IRREGULAR LINGUISTIC FEATURES IN REVELATION:

INTERACTING WITH R. H. CHARLES
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Three possibilities can explain irregularities: they were intentional, they were due to
ignorance, or they were unintentional mistakes. R. H. Charles wrote the two-volume commentary
on Revelation in the International Critical Commentary. It presented an extended investigation
of linguistic peculiarities in the Book of Revelation. He concluded that the writer was a Jew
thinking in Hebrew and writing in Greek, which he did not know very well. Other writers,
particularly Henry Cadbury, have challenged that conclusion, saying that the linguistic
irregularities are deliberate. The issue is of some importance because it relates to the authorship
issue for the Apocalypse. If the anomalies were deliberate, it is not as necessary to posit a
different author for Revelation vs. the Gospel of John and the three Epistles of John, which do
not have such grammatical features.

In responding to Charles' contention, several authors have argued that all the peculiarities
he notes appear in non-literary papyri and the like. They infer that it is not necessary to appeal to
Hebrew grammatical habits to explain the phenomena in Revelation. The amount of these
peculiarities and the nature of some of them, however, do look away from an explanation that
depends on analogies from Greek backgrounds. Furthermore, some phenomena are not
objectionable Greek per se, but they are minority features that predominate in this book. The
issue is not whether the style is Semitic, because it is, not only in its abnormalities but in other
ways. The issue is why it has this Semitic coloring.

A Summary of Linguistic Peculiarities According to R. H. Charles

1.Occasionally words are in a different gender from the words they modify. For example,
14 téocapa (Mo (neuter) is followed by Aéyovteg, a masculine participle (4:8).
2.Some Greek words in Revelation are assigned secondary meanings of their Hebrew
equivalents—meanings that are lacking in the Greek word: oi mddec avTOd (g GTOAOL TVLPOG
(10:1). Here Charles thinks that T6deg means “legs” because otdAot is compared with them. The
Hebrew word 937, sometimes means “legs.”
3.Kvprog 6 0gdc, 6 AV kol 6 Nv xai 6 Epyduevog, 6 movtokpdtmp is a set Old Testament
phrase used to translate NIRAX >777X:7 717°. An interpolation is charged in the case of kbptog 6
0edc, 6 AV Kol O v kai 6 Epyduevog, 6 Tavtokpdtop (1:8).
4.In its context BaAA® eig KAivnv (2:22) is said to be meaningless Greek but significant if
translated into Hebrew. This idiom stands for a number of phrases in Revelation that are not
Greek idioms.
5.Grammatical constructions are sometimes not parallel. A finite verb may continue a
participle where another participle should appear: Odtoi €16tv oi &pydpevol . . . xoi Emlvvay
(7:14). A finite verb may sequence with an infinitive: €666n avt® dodvor . . . Koi wOM|oT
(13:15).




6.Instances of tense usage represent the Hebrew idiom: dtav ddcovow . . . d0&av . . .
necovvtal (4:9-10).

7.The pleonastic use of the pronoun occurs frequently: fjv 00deilg dvvatar KAeloat oAV
(3:8). Nominativus pendens is also used in Revelation: 6 vik®v ddcw avtd (3:21). A related
usage occurs with the dative: 1® vik®vti ddo® avtd (2:17).

8.A noun or participial phrase dependent on a preceding case in Hebrew stands with the
article in the nominative even though Greek syntax requires agreement in case: dmd Incod
Xpiotod, 6 paptug, 0 motog (1:5).

9.Charles lists a class of unique expressions, or “slips,” among which is 10 pvotplov
TAV ENTA ACTEPOV . . . Kai TAG Entd Avyviog (1:20) instead of @V Entd Avyvidv.

10.In place of the vocative case, the articular nominative is sometimes used: A&toc €, 6
KOp1og kai 6 Be0g MudV (4:11).

Examples where the number of the subject and verb differ could be classified here; but
since there are examples of this elsewhere in the New Testament, the phenomenon is not
particularly unusual. Discord in gender, however, does not occur elsewhere.

Gender

There are nine words that sometimes occasion a lack of concord in gender: {®ov, Onpiov,
Képag, dpviov, Ktiopo, oTpatevpa, Tvedpa, yIAlds, and eovr. ,

