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Syntactical Peculiarities in Revelation

“I see his dialect and language not accurately conforming to
Greek. I see him making use of idioms of foreign turn and here
and there even tending to solecism.” So wrote Dionysius Magnus.

Since the days of Dionysius Magnus, the style and language
employed by the author of Revelation has been variously assessed.
Among modern writers on the subject the opinions of Moulton,
Swete, Benson, Debrunner, Charles, Howard, Robertson, Rader-
macher, and Lohr are particularly noteworthy.

Moulton 2 writes, “Even the Greek of the Apocalypse does not
seem to owe any of its blunders to Hebraism. . . . The author’s
uncertain use of cases is obvious to the most casual reader. . . .
We find him perpetually indifferent to concord. But the less edu-
cated papyri give us plentiful parallels from a field where Semitism
cannot be suspected. . . . Apart from places where he may be
definitely translating a Semitic document, there is no reason to
believe that his grammar would have been materially different
had he been a native of Oxyrhynchus, assuming the extent of
Greek education the same.” In a footnote on page nine of the
same work, Moulton says, “Tt will not do to appeal to grammar
to prove that the author was a Jew: as far as that goes, he might
just as well have been a farmer of the Fayum. Thought and ma-
terial must exclusively determine that question.”

Swete 37 does not agree with Moulton. He allows for the pos-
sibility that the early years of thinking in a Semitic language were
responsible for some of John’s stylistic eccentricities in Revelation.
His final summary is: “From whatever cause or concurrence of
causes, it cannot be denied that the Apocalypse of John stands
alone among Greek literary writings in its disregard of the or-
dinary rules of syntax and the success with which syntax is set
aside without loss of perspicuity or even of literary power. The
book seems openly and deliberately to defy the grammarian, and
yet, even as literature, it is in its own field unsurpassed. No judge
who compared it with any other Greek apocalyptic work would
hesitate to give the palm to the canonical Apocalypse.”

Benson ¥ allows for only a few solecisms in Revelation and at-
tempts to show that the author wrote largely »ata odveowv (according
to the reader’s comprehension of truth).

1) Eusebius, Ecclestastical History, VII, 25.
2) J.H.Moulton, Prolegomena, 8f.
3) H.B.Swete, The Apocelypse of St.John, 115125

4) E.W.Benson, The Apocalypse, Essay V: A Grammar of Un-
grummar.
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Debrunner ® writes, “Of all New Testament authors, the writer
of Revelation writes the most commonplace style” (“am vulgaersten
schreibt der Verfasser der Apokalypse”). “Revelation, as compared
with the other New Testament books and the other writings of
John, shows a number of very conspicuous solecisms which rest
chiefly on neglect of concord.” With respect to the possibility of
Semitic influence on Revelation, Debrunner believes that trans-
lation Greek is to be found 1) in the LXX and therefore in quota-
tions from the LXX occurring in Revelation; 2) in those writings
of the New Testament which probably rest on an Aramaic original
(parts of the synoptic Gospels and of Revelation).

Charles 8 devotes ten pages to a discussion of the Hebraic style
of the Apocalypse. His position is: “While the author writes in
Greek, he thinks in Hebrew, and the thought has naturally affected
the vehicle of expression.” Charles then proceeds to make out
a strong case for the contention that the Hebrew idiom lies behind
the Greek of Revelation.

Howard © agrees substantially with Charles, but poses the
question: “The writer’s familiarity with Hebrew seems to lie be-
yond question, but why should not Aramaic be his mother tongue,
the language in which his thoughts would first frame themselves?”
He believes that the solution of the linguistic problem in Revela-
tion lies in the combination of the following factors:

1. a mind that thought in Aramaic and found in the Greek

vernacular of his world many idioms sufficiently close to his mother
tongue for his purpose;

2. sources in translated Greek and Hebrew, which he worked
into his book in Hebraic Greek;

3. a knowledge of the LXX and of various apocalypses already
current in a Greek form, which supplied him with a vocabulary and
often suggested an idiom.

His statement: ‘“More importance should be allowed to the in-
fluence of the LXX” (484) seems particularly pertinent.

