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Ti EMOI KAI 501, TYNAI; (JOHN 2:4)

PHiLoLocicaL, CONTEXTUAL, AND EXEGETICAL ARGUMENTS FOR
THE UNDERSTANDING:

“WHAT Doks Tris MATTER TO ME AND TO YoUu?”

1. THE MODERN VERSIONS, THE VULGATE, AND THE VETUS LATINA

In John 2:4, at the wedding feast in Cana, the episode that
inaugurates Jesus’ onuela;, after his mother has said to him that wine
is lacking, he replies, with no variant reading in the Greek': Tl gpol
KO GOl, YUVOL; OUTIC) TIKEL T PO OU.>

The English translations, apart from the New Revised Standard
Version (NRSV), to which we shall return, all render this question in
amore or less similar way. The Revised Standard Version (RSV) runs
as follows: “O woman, what have you to do with me? My hour has
not yet come”; likewise, the American Standard Version (ASV) has:
“Woman, what have I to do with thee? mine hour is not yet come”.
Other old versions are very similar, such as the King James Version
(KJV): “Woman, what have I to do with thee? mine hour is not yet
come”, the Darby Bible: “What have I to do with thee, woman? mine
hour has not yet come”, and the Webster translation: “Woman, what
have I to do with thee? my hour is not yet come”. Luther’s version, too,
is entirely analogous: “Weib, was habe ich mit dir zu schaffen? Meine
Stunde ist noch nicht gekommen”, just like the Italian CEI translation,
“Che ho da fare con te, o donna? Non ¢ ancora giunta la mia ora”, and
the French Bible de Jérusalem version: “Que me veux-tu, femme?”.
With a slight improvement, but also with a very free rendering, the
God’s Word Version has: “Why did you come to me? My time has

!'See e.g. Novum Testamentum graece et latine, Romae 1984, 311.

? Difficulties in interpretation are also pointed out by M. Welker, “Weinwunder
— Weinstock — lebendiges Wasser — Geist. Die anstoBige Botschaft der Hochzeit
zu Kana”, in A. Wagner u.a. (Hg.), Gott im Wort — Gott im Bild. Bilderlosigkeit
als Bedingung des Monotheismus, Neukirchen-VIuyn 2005, 201-5.
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104 ILariA L.E. RAMELLI

not yet come”, and the Bible in Basic English (BBE): “Woman, this is
not your business; my time is still to come”. Commentators generally
follow the most widespread interpretation’.

The Vulgate translation, at first sight, does not seem to be
particularly illuminating —but I shall show that this is not the case—,
in that it closely retains the structure of the Greek, with the sole
addition of the verb “to be”: “Quid mihi et tibi est mulier<?> nondum
venit hora mea”. Somewhat more telling would seem the fact that
four manuscripts, all very ancient (sixth to early eighth century)
and among the main Vulgate festimonia for the Gospels, present an
inversion between the two pronouns: AM F P read: “Quid tibi et mihi
est mulier”. This strongly suggests that the order of the two pronouns
was not felt to make a big difference as for the meaning: “What is to
me and to you?” was perceived as interchangeable with “What is to
you and to me?”, as a literal translation from the Latin would run.

I shall soon point out that even the addition of es?, which does
not occur everywhere in the Vulgate along with such double-dative
expressions, but only in very particular cases, is likely to be highly
significant just in respect to the meaning of these expressions.

It is remarkable that est is present also in the main witnesses to
the Vetus Latina®. Irenaeus (Adv. Haer: 3.16) and Ambrose (In Ps. 118
1181B and De inst. virg. 257D) both translate: “Et dicit ei Jesus: Quid
mihi et tibi est mulier?”. Only Augustine’s version clearly presupposes
an understanding of this problematic question as the expression of a

* So e.g. H. Thyen, Das Johannesevangelium, Tibingen 2005, 155; K.
Wengst, Il Vangelo di Giovanni, Brescia 2005, 109. Somewhat better R.
Schnackenburg, Das Johannesevangelium, Freiburg 1967, 1, 332-4, who also
speaks of “Distanzierung”, but, rather than stressing that Jesus wants to have
nothing in common with his mother, he notes that he wishes to be left in peace:
“Lal mich in Ruhe!”.

4 See the critical apparatus of R. Weber, Biblia Sacra iuxta Vulgatam
Versionem, Stuttgart 19944, 1660. The mss. are: Amiatinus (Florence, Biblioteca
Mediceo-Laurenziana, Amiatino I, copied at the beginning of the 8" century in
Northumbria), Mediolanensis (Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, C 39 inf., copied in
the 6" century in Northern Italy), Fuldensis or Victoris (Fulda, Landesbibliothek,
Bonifatianus 1, copied in Capua in AD 547), and Splitensis (Bibliotheca Capitoli
sine numero, copied in Italy in the 6% or 7 century).

5 P. Sabatier, Bibliorum Sacrorum Latinae Versiones Antiquae seu Vetus
Italica et Ceterae, Remis 1714, 111, 393.

ExClass 12,2008, 103-133.



T1 EMOI KAI 501, TYNAI; (JOHN 2:4) 105

reproach to Mary and of the wish to take a distance from her. But, in
order to do so, Augustine feels the need to add an initial clarifying
clause, which is entirely absent in the Gospel, and to reverse the
order between the interrogative and the personal pronouns inside the
question: “Recede a me mulier: mihi et tibi quid est? Nondum venit
hora mea” (De vera rel. 1.757F).

2. THE CoRRECT UNDERSTANDING AND AN OUTLINE OF THE ARGUMENTS
SUPPORTING IT.
CONTEXTUAL ARGUMENTS

Now, what I set out to argue is that, in this passage, Jesus wishes
to take a distance not from his own mother, but from the situation,
and that Tl guol kol ool, literally meaning “What to me and to you?”,
ought to be translated, not “What do I have to do with you?”, but
“What does this matter to me and to you?”, in direct reference to
the immediately preceding statement: “They have no wine [left]”.
Indeed, I think that the most correct — even if not perfect — translation
that has been provided so far is that of the NRSV, although, rather
than respecting the Greek, it follows the reverse order of the two
pronouns that, as I mentioned, is attested in some Vulgate manuscripts:
“Woman, what concern is that to you and to me? My hour has not
yet come”. The only other correct translations I am aware of are that
of the Spanish Sagrada Biblia (Facultad de Teologia, Universidad de
Navarra), “;Qué tenemos que ver nosotros?” — which resolves the
pronouns gpol ka1 ool into one plural pronoun, as though the Greek
question were Ti NU1v; — and that by Piero Rossano: “E che importa
ame e ate?”’. This interpretation is generally not embraced, nor even
discussed, in commentaries, including some among the most recent
and outstanding.

There are, however, arguments that strongly point to this
understanding and that I wish to put forward in the present
contribution. They are essentially of two kinds: one kind is based
on context, sense, and logic; the other is grounded in philology,
linguistics, ancient translations, and grammar. To these, moreover, I
shall add a third set of arguments taken from Patristic exegesis. This

¢ P. Rossano, Vangelo secondo Giovanni, Milano 1984, 27.
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too is highly significant, to my mind, since it shows that already some
ancient interpreters understood Jesus’ words in the very same way
I propose to understand them. This, to be sure, does not necessarily
imply, per se, that the interpretation at stake must be the right one,
but it certainly proves that it was possible to understand those Greek
words in this sense, and that they actually were understood thusly.

Let us begin with the arguments based on context, sense, and logic.
In all the other translations, Jesus’ words (“What have I to do with
you?”) inevitably sound like an offence to his mother, and this in a
public situation and in presence of other people. This would seem
all the more absurd in that it must come from John or his tradition,
that is to say, precisely the disciple to whom Jesus, from the cross,
entrusted the care of his mother, and who took her into his own house,
according to the very same Gospel. Probably it was Mary herself who
recounted this episode to the Beloved Disciple’.

There is certainly no offence in Jesus’ words if, instead, we
understand them as meaning, “What does this matter to me and to
you?”, where the subject to which “this” refers is the fact that “they
have no wine”, olvov oUk Exouct, mentioned by Jesus’ mother
immediately before his reply. On this interpretation, moreover, the
intrinsic train of thought turns out to be much better: “They have no
more wine. — What does this matter to me and to you? Why should we
worry about this? The time has not yet come for me to work ‘signs’”’.
The most widespread rendering, on the contrary, makes very little
sense in itself (“They have no more wine. — What have I to do with
you?...”), and still less if we consider the context of the Johannine
scene, and above all that the person who is addressed in this manner
by Jesus is his mother.

3.1. LINGuIsTIC ARGUMENTS. THE SYRIAC AND COPTIC VERSIONS

Now — to turn to the second set of arguments, which will be the
most developed in the present study — it is indispensable to analyse
this passage carefully from the linguistic point of view, in order to
verify that this interpretation is justified. It must be said first of all that,
also in this passage, the “What to me and to you™ expression could be

" This is what Richard Bauckham too seems to imply in his Jesus and the
Eyewitnesses, Grand Rapids, Mi. / Cambridge, UK 2006, 63.
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—but not necessarily —a well-known Semitic construct transposed into
Greek®, of the kind we shall repeatedly encounter in the subsequent
analysis, above all in the examination of the relevant passages in the
Septuagint (henceforth: LXX) and in the Hebrew text.

The ancient Syriac versions simply reproduce each single Greek
word. The Peshitta and the Harklean version’ are absolutely identical
in this bit; they both render: & dr vlo o, literally
“What (is) to me and to you, woman?”. No variant readings or
reversals in the order of the two pronouns are attested'®. Only, in the
Peshitta, the village where the wedding feast is held is named, not
Cana, but Qatna, probably as a result of an early oral tradition''.

Coptic, unlike Syriac, is no Semitic language. Its rendering of
Jesus’ question here is very interesting,'? first of all for the striking
number of variant readings attested, which suggests a difficulty in
understanding the precise meaning of Jesus’ words. Manuscript
Huntington 17, in the Bodleyan Library, reads: 490 NEMHI 2|
tc21MI1, which can be rendered: “What with me and also with you,
woman?”. This can perfectly be understood in the sense in which I
suggest taking John 2:4 in Greek, too: “What does this matter to me
and also to you, o woman?”. Manuscript B¢ is similar; it just adds a
vocative “0” before “woman”: A0 NEMHI 21 W1C2IMI, literally
“What with me and also with you, o woman?”’. Manuscript 8, instead,
reads: ADONEMHI 2 TC21MI, where 20 expresses an emphatic “me”,
so the sense of the whole question is: “What with me, indeed, with

8 See J.-P. Michaud, “Le signe de Cana dans son contexte johannique”, LThPh
18, 1962, 239-85: 247-53.

® On the Peshitta and the Harklean version see S. Brock, The Bible in the
Syriac Tradition, Piscataway 20062, 17-9; 34-7.