In three of the twent%/ times that {(@ov occurs, proper gender is disregarded (4:7, 8); the

other occurrences are 4:6, 7, 9; 5:6, 8, 11, 14; 6:1, 3, 5, 6, 7; 7:11; 14:3; 15:7; 19:4. All three
instances appear together describing the four living creatures that were around the throne. The
first instance reads, xai 10 tpitov {Pov Ewv 10 Tpdownov a¢ dvBpodmov. In the next verse a
similar thing happens twice: kai td téccapa {da, €v Kab’ &v avtdVv &V dva ntépuvyag &5 . . .
Kol Gvamavoty ovk Eyovoty NUEPaG kol VukTog AEyovtes . . . . Revelation 4 gives a picture of the
throne room of God. Besides God himself there are twenty-four elders, the seven spirits of God,
and the four “living creatures.” These are some kind of heavenly beings, and heavenly beings are
usually considered masculine. So, the masculine participle may demonstrate that the author is
using figurative language. It is noteworthy that he enters this “modification by sense” in
connection with the first mention of the living creatures. The meaning of subsequent references
is set by a personal modification of this neuter entry.
Of the thirty-eight times Onpiov (“beast”) is used, five times 3gendzer iszviolated: 13:11, 14, 15;
17:3, 11, 16; normal usage is found in 6:8; 11:7; 13:1, 2, 3, 47, 127, 157, 17, 18; 14:9, 11; 15:2;
16:2, 10, 13; 17:7, 82, 12, 13,17; 19:19, 202; 20:4, 10. The Onpiov in 13:11 arises from the earth
having two horns and speaking like a dragon. The gender violation in verse 14 refers to the
subject of the nearest verb, which equals the beast of verse 11. This beast is later called the false
prophet, who is cast into the lake of fire and brimstone. He is not literally a beast, but a person
working on the side of evil.

13:14 says, . . . motfjoou gikova @ Onpiw, 0¢ Exel TV TANYNV THG poyaipng Koi Elnoev.
This beast arises from the sea, having seven heads and ten horns. To him the second beast gave
his allegiance. He is also cast into the lake of fire. In 13:18 he is called a “man.” Accordingly,
the masculine gender is by sense instead of grammar.

Kai gidov yovaiko kadnuévnyv éni Ofpilov kdkkivov, yépov[ta] dvopate Pracenuiag,
Exov KeQordg Entd kot képata déka (17:3). This beast is the dragon that equals Satan, because



he was to ascend out of the bottomless pit (17:8). Kai to déka képata 6 £idov koi 10 Ofplov
ovtot pieicooty v wopvny (17:16). The quotation is part of the explanation of the woman and
the beast that the angel gives. In the remaining occurrences of the word, there is no problem of
gender.

The word képag (“horn”) is used ten times in Revelation (5:6; 9:13; 13:12, 11;17:3,7, 12,
16). The only anomaly occurs in its last usage (17:16). The horns and the beast are made equal to
a masculine plural pronoun although both are neuter. Again, the horns are not literal, being
identified as “kings” (Pactielc), a masculine term. The masculine demonstrative pronoun refers
to what the horns represent. Consequently, we have here another instance of modification by
sense.

Apviov, “lamb,” has no gender difficulties in Wescott and Hort's text, Nestle's text, or the
UBSGNT 5 rev.. However, Charles uses a masculine reading on the adjective in 5:12. That is the
only example he cites of the twenty-nine times the word appears. “Lamb” clearly refers to Christ,
the perfect offering for sin, and it therefore involves modification by sense.

Twice ktiopo is used in Revelation (5:13; 8:9). ITav xtiopa . . . fjkovca Aéyovtag
represents two difficulties, one in number and the other in gender. The number problem can be
explained as an emphasis on each individual, and the masculine participle can be explained as a
reference to the persons represented by the word “creature.” Both number and gender can be
explained as usage by sense.

Kai td otpatedpata [Td] £v T® 0vpavd norovdst avtd &’ inmoig Aevkoig, £voedfuévol
Bouooivov Aevkov kaBapodv (19:14). Zrphrevpa is modified by a masculine participle. This is the
one irregular usage in three occurrences (cp. 9:16; 19:19). The army is that of “the Word of
God,” of the “King of Kings and Lord of Lords.” It is made up of the saints of God. The
participle emphasizes the individual persons in that army and so again illustrates modification by
sense.

One time mvedpa (“spirit”) occurs with a masculine participle: of ety T0 £ntd TVELUATO
10D Be0D amectoipévor gig maoa v YNV (5:6). Charles lists this among his examples of gender
discord. He is pushing a point because oi €cw at the beginning of the quotation relates to
0pBoipovg. “Eyes” is modified by two groups of words: and dneotaipévol ig micav v yiv.
[Tvebpota is nearer than o@uaApovg but since “spirits” equal dpuaipovc, the participle could
modify either. ITvedpa is used correctly the other twenty-three times (1:4, 10; 2:7, 11, 17, 29;
3:1,6,13,22;4:2,5; 11:11; 13:15; 14:13; 16:13, 14; 17:3; 18:2; 19:10; 21:10; 22:6, 17).

