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THE TERMINOLOGY OF LOVE IN THE NEW
TESTAMENT

I

Considered as a monument of the Greek language at a

particular stage of its development, the New Testament is

a very interesting document
;
and not least so in the termin-

ology which it employs to express the emotion of love.

The end-terms of this development, so far as it is open to

our observation, are found—we are speaking in broad cate-

gories—in the literature which we know as “classical” on

the one side, and in the speech of the modern Greek world

on the other. In passing from one of these end-terms to

the other, a complete revolution has been wrought in the

terminology of love; a revolution so radical that the ordi-

nary verb for “to love” in classical Greek has lost that sense

altogether in modern Greek, its place being taken by a verb

in comparatively infrequent use in the classics; while the

ordinary substantive for “love” in modern Greek, formed

from this latter verb, does not occur even once in the whole

range of classical Greek literature. Coming in somewhere

between these two end-terms, the New Testament, flanked

on the one side by the Septuagint version of the Old Testa-

ment and its accompanying Apocrypha, and on the other

by the Apostolic Fathers, forms a compact body of liter-

ature in which alone we can observe the revolution in prog-

ress
;
or, we should better say, in which this revolution sud-

denly appears to sight already nearly completed. Without

any heralding in the secular literature, all at once in this

religious literature the change presents itself to our view

as in principle already an accomplished fact.
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All the terms expressing the idea of love current either

in classical or in modern Greek are found in this body of

religious literature. But they are found in it in such distri-

bution as to make it evident that we are witnessing the dy-

ing of one usage while the other has already reached its

vigorous youth. This phenomenon is the more impressive

because this body of literature stands out in this respect in

a certain isolation. Neither in the secular literature of the

early Christian centuries, nor even in the immediately suc-

ceeding religious literature—in the Greek of the Apologists

and the early Church Fathers—is the change in usage any-

thing like so manifest. We have an odd feeling that, with

respect to the expression of the idea of love at least, the

Greek of the New Testament (along with that of the Sep-

tuagint and the Apostolic Fathers) has run ahead of its

time, and reflects a stage in the development of the language

not yet by some centuries generally attained. This is due

doubtless in part to the extremely popular character of these

writings. They tap for us the Greek language of their day

as it was actually spoken
;
and enable us to see how far the

spoken Greek was outstripping in its development the lan-

guage of “the prigs who write books.” In the Apologists

at any rate we have a partial return to the more literary

usage, with the effect that the language of the New Testa-

ment (with the Septuagint and Apostolic Fathers) seems

more modern than that of even the Christian writers that

came after them.

There are four verbs which, with their accompanying

nouns (of course there are also various derivatives), are

employed by the classical writers to express the idea of love.

Of these <j>iXelv (</>tAta) is in universal use as the general

term for love, though naturally it has its specific im-

plication which on occasion comes sharply into sight.

By its side stand its synonyms, epav, ipaaftai (epws), uTtpya

(^UTOpyrj')
,
ayan^v (dyaTnycrts)

,
each of which also is nO doubt

employed (with decreasing frequency in the order in which

they are here set down) to express every kind of love, but
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each with a specific implication which comes clearly into

evidence whenever there is occasion for it to do so. What
we mean to say is that, as synonyms, these terms do not so

much cover a common ground over the edge of which each

extends at a particular place to occupy an additional field all

its own
;
as that they are so used that, within the common

ground which they all alike cover, each has a particular

quality or aspect which it alone emphasizes, and which it

alone is fitted to bring into sight. If we should endeavor

to hit off the special implication of each with a single word,

we might perhaps say that with artpytiv it is nature, with

tpiv passion, with pleasurableness, with ayairav pre-

ciousness. The idea of love includes all these things, and

these terms come severally to mind, therefore, in speaking

of. love, whenever love is contemplated from the angle of

the special implication of each. If it is a question of the

constitutional efflux of natural affection aTtpyuv is the most

expressive word to use. If, of the blind impulse of ab-

sorbing passion, epdv. If, of the glow of heart kindled by

the perception of that in the object which affords us pleas-

ure, If, of an awakened sense of value in the object

which causes us to prize it, ayaTrav. It is probable that no

one of the terms is ever used wholly without some sense in

the speaker’s mind of its specific implication. Nevertheless

each of them is actually employed of every kind and degree

of love—because there is no object which is fitted to call

out the emotion of love at all which cannot be approached

from numerous angles and envisaged from distinct points

of view. Not merely differences in the objects on which

the affection terminates, but also differences in the mental

attitude of its subjects, determine the appropriateness of

one or another of the terms, when love is spoken of.

We may take aripytiv as an illustration.^ We have no

^ Srepyeiv. dTopyy] are not found in Homer, but are in good Attic

use, and, though not of such common occurrence as, say,

yet remain in constant employment throughout the whole history of

the language, and apparently survive in modern Greek. N. Conto-
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doubt that the characterization of it by J. H. Heinrich

Schmidt is substantially right. “Srepyeiv,” he writes,* “does

not denote a passionate love or disposition, not a longing

after something that takes our heart captive and gives to

our efforts a distinctive goal; it designates rather the quiet

and abiding feeling within us, which resting on an object

as near to us, recognizes that we are closely bound up with

it and takes satisfaction in this recognition.” “Of this

sort,” he adds, “is love to parents, to wife and children, to

our close relations particularly, and then to our country and

our king. There is revealed in aripyeiv, accordingly, the

inner life of the heart which belongs to man by nature;

while shows the inclination which springs out of

commerce with a person or thing, or is called out by quali-

ties in a thing which are agreeable to us
;
and tpav expresses

a passion pressing outward and seeking satisfaction.”

Nevertheless we can understand that one who, rising from

reading this characterization, should light upon a passage

like Plutarch’s description of Pericles’ love for Aspasia,

might feel some doubts of its adequacy. “The affection

(aydinjms) which Pericles had for Aspasia,” he explains,*

“seems to have been rather of a passionate (epwriKij) kind.”

Discarding his wife, “he took Aspasia and loved her ex-

ceedingly (eo-Tep^£ Sicu^e/aovTws ) . Twice a day, as they say,

on going out and coming in from the market place, he

would salute her with a loving kiss (Karcw^tAeiv).” Srcpyav

is used here of a distinctly erotic love, such as we might

expect to be expressed rather by epdv, and seems to be de-

scribed, as distinguished from aydirqai^, precisely by its qual-

ity as passion. And certainly it is not of “natural affec-

poulos in his Dictionary of Modern Greek, at least, lists both, with

the definitions, for aripyo). of “to consent, to agree, to comply, to

answer ; to embrace with natural affection ; to love” ; and for aropyr),

“tenderness, affection.” Its etymology seems to be obscure. W. Prell-

witz, Etym. Worterb.,- 1905, records only Keltic analogies, with a ref-

erence to Stokes, B. B. 23. 58.

^ Synonymik der griechischen Sprache, III, i879 > P- 480 (136. § 4)-

® Plutarch, Pericles, 24 (ed. B. Perrin, pp. 70-71).
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tion” in the ordinary sense of that phrase that Meleager ex-

pects us to think when he asks concerning Eros, “Is it not

Ares that his mother loves (arepyei) ?”* So little is it al-

ways conceived as independent of attractive qualities in its

object, moreover, that Xenophon, in a discussion of the

transitoriness of love (he is speaking of sexual love), uses

it, when raising the question whether under the best circum-

stance—when namely the love is not only warm but mutual

(^v Se KOI afi<f>6T€pa arip^ovai ')

—

it call survive the fading of

the charms of one or the other party.® Passages like these

show how widely the application of aripytiv, aropyj} is ex-

tended; and how nearly out of sight its specific implication

of love as a natural movement of the soul—as something

almost like gravitation or some other force of blind nature

—

may retire. Yet it probably never retires quite out of sight

:

the use of the word doubtless always suggests that in some

way or other the love in question is natural, even if we

must add that it has become natural only by the acquisition

of a second nature. Even the love of sense may be con-

ceived of, from this point of view, as a constitutional action

of mere nature.®

Other and more numerous passages present themselves in

which the native meaning of the word is thrown up strongly

to observation. When Euripides wishes to reproach a

father who has contracted a second marriage with neglect

of the children of his dead wife, he naturally uses (nipyuv

of the love for them that he has lost. The passage contains

a contrast between and aripyu which puts a sharper

point upon the specific meaning of the latter. “Hast learned

*'The Greek Anthology, V. i8o (ed. W. R. Paton, I. p. 216). Other

instances of the use of aripyeivt aropyg of illicit love are found in

V. 8 (p. 132) ;
V. 166 (p. 206) ;

V. 191 (p. 222) ;
VII. 476 (Vol. II,

p. 258). In V. 180 (p. 216) we have also an instance of the use of

arepyei vvith object of thing in the sense of yearning: “And yearns

for anger like the waves.”

“Xenophon, Symposium, viii, 14: cf. 21.

* Srepyttv. aropyg are comparatively rarely used of the love of

mere sense.
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this only now, That no man loves (<#>iAet) his neighbor as

himself? Good cause have some; with most ’tis greed of

gain—As here: their sire for a bride’s sake loves (a-repyu)

not these.”^ The guilt and tragedy of the situation are

greatly increased by the fact that it is a natural and consti-

tutional movement of the human heart which is outraged.

Accordingly acr-opyos—it is worth while to note it in passing,

for aaropyos is a New Testament word—is a word of ter-

rible significance. “Especially, however,” writesSchmidt,* *

“is the meaning of orepyeiv and o-ropy^ illustrated by aoropyo?,

‘loveless.’ It designates the unfeeling and hard, whose

heart is warmed by no noble sentiment; it is applied par-

ticularly to inhuman parents, but also to animals who do

not love their young. . . . How sharply the meaning of

the word is differentiated is shown by the fact that it is

used of women who have many love-affairs and who there-

fore are very certainly not dvepaarai, but on the other hand

lack the nobler love to their husbands.”

It is this that is the natural use of orepyetv, and it occurs

in it very frequently. An instructive instance is found in

a passage in Plato’s Laws.^ “I maintain,” he writes, “that

this colony of ours has a father and mother, which is no

other than the colonizing state. Well, I know that many

colonies have been, and will be, at enmity with their par-

ents. But in early days the child, as in a family, loves and is

beloved ;
even if there come a time later, when the tie is

broken, still, while he is in want of education, he naturally

loves his parents and is loved by them, and flies to them

for protection, and finds in them his natural defence in time

of need
;
and this parental feeling already exists in the Cno-

sians.” Some other term for love could no doubt have

been employed in this passage. But the employment of the

phrase arepyet re Kal arepyerai, which, in an effort to convey

^Euripides, Medea, 80-88 (A. S. Way’s translation).

® As cited, p. 489.

* Page 754 B. (Jowett’s translation, Vol. IV. p. 276) : KaOdire irali .

. . . rripyei rt Kal aripyerai inrb rdv ytvmjadvruv.
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its implication, Jowett renders, '‘naturally loves his parents

. . gives particular force to the remark; this is pre-

cisely what children and parents feel to one another.

Another instructive passage is found in the Ninth Book

of Aristotle’s Nicomachaean Ethics. It will repay us to

run rapidly through it. Aristotle is remarking on the odd

fact of experience that benefactors love (<^iAeiv) the bene-

fited, rather than the other way round. The explanation is,

he suggests, that the benefited stand to the benefactors in

a relation somewhat like that of their product. It is to be

noted, he says, that those who have conferred favors love

and prize (<j>i\ov<7i Kal ayairwai, ‘feel affection for and value’)

those who receive them quite irrespective of any hope they

may cherish of a return. This is a feeling common to all

artificers: each loves (dyaTra) his own especial product much

more than he could possibly be loved {ayaTrqOel-q, ‘prized’)

by it, could life be conferred upon it. The poets supply the

supreme illustration
;
their love for their poems is inordinate

( w€/)aya7rw<T6, ‘the value that they place upon them’), and

has a truly parental quality (o-repyovTes tLairep rUva). It is a

just simile : every workman lives in the product of his en-

ergy, for what is living but the expenditure of energy?

We love (o-Tcpyciv) what we make, because what we make

is the extension of ourselves, and to love it is to love our

own being. It will be noted that in this passage aripyciv is

raised so much above and dyaTrdv that it is called in to

give the specific quality of a virepayairiv. When our love be-

comes strong and tender like a parent’s love for his children

it is most naturally described by dTepyeiv.

It is not, however, precisely the strength or the tender-

ness of a love which qualifies it to be described by aripyeiv.

It is its obligatoriness—if we may use that term in a quasi-

natural rather than an openly moral sense; its “necessity”

under the circumstances; a necessity by virtue of which its

absence becomes not merely distressing but also reprehen-

sible.^® This is the proper term for the love which consti-

For the note of necessity in arepyeiv see Schmidt, as cited, p.
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tutes the cement by which any natural or social unit is

bound together, and which is due from one member of

every such unit to another. Of course such a unit may be

mentally created out of any relation, natural or artificial,

permanent or temporary
;
and the use of arepyeiv of the senti-

ment existing between individuals is evidence that they

are, for the moment at least, thought of as constituting

such a unit,—as “bound together in some bundle of life.”

Accordingly it is used of the love which binds friends to-

gether, and which a friend has the right to expect from his

friend. “I do not love a friend who loves with words

(Adyots 8’ ey^ <f>i\ov(xav ov (XT€py<D
”
says Antigone and

what she means is that she does not look upon one whose

professed affection expresses itself only in words as bound

up in one bundle of life with her and so worthy of the

name of friend. Similarly when Lychas advises Deianeira

to receive lole, in the words cnipyt rrjv ywalKa,^- he means

something more than is expressed in the several current

renderings: “bear this woman with patience,” “suffer this

maiden gladly,” “treat the girl kindly” : he means, take her

into a recognized relation to yourself, involving a duty of

affectionate treatment. The isolation of Menon the Thra-

cian could not be more strongly expressed than by Xeno-

phon’s description : “He evidently had no affection

(o-Tcpyev) for anyone” it is implied that he was lacking in

all that goes to bind a man to his fellows and they to him.

When the sausage-vender cries out to Demos in Aristo-

482. Schmidt even says that with orepyeiv it is often not a matter of

pleasure at all, and never a matter of sensuous pleasure : it often con-

veys the meaning of yielding quickly and with constant mind to the

inevitable. He cites such passages as Sophocles, Phil. 538: I think

that no other man would endure to look on such a sight, “but I have

learned by hard necessity to aripyeiv ills”—^that is, to acquiesce in

them, accept them, take them as belonging to me; so Lys. 33.4: it was

necessary to aripyuv this fortune. This sense of toleration
—

“to put

up with”—is shared by it with alvdv and dyaTrdv-

Line 443.

Track., line 486.

Anabasis, II, 6. 23. .
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phanes’ play:^^ May I be minced up into very small meat

indeed, el p-rj ae Kal (M] oTtpyrn ,—he quickly corrects the

protestation of mere personal sentiment for Demos to an

assertion of such a love for him as implied identification of

himself with him. Demos here represents a whole people

whom the sausage-vender describes as his friends, to whom
he asserts himself to be bound by a—not merely class but or-

ganic—affection. It is just as easy to think of the whole

world as such an organic unity, compacted together by

mutual <f>ikavOp<ama. The Christian Apologists, rising to

this conception, naturally give expression to it in the forms

of speech long consecrated to such things. We are

<f>L\av6po)7r6TaToi to such an extent, says Athenagoras,^® that

we do not love (o-Tcpyetv) merely our friends (<^t'Aous), for

‘if ye love (ayaTTwrac) those that love you,’ says He, ‘what

reward will ye have?’” And Justin “But concerning

our loving all (Trepl 8e tov (TTepyeiv aTravras), He taught US, ‘If

ye love those that love you (dyaTrare tows dyaTTcivTas v/xds)

,

what new thing do ye do ?’ ” It is exceedingly instructive

to observe these writers, in the act of citing our Lord’s

great commandment of universal love, replacing His ayaw^v

with (TTepyeiv in the interests of their own feeling for the

solidarity of the human race. Srepyecv, we see, is the love

of solidarity.^^

And if the Deity be solidary with men—as Plato and the

Stoics taught? Why, then, of course, crripyeLv could be used

of the love that binds the Deity and men together. Even

the gods many and lords many could be said so to love, each

^‘^Eq., line 769 (al. 715 or 748). 1^12.3 (Otto, p. 56).

Apol., I. 27.

Aristotle, Nic. Ethics, viii. 5, discusses what happens to the lover

and his mistress {ipaaTrj Kal kp(ap.iv(p) when the grounds on which

their love (<^iAi'a) is built fall away. Sometimes the love (</>iAta)

passes away too. Sometimes—if the two are alike in their natures

—

custom has inspired them with an abiding affection and it holds (c’dv

Ik Trj<; avvqOeia^ to, ij8r] arep^ovaiv 6/xo^Ais dvTes)- Their love is

thought of as crropyq only when they are conceived as constituting

together a unity by reason of their similar natures.
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its votaries. “This is right, Mr. Busybody, right,” we read

in Aristophanes “for the Muses of the lyre love us well

(e/xe yap tcrrep^av ^\vpol rc Movad'.).” And on a higher plane

Athene is made to declare that she loves {arlpytiv), even as

one that tends plants, the race that has taken graft from the

righteous.^® But gods many and lords many are divisive

things. We must come at least to the recognition of to

delov before we can effectively conceive the divine and the

human as bound up in one bundle of life, the cement of

which is love. It is not without its deep significance, there-

fore, that the Emperor Constantine begins the oration which

he delivered to “the Assembly of the Saints” with an al-

lusion to the love (aropy^) to the Deity implanted in men,*®

and closes it with an assertion of the love (arropyr)) of God

to man, which is manifested in His providence.*^

What has been said of aripyeiv may in substance be re-

peated of ipav, mutatis mutandis. What ipiv conveys** is the

idea of passion
;
and since all love is a passion ipav is applica-

ble to all love ; but since Ipiv emphasizes the passion of love

it is above all applicable to especially passionate forms of

love. It is naturally used, therefore, frequently to express

the sexual appetite. This is not because it is a base word;

it is no more intrinsically base than any other word for

Frogs, line 229.

.^ischylus, Eumenides, line 912. The passage is a difficult one.

We have followed Verrall. E. H. Plumtre renders thus : “For I,

like gardener shepherding his plants, This race of just men, freed

from sorrow, love.”

^®'C. 2: Eusebius Werke, ed. I. A. Hernal, Vol. I. 1902. p. 155

{t^v irpbs TO Botov aropyijv opttpvTov).

21(3. 25: as above, p. 192 (rljvToO^eoC trpbvoiav Kal rriv rrpbt rovt dvBptlt-

irous (TTOpyriv).

22 The derivation of the word is uncertain. It is ordinarily referred

to the primitive Aryan root RA (see for example Skeat, Etymolog.

Diet, of the English Language, no. 289; cf. LAS, no. 324 which is an

expansion of RA), which is given the senses of “to rest, to be de-

lighted, to love.” W. Prellwitz connects with the Old-Indian aris,

with the meaning of trustworthy; but notes that Uhlenbach, Etym.

IVbrterb. d. altind. Sprachlehre connects aris with Gothic aljam. Old

High German ellen, with the sense of “ardor.”
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love. It is because its very heart is passion, and it there-

fore lends itself especially to express a love which is noth-

ing but passion. But it just as readily lends itself to ex-

press a passion which is all love, and it accordingly is also

used in the very strongest sense in which a term for love

can be employed. Its characteristic uses thus lie at the two

extremes of low and high, although of course it may be

applied to any kind or degree of love lying between, if

only it be for the moment thought of as passion. Schmidt^®

has persuaded himself that the fundamental idea of the

word is absorbing preoccupation with its object, complete

engrossment with it, the setting of the whole mind upon

it—in accordance with a passage in Aristotle’s Rhetoric-*

which tells us that people in love (cpolvTes), no matter what

they are doing—talking or writing or acting—are always

brooding with delight on the beloved one (tov ipw/xivov).

Aristotle, however, seems to be only noting here a familiar

effect of the passion which ipav really expresses.

It is one of tiie most characteristic applications of epav

which is illustrated by a frequently quoted passage from

Xenophon’s Cyropaedeia.^^ This passage is a part of a dis-

quisition designed to prove the voluntariness of love, and

runs as follows.
“ ‘Do you observe,’ said he, ‘how fire burns

all alike? That is its nature. But of beautiful things, we

love (ipHxn) some and some we do not: and one [loves]

one [person], another another; for it is a matter of free-

will, and each loves (w) what he pleases. For example, a

brother does not [fall in] love [with] (ep?) his sister, but

23 Page 475 (136. 32).
2 ^ 1 . II. ii, ed. E. M. Cope, 1877, Vol. I, p. 209; Cope, however, ex-

plains the passage as saying that lovers take pleasure in busying them-

selves with the beloved object in his absence, talking about him and

sketching his features, and doing everything they can think of to re-

call him to their memories.
23

5. I. 10. We use a version that lies at hand, but have enclosed in

square brackets some of the words which have been inserted by the

translator to give greater lucidity to the passage, in order that the

reader may not be misled with respect to the frequency of the occur-

rence of ^av. or with respect to apparent variations in the term used.
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somebody else [falls in love with] her; neither does a

father [fall in love with] his daughter, but someone else

does
;
for fear of God and the law of the land are sufficient

to prevent [such] love (cpwra). But,’ he went on, ‘if a law

should be passed forbidding those who did not eat to be

hungry, those who did not drink to be thirsty, forbidding

people to be cold in the winter or hot in summer, no such

law could ever bring men to obey its provisions, for they

are so constituted by nature as to be subject to the control

of such circumstances. But love (fpav) is a matter of free-

will; at any rate every one loves (tpa) what suits his taste

as he does his clothes and shoes’.” And then the discussion

proceeds to raise the question of slavery to the passion of

this love, and deals with it lamely enough—on the theory

that love is purely a matter of will. Here certainly it is

said distinctly that “a brother ovk ipa a sister—nor a father

a daughter,” and that assuredly means that designates

distinctively sexual passion. So it does—in this passage;

and this is one of the most characteristic applications of the

term. It is not, however, its only application. In point of

fact it may just as well be said of a given brother or father

that he does ipa his sister or daughter as that he does not.

We read for example in a fragment of Euripides:"® “There

is nothing dearer (^Stov) to children than their mother:

love (ipare) your mother, children. There is no other love

(epws) so sweet as this loving (ipav).”

When ipav is employed in this latter fashion, something

much more, not less lofty than <f>Lkelv is meant. Phrases in

which it is brought into immediate contrast with <t>i\elv to

express something better than it, occur not infrequently.

Plutarch, for example, tells us” that Brutus was said to

have been liked (<f>i\u(T0ai) by the masses for his virtue, but

loved ipaaOai) by his friends; and Xenophon transmits*®

26 Eur., Frag. Erecht., 19 (Bind.) ap. Stob. 77. p. 454. (Teubner’s

ed. of Euripides’ Works, ed. by A. Nauch, 1892. vol. III. p. 90, frag-

ment 360).

^’’Brutus, c. 29. Hi., xi. 11.
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an exhortation in identical terms—that we should seek not

only to be liked (<^iA.eiv) but loved (^piv) by men. Dio

Chrysostom draws the same contrast in a passage^® which

we may quote more at length for the sake of its discrimi-

nating use of the several terms for love. Cattle, says he,

love (</>tAeiv, ‘are fond of’) their herdsmen, and horses

their drivers—they love and exalt them; dogs love (dyaTrav,

‘prize’) the huntsmen—love and guard them; all irrational

things recognize and love (<^tAeiv, ‘are fond of’) those that

take care of them : how shall a king, then who is gentle

and benevolent (^p-epov Kal <f>i\dvOptx>Trov) fail to be not only

liked (4>i\dv) but also loved (epdv) by men? In passages

like these epdv is exalted above not <f>LXdv depressed

below ^dv. The contrasted renderings “like” and “love”

do not do justice to either. Both words mean “love” and

what is intended to be expressed by epdv is that high love of

exalted devotion which, from this point of view, soars

above all other love.

