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Sticks brought Mr Verrill and his companion to a halt. Zeraphim, like
Devil Sticks, warn the would-be intruder that there is sickness about.
It would be a mistake I think to argue from 1 Sam. xix 13 that feraphim
were usually of the exact shape and size of the human form. [ would
rather believe that many of the quite small conventionalized figures
of Astarte and Bes and other deities or demons which are dug up in
largish numbers during excavations in Palestine. would have been called
teraphim by the writers of the Old Testament.

It is worthy of note that LXX gives a plural form, whenever it allows
itself to render this objectionable word. The rendering is generally
scornful : & eldwla in Gen. xxxi 19; 7d xevorddra, 1 Sam. Xix 13 ; Tols
yAvrrols, Ezek. xxi 21 (26, Heb.) ; butan approximation to the meaning
of the word is given in Hos. iii 4 34Awv (which is also a rendering of
own, Zhummim, in Deut. xxxiii 8), and in Zech. x 2 of dwogpfeyydpuevor,
‘the oracle givers’. In Judges xvii 5, xviil 14—20 Zeraphim is trans-
literated with the singular article 76 prefixed in two cases, while in
2 Kings xxiii 24 the transliteration is preceded by 7d. Surely we need
not attribute to the singular article the significance that the translator
supposed that Zerapkim signified a single image! Such authority as
LXX has is surely in favour of the view that the ferapZim are plural.

W. EMERY BARNES.

A PAPYRUS SCRAP OF PATRISTIC WRITING

THE third-century Washington MS of the Swdexampdpyrov, of which
a notice appears elsewhere in this JoURNAL, contains in addition frag-
ments of an unknown work. These scraps, 38 in all, are reproduced
by Mr Sanders on pp. 69 and 70 of the Faésimile volume ‘in order that
scholars may have a chance to help in identifying them’. He adds that
‘the reading is in all cases so doubtful that I have not ventured to print’
the text of the fragments, but as an assistance towards identifying the
work ’ he gives his ‘tentative reading of the largest fragment’! The
object of this note is to supplement and correct Mr Sanders’s reading of
this largest fragment in a few particulars which his facsimiles have,
I think, enabled me to decipher, and, secondly, to venture a suggestion
as to the author. I have failed to identify the passage, which probably
comes from a lost work. The fragment consists of the middle portions
of fourteen consecutive lines, recto and verso, each line containing no

1 p. 228 {. of the printed edition.
N2
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more than two or three words except at the bottom, where the width of
the fragment slightly expands.
Mr Sanders prints his tentative reading as follows* :—

REcro. VERso.
[1] covr esTwv TOUTOY @ [ 1]
[2] v paprupov ekkAnoias & [2]
[3] . tone Tqv oA jpov ouvmw (3]
[4] - - . BeAny oxe v Ty vov v [4]
[g] Tov TexviTo .o dov ep .. [5]
(6] nv Texyny TO Aibos avbpaf . [6]
[7] Tepov avBpomo 0 TUpwdes v . 7]
[8] nv exkAnoiay dov eyw eur [8]
[9] avratr avnfBor TO TOV 7ATPOS lo]
[10] . Tov waf . . Aere evvaTepoy [10]
[11] Tetxn oov TavT -+« Bnwnkad [11]
[12] {exin\ Boa kat Aeyer kar  Twv pev KpiTns . €v [12]
[13] ket em avrw . . gor kako Kat €T€EPOS pap [13]
[14] Aoe ket (8o ..oV KaPUITOY [14]

This printing does not shew the ragged edges which appear in the
facsimiles. On the right of the recto there is an indentation at lines
o and 10, and the papyrus in the last three lines expands to the left.

Recro. Here I have little to suggest, since the facsimile is so
obscure as to be almost illegible. The faint indications of lettering on
a dark background, in which the markings of the papyrus are the pro-
minent feature, offer little hope of restoration,

Line 12 contains one arresting phrase which, ¢ aided by a suggestion
of Dr Rendel Harris’,> Mr Sanders doubtless correctly deciphers as
[E]ZexinX Boa kat Aeyer.  This use of Bog, or a synonym such as éxpayer,
to introduce a scriptural quotation or paraphrase, is characteristic of
two early Christian apologists, Clement of Alexandria and Justin Martyr.
Such a verb seemed more forcible than the Aéye: which suffices the writers
of the New Testament in citing Scripture. To the Apologist the old
Hebrew prophet, or the Christian Apostle, not merely © being dead yet
speaketh’: he dec/aims, as it were, from the pulpit or from the stage.
Or, perhaps more often, it is God or the Holy Spirit who declaim
through the mouth of the prophet.