Xwdg (“thousand”), though feminine, is modified by a masculine participle four times
(7:4, 5, 8; 14:3). The number could have been higher if the participle had been used every time.
The sealing of the 144,000 is the main place where it appears, but since €éo@payicuévot is not
always used when y1Addeg occurs, it is mentally supplied throughout the rest of the chapter. In
only one place does the author use correct gender: kol pet’ avTod €kaTOV TEGOEPAKOVIQ
TE6G0PEG YIAA0EG Eyovoat TO dvopa avtod (14:1). In the sealing of the 144,000, the participle
that modifies y1A140¢c is looking more to the people numbered than to the gender of the number.
The other thirteen uses of y1adeg are 5:11; 7:52, 63, 73, 82; 11:13; 21:16.

dovn (“voice, sound”) is used fifty-one times in the Apocalypse. Charles lists five times
where it is used incorrectly: 4:1; 5:11-12; 9:13-14; and 11:15. In 5:11-12 the text says, kai
fKovoa VIV AyyéAwv TOAADV . . . Aéyovtec. A masculine plural participle modifies a feminine
singular noun. The writer intended therefore that the participle connect more closely with
ayyélwv. This leaves only the problem of case, but this type of thing happens in the papyri
according to Moulton. He is even willing to say, “. .. the Apocalypse doesn't owe its blunders to



Semitism.”” The other four cases fall under one explanation. The usage in 6:6 shows the prevalent
use of “sound,” or “voice,” in Revelation: kai fjkovca g VIV &v HEc® TV Te660pV (HOV
Aéyovoav. Periphrastically this means, “I heard something that sounded like a voice.” Other
scriptures speak of the sound as something “like” the sound of many waters. So the speaker of
the sound is modified, not the sound itself. The usage here might then involve personification as
well as modification by sense.

In all cases, therefore what is expected has been supplanted by the masculine. With the
exception of gwvn, all the difficulties occur with some spiritual concept illustrated by a figure,
and the anomaly is an example of modification by sense.

Charles says that the author thinks in Hebrew and writes in Greek. This does not fully account

for the gender of these words. Z®ov and Onpiov would equal the Hebrew or Aramaic 11’77, which
is feminine. Képag equals 177 (f.), and dpviov equals ;770 or W22, both of which are masculine.
Ytphrevpa may equal RAX or ?°17 (m.), or mnn, m27wn (f). Muedpa equals M or 7AW (f).

®oviy corresponds with 7P (m.) and yiudg matches 79X (c.). Six of the nine terms have a
different gender in Hebrew from what the error that Revelation contains; two agree, and the last
(otphTevpo) may or may not agree.

In places where it can be determined, the author uses the gender of what the figure stood
for. Thus Onpiov (yevdompoentng) is modified by Aéywv, képata (Paciiedg by odtot, dpviov
(Xprotdg or k¥prog) by d&log; otpdrevpo and ylddeg (dvBpwmot, moAital, ete.) by Ecopayuévor.
Since the writer usually uses correct gender and since the gender he uses does not match the
corresponding Hebrew term, he may have acted intentionally. Charles also admits this, saying
that the constructions are kotd cOveotv, as we have noted several times.

There are some manuscript differences regarding gender that are not accepted by either
Nestle, UBSGNTS rev., or Westcott and Hort. In 5:6 some manuscripts read £otokmg for
¢otaxog in modifying dpviov, and in 5:12 some read d&rog for d&ov in modifying dpviov. These
are the same kinds of differences that appear in the text used above. One of two conclusions is
necessary: either these readings were in the original and would be additional instances of
anomalies, or this type of Greek could be introduced. The latter option is interesting because it
could indicate that such constructions did not sound all that foreign to the Greek scribes.

Secondary Meanings

Charles lists four words that agree with the Hebrew in primary meanings, but secondary
Hebrew meanings have been assigned to the Greek words. The first is movg: kai ol T6deg aHTOD
®¢ otdAot Tupdc (10:1). He notes in his commentary that mov¢ here most likely means “legs”
because otdAot parallels it, and supposes that the writer had Daniel 10:6 in mind. In this very
(Aramaic); koi ol Bpayioveg avtod kai ol mddec woel yaAndg E€aotpantowv (Greek LXX). In
Daniel 10:6 7>N?377 probably does mean legs because Ppayioveg parallels modg as being “like in
color to polished brass.” If hands were paralleled with Pn%x7n, it would more likely mean feet.

If it is true that the writer of Revelation had this figure in mind, he used mobg because it
was used in Daniel. He was not necessarily thinking in Hebrew; he could have been thinking
this passage of Septuagint Greek. Furthermore, movg translates 0°V7(thigh) in Exodus 29:17;
Leviticus 1:13; 8:21; and 9:14. These notes Charles himself gives, admitting that “this



secondary meaning of mo0¢ (when used as a rendering of the Hebrew) was not unexampled at
the time” (p. 259). As a matter of fact, moug had an extended meaning even in classical Greek.
Liddell and Scott give examples where it meant “the arms or feelers of a polypus” (Hes. Op.
524), the “leg with the foot, as yeip for the arm and hand” (IL. 23:772; Od. 4:149; Luc. Alex.
59). The Hebrew background of the writer together with the LXX influence in this case
sufficiently explains appealing to a secondary option for the meaning of a Greek word.
Admitting that the Hebrew influence is there does not mean the author was rather illiterate in
Greek.