1T base myself on G.A. Kiraz, Comparative Edition of the Syriac Gospels,
Aligning the Sinaiticus, Curetonianus, Peshittd and Harklean Version,
Leiden-New York-Koln 1996, 1V, John, ad loc. Neither the Sinaiticus nor the
Curetonianus (the two oldest witnesses to the so-called Vetus Syra) are available
for this passage, so Kiraz only aligns the Peshitta and the Harklean translation.
On the Vetus Syra or Old Syriac version, more recent than Tatian’s Diatessaron,
but more ancient than the Peshitta, see Brock, The Bible, 33-4.

'So Brock, The Bible, 110.

12 The Coptic Version of the New Testament in the Northern Dialect,
Osnabriick 1969 (reprint of the 1898-1905 edition), 11, 346.
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me, woman?”. The meaning is clear: “What does it matter to me, what
has it to do with me, that they have no wine left? My hour has not
yet come”. Manuscript Q simply adds the vocative “0”, and reads:
AD0 NEMHI 20WTC21MI (it is necessary to separate the last word as
follow 2w w+c21M1). Manuscript [ * omits c21M1, “woman”. I find
that the Coptic versions, in both their main streams, with 201 and
with 2w, do support my understanding of John 2:4.

3.2.A. FURTHER LINGUISTIC EXPLORATION: ALL THE GREEK ATTESTATIONS

OF THE CONSTRUCT

What is definitely needed at this point is a methodical investigation
of all the Greek attestations, in both the classical and the Patristic
period, of the construct T1 + dative personal pronoun + kol + another
dative. What emerges from a search of the whole corpus of Greek
literature recorded in the TLG is truly telling and crucial to the
understanding of John 2:4.

It is remarkable, fist of all, that such expressions first appear in texts
that have a strong Jewish background: the LXX and the NT. Indeed,
it is only in the Septuagint that we first find the expression, Ti gpol
/ oot / UiV / K1V kol + another dative; generally, such expressions
are uttered by a person who, for one reason or another, wishes to be
left in peace, as we shall see in a moment. Arrianus, in the Diatribes
of Epictetus, is the first to use the expression Tl pol kol 0ol / aUTE /
auTols in Greek apart from the Bible —and, notably, affer the Bible, in
the second century —, to express a lack of concern.'® He is also the first

13 In Diss. 1.27.14 a person who does not believe in the gods and is in a
desperate situation even insults them, for, if they do not care for him, why
should they matter to him? (Ao1Sopcd Tov Ala kal Tous Beous Tous aAAous:
£l YOP HT) EMOTPEGOVTAI Hou, Ti EOl Kol auTols;). Likewise in 1.22.15: Ti
HOl Kol arUTEY, €1 ou SuvarTal pot Bonbnoat ... Ti pot kol ouTE, €1 BeNel 1’ €v
ToloUToIS £lval eV ols elul; “why should Zeus matter to me if he cannot help
me, or if he even wants me to find myself in such a bad condition?”. And in
2.19.19 a man says to another, Tl £UOl Kol 001, GUBPCITE; APKET EUOL TOX EH
Kokd, “What do you matter to me? Why should I care for you? I have enough
of my own problems”. This meaning is clearly different from that of John 2:4.
Similarly, in the treatise NoUs mpos” Epunv of the Corpus Hermeticum, 21.4
(see I. Ramelli, Corpus Hermeticum, Milano 2005, with commentary) the same
expression designates a person who has nothing in common with God: Ti ool
Ko TGO Becd; oUSEV Yap SUvaoal TAY KAADY Kol ayabidv, GIAccwUaTOS
KO KOKOS €3V, VOT|oO* T} Y& TEAEIor Karkict, TO OyVOEIV TO Belov.
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and only pagan author after the LXX who uses T! 0ot kai + another
dative in Diss. 3.18.7: Ti ool kol TG GAAOTPIG KaKG; in the sense
“What does someone else’s evil matter to you?”. In Diss. 1.1.16 he
uses the same construct to indicate that we should not care for things
that are not under our control: Tis &vepos TVel; Bopéas — Ti NIV Kol
aUTEY; The meaning is: “What does this wind matter to us?”. Finally,
the same syntagm in Diss. 2.19.16 is particularly interesting because
of its peculiar meaning: T! NIV ka1 col, dvBpwe; GTOANUpEDa
ka1 ou eEABcov ailels means, not “What have we to do with you?”,
but “What do you want with us? What are your intentions in regard
to us? We die and you come here to joke”. The same double-dative
construct is found again in the alchemist Pelagius in the third century,
in the treatise entitled TTeAaylou dp1Aocodou mepl Ths Belas To
s kol 1epds Texvns, where, in 2.257.13, we find': T1 upv kol 1)
TOAAT) UAT, EVOS BVTOS TOU PUGIKOU, KOl IS GUOES VIKGIOTS
to mawv; The sense is: “What does the abundance of substance matter
to you? For the gold (pUcis = pucis xpoucou), which is one single
material, is superior to all the rest”. Still in the seventh century, the
historian Theophylactus Simocatta, who also wrote letters, uses the
Ti + double-dative construct in Hisz. 7.10.5, in the words addressed
by a barbarian chief to the Roman Priscus: Tt W1V, & Popaiol, kal
TN YT T7) EUT); T1 TEPCITEPG TOU TPETTOVTOS MOS0 EKTEIVETE; EE
vos 0 "loTpos uplv, the meaning being: “What intention have you
with my territory? What do you want with my territory?”.

Achilles Tatius, one or two centuries after the NT, also employs
this idiomatic expression, but remarkably feels the need to explain
it by adding kotvov to the couple of datives separated by kol and by
further clarifying the meaning by way of the verb uéAet, “matters”.'s

14 The same passage occurs again in a Christian alchemist of the sixth century,
in the treatise entitled ~ AvTifeois Aéyouoa 0Tt TO Belov USwp €V EOTI T
g18e1 ko ) AUats auThs, 2.406.20, and, in the seventh century, in the alchemist
Stephanus’ De magna et sacra arte,2.200.23 and 2.214.37.

157 () kokov ou Bnplov, PEXP! TIVOS HOl HIGIVELS TO COTA; T Ol Kol
Oepoavdpw kKowov; kahos EaTw MeAiTn kol TAoUGI0S TT) TOAEL, XPNOTOS
Te Kol HeyaAOuUXOs TOls SEopEVOLS ™ Epol 8 OUSEV pEAEl TOUTV (6.12.3). A
similar construct was already present, but with mpayua, in Menander’s Dyskolos:
ool 8¢ kool TpAypa Ti eoTiv; (114), in the sense of “What business have you
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The simple form Ti oot is attested already in Homer in the meaning
“what does this matter to you?”, but with pehet (. 24.683: o ye
pov oU vU Ti ool ye pENel kokov), and in several other authors, also
with parallel constructions (Ti Nuiv péAet, etc.).'s Likewise, we find
T1 ool Stodepel in the sense, “What does this matter to you?”, from
Plato onward."” These expressions with uéAet and Stodepel + datives,
of course, also occur among Christian authors'®.

and I in common?”. The addition of kotvév will be still used by Photius in his
paraphrase of John 2:4 in Ep. 45.132 (¢ Tols Bopoctv oudev fiv kotvov Tq)

UMTPL Kol TG VIR); he too, however, like several Fathers, insists that no offence
to Mary was meant (OUK £0TIv oUSEV ls UBpIV ThS pnTleng oTopyng Kol
ouBous) and Jesus was always ready to render her glory TI]V TPETOUCAV U
™ nawaxo@ev cuvaysl 60&0(\) Kol suq)muow . TN unTpl pohhov Sofav
TEPIATTOVTO Kol Tlunv n napopaow o}\ws O(Q)lEVTa

16 P1. Phd. 60D: €1 obv Ti ol HEAel Tou Exetv epe EUnvey amokplvaotar;
R. 469E8: éav T Nl pEA Ths mpos Tous aAhous “EAAnvas ebvolas; Cri.
44C6: TI NUIV ... TNS TV TOANV 80Ens pehet; X. Cyr: 3.1.30: €1 8¢ Ti oo,
N, HEAEL KOI TOU 3S MKIOTO TETOPOYHEVO TOSE KATOAITEIY ... €1 8 T
oot; Men. Pk. 485: péAel TouTwv Ti cot; Teles De figa 30.1: 1) TV apxmv €1 un
Tadnom, Tt oot pehet; Epict. Diss. 2.6.18-19: Ti oot peAel ol 086 KaTafns
els " Atdou; Toan ool elov; 3.1.23: ou 8¢ Tis €1; — kol T1 0ol pEAeL; 3.22.37
T1 UHIV pENeL; 4.5.22: TV aryvoolvTwv; T oot HEAet; 4.10.3: Ti ool uéhel;
Anacreont. fr. 15.6: Tis €1; — Ti ool péhel 8¢; the sense is analogous in other,
non interrogative, statements: Aristid. /n Platonem de rhetorica 109.20 Jebb:
€l T1 ool HENel Tﬁg &)\neeiag M. Ant. 3.14.1: €1 T1 ool uéhel ceouTou; Jul.
ad Cyn. Her. 13. 9 €l T1 ool Tng pnTolens sus}\nosv OUK aEUVETog €1; Lib.
Ep.706.1: Kowcovncov 8n Tns KETELOS, €1 T1 0Ol MEAEL TOU Epp(ooeou ME;
Decl. 34.2.45: €1TO T1 GOl TOUTGV HEAEL;

7 In conditional and other non-interrogative statements the meaning is the
same: P1. Hp. Ma. 287A: g1 obv un Ti oot Stadepet, Pouhopat avTidauPaveadat,
W eppwpeveaTEPOV uabo; Grg. 497B:° AM\ o Ti ool StadEpEL; TAVTWS OU
on aUTn N Twun; Sph. 237B: TOUTO OV aUTO TP@TOV Beacopeda, el un Ti
oot Siadepet; Men. Fr. 451.5 Koerte = Psd. fr. 1.5 Meineke = fr. 518.5 Kock:
Xo1p1810v v BUouev, okTw ToinoovTes Tpamelas &8 1 uiav, Tl oot Sadepet
TouTo; Plut. Agis et Cleom. 25.4: €1 un Ti ool Stadepel, yponpov Nutv; Aristid.
In Plat. de quattuor p. 276.10 Jebb: T ot TouTo Stadepet; M. Ant. 12.36.1: T
oot StodEPEL, €l TEVTE ETECLY T) TEVTNKOVTA;

'8 Epiphanius knows the non-Biblical usage with Tl + dative + Siadepet
and employs it: Pan. 2.433.25: Kai Ti oot, £, TouTo Stadepet; and Gregory
Nazianzen uses the parallel construct with pelet, in a conditional clause:
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3.2.B. SpECIFIC INVESTIGATION INTO THE LXX AND THE HEBREW BIBLE

Before turning to Patristic authors, who often cite the words of the
Gospel of John and similar double-dative expressions in both the OT
and the NT, it is necessary to analyse all the occurrences of the T+
double dative construct in the LXX and in the NT, and to endeavour
to grasp the exact meaning and its nuances, which are not identical
in all cases.

