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LEXICAL NOTES ON LUKE-ACTS

iIV. ON DIRECT QUOTATION, WITH SOME USES OF .

87t AND el

HENRY J. CADBURY
BRYN MAWR COLLEGE

HE comparative rareness of sustained indirect speech whether
statement, command or question is a well known difference
of the Gireek of the classical and Hellenistic periods from our own
language. The abundance of prolonged oratio indirecta in Latin is
familiar te even the beginner, and in this respect Latin even more
than modern languages contrasts with the Greek. In Hebrew, on
the other hand, the indirect method of quotation is more infre-
quent than in Greek. Even thinking is expressed by the Semites
as direct speech, — to one’s self or in one’s heart. The New Testa-
ment, therefore, not only because of its own Greek idiom, but
also by the reinforcement of such Semitic influences as lie behind
it, may be expected to display an abundant supply of examples
of direct speech.
The object of this paper is not to discuss these phenomena as
-a whole. It is limited, like all the notes in this series, to the writ-
ings of Luke, and its aim is to point out certain evidences of
direct statement or question in his writings that have not been
always so recognized. Several reasons make it probable that such
unrecognized instances exist. It cannot be said that scholars have
in the past ignored the Greek penchant for direct speech. But
there is an inevitable tendency to understand an ambiguous
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foreign text in accordance with our own idiom. Further the mo-
dern study of Hellenistic grammar enables us now to postulate
certain popular idioms as probably familiar to the New Testament
writers of which earlier grammarians were not aware. -The use of
participles® and of infinitives? in place of direct imperatives, and
the recognition of 87t as a direct interrogative (see below) are
cases in point.

That the line between direct and indirect statement was less
clear in antiquity than now, is due in part to the outward circum-
stances of expression. Ancient writing was intended for the ear.
Writing now, much oftener than was true then, is intended for
the eye. Our punctuation also provides a means of discrimination
that was not presented even to the eyes of the ancients. The direct
expression is trebly marked in a modern sentence, by the intro-
ductory comma or colon, by the initial capital, and by the envel-
oping inverted commas.

One aspect of Greek idiom which makes the distinction slight
between direct and indirect is the lack in Greek of change of
tenses after verbs of saying and the like. English requires after
a past tense a change of tense, so that “I know and will obey”
when quoted becomes “he said that he knew and would obey.” The
Greek as a rule retains the tense of the original and, except for
the optative after past tenses (an obsolescent idiom in the Koine
but in the New Testament used by Luke sometimes in indirect

1 That the participle is used like a principal verb in the imperative was
claimed for the N. T. and the papyri by J. H. Moulton in Expositor, Dec.
1904, p. 450 and Grammar of N. T'. Greek, i. 180f. This is denied for the
Ptolemaic papyri by E. Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri, 1.
i. 340f. As none of the instances claimed are in Luke-Acts we may leave
the matter open.

2 See L. Radermacher, Neutestamentliche Grammatik®, 1925, pp. 179if.
The independent infinitive had already become stereotyped in the episto-
lary xaipew as in Acts 15 23; 23 26. Perhaps other instances are to be found
in the close meighborhood of each of those passages, viz. 15 28, &ofe ...

undév mAéov émirifeafar 'ép.fv Bdpos whijy TdY émdvayxes TolTwy, 29 dméxeodat
etdwofirwr kTA. 23 28, eimev, érotpdoare nf‘rpaﬂ.wrag frakogiovs . .. 24 kThVR

Te mapaorioat, wa KTA.
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questions, always correctly in secondary sequence) retains after
d7: the same mood as well as the same tense.

A thoroughly ambiguous feature of the Greek idiom, at least
in its Hellenistic stage, is the use of 87t. This particle not only
introduces an indirect statement after verbs of speaking but has
also an extensive recitative use equivalent to our quotation marks
in direct statement. In cases where no forms of the first or second
person occur in the quotation one is_usually without clue as to
which of the two it is, and modern editors follow their own judg-
ment.3 But an ancient writer, reader, or hearer would have no
necessity of deciding there which construction of 6t is used.