The same essential contrast between the two notions

—

the contrast between a love of liking and a love of passion

—may occur, no doubt, with the balance of approbation

tipped the other way. Thus Plato can tell us of some lovers

really loving (cjiiMv) the objects of their passion (ipiv).^°

And Aristotle can speak similarly of lovers who really have

affection for one another ((jnXovaiv ol Ipdptvoi') It is pos-

sible also to draw quite a different contrast between the two

words, a contrast turning on the fact that passion is blind

while true affection can see.®® Meanwhile we are effectually

warned off from conceiving epto? as essentially a base word

2®
i. p. 4M.
Phacdr., 231 C: tovtovs paXiard. (paai (piXelv <os dv epuxri' “regard

with affection those for whom they have a passion” (Liddell and

Scott) ; “feel the highest (moral) affection for those who have in-

spired them with the sensual passion” (E. M. Cope, The Rhetoric of

Aristotle, 1877, I. p. 293).

Anal. Ps., 2.27.1.

Apollon., De Constr., p. 292.1 cited by Stephens, p. 1966 b. at the

bottom.



14 THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

and confounding it with Imdvyiia?^ in order that we may
escape confounding it with 4>ikla. We may observe the

close affinity and real distinction of the three notions in

a passage of Plato’s which is, perhaps, the more instructive

because in it e/sav is used in its lower application and still is

separated from cmOvfielv as sharply as from “No one

who desires (eVt^u/iet) or loves (w) another,” we read,®^

“could ever have desired (emdvfjLei) or loved {vp°-) him or

become his friend (e</>i'Aet) had he not in some way been

congenial to his beloved epw/ieVw).” In every stage of

its progress, attraction implies inherent congeniality; but

the stages of attraction—desire, love, abiding affection

—

are distinct. When this is true of ipqv at its lowest, what

are we to say of it at its highest, when it passes above

<fn\dv itself and the series runs lust, affection, ardent love?

“Like our ‘love’ of which it is almost an exact equiva-

lent,” writes Charles Bigg,®^ “Ipws may be applied to base

uses, but it is not, like tTnOvpia, a base word. From the time

of Parmenides, it had been capable of the most exalted

signification.” . . . We need not stay, however, to refer

to the elevated doctrine of the Platonic Eros in detail.

Through it, if no otherwise, an association of high things

with e/atos was formed, which penetrated wherever the in-

fluence of Platonic thought extended. It is not merely in

Plotinus’ great conception of the voiis that this lofty

usage is continued. That the word eptus was not felt to be

a term of evil suggestion is abundantly certified by the

readiness with which Jew and Christian alike, touched by

the same influences, employed it of their divine love. With

Philo, it is precisely the ovpdvio<s which leads to God,

Cope, op. cit., I. 293 describes Ipw? shortly as “the sexual form of

iTn6vp.ta or natural appetite,” supporting himself on Plato, Phaedrus,

237D: “It is evident to all that epois is an iTri6vp,ta,” and Timacus,

42A : “Love is a mixture of pleasure and pain,” which, he adds, is “the

characteristic of iTnOvfita
” This applies to tpw<s, however, only in one

of its uses.

Lysis, 221D, 221A (Jowett, I. p. 63).

25 The Christian Platonists of Alexandria-, 1913. P- 7 -
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and brings all the virtues to their perfection.®® He often

cites with deep feeling the great declaration of Deut. xxx.

20: “This is thy life, and thy length of days,—to love

(ayairiv) the Lord thy God”
;
and he does not scruple to

define its ayaw^v in terms of epw?. “This is the most ad-

mirable definition of immortal life,” he comments on one

occasion “to be occupied by a love and affection (epwn

Kttt to God which has nothing to do with flesh and

body.” To Philo, thus, eptos (along with is a con-

stituent element of ayam] (for Philo has aydm]), when con-

ceived in its highest stretches, as the very substance of im-

mortal life. There is a famous passage in Ignatius’ letter

to the Romans®® in which he gives, or has been misunder-

stood to give, Christ Himself the name of ’'Epws; “My
Love has been crucified,” he says. We need not go into the

vexed question of the real meaning which Ignatius intends

to convey by this phrase.®® It affords as striking evidence

that epos was not felt to be an intrinsically base term, that

such a phrase should have been facilely misunderstood by

Christian writers as referring to Christ, as that it should

have been actually applied to Him by Ignatius. It does not

appear that Origen was aware of the currency of any other

interpretation of the words than his own, when he cites

them in the prologue to his commentary on the Song of

Songs in support of his contention that epws and dydTrr) may
be used indifferently of love in its highest sense. “It makes

then no difference in the Sacred Scriptures,” Rufinus ren-

E.g., Mangey, II, 421.

De Profugis, § ii (Mangey, I. 554-5). Cf. the remarks of W.
Lutgert, Die Liebe im Neuen Testament, 1905, p. 48.

Ch. vii.

®*The two sides of the question have been well stated and argued

respectively by J. B. Lightfoot in his comment on the passage (“My
(earthly) passion has been crucified”: he actually renders it in his

version of the letter, “My lust has been crucified”), and by Charles

Bigg in the preface to his Bampton Lectures on The Christian Platon-

ists of Alexandria (“My (divine) Love has been crucified”). There

is a third possible view: “My preference (for death) has been

crucified.”
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ders him as writing/® “whether caritas is spoken of or amor
or dilectio; except that the name of caritas is exalted so

that God Himself is called Caritas. . . . Take accordingly

whatever is written of caritas as said of amor, caring noth-

ing for the names. For the same virtue is shared by each.

. . . It makes no difference whether God is said amari or

diligi. Neither do I think that, if any one should give God
the name of Amor, as John does that of Caritas, he would
be blameworthy. I remember, in fine, that one of the saints,

Ignatius by name, said of Christ, ‘My Amor is crucified,’

and I do not think him reprehensible for this.” Later writ-

ers, especially those of mystical tendencies, naturally follow

Origen’s reading of Ignatius. The Pseudo-Dionysius is

even prepared to say that the name of "Epws was thought by

some to be more divine than that of But instances

of the employment of words of this stem in a high sense

are of course not lacking in earlier Christian writers:

Justin,*^ Clement,*® and Origen himself** use of divine

love, and Clement calls our Lord o epao-ros.*®

Clearly it is ardor not lasciviousness which gives its

“form” to epav (eptos) as a designation of love. Our senses

may be inflamed by passion, but the love of the seraphs

“who of all love Godhead most” also burns with pure

flame. (eptos) is not the exclusive possession either of

the one or of the other
;
by virtue of its fundamental impli-

cation of passion it is the appropriate designation of both.

The prominent employment of it of these two end-terms of

the series of varieties of love may leave the impression that

the middle region is left uninvaded by it. Schmidt, en-

deavoring to explain its general usage in a word,*® even

says formally that, when the object is a person, then either

sensuous love is to be understood by or the highest

Prologue to the Song of Songs, Lommatch, XIV, pp. 299, 301, 302.

Cited with other mystical writers by Lightfoot, as above.

Dial., viii. i. Cohort., 71.

**In Joann., I. 14. (ii) : ed. Preuschen, p. 14, line 29.

Strom., vi. 9. (72). As cited, p. 475.
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and more or less passionate love. The vacation of the mid-

dle space is, however, an illusion. Since imports pas-

sion, the most passionate love is prevailingly designated by

it
;
but since all love is passion all love may be spoken of in

its terms. Whether it is employed will be determined by

whether the love spoken of is at the moment thought of as

passion. ’Ep5v, says Aristotle, is a kind of <f>ikia; when
</)iAta goes to excess, that is ipav.

As it is over against <f>t\tlv that «/odv (epws) stands

out as designating the love of passion, we are sometimes

tempted to render <jnX.€lv in contrast with it by “like”
;
and,

indeed, because all love is passion, in doing so to define it

below the concept of love altogether. But, although the

words, because each has a sjiecific implication, may be set

in contrast with one another, they do not receive their

specific implications as contrasts of one another, and they

are not to be defined as contradictories. Because ipav means

passionate love, we are not to imagine that ^lAeiv expresses

a love which is devoid of passion,—whatever kind of love

that may be. It is true enough that </>iA«v may be employed

when no implication of passion is felt; and is the proper

word to employ when relatively unimpassioned manifesta-

tions of love are described, as for example for what we may
call “friendly love.” But this is not because it excludes

passion but because it describes love from a different angle

and the presence or absence of passion is indifferent to it.

It is just as appropriate for the strongest and most impas-

sioned as it is for the quietest and least ardent love: no

love lies outside its field. says T. D. Woolsey

justly,^® “we need not say, is as early as Greek literature

itself, and as wide in its meaning as our verb to love, run-

ning through all kinds and degrees of that feeling, from

the love of family and friend down to mere liking, and to

Eth. Nic., ix. lo; 1171A. 12: Ipav • • • virep/SoXrf yap tis eivoi

jSovAerai ^lAtas- But as he is thinking of ipav in its sensual applica-

tion, he adds : touto Se eva-

The Andover Review, August, 1885, p. 167.
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being wont to do a thing; and passing over from the sphere

of innocent to that of licentious love, whether passionate or

merely sensual.”

The approach of </>iAeiv to the idea of love is made through

the sense of the agreeable.*® It is the eudaimonistic term for

love. Whatever in an object is adapted to give pleasure

when perceived, tends to call out affection; and this affec-

tion is what expresses. It may be quiet or it may be

passionate
;
it may be strong or it may be weak

;
it may be

noble or it may be base: all this depends on the quality in

the object which calls out the response and the nature of

the subject which responds to the appeal. ‘‘Of <^iA£iv,” says

Schmidt,®® “it is first of all to be said that it is the general

designation for our ‘love,’ and has for its peculiarity that

it designates an inner predilection (Neigung) for persons,

and has for its contradictories fuaelv and ^Oalpuv, but, even

when the presentation leaves no ambiguity, it can designate

the love of sense. The notion of <f>i\dv can be traced back

to the disposition which grows out of an inner community

(Gemeinschaft)

.

We find therefore in Homer the mean-

ing of ‘to be in a friendly way at one’s side,’ ‘to interest

oneself in him in a friendly manner.’ This happens, for

example, on the part of the gods when they assist men in

battle, or qualify them for manifold things : on the part of

men, when they offer hospitality. For these transactions

Homer has exact expressions, and <f>i\elv is expressly dis-

tinguished from or SeiaaOac. The word designates,

therefore, only generally the treatment of another as one

that is dear to me, or my friend (again <|)i'Aos), and

the context must show what kind of action is meant.”

When Liddell and Scott say that “the ancients carefully

distinguished between 6iktlv and tpav,” that is formally right,

** The etymology of is not very clear. G. Heine, Synotiymik

des Neutestamentlichen Griechisch, 1898, p. 154, suggests for <f>l\os

(after Vaniqek) : “one’s own, that to which one is accustomed, and on

which he depends, dear, worthy.”
so Pages 476-7.
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though we should prefer to say “instinctively” rather than

“carefully.” When, however, they add : “But <^iAetv some-

times comes very near in sense to ^pav,” citing passages in

which ^lAeiv is used for the love of sense, a certain mis-

understanding seems involved. 4>iA€tv is used from the

earliest dawn of Greek literature as clearly of the love of

sense as of any other kind of love. But this is not to “come
very near the sense of Ipav” : it is only to describe the same
love which ip^v describes as passion, from its own point of

view as delight. Nor is it easy to understand what Schmidt

means when he appears to suggest that <jn\dv is applied to

the love of sense only by a euphemism—“by way of insinu-

ation”: nor how' the passage from Plato to which he ap-

peals for the purpose can be thought to lend support to this

opinion. What we read in this passage®^ is merely that it

is said of lovers (roiis ipwvra<;) that they show a very special

affection (<pL\dv) for those they are in love with (epolo-i),

because they are prepared to do hateful things for the

pleasuring of their beloved ones (rots iptofiivot^)

.

4>tActv here

is certainly not used euphemistically for c/o5v; it is simply

the broad word for love used here in contrast with Ipiv

which is employed of a special variety of love. The em-

ployment of 4>L\dv for the love of sense is from the begin-

ning perfectly frank and outspoken. Take, for example,

these frequentative imperfects from Homer: “a concubine

whom he <f>i\eiaK(.v” “Melantho pnayintTo koX <^tAeeo-/cev

Eurymachus.”®® They do not in any way differ from the

frequentative imperfect in II. vi, 15: “and he was loved

(<^tAos ^v) by men, for, dwelling by the road, ^iXdaKtv all

to his house,”—except in the nature of the acts to which

they are applied. The son of Teuthras showed himself a

<^tAo9 to men by keeping open-house and welcoming all

comers. The concubine of Amyrtor and Melantho showed

themselves <^tAat to their lovers by fulfilling the function of

mistresses to them. The usage is as simple and direct in

the one case as in the other. The constant use in Homer of

SI Phaedr., 251C. S2 II, ix. 450.
s® Od., xviii, 325.
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<f>i\oTrj<; with p-lywfu should dispel all doubt on this point.

And what could be franker than the use of ^lAeiv in Hero-
dotus iv, 176?

The Greeks were very much preoccupied with the topic

of Friendship: Plato, Xenophon, Aristotle discuss it end-

lessly: “in the circles of the philosophical schools interest

in it far surpassed that of the family life.”®* ^lAeZv was an

ideal word for the expression of this form of affection, and

this became one of its chief applications. Not, however,

to the exclusion of other applications in which it gave ex-

pression to every variety of love which sentient beings

could experience. Even, pace Hermann Cremer,®® the love

of God to men and of men to God. Cremer has permitted

himself the sweeping statement: “To attribute love at all

to the Deity was utterly impossible to the Greek.” He sup-

ports himself on two passages from Aristotle, neither of

which supports him. In both passages Aristotle is (of

course) discussing Friendship,—not the term <t>ikia but the

“friendship” which is in these discussions employed to

express. What he is suggesting is not that God can neither

love nor be loved in any sense, but that there is a certain

incongruity in speaking of God and man as united in the

specific bond which we call “friendship.” “Friendship” is

a form of love which more properly obtains between equals

:

between superiors and inferiors the assertion of some other

tie would be more appropriate. The matter is not of large

intrinsic importance ;
but it is worth while to transcribe the

passages somewhat at length for their illustrative value.

In them, as elsewhere,®® Aristotle divides friendship

((j>ikia) into three kinds, based respectively on virtue

Liitgert, Die Liebe itn N.T., 1905, p. 37: he sends us to E.

Curtius, Altertum und Gegenwart, I. p. 183 ff. for the matter. Consult

also the remarks of Paul Kleinert, Th. S. K. 86 (1913) i- PP- f.

Supplement to Biblico-Theologkal Lexicon of New Testament

Greek, 1886, p. 503 (sub voc. ’Nyiirq).

5® E.g., Eth. Nic., viii, 2. i “For it appears that not everything is

loved {(piKeiadai) but [only] to <f>L\rjT6v- this is good (dya^ov) or

pleasant (^Si5) or useful (^rjoifiov)
”
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(ap€T7)), Utility (xpv^^ip-ov) and pleasure
;
and then he

divides the whole again into the cases between equals and

those between unequals. True friendship is mutual and is

found among equals only
;
love between unequals is only in

a modified sense “friendship.” “First, then,” he writes in

the former of the two passages now before us,®^ “we must

determine what kind of friendship (<f>ikla) we are in search

of. For there is, people think, a friendship (cf>ikia) towards

God (7T/30S Ocov) and towards things without life; but they

are wrong. For friendship we maintain, exists

only where there can be a return of affection (avTi(f>L\el<T6aL

:

why not say, “return of the friendship”?), but friendship

(<^iAi'a) toward God (tt/oos deov) does not admit of love being

returned (dvru^iAeta^ai : why not say, “of the friendship

being returned”?), nor at all of loving (to why not

say “of friendly feeling”?). For it would be strange if

one would say that he loved Zeus (<jn\dv t6v Ala: why not

say “felt friendly to”?). Neither is it possible to have

affection returned (dvru^iAeto-^at ; why not say, “to have

friendship returned”?) by lifeless objects, though there is

a love (<^iAta) for such things, for instance wine, or some-

thing else of that sort. Therefore, it is not love

towards God of which we are in search, nor (love) towards

things without life, but (love) towards things with life,

that is, where there can be a return (avTL<f>i\elv)
”

Aristotle

is not arguing here that there can be no such thing as love

on the part of God, or to God; or that this love may not

be properly expressed in either case by ^tAeiv, <j>iKia. He is

busying himself only with that mutual affection which we
know as friendship; and it is this that he says is impossible

between man and God because of the inequality between

them. It is incongruous to say that Zeus and I are a pair

of friends,—we might almost as well say we are a brace of

good fellows or par nobile fratrum. He is speaking here,

in a word, only of love based on mutual agreeability ( 178^)

Magna Moralia, II. ii: p. 1208 B. The translation of St. George

Stock is used.
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in which what is necessary is to be agreeable (to fjSiaw

eZvoi).®* If the love in question is based on utility or virtue,

on the other hand, the case is different.®®

The other passage*® takes up the case when love is based

on virtue. “There, then,” writes Aristotle here, “are three

kinds of friendship
;
and in all of them the word

friendship (<f>ikla) implies a kind of equality. For even

those who are friends through virtue are mutually

friends by a sort of equality of virtue. But another variety

is [the friendship: say rather ‘love’] of superiority to

inferiority, e.g. as the virtue of a god is superior to that

of a man (for this is another kind of friendship [<f>iXla; say

‘love’]), and in general that of a ruler to a subject; just

as justice in this case is different, for here it is a propor-

tional equality—not numerical equality {naT avaXoyLav;

Kar apiOfwv). In this class falls the relation of a father to

a son, and of a benefactor to a beneficiary; and there are

varieties of these again, e.g. there is a difference between

the relation of father to son and of husband to wife, the

latter being that of ruler to subject, the former that of

benefactor to beneficiary. In these varieties, there is not at

all, at least not in equal degree, the return of love for love

(avTi(f)i\eI(T6ai

:

say ‘mutual loving’). For it would be

ridiculous to accuse God, because the love we receive in re-

turn from Him is not equal to the love given Him (to

avTi<f>iXdcr6aL <5s (f>iX(.LTe)
,
oT for the subject to make the same

complaint against his ruler. For the part of the ruler is to

receive, not to give, love (^(juXelo-Oai ov cjuXelv) or at least to

give love (<f>iXilv) in a different way. And the pleasure

(rjSovri) is different, and that of a man who needs nothing

over his own p>ossession, or child, and that of him who

lacks over what comes to him, are not the same. Similarly

also with those who are friends [say rather ‘who love one

Magna Moralia, p. 1210 A.

Magna Moralia, p. 1210 A: “It is evident that friendship (<^tAi'a)

based on utility occurs among things the most opposite.”

Ethica Eudemia, vii, 3 (p. 1238b). J. Solomon’s version is used.
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another’] through use or pleasure. Some are on an equal

footing with each other, in others there is the relation of

suf>eriority and inferiority. Therefore those who think

themselves on the former footing find fault if the other is

not equally useful to and a benefactor of them
;
and similar-

ly with regard to pleasure. This is obvious in the case of

lover and beloved (iv rois epn>riKoU)
;
for this is frequently

a cause of strife between them. The lover (6 tpStv) does not

perceive that the passion {vpoBvpJ.av) in each has not the

same reason; therefore ^nicus has said, ‘a beloved («

ipo>p.evo<i)
,
not a lover {k'pC>v), would say such things.’ But

they think that there is the same reason (for the passion)

of each.” We are here told that although friendship, prop-

erly so called—that is, mutual affection based on congeni-

iality or reciprocal agreeability—can scarcely exist between

beings so unequal as God and man, yet love can
;
as readily

as it can exist between ruler and subject, or father and son.

The term “love” (<}>i\ia) is wide enough to describe all such

cases, as it is wide enough also, as we learn at the end of

the passage, to describe the mutual affection which binds

“lovers” together: ipdv is a species of because, no

matter with what passion, it also rests on something agree-

able perceived in its object.

We have seen that from the beginning there was a nat-

ural tendency to carry (f>iX.dv over from the sentiment of

love itself to its expression in outward act. Thus in a

passage from the Iliad already quoted,*^ Teuthramides is

represented as habitually showing himself friendly by keep-

ing open-house—Travras yap (^lAetKev, “he made all welcome.”

Similarly Penelope is described in the Odyssey as receiving

all visitors well and giving them welcome (cf>i\€ei) a

phrase matched by a similar one in the Iliad : “I entertained

^ ((}>ikrjaa) them.”®^ Along this line of development

early began to acquire the specialized sense of “to kiss.”

“$iAeiv,” writes Schmidt,®* “means directly, with or with-

//., vi, 15. Od., ix, 128. II., iii, 207.

As cited, p. 477.
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out the addition of tw ctto/miti, to kiss, therefore that act

which sensibly and externally brings to expression the fel-

lowship of lovers or friends and, in general of those con-

nected by a close bond (also of parents and children).”

This usage does not yet occur in Homer : he employs Kwtw,

KvaaL for kissing. But it made its appearance soon after-

wards,®® and ultimately completely superseded the richer

and higher uses of the word. In Modern Greek means

nothing else but “to kiss.”®® In odd contrast with this de-

velopment, ayanav, the great rival of in the expression

of the general idea of love—a rival which finally drove it

entirely from the field,—appears from the first in an analo-

gous usage and is thought by many to have begun as a term

to express the external manifestations of affection and only

afterward to have come to be applied to the emotion itself.

At least the external sense is predominant in Homer, both

for ayaTToiv and for its more frequently occurring doublet

ayaTrd^eiv f’ and it remained in occasional use throughout

the whole history of Greek letters. The range of sugges-

tion of the word in this external sense is rather wide. The

instances in Homer may ordinarily be brought under the

broad category of “welcoming,” with suggestions of “em-

bracing,” or other signs of hearty welcome. Thus Penelope

asks forgiveness for not “welcoming” her husband properly

on his first appearing,®* “or,” explains T. D. Woolsey,®*

“treating him with affection,” remarking that Eustathius

glosses with i<jitX.o<f>povr](Tdfir)v. Again we read :’® “As a

father, feeling kindly, welcomes his son <f>povio>v

dyaird^ct).” And yet again,^^ bringing <f>i\elv and dyaTrdv to-

Herodotus, Xenophon and Attic writers generally.

E. A. Sophocles writes {Bibliotheca Sacra, July 1889, p. 528)

:

“As to the modern it retains only the meaning, to kiss"

It is the sense of all the instances in which dyaTrdv or dya-rrdl^eiv

occurs in Homer, except one

—

Odyss., xxi, 289, where it means “to

acquiesce in,’’ “be content with.’’ Cf. Cope, as cited, p. 295.

Odyss., xxiii, 214.

Andover Review, August 1885, p. 167.