Thus in Clement ® Paed. ii 10. 95 (227 P) we find : Svowmelro 8 Huds

1 I have numbered the lines for convenience.
2 p. 9 (printed edition).
3 I quote throughout from Dindorf’s text.
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6 madaywyds & "Efexm) Bodv ‘ mepirépveate Ty mopvelav Sudv” (a para-
phrase of Ez. xliii g). Similarly we have éfoa* (3 ypag) Strom. i 8. 39
(449 P); éupodv ib. i 1. 16 (325 P) mapaferéov . . . puvis Tas éuPodaas
wap’ &aora ; émfod (the Apostle Paul) 72. iil 11. 77 (545 P); 70 dywov
mvebpa Sih Tob "Apds éxduvijoar Paed. ii 2. 30 (185 ) ; and frequently
xékporyev : Paed. 1 g. 85, Strom. ii 6. 26, ii 13. 59, iii 6. 53 (v 1. 5
o Aloxvhos), v 3. 18, v 14. 119, vi 10. 81, Quis dives salv. 39.

Justin Martyr has similar phrases. Thus Hoalas Sod in Z7ypho 12
(229 4), 14 (231¢), 17 (2354); Bod dux ‘Hoalov (6 feds or 76 dyiov
wveipa) i, 24 and 25 (242 B) ; éuBod 6 feds dio ot ‘Haalov 7. 16 (234 C) ;
and xékpayev is frequent.

But the phrase in the papyrus fragment is not merely Bog, but Boq
«ai Aéyer; and to illustrate this combination of verbs we must turn not
to Justin, but to Clement. In the Protrepticus 94 (75-6 P) we read:
6 8¢ Ppuddaropyos obros Hudv Tarip, & Svrws warip, ob woderar wporpérwv,
vovferdy, madedwy, PAdY 0dd¢ yip odlwv woderar, oupBoviede 8¢ Ti
dpioras Aikalol rénecBe, Aérer Kypioc, oi ArpdNTec mopeyecOe &dy
Yawp . . . ANeY aprypioy (a free quotation of Is. liv 17, Iv 1).  é&ri 7o
Novrpdv, éml Ty guTnplay, émi Tov PuTiopndy Tapakakel povovouxi Bodv kal
Néyowv, yiiv oor 8Bwpt kai Odharrav, wadiov, odpavév Te Kkal Ta & adrols
wdvra {d oot xapilopar pdvov, & waidiov, AIYHCON Tob marpds kTA. (a very
free paraphrase of the meaning of Scripture). The passage is for two
reasons significant. It suggests that Boq kol Aéyer in our fragment may
introduce not a literal quotation, but a paraphrase of the prophet’s lan-
guage. Again, as will appear later, the fragment contains a quotation
from the very section of Isaiah (liv r1) to which Clement is here alluding.

For a similar combination of verbs we may compare also Paed. i g.
76 (143 P) wopoxalel kal ¢pnow Sk Tod Lelextih and Strom. vii 9. 53
(863 P) 6 yevvalos . . . dwdorolos kexpaybs kai ypddov (¢ proclaimed aloud
and in writing ’, Mayor) TIepITOMY N w3y XEIPOTIOIHTON 0388 dEAEIN.

Justin, on the other hand, so far as I have observed, never has this
collocation of present tenses united by xal (8oq xai Aéyer or Bodv kai
Aéywv); though he may employ a combination of indicative and parti-
ciple: Zrypho 16 (234 C) éuBod Yuiv 6 Oeds dia Tob "Hoalov Néywv, 16
(233 D) 8t Mwvaéws kékpayer & Oeds airos ofrws Néyav.

I am not Patristic scholar enough to know whether this use of Boav
occurs elsewhere.? I have failed to find it, and if our fragment is coaeval

1 Also Strom. v 14. 113 (717 P) SopoxAsjs . . . &m 7hs osnyijs ixBogd. Similarly of
another tragedian b, vi 2. 7 (739 P) Edpuridov émi Tijs oxnrijs Bodwros ; and of actors
in tragedies 7b. ii 15. 63 (462 P) %) Mndela &énl Tis oxnvils Bod and Alas . . . kéxpayev.

2 Since this was written Dr Darwell Stone has kindly supplied me with several
instances from fourth-century writers.
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with or only slightly later than the third-century text of the Minor Pro-
phets with which it was bound up, the range of possible authors is
rather narrowly limited. At any rate this phrase raises a presumption
of Clementine authorship, which is borne out by other details.

I now revert to the remainder of the Recto, taking the lines in order.