The writings of Luke do not respresent in the matter of direct
quotation the extreme of popular idiom. They are said to show
less of the oratio directa than those of the other evangelists. A
comparison of parallel passages between Luke and Mark discloses
some instances where Mark’s direct expressions are put by Luke
in indirect form or are otherwise eliminated.®

Of 67u recitative also there is some reduction of use on Luke’s
part.® Tt is said to be a construction especiaHZ' characteristic of
Mark ® Yet a considerable number of instances are found in
Luke’s writings. Hawkins gives the “very striking cases in which
oratio-directa immediately and certainly follows 87 as num-
bering in Luke 13, Acts 14. But he also lists as doubtful cases 15
in Luke and 8 in Acts. :

Especial interest attaches to those passages where Luke ap-
pears to begin with oratio obligua and to end with oratio recta.
In 2 footnote to an out of the way article, J. B. Lightfoot com-
menting on Acts 14 22 declared, “This abrupt transition from the

® Westcott and Hort indicate their choice by capitalizing or not capital-
izing the word that follows &rt.

* Cadbury, Style and Literary Method of Luke, 1920, pp. SOf.

5 Ibid., pp. 1391

® Hawkins, Horae Symopticae, 1899, pp. 28, 41. But in the second
edition (1909) this is withdrawn from the “list of words and phrases cha-
racteristic of Mark’s Gospel.”
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oblique to the direct narrative is especially characteristic of St.
Luke’s style, and one subsidiary proof of the unity of authorship
between different parts of the Acts and between the Acts and the
third Gospel. Winer, Gramm. § 64, III. 2 gives only a few in-
stances out of many”.? Harnack shows how in Acts this pheno-
menon is widely distributed among the possible sources.®

Three conspicuous examples are the following:

Luke 5 14, kal avTos mapiyyeihey avtg pndeni elmelv: GAAa
ameAOwv Seigov ceauTov T lepel, kal Tpogéveryke mepl Tou kaba-
ptopol aov kabws wpoaérafer Mwvais els MapTUpLOY aUTOIs.

Acts 14, xal o'uva)ngo',u.evos‘ Wapﬁfyfyezhev avTors &r&’lepoo'o)uf-
pov py xopileaa d\\a wepuévew Ty érayyeriav Tol waTpos
iy AKovaaTé wov.

Acts 23 22, 6 pev olv x:hlapyos amélvae Tov veavickov Tapay-
yethas pndevi ékhadiicat 8T TaiTa éue(j)dwo‘ag rpbg éué,

In each of these passages the verb is mapayyé\hw. It begins with
an infinitive construction but in each case some forms in the
second person and, in the last two, forms in the first person show
that the direct speech has come in subsequently. The distribution
of this idiom binds together, as Lightfoot said, the two books Luke
and ‘Acts and even two parts of Acts.. The latter point is par-
ticularly interesting since Torrey in support of his theory of an
Aramaic source for Acts 1—15 36 remarks of Acts 1 4: “The trans-
ition to direct discourse, in just this manner, is the usual thing in
Aramaic.®”” But such transitions are natural in the Greek alsol®

7 Journal of Classical and Sacred Philology, TI1 (March 1856), p. 95.
The reference to Winer should be § 63, II. 2 where Acts 23 22; 23 23, 24;
Luke 5 14 are noted as examples.

8 The Acts of the Apostles, Eng. Trans., p. 228.

® The Composttion and Date of Acts, 1916, p. 24.

10 Of many discussions that might be cited I mention only E. Kieckers,
»Zur oratio recta in den indogermanischen Sprachen,” Indogermanische
Forschungen xxxvi (1915), pp. 51—53. Illustrations from the papyri have
not, so far as I know, been collected.” I quote one picked up at random:
P. Amh. I1. 80, lines 28—36 (ii/ B. C.) dpoiws xal [sc. mpooxhnbévos]
Kovdihov évds tédv dhielwov mpooepapripes éxew Tas ot matpds Tot Tegevoiros
ovvypadas s dnhovuérns olkias kal v T woke Fpaykdabny (sic) Iwd vdv

Py s, -
Alyvntioy drooTatdv évéykar Tas gurypadas kal Tavras karakavoac.
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and he has overlooked the example at 2322 in a section of the
book that he regards as unmarked by Semitic idiom.