Odyss., xvi, 17. Odyss., vii, 33.
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gather in this external sense : “Our people do not <fn\ov<ri a

stranger dyaTra^o/xevoi
—

“do not receive him with signs of re-

gard,” as Liddell and Scott gloss it. In a very similar pas-

sage, we read of the swine-herd kissing (kwcov) Odys-

seus’ head and shoulders dyaTra^d/tevos, that is to say with a

display of affection. And we find in Pindar^® a passage

like this: “And with mild words they welcomed him,”

where the action through which the affection is shown is

defined as kind speech. In Euripides, in whom dyairiv.

dyajrd^etv occur only three times (they do not occur at all in

.(Eschylus or Sophocles), they “are used only in the sense

of tender \)ffices to the dead” 'J* as, for example, Phoeniss.,

1332: “You would have said so had yon seen when he

treated lovingly (Woolsey glosses: “made much of”) the

dead.” In the light of such passages it is probable that

when Xenophon, speaking of the transports of delight with

which the Greeks at first welcomed the Hyrcanians as

friends, says^® that they almost carried them about in their

bosoms dyaTTwi/Tcs, the dyaTTwvTes means something more

definite than “affectionately”—say “fondlingly.” In an in-

teresting passage in Plutarch^® the sense is certainly

“fondle.” “On seeing certain wealthy foreigners in Rome
carrying puppies and young monkeys about in their bosoms

and fondling them (dyaTrdvTwv), Caesar asked,” we are told,

“if the women in their country did not bear children. Thus

in right princely fashion he rebuked those who squandor on

animals that proneness to love (</>tA.T7Ti/cdv) and loving affec-

tion (<l>i\6(TTopyov) which is ours by nature and which is due

only to our fellow men.” In this passage the native senti-

ment of “fondness” and the stirrings of “natural affection”

are given expression through other forms of speech

;

^2 Odyss., xxi, 224. Pyth., IV, 241.

John U. Powell in his edition of the Phoenissae, 1911, p. 206. The

passages are Phoeniss., 1332; Suppl., 764; Helen., 937. Cf. also Wool-

sey, as cited, p. 167.

Cyrop., vii, v. 50: ed. Holden, 1890, p. 74.

Pericles, i.
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ayarrnv is employed of the external acts in which these

movements of soul are manifested.

The persistence of this external use of ayairiv is illustrated

by its appearance in the letters of Ignatius. A probable in-

stance occurs in Sniyrn. g

:

“In my absence and in my pres-

ence ye ^aTT^o-oTt me,” where Lightfoot renders “cherished.”

The instance in Magn. 6 can scarcely be doubted. E. A.

Abbott fills out the passage thus;^^ “Since then I beheld in

faith and embraced (in the spirit) the whole multitude (of

the Magnesian church) in the above-mentioned persons (of

their deputation).”^® But the most interesting passage is

Polyc. 2 : “In all things I am devoted to thee—I, and my
bonds which you rffairr^aa^.” “Kissing the chains” of the

prisoners of Christ, it seems, was a current figure by which

the early Christians expressed their ardent sympathy for

their martyrs.'^® Bunsen, followed by Th. Zahn, therefore,

translates here, “which thou didst kiss.”®® Lightfoot de-

murs to this as too specific, and points out that the precise

Isense of “kissing” is not elsewhere verifiable for ayair^v ,

—

although he is very willing to allow that the actual thing

referred to by the broader term may well have been in this

instance kissing the chains. He proposes the synonyms,

“didst w'elcome, caress, fondle,” and somewhat infelicitous-

ly translates in his version, “cherished.” Interest in this

discussion is increased by the suggestion that, when we

read in Mk. x. 2i of the rich young ruler that “Jesus looked

on him and rjya-nyjacv avrov” w'e are to understand the

qyaTuqaev not of the sentiment of loving but of the act of

caressing
:
Jesus, in a word, kissed the young man in greet-

ing him. This suggestion was made by Frederick Field a

’’’’ Johannine Vocabulary, 1905, p. 261, note (i/44. iv, b.).

Lightfoot in loc. comments :

“ ‘welcomed, embraced’ The word

here refers to external tokens of affection, according to its original

meaning.”

Acta Pauli et Thec-, 18 1 AcaTa<^tA.oi)(n^s bis chains; Tertullian, Ad.

Uxor., II, 4, osculanda the martyr’s chains.

See Zahn, Igfiatius von Antiochicn, 1873, p. 415, and also his cam-

ment on the passage itself.



TERMINOLOGY OF LOVE IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 27

third of a century ago,*^ and has often since been repeated.®*

It does not commend itself particularly from an exegetical

point of view :®® but the fact that, as Abbott points out, the

phrase is rendered in one Latin MS. “osculatus est eum”
supports the supposition that ayairw was in use in the sense

of kissing during the early Christian centuries. The col-

location of the words in the comment of Clement of Alex-

andria, likewise adduced by Abbott, suggests that he also

may have understood r/yd-n-rjaev here in the sense of an exter-

nal manifestation. “Accordingly Jesus,” he writes, “does

not convict him as one that had failed to fulfil all the words

of the Law; on the contrary He”—so Abbott paraphrases

—

“loves and greets him with unusual courtes>.” The Greek

words are dyawa Kal virepaaird^eTai
]
and it would not be un-

natural to give them both an external meaning.**

This usage of dya-n-dv of the manifestation of love in act,

although possibly (we can scarcely say very probably)

original,*® and certainly real, is yet, in any case too infre-

quent to be of large importance for the explanation of the

word. Unlike the corresponding usage of </>iA«v it was a

Otium Novicense, Pars Tertia, 1881. ad loc.

See [J. Hastings], Expository Times, ix, 99b (Hastings general-

izes ; “In any case the word is that word for loving which means

manifesting love in action”) ; Edwin A. Abbott, Johannine Vocabulary,

•I905. PP. 257 ff; J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan, The Vocabulary of

the New Testament, I. 1914, p. 12, sub voc. dyairdv-

Swete, for example, rejects it decisively.

It would be easy to reply, it is true, that both might be given an

internal meaning, and perhaps the usage of Wepao-Trd^cTat encourages

this view.

*’’
J. B. Lightfoot argues for the originality of the external sense in

an article published in the Cambridge Journal of Classical Philology,

vol. HI (1857), no. 7, p. 92; and again in his note on Ignatius ad Polyc.

2, where he states the case with his accustomed compressed force.

“The word,” he says, “seems originally to have referred to the out-

ward demonstration of affection. . . . This original sense appears still

more strongly in dyand^o). The application of the term to the inward

feeling of love is a later development, and the earlier meaning still

appears occasionally.” But after all it is difficult to believe that the

word began with this external sense, and Homer does not record an

absolutely primitive usage. E. M. Cope, op. cit., pp. 295-6 properly
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waning instead of a waxing usage; and therefore it ex-

ercised less and less influence on the general usage of the

word. After all said, the word stands in Greek literature

as a term for loving itself, not for external manifestations

of love, more or fewer. And like other terms for love, it

is applied to all kinds and degrees of love. This includes

also the love of sense. It is true it seems to have acquired

this application only slowly, and, one would think, with

some difficulty. There is nothing in the native implication

of the word to suggest such an application; and the conjec-

ture lies close that it was not until it had become the general

term for love in common use for the whole notion that it

was applied to this variety of love also,—at first doubtless

by way of pure euphemism. Such euphemistic applications

to the sexual impulse of all words denoting love are inevit-

able;®® and unhappily many good words, euphemistically

applied to lower uses, end by losing their native senses and

sinking permanently to the level to which they have thus

stooped,—as, for example, our English words “libertine,”

“harlot.”®’’ Fortunately this did not happen to dyaTrgiv, al-

though its extention to cover the love of sense also became

a fixed part of its ordinary usage. Liddell and Scott re-

mark that it is “used of sexual love like ^dv, only in late

writers, as Lucian Jup. Trag. 2;®® for in Xenophon, Mem.

therefore rejects this reading of the history of the word. Liddell and

Scott’s article on dyaTrdto exaggerates the externality of the term and

might even give the impression that the internal affection of love

scarcely falls within its range at all.

Cf. The- Oxford Dictiotuiry of the English Language, sub voc.

“Love, subst.” no. 6 (p. 464 med.) : “the animal instinct between the

sexes and its gratification.’’ Maurice Hewlett, The Fool Errant, 1905,

p. 247 : “he ate frugally, drank a little wine and water, loved temper-

ately, and slept profoundly.”

Cf. on this subject the excellent remarks of R. C. Trench, On the

Study of IVords, ed. N. Y. 1858 pp. 59 ff.

Lucian, Jup. Trag. 2: Hera accused Zeus of having a love-affair

(epwTiKOv) on hand and, plagued by love (epeoros), of thinking of

falling through some roof into the lap of his dyaTrajpet^s- So, De Vera

Hist, ii, 25 : Cinyres had fallen in love (^pa) with Helen, and she was

plainly also enamoured (dyaTrolaa) with him ; so, driven by love and
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I. 5.4. iropvas dyairdv is not = ^av, but to be content, or satis-

fied with such gratifications.”*® This explanation of the

passage in Xenophon is certainly right. But it is not quite

exact to speak of the appearance of this usage in Lucian,

say, as marking its beginning. It already occurs in Plato.®®

And in any event the Septuagint is three or four hundred

years older than Lucian, and not only is dya-n-dv—and also its

substantive (not found in the classical writers) dyam;—used

in it of the love of sense, but so used of it as to make it

plain that they had long been used of it, and had become

the current terms for the expression of this form of love

also. To be convinced of this we have only to read the

thirteenth chapter of II Samuel,—the story of Amnon
and Thamar—the whole shocking narrative of which is

carried on with dyairdv and dydirq, culminating in verse 1 5

;

“And Amnon hated her with exceeding great hatred, be-

cause the hatred with which he hated her was greater than

the love {dydrrqv) wherewith he loved (rfyaTrtjaev) her.” This

love was mere lust : and it is very apparent that dyawdv and

dyd-in] are used of it with perfect simplicity, undisturbed by

any intruding consciousness of incongruity. This phe-

nomenon means, of course, that in the Greek of the Septu-

agint we tap a stratum of the language of more popular

character than that which meets us in the literary monu-

ments of the times; and we see changes not only preparing

but already accomplished in it which the recognized liter-

ary mode of the times had not yet accepted. Meanwhile,

despair (W’ epwros Kal dfj.r)xavia^) ,
they ran off. A hundred years

before Lucian, Plutarch has the usage: cf. the passages cited by

Thayer under c^tAeto-

J. S. Watson translates : “Who should find pleasure in the com-

pany of such a man, who, he would be aware, felt more delight in

eating and drinking than in intercourse with his friends, and preferred

the company of harlots to that of his fellows?” This sense of “tc

be satisfied with,” is a not infrequent one for dyairdv-

Cope, as cited, p. 296 : “In Plato’s Symposium 180 B, it takes the

place of ipdv in the representation of the lowest and the most sensual

form of the passion or appetite of love, orav 6 ipwpevo^ rdv

ipaarrfv dyaird, y orav 6 kpacrTr]<; to. iraiSiKO.-
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for literary Greek, it remains generally true that ayaTr^i;

had not yet acquired the breadth of usage which led to its

frequent application to the love of sense also
; and so far as

appears it did not acquire it for two or three centuries to

come.

In the monuments of classical literature, dyaTr^v, although

in use from the beginning and occupying a distinctive place

of its own, is never a very common word. It, and its doub-

let dyaTrd^eiv, occur in Homer but ten times, in Euripides but

three times, and not at all in .^Elschylus or Sophocles.®^

The substantive aydirrj<n<; is rare before, say, Plutarch;®^

while dydTDj appears first in the Septuagint, and has not as

yet turned up with certainty in any secular writing.**

‘Ayairav owes its peculiarity to its etymological associations,

which could not fail to suggest themselves to every Greek

ear. Connected with dya/Mu, it conveyed the ideas of aston-

ishment, wonder, admiration, approbation.*^ It expresses

thus, distinctively, the love of approbation, or, we might

say, the love of esteem, as over against the love of pure

delight which lies rather in the sphere of cfnXelv. It is from

the apprehension of the preciousness rather than of the

pleasantness of its object that it derives its impulse, and its

According to T. D. Woolsey, as cited, the indexes record dyaTrdv,

dyaTnjTos. dyamyrw? for Demosthenes twenty-two times ; for Plato

eighteen; for Lysias and Isocrates, each three times. These figures

are, however, misleading; in Isocrates, for example, the words are of

much more frequent occurrence.

Cf. Lobeck on Phrynicus, p. 352, and Stephens sub voc. Thayer

sub voc. aydirq, seems to intimate that the word appears first in

Aristotle : Liddell and Scott in Plato.

The facts are carefully stated by Moulton and Milligan, as cited,

sub voc.

** On this etymology see Cope, as cited, p. 294, also p. 296. Other

etymological suggestions are made. Cremer, in his third edition, finds

the fundamental notion to be, “to find one’s satisfaction in something”

;

but in his tenth edition reverts to the simple suggestion of a connection

with ayafuxi in the sense of admiring. W. Prellwitz traces the word

back to an Old-Aryan root Po (Old-Indian Pa) bearing the sense of

“protecting”; hence dya-Trds. “protecting,” and the denominative

dyaTrdoj, “entertain,” or, as in Homer, “welcome.” This view of the

etymology favors the external sense of the word as original.
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content thus lies closer to the notion of prizing than to that

of liking.®® It is beside the mark to speak of it as a

“weaker,”®® or as a “colder”®^ word than (f>ikdv: the dis-

tinction between the two lies in a different plane from these

things. A love rooted in the perception in its object of

something pleasing (that is, of the order of </)iAetv), or of

something valuable (that is, of the order of dyair^v), may
alike be very weak or very strong, very cold or very warm

:

these things are quite indifferent to the distinction and will

be determined by other circumstances, which may be pres-

ent or absent in either case.

It is even more wide of the mark to speak of dyoTrdv as

distinctively voluntary love, or reasonable love. The for-

mer is the position taken with great emphasis by Cremer

(it is also the view of Cope)
;
the latter is strongly argued

for by Schmidt. “We shall make no mistake,” says

Cremer,®® “if we define the distinction thus—that <^iAeiv

designates the love of the natural inclination, of the emo-

tion (Affects), the so-to-say originally involuntary love

—

amare,—while dyairav designates love as an effect (Richt-

ung) of the will, diligere.” It may be suspected that those

who speak thus have in part misled themselves by the Latin

analogy. The parallel is, it is true, very close with resjiect

Cope, as cited, p. 293, remarks that, whatever be the true deriva-

tion of the word, “this notion of selection or affection, conceived on

the ground of admiration, respect and esteem, certainly enters its mean-

ing. Xen. Mem. ii. 7.9 is decisive on this point.” On p. 295 he surveys

the copious material in Aristotle’s Nicomachaean Ethics and concludes

that “in every instance the word may, and in many instances it must,

carry the implication of esteem.” It is the worth of the object of

preference which underlies the affection expressed by it.

So e.g. Schmidt.

®^So e.g. Gildersleeve. Woolsey, as cited, p. 182, with Trench in his

mind, says very appositely; “We naturally avoid or distrust attach-

ing this quality of coldness to dyaTrato or ayaing, and while we ascribe

to these words the consent of the will and benevolent regard, we do

not strip them of feeling.”

These sentences stand in all the editions from the third (1883) to

the tenth (1915). Under ayairq he says (ed. 10, p. 14) ; “It desig-

nates the love which chooses its object ijuith decisive will.”
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to the usage of the two pairs of words; but it does not ex-

tend to the etymological implications on which in each case

the usage rests.®® The conception underlying diligcre is

that of selection; the word bears an implication of choice

in it. There is no such underlying suggestion in ayawav^ its

place being taken by the emotion of admiration.^®® In point

of fact, the rise in the heart of love for an object perceived

to be precious, is just as “originally involuntary,” just as

much a matter of pure feeling, as the rise in it of love for

an object perceived to be delightful. The distinction be-

tween these two varieties of love rests on the differing quali-

ties of the object to which they are the reactions, not on

the presence or absence of volition in their production.

“There can but two things create love,” says Jeremy Tay-

lor :^®^ “perfection and usefulness; to which answer on our

part, first, admiration, and secondly desire; and both these

are centered in love.” This is a piece of good psychology.

The form of statement which Schmidt prefers is that

ayavav designates the love which arises by “rational reflec-

tion.”^®^ Citing a passage from Aristotle’s Rhetoric^°^

where he speaks of (fnkdadai as being “ayavaaOai for one’s

It may be worth noting that Liddeli and Scott, in explaining the

distinction between ipav and say it is that between amare and

diligere; and in explaining the distinction between <f>iXdv and iyaTrav.

say that this is that between atnare and diligere. That is to say,

tpikelv appears now as diligere and now as amare to meet the needs

of the case.

100 There is no philological reason for supposing that the peculiarity

of ayairdv among the terms for loving was that it suggested that love

is a voluntary emotion. There is also no trace of such a distinction

having been made in usage by the Greeks. In arguing for it we are

arguing without regard to the Greek consciousness. We have had

occasion to observe Xenophon insisting that ipav expresses a volun-

tary act. But it was not ipdv distinctively that he had in mind: what

he was really arguing was that love as such, under any designation,

is a voluntary act. It was a psychological, not a philological, question

in which he was interested.

The Rule and Exercises of Holy Living, ch. IV, sec. 3 (p. 21 of

vol. ii, of the Temple Classics edition).

As cited, p. 482.

I. II. 17.
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own sake,” Schmidt argues that “it follows from this pas-

sage that ayoTTav is not, like (fnkdv, an inclination attached to

the person himself, as called into being by close companion-

ship and fellowship in many things, but a love for which

we can give ourselves an account with our understanding;

less sentiment than reflection.”^'’* As a result, he concludes

that “the ayairwv holds the qualities of a person in view, the

the person himself
;
the former gives itself a justifica-

tion of its inclination, while to the latter it arises immediate-

ly out of an intercourse which is agreeable to oneself.”

This reasoning rests on a confusion between the production

of an emotion by rational considerations, and the justifica-

tion of it on rational grounds. Of course the love of

dya-iriv is more capable of justification on rational grounds

than the love of It is the product of the apprehen-

sion of valuable qualities in the object, and may be de-

fended by the exhibition of the value of these qualities.

The love of <fn\elv, on the other hand, as the product of the

apprehension of agreeable qualities in the object, may be

able to give no better defence of itself than the traditional

dislike of Dr. Fell; “I do not like you. Dr. Fell; the reason

why I cannot tell.” But this subsequent justification to

reason of the love of ayandv affords no warrant for declar-

ing it the product of will acting on rational considerations.

The perception of those qualities constituting the object

admirable is an act the same in kind as the perception of

those qualities constituting it agreeable
;
and the reaction of

the subject in the emotion of love is an act of the same

nature in both cases. The reaction of the subject in the

love of the order which is expressed by ayairdv is just as in-

stinctive and just as immediate an affectional movement of

the soul, as in the order of love expressed by The

two differ not in their psychological nature but in the char-

acter of the apprehended qualities to which they are emo-

tional responses. It is meaningless to say that the one term-

104 Trench and Cope hold much the same view.
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inates on the person himself and the other only on certain

of his qualities: both terminate, of course, on the person
whose quality as precious or agreeable as apprehended has

called them into being.

It is only by an artificial explanation of it, furthermore,

that Aristotle s phrase,—that is dyairdo-^at for our
own sake”—can be made to suggest that ayairdv expresses a

love based on rational considerations. It only suggests that

Aristotle saw in (fukelv a love which found its account in the

agreeableness of the object. What Aristotle is saying in

this passage is that it is pleasant alike to love and to be

loved; for one loves only because he enjoys it; and if he is

loved—that makes him happy because he fancies there must

be something fine in him to call out the passion. He ex-

plains this by adding that (fyikdadai is ayandirBai for one’s own
sake. Here is a quasi-definition of ^lAetv: <^iXuv is a love

founded on nothing outside the object. But the most that

, can be inferred about dyaTrdv is that it is a love which has

cognizable ground. To conclude that that ground is or may
be outside the object, or must be of the nature of a rational

consideration operating through acts of reflection, and

judgment, and will, is sufficiently illegitimate to be absurd.

The actual ground of the particular act of dyaTrdv here

spoken of is the total personality of the object conceived

as good, and as therefore justifying his becoming the ob-

ject of <t>iXdv. 4>iAeiv is subsumed under dyawav taken for

the moment as a wider category; and the ayandv which in-

cludes the cj)i\elv in itself cannot have as such a ground of

essentially different nature.^”"

los^Cope, as cited, vol. I, p. 214, paraphrases Aristotle’s phrase thus:

“And being liked or loved is to be valued, esteemed, for one’s own
sake and for nothing else.” He remarks: “It is probable that little

or no distinction is here intended to be made between (^tAeiv and

ayairdv. since it is the end and not the process that is here in question,

and they seem to be used pretty nearly as synonyms. They represent

two different aspects of love, as a natural affection or emotion, and as

an acquired value, which we express by esteem.” We probably get

Aristotle’s whole meaning when we say that when we are loved, there

is implied in that that we are valued for our own sake.
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We are not left by the ancients, however, without very

clear intimation of how they conceived <f>L\tlv and dyaTrdv in

relation to one another. There is, for example, what

amounts to a direct definition of the two words in their

distinctive meanings in an interesting passage in the Mem-
orabilia of Xenophon, with which the commentators have

rather fumbled.^®* B. L. Gildersleeve, in that unfortunate

edition of Justin Martyr (1877) which brought only grief

to his admirers, goes the length of saying,^"^ with his eye

on this passage, that “Xenophon uses ayavav and as

absolute synonyms”; and, what is even stranger, Moulton

and Milligan repeat this judgment—for this special pas-

sage at least with the added emphasis of pronouncing it

“undeniable.”^”® These, however, are eccentric opinions.

That a distinction is* made between the two words lies on

the face of the passage and is, of course, universally rec-

ognized.^”* The only question that is open is what precisely

106 Memorabilia, II, vii. 9 and 12. We give the text of the passage

in the translation of J. A. Watson. Fourteen free women—his rela-

tives—had been introduced into Aristarchus’ house as dependents.

Socrates’ comment and advice was this : “Under present circum-

stances, as I should suppose, you neither feel attached (<fn\elv) to

your relatives nor they to you, for you find them burdensome to you,

and they see that you are annoyed at their company. From such

feelings there is danger that dislike may grow stronger and stronger,

and that previous friendly inclination may be diminished. But if you

take them under your direction so that they may be employed, you

will love (<^iA^(rets) them when you see that they are serviceable to

you, and they will grow attached to you (ayaTrrjaovaiv) when they

find that you feel satisfaction in their society; and remembering past

services with greater pleasure, you will increase the friendly feeling

resulting from them, and consequently grow more attached and bet-

ter disposed toward each other.’’ Aristarchus took this advice and the

result was: “they loved (icj)l\ov) Aristarchus as their protector, and

he loved (-^dira) them as being of use to him.’’

iio^Page 135.

108 As cited, p. 12, sub voc. dyatrq.v-

10®
J. H. H. Schmidt, as cited, p. 483, has a full and excellent discus-

sion of the passage, which leaves no doubt of the general distinction

that is drawn. Edward M. Cope, as cited, p. 294, pronounces it “de-

cisive” in the matter. Cf. also T. D. Woolsey, as cited, p. 168; and

E. A. Abbott, as cited, p. 240.
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that distinction is. What has often been overlooked is that

Xenophon actually defines the two terms in the clauses,

which, because their relations to one another have not been

accurately caught, have given the commentators all their

trouble. Socrates, we are told, found Aristarchus peevish,

because, owing to the civil disturbances of the time, he

had had fourteen female relatives—sisters, nieces, cousins

—dumped on him, and he did not see why he should be held

responsible for their support. He did not like it; and the

women, on their part, did not like the condition of affairs

either. “Neither do you them,” says Socrates in

diagnosing the situation, “nor they you”: a settled mutual

dislike threatened to be the outcome. The remedy which

Socrates proposed was that Aristarchus should put the

women to work at useful employment; and he promised

that, on that being done, their indifference to each other

would pass away: Aristarchus would acquire an affection

for them arising out of a sense of their value to him; and

they would come to prize him on perceiving his pleasure in

them. “You will them,” says Socrates, “when you

see that they are profitable to you
;
and they will ayam^crovvLv

you, when they perceive that you take pleasure in them.”