Three times the phrase mowaivety mavta ta €0vn €&v papdm cwdnpd occurs (2:27; 12:5
19:15). The usual meaning of mwowaiver is “to shepherd.” However, in these instances Charles
suggests that the meaning is “to break” since there is possible parallelism between matéym
(smite), mowpavel (break?), and matel (trample). This phrase occurs in Psalm 2:8-9: 02¥/2 2yIn
2172. . . 02 7IPR). The LXX translates: kai &G0 cot. . . moaveic odtoig év papdm o1dnpd.
Revelation 2:27 adds to this phrase ¢ td oxedn ta kepapkd cvvrpifeton. This likewise is
added in Psalm 2:9: O¥DIA 9%1> °723; the Septuagint says, ¢ okeDog KEPOPEVOS GUTPIYELS
avtovg. The second phrase is applied loosely to the figure used in Revelation. Nevertheless, the
use of two proximate phrases was hardly accidental.

Charles comments on the possibility of borrowing the wording from the LXX:

“. . . since it is our author's usage elsewhere to translate the Hebrew text
independently, there is no reason to infer that he is here simply borrowing from
the LXX. The LXX was no doubt familiar to him and provided him with a
vocabulary. But he was in no sense dependent upon it” (p. 76)

If he did not know Greek very well, he depended to an extent on the Septuagint for expressing
himself to his readers. Charles also notes that the root of QYN was probably understood by the
LXX translators to be ¥ (“to shepherd”). So, they pointed it QYN whereas for the sake of the
parallelism, they should have supposed the root ¥V (“to break™) as does Symmachus and
pointed it YA

The author's independent translation of the Hebrew need not be an independent
translation. It could be a paraphrase of one already existing. We cannot tell the difference.
Whether he depended on the LXX is incidental. If he was familiar with the Septuagint, he may
have used it. Theoretically, he could have used it even to the point of doing injustice to the
Hebrew; after all, according to Charles he was “unfamiliar with the fine shades of meaning in
the Greek words.”

Charles lists some examples where 71V7 means “break” (Psalm 80:14; Jeremiah 6:3; 2:16;

22:22; Micah 5:5). Why then did the LXX take QV7N from the wrong root? It is not hard to see
how the Septuagint translators themselves may have influenced the meaning of mowaivewv from
“shepherd,” “govern,” or “rule” to “rule harshly over a flock,” as might be characteristic of a
hireling. The change from “rule” to “harsh/ destructive rule” is not a radical change. Knowing
full well the Hebrew meaning, the writer of the Apocalypse could have used the verse mainly as
a note to his Christianized, Hellenistic readers to recall Psalm 2:8-9, the meaning of which had
been previously qualified. Yet perhaps in all this, the apparent parallelism is not even intended.
Charles insists that mpmtotokog in 1:5 means “chief” or “sovereign”: xai and Incod, 0
LAPTLG O TOTOG, O TPMOTOTOKOS TAV VEKPOV Kol O dpywv TV Paciiémv Ti¢ yiic. That Jesus was



“the firstborn of the dead” is perfectly sensible. There is no reason to suppose that this word
must mean “sovereign” here. Actually, it is more likely that it does not carry this significance
because 0 Gpywv 1dv Paciléwv tiic YT|g clearly states the fact of his sovereignty. Three groups
of words modify “Christ.” Certainly, parallelism was not intended because “the faithful
witness” is not parallel to “the firstborn of the dead,” or “sovereign of the dead,” or “the ruler
of the kings of the earth.”

Charles hopes to charge the author with supposing that mpwtdtokog contains the

additional meanings of 7122. He refers to 1 Corinthians 15:20 and Colossians 1:15:

“In these Pauline passages Christ's resurrection is undoubtedly referred to,
which carries with it His claim to headship of the Church, as in Colossians 1:15
TPWTOTOKOS TTAONS KTioews implies His claim to headship over all creation by
virtue of His primogeniture.”

According to this interpretation Christ’s claim to headship by virtue of his primogeniture had
already been introduced by Paul through the word mpwtotoxog. According to Charles Hebrews
12:23 emphasizes the secondary idea of sovereignty. Is this instance supposed to show that the
author of Hebrews was also guilty of this author's mistake? If Psalm 89:27 (LXX 88:28, 38) is
in the writer’s mind, he may again have used npmtdtokoc because it appears in the Psalm. On
the whole, however, TpotdtoKkoc does not mean “sovereign” in this sense; and if it did, his
thinking in Hebrew would not be necessary. Charles' own examples show other places where
the word was used with this implication.