Line 1. For coyN I should read ¢ oyn. The writer is arguing. As
the recto begins with an oy, so the verso breaks off with an odx dp(a),
where again Mr Sanders has failed to divide the words correctly. The
two opening lines might conceivably run ["Igood s odvéorw [..... .. oy
paprypod[ow . . .

Line 2. mapTYpoY[cIN]. The whole passage is clearly a collection,
as Clement would say a ovrafis,! or more pungently a veritable epuivos,?
of testimonia. In line 12 of the recto we have Ezekiel ¢ shouting > and
in the next line probably another occurrence of the word ¢ witness . In
the verso we find a quotation from Isaiah and perhaps an allusion to
Matthew, and we end with xai &repos pap[Tvpet ]

The following lines are very obscure in the facsimile.

Line 3 (Sanders . tcht).  The letters look like mcal, possibly weal’ ;
can an abbreviation of "Hoalas be intended ?

Line 4. gxer (Sanders), if correctly read, suggests ox(e)aypadpia,
¢ adumbration ’, which occurs in Clement Paed. i 7. 60 (134 P) oxiaypa-
la yap v 700 kuplov 76 Svopa 76 Inood (Joshua) mpoxypvaaépevor &v vipow,
and Strom. i 1. 11 (322 P) where the writer says that his work is not a
vpagd els émldefy Terexvaopévy, but notes treasured for old age, an
Bwlov drexvis xai oxwaypapia of the clear and living doctrines which he
had been privileged to hear from blessed men of old. There is a con-
trast here between réxvy and oxiaypagia, which is significant in view of
the occurrence of (?) rexvitw[v] and réxmv in the next two lines of the
papyrus. Texvirys is frequent in various senses in Clement.

Line 7. TepciN andpwmio (Sanders). The first fragmentary letter is, T
think, not T but r : the word is probably [&]yepow. The only use of this
noun that I have found in Clement is Strom. v 14. 105 (712 P) od yip
™y dvdoraow pdvny o Xptorod & Jmvov Iyepow, dAAL kal Ty els odpxa
xdfodov T0b xvplov Tmwvov &Aliyyopel (sc. David in Ps. iii 5 ¢I laid me
down’, &c.). In the papyrus, as in the foregoing passage, there may be
an allusion to the ‘resurrection’ ; but the building metaphor in the con-
text (l. 11 Teryy oov) suggests rather the alternative meaning of ¢ build-
ing up’, ‘erection’.

} Strom. iv 9. 70 (595 P) mepi 8¢ Tob paprupiov Siapphdyy & xipios elpnrev kal Td Sig-
Pbpars yeypapuéva ovvrdgopey,
3 4b. iv 16. 102 (609 P) opfjvos bmoderyudrar Beiwy.
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Line 9. ayver annBot (Sanders). The facsimile is almost illegible ;

I doubtfully read y m1 aneBo and suggest that the last words are 4 (in
the sense of ‘as’) dveBdn[oav], and that we have the ‘cry’ of another
witness or witnesses like that of Ezekiel below. But I can quote no
instance of a use of dvafody analogous to that of Bodv, éfBodr, and
énfBodv mentioned above. !

Line 10 possibly contains an allusion to ma8H ¥, but again the fac-
simile is practically illegible.

Line r1. Te1xn coy t1ayT (Sanders). relyny cov suggests Biblical lan-
guage, radr{a) that it is a case of interpretation of Scripture, rather than
direct quotation. ‘These are “thy walls”’ is a form of sentence for
which parallels can be found in Clement, though I bave omitted to note
references. Ezekiel is mentioned in the next line, but the only occur-
rences of the phrase 7o refyny oov in Ezekiel seem incongruous. It is
more likely that there is an allusion to Isaiah 1x 18 xAyfjoerar Swmijpov
78 Telxm oov (O 10 oikodopsjoovow dANoyeveis T& Teixn Tov).

Line 12. The torn papyrus unfortunately conceals the nature of
Ezekiel’s ‘cry’.  The kaf at the end of the line rather suggests that the
quotation did not immediately follow Aéye, but was preceded by a
parenthesis, e. g. ‘ and others agree with him’.

Line 13. ka1 €T aYT® . . €01 KaAo (Sanders). I read kai A_Aq?r[ype]c
ol KaAo[ymenor' Amaexa P]; the letters mapr seem fairly clear.