In two other instances the transition from indirect speech is
more gently made with the help of an inserted expression:

Acts 76, Aargoev 8¢ ofiTws ¢ Beos 7t EoTar 6 o-w-e'p,ua avTob
wapowov & vy G\\oTpia kal Sovhdaovow alTo kal kakdoovaw
éry TeTpaxdoia, 7 kal To évos ¢ dv Sovhevoovaw Kpwd €y, 6
Oeos efmev, kal weTa TaiTA élenelaovTar kT,

Acts 25 4, 6 wev olv Droros c’zwexp[@r] TypeioOa ov Ilathor
els Kato’ap[au , €aquToy O0¢ uéA\hew év 'deez écmopeveaBar. 5 ol ovr
év vuiv, Proiy, dwarol cuvkarafdvres €l Ti érTw ev TR avdpl &ro-
TOV KQTNYOpElTWTAY AVTOU.

In both instances the explanatory words ¢ Oeos elmev or prnaiy
occur immediately after the words which by their person betray
the emerging of oratio recta. In 25 5 the proiv actually separates
the article and its substantive. In Acts 7 ¢ the author fell into
difficulty. Quoting from the LXX, at first he recast the oratio
recta into obliqua, substituting for oou the third person avrod.
But as his quotation continued he found it expedient to retain the
persons of the original and so at the point of transition interjected
by way of repetition 6 feds elmev. That it is an insertion appears
clearly from the very typography of modern Greek texts of Acts
in which words from the Old Testament are printed in a special
face of type. The LXX text of Gen. 151s1. is as follows: «at
éppée?] 71'1069 ZAIBIOG’,U.' ’ylV&;G’K(DV ’)’VU.’)O")] 37'[ 71'(1’POUCOV go"TaL 'T(‘)
oTEPUE GOV €V yx Ol {dlg kai dovAdaovaw avTovs kal kaxboovo w
avTovs Kal TATEWHTOUTY avTovs TeTpaKéTIa érn. 1o de Edvos &
éav. dovevowar kpwe éyde mera d¢ TabTa éfe\edoovTar KTA.

11 Acts 23 23f., the next verses, are often regarded as a change in the
reverse direction from oratio recta (imperative éroqpdoare) to obliqua (infi-
nitive mapacricad), but see above note 2. Cf. Luke 93, pndév alpere els miw
680w, phre paBdor, ujre dprov, phre dpyipiov, pite dlo xirdvas Exew. Contrast
Mark 6 8, the parallel passage, which has three constructions perhaps all
different, xal mapfyyeker adrois a updéy alpwow eis 63ov €l pj pdBSor
pdvow, 7 dprov, i wipav, py €ls Ty {bvqy yahkdve dAN dmodedepévovs gav-
Sd\a+ kai piy &8lenobe dlo xurdvas. In general the transition from direct
to indirect statement is much less frequent than the reverse.



CADBURY: LEXICAL NOTES ON LUKE-ACTS 417

The use of the interjected ¢pnaiv is particularly idiomatic, both
the word and its position in the sentence. Josephus, who (or
whose collaborators) surpassed in extended indirect discourse,
repeatedly relapses into direct, interpolating 4)1101', épn or eimev,
- just at the tell-tale words that reveal the direct style.!?

Another form of transition from indirect to direct discourse is
accomplished by the insertion of 87¢.. This is most clearly shown
in Acts 14 21, vméarpeday . . .;éma"rr]pt'gov-reg Tas buyas Tov
wabnrov, 22,‘7rapaica?\017vrss' éupéve T wioTer kol T Sia ToMNDY
ONAlrewy Jei fuas eloebeiv els v Bacihelav 700 Oeov. Three
explanations of the juds in this passage are possible and have
been long the subject of debate. (1) It is another ‘we passage’
like those later in the book by which the author shows that he
with others was present at the occasion referred to. (2) It is a
reference to the author and the readers under an inclusive pro-
noun. It means in this case “all we as Christians.” Such a usage

“would find possible parallels in the two uses of 7uiv in Luke 11, ».
(3) The words of Paul and Barnabas are being now directly quoted.
They are saying of themselves and their hearers in the cities of
Asia Minor, “We Christians must enter the kingdom of God
through many tribulations.” The third is doubtless the correct
explanation. wapacakéw then is followed first by an infinitive
representing a command, and then by 87t recitative and a direct
guotation.