Robertson ® takes the position: “The syntactical peculiarities
are due partly to constructio ad sensum and wvariatio structurae.
The solecisms in the Apocalypse are chiefly cases of anacolutha.
. . . Moulton denies that the Apocalypse has any Hebraisms. That
is possibly going too far the other way, for the book is saturated
with the apocalyptic images and phrases of Ezekiel and Daniel

5) Blass-Debrunner, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch,
sixth edition (1931), 83, 84. ,

6) R.H. Charles, The Revelation of St.John, I, 142—152.
a1 7)fMoulton and Howard, A Grammar of New Testament Greek,
, 484 1.
8) A.T.Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in
the Light of Historical Research, fourth edition (1923), 135—36; 413—16.
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and is very much like the other Jewish apocalypses. It is not so
much particular Hebraisms that meet us in the Apocalypse as the
flavor of the LXX, whose words are interwoven in the text at
every turn.”

Radermacher ® cbserves: “No New Testament writer regards
himself sufficiently free to despise what is grammatically permis-
sible. Revelation only is an exception, inasmuch as it totally dis-
regards all rules of concord (“indem sie sich ueber alle Regeln der
Kongruenz einfach hinwegsetzt”). Following a brief discussion of
Rev. 1:4, 5, in which he points out syntactical peculiarities in these
two verses, Radermacher says, “This style is not bound to gram-
matical rules. But its hardness is of a monumental character, and
it is not proper to compare with it crudities in the papyri letters”
(“seine Starrheit ist monumental, und es empfiehlt sich nicht,
damit die Stuempereien der Papyrusbriefe zu vergleichen™).

Rohr 19 concludes, “Revelation speaks the common language
of the first century with a pronounced touch of the later Koine. . . .
The style reflects here and there a certain degree of poverty but
also a richness which is capable of providing for every situation and
mood the corresponding form, and acquaintance with grammatical
rules coupled with a sovereign contempt of these rules. One or the
other of the stiylistic peculiarities appears here and there in con-
temporary profane literature, but never with such deliberate logic.
Its peculiarity derives not only from the intimate familiarity of the
author with the Prophets, for he has taken over from them not
only his imagery, but also his mode of expression. And, finally, his
native tongue was, like theirs, the Hebrew. Some peculiarities may
be explained only as Hebraisms.” Lohr then lists ten peculiarities
which he regards as Semitisms. Yet, so Lohr believes, the seer was
preserved from a one-sided Hebraizing tendency because of the
realistic character of his subject matter. In the Gospel we have
calm reflection, but in Revelation the excitation and ecstasy of the
seer. John continues in this mood, and, as a resuit of it, his native
Aramaic idiom bursts the shackles of his acquired Greek idiom”
(“Im Evangelium spricht die ruhige Ueberlegung, in der Apoka-
lypse zittert die Erregung der Ekstase des Sehers und seiner Er-
schuetterung durch das Geschaute nach, und in dieser Erregung
sprengt das heimisch aramaeische Idiom die Regeln des Angelern-
ten, des Griechischen”).

From the above analyses of the style and language of Revela~
tion it is evident that investigators are by no means in entire agree-
ment, the chief contention being the relation of the language of

9) Ludwig Radermacher, Neutestamentliche Grammatik, 223.

10) Ignaz Rohr, Der Hebraeerbrief und die Geheime Offenbarung
des heiligen Johannes, 67—69.

7
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Revelation to a Semitic idiom. Though Charles and Howard have
made careful studies in this field, an exhaustive investigation is still
a desideratum. The solution of the problem seems to lie in further
researches in the LXX, and, if it were to be discovered, in Aramaic
literature of the two centuries before the Christian era.

Since I undertook this study with the purpose of gaining a
general overview of the syntactical peculiarities in Revelation,
I did not devote very much effort to a study of Semitisms in Revela-
tion. In this paper I am merely classifying and illustrating various
kinds of syntactical irregularities in Revelation, commenting on
some, and calling attention here and there to parallels in papyri
from the Hellenistic and the early Christian period. Where I be-
lieved an irregularity to be due to Semitic influence, I noted it.