Line 14. Aoe exer doy (Sanders). I confidently suggest Tade Aerel
k¢ idoy; I cannot say that I read the first three words, but the letters
that are visible, ae—e—k, fall into place. Here apparently begins the
quotation from Ezekiel, but we are unfortunately not much nearer
identifying it ; for this exordium of four words occurs-some twenty
times in Ezekiel, twice in Isaiah, and sixteen times in Jeremiah. The
dwdexampdpnyrov has no exact instance of it, since in Zech. viii 7 the word
mavrokpdrwp 1s interposed between Kvpios and 807

VErso. Here I am on firmer ground, since Mr Sanders has con-
siderately published a second facsimile in his printed edition (Plate II
‘Papyrus fragments at bottom of first box’), slightly smaller, but far
clearer, than that contained in his volume of facsimiles. Except for a
few letters, I have succeeded, I think, in deciphering the whole. The
difficulty of tracing the connexion between the fragmentary lines remains ;
there is also, of course, a lacuna of a considerable part of a page between
Recto and Verso. My reading of the text is as follows, variation from
Mr Sanders’s reading being indicated by thicker type :—-
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VERSO.
(1)  codicTwN K
(2) EKKAHCIAC A
(3) [oxo]AOMOY €Pr@ TTO[Aw]
(4) IN THN NYN YTT{apxovoar]
(5) XHAONIAN KaA[ovperyy]
(6) A1B0C aN6paZ
(7) TO TTYPWAEC
(8) [arleN 1AOY €[ €TONpalo vou avbpaa..]
(9)  [vmo TOY TaTpOC

(10) TO EN YCTEPQN

(11) €N AOZHI ATTOKAA[vgdy] !
(12) TN MEN KPITHC . €N
(13) ¥ KAl ETEPOC MAP[rupe]
(14) HTHC OYK APA HN TINI H

Line 1. dictwN is clear, and the first letter in the line may well be c, the
apparently angular form being probably due to lines in the papyrus : the
o is doubtful. The xaxo8afuoves copioral who spend their lives in hair-
splitting (Strom. i 3. 22 (328 P)) and 3} codiaricy Téxvn (6. 1 8. 39 (339 P),
i 10. 47 (344 P)) come in for much abuse in Clement of Alexandria.
Line 3. The reading is clear, and the phrase [owo]domoy epro
finds an illuminating parallel in Clement : S#rom. vii 5. 28 (845 P) 7{ &
dv xal oixkodépwr kol Abofdwv kai Pavabagov Téxvys Gywov €ln Epyov ;
Clement * is arguing that the infinite God cannot be circumscribed in a
given locality, and in the next section he proceeds to say that the true
temple of God is the assembly of the elect, ke Church: ib. (846 p)
¢And if the word “holy” is taken in two senses, as applied to God
Himself and also to the building raised in His honour, surely we should
be right in giving to the Church . . . the name of a holy temple of God,
that precious temple built by no mechanicart. . .. Jwuse the name Church
now not of the place, but of the congregation of saints’. The juxtaposition
of line 2 exkAHclaca and line 3 [owo]doMoy eprw mo[AAw] suggests

1 Or anokaA[vgbnaerar].
? The three letters look like een : one expects Ton [de . .].

® Space of 4 letters, possibly blank : the faint indications of letters suggest the
writing on the recto shewing through,

* I avail myself of the analysis and translation in the edition of Hort and Mayor,
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that the argument of the author ot the fragment is to the same effect.
¢ These are thy walls’ (ro., 1. 11) also seems to gain new meaning.

Lines 4-8 appear to hang together. Except for some letters inline 5
they are all legible ; the difficulty is to fill in the blanks and reconstruct
the train of thought. The dominant idea is that of the carbuncle
stone’ (6), the source of which is revealed by the O.T. quotation two
lines lower down (8); that quotation indicates that the metaphor of
building, which has appeared more than once already, is still maintained.
1 imagine the connexion to be something like this: ‘[T am not speaking
of any ordinary gem such as that with which we are familiar, my ¢vo |w T
viv o dpxovoav, yv].. . kaA[ovpévny, but of the genuine] Aifos dvBpaf,
[with its remarkable] fiery nature [as it is writt]en, * Behold I pre[pare
for thee thy stone a carbuncle] ”’

Line 5. YHAONION kaA[ovuer].  The first word can only be an adjec-
tival termination in the accusative case, but the two first and the two
penultimate letters are uncertain. The two Ns are clear, but between
these we have what appears to be an m; in this position a vowel is
essential, and we must read either 1a (cramped) or possibly v. The
first two letters are obscure, but I am confident in reading them as
printed. The half obliterated initial letter of the following word can
only be a k. Judging by the ‘carbuncle’ in the next line I assume
that there is an allusion to some species of gem. Among the various
species of carbuncle and other ‘fiery ’ stones enumerated by S. Isidore
of Seville? there are two only which here come into consideration—
Carchedonia and Alabandina. The latter seems to be excluded on
two grounds. Neither form of the adjective, Alabandina of Isidore
or Alabandicus of Pliny,® will suit the -AoNjaN of our text, in which the o,
though small, is unmistakeable. Moreover, this gem from Alabanda in
Asia was, according to Isidore, ‘rarus’ and ranked high, bequeathing
its name to the modern ‘almandine’*; and I infer that our author is
contrasting an inferior gem with the true anthrax. If that is so,
Isidore’s description of the other stone is significant : ¢ Carc/edonia hoc
quod ‘et Lychnites facere dicitur, quanquam multo vilior praedictis.
Nascitur apud Nasamonas imbre, ut ferunt, divino.” The true dvfpaé,
according to Isidore, ‘gignitur in Libya apud Troglodytas’. The ¢ viler’
Carthaginian stone and the genuine Libyan article would both be
familiar to a writer in Alexandria and to his readers.