12 Krenkel, Josephus und Lucas, 1894, pp. 3291f., gives as examples of
this ¢nol Anit. vi. 13, 4; vi. 13, 7; ix. 4, 4; x. 7, 6; xi. 6, 8; xiii. 13, 2, also
five cases with an interjected elmer and thirty-two instances of transition
from indirect to direct without any new verbum dicendi. Of changes in
reverse direction he notes two, and of changes in both directions in the
same passage, five. Probably the lists are not exhaustive but they are
sufficient. We may submit as further possible cases of change to direct
discourse Luke 19 13 elme wpds adrovs mpayparevsashar éws Epxopar, Acts 20 o1
elmev piy BopuBeicfas (BCD) # vyap Yruxs) adrov év alrd éoriv, 21 83 émvvbdvero

I N J
TLS €l KAl TL €JTLYV TETOUNKWS.
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That &7 recitative occurs elsewhere in combination with other
clauses seems altogether probable, though the combination is
somewhat awkward. Here are a few of the cases where either
direct or indirect statement is possible, and where I think the
direct is preferable.

Luke 7 1, e’é‘o’fagov Tov Oeov Néyovres 8Tt wpodriTis méyas
z}ye'pGr] €v Auiv kal 6Tt émeakélrato 0 Beos TOv Aaov avTov.

Luke 9 7, xal 3L777ro"oel da To AéyeaOar vrd Twwv dT *Twavvne
ﬁyép@ﬂ éx vexpiv, 8 UTo ey 0& 811" H)elas éqba'w;, dAwv 3¢ 8T
TpOPITNS TIs TRV &pxa[wv avéaTa.

Luke 9 1s, Tiva pe of Syhot Aéyovaw elvar; of ¢ amoxptlévres
elray Twavwny +ov Bamrioriy, d\\ot d¢ "Hhelav, E\hot J¢ 87¢
PO TIS TEY ﬁpxaz’wb avéoT.

Luke 24 33, eSpov 70poiouévovs Tovs &vdexa xai Tovs avv avTois,
Néyovras 87t SvTws 7yépOn 6 xipros kai bpln Zipwt.

In all these passages occurs either 7yép0n or avéaTyn. 1

At T 16 the direct nature of the first clause is evident. Pro-
bably all the other instances are oratio recta. With the dvrws of
Luke 24 34 compare the same word in oratio recta at 23 47 (con-
trast Mark 11 s2). At 7 16 the clause in question is followed by
another in é7:. Probably this also is recitative. Such exclama-
tions tend to use 87t recitative as is evident in Luke 5 26, édofalov
Tov Qeov kai ém\ijaOnoav PdBov Neyovres d7t idamer Tapadofa
aipmepov. And there is no objection to two &7t recitative clauses
in succession from the same speaker. Also contrasting speakers
use direct discourse in Acts 2 121; 17 1s, s2, though only at 213
is the 87t recitantis to be found as we have suggested of the
alternative speakers at Luke 9 7. On the other hand the passage
Luke 9 18, so near to it in thought as well as in position, appears
to be oratio variata. The first replies are in the accusative (with
an infinitive to be supplied'?), the last has &7 with either direct
or indirect statement. It is not impossible for Greek writers to

i3 The verb should be translated as an Epglish perfect but the Greek
form is past. .

4 Or shall we regard the accusatives as objects of Aéyouow in the sense
kahotow or dvopdlovaw ?
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change from the infinitive of direct statement to the &7t clause
of indirect statement,!® but the analogies that we have considered
incline us to the view that the d7¢ clause is direct quotation.

18 Note that at Acts 27 10 the é7¢ and infinitive constructions occur in
the same clause — possibly a mere oversight, as the many intervening
~words have led the author to forget how he began: dvdpes, fewpd STt pera
UBpews kai moAAjs (puics ol pévov 7ol opriov kai Tov mholov dAN& kal TéWY
Yuxdv fpév péNew foeccfar Tov mAovv. Such phenomena occur also in
other Hellenistic authors. Examples may be found in Keelhoff, Revue
de °l Instruction publique en Belgique, xxxviii (1895), pp. 166ff., or by
running down the earlier commentators listed in Winer’s Grammar, § 44
Note 2; § 63 I. 2c. The latter says (English Trans. by W. F. Moulton, 1870
and later, pp. 4261.). “It occurs so frequently in the best writers . .. that
the construction had almost ceased to be felt by the Greek as an anaco-
luthon. We can only ascribe to the ér a vis monstrandi as when it stands
before the oratio directa.” Another instance which textual critics have
-corrected and grammarians overlooked is Acts 16 19, &¢ 8¢ eldaw ol kipior Tiis
wabioxns 8ri dweoTepiobac ths épyacias adrdv.

