ic are making the same
point, the former exemplifying the principle of the latter. Further I
notice that 2 Corinthians 10. 15 and Romans 12.1ic are both followed by
a reference to hope (é)ﬂ'l/gd S-;: ’é)(ovns,’e)-.n/& Xaffmts). The

former is clearly not eschatological and this may suggest that the

-
latter need not be, (as it is often argued to be, so that Kd*f’w
[

is then understood temporally, sometimes as the eschatological
/
Koo {’OS‘). Both speak of hope for the development of a
particular situation; again 2 Corinthians 10 is more specific,
speaking of a hope that there may be opportunity for evangelistic
V4
endeavour to the West of Corinth. Moderation (6‘»447 foc uvyl,
s /
P\UPVOV, Kd—*—‘\DOS) is not a dull, unadventurous virtue; it is

open-ended and can be full of hope and possibility.

Before I leave Romans 12.11 perhaps I should say something about
links between Kd»fgs and :;Q)P‘S , the theme I see as the
controlling one in chs. 11-15. Unfortunately so far 1 have not found
many combinations and only one where they are consciously linked.
Several Jewish Hellenistic sources show the pair in fairly close
proximity but, if this is necessary, without any clear reason for it
that I can discern. These sources are: LXX Jeremiah 27 (50). 31-32;

Paralipomena Jeremiae 5. 20-21 or 23-24; Ezekiel 7.10; 12; Philo

1. I do not think that it is coincidensal that Pindar can as\sociate ,
these two ideas; cp. O0Il.9.38-39, Tc Kav 2 & Bt ol f o Kau.pov/,
Mavioigy  tTOKPEK et . 1 am grateful to

Professor C. K. Barrett for this reference.

- 203 -



Mut. 196; Josephus BJ 4.150; AJ 1.194; 5,231; 12,425; Testament of
Judah 16.3;. Outside Jewish material I discovered Schol. in Lucian p.
114 Rabe 11. 10, 15. One 1is encouraged however to continue to try to
discern a link because of the instance in Josephus AJ 15.219 where the
two wordgroups are definitely linked. ] The character of Herod the

Great's wife Mariamme is being discussed, and one of its features is
TS PashedesBuar wd kfatEv ZNov i 0> TuyKaTd-
)\o cjo le Tt:; Kdrvr:‘ TO)A:LLUS fbe\v \‘J(&F“T‘V‘SS GL:"\‘:’
¥ O HEVT T o’ y
-‘\\rws"]"g)(e"l. The following section goes on to speak about her
-

7 PN 7
SLQLX.X(‘:\J &§&|V and Kol WK W )C—‘YC—'V and 6 T« Cug ,

elements not too far removed from the degrading and civil strife we

have observed before in some classical descriptions of :)' (S()\S

But to return to the main clauses: Mariamme behaves \f(gpas Tiw 3;
towards Herod because she had not sufficiently (S'UY— o KaL\..(’v?l)
taken into account the fact that Herod was not only her husband but
her king and master. Had her assessment of her relationship with
Herod taken account of all the facts, all its dimensions, had it been

\ ~ < -
Suv KM\:’ , she would not, could not, have behaved U (’>{7 § TIKWG

towards him.

The theme of L‘-Yo/lﬁv] in its differentmanifestations
continues in the last two of the thirteen phrases that we have in
vv. 9-13: I‘Q?g xf(—:‘/ol.\g ‘n:\ov, :LYG,WV KO\VDVOSVTGS
T&lv Cbl)ogev(olv g!V\/JKcVWS .  The former phrase
particularly would be relevant in a situation where Gentile Christians
were tempted to ‘crow' over Jewish Christisn saints and bait them with

their poverty. The collection that Paul was organising from Europe

1. Since drafting this I came across Wilson's article already cited,
which, pp. 192, 197, quotes this combination at Sophocles OT
873-875; Thucydides 2. 65. S.
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for the church in Jerusalem would be an admirable chance for Roman
7

Christians to show fellow-feeling and ;lYoL'lt 1 for their

brethren. Even the injunction to pursue hospitality might have

improvident Jewish Christian visitors to Rome in mind.

But 12.12 remains a problem if we are trying to see the whole
passage as Paul's attempt to preserve the unity of the body by
emphasising the necessity of real and realistic love, against the
divisiveness caused by \‘)’F{‘S and boasting. But I suggest that it
is possible to understand the three clauses of v.12, in this way: the

pursuit of this sort of love encourages the hope of harmonious life in

the body of Christ, and that is why one can and should rejoice;
Fal
irritations ¢ O\ \P 'S ) must occur in any shared experience, so

grit your teeth! It is persistent prayer that gets you through.

In v. 14 subconscious wordplay factors have clearly operated.

pd
9)?4). S in v. 12 has prepared the ground, but v.13: SI(JKOVTG‘
&

A

CRds...
\ A

rAvl \Kd.'t‘i(’dﬁae. The theme of non-retaliation is resumed in vv.

2 ~ \ P
has provided the language: GU)\ Oyéi1TE Toug 1O wov TO(S

17-21. Vv. 15-16 deal with the common mind] that forestalls Sfl(). S
and boasting, and repeat the theme of the whole passage, introduced in
ch. 11.20; 25 and 12.3, and prepare the way for 12.17-13.7 where, I
have proposed above, 3(5{)55 y or more exactly, the opposite of
U(L(?‘S , is in mind. If there can be no t: >Pts  in the

2
community, then there can be no retaliation by individuals. Only the

i. Aristotle Rh. 2.2.9-27 traces anger in part to failure of fellow
feeling; cp. 20 'they are angry with those who rejoice, or in a
general way are cheerful when they are unfortunate' (ET in Loeb
Classical Library p. 183), and the passage from Josephus, already
noted, that contrasts U[pes — and Ehevoia .

2. Though in one definition of VUfpis  Aristotle himself
excludes retaliation.
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<
'state' can act against UFP.; . This was in accord, consciously
>
or otherwise, with the old Athenian view, that whereas d\KG{a(
4

grievous bodily harm, was a private affair for which the individual

. SI 2 / ¢!
either sought or did not seek redress ( K Ke&exg ), U{S{Ns

was an infringement of more than individual honour and it was the

\
'state' that brought the YF«X(P», u(s(’ €Cwgs .

y -
Romans 13.8-10 remind us that we are still exploring etYaLWV]

though in language again subconsciously supplied by the context (13.7:

2 7~ > 7,
Oq?&l) a¢ ;  13.8: ocp ciNeTe ). The eschatological passage

[{
13.11-14 is not likely to have much to do with u(>Pns and

/
therefore the use of v(elv(’og (v.11) in a different sense from
12. 11c should cause no problem. We have seen that Paul can alter the

g
force of SUJK“‘ within three words (12. 14-15),

Again I have tried to show that in chs. 14.1-15.13, behind Paul’s

defence of the weak brother in danger of being judged and despised,

4]
there is his apprehension about Ur>(hg

I do not wish to see 3(‘5 P«s behind every verse in Romans
11-15. I have however become impressed by the frequency of unsought
coincidences between the Pauline material and my (very incomplete)
work on Ct; ()Pag , which itself was undertaken when work on the
Pauline 3ﬁ.r¢f0Vé?V began to introduce it to me. My
hypothesis would be that if it mskes more coherent material that on
the face of it seems disjointed or unintegrated, ] Sﬁpas should be
allowed to bat and face the bowling, with Kd-\-»()':z\‘ as due

measure at the other end!

1. Cp. Pierson, Naber and Kasemann's comments.
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