What is to be observed is that the clauses here are so bal-

anced that the participial adjunct in each defines the verb

in the other; so that what is said is equivalent to saying:

“You will ^tXV«« them when you see that they aydirovcriv

you
;
and they will ayair^cxovcrtv you when thy perceive that

you (fnXds them.” Instead of mutual dislike, a mutual lik-

ing and esteem will supervene. To the then, in the

first clause the “take pleasure in” of the other corresponds:

and to the dyaTrdv of the second clause the “being profitable

to you” of the first corresponds : and thus we have in effect

definitions of the two verbs

—

(f>i\elv is taking pleasure in,

dyairdv is ascribing value to. Now, Xenophon continues,

Aristarchus tried it and it worked. He put the women to

work and at once there was a change : “They (<f>i\ovv him as
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a protector, and he fjyaTra them as profitable.” They came

to take pleasure in his protection, and he came to value

them for their profitable labor. The relation of protector

of useless women, as barely tolerated dependants, with their

natural resentment of a grudging bounty, passed, by the

simple expedient of the introduction of productive employ-

ment, into a relation of mutual affection and esteem. They

came to like the man who gave them back their self-respect

;

he came to prize the women whose labor brought him profit.

The words in this last clause, so far from reversing their

positions as compared with the former (this is the chief

source of the difficulty the commentators find in the pas-

sage) are in their right places according to their definitions

there. defined there as delighting in, is properly used

here to describe the attitude of the women towards their

protector: iyaTriv, defined there as attaching value to, is

properly employed here of the attitude of an employer to

profitable workers.

The definition of ayanav which Xenophon here gives us

—

by which it expresses the love of prizing as over against the

love of simple liking—verifies itself in a survey of the gen-

eral usage of the word. This may be illustrated by attend-

ing to the other passages in which <^iAetv and ayairav are

brought together, that are cited by Abbott in connection

with his discussion of this one. We see at once that it is

Xenophon’s distinction which is in the mind of Dio Cas-

sius, when he tells us that it was said to the Roman people

at the death of Julius Caesar; Ye i<fH\r](TaTe him as a father,

and rr^a-n^aare him as a benefactor—that is to say, they both

felt true affection for him and greatly valued him. The

case is equally simple with the passage from Plato’s Ly.yiV”

with which Abbott deals with somewhat clumsy fingers, as-

cribing to ayairav the sense of “being drawn towards,” and

to <f)tActv that of “drawing towards oneself.” The passage

is taken from a long discussion on friendship which is con-

iioxliv, 48, p. 175-

111 Page 2IsB (cf. Jowett, p. 54).
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ducted throughout with <^tAot, until, it having

been concluded that only the good can be friends, the ques-

tion is raised, How can those be valued {ayoLTrqOdr]) by each

other who can be of no use to one another, and how can one

who is not valued (a-yoTryxo) be a friend? The good man
being sufficient to himself—so far as he is good—stands

in need of nothing; and therefore would not attach value

(ayairi^yj) to anything; and because he cannot attach value

(ayairwr]) to anything, he cannot be fond (<^iAot) of any-

thing. And yet they who do not make much of one another

(/x^ TT€fl TToAAoii TToiovpxvoi tauTous) caooot be friends. These

last words, “make much of” define for us the sense in

which ayawav has been used throughout; and we perhaps

can hardly do better than render the crucial sentences

;

“He who lacks nothing will attach value to nothing (ovSe tI

ayaw^rj av)”: “what he does not attach value to, he cannot

be fond of (o 81 fii) ayairw-q, ov8’ dv </>iAoZ).” A little later in

the discussion"' the two words are coupled in the reverse

order from that in which they occur in Dio Cassius. We
read: “For if there is nothing to hurt us any longer we
should have no need of anything that would do us good.

Thus would it be clearly seen that we did but rf/airwuev Kal

i(fn\ovfi£v the good on account of the evil, and as the remedy

of the evil which was the disease; but if there had been no

disease there would have been no need of a remedy.”

Jowett renders the pair of verbs by “love and desire” which

certainly is wrong. Woolsey renders much better by

“highly judge and love”; adding the comment: “The lat-

ter contains something more of feeling, while the former

contains more of regard, and a higher degree of respect.”

We can scarcely do better than render: “And thus it

would be clear that we attached value to the good and

looked with affection on it, only on account of the evil.”

Abbott’s last example is drawn from yElian’s description of

Hiero’s love for his brothers. He lived on terms of

112 Page 220D (cf. Jowett, p. 6i).

For. Hist., ix, i. (Tauchnitz ed. p. 124).
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great intimacy with them, we are told, “holding them in

very high regard (ndw <r<p68pa dyaTnjo-ts), and being loved

by them in return.” The meaning seems to be

what we might express by saying that he valued his brothers

and they repaid him by true afifection.

It is not intended to suggest that the content of ayairav is

exhausted by the concepts esteem, value, prize. The word

expresses the notion of love. What is contended for is that

the particular manner of love which the word is adapted to

express, is the love which is the product of the apprehension

of value in its object, and which is therefore informed by a

feeling of its preciousness, so that it moves in a region

closely akin to that of esteeming, valuing, prizing. The
region in which it moves is, indeed, so closely akin to that

of these conceptions, that there are occasions when the idea

it expresses is scarcely distinguishable from them. Take

for example these two instances from Isocrates.”* “The

same opinion is also held concerning the Lacedemonians

;

for in their case their defeat at Thermopylae is more ad-

mired (ayojvTai) than their other victories, and the trophy

erected over them by the barbarians is an object of esteem

(dyaTTwai) and frequent visits (^ewpovcn), while those set up

by the Lacedemonians over others, far from being com-

mended (eVaivowt), are regarded with displeasure; for the

former is considered to be a sign of valor, the latter of a

desire for self-aggrandizement” (V. 148). “Now, I am
surprised that those who consider it impossible that any

such policy should be effected do not know from their own
experience, or have not heard from others, that there have

been indeed many terrible wars the parties to which have

been reconciled and done each other great service. What
could exceed the enmity between Xerxes and the Hellenes?

Yet every one, knows that both we and the Lacedemonians

were more pleased (ayaTi^cravTfs) with the friendship (</>iAta)

V. 148; V. 42. We draw these passages from Schmidt (p. 485),

who presents them as involving no question of real love, but only of

an esteeming or valuing.



40 THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

of Xerxes than with that of those who helped us to found

our respective empires” (V. 42). In the former passage

ayatroxTi Kal Oetupovai are put in a sort of parallel with ovk

iiraivovffiv aAA’ ar)8w^ opiZaiv, and may perhaps be not inade-

quately represented by “prized and gazed at,” as over

against “not praised but looked askance at.” The idea

conveyed by ayain)aavT€<: in the latter passage lies very close

to that of “prized more,” “valued more” “set more store

by.” Nevertheless Isocrates preferred to employ a word
which said these things with a slight difference; a slight

difference which enhanced the effect. He preferred to say

that the trophy at Thermopylae was loved, and that the

Greeks loved the friendship of Xerxes more than that of

their allies—employing, however, for “loved” a term

through which sounded the notions of esteeming, valuing,

prizing, rather than that of enjoying.

We see the same implications shining through the word

when we read in Demosthenes such phrases as these

;

“Neither did I love (-^amjaa) Philip’s gifts,” for which

Woolsey suggests, “neither did I value”; “These he loves

(dyaTra) and keeps around him,” which Woolsey renders

“these he makes much of.”“® Examples, however, need

not be multiplied. The word designates love
—

“without

reference to sensuousness, close-intercourse, or heart-in-

wardness”—from the distinct point of view of the recog-

nition of worthiness in its object. It is, therefore, intrin-

sically a noble word for love
;
or, let us give to it its rights

and say definitely it is the noble word for love. It is in its

right company when Plutarch”^ joins dt with ripav and

aifieffOai in the declaration that “the people ought to love

and honor and revere the gods according to righteousness.”

But like other noble words it was possible for it to lose the

sharpness and force of its higher suggestions. It became

ultimately, in the development of the language, the general

De Corona, p. 263, 7 Reiske.

Olynth., ii, p. 23.

Aristides, 6.6.
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word for love. And in proportion as it became the general

word for love and was applied without thought to all kinds

of love, it naturally lost more or less of the power to suggest

its own specific implications. The time came when it could

be applied to the basest forms of love without consciousness

of incongruity. Its lofty implications remained, however,

embeded in its very form, and could always be recalled to

consciousness and observation by a simple emphasis. And
as long as any other term for love was current, sharing the

field with it, it was always possible to throw the high im-

plications intrinsic to it up to sight by merely setting the

two in contrast.

This, then, is the equipment of the Greek language for

the expression of the idea of love, which is revealed to us

in the monuments of classical Greek. There were, we see,

four terms which served as vehicles of it. <E>iA€ii' held the

general field, though not without its distinctive implications

which were on occasion thrown into clear emphasis, and

which were always more or less felt coloring the concep-

tion of love as it expressed itself by its means in current

speech. These implications represented love as the response

of the human spirit to what appealed to it as pleasurable;

therefore at bottom as a delight. was supported on

both sides, however, by other terms of other implications.

There was (rripyeiv in which love was presented as a natural

outflow of the heart to objects conceived as in one way or an-

other bound up very closely with it and making, therefore,

a claim upon it for affection. There was epiv which con-

ceived love as an overmastering passion, seizing upon and

absorbing into itself the whole mind. And there was, on

the other side, dyaTrdv which presented love as the soul’s

sense of the value and preciousness of its object and its

response to its recognized worth in admiring affection.”®

How fully these synonyms covered the idea of love in its com-

plete range is illustrated by the opening words of Deutsch’s article on

“Love (Jewish)” in Hastings’ ERE. viii. p. 173b. In transcribing what

he says we insert the Greek terms at appropriate places. “The die-
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During the classical period these terms did not so much
encroach on the dominance of </>tAciv in the literary expres-

sion of love as rather come to its aid, bringing into fuller

expression the several sides and aspects of love. A change,

however, was preparing beneath the surface, in the broad

region of popular speech. How this change was inaugu-

rated, though what stages it passed, what were the forces

which drove it forward, we are left to conjecture to suggest.

There is no direct evidence available. We only know that

in that body of literature constituted by the New Testa-

ment, along with the Septuagint version of the Old Testa-

ment and the Apostolic Fathers, a body of literature the

peculiarity of which is that it dips into the popular speech,

we suddenly see the change well on its way. The most

outstanding feature of it is the retirement of <f>iXdv into the

background and the substitution for it of ayanav as the gen-

eral term for love. We must not permit to fall out of sight

that this means the general adoption of the noblest word

for love the language possessed as its common designation

in every-day speech. One may well suppose that an ethical

force was working in such a change.^^® Such a supposi-

tion would find support in the general deepening of the ethi-

tionaries define love as ‘a feeling of strong personal attachment in-

duced by that w^hich delights or commands admiration

(ayaTTav) ’ The subdivisions of this sentiment comprise the impulses

of attachment due to sexual instinct or the mutual affections of man
and woman ( ?ipav) the impulses which direct the mutual affections

of members of one family, parents and children, brothers and other

relatives (o-Tc/syetv) 1
the attachment which springs from sympathetic

sentiments of people with harmonious character, friendship !

and finally, the various metaphorical usages of the word, as the love

for moral and intellectual needs.” He adds : “To the last class be-

longs the religious concept of love for God, while the particular Bibli-

cal conception of God’s love for Israel is closely related to the idea

of paternal affection.” As we shall see when we come to speak of

the usage of the Septuagint, these higher religious conceptions were

brought under ayairav-

Woolsey’s remark (as cited, p. 169) : “Such a change . . . must

have come from a higher condition of moral feeling,” is sound in it-

self although made in a connection not easily justified.
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cal life which, as we know, was taking place during the

closing centuries of the old era. We may readily suppose

that in the increasing seriousness of the times the current

conception of love too may have grown more grave; and

that it may have, therefore, seemed less and less appropriate

to speak of it in any lighter than the highest available terms.

Whatever may have been the cause, however, it is plain

matter of fact that ayandv, a word of essential nobility in its

native implications, did gradually through the years become

the ordinary term for the expression of love in the most

general sense. And this necessarily wrought a distinct en-

noblement of the common speech with respect to love.

The effect of the change on dya-n-dv itself naturally was

not so happy. The application of it indiscriminately to

every form and quality of love unavoidably reduced its

current acceptation to the level of every form and quality

of love. The native implications of the word could not, to

be sure, be entirely eradicated. But they could be covered

up and hidden so as not to be noted in the ordinary use of

it, and only now and again brought back into view, when in

one way or another they were thrown into emphasis. How
thoroughly they were thus obscured we should not have

been able to guess had we the witness of the New Testa-

ment alone in our hands. The Septuagint, however, re-

veals it to us. There dyandv appears as in such a sense the

general term for love that it is readily applied to every

form and quality of love, apparently in the case of the lower

forms without any consciousness whatever of its higher

connotations. This phenomenon occurs, it is true, occa-

sionally also in classical Greek. It is incidental to the- free

use of any word that it should get its edges worn off in

the process, and become more or less a mere symbol for

the general idea connected with it, without regard to any

specific modifications of that general idea which it may

embody. But it becomes much more marked in the Septua-

gint. Because dyairdv has become the general word for love.
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what was exceptional in the classics has here become the

rule. In the Septuagint the word has lost the precision of

its specific notion and become merely a general term to ex-

press a general idea. A much nobler term for love has

come into general use for the expression of the broad idea

of love; and this ennobles the whole speech concerning love.

But the word itself has suffered loss in thus permitting

itself to be applied indifferently to all kinds and conditions

of love.

On another side, however, the employment of dyair^v as

the general term for love brought it a great elevation in its

Septuagint usage. If there was no love too low to be

spoken of in its terms, there was equally no love too high

for its use of it. And the application of it to describe the

higher aspects of love as presented in the Old Testament

revelation added great stretches to its range upwards. We
are in the presence here of a double movement through

which ayairav was prepared for its use in the New Testa-

ment. By the obscure linguistic revolution wrought among

the peoples of Greek speech, as a result of which dyarrdv su-

perseded (fnXeiy as the general Greek term for the expression

of the idea of love, intrinsically the noblest word for love

the Greek language afforded, came naturally to the hands

of the Septuagint translators for rendering the idea of love

as it appeared in the pages of the Old Testament. By the

rendering of the idea of love throughout the Old Testa-

ment by dyavav, the whole content of the Old Testament

idea of love was poured into that term, expanding it in its

suggestions upwards, and training it to speak in tones in-

definitely exalted. The total effect of this double change

was immensely to extend the range of the word. As it was

the noblest word for love in Greek speech, its range could

be extended, on its l^ecoming the general word for love,

only downward. It was extended also upwards only by

liecoming the vehicle for the deepened conception of love

which has been given to the world by the self-revelation of
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God in the Scriptures. When we open the Septuagint,

therefore, and see ayair^v lying on its pages as the general

term for love, we are in the presence of some very notable

phenomena in the preparation of the terminology of love in

the New Testament.^*®

Princeton. Benjamin B. Warfield.

The conclusion of this article will appear in the next number of

this Review.



The Princeton

Theological Review
' APRIL, 1918

THE TERMINOLOGY OF LOVE IN THE NEW
TESTAMENT

II*

The story of the Septuagint usage of the terms for love

is almost told by the simple statistics. The verb dyaTrov

occurs in the Septuagint about two hundred and sixty-six

times, <t>i\elv about thirty-six times, IpdaOai only three times,

and arepyeiv just once. Even this does not give the whole

state of the case, for in the majority of its occurrences

</>iAeiv is used in the sense of “to kiss.” It occurs only six-

teen or seventeen times with the meaning of “love.” That

is to say, this word, the common word for love in the class-

ics, is used in the Septuagint in only a little more than five

per cent of the instances where love falls to be mentioned

:

in nearly ninety-five per cent dyanav is used. Here is a com-

plete reversal of the relative positions of the two words.

In more than a third of the instances in which <t>i\elv is

used of loving, moreover, it is used of things—food or

drink, or the like (Gen. xxvii. 4, 9, 14, Prov. xxi. 17, Hos.

iii. I, Is. Ivi. 10), leaving only a half a score of instances in

which it is employed of love of persons. In all these in-

stances (except Tob. vi. 14, where it is a demon that is in

question) it is a human being to whom the loving is ascribed.

The love ascribed to him ranges from mere carnal love ( Jer.

xxii. 22 [paralleled with e/oaaT<u], Lam. i. 2, Tob. vi. 14, cf.

Tob. vi. 17), through the love of a father for his son (Gen.

xxxvii. 4), to love for Wisdom (Prov. viii. 17, xxix. 3,

Wisd. viii. 2). Cremer drops the remark : “In two passages

only does 4>i\dv stand as perfectly synonymous with aya-ndw,

* The first portion of this article was published in the number of

this Review for January 1918: pp. 1-45.
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Prov. viii. 17, xxix. 3.”^ This cannot mean that ayairav does

not occur in the senses in which <|>iA€tv is used in the other

passages : dyaTrav is used in all these senses. What is really

meant is that in these two passages alone 4>tAetv bears a sense

which Cremer is endeavoring to fix on ayawav as its distinc-

tive meaning—the sense of high ethical love. In both pass-

ages it is love to Wisdom that is spoken of : “I (Wisdom)
dyaTToj them that (^tAowras me” (viii. 17) ;

“When a man
•loves (<fn\ovvros) wisdom, his father rejoices” (xxix. 3);

and they bear witness that this high love could readily be

expressed by </>iAetv, as well as by ayavav. It is not obvious,

however, that ^tAeiv is used in these passages as perfectly

synonymous with dyoTrdv. On the face of Prov. viii. 17,

there is a difference between the love (dyaTrdv) ascribed to

Wisdom and that ascribed to her votaries, if the

distribution of the words be allowed any significance. Per-

haps it may be conjectured that some flavor clings to <^tAeii'

which renders it less suitable for the graver affection proper

to Wisdom herself.

Despite the fewness of the occurrences of <^iAeiv, there

are quite a number of instances in which it is brought into

more or less close conjunction with ayavav, and a glance

over these may help us to some notion of the relation which

the two words bear to one another. Gen. xxxvii. 3, 4:

“And Jacob rjydira Joseph more than all his sons. . . . And

his brothers, seeing that his father him above all his

sons, hated him.” Prov. viii. 17: “I (Wisdom) dyaTroi them

that (f>i\ovvTa<; me.” Prov. xxi. 17: “A poor man dya-n-d

mirth, <^tAdiv wine and oil in abundance.” Is. Ivi. 6, 10:

“The strangers that attach themselves unto the Lord . . .

to dyaTrdv the name of the Lord. . . . Dumb dogs, . . .

<fn\ovvTe<: to slumber.” Lam. i. 2 ; “Weeping, she weeps in

the night and her tears are upon her cheeks; and there is

none of all that dyaTrwrwv her to comfort her; all those that

(j>iX.ovvTe<; her have dealt treacherously with her.” Hos. iii.

^ Bihlisch-Theologisches Worferbuch der NeutestamejitUchen Grd-

citdt,^ 1883, p. II, near bottom: E. T. p. 592, bottom. The remark

seems to have been omitted from loth ed., IQIS-
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I ; “And the Lord said to me, Go yet and ayairqaov a woman
that ayairmaav evil things and an adulteress, even as the Lord

ayaird the children of Israel, and they have respect to strange

gods, and <l>i\ovai cakes and raisins.” Wisdom viii. 2, 3

:

“Her (Wisdom) I e^iA^o-a, and sought out from my youth,

and I desired to make her my wife and was an Ipaary}^ of her

beauty. . . . Yea, the Lord of all things Himself rjyatrqaev

her” (and then immediately below, at verse 8: “If a man
dyaTT^ righteousness”). Perhaps we should add Prov. xix.

7, 8, in which the noun and the verb dyaTrdv occur, in

distinct clauses no doubt, which yet stand rather close to-

gether; “Every one who hates a poor brother is also far

from . . . He that procures wisdom dyaTrd himself.”

To fill out the general picture we may adjoin a few pas-

sages in which other combinations of terms for love are

made. In his praise of woman in I Esd. iv, 14 ff, Zorobabel

brings together these two statements—that a man can look

a lion in the face, and can plunder and rob in the darkness

—

all to bring his spoil to Ipiofiivu
;
“yea a man dyaTr^ his own

wife more than father or mother.” In Jer. xxii. 22, we
read: “The wind shall tend all thy shepherds and thy

ipacrrai shall go into captivity; for then shalt thou be

ashamed and disgraced by all twv <}>l\ovvto)v ae.” In Prov.

vii. 18: “Come, and let us enjoy <^tAtos until the morning;

come, and let us embrace epwri.” And again, in Sir. xxvii.

17, 18: “Srep^ov a friend (<f>lkov) and be faithful unto

him; but if thou betrayest his secrets . . . thou hast lost

the <f>iklav of thy neighbor.”

It cannot be pretended that it is an easy task to find one’s

way through these passages, assigning a distinctive sense to

each term. By one thing we are struck, however, at the

first glance. In all the combinations of ayairiv and

the higher role is assigned to ayairiv. The historian tells us

in Gen. xxxvii. 3 that Jacob rjydira Joseph; but when he re-

peats what the envious brothers said, ^iXelv is used, as if

they would suggest that their father’s special love for him

was an ungrounded preference. It is Wisdom who dyaira
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her votaries (Prov. viii. 17); they, on their part, (^lAowrot

her; and the Lord rjyairqatv Wisdom, while her servant

her (Wisd. viii. 2, 3). There is some appearance

here that dyandv was felt to be in some way the more appro-

priate word with which to express love of a superhuman

order. Only in the case of Lam. i. 2 does the variation

from dyairdv to <f>i\€lv seem to be purely rhetorical; and there

the variation imitates a variation in the underlying Hebrew,

and gives dyavdv the place of honor.* Similarly, in the pas-

sages in which ayandv does not occur there appears to be in

mind always some valid distinction between the terms that

are used, although it is not always easy clearly to grasp it.

It must be confessed, for example, that it is difficult to dis-

cover the precise reason for the variation from epaarai to

<f>i\ovvres in Jer. xxii. 22, or from <fnkia to epws in Prov. vii.

18. In the former of these passages it is obvious enough,

of course, that the </>tAowTcs are intended to embrace both

the shepherds and the lovers, and doubtless that is the rea-

son that a broader word is chosen. In the latter the varia-

tion in terms reflects a variation in the underlying Hebrew,

but it is not clear that it reflects it accurately, or what is the

exact distinction intended. The general impression left by

the series of passages is that the several terms for love were

used quite freely and with various natural interchanges, as

substantial synonyms
;
but that dyandv was felt to be in some

sense of the highest suggestion, and when they were brought

into contrast, the higher place was instinctively given to it.

Certainly ayaTrav is used with the utmost freedom for

every conceivable variety of love, from the love of mere

lust on the one hand (e.g., 2 Sam. xiii. i, 4, 15, Is. Ivii. 8,

Ezek. xvi. 37) up to the purest earthly love on the other

(Lev. xix. 18, 34, Deut. x. 19, i Sam. xviii. i, xx. 17, 2

Sam. I, 23), and beyond that to the highest love which man

can feel, love to God (Ex. xx. 6, Deut. v. 10, vi. 5, ii, vii. 9,

2 According to Gesenius, 3ilR means “a friend, loving and beloved,

intimate, different from , a companion” : , he says, implies less

than^HN. In the text, dyairdv represents 3n« and <^tX€tv I’l-
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X. 12, xi. I, 13, 22
,

xiii. 3, xix. 9, xxx. 6, 16, 30, Judges

viii. 3, Jos. xxii. 5, xxiii. i, i Kings iii. 3, Ps. xvii. i, xxx.