After J. H. Moulton we may cite from the papyri P. Ozy 237 (ii 4. D.)
SnAév i €l Ta dApbi Paveln pndé kploews deigbar 70 wpaypma., Other examples
are in Aristeas 125, Philo Byz. 77, 6, Diodorus Siculus v. 56, 3. The con-
struction is of course in no sense direct discourse and therefore this long
note is out of place here. It is justified only because the 67 strengthening
the infinitive of oratio obliqua is perhaps akin to the é7: recitative streng-
thening the oratio recta.

The construction at Acts 27 10 fewpd 87¢ pé\\ew, raises other questions.
(1) There are in Greek literature instances of &s with the infinitivelike these
with 8r¢ and the infinitive. Is és used in like manner in cases where nor-
mally oblique constructions are in the participle? At Acts 17 22 we read
kard wavra os SeoibaypoveoTépovs Tuds Bewpd. 1 think the ws does not di-
rectly modify the adjective. Has the verb fcwpd here again a belping par-
ticle in &s in place of fewpd dpds efvar or fewpd tpds Bvras? Cf. P. Tebt
58, 24 (Iii B. C.), fewpioas pe ds mpogedpetovra xkal’ fuépav. (2) The same
infinitive wéM\ew occurs in the +involved sentence in 19 27, od pdvov 8¢
Tobro kwduveber fuiv 16 pépos els dmeheyudv éNfeiv dANd kal TO T7S peydAis
Beas *Apréndos iepdv els odbév hoyiobivar péXkew Te xai kabaipeicfac s peya-
Nedrros abris. The pé\ew kabacpeiogbar could of course depend on kivdvveve:
but because it seemed awkward Buttmann and Meyer preferred to suppose
that the oratio recta (Demetrius the silversmith is speaking) has turned into
indirect. See note 11. (3) péA\ew of oratio obliqua figures once more in a mixed
construction at 254, being preceded by an another infinitive clause,
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In this connection we may inquire whether a different type of |
zeugma involving &7¢ recitative occurs in the following:

Acts 9 27, dpyljoaTo avrois wis év TH 60p eldev TOV Kipiov kal
&7t \a\yoey atjnrz; Kal wes év Aap.aa'm; e’vrapprjo-zda'aTo P ‘TL::)
ovéuart’ Inoob.

Acts 14 a7, &w}dﬂyekkov Soa émolnaev & Oeds ueT avTiv kal ot
fvofev Tois éQveawy Blpav TioTews.

In the latter case the parallel in Acts 11 25, éd6facav Tov eov
Aéyovres: apa kai Tois &0veaw & Beds Ty pmeTavorav els {w;lv
&wrev, suggests that the 8t may be recitative. In the former
instance there is not only the alternative of indirect statement
but of &7« as a relative ‘whatever’ or indirect interrogative ‘what’.
At Luke 8 47 and 24 35 we have a similar use of s in combination
with a different construction. And this suggests that at least
Acts 9 27 is not recitative. Observe that in all these mixed exam-
ples the verb is a verb of ‘reporting’.

A sentence with two clauses in &7t is in Acts 17 3, dtavoiyw
xal wapatiBéuevos STi Tov X‘OLO"T(‘)V &er wabeiv kal avasTivar éx
vekpdy xai 8Tt o0TOs éoTw 6 xpw'ro's-, 6 'Incots ov éyw xaTay-
véM\w uiv. The grammatical person of the last words shows that
in the end we have oratio recta. There are three possibilities.
(1) If it begins in the middle of the last clause, we have a case of
transition like those mentioned on p. 415. (2) If it begins with
the second 87t clause, it is a case of double construction something
like Acts 14 22. (3) But both clauses may be regarded as oratio
recta as at Luke 7 16. Perhaps some reason for treating the first
clause as oratio recta is found in the frequency with which Luke’s
favorite del sentences are thus given in recitative. Compare
among others Luke 4 43; 9 22; 24 7, 44, cf. 46; Acts 1 16 and 14 22
(above), and contrast Acts 24 24.