! Here follows an adjective, probably of place.
? Migne P. L. Ixxxii, Etymologiarum lib. xvi cap. xiv * De ignitis’.
8 N.H. xxxvii g6. 4 C. W. King Antique Gewms p. 21.
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ZLine 6. Clement can admire such a thing as the magnet (5 payvims
Abos Eclog. Prophet. 27 (996 P), 5 Aifos 7 OpvAovuérn Strom. ii 6. 26
(443 P)) or the Lydian touch-stone (v Bdaavos Aiflos Strom.i9.44 (342 P));
but for the ¢hérbor (Paed. iii 2. 10(257 P)) and their Aibwr repiepyia (4.
ii 10. 104 (232 P)) he has an even profounder contempt than for the
¢ banausic art’ of the builder. He has devoted a whole chapter to the
theme 8rc 00 xpn Tept Tovs Alfovs kal rov xpvaody érrofiabor kéopov (Paed.
il 12). He there enumerates some of the gems most beloved of women
—apétvoror, kepavvitar, ldomides, Towrdliov, ) Midyain opdpaydos, 6 wolv-
Tiuyros papyapirys—but omits to mention the dvfpaé. Those shameless
kaxodaipoves ought dylw koopeiobar Alfy, 7¢ Adyw Tob feod, by papyapiryy
1 ypady) xéxAnkéy wov, 7ov Suavyd) xal kabapdv Inaodv, and to recognize
that such unnecessary things as jewels were purposely concealed by God
from men’s sight. Itis only their colours (ai xpdat) that are precious :
otherwise they are but 9Ay yeddys. When the Apostle likens the walls
and gates of the heavenly Jerusalem to precious stones, his language is
clearly symbolical ; but those foolish women w3 cvvietoar 76 oupBoAikov
T8V ypaddv Shar mepikexrivacw Tois Aibots.

The dvbpag, so far as I can find, is mentioned once only in the extant
works of Clement, as forming part of the ornaments worn by the priest ;
and here he differs from the Biblical texts as to the nature of the gem.
While the Hebrew text? calls the two stones on the shoulder-piece of
the ephod ‘onyx’ or ¢ beryl ’ (sk6%kam), and the LXX speaks of  emeralds’
(opdpaydor), Clement mentions a pair of carbuncles, symbolical of sun
and moon ®: of 8o dvfpaxes id Te Tov Kpovor kal iy Sedijumy 6 pév yap
peanuBpwds kal Uypds kai yeddns * kai Bapds, 7 8¢ dephdns.

ZLine 7. The carbuncle being symbolical of the sun, itis natural that
its fiery property (ré mvpddes) should be emphasized. And this fiery
nature connotes destructiveness, for a little lower down ® Clement tells
us that with the Egyptians the hawk also symbolizes the sun, 7rvpddys
7ap KG.L (IVG.LP€TLKO§

Zine 8. And now follows a Biblical quotation which we can for-
tunately identify. Mr Sanders reads iAoy erw eim, but the initial letters
of the unfinished word are certainly e7o) : eTo is unmistakeable and the 1

! Strom. v 6. 37 (668 p).

? Exod. xxviii 9.

3 The same symbolism, as applied to the oudpaydor, is mentioned by Philo, though
he prefers another explanation, partly on the ground of colour (Vita Mos. ii § 122,
153 M) ; also by Josephus who calls the stones gapddvuyes (Aut, iii 7. ¥ § 185).

* Note the depreciatory word applied to all jewels in a passage previously
quoted.