23, Ixviii. 37, xlvi. 10, cxvi, 7), and even above that, to the

inexplicable love of God Himself to His people (Deut. iv.

37, vii. 8, 13, X. 15, xxiii. 5, 2 Sam. xii. 24, 2 Chron. ii. ii,

ix. 8, Is. xliii. 4, xlviii. 14, Ixiii. 9, Jer. xxxviii. 3, Mai. i. 2,

Prov. iii. 12). It is quite true that it is used for the higher

reaches of love far more frequently than for the lower-

lying varieties. This was the inevitable effect of the pro-

portionate place occupied by the higher and lower forms of

love in the pages of the Old Testament, and argues little

as to the relative adaptability of the term for expressing

them severally. The plain fact is that ayairav is the general

term for love in the Greek Old Testament, employed in

some ninety-five per cent of the instances in which love is

mentioned; and therefore it is employed of the several

varieties of love, not in accordance with its fitness to ex-

press one or another of them, but in accordance with the

relative frequency of their occurrence in the Old Testament.

The five per cent or so of occurrences which are left to be

expressed by other terms seem not to be divided off from the

rest on the ground of the intrinsic unfitness of dyaTrav to ex-

press them. They include next to no kinds of love which

dyoTrdv is not employed to express in other passages.® It is

not to be supposed, of course, that pure caprice has determ-

ined the employment of these terms in these few instances.

There is doubtless always a reason for the selection which

is made; and ordinarily the appropriateness of the term

actually employed can be more or less clearly felt. But it

does not appear that the reason for passing over ayairav

in these cases was ordinarily its intrinsic incapacity for the

expression of the specific love that is spoken of. As the

general word for love it no doubt could have been used

without impropriety throughout.

It is possible, moreover, to overpress the intrinsic sig-

nificance of the predominant use of ayairav for the higher

® But see below page 162.
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varieties of love. Both ^iA«v (Prov. viii. 17, xxix. 3) and

ipqaOai (Prov. iv. 6, Wisd. viii. 2), along with it (Prov.

viii. 21), are used for love to Wisdom. But no other term

except ayairav happens to be employed of God’s love to man,

or of man’s love to God, or even of that love to our neigh-

bor which with them constitutes the three conceptions in

which is summed up the peculiarity of the teaching on love

of the religion of revelation. This is a notable fact ; and it

had notable consequences. It did not, however, so much
result from as result in that elevation of ayandv above other

terms for love, which fits it alone to express these high

forms. It is probable that had the Septuagint translators

found still in use as the general term for love, they

would have employed it as their own general word, and it

would have fallen to it therefore to be used to express

these higher forms of love. Instead, they found ayaniv, an

intrinsically higher word than <^tA€tv and more suitable for

the purpose ; and they trained it to convey these still higher

conceptions also. Thus they stamped dyanav with a new
quality, and prepared it for its use in the New Testament.

What is of importance to bear in mind, however, is that the

elevation of ayairdv to this new dignity was not due to its

greater intrinsic fitness to express these new conceptions

(though it was intrinsically more fit to do so), but to the

circumstance that it happened to be the general term for

love in current use when the Septuagint was written. This

is proved by the fact that it was not employed by the Sep-

tuagint writers as a special word for the expression of the

loftier aspects of love alone, but as a general word to ex-

press all kinds and conditions of love. It is simply the

common term for love in the Greek Old Testament, and

the new dignity which clothes it as it leaves the Old Testa-

ment has been contributed to it by the Old Testament

itself.

The account given of dyandv by Hermann Cremer, while

in its central statement perfectly just, is deformed by some

remarkable inaccuracies, arising from a fruitless attempt to
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establish certain stated exceptions to this central statement,

“The New Testament usage with reference to the words

dyoTrdv, aydirrj, dyairqr6<:” he writes/ “is in a very special

manner a consistent and complete one. It was prepared for

by the use, presented by the Septuagint, of dywndw for the

Hebrew 3riK in the whole range of its applications, with

one or two characteristic exceptions. The Hebrew word

includes in itself the significance of all three Greek syn-

onyms” cpav, and dyaTrdv]
;
“it is especially fre-

quently used in an application in which the Greeks do 'not

speak of love, that is to say, of the love enjoined for God

and His will, as well as of the love ascribed to God Him-

self (Deut. vii. 13, x. 15, 18, xxiii. 6, 2 Sam. xii. 24, Ps.

Ixxviii. 68, Ixxxvii. 2, cxlvi. 8, Is. xliii. 4, xlviii. 14, Ixiii.

9), particularly the last, which is a conception beyond the

imagination of the Greeks.® Apart, now, from a few pas-

sages in which the rendering is only according to the sense

(Mic. iii. 2 = Prov. xviii. 21 = Kparelv, xvii. 19 =
X<uptiv), 3H8 is regularly translated by dyaTrdr, zmth the

exception of when it stands for sensual love (sixteen times

in all), in which case Ipdv, are constantly used (see

above), and when it denotes a sensuous inclination or a

natural affection (ten times), and then it is rendered by

<pi\dv and its compounds—Gen. xxvii. 14, Is. Ivi. 10, Ecc.

iii. 8
; cf. 2 Chron. xxvi. i, <f>i\oyewpy6 ^, A, HOIK Jnw, as

also two passages where there is mention of an objec-

tionable disposition, I Kings xi. I <j>i\oyvvato<; (<^iAoyrvijs, B),

and Prov. xiii. 19, W. G. Ballantyne, com-

menting on the latter half of this passage, remarks tren-

chantly, but we are afraid not unjustly:® “Cremer’s as-

sertions regarding the translation of 3ri8 in the Septua-

gint are sheer mistatements, as anyone who has Trommius’

Concordance in his hands can see. We have already re-

As cited. We are quoting from loth ed., 1915, but the passage has

remained substantially unaltered since the 3d ed., 1883.

® On these assertions see The Princeton Theological Review, Jan-

uary 1918, pp. 20 fif.

® Bibliotheca Sacra, July, 1889, p. 534.
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ferred to half a score of passages where dyoTraw, as the

translation of 3n« , expresses lustful love. as we
saw above, but once expresses a natural affection, and but

four times a sensuous inclination. 'AyaTrdw expresses a nat-

ural affection in Gen. xxii. 2, xxv. 28, xxxvii. 3, xlx. 20,

Ruth iv. 15, Prov. iv. 3, xiii, 24. 'Epaw translates 3n«

but twice. Cremer says that dyaTrdw ‘never means to do any-

thing willingly, to be wont to do’

;

yet we have it in Jer. xiv.

10, ‘They have loved to move their feet,’ and in Jer. v. 31,

‘And my people loved to have it so.’
”

Cremer’s statement certainly conveys the impression that

dyaTrd*' is never used in the canonical Septuagint (as a ren-

dering of ins) for sensual love, or for a sensuous incli-

nation or natural affection, its place being taken in the for-

mer case (there being sixteen instances in all) by tpiv,

ip(UTTT)‘!, and in the latter (ten instances) by and its

compounds. For the sixteen cases of epav rendering 3riN,

used of sensual love, he refers us to a list previously given
—“see above,” he says—and that list proves to run as

follows ;

“
’Epdv is found only in a few passages in the Old

Testament (Esth. ii. 17, Prov. iv. 6, = ;
Wisd. viii,

2; epaa-n}^, Ez. xvi. 33, 36, 37, xxhi. 5, 9, 22, Jer. xxii. 20,

22, Lam. i. 19, Hos. ii. 7, 9, 12, 14, 15, the stated rendering

of the Hebrew SHNa in the sensual sense).” There are

seventeen passages enumerated here
;
but they are not seven-

teen passages in which and 2n80 are used in a sensual

sense and are rendered by ipav and cpaar^s; they profess to

be passages rather in which ipav and kpaaTr)<s are found

in the Old Testament—Wisd. viii. 2, of course, having no

Hebrew base. They do not, to be sure, exhaust the list of

occurrences of words of this group in the Old Testament:

ipdaOai occurs three times, not two as here (add i Esdr. iv.

24) ;
epft)5, not mentioned here, occurs twice (Prov. vii. 18,

xxiv. 51 [xxx. 16])

;

and appears nineteen times, as

asrainst the fifteen here enumerated. But much less do the

sixteen of them which are renderings of 2HS justify the

description of them given in the main passage. One of the



TERMINOLOGY OF LOVE IN THE NEW TESTAMENT l6l

two passages cited for indeed
—“Love (Wisdom),

and she shall keep thee” (Prov. iv. 6)—refers to high ethi-

cal love; as does also indeed Wisd. viii. 2 (epaar^?), “I wa.s

a lover of her (Wisdom’s) beauty.” The other passage

cited for ^av, “And the king loved Esther and she found

favor beyond all the virgins
;
and he put on her the queen’s

crown” (Esth. ii. 27), while certainly referring to sexual

love, can scarcely be spoken of as referring to dishonorable

love, as neither, indeed, can i Esd. iv. 24, the third passage

in which ipiv occurs (not mentioned by Cremer) : “And
when he hath stolen, spoiled, and robbed, he bringeth it to

his beloved (ipwfiivrj)

;

wherefore a man loveth (dyaTra) his

wife better than father and mother.”

As it is thus clear that the words of the ipiv group do not

always express lustful, and not even always sexual, love,

it is even more clear that sensual or even lustful love is not

expressed exclusively by words of this group. We have

seen the carnal love of a demon for a mortal maid ex-

pressed by <j>i\elv (Tob. vi. 14), and the wicked lovers of

Zion, in parallelism with ipaaral, expressed by <fnkovvTe<; ( Jer.

xxii. 22). The Hebrew piel participle 3nKO
, rendered in

the fifteen passages enumerated by Cremer by ipaarai, oc-

curs also in Jer. xxx. 14, Zech. xiii. 6, the former of which

is certainly of the same class with its fellows, and the latter

not certainly of a different class (so Hengstenberg). In

Jer. xxx. 14, however, it is rendered by ot “All thy

lovers have forgotten thee,” and in Zech. xiii. 6, taken as a

singular, by 6 dyoTn^rds, “With these I was wounded in my
beloved house,” or, as in the Alexandrian MS., “in the

house of my beloved.” It has already been intimated that

numerous passages exist in which sensual love is expressed

by dyaTrav. If we are to take sensual love in a sense broad

enough to include Cremer’s examples, we may adduce such

passages as Gen. xxiv. 6, 7, xxix. 30, 32, xxxiv. 3, Ex.

xxi. 5, Deut. xxi. 15, 16, Judges xiv. 16, xvi. 15, i Sam. i.

5, xviii. 28, 2 Chron. xi. 21, Ecc. ix. 9, and perhaps even

i Kings xi. 2. If dishonorable love is to be insisted upon.
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we may refer to 2 Sam. xiii. i, 4, 15, Ezek. xvi. 37, Hos.

iii. I, or we may content ourselves with the single passage

Is. Ivii. 8: “Thou hast loved (i^aTnjo-as) those that lay with

thee, and now hast multiplied thy whoredom ( vopvtiav) with

them.” It is beyond question that not ^av but dyaTrdv is the

regular word to express sexual love in the Septuagint, and

this fact is not to be obscured by pointing to as the

standing word for “lover”—which is a different matter.

No assertion could be more unfortunate, then, than that

^av is the constant vehicle in the Septuagint for the ex-

pression of sensual love
;
and it is no mitigation to confine

the assertion to the instances of renderings of by

ipav. Unless, indeed, it be held even more unfortunate to

assert that and its compounds supply the stated means

of the expression of the love of sensuous inclination or

natural affection—connected with the further implication

that there are only ten instances in which love of this kind

comes to expression in the Old Testament. A full list of

the ten instances he has in mind is not given by Cremer, and

it would be difficult to fill out such a list with instances ex-

actly like the half-dozen which he adduces. These half-

dozen instances do represent one side of the usage of (fnX.tlv

and its compounds—a usage in which it perhaps holds a

unique position in Old Testament Greek. We are not sure

that dyaTTav is found in any precisely similar applications.

There is even an appearance that such applications are

avoided for dyaTrdv. Look, for example, at Prov. xxi. 17:

“A poor man loveth (dya-n-dv) mirth, loving (<f>i\<ov) wine

and oil in abundance.” There seems to be reflected here a

distinction in the usage of the two terms, according to which

and not dyaTrdvis preferred for loving food and drink,

just as in English we say we “like” but only abusively that

we “love” articles of diet. But this is only a pocket in the

usage of <t>iXdv, and does not justify the broad character-

ization formulated by Cremer. The love expressed by

<f>iX.€lv includes also the elevated love of Wisdom by her

votaries (Prov. viii. 17, xxix. 3) ;
and if Ecc. iii. 8, “There
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is a time to love and a time to hate” shows that

natural affections are expressed by <^iAeiv, what does Sir.

xiii. 15, “Every beast loves (ayawa) his like, and every man
his neighbor”'^ show? The fundamental fault of Cremer’s

statement lies in a zeal to mark off a special region within

which each term

—

ipav, <i>ikdv, and above all, ayairiv—shall

be confined. Accordingly, he arbitrarily narrows the range

of the usage of each, and very especially of ayawav. In point

of fact, the usage of dyaTrdv covers the whole field which

3nw itself covers, and there is no real variety of love for

which it is not employed somewhere or other in the Septu-

agint. Even such a conspectus of the kinds of love for

which it is used as that drawn up by Ballantyne in the fol-

lowing summary is only generally complete, although it

will doubtless serve to bring home to us the very wide field

covered by the word. “It is the word,” he says,® “in con-

stant use to express (i) God’s love to man, (2) God’s love

for truth and other virtues and worthy objects, (3) man’s

love for God, (4) man’s love for salvation and worthy ob-

jects, (5) man’s conscientious love for man, (6) ordinary

human friendship, (7) parental and filial affection, (8) the

love of husband and wife, (9) impure sexual love, (10)

man’s love for cursing and other vices and sinful objects.”

One of the most striking accompaniments of the appear-

ance of dyaTrdv in the Septuagint as the general term for

love, is the appearance by its side of two abstract substan-

tives formed from this stem—dydTn/o-ts and ayd-mj. The

classical writers got along without these substantives.

AyoTiTjo-is has, it is true, been turned up in Aristotle. But it

does not come into wide use in profane literature until Plu-

tarch—after the opening of the Christian era. ’Ayam; has

not hitherto been discovered in any profane author at all,

Liitgert, Die Liebe im Neuen Testament, 1905, p. 35, remarks:

“Here the commandment of love comes forward as a law of nature,

and that because it ought to be presented as a rational thing.” He is

presenting it as an instance of the rationalization of Jewish thought

under the influence of Hellenism.

* As cited, p. 517.
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unless a somewhat conjectural reading in Philodemus, an

Epicurean writer of the first century before Christ, be an

exception.® In a true sense, then, both of these words make
their first appearance in the Septuagint. ’Ayairav itself was
in comparatively limited use among the classical writers;

and, with (rropyr), Ipo)? and in their hand, they apparent-

ly felt no need of a substantive representing the peculiar

quality of ayairav, in order to give expression to all their

conceptions of love. When, however, dyaTrdv became the

general word for love, a need for corresponding substan-

tives seems to have come to be felt, and they were supplied.

Of course the Septuagint did not invent these substantives

:

not even ayam], which is not found in any earlier writing.

It took them over with dyaTrdv from the common usage of

the people. This appears very clearly from the nature of

their use in the Septuagint. They are used as general

terms for love, covering the whole range of the conception,

and with the utmost simplicity and directness. A very care-

less manner of speaking of ayamj is current, as if it were in

some way a gift of revealed religion to the world, not to

say a direct product of divine inspiration. When Trench

says that “It should never be forgotten that the substantive

aydiTT) is a purely Christian word, no example of its use oc-

curring in any heathen writer whatever,” he has no doubt

by a mere slip of the pen said “Christian” when the his-

torical revelation of God in its entirety was what was in his

mind. That correction, however, will not save his remark

from being misleading. It is not true that “the word was

born within the bosom of revealed religion”
;

it is true only

that it has hitherto been found in the use only of adherents

of revealed religion. What Zeschwitz means by saying that

® The treatise is known from Herculaneum papyri alone, and the

reading in question is restored thus: 8i‘ d[y]a7n;s elva^lyoiis. It is

recorded in Cronert’s revision of Passow’s Lexicon, sub voc., who ac-

companies it with a note, “sicher(?)”; and it is reported from his rec-

ord by Moulton and Milligan, sub voc. A. Deissmann, Bible Studies,

igor, p. 200, points out a scholium to Thucidides II. 51, which reads

“(f>i\avOp(i}Trla<i Kal dyd.Trrj's-” But there is no telling how late this

scholium may be, or whether the glossator was a Christian or not.
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it “first makes its appearance as a current term in the Song

of Solomon” is not clear, unless it be that it occurs more

frequently in the Song of Solomon than in any other Old

Testament book (eleven times as over against eight in the

whole Old Testament besides). The plain fact about the

word is that, as it appears in the pages of the Septuagint,

it bears all the marks of being already an old word with a

settled general usage.

Additional evidence of its general currency is supplied by

its appearance in Aristeas (second or first century b.c.) and

Philo (early first century a.d.). Each uses it a single time,

and both in a noble sense—as the content of true piety.

Aristeas, positing the question. What is equal to beauty?

answers^®; “Piety (evae/Seia)
;

for that is an excellent

beauty. But its power consists in ayaTrq-, for this is a gift

of God. And,” he adds, to the king whose inquiry he is

answering, “you possess this, embracing in it all that is

good.”^^ Philo writes more elaborately to much the

same effect. “And therefore it is,” says he,^^ “that it ap-

pears to me that with these two principal assertions above

mentioned, namely that God is as a man and that God is not

as a man, are connected two other principles consequent

upon and connected with them, namely that of fear and

that of love (<j>6^ov re Kal aya.Trqv') for I See that all the ex-

hortations of the laws to piety (evae/Seia) are referred either

10 § 229; ed. Wendland, p. 63. Aristeas uses AyaTrav (§ 123),

dydTDjcris (§§ 44> 265, 270) and ayairq (§ 229) ;
apparently not Ip^vt

«p«os> or (rrepytiv; (rropyrj, at all ; nor even (f>i\elvt but §§ 40f

44, 225, 228, 231, a half-dozen times and compounds of <^iA- in-

cluding (f)iX.av6punrilv ^iXavBpwtrla, <f>i\av0poir6repov-

’AyaTpyo-ts is used in a less exalted sense. In § 44 (p. 15), Eleazar

writes to Ptolemy that he would endeavor to do all that the king had

asked, “for this is a mark of and dyoTr^crcws-” Here dyd'myo'is

is used of national amity (Done; “confederation and amity”). In § 270

(p- 73) it is said that a king ought to trust men whose loyalty (evvoia)

towards him is indisputable, “for this is a mark of ayaTnjaew: rather

than of ill-will and timeserving.” For § 265 see note 22. The verb

dyaTrdv is used very distinctly in its native sense of valuing in § 123.

Quod Deus sit Immutabilis, § 14, near the end ; ed. Mangey, p.

283; ed. Cohn, Vol. II, p. 72: Yonge’s translation is used.
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to the loving (to ayandv) or the fearing of the living God.

To those, therefore, who do not attribute either the parts

or the passions of man to the living God, but who, as be-

comes the majesty of God, honor (rt/wicTi) Him in Himself,

and by Himself alone, to love (to dyairdv') Him is most nat-

ural
;
but to the others to fear Him is the most appropriate.”

It would, of course, be possible to say that both Aristeas

and Philo got the word from the Septuagint; but it would

be very difficult to prove that, and it seems vastly unlikely.

Their use of it is highly individual,^® and their independ-

ence in employing it is supported by its appearance in other

Greek versions of the Old Testament in passages in which

it is not found in the Septuagint.

There is a superficial appearance that ayaTn; and ayain/ats

are used by the Septuagint far less freely than dyaTrdv. The

verb certainly occurs much more frequently than the sub-

stantives—it, about two hundred and sixty-six times; they,

together, only thirty times—dyamj twenty times and dyairqaL^

ten. The relatively small number of the occurrences of the

substantives is accounted for in part, however, by the com-

parative infrequency of the noun in the Hebrew

Old Testament, which the Septuagint translates. That

substantive occurs only forty times, in sixteen of which it

is rendered by dyd-irq (which include all the occurrences of

aydtn] in which it has a Hebrew base), six by dyd-mjai^ (all

its occurrences with a Hebrew base), and thirteen by some

form of the verb dyaTrdv/* while it is rendered in only five

instances by 4>i\ia (a little more than half of its occurrences

with a Hebrew base). That is to say, it is rendered in

nearly ninety per cent of its occurrences by some form of

the dyaTrdv group, and in nearly half of these by dyamr) itself.

The question remains an open one naturally why the trans-

it On Philo’s independence of the Septuagint in his use of the word,

see Deissmann, as cited, p. 199; and Moulton and Milligan, as cited,

sub voc.

In Gen. xxix. 20, i Sam. xviii. 3, the clause containing nartK

is omitted in the Septuagint as printed whether by Tischendorf or by

Swete
;
but it is supplied in some MSS.
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lators resorted so frequently to a paraphrase of the verb to

render the Hebrew substantive, and did not in all instances

employ the substantive aydirr); they paraphrase by the verb

(thirteen times) almost as often as they render by dydirq

(sixteen times). The distribution of the several manners

of rendering nantt through the Septuagint is also rather

odd. The paraphrase by the verb is fairly evenly distributed

through the volume from the Pentateuch to the Prophets

and Psalms (none in the Wisdom books). No substantive

for love occurs in the Greek Bible, on the other hand, until

2 Samuel
;
practically none until the Poetical and Prophetic

books. The use of these substantives belongs thus almost

entirely to the latter portion of the Septuagint. And even

there their distribution is somewhat notable. The use of

dydirq centers in the Song of Solomon : it occurs in it no less

than eleven times, more than half of all its occurrences in

the Septuagint; it and its verb {ayandv) are the sole vehicles

in this book of the notion of love. Outside the Song of

Solomon, it occurs only eight times, widely scattered

through the volume. ’AyaTnyo-ts is found in five of its ten oc-

currences in the Prophets, and in four of the others in the

Poetical books. occurs only in two well-marked

groups : in the great Wisdom books. Proverbs, Wisdom,

and Sirach, and in i and 2 Maccabees. It is well to note

this last fact, because it contributes to the understanding of

what seems, at first sight, a preponderance in the use of

^lAta over ayd-nrj and ayaTnyais. ^i\ia occurs thirty-five times,

and dydirr) and ayaTnyo-is together but thirty times. More

than half of the occurrences of however, fall in i and

2 Maccabees, where it is employed exclusively in the highly

differentiated sense—one might even say the technical sense

—of political amity. Only sixteen instances remain (all

in the Wisdom literature) for the expression of love in the

The exceptions to the last statement are aydirr], 2 Sam. i. 26, iii.

15, and ayd'7rri<n<St 2 Sam i. 26.

I Macc. viii. i, 12, 17; x. 54; xii. i, 3, 8, 16; xiv. 18, 22; xv. 17;

2 Macc. iv. II ;
viii. 6, coupled with trv/x/xaxta )

xii. 10, with a8eX<^6rr]Ta]

X. 20, 23, 26 paralleled with avvOijKrj-



1 68 THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

ordinary applications of the word. After all, therefore, the

chief vehicle for the idea of love in the Septuagint, even in

its substantival expression, is furnished by the terms of

the ayanav group. ‘Aydirr], dyd-jrqai^ together OCCUr thirty

times, sixteen, epo>s twice (Prov. vii. i8, xxiv. 51

[xxx. 16], and aropyi^ not at all in the Septuagint proper,

but four times in 3 and 4 Maccabees (3 Macc. v. 32, 4
Macc. xiv. 13, 14, 17).