The last example under this classification is the use of €ni with the secondary meaning
“because of,” “on account of”: kai kOyovtar €n’ avTOV Whoal ai puiai thg g (1:7). Thayer,
however, lists no less than twenty-three clear references where €ni has this meaning in the New
Testament: Matthew 19:9 (Aéyw 8¢ Ouiv 611 0g Av dmoAvon TNV yuvaike avTod Ur| €mi Topveiy
Kol yopnon aAAv poydton); Mark 3:5; 10:22; Luke 1:14; 2:20; 5:5; 13:7; 15:7; 19:4; Acts 4:9,
21; 20:38; 1 Corinthians 7:13; 9:15; Philippians 1:5; 3:9; 1 Thessalonians 3:7, 9; Philemon 7
(besides the idiom ¢’ ¢ in 2 Corinthians 5:4; Philippians 3:12). Particularly significant is Acts
7:2 (cvvekdpoav 6& TOV Ltépavov avopeg evAaPeic Kai émoinoav KOTTETOV pEYAV €T OOTOD)
and James 5:1 (Aye vdv ol mhdolol, KAavoote 0AoAL ovTeg éml TOIC ToAm®piog DUDV TG
EMEPYOUEVOLG).

These examples set aside the need to say that €ni has been assigned a secondary meaning
of the Hebrew 2V—at least in a sense that implies illiteracy in the Greek language. It may be
noted that in these cases &ri has the dative while Revelation 1:7 has accusative, but this is aside
from a discussion about secondary meanings assigned to €ni. Therefore, there is no clear case
where the writer of the Apocalypse assigned to the Greek term secondary meanings of the
Hebrew word in a way that does not already have precedence in the Septuagint, in other New
Testament writings, or in Greek usages elsewhere. Three of the four words (movg TpwTdTOKOC,
ént) have these other meanings. Regardless of the secondary meaning of mpwtdtokog there is no
reason to interpret as Charles does. In the case of mowpaivev and movg the Septuagint uses the
specified secondary meanings in the places that the writer may be quoting.

ITANTOKPATQP



The oft-recurring phrase NX2X >77X77 MY is frequently translated by the LXX as x0ptog
0 0cog mavtoxpdrop. Revelation 1:8 uses the phrase kvprog 6 0gd¢ O dV koi 6 NV koi O
gpyouevoc, 6 mpotdtokog. Charles objects to the presence of 6 dv koi 6 v kai O Epyduevog
between 0 0ed¢ and 0 mavTokpdTmp because O kKLPLOG O Bedg O TavTokpdTwp is a set phrase in the
LXX for translating NIX2X 7987 717° (cp. 19:6). Hebrew has very few adjectives. To express
the adjectival concept another noun is frequently used with the one being modified. “Godly men”
is expressed in Hebrew as “men of God” (2°777X “WiX). The adjective “godly” is replaced by its
cognate noun while “men” is put in the “construct state,” a state of relationship with God. This

changes “men” to “men of" (2WIX) to ("WIR). Thus “men of” cannot stand alone but must
appear with another noun to express a complete thought. In NWR2X 717> (“Lord-of hosts”), 77 is
in the construct state awaiting to complete its meaning; so it cannot stand alone. Since ¢ K0ptog 6
navtokphtop is used to translate NINIX 717°, 0 KOprog represents the construct state of the
tetragrammaton, which must immediately lean on moavtokpdtwp to complete its meaning.
Therefore, Charles declares that an ignorant scribe, not realizing this, interpolated 6 ®v koi 6 Nv
Kai 0 épyduevog between the two nouns.

NIXJX is the plural of X2X, meaning “host.” Therefore, it emphasizes the supremacy of
God over the many angels and men of heaven and earth. ITavtokpdtwp is a compound of wdg
(“all”) and kpateiv (“to be powerful”), or kpdrog (“mighty’’). The meaning of the maviokpdtmp
is “mighty in respect to all things,” “almighty,” “omnipotent.” Consequently, NIR2IX stresses
supremacy while mavtokpdtop stresses omnipotence. Strictly speaking, mavtokpdtwp is not an
exact translation of NIXJX; each word expresses a different aspect of God's uniqueness.

To consider 0 kOprog 6 mavtokpdtwp a word-for-word translation of NIRIX 7177> makes
novtokphtop a noun. But it is declined each time with the same case as k0Optog (1 Kings 19:10,
14). If it were a noun, Greek would put it in the genitive case, because “Lord-of hosts” in
Hebrew is “Lord of-hosts” in Greek, which changes the form of the second noun to a genitive.
Since mavtokpdtwp is an adjective, there is no reason why John could not break precedent, use it
in its basic sense, and separate it from the noun it modifies. Thus, he introduces a phrase
stressing a third aspect of God's person—his eternality. The two concepts together present the
most important theme of the apocalypse: God, not Satan, will be in control of the future—
navtokpdrop, and it will always be so— 6 dv koi 6 v xoi 6 &pyduevoc.