The three examples just cited from Luke 24, perhaps require
some comment:

Luke 24 s, wicOnre s \dAnaev duiv e bv év 77 Tarnaia,

and followed by oratio recta. See above, p. 416. Evidently néA\ew in Luke-
Acts needs to be watched. Cf. note 19.



CADBURY: LEXICAL NOTES ON LUKE-ACTS 421

7 Aéywv Tov viov Tou avfpdmov 8Ti dei mapadobivas eis xeipas av-
Opdmwy duapTwrdv. Here the position of §r¢ suggests that Tov
vidy is the proleptic object of Néywv as in the familiar “I know
thee, who thou ‘art.” If so, can &7t be recitative? Or is viov
the subject of wapadoBijvar?

Luke 24 41, efrev 8¢ mpos avrods obror of Aéyou mov ols éna-
Aqoa 7rp(‘)S' vuas €Tt v ouw Duly, 810 Ol TAnpwiivar TAVTE TU
yeypauuéva . . . wepl éuo. In this case of self-quotation the &,
even with the following éuoU, may be indirect, but it may also
be direct, an explanation of the preceding noun Adyor. In like
manner the risen Jesus refers to his earlier words in Acts 1 1.
{see above) ... 7re,o1,u.e'vew Ty émagyeXiav Tou '77‘(1"7"0(‘)5' W fkou-
caté wovs &1t lwavwns uév éBdmriocer Udatt kTA. Here too the
clause is probably self-quotation, giving the contents of the éray-
yehlav heard from Jesus’ lips. It is not easy to translate so, but
the eagler translation ‘because’ is hardly right?

Luke 24 15, 7d7¢ dujporfev avTdv Tov voly Tol guviévar Tas ypa-
qf)dg, 46 kal elrev avTols 8Tt o¥Tws yéypamwTar wabeiv Tov XptaTév
... 48 Uuels pdpTUpes ToUTwy. Kal (dov éyw amooTéNNw Ty érary-
yeliay Tol waTpos mov €p Uuas kTA. I have treated this as a
case of 8Tt recitative. Is it a case of oratio obliqua with 87, ulti-
mately changing to recta 218

Turning to the interrogative constructions we may first con-
sider a passage which in thought belongs closely to those just
examined on the fulfilment of scripture:

Acts 26 22, 00dev éxTos Néywv dv Te ol wpodiTaL ENaATay peN-

18 Of. Mark 11 32, dmavres eixov Tov 'lwdvwny St mpodirys 7y, Acts 9 20,
échpuaaer Tov “Inooty 8ti ofrés ot 6 vids Tob feol.

17 A T. Robertson, Grammar of the Greek N. T., p. 1033, says, “It is
sometimes doubtful whether 8¢ is declarative or causal.” His example is
a double ér. passage, Acts 2229, kai 6 yhapyas d¢ ébofifh émtyvods 8ti
‘Papaids éoTw kal 87t v adTov dedexds.

18 If the pdssa.ge so similar in thought at Acts 26 23 is direct interroga-
tive (see p. 422) there is something to be said for regarding 81i olTws Yyé-
yparwrat k¥, as direct interrogative here, with ér ‘why’ (see pp. 423ff.).
Yet 8ru el is hardly, ‘Why is it necessary ?’ in Luke 24 7, 44; Acts 17 3.

- 28
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Novrwv yiveaBar kai Mwvays, 23 e wabyros 6 XPLoTOs, € TPDTOS
€€ araoTdaews vexp@y s weANed. kaTayyéANew T Te Nap kal
Tois éQveaw.

The e here ean of course be translated .if’, though it has no
apodosis. It.is sometimes regarded as equivalent to &7:. But
Rendel Harris in his studies on festimonia suggests an interro-
gative interpretation. He says:

“No onme, as far as I know, has succeeded in translating this sen-
tence. The RV margin comes nearest to it, with the suggested “whe-
ther” for el. It is clearly interrogative: ‘Does the Messiah suffer, and
does he first rise from the dead, etc.?’ The words are headlines of
Testimonies, awkwardly incorporated in the text, and are betrayed
as such by the previous references to the prophets and Moses, who
are to answer the qliestiom.’.’20 .