In range of meaning, aydm) is spread thinly over the

whole field; necessarily thinly, because of the infrequency

of its occurrence. Its preponderant sense is sexual love.

That is secured for it by its eleven occurrences in the Song
of Solomon. But outside the Song of Solomon it is used in

2 Sam. xiii. 15 of the merely lustful love of Amnon for

Thamar, as well as in the figurative passage Jer. ii. 2. In 2

Sam. i. 26, it is used of “the love of women” to which Jona-

than’s love (here spoken of as ayaTnjats) is compared: “Thy
dydirrjais to me was wonderful, beyond the dydm] of women”
—as if dyd-TTri had some special fitness for the expression of

the “love of women.” At the opposite extreme are the four

passages in the Wisdom books which carry us up to the

highest reaches to which human love can ascend. The

transition is made by two passages in Ecclesiastes (ix. 1,6)

in which it is used quite generally of love, as a universal

human emotion, in contrast with hate: “My heart hath

seen how the righteous and the wise and their works are in

the hands of God, and there is no man that knoweth whether

(it is) love or hate:” “But the dead know nothing . . .

and their love and their hate and their envy have perished.”

In Wisdom vi. 18 we have a passage built up in a kind of

sorites, which reminds us of the passage in Aristeas : “For

the most unerring beginning of wisdom is desire of disci-

pline, and heed to discipline is love, and love is the keeping

of her laws, and attention to the laws is the assurance of

incorruption, and incorruption bringeth near to God.”

Here the love of wisdom is the secret of law-keeping and a

step on the stairs that lead up to God. The climax is
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reached, however, in Wisd. iii. 9 and Sir. Iviii. ii, where

love to God is spoken of, and its exceeding great reward.

In the former passage we read : “They that put their trust

in Him shall understand the truth, and they that are faith-

ful in love”—that is, in love to Him—“shall abide with

Him, because there is grace and mercy for His elect.” In

the latter, the “famous men, even our fathers that begat

us,” are praised in these great words : “Blessed are they

that saw Thee, and they that have fallen asleep in love;

for we too shall surely live.”” The employment of the

word in the other Greek versions of the Old Testament is

remarkable chiefly for a tendency to invade with it the book

of Proverbs, which in the Septuagint is the especial field of

<f)L\ia. Aquila and Theodotion both use it in vii. 18 of

sexual love; Aquila and Symmachus in x. 12, where it

stands in contrast with hate; and all three, Aquila, Sym-

machus, and Theodotion in xv. 17, where it is praised as

the condition of all happiness in life. Besides, it is used by

Symmachus, in addition to some passages in the Song of

Solomon (Aquila also uses it in one of these), in Psalm

xxxii. 5, and Ezekiel xvii. 8. Commenting on this usage,

Moulton and Milligan remark that it shows that the word

“retained in independent writers the connotations we find in

Canticles and Ecclesiastes.’”® The evidence as a whole goes

to show that it was in full popular use during the later pre-

Christian centuries as a general word for love of all kinds

and degrees; and that it was taken over by the Septuagint

writers in this general sense, and employed by them indis-

criminately to express the idea of love as it fell to their

task to speak of it. The effect was, as in the case of

dyawav, to add depth to the word, because it was employed

to express, among other kinds of love, also that love to

God which is characteristic of the Biblical revelation.

It remains somewhat of a puzzle why the Septuagint

In this passage dyoTnyais is printed by both Tischendorf and

Swete
; dydin) is read by r .

As cited, sub voc. dydirq, near end.
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writers, in no less than thirteen instances of the occur-

rence of nariK, preferred to translate it by forms of

ayairdv, and the occurrence of dyaTnjo-ts by the side of

ayd-TTf] in their pages is susceptible of the interpretation that

dydm) did not hold the whole field in the popular Greek of

the time, but shared it with the sister word. The instances

in which n^riK is paraphrased by forms of the verb the

more call for remark, because they move in the high places.

There is no instance of sexual love among them except

[Gen. xxix. 20] where this form of love is at its height;

and but three [four] in which love from man to man is

spoken of (Ps. cviii. 4, i Sam. xx. 17 bis, [xxviii. 3] ), and

in two [three] of these it is the supreme type of human
love which is celebrated, the love of David and Jonathan:

“And Jonathan swore yet again unto David because he

loved (-^dirqije) the life of him that loved (d-yaTrivTos) him.”

After that, we have an instance in which the love of mercy

is expressed by it (Micah vi. 8), and all the others speak of

the supernal love of God to man (Deut. vii. 8, i Kings x. 9,

2 Chron. ii. 10, ix. 8, Is. Ixiii. 9, Hos. iii. i, ix. 15). Why
should the Septuagint writers refuse just these passages to

aydirq and paraphrase them ? One of the results is that they

render ri2ni<, in no instance in which it expresses God’s

love, by dydwq-, the instances in which dydTnj is used to ex-

press God’s love (Wisd. iii. 9, Sir. xlviii. ii) come from

that portion of the Septuagint which has no Hebrew base,

as does also the instance in which dydin) is used of love to

Wisdom. The general concept of love as distinguished

from hate (Ecc. ix. i, 6) is the highest to which dydTn; at-

tains when rendering nSHK . The impression made by

these facts is increased when we observe that the usage of

dya7n;<7is in general also moves on a higher plane than that

of dydirq. In Only One instance does it allude to sexual love

(Jer. ii. 33). In three others it is the love of man to man

that is in question—2 Sam. i. 26, Ps. cviii. 5, and we add

Prov. XXX. 15, (xxiv. 50), where the noun is used adverb-

ially to strengthen the verb: “the horse-leech had three



TERMINOLOGY OF LOVE IN THE NEW TESTAMENT I7I

daughters ayairwfievai ayaTrrjaet.

,

loved with love,” i.e., dearly

loved. In one instance (Sir. xl. 20) it expresses man’s

love to Wisdom, and in two (Hab. iii. 4, Sir. xlviii. ii)

man’s love to God. In three instances (Jer. xxxviii. 3,

Hos. xi. 4, Zeph. iii. 23) it expresses the love of God to

man. Certainly an appearance is created that ayamf] lent

itself with less readiness to the expression of the higher

than of the lower forms of love. Perhaps just because it

was the most popular word for love in circulation, though

it was a perfectly general term and was used for all forms

of love alike, its chief associations were with those forms of

love which fell to be most frequently mentioned in every-

day speech. It was accordingly predominantly used for

those forms of love in the Septuagint, and owes the exalta-

tion of meaning with which it comes out of its hands less

to its own usage in the Septuagint than to its association

with dyaTror. There is a sense, then, in which we may speak

—as Moulton and Milligan do—of “its redemption from

use as a mere successor to the archaic epws,” although we
should not ourselves make use of just this language. It

was the successor of the classical ^lAta, not of €p«>s was

scarcely “archaic,” as its continued use in much later Greek

shows; and we think it a mistake to speak of epws as if it

were exclusively a designation of sexual love. Nor can we
ascribe quite the role which Moulton and Milligan do to

“Alexandrian Jews of the first century b.c.” in the “re-

demption” of the word. We see this redemption taking

place in Aristeas and Philo, it is true; but we do not see

it in the Jewish translators of the Old Testament (Aquila,

Symmachus, Theodotion). After it leaves the Septuagint

we get no full evidence of the usage of the word until we
reach the New Testament. We are chary of concluding

from the single instance of its use, each, in Aristeas and

Philo, that it was they and such as they who wrought the

work. All that we can be sure of is that the redemption of

the word was the work of those who had learned what love

is from the Divine revelation. If the word was not “born



172 THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

in the bosom of revealed religion,” it was apparently re-

deemed to its nobler uses under the influences of that re-

ligion.^*'

Of the other substantives used for love in the Septuagint,

is, of course, the most important. We have already

pointed out the odd division of its usage into two well-

marked groups. We are concerned now only with the six-

teen instances in which it occurs in the great Wisdom
books—nine in Proverbs, two in Wisdom, and five in

Sirach. Its usage here is a broad one; but, although it

starts at the same low level with ayairq, it does not scale the

same heights. It is used occasionally of purely sexual love,

even when this appears as mere lust (Prov. v. 19; vii. 18,

where it is parallel with epo>s in the same sense; Sir. ix. 8).

It is used once of love, or perhaps we may even say here,

of friendship, to God: “For she (Wisdom) is an eternal

treasure to men, those who possess which have prepared

<i>iXLav to God” (Wisd. vii. 14). And it is used once of

love to Wisdom herself : “And great good is in of

her” (Wisd. viii. 18). But in the majority of cases it ex-

presses merely that love which binds men together in the

friendly intercourse of life : Prov. x. 12, ix. 17, parallel with

X«p‘s, xvii. 9, xix. 7, XXV. lo, jiarallel with xxvii. 5,

Naturally the daily use of the word in its lower senses was not

inhibited by its acquisition of its higher senses. It has continued up to

the present day. Witness the lines of Christopoulos : Eis powov iyu>

Ki 6 *Ep<i)s K’ 17 ayaTTf) fiov . . . . ;
or those of Zalacosta

:

’Atto rrj /xea-rj fi€ apiraie, /ac <^>L\yjcrt aro (tto/jm Kai fxovve- yia

avaarcvayfjMv;, Tta iydirr)^ Tovs Kavfiovs Ewrat fuxpos aKo/ui.

When Clement of Alexandria {Paed. iii. xi. 256) tells us that love is

not to be estimated by kissing, but by kind deeds (dydmj ovk cv

dAA’ ev evvola Kplverai), that involves the understanding

that there was an dyd^ which expressed itself in kissing; and a

similar implication lies in Chrysostom’s declaration {Horn. vii. on Ro-

mans) that dydTTT) does not consist in empty words or mere substan-

tives, but in care and works. Even in the horrible story told by Epi-

phanius (Adv. Haer. i. ii. xxvi, 4; Migne i. 337c) of the Gnostic

orgies, where the man bade the woman, “Arise, do -fqv dydirriv with

your brother,” using dydirr}, as Sophocles says, KaK€p<f>dTwsi voielv Tiyv

dydTrqv was the standing phrase for celebrating the ‘Kydirri—the cur-

rent use of dydirq of the sexual act is doubtless implied.
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Sir. vi. 17, xxii. 20, xxv. i, “harmony of brothers, and

of neighbors, and a wife and husband who agree to-

gether,” xxvii. 1 8, “(rr€p$oy a friend and be faithful with

him ; but if thou betray his secrets . . . thou hast destroyed

the <f>i\iav of thy neighbor.” These are all natural uses of

<^iAiav, quite in accordance with its previous history. The

impression is conveyed that it has suffered less from the

revolution which had been wrought in the common terms

for love than its verb.

^t'Ao? has apparently suffered not at all. It occurs with

extraordinary frequency (about a hundred and eighty-two

times), and is used quite along classical lines, chiefly as a

noun to designate those who are bound to one another by

an affection which does not root in ties of kinship (consult

such conjunctions as “friends and neighbors,” Ps. iii. 7,

Ixxxvii. 79, Prov. xiv. 20, xviii. 25 ;
“friends and kindred,”

Prov. xvii. 9). ’AyaTnjros (twenty-two times) occupies a

different field, and can scarcely be said to encroach upon

that appropriated to <^tAos. It is used chiefly in the singu-

lar—often of an only child (Gen. xxii. 2, 12, 16, [Judg.

xi. 26], Amos viii, 20, Zech. xii. io)^“—to designate one

especially loved
;
and there is already a class which is called

God’s ayawqrol, beloved ones, so that this phrase is here seen

in the making (Ps. lix. 5, cvii. 5, cxxvi. 4). Of course,

compounds in <^iA- abound; the Greek language has never

lost them, and has never formed corresponding compounds

in ayair- which might supersede them.^^ Of these we are

particularly interested in such as <^tAa8eA<|>os (2 Macc. xv.

14, 4 Macc. xiii. 21, xv. 10) ; <^iAa8«A<#»ta (4 Macc. xiii. 23,

26, xiv. l); (j>i\av6p(t)irelv (2 MaCC. xiii. 23); <f>i\dvOp<j)Tro<i (i

2® Cf . Swete on Mk. i. 1 1 :
“
’AyaTnjTos in the LXX answers to 1 ' 9’

(povoyevT)^ unicus, cf. Hort, Two Dissertations, p. 496) in seven in-

stances out of fifteen.” Also Zahn on Mat. iii. 17 (ed. 3, 1910, p. 149,

note 68). The usage is classical from Homer down: cf. e.g., W. W.
Goodwin, Demosthenes against Midas, 1906, p. 95; or more fully R.

Whiston, Demosthenes, 1868, ii, p. 324; and Holden, Xenophon’s Cyro-

paedia, iv. vi. S; Fritzsche Aristotle’s Eth. Eud. iii. 6, 1233 f. 2: and

in criticism E. M. Cope, Aristotle’s Rhetoric, 1897, p. 150, esp. note.

An exception like the Homeric dyainjviop only proves the rule.
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Esd. viii. lo, Wisd. i. 6, vii. 23, xii. 19, 2 Macc. iv. ii,

4 Macc. V. 12) ;
<f>i.Kav6p<!)Trw<s (2 Macc. ix. 27, 3 Macc. iii.

20) ;
<tH\av6ponria (Esd. viii. 1 3, 2 Macc. vi. 22, xiv. 9, 3

Macc. iii. 15, 18) ;
(fukoaropyo^ (4 Macc. XV. 13) ;

<i>i\oaT6pyu)<;

(2 Macc. ix. 21) ;
<t>i\o<jTopyla (2 Macc. vi. 25, 4 Macc. xv.

6, 9). By (^lAaSeAi^i'o and its companions, love to one’s

people—in this case the Jews—or, in other words, patriot-

ism is expressed. ^iXavOptoirla with its group is used as a

general term for kindness, graciousness, such as that shown

by superiors to inferiors, especially by monarchs to those

having official dealings with them (consult the paralleling

of the adverb with initudos, “fairly,” “moderately,” in 2

Macc. ix. 27).*^ The fundamental sense of <i>iXoaTopyia and

its group comes out clearly in 4 Macc. xv. 6, 9, 13, where

it is used of mother-love; in other passages its application

is extended to any strong affection : “I would with fitting

affection have remembered your kindness” (2 Macc. ix.

21)

; “there are things which it is not lawful to do even

for natural love of life” (2 Macc. vi. 20). A great eleva-

tion of sense awaited these words in the future as a new
religious spirit was breathed into them. “Be (fnXoaropyoi to

one another in <f>i\a8(X<f>Ca
”

says Paul (Rom. xii. 10),

plumbing the depths of the feeling of brotherhood. “But

when the ^iXavOpw-n-la of our Savior, God, appeared,” he

writes again (Tit. iii. 4), soaring to the heights of the di-

vine “humanity.” Or we may find our examples of the

heightened sense of the terms, if we prefer, in the <f>iAav^poj7n'a

which Clement of Rome (xlviii. i) demands that the Cor-

inthian Christians should more fully manifest; or in the

<t>iXoaropyia which the writer of the Epistle to Diog^etus

22 Similarly Aristeas, § 290, ed. Wendland, p. 77, says that Ptolemy’s

greatness consisted not in the glory of his power and wealth, but in

his iirieiKia Koi (f>i,X(iv6p(x)Trl(i> "moderation and graciousness. Simi-

larly in § 208, (fnXavOpwTTO^ is “humane,” and in § 36, ^iXavOpwirorepov

is “very graciously.” In § 265, p. 71, on the other hand it is said

apparently that the most necessary thing for a king to have is the

<f>iXav6p<oTrla /cat dyct'mjcrts ,
“good feeling and affection of his sub-

jects, “for with these will come an indissoluble bond of loyalty

(evvotds).”
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(i. i) asserts to be the cement which binds the Christian

brotherhood together
;
or in the “great 4>ihxv6pwria koX ayairq”

for which this latter writer celebrates his God (ix. 5 ).

It is worth while, perhaps, to turn directly from the

Septuagint to the Apostolic Fathers, that we may observe

how the great revolution in the usage of the Greek terms

for love, of which we get our first glimpse in the Septuagint,

looks, after its complete adjustment to the high conceptions

of divine revelation. The Greek of the Apostolic Fathers

is, like the Greek of the Septuagint, fundamentally the

popular Greek of its day; but, no doubt, it can scarcely be

looked upon as simply the same popular Greek upon which

the writers of the Septuagint draw, at a later stage of its

development. The religious language of the Apostolic

Fathers has been profoundly influenced directly by the

usage of the Septuagint itself. From the Septuagint they

derive a large part of their religious inspiration, and upon

it they draw in great part for the vocabulary in which they

express their religious conceptions. Still more profoundly

the religious language of the Apostolic Fathers has been

influenced by the usage of the New Testament, itself deeply

affected by that of the Septuagint. The fundamental basis

of the language of the Apostolic Fathers nevertheless is the

common Greek of the day; and that, needless to say, is just

the common Greek which the Septuagint uses, at a stage of

its development some three centuries later. To say this,

obviously, is to question the propriety of describing the

Greek of the Septuagint as in any very distinctive sense

Judaic or Alexandrian. In the matter of the linguistic

phenomena which are for the moment occupying our at-

tention—the supersession of ^lAeiv by dyairdv as the general

term for loving, the coming of the substantive ayairq into

employment—it happens, no doubt, that they meet us first

in the writings of Alexandrian Jews; and we may be

tempted to conjecture on that ground that they are peculiar-

ities of the speech of Alexandrian Jews. This conjecture

loses its plausibility, however, when the usages in question
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are observed in an even more extreme form in the Apos-

tolic Fathers. The Apostolic Fathers were not Jews of

Alexandria; they fairly ring the Mediterranean basin in

their provenience; and it is incredible that, great as is the

influence of the Septuagint upon their religious termin-

ology, it has given them their fundamental language.

Whenever a usage is common to the Septuagint, Philo, and

the Apostolic Fathers, it is safe to say not only that it was

familiar to the Greek-speaking Jews of Alexandria, but

also that it was not alien to the Greek-speaking world at the

opening of the Christian era.*®

The compositions of the Apostolic Fathers diflFer very

greatly in general character and subject-matter from the

series of writings which the Septuagint translators render-

ed into Greek. If we think of the Apostolic Fathers in

their narrowest compass, as including only the Epistles of

Clement, Barnabas, Ignatius and Polycarp, they are merely

a collection of hortatory letters, devoted to the enforcement

of religious and ethical duty. In such writings we may
anticipate relatively more frequent mention of love as a

religious and ethical conception on the one hand, and much

less mention of it as a mere fact of daily occurrence on the

other, than was natural in a varied assemblage of histori-

cal, poetical, and prophetic writings such as we have in the

Septuagint. The addition to these simple letters of the

other compositions which it is the custom to class with

them under the caption of Apostolic Fathers—the homily

commonly called 2 Clement, the book of Church-order

known as the Teaching of the Apostles, the lengthy Apoca-

lypse which goes under the name of the Shepherd of Her-

mas, the anonymous apology called the Epistle to Diognetus

—brings no great change into the linguistic character of the

whole. So far as the usage of the terms denoting love is

concerned, these books are all of a piece, a fact which gives

See some apposite remarks on the general matter in A. Thumb,

Die griechische Sprache ini Zeitalter des Hellenismus, 1901, pp. 182 f.

and 185. On the affinity of the Greek of Philo and Biblical Greek,

cf. H. H. A. Kennedy, Sources of New Testament Greek, 1895, p. 67.
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US confidence in viewing them as mirroring the established

usage in the Christian churches of the time.

The chief fact which attracts our attention is a negative

one : that <jn\€lv, have practically no place in these writ-

ings. Each occurs but a single time; and both in sufficiently

weak senses. Ignatius exhorts Polycarp (ii. i) thus: “If

to good scholars only thou dost feel kindly this is

not thankworthy in thee; rather bring the pestilent to sub-

mission by gentleness.” The content of <f>i\dv here lies close

to irpavTTji: to love is not much more than being mild and

gentle in behavior. Hermas {Mand. lo, i, 4) reprobates

being “mixed up in business affairs, and riches, and heathen

entanglements (<^cAtats), and the many other concerns of

this world.” Even <^t'Aos occurs only eight times; and the

list of compounds of <^tA- is comparatively small.** It looks

almost as if </>tAetv was ready to vanish away. Even epav

(Ign. Pol. iv. 3, Rom. ii. i, vii. 2), epw? {Rom. vii. 3), and

arepyeiv (i Clem. i. 3; Polyc. Philip iv. 2) occur more fre-

quently. Srcpyeiv is used in its fundamental sense of nat-

ural affection—here of the love of wives for their husbands

—and in one of the instances of its occurrence is brought

into contrast with aywirav as a word of deeper intensity of

significance : i Clem. i. 3 : “Loving their own husbands as

is meet”
;
Polyc. ad Philip, iv. 2 : “And, then, let us teach

our wives also to walk in the faith that hath been given

unto them, and in ayairg and ayvda, aT€pyov<ra<; their own hus-

bands in all truth, and dya7r<io-a? all men equally in all chas-

tity.” ’Epav is in every instance used of “desiring” some-

thing or “desiring” to do something—in one case preparing

the way for the famous exclamation, which has already

been spoken of, “My ’'Epto? has been crucified
!”

Quite a different state of affairs meets the eye when we

look at dyairdv and its accompanying noun and verbal ad-

<f>iXjo.Bf\(fila, <f>iXav6p<t)Trla, <f>i\dv6pb)7ro^, (f>i\apyvp€iv, (fnXapyvpia,

tfnXdpyvpo';, <j>i\o8€<TnoTO<:, ^lAd^uo;, tfuXoveiKia, <f>i\6veiKOs, (fnXoieyla,

<f>iX6^evo^, <f}iXoTroveiv, (^lAocrropyid, <fn\6TeKvo^, <f>i\oTip,uL,

<f>ik6v\o<!
- eighteen.
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jective. 'Ayawav occufs about seventy-nine times; ayatn)

about ninety-four times; and dyaTn^ro? about twenty-five

times, of which seventeen are in the plural, ayam^Toi. Ig-

natius (20, 40, 6) and i Clement (8, 27, 18) are the largest

depositories of these terms; but dyaTrdv and ayainq at least are

fairly well distributed through the whole series of writers.*®

Too much stress must not be laid upon the fact that no in-

stances of the lower senses of dyaTrdv, aya-mj occur
;
that, for

example, in no single case is either term used of sexual love.

There was little occasion to speak of sexual love in these

writings. But it may be worth noting that it almost seems

as if dyaTrdv was felt as a contrast to sexual love. When
the twelve virgins require Hermas to pass the night with

them, at all events, they emphasize that it is to be as a

brother and not as a husband; and they add, “Hereafter

we will dwell with thee, for we dyaTrw/wv thee exceedingly”

{Sim. ix. II, 3; cf. Vis. i. i, “I began to dyaTrdv her as a

sister”). This could scarcely have been said precisely thus,

unless dyaTrdv had been felt in the circles for which Hermas

wrote as a word of higher than sexual suggestion. A
somewhat similar impression may be made when we read

in Polycarp {Philip, iv. 2) an exhortation to wives to walk

in the faith that has been given them, o-Tcpyovo-as their own
husbands in all truth, and ayairovaa<; all men equally in all

chastity.” The words could not easily change places, and

dyaTrdv appears to be contrasted with even the purest sexual

love. Saying this, however, is in any event saying too little

for these special writings. The usage of dyarrdv and dyarn;

alike in them is at the top of their applications. They are

here very distinctly words of ethical and spiritual import.