In Jud 11:12 the LXX reads: Ko améoteilev ledpBoe ayyerous
ﬁpbg Baou)\éa UiV Auucov )\éycov T1 €pol kol ool, OTI TIKElS
1Tpog HE OU TOAEUTOO e £V TN Y7 uou; In Hebrew we have: ‘[
o "D T, hterally “What to me and to you?”, of which the Greek
Ti guol kol ool is a word-for-word rendering. The Vulgate adds
the verb “to be”: “Quid mihi et tibi est?”, and the KJV, the Webster
version, the Darby Bible and the ASV all render Jephthae’s words
according to the traditional fixed formula: “What hast thou to do with
me?”, just as Luther’s version: “Was hast du mit mir zu schaffen?”,
the Spanish Sagrada Biblia, “;Qué tenemos que ver ti y yo?”, the
Italian CEI translation: “Che c¢’¢ tra me e te?”, and the French Bible
de Jérusalem: “Qu’y a-t-il donc entre toi et moi?”. The God’s Word
version does not even render these words, which are considered to be
insignificant. The NRSV has: “What is there between you and me?”,
and the RSV, better: “What have you against me?”. For Jephthae
wants to know the reason why the king of the Ammonites intends to
attack him, whereas he wishes to be left in peace. The sense of the
question “What to me and to you?” here is: “What do you want? Why
are you annoying me?”’.

On another occasion the same idiomatic expression is employed
to rebuke an attacker: in 2Chron 35:20-21 in the LXX we read: Ko
O(VEBT] (DO(pO(co Nsxaco Baol)\sug AlyUTrTou el Tov BootAéa’ Acoupl-
v ETT TOV 1TOT0(uov EUd)pO(Tr]v Kol snopsu@n o Baol)\sug leooias
€IS OUVOVTTOIV OUTE. KOl OTTECTEIAEV TTPOS OUTOV OryYEAOUS Aé

Ep. 120.3: Towd’ nucov TPOCEUXOU Kol UTEPEUXOU, El Tl OOl UEAEL TOU TOX LE
Y10TO £V TTOIEIV NG Slmllarly Basil in Ep 208.1: €1 Tl ool peAel TOU SlKou
ou; Synesius in Ep. 16.16: TV £ucdV €l T1 0ot HEAEL, KAACS TOIETS” Kol £l
um HENEL, oUSE Euol TouTou péRel; and John Chrysostom in de sacerd. 6.13.80:
€l T1 ool péNel TV EURV; Hom. Gen. PG 53.64.1: Ti oot uehet; and in I Cor:
PG 61.206.62: €1 8¢ "EAANV Tis €1, TI GOl TOUTOU HEAEL;
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ywv: Ti ol kol col, BoactAel louSa; ok €Tl OF Tk OTJUEPOV
moAepov Toinoat. The Vulgate translates, as usual: “Quid mihi et tibi
est?”. The NRSV, like all the other versions, translates: “What have
I to do with you [or: thee]?”, not differently from the French Bible
de Jérusalem, “Qu’ai-je a faire avec toi?”, and from the Italian CEI
translation: “Che c’¢ fra me e te?”. Only the RSV has: “What have we
to do with each other?”, like the Spanish Sagrada Biblia: “;Qué hay
entre nosotros?”. And the God’s Word translation renders: “What’s
your quarrel with me?”. The king of Egypt is addressing Josiah, who
is attacking him without being provoked. Therefore, the sense clearly
is: “What do you want with me? Why don’t you leave me in peace?”.
Josiah will attack all the same and will perish in that war'’.

In 3Kgs 17:18 in the LXX we find: Ko eirev mpos HAtou Tt gpol
kol ool, GvBpwme Tou Beov; elonABes TPOS HeE TOU GvauVToa
Tos adikios pou Kol BavaTdoal Tov ulov pou. The Hebrew
parallel in 1Kgs 17:18 has: '[51 "‘D'HD, literally, “What to me and
to you?”; the RSV and the NRSV translate: “What have you against
me?”, whereas the KJV, the Darby Bible, the BBE, the ASV, and
the Webster, all render in the standard way, “What have I to do with
thee/you?””; Luther’s version has, similarly: “Was habe ich mit dir zu
schaffen?”. Only the God’s Word translation has: “What do you and
I'have in common?”’; the French Bible de Jérusalem reads: “Qu’ai-je
a faire avec toi?”, the Italian CEI version has: “Che c’¢ fra me ¢ te,
uomo di Dio?”, and the Spanish Sagrada Biblia renders: “;Qué tengo
que ver yo contigo, hombre de Dios?”. The widow who is the host of
Elijah is blaming him, because just during his stay in her house her
son has died, and she thinks that this has happened because of him (so,
Elijah will feel obliged to save the child by imploring God to let him
live again, and he will actually succeed). The sense of the widow’s
question is: “What do you want with me? Why did you come to me
for my ruin? Leave me in peace”.

In 4Kgs 3:14 (LXX) there is another instance of a very similar
meaning for this enigmatic expression: ko e1mev EAicone mpos
BaotAéa lopam Tiepol kol ool ; SEUpo TPOS TOoUs TPOPNTOS TOU
TaTpOs cou. In the corresponding Hebrew passage in 2Kgs 3:13 we

19 The same episode is recounted in 1 Esdra, where in 1.24 (LXX) the question
is also repeated: T1 €uol kol ool 0Ty, Pacihev Ths loudalas;
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have: '[51 "5'?[?3, literally, “What to me and to you?”. The Vulgate,
as usual, renders: “Quid mihi et tibi est?””. The RSV and the NRSV,
just as the KJV, the Darby Bible, the BBE, the ASV, and the Webster,
have: “What have I to do with you (thee)?”, like the Spanish Sagrada
Biblia: “;Qué tengo que ver yo contigo?” and the French Bible de
Jéusalem: “Qu’ai-je a faire avec t0i?”. And Luther’s version, likewise:
“Was hast du mit mir zu schaffen?”. The God’s Word version, more
freely and in a better way as regards the sense, has: “Why did you
come to me?”. The Italian CEI translation renders: “Che c’¢ fra me
e te?”. The king of Israel has gone to Elishah to consult God through
him for his imminent war against the king of Moab. Elishah is not at
all pleased with this, and invites the king to rather consult the prophets
of his parents (but then he helps him all the same). The sense is: “Why
do you come here to disturb me? What do you want with me? Leave
me in peace”.

In4Kgs 9:18 (LXX) we have: Tade Aeyer o BactAevs Elelpnvn;
ko e1mrev lou® T1 oot kol elpnvn; The corresponding Hebrew in 2K gs
9:18 has: D12WD1 P71M ... @IDW, literally, “Peace — What to
you and to peace?”’. The Vulgate transposes as follows: “Pacata sunt
omnia [it is not clear whether this is meant to be a question] ... Quid
tibi et paci?”. The NRSV, just like the RSV and the BBE, translates:
“Is it peace? ... What have you to do with peace?”, and likewise the
KJV, the ASV, the Webster and the Darby translations: “[Is it] peace?

.. What hast thou to do with peace?”, and Luther’s version: “Ist’s
Friede? ... Was geht dir der Friede an?”” The God’s Word version freely
translates: “Is everything alright? ... What should that matter to you?”
and similarly the French Bible de Jérusalem, “Cela va-t-il bien? — Que
t’importe si cela va bien?”, the [talian CEI version, “Tutto bene? — Che
importa a te come vada?”, and the Spanish Sagrada Biblia: “; Va todo
bien? — ;Qué te importa a ti si todo va bien?”. The question of the
king’s envoy, literally, “Whether peace (is with you)” in Greek, or
simply “Peace” in Hebrew (the usual form of greeting and address), is
answered, “What does peace matter to you?”, as a reproach for asking
that question. In fact, this reply to the ambassadors comes from the
man who is attacking those who have sent them.

In2Kgs 16:9-10 we come across an even more interesting case. The
LXX reads: Ensv ABEooa ulos 2opoutas npog TO\) Baon)\ea Iva
Tl KOTOPATOL O KUV O TEBVNK@S OUTOS TOV KUPIOV HOU TOV
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BaciAéa; SiaPnoopat 8N kol GdeAd THY KedaAnv auUTOU. Kol €l
mev 0 BootAevs Ti gpol kol UKTY, Ulol ZapOULaS; APETE CUTOV
Kol oUTwS kaTapaobw, OTI KUPIoS EITTEV aUTG) KaToapachal
tov Aaui8. The corresponding Hebrew passage in 2Sam 16:10
has: P21 "5'?[?3, literally, “What to me and to you [plural]?”. The
Vulgate transposes the Hebrew into Latin word for word: “Quid mihi
et vobis?”’; the NRSV renders like the RSV, the KJB, the BBE, the
Darby Bible, the ASV, and the Webster: “What have I to do with you?”
exactly like Luther’s version, “Was habe ich mit euch zu schaffen?”,
the French Bible de Jérusalem, “Qu’ai-je a faire avec vous?”, and the
Spanish Sagrada Biblia: “;Qué tengo que ver yo con ustedes?”. The
God’s Word Translation is free: ““You don’t think like me at all”, and
the Italian CEI version renders: “Che ho in comune con voi?”. King
David is reproaching one of the sons of Zerujah, who wishes to kill
a man who is insulting David. The king replies to his defender by
ordering him to give up his attempt and to let that man abuse him,
because it is God who has induced him to do so, and perhaps God,
after having him be insulted, will have mercy upon him. The sense of
David’s annoyed reaction is: “Leave me in peace”. Here, notably, Ti
guol kol Upv could even be rendered: “What does this matter to me
and to you?”, implying: “Why should we kill that man? What does
it matter to me and to you if he is insulting me?”. This perfectly fits
the sense and the sequence of exclamations on the part of the son of
Zerujah and David: That man is insulting the king my lord: let me
kill him — What does this matter to me and to you that he is abusing
me? Let him curse me. In fact, the sequel to the Biblical narrative
reports that David allowed that man to walk together with him and his
supporters and continue to abuse him for a long while. The meaning,
“What does this matter to me and to you?”, is exactly the same I am
supporting in this study for the corresponding passage in John 2:4.
In 2Kgs 19:22-23 (LXX) we come across an analogous episode:
AReooa uios Zapoutas eimev: Mn av Tl TouTou ou BavaTwbnoeTa
... OTL KOTNP&COTO TOV XPIOTOV Kupiou; kol e1mev Aoutd: T guol
kol UMY, Ulol Zapoutas, OTL YiveaBe pot onuepov els emiBoulov;
onuepov ou BavatwbnosTal Tis avnp. The relevant Hebrew bit in
2Sam 19:23 is identical to that in the previous passage: no> "D'HD,
literally, “What to me and to you?”; the Latin, English, French,
Spanish, and Italian translations also are the same as in the previous
passage. Again, here David is reproaching one of the sons of Zerujah,
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who wishes to kill a man who has cursed David. The king’s reply
means: “What does it matter to me and to you that he has cursed me?
Leave me in peace, instead of instigating me, and let him live, because
I shall not put to death anyone”. In fact, soon after, David personally
promises the man who cursed him that he will let him live.