8 Strom. v 7 43 (671 7).
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has merely lost its top.' Only one O.T. passage runs thus, and its con-
tent, with the mention of the carbuncle, confirms this reference beyond
a doubt. It is the glowing picture of the new Jerusalem in Isaiah liv 11,
beginning i8od éyd érowpdlw gor dvbpaka 1ov Alfov ov kal Ta fepéhid oov
ogdrgepov kTA. The writer can have quoted but a few words, perhaps
no more than 8o éyo éroyudfw oou dvBpaxa, because there is room for
no more ; in the next line he has passed from quotation to exposition,
and we must allow space for some introductory words before [y]mo Toy
matpoc. Possibly he has already given a fuller quotation higher up:
that would account for the mention of the dvfpaé in line 6 preceding the
Biblical quotation in line 8. Clement has nowhere quoted these actual
verses of Isaiah in his extant works, and, if he is the author of our frag-
ment, we are left to conjecture what symbolical meaning he put upon
them. All we have to guide us is his short statement concerning the
heavenly Jerusalem depicted in the Apocalypse?: ovuBoAwkds Tovrots
eikérws Texilerar Tév Gylov % wlus mvevpoarikds oixodopovpéin wpbds T
dvos odv Tév Aifwv 76 dplpmrov 6 dvBos Tob mvedpatos To dkipatov Kol
dywov 7fs odalas vevorkagw. Perhaps the sequel may bring further
light.

Lines g-r2 doubtless hang together. In line g the first letter is a
broken T, not T as Mr Sanders read, and the phrase was probably [y ]mo
T0Y TaTpoc, ratherthan [ajmo Toy martpoc. In line 1o read To e
YCTEPON ; the enycTepoN of Mr Sanders must clearly be broken in two.
But & Jorepor is puzzling ; Clement writes év voTépw,® els Torepov,t TO
Yorepov.®  Possibly we should read 7o & vorepov. Line 11 baffled
Mr Sanders : read undoubtedly e~ 20ZH1 amokaA. The last word may
be completed as dmoxadiply, -kadvebijoerar or -kalvplnoduevos, but
there can be no mistake about the verb; the connexion with the next

line TN men KpITHC is obvious.

Here then we pass, a little abruptly, from the fiery carbuncle to a
mention of the Father, 6 dvrws mamjp as Clement often calls Him, and
of a future revelation in glory of One as judge. It is natural to think
of the Nicene Creed «kai mdAw épxdpevor pers 8&ns xpivar {dvras kal
vexpots, or rather of the earlier Creed of Jerusalem,® which in place of

! It is even possible that the end of the word is preserved on one of the scraps
reproduced in Mr Sanders’s facsimiles (p. 70). There is a line there which I first
read as azapw, but [M]azwcoi is not impossible, if the w was cramped.

? Paed. ii 12. 119 (242 P).

8 Strom. iv 13. 89 (603 P).

* 4b. iii 5. 42 (530 P); Vi 12. 99 (789 P); vii 15, 108 (oo P).

5 ¢b. vi 17. 150 (818 ).

¢ Burn The Nicene Creed 1909 p. 110,
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perd 86gns had & 8é€y.  But that would be to neglect the significant
little word men. It is not a case of a coordination of classes such as
¢ quick and dead’, but of a contrast. T@N MeN KpITHC must have been
balanced by a clause like 7av 8¢ pofumodérys.' And, if we are to look
not to the Creeds but to the New Testament for the source of our
author’s language, nowhere is that contrast more sharply drawn than in
the parable of the sheep and the goats. I strongly suspect that the
passage in his mind is Matt., xxv 31 ff "Orav 8¢ é\y & vids 700 dvfpdmwov
& 19 368y adrod . . . Tére Kabices émi Opdvov S6fys abdrod krA.

And here, with much hesitation, I venture to suggest a possible link
between the Old and New Testament passages-—a train of thought
which may have led to this transition from the carbuncle’ of the pro-
phet to the parable of the evangelist. The writer has quoted but a few
words of Isaiah, detached from their context, "I8od éyo éroypdlw oot
dvfpaxa. He understood well enough that dvfpaé meant the gem, but
a writer of the allegorical school was quite capable of interpreting it in
its original sense, not as carbunculus, but as carbo, especially when he
found it so used a few verses later.> He has at any rate laid stress on
its ¢ fiery nature’, and, if heis indeed Clement, we know that he regarded
it as symbolical of the fiery and destructive sun. The *preparing’ of
the dvfpaé was a striking phrase and called up the thought of ¢ the
eternal fire ’, which, as he read in his * Western’ text of the parable in
Matthew,  #ke Father kas prepared for the devil and his angels’® The
passage might therefore conceivably have run somewhat as follows:
[kafiss elrlen 1hoy erm eTopdlw oot dvbpaka, TobreoTw TO WP TO
yroyuacpévoy $]T0 TOY TIATPOC (¢ SaBéde kal Tols dyyélos abrod drav]
.+ . YCTepON [§ vids T0b dvfpdmov] EN AOZHI ATIOKAA[Ufy . . .] TON MEN
KPITHC [0y 8¢ puobamrodérys].t But I am fully conscious of the various
objections to this restoration, which attaches an artificial meaning to an
isolated phrase of Isaiah without regard to the context, runs counter to

1 Cf. Matt. xvi 27 wéAAe yap 6 vids 70D dvOpdmov Epxecbar &v 74 3b¢y Tol matpos
adrov . . . kal TéTe Amodboet ixdoTe xaTd T MpALw aldTob.