This too, no doubt, finds its account less in the implications

of the words themselves than in the subjects dealt with in

these writings. But it has this not unimportant significance

with respect to the words themselves, that, when these high

^®’AyaTnjTos is found only in i Clement (18 times), Ignatius (6),

and the Mart3Tium of Polycarp, Hermas, and the Didache (each once).

’Ayatrqrol is almost a peculium of i Clement (15 times to Ignatius’ 2).
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ethical and spiritual aspects of love were dealt with, it was,

among the words for love, ayairdv and dydinj which suggested

themselves to express them; and that with such inevitable-

ness that only these terms were employed for the pur-

pose. No doubt we must keep in consideration that dyatrdv

and dyaTTi] were very distinctly the common words for love

and may have been the first terms to suggest themselves for

the expression of any kind of love. There were, however,

other, terms still in use, and they would have been employed

had there been any unnaturalness in using dyairdv, ayiirq in

these high senses.

There is an occasional use of dyaTriv with the infinitive,

to express what one “loves” or would “love” to do {e.g.,

Ign. Trail, iv. 2 : “I desire to suffer”). But what is almost

uniformly expressed by it is the love of the Christian proc-

lamation in its three great exemplifications of the love of

God or of Christ to man, the love of God’s people to Him
or to Christ, and the love of the Christian brethren to one

another. Polycarp accordingly tells (iii. 3) the Philippians

that Paul’s letter to them had the power to build them up

into the faith given to them, “which is the mother of us

all, while hope followeth after, and love goeth before

—

love,” he proceeds to explain, “towards God and Christ

and towards our neighbor.” Christians are “the children

of love,” as Barnabas phrases it; or as Polycarp calls Ig-

natius and his companions {Philip, i. init.) “the followers

of the True Love,” that is to say, of Christ, here called by

the great title of ‘H ’kydirq-, and if they are to be

imitators of Him who so loved us (Diog. x. 3), they must

love, “love in Christ,” “love according to Jesus Christ.”

“Faith is the beginning, and love the end of life” (Ign.

Eph. xiv. i)
;
“faith and love are all in all and nothing is

preferred before them” (Ign. Smyr. vi. i). As a typical

passage, exhibiting the lofty sense which these terms had

acquired in the familiar speech of these Christians, we may
take perhaps the encomium on love which Clement pens to

the Corinthians, inciting them to practice it in their own
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lives. It is full, it is true, of echoes of Paul’s great hymn
to love in the thirteenth chapter of his own First Letter to

the Corinthians; but it is not less representative of the

speech of the Apostolic Fathers on that account. “Let him

that hath love in Christ,” we read (c. 49), “fulfil the com-

mandments of Christ. Who can declare the bond of the

love of God? Who is sufficient to tell the majesty of its

beauty? The height whereunto love exalteth is unspeak-

able. Love joineth us with God; love endureth all things,

is longsuffering in all things. There is nothing vulgar,

nothing arrogant in love. Love hath no divisions, love

maketh no seditions, love doeth all things in concord. In

love were all God’s elect made perfect; without love noth-

ing is well-pleasing to God ; in love the Master took us unto

Himself; for the love which He had towards us, Jesus

Christ our Lord hath given His blood for us by the will of

God, and His flesh for our flesh, and His life for our lives.

Ye see, dearly beloved, how great and marvelous a thing is

love, and there is no declaring its perfection. Who is suffi-

cient to be found therein save those to whom God shall

vouchsafe it?” It is this kind of love which, in the Ap>os-

tolic Fathers, dyaTrav and aydirq are practically exclusively

used to express. “Oh the exceeding great <^iXav0pwxui Kal

dydirq of God” (Diog. ix. 2) : “How wilt thou dyamja-a^ Him
that so TrpoayaTrrjaavra thee!” (x. 2) : “Now He that raised

Him from the dead will raise us also if dya-n-wfiey the things

that He ^^dirrjaev” (Polyc. Philip, ii. 2). This is the circle

through which the idea of love runs in them.

It ought perhaps to be mentioned before we leave the

subject that in Ign. Smyrn. viii. 2 we have an instance of a

usage of dyd-TTf] created by Christianity and vocal with the

significance which love had for Christianity. “It is not

lawful,” we read, “apart from the bishop either to baptize

or dydirqv -ttouIv
”—that is to say, as the parallel with baptiz-

ing suggests, “celebrate the Lord’s Supper.”*® The Lord’s

See Jude 12 and 2 Peter ii. 13, and compare Lightfoot’s note on

the passage.
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Supper was the feast of love. “I wish the bread of God,”

says Ignatius in another place {Rom. vii. 3), “which is the

flesh of Christ, who was the seed of David; and I wish

for a draught of His blood, which is love (dydTnj) incor-

ruptible.” And in yet another place {Trail, viii. 2) : “Do
ye, then, arm yourselves with gentleness and recover your-

selves in faith, which is the flesh of the Lord, and in love

{aydirq) which is the blood of Jesus Christ.” An extension

of the usage of dydirq like this is vocal with the place which

the conception and the word had taken in the Christian

community.

The New Testament stands between the Septuagint and

the Apostolic Fathers, receiving from the one, giving to the

other, sharing the particular type of Greek common to both.

In this type of Greek, dyoTrdv, dydirq had become the general

terms for the expression of love; and the Greek of the

New Testament participates fully in this usage. ’Kyairdv

occurs about a hundred and forty-one times in the New
Testament, dydirq about a hundred and eighteen times, and

dyaTrrjTos about sixty-one times, while (excluding three

instances in which it means “to kiss” : Mat. xxvi. 48, Mk.

xiv. 44, Lk. xxii. 47) occurs only about twenty-two times,

fpiXla but once, and even ^t'Aos only about twenty-nine times.

‘Epav, tpias, and crripyeiv, aropyr) do not occur at all. It is per-

haps worth while also to observe the distribution of the

several terms through the New Testament. The book of

Acts contains no one of them except ^I'Aos (x. 24, xix. 31,

xxvii. 3) and dyairT/rds (xv. 25).^^ Hebrews has dyairdv and

dydirr] each twice; James dyandv three times and <^tAta once

—

the only occurrence of ^tAi'a in the New Testament; i Peter

ayairav four times and dydmi three times; 2 Peter dyawdv

twice and dydirtf twice; Jude dya-n-dv once and aydTny three

times. ^tAetv does not occur in Hebrews or any of the

Catholic Epistles; <^iAta only in James. In the Synoptic

Gospels dyairdv occurs twenty-three times (8, 6, 9), <#>iAetv

five times (4, o, i)
;

dyd-n-rj only twice (once each in Mat-

It contains besides only (f>i\av6pu)ir<»^, xxvii. 3.
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thew and Luke). The great depository of ayawiv is John:

it occurs thirty-seven times in the Gospel, twenty-eight

times in the First Epistle, and twice and once in 2 and 3

John respectively—making sixty-eight times in all, to which

may be added four times in Revelation. Next to John

comes Paul, with thirty-three occurrences, distributed

through all the epistles except Philippians, Philemon, 2

Timothy, and Titus. Ephesians is the most copiously sup-

plied of the Epistles (ten times), and Romans next (seven

times). With dyam; the tables are turned. It is predomi-

nately a Pauline term, being found in every epistle with-

out exception ( i Cor. fourteen, 2 Cor. ten, Eph. ten, show-

ing the highest figures), and totaling seventy-eight occur-

rences. Over against this copious use by Paul, it is found

in John only twenty-eight times (Gospel seven times, i

John eighteen, 2 John two, 3 John one, to which Rev. adds

two). ’AyaTnyrds also is a Pauline term, its sixty-one oc-

currences being distributed thus: Synoptic Gospels nine

times. Acts once, Paul twenty times, Hebrews once, James

three times, Peter eight times, Jude three times, John’s

Epistles ten times. It is particularly in the Gospels that

<^tAetv is used : in John thirteen times, and in the Synoptics

five (4, o, i). In all of Paul’s epistles it occurs but twice,

twice also in Revelation, and nowhere else in the New
Testament. We may perhaps generalize by saying that

ayaicav is distributed fairly evenly through the New Testa-

ment with some accumulation in the Gospel and First

Epistle of John; that ayairq is predominantly a Pauline word

with a secondary depository in i John; and that be-

longs particularly to the Gospel of John and after that to

the Synoptics.

The highly preponderating use of dyarrav, aya-nr^ in the

New Testament is not due primarily to the deliberate se-

lection of these terms by the writers of the New Testament

as the fittest to express the high idea of love to which they

had to give expression, though they were the fittest of Greek

words to express this high idea and had moreover been
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prepared to express it by their usage in the Septuagint.^*

It is due primarily to the currency of these terms in the

Greek native to the New Testament writers as the general

terms for love—for love at its highest, no doubt, but also

for love at its lowest. There can be little doubt that, had

the New Testament writers had occasion to speak at large

of sexual love—to write, for example, a series of narratives

like those of Genesis xxiv. and Judges xvi. and i Samuel

xiii.—they would have employed dyaTrav and ayaTrq in them

just as the writers of the Septuagint have done. Ballantyne

is so far quite right, when, criticizing Trench’s suggestion

that the explanation of the absence of epws, ipdv, k'paarrj'i from

the New Testament is, no doubt, in part “that these words

by the corrupt use of the world had become so steeped in

earthly sensuous passion, carried such an atmosphere of this

about with them, that the truth of God refrained from the

E. F. Gelpke, Theolog. Sfudien und Kritiken, 1849, pp. 646 f., gives

the following account of these words as they came to the hands of the

writers of the New Testament. “The older profane writers know
only the verb and adjective, not, however, the noun, precisely in

which it was that the Christian writers found the abstract expression,

recurring on every page, of the sentiment which bound all believers

together. The verb, moreover, is found already with profane writers

in the purer sense of reverential love, although it was later inter-

changed also, when conceived sensuously, with <f)i\elv, amare, the ex-

pression for personal affection. This usage is not only recognized in

the LXX, where the word, it must be confessed, is used even more
sensuously, and nevertheless also of the more sacred affection (Gen.

xxii. 2) ;
and again in the New Testament; but also it receives, first

in this connection, its full content, as this follows of itself from the

most Christian of all Christian declarations, 1 John iv. 8, 6 0€os

dydirt) larlv (the abstract term is used, with the sense that God is the

personal Love, presenting Himself personally), and from the religion

of the spirit freed from all particularism and all sensuous elements.

The word acquired, however, an entirely new, peculiarly Christian,

sense, stiil further in the new demonstration of love conditioned by

the deepened sentiment of love. Accordingly the word is used (i) of

the love of God for Jesus and of Jesus for God, and of the love of

both for men, and then again of the love of men for God and Christ,

derived from the love of God and Christ, and of the love of men for

one another inseparable from this as its vital basis
;
and then (2) of

the actual, powerfully arising manifestation of love, the loving conduct

in word and deed, i John iii. i, cf. James iv, 8.”



184 THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

defiling contact with them,” he declares^® that “This family

of words was not used for Christian love for the very same

reason that im6viiiio and its family were not used, namely

because they were not the general words in Hellenistic

Greek for love” When he proceeds to say that “they were

not used in their own proper senses simply because there

was no occasion to refer to these ideas by any words,” he

is right in the main affirmation, but wrong, as we have seen,

in seeming to assign sexual love to ipdv, epo)s as their “proper

sense.” The simple truth is that the New Testament writ-

ers use ayaTrav, aydm} to express the idea of love because it

was the word for love current in their circle and lying

thus directly in their way. They do not use ipdv, ipwt,

uTtpyeiv, uTopyi) because they had no such occasion, in speak-

ing of love, to throw up into emphasis the peculiar impli-

cations of these words—of passion or of nature—as to de-

mand their employment. So far as such occasion arose,

they had no difficulty with the words (Rev. xii. 10,

<f>iX6<TTopyo^

;

Rom. i. 31, 2 Tim. iii. 3, daTopyos). They do

not push <t>L\elv into the background; they found it in the

background,—from which they do not draw it, not because

they looked upon it as a base word, but because it had be-

come too inexpressive a word to meet their needs, especially

since the Septuagint had communicated to the ordinarily

current word for love additional shades of suggestion which

enlarged its range of application precisely on the side on

which the New Testament writers desired to speak of love.

When <jyi\€lv served their purpose better than iyairdv, they

used <t>ikelv; but this use could not escape being exceptional

just because dyanav had become the general word for love,

and the Septuagint had prepared it for New Testament use

by filling it with the content which the New Testament

writers most needed to express.

In the actual use which the New Testament writers make

of <t>LX.€Lv it is made evident that its distinctive suggestions

have not faded out of sight; it is because of these distinc-

Bibliotheca Sacra, July 1889, p. 533.
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tive suggestions that the New Testament writers occasion-

ally make use of it—as it was doubtless because of them

that it maintained its shrunken, if we cannot yet say its

precarious, existence in the current speech of the day. It

is meaningless for Gildersleeve to say that “The larger use

of dyaTTiiv in Christian writers is perhaps due to the avoid-

ance of 4>i\€lv in the sense of ‘kissing,’ ” although Moulton

and Milligan think it worth while to quote the remark.

And we can hardly account for Woolsey’s suggestion that

“The increased use of aydirq and its family in the Septua-

gint and in the Christian Scriptures is probably to be ac-

counted for by the frequent use of ^lAetv and its derivatives

in denoting sensual love, and in covering up foul acts under

a veil of words so common and important.” ’AyaTrdv had

itself been current from its earliest recorded usage in senses

as external as “kissing”; and in the Septuagint itself it is

employed in senses quite as foul as any for which <f>i\dv

was ever used. Ballantyne’s remark is again quite appo-

site : “If husbands are commanded to dyairdv their wives

because the other verb would have suggested sensual pas-

sion, it is unaccountable that wives should be commanded

to be <l>i\av8poi (Tit. ii. 4 ). If men are not commanded to

<f>iX.elv God as being inappropriate, it is strange that they are

condemned for not being 4>i\66eoi (2 Tim. iii. 4 ).” The

plain fact is that <!>ikdv had come to be comparatively little

used because, dyaTrdv having superseded it as the general

term for love in common use, there was very little need for

it. It had shrunken from the general term for love to the

designation of a particular aspect of love, and was called

for only when this particular aspect of love required em-

phasizing.

It is only right, then, that we should look, in each in-

stance of its employment, for the reason why <f>iXdv is pre-

ferred instead of the prevailing dyoTr^v. That such a reason

exists it is natural to assume. It is not easy to believe that

a body of writers have deserted their habitual usage in a

few instances without some reason for it. This reason may,
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no doubt, be found in merely grammatical or purely rhe-

torical considerations, or in personal habits of speech be-

longing to individual writers; but it may also be rooted in

the underlying implications of the words themselves by

which a rarer form is given the advantage in special cir-

cumstances. It may not be easy to trace it
;
but pure caprice

is not to be lightly assumed; and ordinarily some special

fitness in the language actually employed may at least be

suggested, if not actually shown. We may take the usage

of Paul as an example. It is sheerly incredible that he

should desert his copious use of ayaTrdv (dya7r»;) in just two

instances in favor of <j>t\€lv without some reason for it. We
may perhaps see that reason in the more pointed suggestion

of personal predilection which (}n\dv conveys. This appears

fairly clear in the case of i Cor. xvi. 22, when we observe

that ov 4>i\d there, in accordance with a frequent usage of

ov in conditional clauses, coalesce in a sharply positive no-

tion, so that we are to read, not “If anyone falls short of

really loving the Lord,” but, “If any one not-loves

the Lord”—that is to say, “hates Him.” rather than

dyanav is the proper word to use, remarks T. C. Edwards,

because it expresses a natural affection, in this negative

statement a personal antipathy. Paul “is thinking of deep-

seated antipathy, a malignant hatred of Jesus Christ”: “If

any one turns away from Jesus Christ with antipathy.” It

is not of failure to love Jesus Christ supremely of which

Paul is speaking; it is of failure to love Him at all. It is

more difficult to see our way in Tit. iii. 15, “Salute them

that love us in faith”
;
but the same general influences may

not improperly be assumed to have determined the lan-

guage here too. As Huther remarks, <f>iAeiv may here mark

“the inner personal relation.” In other words, Paul is

sending greetings to certain personal friends in the Chris-

tian body. The addition of ev marei is not fatal to this as-

sumption. It may mean no more than that these friends of

Paul’s were also fellow-Christians (c/. for the order of the

words, Eph. vi. i).
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When we turn to the larger body of instances which

confront us in the Synoptic Gospels, we find ourselves in the

same atmosphere. Only in a single passage has cfnXelv a

personal object, Mat. x. 37: “He that loveth father or

mother more than me is not worthy of me; and he that

loveth son or daughter more than me is not worthy of me.”

Th. Zahn’s comment seems to meet the case: “Jesus de-

clares him unworthy of Him, who, in the case of the de-

cision under consideration, permits love to parents and

children to obtain the upper hand of love to Jesus (cf. viii.

21 ff). Through the contrast with kindred, to whom we
are bound by natural love, already prepared for in verse 25

(oiVioKot, as verse 36), it is brought about that Jesus here

represents the right relation to His person by <^iA€lv, not

by ayarriv (v. 43-46, vi. 24), because only <l>i\€lv clearly ex-

presses the hearty affection (Zuneigung) which roots in

affinity—whether bodily or elective.” That is to say the

love of Jesus’ people for Him is expressed here by (fnXdv

because thus it is brought expressly into comparison with

the love of affinity: this spiritual affinity is to take preced-

ence of all other. What He is saying is, not that His peo-

ple must give their supreme love to Him rather than others,

but that they must manifest in their conduct that their fun-

damental inclination, “drawing,” is to Him above others;

He must be supremely attractive to them.

In the other Synoptic instances <f>i\elv is followed by the

accusative of the thing (Mat. xxiii. 6, Lk. xx. 46), or in

one case (Mat. vi. 5) construed in the same sense with the

infinitive—the only passage in the New Testament in which

either <)>i\dv or ayairav is construed with the infinitive. From
the point of view of the classical usage, is properly

used in these passages; and it bears its ordinary classical

sense in them®®—which is not quite the sense that ayanav

Schmidt remarks (p. 479) : “Even when applied to things,

retains its ordinary meaning and designates therefore the satisfaction

in things which are pleasing (<^tAio) to us, the possession of which, or

contact with which, is pleasant to us. Even evil or contemptible things
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bears in similar constructions. In its best classical usage,

AyaTT^v with the accusative of the thing means not so much
to like a thing, to be pleased with it, as to content oneself

with it; with the infinitive not so much to be wont to do a

thing, as to put up with it. Meyer is perfectly right,

then, when he finds the proper word at Mat. vi. 5,

and comments; “They have pleasure in it, they love to do

it—a usage frequently met with in the classical writers.”

We must note, however, that ayaniv with the infinitive had

already acquired this sense in the Septuagint (e.g., Ps. xxx.

12, Prov. XX. 16, Jer. v. 31, xiv. 10), and is repeatedly

used in the New Testament with the accusative of the thing

in the sense of liking, taking pleasure in,®^ not of content-

ing ourselves with, putting up with; and indeed we have

merely to turn to Lk. xi. 43 to find ayanav instead of

in a passage which seems the exact parallel of Mat. xxiii.

6, although (fnX.eiv is used at Lk. xx. 46. We are in the

presence, here, apparently of an unsettled usage. It seems

still to be more natural to use (piMv in the sense of liking

things, or of liking to do things
;
but ayandv is fast encroach-

ing upon it in this usage also.

So long as ^lAeiv remained in use at all in this sense, one

would think it would be inevitable in such a passage as

Rev. xxii. 15: “Without are the dogs, and the sorcerers,

and the fornicators, and the murderers, and the idolaters,

and everyone that loveth and doeth a lie.” It is a personal

affinity with the false, inward kinship with it, leading to its

outward practice, which is intimated;®® and this is even

more emphatically asserted if the other order of the words

be adopted, and the progress of thought be from the mere

are included, Aristotle, Eth. Nic., 8.2.1 : ‘For it appears that not every-

thing is loved, but to ipiX-qrov, and this is the good, or the pleasant,

or the useful.’
”

Lk. X. 43, Jno. iii. 19, xii. 43, 2 Thes. iv. 5, 10, i Pet. iii. 10, 2 Pet.

ii. IS, I Jno. ii.15. Rev. xii. ii, xxii. 15.

C/. Swete in loc.: “6
<f>iXu>v goes deeper than 6 voiwvl he who

loves falsehood is in his nature akin to it, and has through his love

of it proved his affinity to Satan, who is 6 irai^p avrov (Jno. viii. 44).”
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doing of a lie to personal identification with it. The use

of in Rev. iii. 19 is probably determined by the con-

trast between the treatment described and the sentiment

asserted. What our Lord is saying is that reproof and

chastening from Him are proof, not of hatred but of love;

and it was natural to employ in this assertion the most

personal and therefore in such a connection the most emo-

tional term for love. The emphasis on the pronoun should

not be neglected: “As for me, whomsoever I love, I re-

prove and chasten.” The most intimate relations are sug-

gested, and the most intimate feelings are naturally put for-

ward : it is the love of a parent disciplining his child for its

good which is pictured. And the use of </>iAetv is all the

more striking, that in the underlying passage, Prov. iii. 12,

“For whom the Lord loves. He rebukes,” ayairiv is the

word employed. There is an advance made even on this

affecting passage of Proverbs in tenderness of expression.®*

It is especially in the Gospel of John that <f>i\elv occurs

(thirteen times), as indeed does ayairav also (thirty-seven

times).®* In about one out of every four instances of the

occurrence of a verb for love in this Gospel, cjuXelv is em-

C/. Swete in loc.: (Bengel; Philadelphiensem ^airqaevy
Laodicensem is perhaps deliberately preferred to the less emo-

tional and less human dyaTrol (i. 5, Hi. 9) notwithstanding the use of

the latter in Prov. iii. 12 (LXX. ov yap ayaira Kvpios eA£y^£t)i which

supplies the groundwork of the thought.”
3* A fresh study of dyaTrdv and especially in John, by Sallie

Neil Roach taking its point of departure from G. B. Stevens, Johannine

Theology, Ch. xi., is printed in The Review and Expositor, 1913, x. pp.

531 ff. Her discrimination of terms is as follows (p. 533) :

“
‘Ayairav

(and the same is true of the noun, ayaTrq) carries with it invariably

the idea of the rights or the good of the object, sought at the cost of

the subject, while ffnXeiy as uniformly suggests the pleasure of the

subject as associated with and derived from the object.” She speaks

of this as looking upon dyaTrdv as the altruistic, and (jn\elv as the

egoistic term for love. Perhaps the same general idea might be better

expressed by distinguishing the two as the love of benevolence and the

love of complacency; and perhaps better still as the love of regard

and the love of delight. All the Johannine passages in which

occurs are examined with a view to validating the suggested distinc-

tion.
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ployed; the proportion is even greater for Revelation, no

doubt (one out of three), and not very much less in the

Synoptic Gospels, but the absolute number of occurrences

in these cases is not large enough to be impressive. In all

of its occurrences in John’s Gospel, moreover, except one

(xii. 25), has a personal object. The single instance

in which it is construed with the accusative of a thing (xii.