That of Jer 2:18 is a particular case: kol VUV Ti 0Ol Kol TT) 086)
AlyUTrTou Tou eIV USwp Maov; kai Ti oot kol 7 086>  Acoupl-
vV Tou TIEIV USwp ToTauwv; The Greek, here too, translates Ti
ool kal + dative, but this time the underlying Hebrew construct
is different: WX 7T 7OTM .. @D 70 >R,
literally, “What to you to the way of Egypt? ... And what to you to
the way of Assyria?”. The KJV, the ASV and the Darby Bible apply
the traditional translation to this passage as well: “What hast thou to
do in the way of Egypt?”’; and similarly the BBE: “What have you to
do on the way to Egypt?”. The God’s Word version, more freely, but
with a good grasp of the meaning, runs: “You won’t gain anything by
going to Egypt”, and not dissimilar are Luther’s version, “Was hilft’s
dir, daB du nach Agypten ziehst?”, the RSV and the NRSV: “What
do you gain by going to Egypt / Assyria?”, and the French Bible
de Jérusalem: “a quoi bon partir en Egypte? ... a quoi bon partir en
Assyrie?”. The Italian CEI version, more concisely, runs as follows:
“Perché corri verso 1I’Egitto? ... Perché corri verso I’ Assiria?”, and the
Spanish Sagrada Biblia has: “;por qué tienes que tomar el camino de
Egipto? ... ;Por qué tienes que tomar el camino de Asiria?”’. Through
Jeremiah, the Lord is rebuking Israel: it was unfaithful and now is
in misery. And now what interest does it have to run toward Egypt
and Assyria? But here, as | have pointed out, the underlying Hebrew
syntax is different.

The same is the case with another passage in which the Greek
translates the Hebrew by means of a double dative separated by ko,
but the Hebrew has another phrase. In Hos 14:9 the LXX presents: T
Edpaty, Ti aUT ET1L Kol E18cdNoLs; (or: Ted Edpony, T ET1 ol Ted
kol €18c3Nols; in ms. A or codex Alexandrinus, 5 century), literally:
“Ephraim, what still to him and to the idols?”. But the Hebrew runs
as follows: @33YS TV "1 018N, without an interposed
waw and with the pronoun at the first person, literally: “Ephraim:
what to me still to the idols?”, as though Ephraim were speaking in
first person. The Vulgate is closer to the Hebrew: “Ephraim<:> quid
mihi ultra idola<?>". Ephraim’s words mean: “What idols are to me
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by now? What do they still matter to me?”. The Greek translator felt
that he could use the fixed double-dative syntagm separated by kol
to express the absence of concern: “Ephraim, what do idols matter to
him by now?”. It is the same notion that also appears in the analogous
construct in John.

There is an opposite instance in which the Greek gives the
impression that we are facing a different construct, but a check of the
Hebrew immediately reveals that this is not the case. In Joshua 22:24
there is no kol between Np1v and Kuplco in the LXX (GAN Evekev €U
AoBelos PUOTOS ETOINCOUEY TOUTO AEyovTeS* Ivar pm el Treactv
aUPIOV TG TEKVO UGV TOIS TEKVOLS TIHAOV" T1UHIV Kuplod TG Becd
lopanA;), but the Hebrew here has the usual construct with double
dative separated by the waw coordinative conjunction: SxrA TOR
Mmoo, literally, “What to you and to YHWH the God of
Israel?”. The Vulgate renders: “Quid vobis et domino deo israhel<?>"
The NRSV, like the RSV, the KJV, the Darby Bible, the BBE, the
ASYV, and the Webster, has: “What have you to do with the Lord?”.
The God’s Word Bible renders: “What relationship do you have with
the Lord?”, and Luther’s version: “Was geht euch der Herr an?”. The
Italian CEI translation has: “Che avete in comune voi con il Signore
Dio di Israele?”, like the French Bible de Jérusalem, “Qu’y a-t-il de
commun entre vous et Yahvé, le Dieu d’Israél?”, and the Spanish
Sagrada Biblia: “;Qué tienen que ver ustedes con el Sefior, el Dios
de Israel?”. The speakers are preventing a possible future accusation
of lack of piety.

In conclusion, there are at least two passages in the LXX, 2Kgs
16:10 and 19:23, in which the two dative personal pronouns separated
by kol can be understood in the sense: “What does this matter to me
and to you?”, in reference to an immediately preceding remark of the
interlocutor. This is precisely the same meaning I think we also find
in John 2:4. And in a third case, Hos 14:9, the double-dative syntagm
separated by kal in the LXX bears the same meaning: “What do idols
matter to him by now?”.

3.2.c. SPECIFIC INVESTIGATION INTO THE GREEK NEW TESTAMENT
Letus now examine the New Testament. In Mark 5:7 Jesus is going

to drive an unclean spirit out of a person. This spirit approaches him
. 7 \ \ 7 ~ o ~ ~ ~ ’ ¢ ’
and cries: T1 epol kal ool, Inoou uie Tou Beou Tou uPioTou; opkife
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ot Tov Beov, un pe Bacavions. The RSV and the NRSV have, with
an inversion of the pronouns: “What have you to do with me?”. The
KJV, the Darby Bible, the BBE, the ASV, and the Webster render:
“What have I to do with thee/you?”, just as Luther’s version: “Was
habe ich mit dir zu tun?”. The God’s Word Version, as usual, offers
a less literal translation, but one that, I think, precisely grasps the
meaning: “Why are you bothering me now?”, like the Sagrada Biblia
version, “;Qué quieres de mi?”, and the French Bible de Jérusalem:
“Que me veux-tu?”. The sense, in fact, here is: “What is your intention
in regard to me? Why do you come here to disturb me? Leave me in
peace”. The Vulgate, as usual, presents a word-to-word translation:
“Quid mihi et tibi”, without the addition of est that we have noticed
in John 2:4. [ find that this is significant: in the case of John 2:4, but
not here, est precisely conveys the sense of “matters”: “Quid mihi et
tibi est?”, “What does this matter to me and to you?”%,

Another scene of exorcism is found in Matt 8:29, where two
persons possessed by demons say to Jesus: Ti nulv kol 0ol, Ulg TOU
Beou; HABes cdde mpo kaipou Pacavical Nuas; the translations are
the same as in the preceding occurrence: “What have you to do with
us?”, or: “What have we to do with you/thee?”, and (in the God’s Word
Version): “Why are you bothering us now?”. The meaning is the same
as well: “What are your intentions in regard to us? Why do you come
here to disturb us? Leave us in peace™!. A good translation is that of
the Spanish Sagrada Biblia, “;Qué quieres de nosotros?”, and of the
French Bible de Jérusalem: “Que nous veux-tu?”. Most notably, the

20 L uke 8:28 is simply a parallel: T1 éuol kol got, ’ Incou uie Tou Beou Tou
uioTou; Stopat oou, pn We Pacovions. The translations, of course, are the
same as for the other passage.

I Raymond E. Brown, albeit he translates John 2:4 in the most widespread
way, “What have I to do with you?”, rightly notices that this Semitic expression
acquires two different meanings in this passage and in the other Synoptic passages
where it is addressed by demons to Jesus: in the latter case it implies hostility;
in John this does not happen. However, he does not differentiate the translations
and does not understand that Jesus is saying to his mother that the lack of wine
does not matter either to him or to her. Cf. his Giovanni. Commento al Vangelo
spirituale, Assisi 19917 [original edition The Gospel according to John, New
York 1983], 128-9.
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Vulgate omits again est and renders: “Quid nobis et tibi?”. This makes
it all the more significant that in John 2:4, instead, est is added in the
Latin version, both in the Vulgate and in the main witnesses to the
Vetus Latina. Indeed, in these scenes with the demons the meaning
is really “What do we have in common with you?”, “What have you
to do with us?”, whereas in John 2:4, as is indicated by the Vulgate
through the addition of est, the meaning is, “What does this matter
to me and to you?”.

The scene is very similar in Mark 1:24, where an unclean spirit
persecuting a man in a synagogue cries to Jesus: Ti Nuiv kol
ool, " Inoou NaCapnve; HA\Bes amoléoat nuas; oida ot Tis €, O
aylos Tou Beou. All the English translations are similar: “What have
you to do with us?” or “What have we to do with you / thee?”, apart
from the God’s Word Version, which renders: “What do you want with
us?”, which is similar to the Spanish Sagrada Biblia version, “;Qué
quieres de nosotros?”, and to that of the French Bible de Jérusalem:
“Que nous veux-tu?”. The sense is precisely: “What do you want
with us? What is your intention in regard to us? Leave us in peace”.
Again, | point out that the Vulgate here, differently from John 2:4,
translates without est: “Quid nobis et tibi?”. The parallel in Luke
4:34 is identical: "Eca, T M1V ko ool, " Inoou NaCapnve; HAbBes
aTTOAECO UGS ; 018 OE TIS €1, O Ay10S TOU Beou.

And here, once more, it is highly significant to my mind that
there is no est in the Latin, for the Vulgate simply has: “Quid nobis
et tibi?”. Indeed, the meaning, too, is very different from John 2:4.
All this strongly confirms my argument that in John 2:4 the meaning
is: “What does this matter to me and to you?”.

3.2.p. A CoupLE OF REVEALING DETAILS IN PLATO AND PORPHYRY

There is a noteworthy text in Plato’s Gorgias (455D2), where the
presence of the verb €iui — just like the presence of es in the Vulgate
translation — determines the sense of “what will this matter to us?”
(Ti Ny, & Fopyla, EoTat, €AV GOl CUVAILEY;), the same sense as
we have in John 2:4: “What does this matter to me and to you?”. The
construct is the same, T1 + dative pronoun(s).

The author of the Gospel of John probably knew not only the
Semitic double-dative expression, but also this one and analogous
expressions in classical Greek. A couple of centuries after this
Gospel, the same phrase is repeated by Porphyry, who of course
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knew Plato very well (and also knew the Gospels): E0v Unas TavTES
HIUNoWVTAL, Ti NIV éoTal; (4bst. 4.18): the meaning clearly is,
again: “What will this matter to us?”.