A final consideration applies to this example. The text history of this passage in
Revelation shows no sign of scribal tampering in the way Charles supposes. The fact, then, that
the “inserted” element appears as it does can argue that the writer was not closely tied to the
Hebrew equivalent. He was at least facile enough in Greek that he was not woodenly substituting
Greek words in Hebrew syntax.

99 ¢

Idioms

As part of his effort to show that the writer of Revelation was thinking in Hebrew while
writing in Greek, Charles gives a list of Hebrew idioms literally translated into Greek. He
contends that their proper meaning is apparent only when translated back into Hebrew.

Revelation 1:16 says, kail 11 Oyig avtod ®G 6 fAog eaiver &v tf) dvvapel avtod. The
Hebrew would read, 7071732 NR> WAWII°1D), meaning “and his face (was) like the sun shining
in its strength.” The Hebrew would typically use a finite verb to express the last verbal idea that



sequences with the participles earlier in the verse. Greek idiom would equal the English: xoi 1
Oy1g awtod ®g 0 fAog eaivev &v Th] duvauet avtod. To illustrate his point Charles gives six
references that he considers parallel to the present construction:

(1) “As an eagle stirs up her nest, flutters over her young, spreads abroad her wings,
takes them, bears them on her wings, the Lord alone led him; no strange god was with him"”
(Deuteronomy 32:11-12).

Qg de10c okemdoal voooiiy avTod, Kol €ml T0ig VOos0ig avtod énemdonoce, dielg
TG TTEPLYNS OVTOL €£EEATO AVTOVG, Kol AvEAUPEV adTOVG €l TV peTappéveov avtod. Kipilog
HovoC fyev adTovG, 0VK NV HET’ odTdV O£0C AALITPIOC.
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(2) “As a servant earnestly desires the shadow and as a hireling looks for the reward

of his labor, so I am made to possess months of vanity and wearisome nights are appointed to
me” (Job 7:2-3).
... | Gomep Bephmmv dedokmg TOv Kvprov avtod, Kol TETELY®MG oKIAC; T
wonep LoHBmTOg Avapévev Tov chov avtod; OVTog kKdyd dréuevo PURvag KeEVOLs, VOKTEG O
0dvVdV dedopévar pot giciv.
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(3) “They are passed away like the swift ships, as the eagle hastens to the prey” (Job
9:26).
"H xoai éott vavoiv Tyvog 030D, 1 detod netopévov {ntodvtog Bopdv;
DR DY W W12 NAR NPIR OV 1050
(4) “Because those will forget misery, as water passes away, you will forget it” (Job
11:16).
Kai tov komov, ékdvon, domnep kdpa maperddv, Kai o0 trondnon.
I31R 72y D2 NIWA 2Ry DN 73
(5) “... because he clothed me with the garments of salvation, he covered me with the
robe of righteousness, as a bridegroom decks himself with ornaments and as a bride adorns
herself with her jewels” (Isaiah 61:10).
gvéduoe Yap pe 1ATIOV SOTNPIon, Kot YLITAGVOE EDPPOGVUVIG, MG VOUPI® TEPLEtnKE
pot pitpav, Kol MG VOUONV KOTEKOGUNGE UE KOOU®.
oY) TRTY YR YU T2 a7 02
P72 TIYR 71722) WP I02] 1003
(6) “‘Is not my word like a fire,” says the Lord; ‘and like a hammer breaks the rock in
pieces’” (Jeremiah 23:29).
Ovk 1000 o1 Adyot pov, Gomep Top, Aéyel Koprog, Kai g méEAVE KOTTOV TETPALV;
Y90 YYDy whuo1 M ORI WX 2727 1O Rivg
Examples (1) and (5) use the finite verb in the comparison. Again, if this is done
in the Septuagint, which the readers know, such phraseology could be used by the writer of
Revelation even if it were not a common Greek usage. As long as parallel constructions can be
found in Greek documents known to the writer, solecisms he uses do not particularly prove him
ignorant of proper Greek any more than an occasional “goeth” proves that a minister is
continually thinking in archaic English.
There may be other explanations for the clause in 1:16. It could be translated, “His face
shines like the sun in its strength,” which makes 1] dy1g the subject of paivet rather than 6 fjiiog.



This is probably not correct. It is more likely that eaiveov is to be supplied: 6 dyic avtov
(paivav) og 6 fiAog eaivetl €v 1} duvapel adtod [Og 0 HAog (paivev) év Th duvdpet, not aivet,
is supplied because of &ywv used earlier]. The author intended for this to be supplied in the
reader's mind.