In presenting my findings I am not following a pattern set by
one or more grammarians, one reason being that there still exists
some uncertainty as to what constitutes syntax. Another reason
is that the varieties of syntactical irregularities in Revelation seem
to defy all attempts at classification. I have studiously avoided
commenting on cases commonly classified by Germans under “Laut-
lehre” and “Wortlehre.”

I. Violations of concord (case, gender, number, person).

Repeatedly we find in Revelation an appesition in the nomina-
tive in place of an oblique case. Such irregularities appear also here
and there in other New Testament books, but only rarely.lV

The participle, in particular, violates accepted standards. “Its
range in later times becomes more and more uncertain, and the
masculine nominative singular gains complete ascendancy. In
modern Greek the participle has only one indeclinable form in
~vtac (nom).” 12

Examples:

1:5: énd 'Inoot Xoiotod, 6 wdorug 6 moTdc
2:20: v yuvaixa ‘IefdPed, f Aéyovso Eautiv mooghTiy
3:12: =figc nwouviig "TegovouAdnu 1 xotaBaivovoo
7:9: dxhoc . . . Eotdreg meQuBePfAnuévoug
8:9: 1 toltov T®V Mholwv degddonoav
9:12: Zoyxeran £ 8o Ovoi (previously 1 Odal, therefore not neuter)
9:14: Aévovoo T® Fxto Gyvéle & Eyov v cdhmyve.
11:4: of dvo Avyviow o . . . foTdTEC
12:5: doosv (in apposition to preceding t.ov)
14:12: 7 Umomov THV Gyimv £otiv, ol tneolvisg Tag Evroldg Tob Beol
14:19: =i wiv Anvov . . . TOV péyay
21:9: tog &ntd qudhog tdv veudvtov (in place of tog vemoloas)

11) Blass-Debrunner, op. cit., 137, 3.
12) Radermacher, op.cit., 86ff; Albert Thumb, Die Griechische
Sprache im Zeitalter des Hellenismus, 131.
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Charles regards some of the cases cited as Semitisms, since in
Hebrew a noun or phrase standing in apposition remains unchanged.
This rule applies, according to Charles, especially to the Hebrew
participle if this is preceded by the article (cf. above 2:20; 3:12;
9:14; 14:12). If the article is absent, the author follows, so Charles
believes, the Greek idiom, as in the following examples:

7:2: =ai eldov dAhov dyyehov dvaPaivovto . . . Exovia opoayido Beod
tdvrog

9:17: eldov tovg Ummoug &v 1f] dodoer noh Tovg wadnuévovg &’ adTdv
Exovrog tmgaxag mugivoug

13:1: s&ldov . . . dnolov &vaPaivov ¥xov négata déxa

14:6: =ldov dAhov dyvehov mevbuevov . . . Fxovia edayyéhov aidwviov

15:2: elbov dg ddroooov dakivny . . . xoi Tovg vindvrag x ol dnelov . . .
foTdtag . . . Exoviag

18:1: eldov &Adov dyyehov . . . Exovra £Eovotav weyakny

20:1: sidov &rdov dyyedov . . . Exovio Thv %helv

With respect to the participle £xwv, which in some instances
does not follow the rule just given, Charles comments “€xov follows
an accusative though it is not preceded by the article in 5:6:
Ggviov Eotnxos . . . Exov (see also 14:14). In 5:6 it seems corrupt for
#xov. In 14:14 &xov is correct and xofiuevovy Suotov, which precedes,
is a slip for the nominative” (! 7).

Whether Charles is right in saying that some violations of con-
cord in Revelation are due to the Hebrew idiom, is still debatable.
The fact of the matter is that one finds this irregularity very often
in the papyril®

From Mayser I cite the following:

Zen. pap. 59443, 12: dneotdhranév oo yuveixe @éomv ool TV SoToliy
Zen. pap. 59665:8: towiov uéroavay Exov mhdtog daxtilav ddo

Zen. pap. 59665, 10: zai xéxhov vavtndv Exov nhdtog SoxtOhov 8éxo.
UPZ 78:12: #movooe. Tolfg Aéyaov

UPZ 78,25: iut 8¢ doeg, eldol (-1800), moking Exowv

Similar examples may be found in Kapsomenakis.l#

I note the following:

Flor I 50,66: obv 10ic &volioy goivi& xoi qurolg mdoL %ol ouxoyuvény
vty
PSI VIII 903,19: tiig éveotdtog Huéoug

Deserving special comment are the participles Aéyov and

Léyovteg. These forms are obviously renderings of the Hebrew ‘TDN?