4. PatrisTIC EXEGESIS: CONFIRMATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

It is now opportune to turn to the Patristic quotations and
interpretations of John 2:4 and parallel constructs, which reserve
surprises that are really worthy of note?.

4.1. ORIGEN AND THE ADAMANTIUS DIALOGUE

In the late second — early third century, Origen in the dubious
Fr. Ps. 144.15 cites Jesus’ words in John 2:4, but comments only
on the fact that his hour had not yet come, since signs are only for
incredulous: Ko POV ONUEIGOV OUX TIKEIV EQACKEY, EITTEQ TC OTUEIC
OU TOIS TOTEUOUGIV, OAAG TOIS GTTIOTOLS.

It is remarkable that, independently of our Johannine passage, he
also uses the Ti + double dative construct in Hom. Ier: 20.8 (QvarXwpad,
Tl POl Kol TPAYHAG1V;), not in the sense, “What have I to do with
chores?”, but in the sense, “What do chores matter to me?”.

In Co. Io. 6.47.247 Origen also cites Jer 2:18 (LXX), T1 ool kal
™ 086> AlyUTTou Tou ey USwp M, kai Tou eIV USwp
TOTAUAVY, also offering a variant reading from the Hebrew, n WS
1o 'EPpaiikov Exelr Tou miElv USwp Xicdp. He understands it,
allegorically, as a reproach to those who wish to drink the Egyptian
water rather than the heavenly one: Kol 0 “lepeuias 8¢ emimAnooel
Tols Béhouciv AlyUTrTiov USwp TIEIY Kol KOTaAEITTOUGIY TO €€
oupavou kaToBaivov =,

22 A brief and very partial investigation was undertaken many years ago by
J. Reuss, “Joh 2,3-4 in Johanneskommentaren der griechischen Kirche”, in J.
Blinzler, O. Kuss, F. Mussner (eds.), Neutestamentliche Aufsditze, Regensburg
1963, 207-13, who considered only the Greek Fathers who wrote commentaries
on the Gospel of John, whereas the most interesting points emerge from Patristic
writings of other kinds. More extensive and complete, but only for the Latin
Fathers who here are less relevant because they worked on translations of John
rather than the original Greek, is A. Bresolin, “L’esegesi di Giov. 2,4 nei Padri
latini”, REA 8, 1962, 268-96.

2 As he was familiar with the Bible, Synesius also cites the LXX passage:
Ep. 128.5: voile kal Tpos G€ TOV TPOPNTNY HeyrAoPLIVEIS KEKPOrYEVOL®
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In Co. lo. 10.11.52 Origen also cites the demons’ address to
Jesus: "Eq, T1 nuiv ko ool, ' Inoou Nalapnve; "HABes amoléoan
nuas; O18apev ot Tis €1, 0 ulos Tou Beov, and again, with a slight
variation, in 10.11.56: "Eq, Tl nuiv kol ool, ' Inoou Nalapnve;
O18a oe Tis €1, 0 aylos Tou Bgou.2* Origen, however, does not
comment specifically on the expression Tl guol kol Gol or TI U1V
Kol ool.

The same is the case with the so-called Dialogue of Adamantius
on Orthodoxy, which was probably composed in Greek by a disciple
of Methodius and reworked in Greek around AD 330; then it was
ascribed to Origen himself by the authors of the Philocalia, and for
this reason it was translated into Latin by Rufinus at the end of the
fourth century. The Dialogue, on p. 34.20, cites the words that the
demons addressed to Jesus, TI €uol kol col; HABes PO kapou
Baoavioat pe; but with no discussion of the precise meaning of the
problematic expression under investigation: the point is rather Jesus’
failing to chastise Judas®.

4.2. THE AcTs oF THOMAS

In the apocryphal Acts of Thomas, 45, probably stemming from
the third century, we find a patent imitation, with an iteration and
an amplification, of the words addressed by the demons to Jesus.
Here they are addressed to Thomas, his apostle and “double”: ®covn)

Ti ool kol Q) yT) AlyUTrTou Tou Tielv UScop Mecdv; To yap EBvos Beoudixov
apXolov K&l TTATPOOIY ayl0ls TTOAEUIOV.

% See also Fr: Jo. 85.10:"Ea, Ti nuiv kot ool uig Tou Beov; Co. Matt. 11.17:
Ti UiV kai oot, uiE Tou Beou;

25 TouTov eBecdpel Bavate uTToPANBevTa UTo Tou  loudar. £1kos oLV uNTe
UTo ToU aryabBou XpioTou kohaleabot Tov loudav, ayabos yap oudemoTe
koAalet. Only a quotation of the same Gospel passage is found, likewise, in the
fourth century in Asterius: Tt nuiv ka1 ool, uie Tou Beou; HABes mpo kaipou
Baoavicol nuas; (Hom. Ps. 18.23). Eustathius, in the fourth century, in his
polemic with Origen, also quotes the demons’ words to Jesus in Matt 8:29: o
ToAeEgl TI MUIV kol GOl KekPoyOTES UlE Tou Beou; HABes TPO Koilpou GoAe-
o1 Nuas; (De eng. 23.6), but without specific comments on the expression Ti
MUV kai ool. See The “Belly Myther” of Endor. Interpretations of 1 Kingdoms
28 in the Early Church, translated with an Introduction and Notes by R.A. Greer
and M.M. Mitchell, Atlanta 2007, esp. 136-7.
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HEYLOTT) XPTOKUEVOS EITTEV TTAVTWV GKOUOVTV" T1 NIV K&l ool
aTOOTOAE TOU UYIGTOU; Ti NUIV kal ool SouAe ' Inoou XpioTovu;
T N1V kol 6ol cUPPBOUAE TOU arylou ulou Tou Beou; Stax Ti Boulel
NUGS GTOAECO, TOU KOIPOU MUV UNSET EVECTTOS; TIVOS
gveka Bouel AaRelv nuadv Ty eEouciav; Ews Yop TS VUV wpas
glxoueV EATTISa Karl Kalpov TEPIAEITTOUEVOV. Ti M1V Kol GOl ; OU
Exels eEouclav Ev TOIS 0OlS, KO TUELS €V TOLS TUETEPOLS.

The last sentence is particularly illuminating in regard to the
meaning of Ti epol kol ool in the exclamations of the demons, which
are completely different from Jesus’ words to his mother in John 2:4:
the demons really wish to have nothing in common with Jesus, to
have their dominions completely separated. This has really nothing
to do with Jesus’ reply to his mother.

4.3. APOLLINARIS AND EUSEBIUS

Apollinaris of Laodicaea, the fourth-century defender of the Nicene
faith, grasps in Jesus’ allocution in John 3:4 the sense of wishing to
be left alone, in F7: lo. 7 on John 2:4-5. He is concerned that Jesus’
words may be felt as a sign of offence or Succoeiv, just as when God
says to Moses: “Leave me in peace!” (but then he listens to him and
satisfies his requests). Likewise, Jesus is obedient to his mother, who
knows this: this is why she tells the servants to do what Jesus will
order them: O?sth uﬁmp mleﬁwov S V1oV auTT ylvéusvov Tbv
KUplOV Kou Sn Kol T GTTOKPIGLS TOUTO enslef,aTo T1 Euol Kou 001
yuvou cog Yop SUCTEIY 5uv0(usvog TOUTO QTEKPIVOTO, 1oV T)
v To Tou Beob mpos Mwuotea: Eacov e, ws Suvdpevov SnAadn
SucwTNoal Kol TELOAL. e’l&fla &M KO(\l mOTchSg Trpbg auTnV
5|ou<slusvov Kou €K TT]S‘ aﬁoKplOEOJS‘ opcooa npog TT]V aﬁlcoow
EYYUS ETTIVEVOVTO TOIS SIAKOVOIS ETITATTEL TOIEIV O KEAEVEL.

Eusebius too, like Origen, who was deeply admired by him,
comments on the Jeremiah passage containing the double-dative
construction in Co. Is. 1.75.198, and, again drawing inspiration from
Origen, interprets it in reference to the demons, here identified with
the divinities of Egypt: oU &TTOTPETcOV ETePOs TPodNTNS EROC Aé
ywv* Ti oot kol TN 086> AlyuTrTou Tou mielv USwp letcdv; Tar &
£EMs EMAeyOUEVT TIEPT ADAVAIV APXOVTGIV, Ol UGAICTO TS Y-
oTais kal Stadavest Ths AlyUTTou TOAECIY EPNSPEVOV TTOTE, Aéyw
8¢ 11 Tawvet ko1 1) Mépdel, Beomiletar. Another faithful follower
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of Origen, too, Didymus the Blind, in Co Zac. 3.158.10, cites and
comments on the same LXX passage?.

Eusebius also presents a series of quotations of the Gospel phrases
with the double-dative construct, but in most of them he does not
comment on the specific meaning of these expressions. Dem. Ev.
3.6.37: the demons, un $pEPOVTES QUTOU TNV Tapouciav, dAAos
aAAoBev eBoa Ear, TI NIV Kol ool, Inoou, uie Tou Beou; HABes Tpo
KapoU Bacavioal nuas; 4.10.13: some demons, having recognized
the divine identity of Jesus, said: o, TI U1V ka1 6V, Ve Tou Beou; f
ABes mpo kaipou Pacavical nuas; (curiously, here the text has ou
instead of ool, but I think that an emendation is needed, because in all
other occurrences Eusebius quotes got); 6.13.9: the demons are forced
to confess the divinity of Jesus: £a, Tl U1V kol ool, UlE TOU Beov;
HABes mpos kapou Bacavica NUAS ; OISaUEV OE TIS El, O AY10S
Tou Bgou; 9.7.7: the demons recognize Jesus after his permanence in
the desert, dackovTes aUTG" TI NUIV Kal 6ol, Inoov, uie Tou Beov;
Co. Is. 1.62: Boav auTous kal Aeyetv: T NIV kal ool,  Inoou, ule
Tou Beou; HABes PO Kaipou Baocavical NUAS ; OISAUEY Ot TIS €,
0 aylos Tou Beovu; Co. Ps. PG 23.400.18: "Ear, Ti NV Kol Gol, U1E
Tou Oeou; "HABes po kalpou Bacavical Nuas;

The same quotation appears ibid. 684.49, accompanied by the
consideration that after Jesus’ resurrection the demons have been
completely dispersed (v TovTeANS SIOKOPTIIOHOS METH TNV
€K VEKPWV OVACTAOLV Yeyovev), and already at the appearance
of Jesus during his earthly life they melted like wax in front of the
fire (TNKOUEVO! O3S KNPOS ATTO TPOCWITTOU TUPOs); for the rays
of his divinity were painful to them: Al yop Ths 8eoTnTos aUTOU
aopaTol kal apavels okTIveES, Baoavous kol aAyndovas Tols
TAUTO AEyouat TTopeixov.?’