What concerns us here is not the theory of testimonia but the
question of grammar. That e may be interrogative, even in a
direct question, is familiar to us now. Among the New Testament
writers Luke uses it so most frequently.2 With direct questions
el occurs also in the LXX. So far as I know the construction
has not yet been ifreed from the suspicion of Semitism. The
awkwardness of construction in Acts 26 23 is bad enough in any
case. At no point does the grammar of Acts so much need ‘light
from the dead.” That the two e/ clauses are interrogative is as
good an explanation as the alternatives. It is not impossible that
they are even direct questions.

Acts 10 1s, (j)wwiaah‘ég érvforro (or émwlavovro) el Ziuwv o
émicalovuevos [lérpos évbade Eevierar. This is a more certain

19 So ABL 13, but in view of what is said above in note 15 sub fine
perhaps we should read here another anomalous péAAewr with R* 81
HP 31 61.

20 Testimonies, Part I, 1916, pp. 19f. A similar suggestion for Luke
24 45f. I have added in note 18.

2t Tuke 13 23; 2249; Acts 16; 71; 2137; 2225. The best examples
elsewhere in the N. T. are perhaps Matt. 12 10; 19 3 (= Mark 10 2), in all
of which the question (indirect?) is e &eori. Even if with Moffat we
move 268 to precede 2623 the el clauses (now three in succession, de-
pendent on dmisTor kpiverar) are hardly conditional but interrogative or
declarative.
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case of unrecognized direct question in Luke-Acts. The trans-
lators generally render it as indirect: “They called and asked
whether Simon which was surnamed Peter were lodging there.”
I would render it as direct: “They called and asked, ‘Is Simon
which is surnamed Peter lodging here 2’ The Greek, unlike the
English, would make no difference in the tense of the dependent
verbs or in the choice of the adverb. At least twice in Acts (4 7;
23 19) mwvBavopar precedes a direct question.

The decisive reason for preferring to regard this sentence as
quoted is, however, the use of the phrase ‘Simon which is called
Peter.” This author quite strictly distinguishes certain terms for
speeches and dialogue and others for narrative.2 Elsewhere in
this scene Peter in narrative is called simply Peter, but in dialogue
the same passage uses three times the unique and cumbrous
expression Zipwv 6 émikalovuevos (s émwaheirar) Ilérpos (105,
s2; 1113). I believe the question with e in 10 18 is to be re-
garded as a direct quotation because it also includes Zipwy &
ETKaNovuevog ITérpos 23

Another unclassical particle of direct question is &rt, ‘why?”
The grammarians have been forced to admit its presence in
Mark.?* So far as I know it has not been claimed for Luke, though.

22 Cadbury, The Making of Luke-Acts, 1927, pp. 2251f.

# Radermacher, Neulestamentliche Grammatik?, p. 195 note 4, seems
to recognize an el recitativum in Luke 22 67, dwjyayor adtév els 16 ouvédpior
abrév Néyovres €l 20 €l 6 XpioTds; elmdy jpiv. But we have in John 10 24, xai
éXeyor alrp "Ews mére iy Juxiy fpdv alpest e ob € 6 xpiords, elmdy fuiv
mappyoig. Cf. John 2015. In these cases we have as alternatives con-
ditional, direct interrogative, and indirect interrogative uses of €.

2¢ Blass-Debrunner, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, § 300,2.
Tield, Notes on the Translation of the N. T., 1899, p. 33, approved &rt of
direct interrogation in Mark 9 11 and 28, though he could quote other Bibli-
cal or classical evidence only for its use in indirect interrogation. Abbott,
Corrections of Mark, 1901, § 357a gives some LXX examples. Hawkins, in
the same edition in which he dropped & recitative as characteristic of
Mark (see above p. 414, note 6), added 87 interrogative, as found in Mark
216 (?); 9 11 and 9 28 but not elsewhere in the N. T. Another possible N. T.
example is the famous cruz interpretum John 7 25, Tiv dpxiv 6t kal Aahé