13) Cf. Moulton, op.cit, 90; Radermacher, op.cit., 106f.; Blass-
Debrunner, op. cit., § 136, 1; Edwin Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen
Papyri aus der Ptolemaeerzeit, II, 3, p.192ff. For examples from later
Greek see A.N.Jannaris, An Historical Greek Grammar, § 1181 b.

14) Stylianos G. Kapsomenakis, Voruntersuchungen zu einer Gram-
matik der Papyri der nachchristlichen Zeit, 40f.
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and occur in the LXX (cf. Gen. 15:1; 22:20; 38:13; 45:16;
48:20, etc.). Thus used, they are indeclinable. There is reason
to suppose that these forms were perhaps among the first to violate
concord and thus set a pattern for other participles which in course
of time became indeclinable. Cf. UPZ 78,12: #xovoe Todiic Aéywv.
A few examples from Revelation are the following:
4:1: 7 pov) N modtn v fjxovoa ®d¢ odAmyyoc Aodovomc uet Euod
Aéyov

11:15: xoi 2yévovio @uval peydlor v Td odoavd Aéyovreg
14:6,7: €idov d\dov dyyehov . . . Aéyov v Quvii ueydin

II. The resumptive pronoun.

Frequently the construction in Revelation is disturbed by the
addition of a personal pronoun (occasionally an adverb of place)
after a relative or participial clause.l®

Charles regards this a Semitism, commenting, “The pronoun
is pleonastic in Greek, though not in Hebrew, where, since the
pronoun is uninflected, it supplies the inflection needed.” Examples
in New Testament books other than Revelation are: Mark 1:7;
7:25; John 1:27; Acts 15:17. Debrunner recognized the relation
of this peculiarity to the Hebrew i>. .. 0% and the Aramaic *7 7,
but he also attributes this redundant use of the pronoun to care-
lessness of speech not unknown in classical Greek and very common
in the Hellenistic period.

Examples from Revelation are:

3:8: dédoma . . . Bloav . . ., fiv oddsic dlvaton xheloon adTiv
6:4: xoi t® nodnuéve n’ odtov 8068 adt® Aofeiv v slonvny
7:2: oig 8060n avtoig ddwxfioan THv yijv
7:9: idov 8yxhoc molig, Bv doduficar adtov ovdelc EdUvaro
12:6: 8mov ExeL éxel tomov (Heb. QY. .. WR)
13:8: ob ov yéyoomTor TO Svouo adT0D &v t® Bifrie Tiic Tofic
13:12: od édegametdn 7 mAnym Tob doavdrov odTOD
17:9: ol énto xepodol &mtd dom eiolv, Omwov 7 yuvn xddnton &%’ adTdV
20:8: &v 6 doududg avtdV Og T dupog Tig Yahdoong

Here must be added a word about the frequent use of the
hanging nominative in Revelation. Though this construction ap-
pears here and there in New Testament books other than Revela-
tion, as in Matt. 12:36 and Luke 12:10, and though it is a frequent
phenomenon in classical and especially in Hellenistic Greek,1®
Charles believes that its frequency in Revelation is due to the LXX,
which borrowed it from the Hebrew. It should be noted, however,
that the author of Revelation seems fully aware of this construc-

15) Radermacher, op. cit., 217; Moulton-Howard, op. cit., 423 £.
16) Radermacher, op. cit., 21 1.
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tion, since he occasionally avoids it where one would expect him to
employ it (cf. 2:7,17). A few instances of the hanging nominative
in Revelation are:

2:26: 6 vin@dv nol 6 TNE®vV . . . dhow oVTH

3:12: 6 vix@v mowow oVTOV GTUAOV

3:21: 6 vix@v ddow avtd woadloow petr’ Euod

III. The resolution of the participle in one of the oblique cases,
or of an infinitive into a finite verb in the following clause, which
finite verb should have been rendered idiomatically in Greek by
a participle or by an infinitive respectively.