26 0101 ElGlU ol TOU <D0(p0(co 01§ syKaesCousvog KounaCEl )\eymv Euou
glo1v ol nomuon KOyed srromca auTous. TouTwv o noncuog cxncxyopsux-:Tou
uTo 80U £V Ispeula TG mPodNTY' Kou vov yap, ¢n01v Tl ool kol T '
AlyunTou TOU TEWY u6mp Mcdv; kel T1 oot kol T7 YT Acoupicav, ToU TIEIV
UBwp moTapcdV; In the treatise De Trinitate ascribed to Didymus the Blind, PG
39.633.15, the demons’ words to Jesus are quoted: Tt nuiv kol got, Inoou Yie
Tou O¢ou Tou LadvTos; HABes 8t Tpo kalpou Bacavical NUas;

277 Cfr. ibid. 1073.50 with the same quotation ('Ect, Tt Tiv kel ool, ’ Incou
NaCopnve; OiSapév ot Tis €1, 0 aytos Tou Oeou) and the same interpretation
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4.4. ATHANASIUS AND GREGORY OF NYSSA

Notably, Athanasius of Alexandria, also in the fourth century, in
De Incarn. 32.5, although without quoting John’s problematic words,
reverses the Gospel quotation of the demon’s words to Jesus, Ti U1V
kol oo, into Ti oot kal v, He quotes them as follows: "Ea, Ti
ool kol N1y, Yig Tou Oeov; Séoual cou, un pe Booavions. This
means that the order was felt as indifferent: “what have you to do
with us?” or, “What have we to do with you?”.

In his biography of St Antony PG 26.861.35 Athanasius again echoes
the Gospel expression and adapts it; here it is the demons who speak
to the saint: ikouov s SxAcwv EvSov BopuBolvTwV, KTUTOUVTWVY,
VoS adIEVTwY OlkTPaS Kol KpalovTwv: ATOoTo TGV UETE
PV Ti 6ol Kol TT) épnuw; The sense is: “What does the desert matter
to you? Why do you come here? Leave us in peace”.

Athanasius in Exp. Ps. PG 27.320D refers to the apostles’ question
to Jesus, which is expressed in an interesting T1 + dative form:’I8ou
TNUETS GPNKAUEV TAVTO, Kol KOAOUBNGOUEY cot* Ti NV E0TAl;
The meaning clearly is: “What will this mean for us? What advantage

that the demons could not bear Christ’s divine power (U1 ¢¢povTeS oUTOU TV
gvBeov SUVaUIY KOAXGTIKNV OUGOY GUTMV Kol aTeAaoTIknv). The same
Gospel quotation appears again ibid. 1157.11 together with the statement that
the demons fear Jesus, because they knew his divine identity: épp1TTOV OU-
Tov ol Saiuovsg WHOAOYOUV TE OUTOV E1SEVa SOTlg ein ... Ao yﬁxp Tﬁg
1Tp0§ auTOV svsxeslons d)covr]g ueuaGnKElcav 00TIS nv Ao Kol 6 OV
E1PYOOGTO KT TOV TOU TEIPGGHOU KOlPOV ROECOV aUToU TNV SUvauLy.
The same quotation, with no particular stress on the meaning of our construct,
repeatedly occurs in the homilies of Pseudo-Macarius: Hom. 64: 50.2.5: Ti Tipiiv
kal ool, uie Tou Oeou; HABes Tpo kalpou PBacavical Nuas; 34.2.1: T1 NIV
kal ool, ' Inoou Nafapnve; Ti Tpo kalpou HABes Pacavicat nuas; = 53.3.3
= Hom. 50: 11.157.

28 The Jeremiah phrase is also cited in the spurious Dialogue of Athanasius
and Zacchaeus: T1 6ol K& TT) 086 alyUTITOU, TOU TEIV USwP Yalddv; (52.5),
and in the spurious Sermo contra omnes haereses ascribed to Athanasius: Kol
800 UV AU TE oo ANOTa KPEUGUEVOL® KO TOU EVOS KO TOPGIUEVOU, ELTTEV
0 £Tepos Anotns: Ti kaTopaoal TG SIKaiw; TUELS KOTX TAS GUOPTIOS
gouTAOY TemovBapey” T1 ool kol TG Sikale; (PG 28.505.3).
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will it represent for us that we have abandoned everything else to
follow you?”?.

Toward the end of the fourth century, Gregory of Nyssa, an
admirer and follower of Origen, in /n lllud: Tunc et Ipse Filius p.
8.24 Downing, interprets John 2:4 in the sense that Jesus refuses to
obey his mother, but because he takes as a rhetorical question his
subsequent words oU T T)Kel T) pat Hov, as though he meant: “am I
not grown up enough to decide for myself?”. Indeed Gregory quotes
and paraphrases Jesus’ words as follows: T1 épol kol oo, yuvou ur]
|<0(| T(’XUTT]S kou ™ms n)\lklo(g emoTaTelv e0ehets; OUTe Tikel pou 1
WP T} TO AUTOKPGTES TOPEXOMEVT TN NALKIX kol aUTeEouaIoV;

But this interpretation is well explained by the polemical context in
which Gregory proposes it: he is contrasting those who read 1Cor 15:28
as a sign of the subordination of the Son to the Father inside the Trinity*’,
whereas — he insists —Jesus only obeyed his parents when he was young,
and already at Cana he claims that his hour has come, he is adult now
and no longer sub]ected to his parent: Tnv &€ unTpo.)O(v ouuBou)\nv
S OUKETI KOTOl KOLPOV QUTE) npooayousvnv O(Trenomoaro . TO
kabfkov TS NAIKIaS PETPOV TNV TNS YEVWNOOUEVTS UTTOTCYTV
amooeleTal. Moreover, Gregory also notes that Jesus did not refuse,

» The Gospel words addressed by the demons to Jesus are simply quoted
in the Sermo in nativitatem Christi attributed to Athanasius: "Ect, Tt TV kol
ool, Yie Tou O¢ou; HABes e mpo kapou Bacavicat nuas (PG 28.969.6
and 37); it is insisted on that the demons recognized the danger of the threat of
the judgment upon them.

30 See I. Ramelli, ““In Tllud: Tunc et Ipse Filius...” (1Cor 15,27-28):
Gregory of Nyssa’s Exegesis, Some Derivations from Origen, and Early
Patristic Interpretations Related to Origen’s”, Seminar paper at the 2007
Oxford International Conference on Patristic Studles, forthcoming in Studia
Patristica; Ead., Essay and commentary on Gregory’s In illud: Tunc et Ipse
Filius, in Gregorio di Nissa. Sull’anima e la resurrezione, ed. Ead., Milano
2007; Ead., “The Trinitiarian Theology of Gregory in his In Illud: Tunc et ipse
Filius: His polemic against ‘Arian’ Subordinationism and the Apokatastasis”
in International Colloquium on Gregory of Nyssa, Tiibingen, 17-21 September
2008, forthcoming.
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in the end, to provide the wine as he was invited to do (Tv xopv
Tols SEOHEVOLS TTOPAGXEIV OUK NPVNOGTO) ..

4.5. EpipHANIUS AND JOHN CHRYSOSTOM

Epiphanius is concerned with the absence of Joseph and of any
brother of Jesus at the wedding banquet in Cana, which only Jesus
and his mother seem to have attended (Pan. 3.463.29). This suggests
that Joseph had already died and that the so-called “brothers” of
Jesus were not really his siblings, but other relatives, according to a
widespread Semitic use®~.

As for Jesus’ question, more specifically, he argues that it does not
diminish in any way the importance of the mother of Jesus, the holy
Virgin, but he rather calls her with a honorific and prophetic epithet,
“Woman”. On this ground, Epiphanius develops a polemic against
the heretics in Pan. 3. 479: o ammo Tou [val, Tl ol Kal 0ol;
U7 TIVES VORIOWG! TTEPICCOTEPOV TI E1Val TNV arylav TTapBévov,
yuvoﬁka Ta\'JTnv KéK)\nKEv ws Trpoq)nTs(Jwv TV us)\)\éVTcov
géoecBol el TS YN)s oxlcuaTcov Te KOl oupeoso.w )(O(plv Tvo un
TIVES Unepfﬁo)\n BaupcoavTes THY arylaw el TOUTO UTTOTIECWG!
NS alpécews To AnpoAoynua. In fact, the treatise De numerorum
mysteriis ascribed to Epiphanius, where Jesus’ question in John 2:4
is listed among the rebukes addressed to Mary by her child, is surely
spurious®.

31 In the Enarratio in prophetam Isaiam ascribed to Basil, but of dubious
authorship, at 9.226 we find a quotation of the demons’ address to Jesus (T1 nuiv
ka1 ool, Yie Tou ©eov;  HABes cd8e mpo kaipou Pacovicot Nuas ;) together
with the comment that the demons prefer to be burnt in the fire than to be judged
by Christ’s manifestation in the flesh: ToTe alpoUvTai yevécBal TupikaucTOl
uaAhov 1) UTTO NS &V copki XpIoToU EMdovelas KaTokpiveabort.

32" ExAnBn " Inoous els yauous, kol v 1) unTne o Tou EKEl. Kol ouSapou
ol adeAdol kol oudarpou  leond. ¢pnol yap: Tl Euol Kal gol, yuval; ouTred
TKEL T) L3P HoU, Kl OUK E1TTE Ti EUOL KOl U1V, GvBpcotot; In Pan. 2.279.13
Epiphanius limits himself to citing Jesus’ question in John 2:4.

3 PG 43.512.34: Tpels ol kata TNs TMapbévou Tou Movoyevous
gmTIuNoels* Ti OTI ECNTEITE pe; UK [SELs OTL €V Tols Tou TTaTpos pou Sel
ue €lvat; T1EUol kol Gol yUval; oUTed TkeL T cdpa pou” Tis EOTIV T pnTne
Hou, Kol Tives ol &Sehdol pou;
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In Pan. 3.74.27 Epiphanius quotes the Gospel words addressed by
the demons to Jesus: £, TI NIV kal oot, ' INoou vie Tou Beou, OTI
PO Ka1poU HABes Pacavicol Nuas; olSaUEY GE TIS €1, O OY10S
Tou Bgov, and again in 3.75.5116, where he also discusses the variant
readings between the parallel synoptic passages.

John Chrysostom’s approach to John 2:4 and its immediate context
is entirely moral and psychological, as often his exegesis is**. In his
Hom. Io. PG 59.130, Chrysostom, imagining that Mary wished that
Jesus began his miracles for the glory coming from them, he perceives
Jesus’ answer as a bit excessive in its decision (cpoSpoTepOV armeKpl
vaTo)®, and feels the need to explain that, in fact, Jesus was devoted
to his mother and worried about her when he was on the cross (which,
moreover, is reported in the same Gospel, that of John)**.