25) is altogether similar to the instances of like construc-

tion in the Synoptic Gospels and Revelation. Loving is

brought in it into sharp contrast with hating: “He who
loves his life shall lose it, and he who hates his life in this

world shall preserve it unto eternal life.” It is a proverbial

saying of universal application, adduced here in support of

the solemn declaration of the preceding verse that fruit-

bearing comes through sacrifice. The loving of life spoken

of, then, is such pleasure in it, such a fixing of the heart

upon it and doting on it, that nothing else comes into con-

sideration in comparison with it. Pure joy in living, says

our Lord in efifect, is a short-sighted policy, because there

lies something beyond this living which is absorbing our

attention. Undoubtedly is the appropriate word to

express this idea, and has a pungency when employed to

express it which the more customary dyairdv would lack.

In one of the instances in John in which the object is

personal, the subject is “the world”; and those whom the

world is said to love are described as “its own” (xv. 19) :

“If the world hateth you, ye know that it hath hated me
first : if ye were of the world, the world would love its own;

but because ye are not of the world, but I have chosen you

out of the world, therefore the world hateth you.” The

appropriateness of <f>tXelv here is striking: it is very especial-

ly adapted to express the love of inner affinity—the love

that grows out of the perception of something in the object

especially attractive to the subject; and inner affinity is

precisely what is emphasized here. Had ayaniv been used,

the simple fact of the love would be stated, and the fitness,
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inevitableness, of the love and hatred spoken of would have

remained unexpressed.®®

In two other instances what is spoken of is the love of

the man Jesus for a friend (xi. 3, 30, cf. xi. ii) : “Be-

hold, he whom Thou lovest is sick”
;
“Behold, how He loved

him!” Here, too, the use of <f>i\dv is so obviously appro-

priate as to seem inevitable; the love of friendship might

almost seem to be the special field of <t>i\dv. ’Ayaniv, of

course, could have been employed in its stead. It is actu-

ally used in xi. 5, where the Evangelist states the simple

objective fact, for the purpose of his narrative: “Now
Jesus ^yd-n-a Martha, and her sister, and Lazarus”; that is

to say, Jesus felt sincere regard for them. ^>iAetv is used

when the words are taken off of the lips of the anxious

sisters in their petition for aid, and of the Jews when they

observed Jesus’ tears. It emphasizes the personal intimacy

of the affection, such personal intimacy as justified the ap-

peal to Him for prompt aid, and His tears at the grave.®*

It is Jesus’ human heart which is here unveiled to us.

Quite close to these instances lies the employment of

<f>t\tlv in XX. 2 to express the affection of Jesus for John and

Peter. Mary Magdalene, we are told, when she saw the

stone removed from the grave on the Resurrection morn,

“runneth and cometh to Simon Peter and the other disciple

whom Jesus loved (e</)tAei)”—where it seems most natural

to understand both disciples to be described as loved by

Jesus.
®^ “The disciple whom Jesus ^dira” is the standing

description of John in the latter part of the Gospel (xiii.

23, xix. 26, xxi. 7, 20)

;

and obviously ^dna is used in this

description of intimate personal affection, and not of what

3® Cf. Karl Horn, Abfassung, Geschichtlichkeit und Zweck vom
Evang. des Johannes, Kap. 21, 1904, p. 170: “In xv. 19, it is said very

significantly: ‘If ye were of the world, 6 Koa(w<; would love its own’;

therefore natural inclination (Zuneigung) to that which is of kindred

nature and has sprung from the same root is what is expressed.”

This is excellently shown by Horn, as above.

So Westcott in loc.: cf. what Woolsey says, Andover Review,

August 1885, p. 166.
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we may speak of as the official love of Jesus for His dis-

ciples or of the saving love of the Redeemer for His chil-

dren. Woolsey does not go too far, when, having regard

to the imperfect tense, he remarks:®* ‘‘It was an intimacy

between the Master and the disciple of no short acquaint-

ance. He loved him with a continuous love.” It has dis-

turbed the commentators, therefore, that in the one instance

of XX. 2, c<^tA£i has displaced the ^dira. One has been

tempted to say it is because Peter is included with John in

this one instance, to which it has been added that Peter

was now under a cloud. Another has gone a step further

and suggested that it is because “the beloved disciple him-

self had temporarily fallen into unbelief and was for the

moment not worthy of the higher love” expressed by

dyaTrdv.®® These suggestions take for granted that dya-

irdv, even in such a connection, conveys a “higher” sense

than iptkelv. Such an assumption underlies Woolsey’s de-

scription of Jesus’ love for John, as expressed in the rjyaTra,

not only in such terms as this: “He discerned in His dis-

ciple lovely traits. . . . His love for John was a tried,

strong, personal love, such as the man Jesus could feel for

some souls with especial endowments which few possessed”

;

but also in such as these: “And it was a religious love

which no one could so correctly feel as He who had an

intuitive knowledge of hearts. ... It was an earthly love

of a heavenly soul.”*” $A«v, it is suggested, might be used

to denote such love as this, but it could not express it;

dyaTrdv alone could express it, and would be the only natural

word to employ in order to express it. This seems to leave

the question. Why, then is ^awa replaced by e^i'Aet in John

XX. 2, more clamorous than ever. Woolsey’s own explana-

tion** is not very clear, and indeed does not profess to be.

“It is in this place,” he says, “not altogether plain why

c<^tAei is used instead of rp/iira. Meyer, in his remark on

As cited, p. 167.

3® E. A. Abbott, Johannine Vocabulary, p. 241, bottom (1728 p.).

As cited, p. 167.
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the passage, says that expresses the remembrance of

Christ with a more tender sensibility,^* to which B. Weiss

seems to assent. Westcott*® in like manner thinks that a

personal affection is more strikingly shown than it would

be by ^ctTra. The Vulgate translates as elsewhere by ama-

bat. All these explanations concur in something like this:

that Jesus was conceived of under the power of a new affec-

tion.” The meaning of this appears to be that in the in-

terval between the death of our Lord and their assurance

that He had entered upon His heavenly dominion, the dis-

ciples dropped into both thinking and speaking of Him
from the point of view of His humanity. This involves the

assumptions that €<^tA,et is here employed from Mary Mag-
dalene’s standpoint, or at least from the standpoint of the

incident described, not from that of the Evangelist, writing

after the recovery of faith; and that -fiydira was a word of

such high significance that it would be inappropriate to use

it of a simple man’s affection for his friends. We tran-

scribe, however, Woolsey’s own exposition of his not very

clear meaning : “It was natural that, when the Lord showed

Himself again to His disciples, they could not but feel a

want of nearness and familiarity which helped them in their

earthly intercourse with Him. Until their faith grew and

they believed more joyfully in their divine Master, the hu-

man sight and presence were supports which sustained them

while away from Him. But dyairS> returns in xxi. 15 and

20, as to the divine Saviour, as soon as the presence of

Jesus began to be apprehended again by the help of sight.

Faith grew stronger, and the loss of Jesus’ presence was an

enlargement of the sway of the nobler principle, and was

no more felt to be an absence.”

42 Meyer, E. T. ii. p. 367, says : “With i(jy[X.ei the recollection speaks

with more feeling.” What he means is apparently that John, recording

the events in his Gospel, was at this point suffused with deeper feeling

than he ordinarily felt, as the recollection rushed over him of the per-

sonal affection which Jesus showed toward him “in the days of His

flesh”; and this expressed itself in

Westcott’s actual phraseology is that here “marks a per-

sonal affection.”
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Perhaps the difficulty we feel in accounting for at

John XX. 2 arises in large part from approaching the ques-

tion from only one side. We begin with the rryaTra of xiii.

23, xix. 26, xxi. 7, 20, and ask why the alteration to

in XX. 2. Let us reverse the question, and ask why rfydira is

used in xiii. 23 and its companions. In itself considered,

is altogether in place in xx. 2 ;
this is the proper word

to express the love of friendship, however warm. What
really needs accounting for is why in the parallel passages

r/ydna is used instead. It is customary to think at once of

the high connotations of dyawiv, and to develop, as Woolsey

does, the aspects of nobility which may be discovered in

Jesus’ love for John. It may be easier to say simply that,

in the type of Greek employed in the New Testament,

ayanav was the Current word for love, and was consequently

in place whenever love of any kind was spoken of
;
and that

the only thing that is illustrated by the appearance of

c>i'A« in XX. 2 is the emergence on one occasion of the more

exact term for the particular variety of love that is here in

question. ’E(f>i\ti might have stood in xiii. 23 and its com-

panions, and rjydira might have stood in xx. 2 ;
in the former

case the more specific word would have been used in all

the instances, in the latter the more general. We learn

from the actual distribution of the usage nothing of the

specific meaning of dyandv; but we do learn something of

the specific meaning of If we demand that a reason

shall be rendered for the replacing of the general by the

specific term just at xx. 2 and nowhere else, we do not

know that a satisfactory answer can be given. We can

only say that such an explanation as Meyer’s is not without

plausibility—that the circumstances he was in the act of

narrating flooded John’s mind as he wrote with an especial-

ly tender reminiscence of his Master’s human love for His

disciples.

From a passage like John xxi. 15-17 we learn something

of the speciflc meaning of both words. The two words ap-

pear here side by side in contrast with one another, with
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the inevitable result that what is distinctive of each is

thrown into relief. That anyone should doubt that the

words are used here in distinctive senses would seem in-

credible prior to experience. The list of those who have

expressed such doubt, however, is neither short nor undis-

tinguished, running as it does from Grotius to Gildersleve.^^

It is, however, as Moulton and Milligan remark,*® “su-

premely hard in so severely simple a writer as John, to

reconcile ourselves to a meaningless use of synonyms, where

the point would seem to lie in the identity of the word em-

ployed.” In point of fact, our Lord does not put to Peter

three times over the same question. Altering the question

progressively. He drives the probe into Peter’s conscience

deeper and deeper. On the first occasion Jesus asks him;

“Simon, son of John, dost thou dyairas me more than these?”

—have you a deeper devotion*® to me than the rest of my
disciples? In his answer, spoken in deep humility, the re-

pentant Peter avoids all comparison with his fellows, and

merely asseverates his personal love for his master: “As-

suredly, Lord; thou knowest that I Thee.” In His

second question, Jesus accordingly omits the comparison,

and asks of Peter only whether he himself has the requisite

devotion to His person: “He saith to him again, a second

time, Simon, son of John, dyairas me?” Again Peter re-

sponds in the same humble spirit as before, waiving the

question of proper devotion, and asseverating only his per-

sonal af¥ection : “Assuredly Lord
;
Thou knowest that I

<tnkw Thee.” Then, the third time, Jesus pushes the probe

** Justin Martyr, 1877, p. 135. Among later writers of the same
mind, cf. W. G. Ballantyne, Bibliotheca Sacra, July 1889, pp. 524 ff.

;

John A. Cross, The Expositor, 1893, iv, vii, pp. 312 ff.
;
Max Eberhardt,

Ev. Joh. c. 21 : ein exegetische Versuch, 1897, p. 52; cf. also G. B.

Stevens, The Johannine Theology, ch. xi.

As cited, pp. i f

.

Roach, on her principle, paraphrases ayarrav here, not inaptly

:

“Do you love Me so that you can surrender your life to My interests?”;

and (piXdv, in Peter’s response; “Yes, Lord, Thou knowest that my
heart goes out to Thee and my pleasure is found in Thee.” This is,

clearly, what was really meant by the terms—however we arrive at it.
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to the bottom and demands of Peter with sharp directness

and brevity whether he has any real affection tor Him:
“He saith to him the third time, Simon, son of John, dost

thou me?” “And Peter was grieved because He said

to him this third time. Dost thou me? and he saith to

Him” (omitting this time the asseveration, “Assuredly,”

because the precise assertion he had to make had been called

in question), “Lord, Thou knowest all things; Thou dost

see” (surely, surely the Lord must see it!) “that I

Thee.”

Of course there is no question here of our Lord’s ques-

tion, “Dost thou dyoTras me ?” “sounding too cold to Peter,”

because all the pulses of his heart were beating with earnest

affection toward his Lord.*^ It is “humility and a feeling

of unworthiness which leads Peter to choose another ex-

pression.”*® He could not in his heart-broken penitence as-

sert of himself the dyaTrdv which he had not illustrated in

his acts
;
but he could not be false to his deep sense of real

affection. ’AyaTrdv and <f>i\dv emerge, therefore, as respect-

ively the love of complete devotion and the love (as Meyer

phrases it) “of personal heart emotion”; the love of sur-

rendering obedience and the love (as Westcott phrases it)

of “personal attachment,” “the feeling of natural love.”

Th. Zahn supposes*® that the question of our Lord to Peter

had as one of its ends, “bringing him to the consciousness

that the love of the Lord which is a mark of a right disciple

and the spring of his duty-doing, is not a matter of natural

temperament, but a fruit of victory over inborn nature.”®®

So Trench; so also Henry Burton, The Expositor, v, i. p. 462

(1895), who paraphrases ayatrav here, as the broader and weaker word

of the two, by, “Do you care for me?” and represents it as “too cold,

too distant for Peter’s passionate soul,” who asserts that he does not

merely “care for” but loves His Lord.

So rightly Woolsey, as cited.

Page 684.

Cf. A. Klopper. Zeitschrift fur wiss. Theologie, 1899, 42, p. 363,

who supposes the contrast to be between the expression of a natural

human inclination ((f>iXdv) and the efflux of such a love as might be

expressed in Pauline phrase as aydirr] Iv trvevfw.n. (Col. i.8). In gen-
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Therefore he supposes Him, avoiding the term which ex-

presses the product of the natural temperament, to ask

Peter whether he loved Him in this way; whereas Peter

clings to the simple asseveration of his natural personal love

to Jesus—until our Lord is driven, in order to prove his

heart fully, to challenge that also, and so to compel Peter

to face the possibility that even this j>ersonal love

for his master had failed. Whatever may be said of the

details of this exposition, it is certainly sound so far as

this : that in this conversation ayairav and <^tAeiv are brought

into contrast as in a sense the higher and the lower love

—

although these terms are somewhat infelicitous and may
be misleading; perhaps we would better say, as the love of

reverent devotion and the love of emotional attachment.

And what is of most importance to observe is that the term

which bore in its bosom the implication of reverent devo-

tion had become for the men of the New Testament age

the general word for love, while the term which expressed

in its native suggestion the love of emotional attachment

was in process of passing out of use. It is difficult to over-

state the importance of this fact for the ready expression

of the new revelation of love which the New Testament

brought, in terms of current speech. The term which it

was most natural to use of love, and which was in most

familiar use among the people for love, was a term of such

native connotation that it readily received and intelligibly

expressed the new revelation of love.

Three instances alone remain, in which <fn\elv is used by

John, and in these three instances it is used of love in its

highest relations. In one of them it expresses the love of

Christ’s people for Him their divine Saviour (xvi. 27) ;
in

another, the love of the Father for His people (xvi. 27) ;

in the last, the love of the Father for His Son (v. 20).

eral he finds the distinction drawn by Schmidt from the classical

writers valid for John also. ’AyaTrav is, however, he says, almost

always used in the higher, spiritual sense, iii. 35, x. 17, xiv. 21 (of

God) ;
xiii. i, 23. xix. 26, xi. 5 (of Christ) ; viii. 14, xiii. 34, xiv. 15, 21

(of the disciples).
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Here we are scaling the heights, and are discovering that

<f>i.Kelv is not too low a word to be applied to the love which

God Himself feels, or the love to God’s only Son, whether

on the part of His people, or even on the part of His

Father. It is quite clear that the intrinsic implication of

<f>iktlv is not low, not to say evil. It is differentiated from
dyairav fundamentally by the side from which it approaches

love and the aspect in which it describes it. It is applicable

to all love which can be approached from that side or

viewed in that aspect. If it is prevailingly employed in the

New Testament of the lower grades of love, that is only

because these lower grades of love are more naturally ap-

proached from the point of view from which <fn\dv ap-

proaches love, and the comparative rarity of its occurrences

afforded few opportunities for its application to exercises

of love of the higher order. We must bear in mind that

ayanav is the general term for love in the New Testament,

and the use of is in any event exceptional. We could

expect it to be employed for manifestations of love such as

in their nature dyavav would naturally express, only in the

few instances in which, for one reason or another, it was

desirable to throw up into view the aspect which

naturally expresses.

An example is supplied by v. 20: “For the Father

the Son and showeth Him all that He doeth”—the only

passage in the New Testament in which the love of the

Father to the Son is described otherwise than by ayaTrdv.

As compared with iii. 35 : “The Father dyava the Son and

hath given all things into His hand,” this passage might,

on a surface view, be taken as a mere repetition of that,

with a meaningless change in the verb. Such is, however,

not the case; the difference in the verbs corresponds with

an important difference in the sense conveyed. The thought

of iii. 35 is fixed on the greatness of the Son whom the

Father honors by His love
;
in v. 20 it is fixed on the father-

ly tenderness with which the Father loves the Son. Zahn

very properly comments, therefore : “^ikelv was more suit-
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able here than the dyaTriv of the otherwise parallel sentence

in iii. 35, because <fnkelv recalls the natural affection of the

human father to his son, or of a friend to a friend, in con-

trast, say, with the relation of the master to the servant

(XV. 13-15)”“^

A similar account may be given of the two instances in

xvi. 27: “For the Father Himself loveth you, because ye

have loved Me, and have believed that I have come forth

from with the Father.” This is the only place in the New
Testament where God is said to man—though it

would be better to say. His children, for that enters into

the case (but see Rev. iii. 19). And this is also the only

place where <f>i\dv is used “of the affection of the disciples

for their Lord” (yet consult xxi. 17 and i Cor. xvi. 22).

Horn comments:®^ “The 6 ira-njp vpas of xvi. 27 has

a different meaning from iii. 16: oSt«s yap yjydnrjvfv o 6t6^

Tov Koapov. The latter is pitying love to the as yet unre-

deemed world, alien to God; the former is the natural

pleasure of the Father in His believers, approved as faith-

ful.”®* He adds in a note: “ayaviv could, of course, stand

here, as in the similar passage, xvii. 23 ‘in order that the

world may know that Thou didst send me and didst love

them even as Thou didst love me’; but the sense would

not be precisely the same.” What the difference in the

sense of the two passages is, Horn does not tell us—al-

though that is the particular point under discussion. Com-
menting on xvii. 23, he says, indeed : “In xvii. 23 the

love of the Father to the disciples is spoken of as ayaTrdv,

since it belongs to them (c/. 20) because of their faith in

C/. Horn, as cited, p. 170: “$iAeiv stands very suitably at v. 20:

‘The Father loves the Son and shows Him all that He Himself does.’

For here the more intimate relation of the filial relation of the Son

to the Father is suggested, and at the same time, it is thought of as

one wholly natural, resting on elective affinity. The Son ‘can’ nothing

of Himself.”

As cited, p. 170.

This is in effect the love of benevolence in distinction from the

love of complacency. Compare note 34.
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Jesus.” If that, however, would require dyawiv to be used,

it surely would have been used in both passages. And it

looks as if <^tAetv as the expression of the love of affinities

would be equally appropriate in both passages. Perhaps

it is enough to say that dyairav is used as a matter of course

in xvii. 23, as the general word for love in common use

—

it needs no accounting for; while <t>i\elv in xv. 27 is used to

emphasize the affinity between God and His believers.

The abstract substantive connected with —
occurs only a single time in the New Testament, Jas. iv. 4,

where we read the arraignment: “Adulteresses! know ye

not that the <f>tXla of the world is enmity with God?” It

is customary to render here by “friendship,” a course

which the ^Aos of the next clause makes especially con-

venient. But it may be well to guard against attributing to

it too specific a notion. The implication is that of finding

one’s pleasure, satisfaction, in the world, with a suggestion

that by this one’s affinity with the world is betrayed. The

notion is similar to that expressed in John xv. 19 ; “If ye

were of the world, the world would love its own”—for

(f>ikia intimates mutual affection. To be at friends with the

world is to love and to be loved by the world, to be bound

by mutual ties to it. ’AyaTrdv would scarcely have expressed

so much.

It may fairly be claimed that a survey of the passages in

which (f>Lkdv, (j>tkia occur leaves an impression of the natural-

ness of their use in these cases. But what should be kept

ever fresh in mind is that the employment of them is highly

exceptional, and rests on a background of a very copious

use of dyandv, dydirr}—chiefly to express the great concep-

tions of love which permeate the Christian revelation. The

equipment of the New Testament to express the idea of

love consists, thus, in the possession in dyairav, dydmj, of a

high general term the native suggestion of which was a

worthy one, and which had already been trained by the

writers of the Septuagint to receive the great conceptions

of revealed religion; and the possession by its side, of a
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subsidiary term by which, when occasion offered, a special

aspect of love could be thrown into view—that aspect, to

wit, in which love appears as the response of the soul to

the perception of something which pleases it, is congenial

to it, in the object. This is, to be sure, not as rich an equip-

ment as was possessed by the Greek of the classical writers.

It possessed four terms, <^iAeiv, Ipav, epw^; crripyeiv,

(TTopyr)- dyaTTov, ayairqai^. But the comparative poverty of its

terminology is offset in the case of the New Testament by

the intrinsic superiority of its general term for love, dya-n-dv,

and by the higher content which it had acquired by its em-

ployment to express the conceptions of love embodied in

the divine revelation. We must guard also against sup-

posing that the resources for its expression of loving ac-

tivities were absolutely exhausted by these, its direct ve-

hicles. There were other terms which it might call to its

aid when it wished to speak of love in one or another of its

active exercises. There were such terms, for example, as

otVreipoj, cAeew, (TTrAayxvi'^o/Mu, with their accompanying sub-

stantives, and above all there was As it was this

aspect of love—love in gracious action—that the New
Testament writers had most occasion to celebrate, their

vocabulary was not quite so restricted as it sounds, when

we say that only dyaTrdv, aydm], with an exceptional use of

'(jnMv, lay at their disp>osal.

It does not fall within our present purpose, however, to

discuss the number and variety, or the nature and use, of

such a subsidiary vocabulary. Let it only be further noted

that compounds in are in the New Testament, as in the

Greek literature of all ages, numerous,®^ and that some of

these compounds were significant, on one side or another,

for the expression of love. We may mention, for example,

such as <^tAaSeA<^ta (five times), <f>i\d8eX(f)0's (once),

<f)l\avSpo^ (once), <l>iXav0p<iy7ria (twice), ^iXavOpwiro<s (once).

Add to those mentioned in the text : (f>iXdya6oi, <f>iXapyvpia, <fn-

Aapyupos, ^(A^3ovos, <f>iXov€iKia, <f>iXov€iKO^, <fnXoTrp(iyT€vw, <f>iXo<TOff>ia,

<f>iXo<TO(l>oi, cjnXoTiptopAi, <f>iXo<f>p6vw<:, <f>iXo<f>pwv.
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<#>tA6^co'» (once), <f>i\oicvia (twice), <f>i\6$€vo<; (three times),

<l>i\6crTopyo<;^'' (once), </)iAotckvo5 (once). By the aid of such

forms a number of modifications of the idea of love are

given expression. After all said, however, it is not the

variety of the vehicles for the expression of love for which

the New Testament is notable, but the depth and height of

the conception of love which it is able to express through

its fundamental terms, ayairiv and ayd-m]. The great fact

which comes to view is that, in the providence of God, the

noblest word which the Greek language afforded for the

expression of love came into its hands as the natural term

for it to use to express its conception of love, and that, as

already trained to express love at the height of its concep-

tion by its use for that purpose in the Septuagint version of

the Old Testament.®®

Consult on (^tAdoropyos in the New Testament, E. Hoehne, Zeit-

schrift f. k. Wissenschaft und k. Leben, 1882 (in.) p. 6.

Literature.—J. H. Heinrich Schmidt, Synonytnik der griechischen

Sprache, iii. 1879, pp. 474-491 (= § 136: on Ipav, <fn\elvt crripyeiv,
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