Charles regards this a Hebrew idiom and says that it cannot
be explained from the vernacular Greek. He refers to Driver,
Hebrew Tenses (163). The idiom occurs in the LXX, as in Gen.
27:33; Is. 14:17; Is. 5:8, 23; Ezek. 22:3, and elsewhere. Examples
in New Testament books other than Revelation are: 2 John 2 and
Col. 1:26. Howard has adopted Charles’ explanation.!?

Examples in Revelation are:
1:5,6: ©® Gyom@vee fipds xol Adoovte Mudc . . . xal émolnosv Muds
Baoiistoy
1:17,18: &yd eim 6 modTog %od 6 Eoyxotog xob 6 TdV ol Byevéuny vexQdg
(some scholars, so Charles says, have misrepresented this,
and others, like Wellhausen, have excised 6 t®@v). The pas-
sage is translated by Charles, “Fear not: I am the first and
the last and He that liveth and was dead.”
2:2: nol énetoacag tovg Adyovrog £ovtovc GmooTéhoug %ol oUx siciv
2:9: olda . .. v Bracpnuiav &x Tdv Aeydviov *Tovdalovg elvar £avtoic,
%0l 0U% giolv, GAAG. cuvaywymn ToU coTovVE
2:20: &1L Gosic v yuvoixe ‘TeCdfel m Aéyovoo Eovthv mOEATLY, %ol
diddioxer xol mhavd Tovg duovg dovloug
2:23: 2yd sl 6 doouvdy . . . %ol ddow
3:9: 81d® #x Tiic ovvaywyfic To¥ cotavd TV Asybéviov £ovtode Tov-
dalovg elvan, xol ovx giolv, GAAG Pevdovrow
7:14: obvol low o Zoyxduevor éx Tiic DAlpewc Thc weydine xol Emhvvay
Thg OTOMAG aUT®V %ol Ehevnavov odTog - . .
14:2,3: 1 govi fiv fixovoa dg xdaewddv xbogtdvriov Ev Tois xuddooug
ovtdv %ol ddovarv MOV nouviiv
15:2,3: =0l &ldov . . . ToUg VIXAVTOG . . . £0TATOG . . . EXOVTOG . . . %0l
&dovorv v ddv Moicfwg .« . .
20:4: memelexiopévay . . . xol oftveg ov moooexbvnoov (Charles be-
lieves, though he has no textual evidence, that the oftives
is a late insertion).

17) Moulton-Howard, op. cit., 429.
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As an example of the resolution of an infinitive into a finite
verb I append the following:
13:15: xai 8360n odrf) dolvar . . . xal movioy

IV. The joining of different temses and moods without any
clear reason for the change; the partiality for the perfect tense,
especially in the case of elonxa (7:14; 19:3) and sitnga (2:28; 3:3;
5:7; 8:5; 11:17).1®

That there are traces in the New Testament of the late ver-
nacular historical perfect is admitted by Robertson 1 and by De-
brunner.2®

The latter refers to 5:7 (fiMdev %ol eiingev) and 8:5 (slhngpev . . .
»ai €yéuoev); also to 7:14, where some texts have slmov. Other
examples from Revelation are:
2:2f.: 2neloacac . . . Exeig . . . EfdoTO0NG . . . AEXOTIAKUG

3:9: momom avTovc tve HEOVOLY %Ol JTEOCKUVIGOUGLY . . . %GL YVDOLY
9:5: 2860n avroig iva ui droxteivoowy adtovg, GAL’ ive Bacoviedfnoovrar
21:24 ff.: meQUTATHGOUGLY . . . PEQOVGLY . . . 00 um %Aewoddowv . . . olgovawy

. o0 um eloéddy
V. The bold substantivizing of such words as participles, inter-
jections, and letters of the alphabet.