Another example of Hebrew idiom occurs in 5:6: Koi €idov év uée® tod 0pdvov kai tév
1e000pwv LDV Kol &V HEcm T@V TpecPutépav dpviov £6TNKOG . . . . The év néo® is supposed to
equal 717 . .. 7’1 in Hebrew. So the lamb is standing “between . . . and between.” Although év
nés® occurs twice, there may be three relative positions. The first has two complements: tod
Bpévov and tdv tecodpwv (dwv. It would be hard to have the lamb standing between the throne
and the four living creatures, and also between them and the elders. This could indicate two
positions for the lamb. The more likely interpretation is that the lamb is simply among the living
creatures, elders, and the throne. Figurative language is notable here because the lamb is standing
in the middle of the throne.

Charles supposed that the throne and four living creatures are to be taken together as
opposed to the twenty-four elders. 7:17 favors the idea of the lamb's general position among the
group (6t 10 dva péoov 100 Bpdvov mowpavel avtovg). But Charles says that 5:7 makes that
unlikely because the lamb “came and took” the book out of the right hand of the one seated on
the throne. That depends on how near the throne the four living creatures are.

“The text may mean ‘between the throne and the four living creatures (on the one
side) and the elders (on the other).” The LXX constantly translates this way the
Hebrew preposition literally and not idiomatically, as in Gen. 1:4, 7, 18; 3:15;
9:16, 17, etc. (Vol. I, p. 216).”

The text of Revelation says v péo® . . . év péc®, but it is not true of the LXX that it translates
TR ... 1 by év péo® In fact, it never translates the Hebrew idiom in this fashion. The idiom is
translated dvapécov in each of the above quotations. Besides these references 1°11 . . . 1’1 is
translated avapécov eighty-eight times (ninety-four in all: Exodus 9:4; 30:18; Leviticus 10:10;
11:47; Deuteronomy 1:16, etc.). The phrase €v péo@ is used chiefly to translate (2), 7102 (“in the
midst of”’), and 0722 (“in the midst of”). The closest example to what Charles pictures is Song
of Solomon 2:2: N137 12 °ny7 12 2N 72 MWD (“As the lily is among the thorns, so is my
love among the daughters’’). However, this is merely a comparison ("1 ... 1’1, not 111 ... 7). If
it were a statement of position between two objects, it would be 1°17 . . . 7). 'Ev péow. . . év péow
occurs once for 7iN2. . . 7IN2 (Judges 12:14). So, at this point in Revelation év péo@ carries the
natural sense of “among” or “in.”

Revelation 21:8 says, toig 6¢ delhoic Kai amicTolg kol ERochvypuévolg Kol @ovedoy Kol
TOPVOLg Kol PapUaKols Kol eldmA0AATPaLS Kol TACY TOIG WELOESY TO HEPOC AVTAV &V TR Aluvn
] Koopéviy mopi kai Oeiw, & €otv 0 Bdvatog 0 devtepog. Charles’ explanation is given in a
footnote:

“In 10ic 0¢ 0€11015 . . . TO UEPOS 0TV, we have a Hebraism where toig 0¢ 0e14.01G .
.. TO UEPog otV is used in introducing a new subject: . . . cf.- Chron. xxiv.1, 7N
ompony 2% “And as for the sons of Aaron their courses were.” also vii.l, xxvi.31
(where the LXX reproduces by the dat.); 2 Chronicles 7:21; Ecclesiastes 9:4
(ICC, Vol. I1, p. 216).”
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He may be properly exegeting some of the passages he notes, but the reference to 1 Chronicles
26:31 is incorrect. The Greek translates *J172:72 by t0d Xefpwvi (not 1@ XePpwvi). Neither is the
construction of which he speaks found in 2 Chronicles 7:21:
I MANCNNTT YN 122 M) APy M2 R oW Yoy 1Y 797 17PY M7 WK 771 nam

The LXX reads, kai 6 oikog 00tog 6 DYNAOG, TiC O S10mopevdUEVOG aDTAV EKGTHGETOL KOd £pET,
Xapwv tivog €moinoe Kbdpiog 1] 1| Ta0Thi kol 1@ oike tovt®; A third passage that is misapplied
here is Ecclesiastes 9:4: naa 727 1 210 X7 >0 2929 3 1inwa w2 0203 99 9% 02 WK » °3 The
Septuagint translates, 61t tig 0¢ Kowwvel Tpd¢ mhvtag Tovg (dvtag; oty €Amig, &t 0 KWV,
avTOg Ayafog vmep tOv Aéovta TOV vekpov. This last example is a regular Hebrew idiom for
possession and parallels the Greek dative of possession.