2 Is. liv 16 ¢ Behold I have created the smith that bloweth the fire of coals . . . I
have created the waster to destroy’; where the Greek translator, understanding
that the coals and the destruction are for Jerusalem, thinks fit to insert two nega-
tives, 1dob &y EkTiod o€, ol ds xahxels gpuo@y dvpakas . . . &yw 8¢ kTiod o€ obr €'
andAeav Ppleipat,

3 Matt. xxv 41 70 7dp 70 aldwiov & frolpagev § marip (pov) 7§ daBory kal Tois dyyé-
Aoss abrot (Western text). Clement, in hisextant quotation of the passage, diverges
from other ¢ Western’ authorities in writing ¢ the Lord’ for ‘the Father': 76 nip
8¢ mpooromeire 8 froipacer § xipios TE BiaBéAg ral Tols dyyéhos avrob (Protrept. ix 83,

69 p); but it cannot be inferred from this solitary quotation that he was ignorant
of the other text,

4 For 6 wobarodérys (Beés) see Clem. Alex. Strom. vi g. 75 (777 P).
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the exegesis of other ecclesiastical writers * who interpreted the passage
of the Church of the Gentiles, and finds no support in Clement himself.

Lines 13, 14. The letters HTHC at the beginning of line 14 are
unfortunately insufficient to enable us to identify this ¢ other witness’,
Mr Sanders, reading the rest of the line as oy kapniTwy, again fails to
divide the words correctly : read oyk apa HN TINI H.  For odk dpa open-
ing a sentence in Clement cf. Paed. i 7. 59 (133 P) odk dpa %) vedrys Tod
Adyov veidioréa, #b. il 10. 10T (230 P) odk dpa woré byyriés Bwtéov,
parallels which suggest Ok apa HrHTeoN, but the letters HN TINI seem
plain.

I had hoped to obtain further light from the minor scraps, several of
which are legible. The longest of these is a strip of 1o lines, each line
containing no more than from 4 to 6 letters ; Iread the versoas follows:
KAY/TAPT/TEKN/CIN../AYTOI / QNTA / KAICAP / KAINH /[K]AAYYH / E1aNK.
But the pieces of the jig-saw puzzle, a few stray relics of what were once
perhaps several pages, not unnaturally do not fit together.

I have suggested that the author 'was Clement of Alexandria. The
fragment is not to be found in his extant works, but much of his work
is lost. Fragments only of the Out/ines (‘Ymorvrdoes) have been pre-
served ; and the author refers to works which have not come down to
us. In particular there are two allusions to a projected work on pro-
phecy : in Stzom.iv 13. 93 (605 P), he proposes to deal with the * Phry-
gians’ and  the new prophecy’ (the Montanists) év rois wept mpodyreias ;
6. v 13. 88 (699 P) he similarly promises to deal with the subject of
the Holy Spirit év ols mepl mwpodnrelas xdv Tols mwepl Yuyifs. Bishop
Westcott ? “ questioned whether the[se and other] references may not be
partly to sections of his greater works, and partly to designs which he
never carried out’. The extant ZEdogae Propheticae were, in his
opinion, taken from the Owut/ines. Whether derived from one of these
major works or from a separate treatise on prophecy, the papyrus
fragment, I have little doubt, comes from a lost work of Clement.

The fragment may even have preserved for us the title of the work.
For beneath the subscription to the SwSexdmrpopnrov—| palJaxias 1f—
there appears ‘in a larger hand . . . a second note of approximately the
same date’, which Mr Sanders ® has acutely discovered can only be
read as wpod knpvkeda)

€ olok®

1 e. g. Eusebius 2 loc, and Dem. ev. iii 2. 2.