Examples:
1:4 énd 6 dv xol 6 fiv nal 6 doxduevoc
1:8: &yd sl 0 dAgo %ol TO &
9:12 and 11:14: % odai 7 wia, % odol 1) devtéoa, 7 odol 7 TOlTY
Of special interest is 1:4. The name of God, 6 &v xai & v zal
6 goyduevog (arranged chronologically in 4:8: 6 v xai 6 &v zoi ©
2oxbpevog) rests according to Debrunner 2V and Howard 22 on the
current exegesis of Ex. 3:14.29
The name of God is deliberately left in the nominative
after an6 2% “in order to preserve the immutability and absolute-
ness of the divine name from declension.” 2%
For a fuller discussion see an article by Debrunner in Goett.
Gel. Anz., 1926, 147 £.

18) Moulton, Die Sprache des Neuen Testaments, 225—31, where
he discusses the problem with special reference to silnga, Eoyxmxa,
nwéngayae, and yéyova.

19) Op. cit., 898—902.

20) Op.cit., § 343, 1.

21) Op.cit., § 143 and p.297f.

22) Op. cit., 154.

23) Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Tal-
mud und Midrasch, III, 788; LXX 6 dv = N YR,

24) “An intentional tour de force,” Moulton, Prolegomena, 9.

25) James Moffatt, quoted by Howard, op. cit., 154.
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On the other hand, proper names were frequently not declined
in the Hellenistic period, not even after the prepositions 84, sig,
noQd, weel, and Unée, as Mayser has convincingly demonstrated.2®

VI. The author of Revelation repeats the article or the preposi-
tion before every member of a series for, so it seems, no particular
Teason.

Examples:

9:20: ¢ eldwla TG YQUOE ®oi TG GOYVEE ®oi TG YoAxd wai To Alhwva
xal 10 Evhivo.

15:2: Todg vixdvrog &x tob Inglov xal #x Tiig elxdvog adtob wol &x Toh
Goudpod Tod dvopatog ovTOD

16:13: &x Tob ordpatog tob dgdrovtog xal &x ToD oTépaTog TOU Inelov xai

éx 100 oTéUaTOoC TOD YeUdoTQOPYTOU

17:6: pedlovoov &x tol olpoatog T@V Gyiov %ol éx Tol olpotog T@V
pootiowy ’Incod

VIIL. The author is very fond of the instrumental dative pre-
ceded by év. A few examples will suffice.
2:16: 3v gonpoig
2:27; 12:5; 19:15: év 0afde
14:2: év taig xuddoaig
16:8; 17:16: &v mvel
VIII. The writer of Revelation more so than any other New
Testament author favors the tranmsition in a final clause from the
subjunctive to the future indicative. While, according to Rader-
macher (216), one finds such instances even in Plato and Herodotus,
the usage of a future indicative after ive. and pv becomes a very
common practice in the Koine.2?

Examples from Revelation:
3:9: ivo. HiEovoLv %ol TQOCKVVIGOUGLY
6:4: %ol Ivo. GAAMAovg ogdEovoty
9:4: 20080n odtoig tva pM ddunoovowy
9:20: va w1} TQOGRUVIOOUOLY
14:13: voi, AdysL 10 mvedpo, ive dvostarjcovtal
Note: The rich and varied use of iva in Revelation (also in
John’s Gospel) requires special investigation. The subject is too
large to be discussed here.

IX. Peculiar constructions in Rewelation which seem to rest
on ¢ Hebrew or Aramaic idiom. Charles lists a substantial number
of such constructions. I have selected only those which seemed
convincing:

26) Mayser, op. cit., II, 2, § 368, 8.
27) See also Debrunner, op. cit., § 369.
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a. 12:7: &véveto mbhepog &v Td odoovd, 6 Muxaid =ul of dyyshou
adtol To¥ wolepfioor petd tol dodxoviog. Charles translates this verse:
“Michael and his angels had to fight with the dragon.” Debrunner
(§ 400) questions, on good authority, the genuineness of the tod
which precedes mokepfioor and regards the nominative ¢ Muxomh
a poetic license, which the writer employed in place of using the
genitive or dative. On p.315, however, Debrunner agrees with
Charles and with Howard (448£.) that the 100 molepfiow is a trans-
lation of the Hebrew imperative 5 followed by the infinitive.
Charles and Howard both cite Hos. 9:13 (LXX). Howard also
refers to Ps. 25:14; 1 Chron. 9:25; and Eecles. 3:15. He also guotes
Guillemard (Hebraisms in the Greek Testament), who says, p. 3,
in connection with Matt.2:6: “An apt example of the practice
almost universal in the LXX, of rendering 5 with infinitive, after
neuter or passive verbs, by to¥ with the infinitive; to the loss very
often of all intelligibility or sense. ... The translators appear to
have concluded that a Greek idiom, which was the appropriate
interpretation of the Hebrew idiom under certain conditions, was
always to be employed as its equivalent and so have introduced
into their version renderings which are otherwise inexplicable.
And to this we owe, in great measure, the strange and startling
instances of the ©ol with infinitive, occasionally met with in the
New Testament.” 23)