As for the reasons of Jesus’ reaction, Chrysostom envisages two
of them: 1) Jesus was not only Mary’s child, but also her Lord (&l
Tpooedoka s Topa Toidos ael Tiundnoscban, aAAo un s
Asomotny NEetv auTov)Y’; 2) he wished to be asked directly by
those who needed his intervention, not by his mother (' 0oTe pn
umomTeubnval Ta y1voueva Boupata. TTopa yop TGV SeoUEVGV
TopokAnbnvat expnv, ou TaPa THS UNTEOS). By means of what
Chrysostom considers to be a rebuke, Jesus wished to teach his

3 See e.g. I. Ramelli, “Giovanni Crisostomo e 1’esegesi scritturale: le scuole
di Alessandria e di Antiochia e le polemiche con gli allegoristi pagani”, in
Giovanni Crisostomo: Oriente e Occidente tra IV e V secolo. Atti del XXXIII
Incontro di Studiosi dell’ Antichita Cristiana, Roma, Augustinianum 6-8.V.2004,
1, Roma 2005 (SEA 93.1), 121-62.

35 Kol oo T ke avBpcdmivov émaoye, kaBatmep kai ol adeAdol o Tou,
AeyovTes, A€oV oEaUTOV TG KOOHG, POUAOHEVOL TNV GTTO TAV BoupaTov
66§cxv chprrcbocxo@al

36" Erel ¢ OTl ododpa n5ElTO Tnv TEKOUOOW, O(KOUOOV TOU Aouka &nyouus—
VOU TS UTTOTETAYUEVOS TOIS‘ yovsumv flv, kol ol TOU 8¢ TOUTOU TOU
EUOYYEAGTOU SelkVUVTOS, TQS CQUTNS TPOEVONCE Kol o’ aUTOV TOU
OTAUPOU TOV K&IPOV.

37 A similar argument is adduced to explain Jesus’ words in John 2:4 by
Anastasius of Sinai in his third Homily On the Creation of the Human Being
to the Image of God, 3:" Otav 8¢ TaAv Tpos Ty unTeépa Aéyn: T gpol kol
ool, yuval; kel Tis 0TI Hou TGP T) UNTNP €1 UT) O oLV To BEANUA TOU
MEuPavTOs pe; EvTauBa TonSevel Nuas To Belov kol uTrep Guoty BeAnpa.
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mother not to ask him for miracles any more in the future: A0 kol
TOTE EMETIUNGE, Aéycov' T1 EUOI Kol GO, YUVaL; TeISeUV oUTNV
€ls TO MEANOV UMKET! TO ToloUTo Tolglv. For he was certainly
concerned with the honour of his mother, but also with the salvation
of the souls®.

Chrysostom devoted the whole, long Homily 22 on John precisely
to John 2:4. Here, in PG 59.133D, he focuses above all on Jesus’
hour having not yet come and on his doing everything according to
an order. Chrysostom stresses that, after responding to his mother,
Jesus actually did what she asked him to do — a fact that will later be
particularly stressed by Photius, too —*, but he wished to be asked
by those who needed the wine, not by his mother ( Expfv 8¢ Tous
Seopevous mpoceABEY, kol Senbrvant). Nevertheless, he did what she
wished because he did not want to offend her, moreover in presence
of so many: "EnslTO( 8¢ ko Tlucfnv TNV UNTEPQ, TVt U 510(Tr0(\)Tbg
O(VTI)\EYEI\) auT 50&], o un aoeevslag AaBn SoEav, Tva pm
aloXUVT) TNV TEKOUOQW, TOPOVTWV TOGOUTWV.

Again in another homily on John, PG 59.461CD, he insists on Jesus’
love and care for his mother, Whom he hands to his beloved disciple
just before dylng (TI'O(pO(TlesTO(l TT]V unTepa aUTOU TG HobnT,
ToSeVcov T nuag HEXPLS soxamg QUaTTVonS Tacav Tolglobot
ETIMEAEIOV TV YEYEWNKOTWY ... TOAAV TNV $p1hocTopyiov
emSeikvuTal, Kol TapaTifeTal oUTNY TE pabnTh ov Nyarms),
even if he pronounced the words in John 2:4 when she annoyed him
inopportunely (akoipcs nVoxAnoe).

"Eue)\e yﬁxp ou’JToB Kol Tﬁs s’ls Thv unTépa TIns Tro)\)\cb 8¢ n)\éov
Tng oco'rnplag TS KaTo Puxny, Kol Ths TV TOADV evepyesias, 81" Ny
Ko\ TTV OGPKa UTTESU.
¥ Ep. 45.151: €1TQ TPATTEIV TO AP’ OUTTS TPOTEIVOUEVOV, TTOOE
moAamAaciova THY TIUMY Kal Ty 018 kaTookeualel 1 el um TOUTO
€1pNTO Te Kol EMESEIKVUTO; ... OTL KA1 T PMTPIKA 001 STKO(1 Ol KO VOTOUN TCX
6(0(003(;03 Ko ou’nbs O Vouov Géuevég siul unTpi Tous Ta1das TNV
osBaoulomTO( VELELY, HoAAoV 8E OTI Kol TQV &V TT] duoel esmpoupevmv
Elpumv Kol NS smm&;lomTog TOU Korlpou TN onv a8 Kal U‘ITO(KOT]V
ko SoEav EumpocBev Totoupat, 180y peTaBaAAe To USwp Els olvov, TN
ons oE1doews Ekelva SEUTEPO TOITOOMEVT]S .
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Notably, Chrysostom uses a similar phrase on his own in Hom. in
Acta Apost. PG 60.75A: ev uev 17 BaciAeia oAlyot, ev 8¢ TT) et
vvn moAhot. Tl gpol kol TEd wANBel; Ti To ddelos; OUSEv. The
sense 1s: “What have I to do with the crowd?”, or better: “What does
it matter to me if [ have much? Or if I am together with the majority?”
What’s the usefulness of this? Quite nothing”.

John Chrysostom also cites the demons’ questions to Jesus in
Exp. Ps. PG 55.210.41 (T nuiv ka1 ool Yig Tou Oeov;  HABes o8¢
TPO Kalpou Bacavioal NUGs;) as a proof that Jesus’ divinity was
frightening for them:" Y {1oTos ¢poPepos. The same quotation occurs
again in In Matth. PG 57.352.31 as an example of the proclamation
of Jesus’ divinity on the part of the demons, and again in /n Ps. 118
PG 95.691.23. The meaning of their question is nicely clarified
by Chrysostom through the addition of péTeoT!, which indicates
participation, in Co. Job. 12.13*": in their question, Ti TJU1V Kai oOL;
means “What have we in common with you?”. Clearly, this sense
is different from that of Jesus’ question to his mother in John 2:4.
In In illud: Hoc scitote PG 56.275.44 Chrysostom cites another
interesting Ti + dative expression used by the apostles while speaking
to Jesus: "HUELS adnrouey TavTa, Kol koAouBnoauEév cot, Ti NIV
goTal; “What will this be to us?” means “What reward shall we have
for having left everything in order to follow you?”.

4.6. CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, HESYCHIUS, AND BASIL OF SELEUCIA

In the fifth century, Cyril of Alexandria, Co. lo. 1.201-202%, after
quoting Jesus’ words in John 2:4, interprets them by insisting on the
need for order that they express — a need that was already emphasised
by Origen in his exegesis —, together with the idea that Jesus needed to
be asked to work a miracle: ou yop €8¢t Spouciov £l TO TPATTEIV

4 Cf. likewise the spurious In S. Pascha ascribed to him, line 62.

4 Ol Saripoves Tov ulov Tou Beov 18ovTes ROV AeyovTes™ T NIV Kol
ool; OUSE YOp TNS OTAOEWS METECTIV GUTE TNS HETA TV AyYEAwV. §)
ABov, dnatv, ot ayyelot, kai o StaBolos HABe HeT” auTV TEpteNbeov Ty
YTV KO EUTTEQITTOTIOOS TTV UTE OUPOVOV. Tl HavB&VouEY o TOUTOU; OTI
kol SOUOVEOV Kol Oy YEAGV T) OIKOUHEVT TETANPWTAL, K&l OTI EKATEPOL
uto T eEouaiow elot Tou Beou.

42 On this scarcely studied writing see now L.M. Farag, Saint Cyril of
Alexandria, a New Testament Exegete, Piscataway, NJ 2007.
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eABe1v, oUSE auTOpOAOV WoTEP OpaiaBat BoupoToupy oV, KekAnuE-
vov 8¢ HOAis e TouTo Badilelv, kal TT) XPelo uGAAov fiTep TOlS
0PIV EMSoUVAL THY XAPLV.

Cyril, ibid. 1.671, explains that the time of which Jesus speaks in
John 2:4 is that of his manifestation through his signs: oUTe yap
nkel, dnolv, o TNs avadelfecds pou kaipos TNs Sia onueicov ¥,
Cyril also quotes the words of the demons addressed to Jesus, which
he regards as a further testirnony rendered to his divinity: uapTUpoﬁol
xwhot, uapTUpoucn vst01 EYEIPOUEVOL. Aouuovss uapTupoucn
AéyovTes® Tinuiv kai oot Inoou- oidauév ot Tis €1, O Ay10S TOU
Ocou (Cat. 10.19)*.

Notably, in one of the many passages in which he reports the
demons’ question to Jesus*, Cyril also offers a paraphrase of it which
clearly indicates the way he interprets this formula: as an invitation to
leave them in peace. It is in a fragment from his Commentary on Luke

4 Cyril in a fragment of his Commentary on Luke preserved by the Catenae
(PG 72.633.32) also quotes the words of the demons addressed to Jesus: T1
gpol kol ool Inoou Yie Tou Oeol; commenting that these words are a sign
of their foolishness and fear: Selypo pev yoap amovolas SiafoAikis, To
ToAumoot Aéyetv Ti epol kol goi Yie Tou Oeou; Aethias 8¢ To Seeabat Tva
un Bacovichn.

“ Cf. Cat. 11.6: TTepi oﬂ HapTUPCY. 6’Icoé(vvns Eheye: Ko éesacéusea
TT]\) 80§cxv CXUTOU 50&0(\) ws uovoyevous mopa TaTpos n)\npns chplTog
Kol a)\neslag "Ov Tpeuovres ol Saipoves, eheyov "Ea, Ti nuiv kal

1, Inoov, Yie Tou Ocou Tou L&vToS.