Charles' reference to 1 Chronicles 24:1 is the only good comparison between the LXX
and the Hebrew. Whether the passage in Revelation is a Hebraism depends on where the omitted
linking verb is supplied. It could be translated, “And to the fearful . . . and all liars [is] their part
in the lake burning with fire and brimstone.” Charles supplies the linking verb thus: “And to the
fearful and unbelieving . . . their part [is] in the lake burning with fire and brimstone.” The
former rendering removes the solecism although it is a less likely format given the prevalence of
nominativus pendens and redundant pronoun patterns in Revelation.

Another example of solecism occurs in Revelation 22:5: dt11 x0prog 0 0ed¢ pwrticet én’
avtovg. He comments,

“First, as regards the construction, it must be conceded at once that it is
peculiar. If our author had wished to express the thought “shall shine upon them”
or “give them light,” he would have said poveil avroic: cf. 21:23. We have a good
sense if we explain it as a Hebraism. When regarded from this standpoint we next
recognize that ktpioc 0 Osoc pwticel én’ avtovc is a rendering of Ps. cxviii.27, 98
N5 . .., which later he changed into 7X°. Here the Aramaic Targum and the
Syriac, Ethiopic, and Arabic Versions similarly transform the text to have been
N7 and not IN?2). Here, therefore, the éri reproduces 5.”

Charles' argument rests largely on changing the Hebrew form from hiphil to qal stem,
which he says is presupposed by the translations he refers to, despite the lack of manuscript
evidence for a Hebrew text that read 7°X77. The evident reason for his desire to do so is that -i{®
verbs are largely causative and loosely correspond to Hebrew verbs in the hiphil, while passive -
iw verbs correspond to the hophal. Therefore, because the Hebrew is hiphil, its meaning is
generally transitive. Likewise, -i{® verbs are basically transitive, but there is no object of poti{®
in the Greek of Revelation. Charles then later supplies the object from Number 6:25. Psalm
118:27, which he regards as a shortening of the phrase in Numbers (°28 1’39 X)), omits 1°35.
This general phrase also occurs in Numbers 4:25; Psalm 31:17; 67:2; 119:135; and Daniel 9:17.
In each case, the root XIS translated by the LXX émaivelv and 1719 is an object. Accordingly,
Gesenius says that in this phrase 1°19 is omitted only once—in Psalm 118:27, the precise passage
that Charles claims the author is quoting.

In this argument Charles seems to deny that pwti{® can lose its causative idea, but -ilw
verbs do not always convey this idea, especially in Hellenistic Greek. In fact, both Liddell and
Scott and Thayer give “to shine” intransitively as their first meaning. Gesenius' Hebrew lexicon
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also gives “to shine” as a meaning for the hiphil of 7R. Thus “God will shine on them.” Because
the writer of Revelation used pwtilo transitively in 13:1 and 21:23 does not require that he use it
transitively here. The word occurs only these three times; two times makes it hard to determine
the limits of the author's familiarity with its meaning.

“God will shine on them” is not an unlikely expression although Charles thinks it is.
Since the word can mean either “to shine” or “to cause to be illuminated,” either may be a
likely expression. Because of Numbers 6:25 and the fact that John uses gaivew to mean the same
thing, Charles understands gwtiletv to mean something different. Since John in 1 John bases his
whole concept of fellowship, sin, love, the Holy Spirit, and antichrist on the statement that God
is light and men walk in that light now, how much more it would be true that in heaven “God is
light.” The writer is simply substituting ewtiletv in its intransitive meaning for gaive.

Closing Observations

Charles’ approach does not allow sufficiently for originality or digression from
precedence without being considered ignorant. His overall criticism assumes too much.
That is especially true in exegesis; in his interpretation of the book, he first seems to
decide on a meaning and then align the text and writer to it.

His first proposition that the grammar of Revelation is unique calls for a few
observations. Two things in its uniqueness are the “unheard of expressions” and the
solecisms. Other writers have noted that some solecisms are not necessarily solecisms,
and that the unique expressions were intentional.

Some of his irregularities are warnings against literalism or to illustrate the
figurative nature of the imagery. What is said to be Hebrew appeared in Greek writings
even other than the papyri. That is true of the LXX in the exact places where the writer is
supposed to be quoting. At least one of Charles’ interpretations is unwarranted—the
interpretation of mpwtdTOKOC.

With the foundation of his observations made questionable, the second
preposition, which rests on the first, becomes questionable: the writer thinks in Hebrew
while writing in Greek or is ignorant of certain sections of the Greek language. In fact, at
least one major classification of irregularities cannot be accounted for by Hebrew:
unusual uses of gender. The overwhelming proper usages demonstrate that in every case
discussed above, the author knew the “proper” construction. In all the mentions of the
LXX, there is not to be the other extreme: that the author did not know Hebrew, because
he evidently uses it as long as it does no injustice to the Hebrew because of the readers’
familiarity with that translation. So the peculiarities, as far as they have been studied
here, are accounted for by intention plus the use of the Septuagint.
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