One is inclined to agree with Charles and Howard, because of
the few instances in Revelation of 100 with the infinitive the func-
tion of none is clearly established.2®

b. 4:9, 10: 8rav ddoovowv ta LHo . . . mecolviar ol sixoot . . .
moeoPuteQoL . . . ol mEooruvioovowy T THviL . . . xal Porolow Tovg
otepdvovs. . . . The future tenses must here be rendered by the

present, for they represent the Hebrew imperfect in a frequentative
sense.

c. 6:16: xohwpors g and mgoowmov wov. . . . The dand is the
rendering for {». The entire phrase (it occurs also 12:14 and
20:11) is the rendering for *28b

d. 19:5: olvelre ® e fudv. Alvelre with the dative in 19:5
is well established in the LXX. There it occurs with the dative for
5 n7in and 5 %n

X. Other syntactical peculiarities:

1:13; 14:14: 8wowov viév (ace.). Debrunner regards this a sole-
cism .30

28) Howard, op. cit., p.449.
29) Radermacher, op. cit., 189.
30) Op.cit, § 182, 4 note.
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Ordinarily the writer of Revelation uses the dative with 8uotog,
as in 2:18.

3:17: obddév yeelav Exw. Though Debrunner regards the construc-
tion possible, he does not think it probable.3

Some important readings have o0vdevdc.

8:4: G&véPn 6 xomvdg toig meoosvyaic. Perhaps the dative is one of
interest, though other interpretations are suggested.3?

13:3: &davpdodn éniow tob dnelov. Debrunner reconstructs this dif-
ficult reading as follows: #¥avpocav émi t® Inolw xol &mogeidn
onicw ovTot (§ 196). Howard regards it a Semitism (476).

8:13: ovui tolg xotowolvtog &m THC YiiS

12:12: ovdal thv Yfiv xal Thv ¥dhoaocoov. Oval with the accusative is no
doubt the true reading in 8:13 and 12:12. Debrunner sug-
gests its combination with the accusative or with the dative
(Matt. 11:21) may be analogous to the Latin vae me or
vae mihi (§ 190, 2).

16:10: 2poocdvto toc YAdoooc avT®dV €x TOU mévov. The éx used in
phrases such as this to express the cause by which an act
is aided, sustained, or effected is exceedingly common in
Revelation as well as in John’s Gospel and in the First
Epistle of John.33

This concludes this brief examination of some of the peculiar-

ities of style in Revelation. The examination is in no sense a

criticism. Who are we imperfect mortals to find fault with the

-language of any Biblical writer? What impresses us rather is that

when John, under the Spirit’s guidance, attempted to put in writing

the grand visions revealed to him, he felt compelled here and there
to burst the shackles of accepted form, to give priority to his

Aramaic idiom, to draw on the translation Greek of the LXX, and in

other ways, like a great poet, allow himself a large measure of

freedom of speech, which one may admire but not emulate. Revela-
tion is the striking example in the New Testament of the truth that
while the Holy Spirit ordinarily had the sacred writers comply with
accepted regularities of style, He did not make them mechanical
slaves of such regularities. These very stylistic peculiarities do not
detract from, but rather enhance, the value of Revelation.
Paur M. BRETSCHER

31) Op. cit,, § 154.

32) Debrunner, op.cit., § 188, 1.

33) Cf. Debrunner, op. cit.,, § 212.
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