% Dict. Christ. Biog. 1561 a. He refers to Strom. iv 1-3, where the author appears
to contemplate dealing with O.T. prophecy in the course of his Miscellanies : ols
émépevoy Gv eln perd T Embpopdy Tijs Beorovyias Td mepl mpopnTeias mapadedopéva Saa-
Beiv kTA. (564 P). 3 Printed edition, p. 19 ff.
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The second line, adopting a suggestion of Professor Rahlfs, he interprets
to mean ‘5 Aolocottinoi’, being either the cost of writing or the sale
price of the said Prophetical Preaching’. His interpretation of the
meaning of Zolocottinoi, as he shews, ‘ practically forces us to date the
MS before 270 A. D, if not before 260, a dating well supported by the
writing and the character of the text’. The title itself, however, he
regards as belonging not to the unknown work, but to the Minor Pro-
phets. * As the work contains the Minor Prophets it seems reasonable
to expect here a general designation or title for the whole work’!;
‘ whatever the meaning, this seems a designation of what preceded in
the MS and not of what followed, though in one of the unplaced frag-
ments in a related hand I have read [e]lexiyh Boa kar Aeye’. The
grounds for the hesitation, which the writer betrays in these last words,
are, I venture to think, greatly strengthened by the contents of the present
article. Moreover, had the scribe wished to append a second sub-
scription, he would surely have employed the familiar Swdexampdpyrov.
I venture, therefore, to think that wpogp[nrucy | xypuxela is not a subscrip-
tion, but a superscription to the lost work.. And, if the title is to be
dated not later than 260-270 A. D, we have in these precious scraps a
fragment of a MS of a lost work of Clement written within half a cen-
tury of the lifetime of its author, and the title may well be his own.?
H. ST. J. THACKERAY.

PS.—VERSO (14). ®THc] Thanks to the enlarged photo I now

read [&is] W Tpic. Sir. xiii. 7, the only Biblical parallel, seems irre-
levant ; the words are therefore probably the author’s.— H. St. J. T,

ON ROMANS vi 17-18

I TaINk that Fr Lattey is right* in rejecting the idea, accepted by
the Revised Version and almost all expositors, that ‘ye became
obedient from the heart,” &c., refers to the time af#e» conversion. The
state after conversion only begins to be considered in ver. 22 (yuni &¢).

The question is, for what is St Paul giving thanks? Not that others
were Soblor—that, according to his language we must all be in any
case : we are slaves to that which we obey, to sin or to righteousness or
to God (zer. 22). I agree with Fr Lattey that réror 8idayfjo means,

1 p. 19, 2 p.21.
® I have not found «npvxeia in Clement, but we have the phrase 9 snpukuey émi-
oThuy, Strom. i 1. 4 (318 P).
] * See J.T.S. July 1918 (vol. xxix p. 381).
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practically, the Mosaic Law, but I do not think St Paul teaches that
zeal for it could in itself make a man the slave of sin: the Law is
holy and just and good, but (says St Paul) I did not always want to
obey it! The Law produced sin by inducing disebedience.

But the matter in hand for St Paul in this whole paragraph vi 15-23
is not to establish that all have sinned, but to controvert the thesis ¢ let
us sin, for we are not under law but under grace’. He tells the objector
not to regret but to be thankful for sins avoided before conversion.
St Paul seems to me to recognize three conceivable states, immorality,
morality caused by obedience to law, evangelical freedom (in which
a man produces ‘ the fruit of the Spirit’). In 2. 17 and 18 he rejoices
for the (hypothetical) case that some of those he was writing to, whether
Jews or Greeks, may have been kept from sin by obeying the demands
of Law. He is concerned to say that immorality is bad in itself, though
it is best to be freed from it by the good motive, not merely by
obedience to commands. So he says (7. 17-18):

* Thank God that while you were in your former bondage to sin you
should have whole-heartedly obeyed Divine Law, and so have been free
of sin while slaves of morality.’

The important thing is that éAevfepwbévreo 3¢ k1A in ver. 18 refers
to the time before conversion. I should like further to compare elo v
wapedddnyre with Gal. iii 23 9m6 vépov éppovpovpefa.  The passive
napeddfyre does not seem to me to be a natural turn of expression for
St Paul to use of the ‘freedom’ of the Gospel.

F. C. BurxkiIrT.

THE ORIGIN OF THE NAME MACCABEE

It is scarcely necessary to say that with regard to the origin and
meaning of the name Maccabee many theories have been put forward
in modern times, but nevertheless the question still remains unsettled.
Perhaps the fullest discussion on the subject is to be found in a
pamphlet entitled 7% Name Machabee by Dr Samuel Ives Curtiss,
junior, published at Leipzig in 1876. So far as I am aware, no fresh
theory worth mentioning has been propounded during the fifty-two years
which have since elapsed. It would therefore be'a waste of time to
enumerate all the rival hypotheses, since.not one of them has met with
general acceptance. My object is simply to make a suggestion of my
own. But before stating it I may be allowed to describe briefly the
chief facts which we have to explain.

The earliest authority for the name Maccabee is the First Book of
Maccabees, where it appears repeatedly as the second name, or, as we