% Co. Io. 2.95.19:"Eat, Ti Nuiv kal ool ’ Inoou NaCapnve; oiSapév ot Tis
£l" 0 ayl0s Tou Oeou- ﬁ)\ess LT npb K& pov Bacoviool NUGS; OT! uév yb(p
sménpncas o KUplOS‘ UGV’ Inoous o XplcTos KO(TO(TT]gEl\) fiueAAeV aUTOUS
Kol 1Tou<l)\oa§ QVIOCELY, nSeootv 1'rou TI'O(VTOJS kol auTot; Co. Matt Fr. 101 9
£180TES, OTI TIHWENBNCOVTAL, CIGTE UTTEPOTI T }\syoucslv Ti U1V kol ool
EXEl YOp AOYOV peB’ Nucdv 0 kpI NS, ad’ oL TTaPERNuEY TOS EVTOAOS aUTOU;
De ador: et cultu in spir. PG 68.429.7;"Eq, T nulv kol ool,’ Inoou Nalapnve;
hABes amoAéoat Nuas® oidauev ot Tis €1, 0 Aylos Tou Oeov; Glaph. in
Pent. PG 69.401.38; Exp. Ps. PG 69.1145.5. Tt nuiv ko oot; O1 8 maka
Tr)\owoausvm Kol TN KTlOEl napa TOV KTlGTT]\) AeAaTPEUKOTES, op¢>o<\101
Tives SVUTES KOTOX TOVSE TOV KOGHOV QVETTIKOUPTTOl TAVTEAGS, KAl TTPOS
maoav mAeoveElav etotpor; Co. Is. PG 70.369.40; Enc. in S. Mariam Deip. PG
77.1037.32: dpi€avTas auTou TRV SUvauty kol dpeovioovtas: Ti Nuiv Kol

o1, "Inoou Yie Tou Oeou; HABes e Tpo Kalpou Pacovicat NUas.
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preserved in the Catenae, B f. 53 PG 72.548.54: " HAavovTo Toivuv
Tor ToVnPa Sauovia, Kol 8T kol TPos aiofnatv evnveypeva TS
QVIKNTOU SUVALEWS GUTOU, K&l UN GEPOVTES Tas TPooBolas Ths
BeoTnTOS, TUpPOVVIKOV Kol Travoupyov avedbeyyovtor "Ea, Aé
yovuTo Ti NUIV KOl GO1; TOUTEGTL T1 OUK EGS TGS XWIPOAV EXELV;
“What to us and to you?” means “Why don’t you leave us in peace?
Why don’t you allow us to have our own room?”. The demons wish
to have their own domain, separate from that of Jesus.

Hesychius too, in the fifth century, in his Homily 2 De S. Maria
Deipara 8 quotes the demons’ words to Jesus as a proof of the
universal confession of his divinity: Tt nulv kol ool, ule Tou Beou
TOU CcoVTog AlBEOGnTl ayys)\wv Kal avepconcov Kol S0 HOVCIV
Ka1 TAOT)S OUOU TT)s KTIOEWS TMV TMepl ToU SeomoTou XpIoTou
opoloyiav.

Basil of Seleucia, on the contrary, still in the fifth century, sees
in the demons’ allocution to Jesus a sign of despise and the proof
that they didn’t know that in Jesus’ flesh was hiding his divinity: Ou
yop GEPOVTES TOU TOPOVTOS TNV GGTPOTMY avefowv ol dal-
noves - Ti nuiv kai ol Inoov; TTpos To GatVOEVOV TS OaPKOS
otactalouciv, oUk 180TES EV T OOPKI KPUTTTOPEVTV BeoTnTO.
TTou yap v mpos Secmotnv olkeéTns Ronoetev: Tl éuol kal 6ol
TTepidpovouct Tou BAeToUEVoU, uT OpcdvTes Tov BacavifovTo
(Sermones XLI 273.13-16). Jesus’ allocution to his mother in John
2:4, instead, cannot clearly be a sign of despise*.

4.7. Tue CruciAL WITNESS OF THE QQUAESTIONES ET RESPONSIONES AD
ORTHODOXOS
But the most interesting interpretation of the enigmatic question
in John 2:4 comes from a passage of the Quaestiones et Responsiones
ad Orthodoxos traditionally ascribed to Justin Martyr, but attributed

4 In the sixth century, Romanus the Melodist, Cant. 18.10.2, quotes Jesus’
allocution to his mother in John 2:4, but he is not concerned with the words T1
gHol kol ool, but rather with what follows, OUx Tlkel T} cdpax pou. He contrasts the
exegesis of those who read this statement as indicating that Christ was subjected
to necessity and time: ToUTov Tives Tov Aoyov Tpodaoiv &oeelas EauTols
KOTEOKEUOOOY, Ol AEyovTes XpIoTOV UTOKeIGBal avdyKals, ol pAOKOVTES
QUTOV KOl TAlS cIPals SOUAEUELV, OU VOOUVTES TOU AOYOU TNV EVVolav.
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by some to Theodoretus, col. 485BD of the editio Morelliana = p.
140-141 of Theodoretus?’. I provide both the text and my translation
(italics mine):
"Ev T& yauw, Sta To Ti €pol kol gol yuval; T1)
un TPl )\eyslv enen)\nﬁsv
To T euon Kal 001 yuvou oU TPOS Emrr)\nf,lv
glpnTal Tn unTpl UTTO TOU ocompog, aAAa TPOS
evdel v TOU m nuag dnotv, elval Tous ava&eBsyue
Vous Tou ev A yauco ava)\lckouevou olvou TT]V
dpovTida Opws k TOANTS ayaTms, €1 BeAets, Tva
un Aelgn aUTOlS Olvos, EITIE TOIS UTMPEETAIS VO
TOINOWOLY & AEYw aUTOlS, Kol BAETELS OTL OU pn
AelPel aUTOLS O1VOS.

[Problem:] During the wedding feast Jesus, by saying to his mother
“What to me and to you, o woman?”, blamed her.

[Solution:] The words “What to me and to you, o woman?” were
not pronounced by the Saviour in order to blame his mother, but
to express what follows: “If is not we who ought to take care of the
wine that is being consumed during the wedding feast. However,
out of my deep love, if you wish, lest they fall short of wine, tell the
servants to do what I say to them, and you will see that they will not
fall short of wine”.

The author is concerned with explaining that Jesus is not offending
his mother because his words must be interpreted just as | am arguing
in this paper that they should be understood: “What does it matter to
us if they have no wine left? We should not care for this, we should
have no ¢ppovTis for this”.

47 Theodoretus also quotes the demons’ question to Jesus in Graec. Aff. Cur.
10.44 ("Eo T1 v kol 001, Uie Tou Oeov; HABes cd8e mPo Katpou Pacovi
oat nuas) and in Co. Is. 10.89; De incarn. PG 75.1440 (Nuv pev Bocdv, Ti
NIV kol oot, Yie Tou Oeou; Tt HABes TPo kalpou Bacavical Nuas; vuv St
O18a o Tis €1, 0 Yios Tou Oeov, opkile ot un ue Poocavions); Interpr: in
Ps. PG 80.1377.36; Interpr. in XII proph. Min. PG 81.1888.40, and Haer. Fab.
Comp. PG 83.449.6 and 83.473.25 as a confession of Jesus’ divinity on the part
of the devil and the demons, but he never focuses on the precise meaning of T
NIV Kol ool.
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It is patent that this exegesis strongly supports my interpretation.
The author of these Quaestiones et responsiones, whoever he may be,
took T1 €lol kol 0ol ; to mean, not “What have I to do with you?”, but
“What does this matter to me and to you?”, according to the syntagm
T1 + dative pronoun (+ €ivant) already attested in Plato in the sense,
“What does this matter to x?”. This construct is still used in Hymn
66 ascribed to Romanus the Melodist, in the words of a pious person:
dnoiv o eucePns, Ti ol SoAepa kohakeupaTa; “What do deceiving
adulations matter to me? Why should they touch me?”#.

Indeed, that the expression Ti guol kol ool has two completely
different meanings in John 2:4 and in other episodes where the
demons address such words to Jesus, is made clear by Photius, Ep.
45.161%.

4.8. A REVEALING ATTESTATION IN THE SO-CALLED EPHRAEM GRAECUS,

AND CONCLUSION

Above all, the Greek translation of Ephraem the Syrian’s Sermones
Paraenetici ad monachos Aegypti is extremely interesting from the
linguistic point of view, for it parallels two forms, one with Tt + double
dative separated by kol and the other with T1 + simple dative + kol +
nominative: T1 N1V kal T kooue; T1 MUV Kol ol TPOYUOTELa
ToU Blou TouTou Tols &ToBaVoUs! TG KOOUG; (Serm. 45.9-10)%.

4 And it appears again in the ninth century in Nicetas Ammianus, Vita
Philareti Misericordis 137.12, but in a still different meaning: Ti £ol ToUTO, OTI
kaTnEIO0aTE Els TTeXoU kaAURNY e10eABeTv; Why is this happening to me,
that you have deemed it worthy of you to enter the modest repair of a poor?

4 Ob& yop KO(TEX Tbv ooV TpOTOV EVTaufa s’ipn‘rou ToTI éuol Ko oof,
ko’ ov ElpT]TCXl Trpog ToV sanTOUVTcx Bloummv QUTE ToU 1TCXTleOU
kAnpou Xpnuarloou EKEL LEV yap 1TV TI EUOl KO(l 001 Kol TIS pe KO(TE
OTTOEV APXOVTA Kot 6|ch0Tnv £’ Uuas; TN TPaEel TY &V TR )\oyco Toapai
otv eBeParicacev Kol SikaoTns audioRnTnosws xauan)\ou kol TTPocUAoU
kEpSous ouy e1AeTo YeveoBal, GANG TNV €V TOIS PHHOCIY KTTGYOPEUCIY T)
Sia TV Epywv Topaypadn SiedeEaTo.

50 In Ephraem’s Testamentum 428.5 there is only a quotation of the demon’s
words addressed to Jesus as an example of the demons’ hostility: O &pxnyos
TNS GTooTOo!0S aUTAV EKBod Kol Aéyel: T1 Nulv kal col, Yie Tou Ogov;
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The meaning is: “What have we to do with the world? Also, what do
the businesses of this life matter to us, who have died to this world?”.
The second form, with T1 + simple dative + ka1 + nominative, which
is most relevant to my argument, appears again a few lines later: T1
MUV Kol 1) 0805 TV KUV, HOVaXE; (Serm. 45.14-15).

Here we find the very same meaning and form as in Jesus’ question:
in John 2:4 there is no nominative because it is clearly understood that
the subject is the immediately preceding clause, 0lvov oUk EXOUG1V,
and the datives are two simply because the persons to whom the thing
doesn’t matter are two, Jesus and Mary:

“They have no wine (left)”.

“What does this matter to me and to you, Woman? My hour has
not yet come”.
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