28*
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Luke knew and understood it in Mark. Three cases in Mark (not
without variants) are 2 16, EXeyor Tols mabyrais ST perd TV
TeNwvdy Kkal dyap’raikc?w éofier, where Matt. 9 11 and Luke 5 20
both have da Tl for 67¢; Mark 9 11, ETNPOTWY avTov Aéyovres
_ oTt Xeyoua‘w o 7pa,u./,ta7'sts‘ ot H?\ezau dei ENBelv 7rpw7'oy where
Matt. 17 10 has for the first 8¢ the words v¢ odv; Mark 925, of
uabyral airob kat diav émnpdTwy avTov 8Tt fucis vk #OuriOyuey
écBaNelv adrd, where Matt. 17 19 has dia 7L,

The most likely case of d7¢ interrogative in Luke-Acts seems
to me to be Acts 11 s where (not without variants) we read Swexpi-
vovTo TPOs avTov of éx wepiTouds Aéyovres &1t elaihfes wpos
avdpas axpofuoTiav Eovras kal cuvéparyes avrois. A statement,
whether in the second or third person (for some authorities read
eiaiiAfev . . . ovvéayer), seems somewhat jejune compared with
a forceful interrogative complaint, “Why did you go in etc.?”
followed by an answer of Peter. This was certainly the under-
standing of Chrysostom. In his Homilies on Acts, 25. (Mont-
faucon ix. 193) he explains 87 . . . eloiAfes xal auvéparyes avrois
thus o0 Aéyovor Siati kamiyyeras; aAa, Siati ouvéparyes;
Failure to observe this idiom led to the reading in the third
person in Codex Vaticanus and a few others (cf. Ropes, Text
of Aects, ad loc.) and to the conjecture of 7¢ by Boyss. In the gospels,
Mark 2 16 and parallels show an interrogative in a like complaint
against Jesus and these parallels all suggest a like construction
in two?® similar passages in the third Gospel: Luke 15 2, «at
“tpiv. C. H. Turner in a full study in the Journal of Theological Studies,
xxvil (1925), pp. 581f., accepts 8t as a direct interrogative in Mark 2 7
{Be); 218 (BL 33); 812 (C Origen); 911; 928, in Hermas, Sim ii. 10;
v. 6, 4; viii. 1, 4 (P Mich), viii. 6, 2 (P Mich) and, following Tischendorf,
at Barnabas vii. 9; viii. 5; x. 1. In some of the patristic instances it is
probably an mdlrect interrogative.

% Note Seydyyulor in both, like syoyyv(ov of Luke 530. The verb
diexplvorro of Acts 11 2 finds a parallel in the Western text of Luke 11 38
{another case of violation of Pharisaic food restrictions): fpfaro Siaxpwwi-
pevos & éavrd Aéyew 8w vi (the Neutral text is simply v édavpacer &r)
ol mparoy éBantioly wpd Tov dpiorov. In a similar complaint at Mark 2 ¢,
we have Oiahoyi{duevor év Tals kapdiats abrdy Gri ofros Aahel; Blacppuet
according to BO; the other MSS. read r/ for ért and many add oires..
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deeydryyuov of Te Dapioaior kai of ypauuateis Aéyovres §7i oUTos
duapTwovs TpordéxeTar kai auvesBle avrois, and Luke 19 7, kal
{00vres wavres dieydyyvlov Néyovres 871 wapa auapTerd avdpl
elog\Bev kaTalvoat,

As the idiom is confirmed for Mark by the paraphrase of Mat-
thew and Liuke (“the earliest commentators™®), so it is in a sense
confirmed for Luke-Acts by the old Latin version which is the
first commentator on that work.2? At Acts 11 s quare is read by
most MSS. and at Luke 152 by Codex Vercellensis. Of course
quare like 67t may be indirect as well as direct interrogative. It
must suffice here to open the question concerning these and pos-
sibly other instances?® of 87« = ‘why’ in direct question in the
writings of Luke,

26 A. T. Robertson, Grammar of the Greek N. T.3, 1919, p. 1431.

37 Turner, loc. cit. shows how frequently the Latin translations find
interrogatives in the Greek 8r:, but he appeals to none of the Lucan
instances.

28 QOther possible cases in Luke-Acts would include Luke 125 (ém
otrws as in Mark 2 7, see old Latin); 11 38 (see note 25; variant of D and
Latin); Acts 18 13.



